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Executive Summary

This document is an Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis (EA/RIR/IRFA) for proposed Amendment 79 to the Bering Sea / Aleutian Ilands (BSAI)
Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP). The action proposes to implement groundfish retention
standards (GRS) for head and gut trawl catcher processors operating in the BSAI that are not listed
American Fisheries Act (AFA) catcher/processors at 50 CFR 679.4(1)(2)(1). These unlisted catcher
processing vessels, are referred to as (HT-CPs) in this analysis. Only HT-CP vessals 125 ft. and greater
harvesting groundfish in the BSAI. In 2004, there were 16 active HT-CP 125' ft. and greater, LOA. The
administrati verecord of the Council discussion concerning Amendment 79 statesthat “ Fishery management
isabout achieving conservation objectives, achieving social and economic objectives, and meeting the letter
of thelaw and theintent and spirit of thelaw...Our intention, and our purpose and our need here, isto address
the multiple requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act to balance conservation goals and reduce bycatch,
and still maintain the opportunity to go out and meet other considerations such as having an economic
fishery” (NPFMC, 2003b).

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (the M SA) authorizesthe Council and
Secretary of Commerce to reduce discards for conservation and management purposes. Prior to Congress
passing the Sustainable Fisheries Act (the SFA) in 1996, the Council and Secretary adopted significant
bycatch and discard reduction management actions. One of these actions was aban on pollock roe stripping
whichwasimplemented in 1991. Another action was Amendment 49 to the BSAI Groundfish FMP (IR/1U),
which was implemented on January 3, 1998. That action required all vessels fishing for groundfish in the
BSAI management areato retain all pollock and Pacific cod beginning January 3, 1998 and retain all rock
soleand yellowfin sole beginning January 1, 2003. From theindustry’ s perspective, the roe stripping ban and
Amendment 49 were found to be costly. Nevertheless, the roe stripping ban and Amendment 49 were
approved based on the authority of the MSA to limit wasteful practices. The final rulefor Amendment 49
asserts, with respect to forgone revenueto the poll ock fishery, that “this cost would be offset by the benefits
of increased protection of the ecosystem and the future productivity of the pollock stocks.”

In 2001, the Council determined that the head and gut trawl catcher processor sector would not be able to
fully meet | R/IU flatfi sh retentionrequirementsunder Amendment 49, so they explored the option of relaxing
the 100 percent retention requirement for rock sole and yellowfin sole through self- reported retention rates.
However, thisoptionwas considered to bedifficult to enforcewithout independent reporting and verification
of retention rates. In October 2002, the NPFM C approved Amendment 75 to the BSAI Groundfish FMP,
delayingimplementation of IR/IU flatfish regulationsfor the BSAI until June 1, 2004. At the sametime, the
Council initiated four trailing amendments with the expectation that these amendments could augment or
replace |R/IU regulationsfor flatfish prior tothe end of the delay period. However, Amendment 75 wasonly
partially approved by the Secretary—the delay of IR/IU flatfish implementation in the BSAI was approved,
but the ending date (June 1, 2004) for the delay was not approved. The practical effect of partially approving
Amendment 75wasthat it delayed indefinitely theflatfish IR/IU program. While the GRSwasan dternative
being considered by the Council during their final action on Amendment 75, the Council proposed further
analysis of Amendment 79, after it became aware of the the partial approval of Amendment 75.

The purpose of the GRS is to create a retention gandard for groundfish in the BSAI that would minimize
discards, while maintaining aviable multi-speciestrawl fishery. In devel oping GRS alternatives, the Council
adopted the following problem statement:

The Council’s primary concern is to maintain a healthy marine ecosystem to ensure the
long-term conservation and abundance of the groundfish and crab resources. Recognizing
the importance of both the mandate of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act to reduce bycatch (discards)to the extent practicable, the US public's
perception that discards in the BSAI are excessive, the economic importance of these
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groundfish fisheries, and the dependence of the participants on these fisheries, the Council
is committed to reducing bycatch, minimizing waste, and improving utilization of fish
resources to the extent practicable in order to provide the maximum benefit to present
generations of fishermen, associated fishing industry sectors, communities, and the nation
asawhole. Finally, the Council acknowledges the fact that any solution to the problem of
reducing discards must take into account the ability of NOAA Fisheriesto monitor discards
and adequately enforce any regulations that are promulgated.

To meet the Council’s stated god's of reducing bycatch, minimize waste, and improve utilization of fish
resourcesto the extent practicabl e, the Council initiated Amendment 79 in October 2002 that woul d establish
aminimum groundfish retention standard. Alternatives devel oped to respond to the problem statement are
the status quo/no action (Alternative 1), alessrestrictive GRS of 70 percent for HT-CP vessels > 125' LOA
(Alternative 2.1), amore restrictive GRS of 85 percent for January through May and 90 percent during the
remainder of the year for dl catcher processors > 125' LOA (Alternative 2.2), and aprogram that gradually
increasesthe GRS over afour year period from 65 percent in 2005 to 85 percent in 2008 for non-AFA trawl

catcher processors > 125' LOA (Alternative 2.3).

The analysis showsthat the HT-CP sector has had the lowest retention rate in the BSAI among all sectors
dating back to at least 1995. For example, the HT-CP sector in 1995 had an overall retention rate of 59
percent. Six years later, the retention rate for the HT-CP sector improved to 75 percent, but was still well
below the other sectors operating inthe BSAI. With the exception of the longline catcher processor sector
(L-CP), which had aretention rate that ranged between 84 to 86 percent during the 1995 to 2001 period, all
other sectors in the BSAI had retention rates greater than 90 percent. Between 2003 and March, 2005, the
average groundfish retention rate for this sector was at 70 percent. In thefirst three months of 2005 it has
increased to 78 percent. For the HT-CP vessels > 125' L OA the groundfish retention percentagewas at 73%.

Monitoring requirements for each vessel managed under the GRS would include flow scales and observer
stations and observation of every haul. Improvements to management precision may occur with these
additional observer, observer station, and flow scale requirements. Itisanticipated that having flow scales
on vessels subject to the GRS would provide managers with more precise haul specific estimates (or
verifiable measures) of total weight.

In recognition of the relative balance between benefits of reducing discards and compliance costs, the
Council selected Alternative2.3 over Alternatives1, 2.1, and 2.2. Alternative 2.3 isafocused alternativethat
responds specifically to the problem with discards of flatfish by the HT-CP sector. In contrast, the improved
retention rates under Alternative 2.1 would be realized through reductions in regulatory pollock discards.
Alternative 2.2 would impose the substantial compliance costs of observers and scaes on all catcher
processors > 125' L OA operating in the BSAI even though discard reducti onswould belimited to the HT-CP
and L-CP sectors.

The preferred aternative, sdected in June 2003, would phasein the GRS over afour year period beginning
in 2005, starting at 65 percent and increasing to 85 percent. This allows time for those vesselswith lower
retention rates to adjust their operations in order to accommodate the higher retention rates. Under the
preferred alternative only HT-CPs > 125' LOA would be required to comply with the GRS—which would
be determined and enforced at the end of the year. In 2002, the overall groundfish retention rate of HT-CP
vessds » 125 ft. was 71 percent. Provided these catch and retention rates are maintained, the 2005 GRSrate
of 65 percent proposed by the Council would have only aminimal effect on the fleet—only three vessels
would need to improve their retention rates. Between 2002 and the first half of 2005 the overall groundfish
retention rate for HT-CP vessels > 125 ft. increased to 72 percent, resulting in 7 vessels that would be
required to increase retention rates to meet the 2006 GRSproposed by the Council. However, given thefleet
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average of 71 percent, nearly all of the regulated vessels would need to improve their retention rate to meet
the 2008 GRS of 85 percent. Table 1 shows the additional tons that would have to be retained to meet the
phased-in standards—by 2008 nearly 20,000 additional tons would be retained.

Table 1. Vessel Based Impacts of GRS Percentages in the GRS Preferred Alternative

Year 2005 2006 2007 2008

GRS Percentage 65 75 80 85
. 3 5 8 13

Number of HT-CP > 125' LOA Below GRS in 2002

Additional Retained Tons Needed to Meet GRS (1.000 mt) 0.9 6.0 10.5 19.5

Source: Sector Profile Database Devel oped by Northern Economics from Blend Data supplied by NOAA Fisheries-AFSC.

INn 2002, therewere 16 activeHT-CP > 125' L OA. NOAA Fisheriesestimatesthat 7 of these 16 vessel swould
havetoinstall approved marineflow scd esand observer stations. Approved marineflow scal esare estimated
to cost approximately $50,000. Equipment to outfit an observer station, including a motion-compensated
platform scale to verify the accuracy of the total catch weight flow scale, would cost between $6,000 and
$12,000. nstallation costsaremoredifficult to estimate. | nstall ation costsfor the scal esand observer stations
couldrange between $20,000 to over $100,000. Therequirement that every haul be observed will most likely
necessitate the deployment of one additional observer aboard each of the 16 vessels?! It isestimated that the
annual cost of anadditional NOAA Fisheries-certified observer would be approximately $82,000 per vessel.

While the costs of the GRS program to HT-CP > 125' LOA will be higher than those associated with the
status quo, the Council designed Amendment 79 to minimize costs by enforcing higher retention ratesonly
on the portion of the of this sector, with the lowest retention rates. The Council, in June 2003, stated that the
proposed action under Amendment 79 would reduce costs to the fishing industry relative to the proposed
action under Amendment 49, which was approved by the Secretary in 1997. Amendment 49 would have
required all vesselsfishing for groundfishinthe BSAI management areato retain all rock sole and yellowfin
sole beginning January 1, 2003. “ The costs [under Amendment 79] arefar less than what wereoriginaly...
considered [under Amendment 49], and we've tried to adjust the program to minimize those costs’
(Chairman David Benton, NPFMC, June 2003).

The preferred alternative also mitigates the costs to the sector directly affected. For example, the HT-CP
vessds less than 125 feet LOA are exempted from the GRS. These vessels have “specific and particular
operational concerns’ associated with the enforcement and monitoring requirements (NPFMC 2003b).
Primary among these concerns are the additional costs to accommodate the processing space necessary for
a flow scale and an observer station on board these smaller vessels. The Council also choseto phasein the
GRS program which allows the affected vessels to adjust to the program requirement.

Thereislittle quantitative information available onhow fishery harvesting and discard practicesinthe BSAI
groundfishfisheriesmay impact subsistence, non-consumptiveor non-useresourcevalues. Only verylimited
dataexist on the use of BSAI groundfish by native culturesin thisregion. Thereisno subsistencetake of any
of the groundfish species that are included in the definition of BSAI groundfish used in regulation.

Thereisno source of dataon the preferences of citizens of the U.S. who, havelittle or no involvement in the
harvesting, use, or consumption of these fish species, to change BSAI discard practices. The costs and
controversial status of some of the tools for collection of data on these non-consumptive and non-use
preferences are significant. Nonetheless, the existence of preferencesinthe form of “non-consumptive”

A vessel could choose not to carry two observers, but it would have to file afishing plan with NOAA Fisheries that
shows it will fish in away that will allow the single observer to sample 100 percent of the hauls. Typically such a plan requires
that the vessel fish only 12 hour per day.
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valuesarerecognized bothin economicliterature and by NOAA Fisheries as rel evant economic components
in the determination of net national benefits for afishery action.

Theamount of North Pacific Groundfish discards, has been identified by some environmental organizations
both in Alaska and in other locations as a concern. NOAA Fisheries has no empirical data suggesting that
many people would assign substantial non-consumptive or non-use vaues to these fish if they were left
undisturbed in the ocean. The value of the discarded fish as a protein resource that could be used by hunger
relief organizationsalso appears to be very limited.

Thereisno literature or data avail able demonstrating that these species, in theamounts being removed from
the North Pacific, havea significant indirect valueto the productivity of other species (e.g., providing prey
for other living marine resources that do haveuse or non-use value). However, environmental interestsnote
that the lack of dataon these difficult to measure ecosystem effects, does not justify the assumption of zero
environmental impacts.

The range of anecdotal information and perspectives on the magnitude of discards from this sector is
substantial, and difficult to analyze. As an example, some environmental interests point out that in recent
years, discarded groundfish from the 24 to 26 vessels in the HT-CP sector exceed the entire domestic
groundfish catch of anumber of U.S. coastal states. Other interests point out that the these discarded catches
aresmall (onthe order of afraction of one percent) in comparisonto thetotal groundfish catchesin the North
Pacific, and even less significant in comparison to the annual estimated biomassof groundfishin the North
Pacific.

As aresult of the different ways that these removals may be perceived, the resource val ues associated with
the non-consumptive, or non-use attributes of discards of thesefish, in the amounts currently occurringin
the groundfish fisheries are best described asindeterminate, though theincreasing level of interest in fishery
bycatch reduction and discards, national ly and regionally, suggest that the reduction of discards has some
level of hon-market or non-consumptive benefits for some unknown number of people.

Recognizingthe potential costs of the proposed GRS action on the HT-CP sector, the Council has expressed
that reducing discards by the HT-CP fleet will contribute to a positive benefit for the Nation. The Council
has stated that it is committed to reducing discards, minimizing waste, and improving utilization of fish
resources to the fullest extent practicable in order to provide the maximum benefit to present and future
generations of fishermen, associated fishing industry sectors, communities, consumers, and the nation as a
whole.
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1.0 Introduction

This document is an Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis (EA/RIR/IRFA) for proposed Amendment 79 to the Bering Sea / Aleutian Ilands (BSAI)
Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP). The action proposes to implement groundfish retention
standards (GRS) for HT-CP vessels harvesting groundfishin the BSAI. The preferred alternative will phase
inGRSfor all fisheriesin the BSAI beginning in 2005, however the regul ation enforcing the amendment will
be imposed only on catcher processors (CPs) that are not qualified to fish for pollock under the American
Fisheries Act. In 2005, the GRS will requirethat at |east 65 percent of all groundfish harvested be retained.
Subsequent years, the rate will increase to 75 percent in 2006, 80 percent in 2007, and, finally, 85 percent
in 2008.

An environmental assessment (EA) isrequired by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)
to determine whether the action considered will result in asignificant impact on the human environment. If
the action is determined not to be significant based on an analysis of relevant considerations, the EA and
resulting finding of no significant impact (FONSI) would be thefinal environmental documentsrequired by
NEPA. If the EA determinesthat the proposed actionisamajor or significant action, then an environmental
impact statement (EIS) must be prepared.

NEPA requires that an EA discuss 1) the need for the proposed action; 2) the proposed action and
aternatives; 3) the probable environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives; and 4) the
agenciesand persons consulted during preparation of the EA. A description of the purpose and need for the
proposed action as well as a description of aternatives which may address the problem are included in
Section 1.0 of this document. Section 2.0 contains a description of the affected human environment, and
Section 3.0 contains information on the impacts of the alternatives on that environment, specifically
addressing potential impacts on endangered species and marine mammals and cumul ative effects.

Executive Order 12866 (E.O. 12866) requires preparation of a Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) to assess
the social and economic costsand benefitsof availableregulatory alternatives, in order to determinewhether
a proposed regulatory action is economically “significant” as defined by the order. Section 4.0 contains a
systematic description and analysis of the economic and social impacts of each of the alternatives.

Section 5.0 addresses the requirements of other applicable laws, including the MSA, Marine Mammal
Protection Act, and Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), which includes the Initial Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis(IRFA) inSection 5.3. TheRFA requiresanalysisof adverseimpactson small entitieswhichwould
be directly regulated by the proposed action. The mgor goals of the RFA ae to: 1) increase agency
awareness and understanding of theimpact of their regul ations on small businesses, 2) require that agencies
communicate and explain their findings to the public, and 3) encourage agencies to use flexibility and to
provide regulatory relief to small entities. The preparation of an IRFA emphasizes predicting sgnificant
adverse impacts on small entities as a group, distinct from other ertities, and on the consideration of
alternatives that may minimize the impacts, while still achieving the stated objective of the action.

The references cited in this document arelisted in Section 6.0 alist of the preparersis provided in Section
7.0, and alist of government Agencies and personnel contacted is provided in Section 8.0. This document
also contains two appendices:

. Appendix 1: Costs of Marine Scales for At-Sea Weighing of Catch

. Appendix 2: Summary of Issues Regarding Volumetric Edimates of Totd Catch Weight in
Multi-Species Fisheries
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1.1 Purpose of and Need for the Action

The purpose of the GRS isto create a standard for retention of groundfish for the BSAI groundfish fishery.
The standard, which under the preferred alternative woul d be phased in through 2008, codifiesthe Council’ s
solution to the problem of excessive discardsof groundfishinthe BSAI. The GRS specifically addressesthe

mandate in the MSA to reduce discards to the extent practicable.

1.1.1 The Problem Statement

The following statement defines the problem the Council is addressing with the proposed alternatives.?

The Council’s primary concern isto maintain a healthy marine ecosystem to ensure the
long-term conservation and abundance of the groundfish and crab resources. Recognizing
the importance of both the mandate of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act to reduce bycatch (discards) to the extent practicable, the US public’'s
perception that discards in the BSAI are excessive, the economic importance of these
groundfish fisheries, and the dependence of the participants on these groundfish fisheries,
the Council is committed to reducing bycatch, minimizing waste, andimproving utilization
of fishresourcesto theextent practicablein order to provide the maximum benefit to present
generations of fishermen, associated fishing industry sectors, communities, and the nation
as awhole. Finally, the Council acknowledges the fact that any solution to the problem of
reducing discards must takeinto account the ability of NOAA Fisheriesto monitor discards

and adequately enforce any regulations that are promul gated.

1.1.2 Regulatory Background

One of the first actions by the Council to reduce bycatch and discards was aban on pollock roe stripping
which was implemented in 1991 (BSAI Amendment 14). During the Council process of reviewing this
management action, the Council requested alegal opinion concerning the authority of banning roe stripping
in time for its December 1989 Council meeting. Subsequently, a memorandum from the NOAA Office of
General Counsel was written and submitted on December 1, 1989 that outlines the Council's authority to
prohibit roe stripping and increase retention and utilization of pollock. The following summary isexcerpted
from the December 1, 1989 memorandum:

1.

There is authority under the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act to limit
wasteful practices. Controlling wasteful practices is as legitimate a purpose as conserving
a stock of fish or allocating fishing privileges. Requiring fuller utilization of a fishery
resource should be justified as a means of achieving optimum yield.

There are a multitude of conservation and management measures, directed at harvesting
activities, available to eliminate or restrict practices such as roe stripping. These include
seasons, quotas, gear requirements, discard restrictions, and catch limits.

There is also authority under the Act to limit wasteful practices by requiring at-sea
processors to retain harvested fish rather than discarding them. At-sea processing is
"fishing" subject to regulation under the Act.

This problem statement was developed by analysts and is based on discussion of the Council during the devel opment
and approval of the dternatives and the proposed action.
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4. There is authority — though not as clear-cut — to limit wasteful practices by requiring at-sea
processors to utilize fish flesh for food products and fish meal. There have been no instances
thus far of directly mandating what a processor does with legally possessed fish for
purposes of full utilization.

5. There is no authority to limit wasteful practices by regulating on-shore processors, because
on-shore processors can be regulated only indirectly as an incidence of managing "fishing.”

Later in 1996, Congress passed the Sustainable Fisheries Act, which amended the Magnuson-Stevens
Fisheries Conservation and Management Act and added three new national standards. One of the standards,
National Standard 9, provides:

Conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable, (4) minimize bycatch and
(B) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of such bycatch.

The genesisof National Standard 9 isanational and international movement to reduce bycatch and discards.
In general, unacceptable amounts of bycatch and discards are viewed as a waste of the ocean's resources
giventhat many fish stocksarefully or over utilized. Congressfelt that the continued current level of bycatch
and discards of the Nation's ocean resources was unacceptable and must be reduced to an acceptable level.
However, Congress, in drafting Sustainable Fisheries Act and National Standard 9, recognized that total
elimination of discards and bycatch isan unrealistic goal because some minor levels of discardsand bycatch
are unavoidable consequents of rational decisions by the fishing industry. Congress took this into account
when drafting language for National Standard 9.The House's version required minimization of bycatch “to
the maximum extent practicable...” The House language implicitly acknowledges that bycatch may be
unavoidabl e, but requiresthe Council to continuetolook for innovativewaysto reduce bycatch and discards
in the Nation’ s fisheries.

Section 108 of the Sustai nabl e Fisheries Act al so statesthat all FMPswill "establish astandardized reporting
methodol ogy to assess the amount and type of bycatch occurringin thefishery, and include conservation and
management measures that, to the extent practi cable and in the following priority— (A) minimize bycatch;
and (B) minimize the mortality of bycatch which cannot be avoided."

In addition, Section 313 of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act shows a
willingnessby Congressto levy finesontheindustry for egregious bycatch issues. The Council may approve
"asystem of finesinafishery to provideincentives to reduce bycatch and bycatch rates." The Council may
also "provide allocations of regulatory discards to individual fishing vessels as an incentive to reduce per
vessd bycatch and bycatch ratesin afishery.”

Further insight on the purpose and procedures for implementing National Standard 9 are presented in 50
CFR, Chapter V1, 8600.350. Thefollowing sections are excerpted from 8600.350:

General. This national standard requires Councils to consider the bycatch effects of existing and
planned conservation and management measures. Bycatch can, in two ways, impede efforts to
protect marine ecosystems and achieve sustainable fisheries and the full benefits they can provide
to the Nation. First, bycatch can increase substantially the uncertainty concerning total
fishing-related mortality, which makes it more difficult to assess the status of stocks, to set the
appropriate OY and define overfishing levels, and to ensure that OYs are attained and overfishing
levels are not exceeded. Second, bycatch may also preclude other more productive uses of fishery
resources.

In addition, the regulation presentsthe priority of National Standard 9:

Minimizing bycatch and bycatchmortality. The priority under this standard s first to avoid catching
bycatch species where practicable. Fish that are bycatch and cannot be avoided must, to the extent
practicable, be returned to the sea alive. Any proposed conservation and management measure that
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does not give priority to avoiding the capture of bycatch species must be supported by appropriate
analysis.

This same regulation also provides alist of criteriathat Councils must consider in addressing net benefits
to the Nation from bycatch reduction actions. These benefits should include negative impacts on affected
stocks, incomes accruing to participants in directed fisheries in both the short and long term, incomes
accruing to participantsin fisheriesthat target the bycatch species, environmental consequences, non-market
values of bycatch species, and impacts on other marine organisms.

In order to evaluate the conservation and management measures associated with bycatch reduction rel ative
to National Standard 9 and other national standards, 8600.350 provides the following criteria for
consideration:

1. Promote development of a database on bycatch and bycatch mortality in the fishery to the
extent practicable.
2. For each management measure, assess the effects on the amount and type of bycatch and

bycatch mortality in the fishery.
3. Select measures that, to the extent practicable, will minimize bycatch and bycatch mortality.
4. Monitor selected management measures.
National Standard 5 also has some bearing in bycatch management actions. National Standard 5 provides:

Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, consider efficiency in the
utilization of fishery resources,; except that no such measure shall have economic allocation as its
sole purpose.

The standard does not restrict dl management actions to the most efficient utilization of the fisheries
resources, but rather the standard requires that efficiency be considered in determining utilization when
practicable. As noted in 8600.330, restrictive measures that lower the level of efficient utilization are
permissiblewhenthey " contribute to the attainment of other social or biological obj ectives." Inthisparticular
case, areduction of bycatch and discards can be pursued with efficiency as a consideration.

1.1.3 Council Action on Bycatch

In Alaska, anumber of improvementsin bycatch reduction have been implemented since the passage of the
Sustainable Fisheries Act. A number of these improvements are cited by the National Marine Fisheries
Service in the document, Implementing the Sustainable Fisheries Act, which was published in June 2003.
In the document, it states that since 1992, the NPFMC has over time continued to move toward improving
the precision of total catch measurements by replacing many of the volumetric measurements with scale
weights. In the Community Deve opment Quota and pollock cooperative fisheries, each vessd isrequired
to carry two observers. The document states that nearly 75 percent of all groundfish harvested today in the
BSAI and GOA are weighed on certified scales overseen by NMFS certified fishery observers.

The NPFMC has also employed a number of different regulatory procedures for reducing bycatch and
discards. A few of these procedures include bycatch limits for prohibited species, maximum retainable
allowance, gear restrictions, season delays or time/area closures, a vessel incentive program, mandatory
retention and increased utilization of pollock and Pacific cod, and voluntary industry initiatives.

In addition, several amendmentsaddressing bycatch (not including IR/1U actionswhich are noted in thenext
section), since passage of the Sustainable Fisheries Act have been approved and implemented, including:
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. Amendment 37, which implemented a trawl closure areain the Bristol Bay red king crab
savings area, modified red king crab prohibited species cap limits and established trawl
closure areas in nearshore Bristol Bay.

. Amendment 40, which established prohibited species caps for snow crab in trawl fisheries
and a bycatch limitation zone

. Amendment 46, which modified allocation of Pacific cod by gear type and set trawl and
hook-and-line gear halibut PSC mortality caps.

. Amendment 50, which allowed for donation of incidentally caught haibut to food banks.

. Amendment 59, which prohibits fishing in an area containing important fish habitat.

. Amendment 60, which prohibits non-pelagic trawl gear in Cook Inlet.

1.1.4 Council Action on IR/IU

The proposed GRS isthe latest in a series of actionsdating back to 1988, that specifically address the issue
of discards and utilization of groundfish. The remainder of this section summarizes these actions.

In 1988, the Council discussed aproposal that would have limited the ability of processorsto utilize only the
valuable roe of pollock during spawning season in winter and early spring. In 1989 and 1990, the roe
stripping issue was revisited by the NPFM C and in 1991 a ban on roe stripping was implemented. The ban
onroestripping wasto ensurethat other productslikefilletsand suri mi are produced from harvested pollock,
thereby reducing discards. From an industry perspective, the ban on roe stripping was found to be costly.
Nevertheless, the Council and the Secretary approved the ban based on its authority to limit wasteful
practices under the MSA. Thefina rule asserts, with respect to forgone revenue to the pollock fishery, that
"thiscost would be offset by the benefits of i ncreased protection of the ecosystemand thefutureproductivity
of pollock stocks."

In December 1994, during theprocess of addressingtheir comprehensive rationalization program (CRP), the
NPFMC debated issues of bycatch and economic loss from discards in target fisheries and unanimously
adopted a motion to develop a set of regulatory options for implementing an improved retention/improved
utilization (IR/IU) program for BSAI groundfish fisheries. The NPFMC identified the BSAI rock sole and
mid-water pollock fisheries as two subject fisheries for initial evaluation and proposed that commercial
groundfish trawl fisheries be required to reduce discards by retaining species which have historically been
bycatch.

Atits December 1995 meeting, the NPFM C adopted adraft IR/IU problem statement for public review. That
statement reads as follows:

In managing the fisheries under its jurisdiction, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council is
committed to: (1) assuring the long-term health and productivity of fish stocks and other living
marine resources of the North Pacific and Bering Sea ecosystem; and (2) reducing bycatch,
minimizing waste, and improving utilization of fish resources in order to provide the maximum
benefit to present generations of fishermen, associated fishing industry sectors, communities,
consumers, and the nation as a whole.

The Council's overriding concern is to maintain the health of the marine ecosystem to ensure the
long-term conservation and abundance of the groundfish and crab resources. As a response to this
concern, a program to promote improved utilization and effective control/reduction of bycatch and
discards in the fisheries off Alaska should address the following problems:

1. Bycatch and discard loss of groundfish, crab, herring, salmon, and other non-target
species.
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2. Economic loss and waste associated with the discard mortality of target species
harvested but not retained for economic reasons.

3. Inability to provide for a long-term, stable fisheries-based economy due to loss of
fishery resources through wasteful fishing practices.

4. The need to promote improved retention and utilization of fish resources by
reducing waste of target groundfish species to achieve long-term sustainable
economic benefits to the nation.

In May 1997, NOAA Fisheries completed an Environmental Assessment, Regulatory Impact Review and
Initial Regulatory Flexibility Andysis (EA/RIR/IRFA) of the improved retention and utilization options
identified by the NPFM C as Amendment 49 to the BSAI Groundfish FMP. At its September 1996 meeting
the NPFM C adopted Amendment 49. Once again, the Council and the Secretary approved a management
action that would increase the cost to the industry by reducing discards for the primary purpose of
mai ntai ning the hedth of the marine ecosystem to ensure the long-term conservation and abundance of the
groundfish resource on the authority of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

On January 3, 1998, Amendment 49 to the BSAI Groundfish FMP was implemented (62 FR 63880). The
final rulerequires all vessds fishing for groundfish in the BSAI management areato retain all pollock and
Pacific cod beginning January 3, 1998 and retain all rock sole and yellowfin sole beginning January 1, 2003.
In addition, the final rule egablishes a 15 percent minimum processing standard with no limit on product
formbeginning January 3, 1998 for pollock and Pacific cod and establishesa 15 percent minimum processing
standard with no limit on product form beginning January 1, 2003 for rock sole and yellowfin sole.

The potential negativeimpacts of IR/IU rules for flatfish on some sectors of the groundfish fisheries of the
BSAI and GOA created the possibility that some entities currently participating in thesefisheries might be
compelled to discontinue their participation due to the economic burden the rules could place on their
operations. The likelihood that the head and gut trawl catcher processors sector (HT-CP) would not be able
tofully meet IR/1U flatfish rules becameincreasingly clearin 2000 during Council and industry deliberation
on AFA processing sideboards. These sideboards would have protected non-AFA processors from AFA
processors increasing their share of non-pollock fisheries. It was argued that, rather than limit AFA
processors, it would be more practicable to provide relief from flatfish IR/IU to the HT-CPs.

In June and October 2001, the Council determined that pursuing AFA processing limits wasinfeasible, but
the options to level the playing field for non-AFA processors by providing some form of relief from the
impending implementation of IR/IU for flatfish remained on the table. Specifically, the Council addressthe
concept of relaxing the requirement that 100 percent of IR/1U flatfish beretained. Thisoption, whileit could
possibly have made IR/IU less onerous to the HT-CP fleet, was deemed not enforceable. At its June 2002
meeting the NPFM C devel oped a problem statement specifically to address the pending implementation of
IR/IU regulations for the flatfish fisheries. This statement read as follows:

100 percent retention of rock sole and yellowfin sole (as currently scheduled) results in severe
economic losses to certain participants in the fishery, while less than 100 percent retention of only
these species is not enforceable.

In October 2002, the NPFMC approved Amendment 75 to the BSAI Groundfish FMP, delaying
implementation of IR/IU flatfish regulationsfor the BSAI until June 1, 2004. The NPFM C aso initiated four
trailing amendmentswith the expectationthat these amendments coul d augment or replace IR/1U regulations
for flatfish prior to the end of the delay period. Amendment 80 (as modified at the April 2003 Council
meeting) establishes sector allocationsinthe BSAI and facilitatesthe formation of afishery cooperative for
non-AFA trawl catcher processors. Amendment B creates flatfish bycatch (discard) limits for the flatfish
fisheries. Amendment 79 (the proposed action) establishesaminimumgroundfish retention standard (GRS).
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Amendment 72/76 exemptsfisherieswithlessthan a5 percent IR/IU flatfish bycatch ratefrom IR/IU flatfish
regulations.

Amendment 75 wasonly partially approved by the Secretary—the delay of IR/1U flatfish implementation
in the BSAI was approved, but the ending date (June 1, 2004) for the delay was not approved. The practical
effect of partially approving Amendment 75 was that the proposed FMP text was modified by removing
reference to rock sole and yellowfin sole as IR/IU species, thereby delaying indefinitely the flatfish IR/IU
flatfish program.

With the indefinite delay of the BSAI IR/IU flatfish program, Amendment 76 no longer had any practical
application in the BSAI. Amendment B was rejected by the Council as infeasible following discussions
between industry representatives and fishery managers. However, the NPFM C continued to pursue possible
implementation of Amendments 79. At the June 2003 meeting the Council took final action on Amendment
79, approving a phased-in GRS for the non-AFA catcher processor sector in the BSAI, to begin in 2005.

Also at its June 2003 meeting, as part of its action on Amendment 79, the NPFM C al so approved arevision
of themaximum retainablealowance (MRA) for pollock. The Council recognized that the MRA changewas
simpler to implement than the full GRS action and requested NOAA Fisheries to expedite the proposed
pollock MRA action. A separate EA/RIR/IRFA for this regulatory change was included with the final rule
and published on June 14, 2004 amending 679.20 and 679.27. The objective of the MRA changeisto reduce
regulaory discardsof pollockinthedirected fisheriesfor non-pollock groundfish specieswithout increasing
the overall amount of pollock that has been historically caught as incidental catch in these fisheries. The
MRA portion of the preferred GRS alternative has been assessed in a separae EA/RIR/IRFA, and is
included as part of the status quo the GRSin this analysis.

1.2 Description of the Alternatives
The following alternatives were examined by the NPFMC in their deliberations of the GRS:
Alternative 1: Status Quo/No Action

Current regulations regarding retention and discards and regulations that require 100 percent retention of
pollock and Pecific cod wouldremain in effect. The MRA for pollock iscurrently in regulation and requires
that when directed fishing on a groundfish species is closed, tha species may only be retained up to the
MRA. The MRA isenforced at the point of an offload and is included under the status quo/no action
aternative.

For Alternatives 2 thru 4, these alternatives would add a minimum Groundfish Retention Standard (GRS)
for al groundfish fisheries (excluding pollock target fisheries) to the Goals and Objectives section of the
BSAI Groundfish FMP. In addition, aregul ation establishing a GRS would be promulgated and enforced on
certain vessels and sectorsin the groundfish fleet. The GRS regulation would not change the 100 percent
retention standard already set for pollock and Pacific cod under existing IR/IU regulations. In addition to
establishingaGRS, the regul ation woul d requirethat processorscreate productsthat yield at least 15 percent
from each fish harvested.

Alternative 2: Less Restrictive GRS

This alternative establishes a GRS of 70 percent. The sandard appliesto non-AFA trawl catcher
processors (HT-CPs), 125 ft and greater LOA, as a fleet. Compliance with the GRSis determined
at the end of the fishing year. The pollock MRA percentage is increased to 35 percent for all
non-AFA trawl catcher processors, including vessels less than 125 ft, and compliance with pollock
MRASs continues as defined in regulation, and ismonitored and enforced on each vessel at the end
of each offload. NOAA Fisheries-approved scales, a certified observer sampling station, and
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observer coverage of every haul are used to measure and verify total catch. Alternative scale
monitoring plans approved by NOAA Fisheries could be substituted for observer coverage of every
haul. Retained catch iscalculated using NOAA Fisheries standard PRRs.

Alternative 3: More Restrictive GRS

Thisalternative establishesaGRS of 85 percent for January through May. The GRSincreasesto 90
percent during the remainder of the year. The GRS appliesto all catcher processors that are 125 ft
and greater LOA as individual vessels. Catcher processors less than 125 ft. are exempt if ther
weekly production is less than 600 mt. The current pollock MRA percentage is maintained with
enforcement at the point of offload. Compliance with the GRS is monitored and enforced at the end
of each week for each areaand gear fished. NOAA Fisheries-approved scales, a certified observer
sampling station, and observer coverage of every haul are used to measure and verify total catch.
Retained catch is calculated using existing NOAA Fisheries standard PRRs. No alternaive scale
monitoring plans or retained catch measurement plans are considered.

In addition, the Council at its June 2003 meeting identified the following preferred alternative:
Alternative 4: Phase-In of a GRS (Preferred Alternative)

The preferred alternative, as defined by the Council at its June 2003 meeting, establishes a year-
round GRS of 65 percent in 2005; 75 percent in 2006; 80 percent in 2007; and 85 percent in 2008.
The GRS will be calculated as the round-weight equivalent of retained groundfish as a percent to
total groundfish weight. The FMP would establish the authority for improving general groundfish
retention, and will describethe Council’ sgoal for all BSAI groundfish vessel sto minimize discards.
The GRS regul ations however, will goply only to catcher processors, operating in the BSAI that are
not listed American FisheriesAct (AFA) catcher/processorsat 50 CFR 679.4(1)(2)(1). Theseunlisted
catcher processing vessds, arereferred to as (HT-CPs) in thisanalysis. Each HT-CPs, 125 ft and
greater LOA, will be subject to the enforcement on an individual vessel basis. The GRS will be
measured at the end of each year. All regulated vessels are required to use NOAA Fisheries-
approved scales to determine total catch and either maintain observer coverage of every haul for
verificationthat all fish arebeing weighed or use an alternative scal e-use verification plan approved
by NOAA Fisheries. Retained catchis calculaed using NOAA Fisheries sandard product recovery
rates (PRRs). For each product/ speci es combination, retai ned tonnage is equal to product tonnage
divided by the PRR.

Aspart of itspreferred alternative on GRS, the NPFM C approved achangeinthe MRA enforcement
period it has recommended to the Secretary—from instantaneous enforcement to an offload to
offload enforcement period. The NPFMC asked that implementation of the MRA change be
expedited, and isthereforeitisanalyzed in aseparate EA/RIR/IRFA. It waspublished asafinal rule
on June 14, 2004 amending 679.20 and 679.27. Furthermore, while the NPFMC exempted non-
AFA trawl CP less than 125 ft., they instructed their IR/IU technical committee to develop an
implementation plan which may alow their future inclusion in the program. Additionaly, the
technical committeewill discusswhether there may be aneed for aproduction cap onboats|essthan
125t LOA.

A regulation establishing a GRS consists of severa components, for which a number of options and
suboptions are possible. These components and their respective options and suboptions are asfollows:

Component 1 Establishesthe GRS percentage.
Option 1.1 65 percent of all groundfish caught in non-pollock fisheries must be retained.
Option 1.2 70 percent of all groundfish caught in non-pollock fisheries must be retained.
Option 1.3 75 percent of all groundfish caught in non-pollock fisheries must be retained.
Option 1.4 80 percent of all groundfish caught in non-pollock fisheries must be retained.
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Option 1.5
Option 1.6

85 percent of all groundfish caught in non-pollock fisheries must be retai ned.
90 percent of al groundfish caught in non-pollock fisheries must be retained.

Component 2 Specifies the vessels required to comply with the GRS.

Option 2.1
Option 2.2
Option 2.3

Option 2.4

Option 2.5
Option 2.6

Catcher processors

Catcher processors that are 125 ft and greater LOA.

Trawl catcher processors, including AFA-eligible trawl catcher processors
participating in non-pollock target fisheries.

Trawl catcher processorsthat are 125 ft and greater LOA, including AFA-eligible
trawl catcher processors participating in non-pollock target fisheries.

Trawl catcher processors that are not AFA-eligible.

Trawl catcher processorsthat are not AFA-€eligiblewith exemptionsfor vesses less
than 125 ft LOA that meet specified production limits. The following suboptions

set the maximum production levels for exempt (< 125 non-AFA trawl catcher
processors.

Suboption 2.6.1Total catch in any week shall not exceed 600 mt.
Suboption 2.6.2Total catch in any week shall not exceed 700 mt.
Suboption 2.6.3Total catch for the year shall not exceed 13,000 mt.
Suboption 2.6.4 Total catch for the year shall not exceed 17,000 mt.

Component 3 Setsthe period over which the retention rateis calculated.

Option 3.1
Option 3.2
Option 3.3
Option 3.4
Option 3.5
Option 3.6
Option 3.7

At the end of each week for each areaand gear fished.

At the end of each week over all areas and gears fished.

At the end of each fishing trip as defined by the offloading of fish.
At the end of each month.

At the end of each quarter.

At the end of each fishing season.

At the end of each year.

Component 4 Defines the seasonality of the GRS.

Option 4.1
Option 4.2

A year-round standard.

A different standard for the "A" Season (January-May) and "B" Season
(June-December).

Component 5 Determines at which level of aggregation the GRS is applied.

Option 5.1
Option 5.2

The GRS applies to vessel pools or the fleet asa whole.
The GRS appliesto each vessd.

Component 6 Considersrevision of the maximum retai nable bycatch allowance (M RA) for pollock.

Option 6.1

Use the current MRA whereby a predetermined percentage of thepollock TAC is
set aside as the incidentd catch allowance (ICA). Up until the point the ICA has
been caught, all pollock must be retained up to the MRA — currently set at 20
percent. After the ICA hasbeen caught, pollock cannot be retained by vessels that
are not AFA-eligible. Note that the MRA defines when avessel is directed fishing
for agiven species. According to NOAA Fisheries, avessel is engaged in directed
fishing for a speciesif the amount of that speciesretained on board thevessel asa
percentage of theamount of groundfish of speciesopen for directed fishingretained
on board the vessel, exceeds the MRA for the species in question.

Suboption 6.1.1 NOAA Fisheriesmanages| CA for pollock asit doescurrently (i.e. 6.1), but
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of pollock in the non-pollock fisheries are not exceeded. MRA rate
adjustments can be made by NOAA Fisheries annualy to discourage
increased bycatch (incidental cach) of pollock should pollock harvest
amounts indicate that this is occurring.® The MRA rate could be adjusted
between 0 - 49%, subject to the stipulation that non-AFA vessds not
engage in directed fishing for pollock at any point in atrip. The intent of
this approach isto allow increased retention of pollock without increasing
the relative bycatch requirements of the non-pollock fisheries.

Suboption 6.1.2 In addition tothe above suboption, the Council considers changingthe way

MRA complianceisaccounted for in fishing trips. Currently, itisenforced
at any point in thetrip. Other options considered, werethe enforcement
of MRA compliance on other time periods. The intent of this approach is
to allow increased retention of pollock without increasing the relative
bycatch requirements of the non-pollock fisheries. Other periods to be
analyzed would include trips as defined by NOAA Fisheries, weekly
reporting periods, or trips as defined as the period of time between port
calls. Thissuboptionresultedinthe Councilsadoption of an MRA that was
published as a Final Rule in June 2004.

Component 7 Determines how total catch is measured under GRS regulations (GRS is defined as the
percentage of total groundfish catch retained).

Option7.1

Option 7.2

Option 7.3

Option 7.4

Option7.5

The current blend data estimation systemis usedto estimate tota catch (This option
has been determined to be infeasible from an enforcement perspective).

All vessels regulated under this action are required to use NOAA Fisheries-
approved scales to determine total catch and maintain observer coverage of every
haul for verification that all fish were being weighed.

All vessels regulated under this action are required to use NOAA Fisheries-
approved scales to determinetotal catch and either maintain observer coverage of
every haul for verification that all fish are being weighed or use an alternative
scale-use verification plan approved by NOAA Fisheries.

All vesselsregulated under this action that are 125 ft and greater LOA arerequired
touse NOAA Fisheries-approved scal esto determinetotal catchand either maintain
observer coverage of every haul for verificationthat all fish were being weighed or
use an alternative scale-use verification plan goproved by NOAA Fisheries. All
vesselslessthan 125 feet arerequired to carry observers 100 percent of thetime but
are not be required to have approved scales (This option has been determined to be
infeasible from an enforcement perspective).

All vessel sregul ated under thisaction arerequired to maintain 100 percent observer
coverage but are not required to have approved scales (This option has been
determined to be infeasible from an enforcement perspective).

Component 8 Determines how retained catch is measured.

Option8.1

Option 8.2

Retained catch iscal culated using NOAA Fisheries standard product recovery rates
(PRRs). For each product/ speciescombination, retained tonnageisequal to product
tonnage divided by the PRR.

Retained catch is calculated using an alternative retained catch measurement plan
approved by NOAA Fisheries.

30riginally this option also included the possibility of in-season adjustments to the MRA, but this was deemed
infeasible by NOAA Fisheries because of the time and complexities of deve oping and implementing in-seaon rulemaking.
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Option 8.3 Retained catch is calculated using a new set of minimum acceptable PRRs
specifically developed for implementation of the GRS.

1.3 Consistency with the Problem Statement

The aternatives under consideration are consistent with the problem statement. The minimum groundfish
retention standard would create the following incentives, al of which are consistent with the Council's
objective to reduce discardsin the groundfish fisheries:

1 Increased selectivity infishing practices - Vessel operators would have a strong incentive to avoid

catching unwanted groundfish species because they would be held accountable for retaining a
percentage of their total catch.

2. Increased utilization of target and non-target species- A retention standard would encourage vessel
operators to find uses for all groundfish speciesthat are currently discarded.
3. Increased productivity and recovery rates - If the minimum retention standard is enforced using

NOAA Fisheries standard product recovery rates (PRRs), then vessel operators would have an
incentive to refine production techniques in an attempt to achieve higher recovery rates than the
published standard. Vessels that achieve higher actual PRRs would have higher apparent retention
rates than vessels with lower actual PRRs.

1.4 Rational for Preferred Alternative

The Council selected Alternative 4 as the preferred alternative because of the need to balance the god of
reducing groundfish discardsin the BSAI, whil e at the same time taking into account the cost that a discard
reduction program would have onthe fishing industry. Alternative4 responds specifically to the problem of
groundfish discards by focusing on the HT-CP sector rather than all catcher processors sectors operatingin
theBSAI. Alternative4 al sominimizesto the extent practi cabl e impacts on the affected portion of theHT-CP
fleet by phasing in the GRS change over afour year period. In contrast, Alternative 2 does littl e to improve
non-pollock groundfish retentionratesfor the HT-CP sector. Alternative 2 would increasethe pollock MRA
to 35 percent and also change the enforcement period from an instantaneous compliance requirement to
compliance at the end of each off load. Combined with the GRS program the effect of these MRA changes
would beimprovementsin the retention rates by way of lower regul atory pollock discards rather than lower
flatfish discards. Additionaly, the increased pollock retention has the potential to indirectly impact those
vessd s targeting pollock, if the HT-CP sector requires an increased | CA to meet the MRA requirements.
Alternative 3 would establish higher retention ratesfor all catcher processors 125 feet and greater operating
in the BSAI. The effect of Alternative 3 would be to impose substantial higher compliance costs on this
sector duetotherequirement that each vessel have onboard NOAA Fisheries-approved scalesand acertified
observer sampling station in addition to having observer coverage of every haul to measure and verify total
catch. However, the effect of Alternative 3 onimproved retention would only impact the HT-CP and L-CP
sectors.
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2.0 Affected Environment

This section describes the affected human environment, including the natural and physical environment
(Section 2.1) and the relevant economic and social conditions (Section 2.2). The impacts of the proposed
action and alternatives are the subject of Section 3.0.

This section draws on information in the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries Final Programmatic Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (PSEIS) (NMFS 2004). All proposed alternativesin Amendment 79 are
consistent withthe PSEIS. The PSEIScontainsdetailed descriptionsof features of thephysical environment;
threatened and endangered species; target groundfish species, prohibited species, other species, forage
species, and non-specified species; essential fish habitat (EFH); seabirds ; marine mammal s; socioeconomic
environment; and the ecosystem. The PSEIS is avalable for public review on the Internet at
http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/. Detail ed information onthe economic and social statusof thegroundfishfisheries
can aso be found in Sector and Regional Profiles of the North Pacific Groundfish Fisheries — 2001
(Northern Economics, Inc. and EDAW, Inc. 2002). This document can be reviewed on the NPFMC's web
site at http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc.

Detailed information on the impact of the groundfish fisheries on Steller sea lions is contained in the
November 2004 PSEIS on Steller sea lion protection measures (NMFS 2001). This document includesin
Appendix A the biological opinion on the effects of the pollock, Pacific cod and Atkamackerel fisherieson
Steller sealions and other ESA listed species.

Groundfish total allowable catches (TACs) and catch in 2002, along with final 2003 specifications of
overfishing levels (OFLs), acceptablebiological catches (ABCs), and TACs for the BSAI, are discussedin
the EA/FRFA for the 2003 TAC specificationsfor Alaskagroundfish fisheries (NMFS 2003b). For detailed
life history, ecology, and fishery management information regarding groundfish stocks in the BSAI, see
Section 3.5.1 of the PSEIS. Additionally, the status of each target species category, biomass estimates and
acceptable biological catch specifications are presented both in summary and in detail inthe annual BSAI
stock assessment and fishery evaluation (SAFE) reports.

2.1 Natural and Physical Environment

In this section the condition of componentsof the natural and physical environment are briefly summarized
with particular reference to the effects of groundfish discards. In general, the stock assessment treats all
commercial fishing morality as removals from the stock, whether fish are discarded or retained (Anne
Hollowed, NOAA Fisheries Alaska Fisheries Science Center, August 2003). Similarly, thelevel of discards
relative to natural sources of detritus and the absence of evidence that would relate changes in scavenger
populations to discard trends suggest that the BSAI and GOA groundfish fisheries have insignificant
ecosystem impacts through energy removal and redirection (NMFS 2003a).

2.1.1 Status of Groundfish Stocks in the BSAI

Complete descriptions of al groundfish stocks harvested in the BSAI are presented in Section 3.5.1 of the
2004 PSEIS (NMFS 2004). Additional information on the condition of these stocks is presented in the
EA/FRFA for the 2005 TAC specifications for Alaska groundfish fisheries (NMFS 2004). This report
indicates that none of the groundfish stocks in the BSAI are depleted or currently overfished.

Bycatch does not affect the condition of groundfish stocks more than any other removal (retained catch). As
indicatedin the PSEIS (2004), management of these stocksdoesnot allow thefishingmortality rateto exceed
the overfishing level.
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2.1.2 Status of Prohibited Species

Prohibited species in the groundfish fisheries include Pacific salmon (chinook, coho, sockeye, chum and
pink), steelhead trout, Pacific halibut, Pacific herring and Alaska king, Tanner and snow crab. Detailed
information on thestatus of prohibited speciesispresentedin Section 3.5.2 of the 2004 PSEIS (NMFS 2004).
A recent review of the status of crab stocks may bealso be found in the 2004 Stock Assessment and Fishery
Evaluation Report for the King and Tanner Crab Fisheries of the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Regions
(NMFS 2004). The effects of the groundfish fisheries in the BSAl and GOA on prohibited species are
primarily managed by conservation measures devel oped and recommended by the NPFMC over the entire
history of the FMPsfor the BSAI and GOA andimplemented by federal regulation. These measuresinclude
prohibited species catch (PSC) limits on a year round and seasonal basis, year round and seasonal area
closures, gear restrictions and an incentive plan to reduce the incidental catch of prohibited species by
individual fishing vessels.

Effectsof prohibited speciesbycatch inthe GOA and BSAI groundfish fisherieswere eval uated in the PSEIS
(NMFS 2004). Current harvest practices have insignificant impacts on halibut and herring. However, the
PSEIS noted that some prohibited species are currently in a depressed (BSAI chinook) or overfished
condition (C. bairdi crab, C. opilio crab, BSAI red king crab and BSAI blue king crab). Althoughthe fishing
mortality of depressed or overfished non-target speciesis minor, the additional mortality resulting from
groundfish fisheries, such as those in the HT-CP sector may not be beneficial to these stocks. When
cumulative effects are considered, conditionally significant adverse impacts due to fishing mortality are
expected for depressed and overfished species. Conditionally significant adverse impacts are al so expected
for crab species due to change in biomass.

2.1.3 Status of Forage Fish Species

The speciesreferred to asforage fish species are limited to those species included in BSAI groundfish FMP
Amendment 36 and GOA groundfish FMPAmendment 39. M anagement concernswith regardtoforagefish,
aswell as current and planned research to addressthese concerns, are discussed in Section 3.5.4 of the 2003
PSEIS (NMFS 2004). Because fishery independent surveys for forage fish have not been implemented,
biomass estimates remain uncertain. However, preliminary estimates for ecosystem models suggest that
standing stocks of forage fish are gable. Current harvest practices in the groundfish fisheries reault in
insignificant forage fish mortality because the level of catch is very small. No comparative baseline exists
to determine prey availability, habitat suitability and spatial temporal catch distribution impacts.

2.1.4 Status of Benthic Habitat and Essential Fish Habitat

All the marine waters and benthic substrates in the management areas comprise the habitat of groundfish.
In addition, the adjacent marine waters seaward of the EEZ, adjacent State waters, shoreline, freshwater
inflows and atmosphereabove thewaters constitute habitat for prey species, other life stagesand speciesthat
move in and out of, or interact with, groundfish species. Distinctive aspects of the habitat include water
depth, substrate compostion, substrate infauna, light penetration, water chemistry (salinity, temperature,
nutrients, sediment load, color, etc.), currents, tidd action, phytoplankton and zooplankton production,
associated species, natural disturbance regimes and the seasonal variability of each aspect. Substrate types
include bedrock, cobbles, sand, shale, mud, silt and various combinations of organic material and
invertebrates that may be termed biological substrate. Biological substrates present in management areas
include coral s, tunicates, mussel beds and tubeworms. Biological substrate hasthe aspect of ecological state
(from pioneer to climax) in addition to the organic and inorganic components. Ecological state is heavily
dependant on natural and anthropogeni ¢ disturbance regimes. The BSAI and GOA groundfish FMPscontain
descriptionsof habitat preferences of thetarget species, and projectsare underway to systematically present
biological requirements for each known life history sage. A detailed analysis of interactions between
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groundfishfisheriesand benthic habitat and EFH isprovided in Section 3.6 of the 2004 PSEIS (NMFS2004)
and the EA/FRFA for the2005 TAC specificationsfor Alaska groundfish fisheries (NMFS 2004). The 2004
PSEIS identifies that conditionally significant adverse cumulative effects may occur from groundfish
fisheries under the preferred aternative due to mortality of Bering Sea benthic organisms. The additional
externd impacts described in the PSEIS preferred alternative are described as adding to the lingering past
mortdity impacts and contribute to impacts that are aready evident. Asthe HT-CP sector operates trawl
gear in benthic habitat areas, it ispossible that these operationscontribute to thismortality. Itisnot possible
to determine the extent of thisfisheries contribution to changesin benthic habitat areas, or mortality, or how
Alternaive 2, 3, and 4 may impact benthic habitat areas, compared with Alternative 1 (status quo).

EFH closures are recommended for the BSAI in areasthat are not currently fished by HT-CP vessels. The
EFH groundfish closures are not anticipated to impact proposed Amendment 79, because the closed areas
under EFY are not frequently transited, or fished by these groundfish catcher/processing vessels.

2.1.5 Ecosystem Considerations

Ecosystem considerations for the BSAI groundfish fisheries are explained in detail in Appendix C of the
EA/FRFA for the 2005 TAC specificationsfor Alaska groundfish fisheries (NMFS 2003b). This document
provides updated information on biodiversity, essential fish habitats, consumptive and non-consumptive
sustainable yields, trophic interactions, and human consderations. Thisinformation isintended to be used
in making ecosystem-based management decisions such as establishing ABC and TAC levels. Additional
information on the condition of the BSAI and GOA marine ecosystemsisfound in Section 3.10 of the 2004
PSEIS (NMFS 2004).

Total commercial fishing removalsin the BSAI and GOA areasmadl proportion of the total system energy
budget and aresmall relative to internal sources of inter-annual variability in production. Energy flow paths
do not seem to be redirected by discards and offal. Before improved retention requirements for Pacific cod
and pollock wereinplace it was estimated that the total offal and discard production was one percent of the
estimated unused detritus going to the ocean bottom. The level of discards relative to natural sources of
organic material and the absence of evidence that would relate changesin scavenger populationsto discard
trends suggest that the BSAI and GOA groundfish fisheries have insignificant ecosystem impacts through
energy removal and redirection (NMFS 2004).

2.1.6 Status of Marine Mammals

Marine mammals not listed under the ESA that may be present in the BSAI and GOA include cetaceans
[minke whale (Balaenoptera acutorostrata), Killer whale (Orcinus orca), Dal's porpoise (Phocoenoides
dalli), harbor porpoise (Phocoena phocoena), Pacificwhite-sided dolphin(Lagenorhynchus obliquidens) and
the beaked whales (e.q., Berardius bairdii and Mesoplodon spp.)] and pinnipeds [northern fur seals
(Callorhinus ursinus) and Pacific harbor seals (Phoca vitulina)] and the sea otter (Enhydra lutris).

Direct and indirect interacti onsbetween marine mammal s and groundfish harvest occur dueto overlap inthe
size and species of groundfish harvested inthefisheriesthat are al so important marinemammal prey and due
to temporal and spatial overlap in marine mammal foraging and commercial fishing activities. A detailed
analysis of interactions between groundfish fisheries and marine mammalsis provided in Section 3.8 of the
2004 PSEIS(NMFS 2004), Steller sealion protection measures PSEIS (NMFS 2001) and the EA/FRFA for
the 2005 TAC specificationsfor Alaska groundfish fisheries (NMFS 2003Db).

The PSEIS (NMFS 2004) indicated that discards in the GOA and BSAI groundfish fisheries are not an
important source of food availability for marine mammals.
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2.1.7 Status of Endangered or Threatened Species

Species currently listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA that may be present in the BSAI and
GOA arepresentedin Table2. Thegroup includes great whal es, pinni peds, Pacific salmon and steel head and
seabirds. Of the specieslisted under the ESA and present in the action area, some may be negatively affected
by groundfish commercial fishing. NOAA Fisheries is the expert agency for ESA listed marine mammals
and anadromous fish species. The USFWS is the expert agency for ESA listed seabirds. The fisheriesasa
whole must be in compliance with the ESA.

Table 2. ESA Listed Species in the BSAI and GOA

Common Name Scientific Name ESA Status
Northern Right Whale Balaena glacialis Endangered
Bowhead Whale* Balaena mysticetus Endangered
Sel 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 Phoebaotria albatrus Endangered
Steller SeaLion Eumetopias jubatus Endangered and Threatened 2
Snake River Fall Chinook Salmon Onchorynchus tshawytscha Threatened
Snake River Spring/Summer Chinook Salmon Onchorynchus tshawytscha Threatened
Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Onchorynchus tshawytscha Threatened
Lower ColumbiaRiver Chinook Salmon Onchorynchus tshawytscha Threatened
Upper Willamette River Chinook Salmon Onchorynchus tshawytscha Threatened
Upper Columbia River Spring Chinook Salmon  Onchorynchus tshawytscha Endangered
Upper Columbia River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Endangered
Snake River Basin Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened
Lower Columbia River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened
Upper Willamette River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened
Middle Columbia River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened
Spectacled Eider Somateria fishcheri Threatened
Steller Eider Polysticta stelleri Threatened

! The bowhead whal e is present in the Bering Seaareaonly.
2 Steller sealion are listed as endangered west of Cape Suckling and threatened east of Cape Suckling.

Section 7 consultations with respect to the actions of the Federal groundfish fisheries have been donefor all
the species listed above, either individually or in groups. An FMP-level biological opinion was prepared
pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA on all NOAA Fisheries-listed species present in the fishery management
areasfor the entire groundfish fisheries. On October 19, 2001, NOAA Fisheriesrel eased abiol ogical opinion
that concluded that the FM P’ s approach to protection measureswould not be likely to jeopardize the Steller
sealion or its habitat. For additional information on steller sea lions readers are advised to see the Steller
Seal Lion EIS. Additonal information on all endangered or threatened speciesin the BSAI can befound in
the PSEIS of June, 2004.

2.1.8 Status of Seabirds

In 1999, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) issued abiol ogical opinion onthe BSAI hook-and-line
groundfishfishery and the BSAI trawl groundfish fishery for the endangered short-tailed al batross, pursuant
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to Section 7 of the ESA. The conclusion of thebiol ogical opinion continued anojeopardy determination and
theincidental take statement expressingthe requirement toimmediately reinitiate consultationsif incidental
takes exceed four short-tailed albatross over a two year period. Consultations on the short-tailed albatross
were not re-initiated for the year 2000 TAC specifications because the 1999 biological opinion extended
through the end of calendar year 2000. In September 2000, NOAA Fisheries requested re-initiation of
consultation for all listed species under the jurisdiction of the USFWS, including the short-tailed albatross,
spectacled eider and Steller's eider for the GOA FMP and 2001-2004 TAC specifications. Based upon a
review of the fishery action and the consultati on material provided to USFWS, NOAA Fisheries concluded
that the GOA groundfishfisheriesare not likely to adversely affect either the spectacled eider or the Steller's
eider or destroy or adversely modify the critical habitat that has been proposed for each of these species.

Effects of discardsin the GOA and BSAI groundfish fisheries on seabirds were eva uated in the PSEIS
(NMFS 2004). A possible effect of discarding practices on seabirds would be to enhance food availability
to bird populations that use scavenging as a source of energy. Increased food availability might increase
survival or reproduction of scavenger popul ationsthat might bedetrimental to other seabird speciesthat have
competitive interactions with scavenger populations. The groundfish fisheries were not expected to have
population level effects on any seabird species. Although some piscivorous bird species, such as
glaucous-winged gulls, might be gaining food subsidies from discards, there does not appear to be a
population-level effect as aresult of this subsidy.

2.2 Economic and Social Conditions

This section discusses existing economic and social conditions of affected portions of the human
environment. Included in this description isinformation on the number of catcher processors participating
ineach BSAI fishery by sector from 1995 to 2001, information on wholesale value, total catch and retention
rates by fishery, and fleet distributions by retention rate during the 2001 fishing year for each fishery.

2.2.1 Description of Data and Processing

The data used for this analysis were from NOAA Fisheries blend data. Blend data are a combination of
Weekly Production Reports from catcher processors and motherships and NOAA Fisheries observer data.
Observerson processor vessel sreport groundfish speciescomposition, total catch, and estimates of retention
and discards on aweekly basis for each separate reporting area and gear type. Total catch may be estimated
using cod-end or bin volumetrics, scales or conversion from production data. Species composition of the
catch, is obtained by sampling the catch. The total catch isapportioned by species based on that sampling.
The blend process combines data from the industry production reports and observer reports to make a
comprehensive accounting of groundfish catch. Observer data are the only data source deemed reliable by
NOAA Fisheriesfor the calculation of discards, and since observer coverage on catcher vesselsis limited,
discard estimatesare cal culated for catcher vessel s as afleet and assigned to the processorsthat take catcher
vessel deliveries. Consequently, no discard estimates are available for individual catcher vessels.

In order to provide a comprehensive description of the groundfish fishery with regard to retention rates,
information is presented for all processors. BSAI groundfish fishery participants were divided into the
following sectors:

Surimi and Fillet Trawl Catcher Processors (ST/FT-CPs): These vessels primarily produce surimi and
fillet products from the pollock fishery. These processors are typically the largest in the catcher processor
category.

Head and Gut Trawl Catcher Processors (HT-CPs): These vessels typically concentrate on head and gut

productsor kirimi. Generally, the head and gut fleet tend to focus primarily on flatfish, Pacific cod, and Atka
mackerel. Unlikethe surimi and fillet fleet, the head and gut fleet tendstobethe smallest of thetrawl catcher
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processors. Most of the vessel sin thisclass can only accommodate sufficient crew and machinery to produce
headed and gutted product. Various regul ations associated with food production may also constrain the
ability of thisvessdl classto produce other product forms. Heading and gutting of fish leavesthe skin on the
fishandisnot covered by regulationsfor other fish processingmethodsthat produce different product forms.
Most vesselsin the HT-CP class are not loadline-certified a designation that requires certain standards for
food production on a vessel. Without loadline certification, a processing vessel cannot produce fillets.
Currently thereare no head and gut vessel swith fishmeal plants, and anumber of practical obstacles, aswell
as Coast Guard and NOAA Fisheriesregul ations on vessel upgrades effectively prevent head and gut vessels
from making fish meal.

Longline Catcher Processors (L-CPs): Thesevessels use longline gear rather than trawl or pot gear. Also
known as freezer longliners, their primary target fishery is Pacific cod and they are generally limited to
heading and gutting their catch.

Pot Catcher Processors (P-CPs): These vessels typically focus on the crab fisheries, but increasingly are
participating in the Pacific cod fisheries. They generally usepot gear, but may also use longline gear. They
produce headed and gutted or whole groundfish products, including “bait” for sale or their own use in the
crab fisheries.

BSAI Shore-based Processors, Motherships and Floating Inshore Processors (SP-MS-FLT): This
category is included as a proxy for catcher vessels. Although observer’'s report groundfish species
composition, total catch, and estimates of retention and discard on a weekly basis, the level of coverageis
limited sinceonly 30 percent of catcher vessel shave observers. BSAI shore-based processorsincludethefour
maj or shore-based BSAI pollock processorsin Dutch Harbor/Unalaskaand Akutan and two inshorefloating
pollock processors—-Arctic Enterprise and Northern Victor. Shore plantsin the Aleutians East Borough and
in the Aleutians West Census area are also included. For the purposes of this analysis, all other floating
inshore plants and motherships operating in the EEZ are a so included in this category.

A complete discussion of the groundfish fleet classifications can be found in Sector and Regional Profiles
of the North Pacific Groundfish Fisheries—2001 (Northern Economics, Inc. and EDAW, Inc. 2002).

2.2.2 Participation by Processing Sector

Table 3 shows participation in BSAI fisheries by the four catcher processor sectors described above from
1995 to 2001. Counts of catcher vessels delivering BSAI groundfish are included rather than counts of
processors since any GRS would be enforced at the point of harvest.

With the exception of pot catcher processors, the number of participants hasdeclined in each of the sectors
over the seven year period. For the surimi and fillet catcher processor fleet, the number of participants has
declined from 33in 1995 to 16 in 2001. Among theindividual target fisheriesin the surimi and fillet catcher
processor fleet, pollock has consistently attracted the most participation. In 1995, there were 63 permits
fished in the pollock fishery. Seven years later, the number of permits fished declined to 30 for the pollock
fishery. Other fisheriesthat had consistent participation were yellowfin sole and Pacific cod, although these
fisheries also saw declines in the number of permits fished.

Among the head and gut catcher processors, there has only been a dight decline in participation in some
target fisheries. Overall, 32 head and gut catcher processors participated in 1995, while only 22 participated
in 2001. The fisheries with the largest number of participants were yellowfin sole, rock sole, flathead sole,
and Pacific cod with each generally having 20 or more participants in any given year from 1995 to 2001.

The longline catcher processor fleet remained rdatively stable over the 1995 to 2001 period. The lowest
participation was in 1999 when only 38 longline catcher processors targeted groundfish. Participation has
been strongest in the Pacific cod fishery. The highest level wasin 1995 and 2001 when 42 vessel s targeted
Pacificcod. Turbot al so experienced high level sof participation, although partici pation hasdeclined in recent
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years. The sablefish fishery attracted a modest number of longline catcher processors during the seven year
period.

Among pot catcher processors, only the Pacific cod fishery has attracted a consistently substantial number
of participants. Between 1995 to 2001, there have been between 5 to 9 participants in this fishery.

The number of catcher vessels participatingin the BSAI fisheriesvaried from 1995-2001 with ahigh of 318
in 1995 and alow of 236in1998. In 2001, there were276 active catcher vessels. A moredetailed description
of catcher vessel activity inthe BSAI can be found in Northern Economics, Inc. and EDAW, Inc. (2002).

Table 3. Participation in Major BSAI Fisheries in 1995-2001, by Target Fishery and Processor

Sector

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Target Fishery & Sector Number of Vessels
Surimi & Fillet Trawl Catcher Processors
Pollock 33 32 29 28 16 14 15
All Fisheries 33 32 29 28 16 15 15
Head & Gut Trawl Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 14 12 8 12 16 13 13
Pacific Cod 24 26 26 21 21 22 17
Other Flatfish 29 21 18 20 24 23 20
Rockfish 14 13 10 7 12 7 7
Rock Sole 29 26 25 18 22 23 20
Yellowfin Sole 27 24 24 20 23 23 22
All Fisheries 32 28 28 23 24 23 22
Pot Catcher Processors
Pacific Cod 6 9 7 5 9 9 7
All Fisheries 6 9 7 5 9 9 7
Longline Catcher Processors
Pacific Cod 42 38 38 36 36 38 42
Sablefish 15 18 12 10 17 18 10
All Fisheries 45 43 42 42 38 40 45
All Catcher Processors 116 112 106 98 86 87 87
All Catcher Vessels 318 289 270 236 265 298 276

Sources: Processor counts are from NOAA Fisheries blend dataand catcher vessel counts are from ADF& G fish-tickets. Both blend
and fish-ticket data were synthesized by Northern Economics, Inc.

2.2.2.1 Vessel Owner’s Residence

The registered owners of vessels in the ST-CP, FT-CP and HT-CP sectors all list addresses in the
Washington Inland Waters Region (WAIW). Furthermore all but one P-CP is not owned by aresident of the
WAIW region. TheL-CPclassisthe most diverse of all the processor classesin terms of ownership. In 2001,
28 percent of ownersresded in Alaska or regions other than WAIW and the Oregon Coast Region. Within
Alaska, ownershipisdistributed acrossall four regions (AlaskaPeninsulaand Aleutian Islands, Southcentral
Alaska, Kodiak, and Southeast Alaska), with 16 of the 23 vessels owned by residents of Southcentral or
Southeast Alaska.

2.2.2.2 Current Ownership and Management Patterns in the HT-CP Sector

Because the focus of the NPFMC'’ s interest in reducing discards falls primarily on the HT-CP sector, this
section provides additional information regarding the ownership of vesselsin that sector. Inrecent years, 22-
26 vessel shave been considered part of the HT-CP sector. Accordingto theindustry associations, Groundfish
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Forum and At-Sea Processors Association, ownership or management of the fleet is concentrated in 11
companies, asshown in Table 4.

Table 4. Ownership/Management of the HT-CP Sector, 2003

Owner/Manager Vessel Name Groundfish Forum Status
Arctic Sole Seafoods F/T Alaskan Rose (Tremont) Member
Seattle, WA
Cascade Fishing, Inc. F/T Seafisher Member
Seattle, WA

F/V Alaska Juris non-Member
Fishing Company of Alaska F/V Alaska Voyager (not active since 1998) non-Member
Seattle, WA F/V Alaska Victory non-Member

F/V Alaska Warrior non-Member

F/V Alaska Ranger non-Member

F/V Alaska Spirit non-Member
Fishermen's Finest F/V American #1 non-Member
Seattle, WA F/V US Intrepid non-Member
F.J. O’Hara & Sons F/T Defender Member
Seattle, WA F/T Enterprise Member
Golden Fleece, Inc. F/V Golden Fleece Member
South Bend, WA
Iquique U.S., L.L.C. F/T Arica Member
Seattle, WA F/T Cape Hom Member

F/T Rebecca Irene Member

F/T Unimak Enterprise Member
Jubilee Fisheries F/T Vaerdahl Member
Seattle, WA
Kodiak Fish Company F/T Alliance Member
Bellingham, WA F/T Legacy Member
Trident Seafoods F/T Bering Enterprise (not active since 1997) non-Member
Seattle, WA F/T Harvester Enterprise (not active since 1997) non-Member
U.S. Seafoods F/T Ocean Peace Member
Seattle, WA F/T Seafreeze Alaska Member

F/T Ocean Alaska (Beagle) (not active since 2000 Member

Source: Groundfish Forum and At-Sea Processors Association, 2003

2.2.23 A Brief History of the HT-CP Sector

Thissection containsabrief history of the HT-CPsectors and providesthe reader with abetter understanding
of some of thehistorical factorsthat havecontributeto theHT-CPs current status. The section beginsin1976
with the establishment of the EEZ and the Americanization of the fisheries off Alaska It discusses the
beginnings of the HT-CP sector and document the important regulatory actions over the last 25 years that
shaped their current status.

Perhaps the most important event for dl US fisheries was the establishment of the EEZ, and the Council
management systemin 1976. In Alaska, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council waswell established
by 1978, and in that year approved an allocation systemfor groundfish that gave preferential allocation first
to US domestic processors (DAP), second to foreign processors utilizing US fishing vessels (JVP) and lagtly
to fish harvested by forei gn fishing vessels (TALFF) [NPFMC, 1996]. In 1980, the US Congress passed the
American Fisheries Promotion Act which included the "fish and chips policy" formalizing the
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"Americanization" of the fisheriesin the US EEZ. As part of the Americanization effort, loan program and
other subsidieswere established to encourage the devel opment of USflagged fishing and processing vessels.
Asseenin Figurel, the Americanization of the Alaskafisherieswent from almost total foreign participation,
to apreriod of growth and dominance of JVP operationsto asimilar surge in DAP. The last foreign fishery
took place in 1989, and the last JVP fishery took place in 1990.

Figure 1. Americanization of the Alaska Groundfish Fishery, 1977-1999

Source: Economic Status of the Groundfish Fisheries of f Alaska, 1991 and 1995, R.K. Kinoshita, et d, April 1997; and NMFS Blend
Data, June 2001.

Becausethe DAP in theNorth Pacific was largely under-utilized in the early years, the fishery resourcewas
taken on afirst-come first-serve basis. Whoever wished to participate could fish until the guota was taken.
This allocation system evolved into a race-for-fish allocation system. Whoever had the biggest and fastest
vessel got mog of the fish. While the negative consequences of the race-for-fish have been substantially
documented, it continues to be the principal means of dlocation for vesselsin the HT-CP sector.

Coinciding with policy of Americanization of US fisheries, the Western Alaska King Crab fisheries
experienced huge growth in catch and the number of vessels. The crab fisheries peaked in 1980 and
subsequently collapsed the following year. The number of vesselsin the Bristol Bay Red King crab fishery
increased from 51 in 1970 to 236 in 1979 and 1980 [ADF& G 1999]. Many of these new vesselsinthe crab
fishery were converted from vessd s used to trangport pipe and oil well suppliesto the booming north-slope
oil fields. In 1981, the crab fisheries collapsed throughout Western Alaska, leaving these newly converted
crabvessdswithlittletodo. Thegrowing groundfish fishery withitsopen accessand race-for-fish allocation
system, was a ready option, and many of these crab vessels were converted to either participate as catcher
vessdsinjoint venture operationswith foreign processing vesselsor to longline or trawl catcher processors.

Thefirst US-flagged trawl catcher processors were head and gut factory trawlers, and entered the fishery in
1980. [Paul MacGregor 2003, Mary Furuness2003] Theseboatsfocusedtheir effort primarily on Pacific cod,
rockfish, sablefish and flatfish. Pollock, while ubiquitous, were not generally targeted because of their
relatively low value.

A key development in the history of the factory trawler was the introduction in 1983 and rapid acceptance
of high-speed at-seafilletingmachinery, such asthe Baader 182 and other similar machinery by Toyo [Wulff
2003]. These machines made at-seaprocessing of pollock into fillets and subsequent processing i nto suri mi
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financidly feasible (Wulff 2003). V essel sthat werelarge-enough and met Coast Guard stability and loadline
requirements to install this machinery, were able to tap into the huge pollock resource in the Bering Sea.
Other trawl CPs, typically smaller vessels without loadline certifications, were limited to head and gut
processing.

The 1987 Anti-reflagging Act also contributed to the growth of the US flagged traw! CP fleet [MacGregor
2003]. The act prohibited vessels that were not originally constructed in the US from being re-flagged as a
US vessd. There was, however, a three-year window in which vessds that were already under
conversion/construction were allowed to enter [IAl 1994].

The coincidental timing of the introduction of the Baader and the conversions provisions in the
Anti-reflagging act led to a dramatic increase in the number of U.S. flagged trawl CPs operating in the
Alaskan EEZ. In 1986 NMFS reported 12 active U.S. trawl CPs operating in the Alaskan EEZ. However, the
number of U.S. trawl CPs doubledin 1987 [I1Al, 1994), and by 1990, there were atotal of 72 U.S. flagged
trawl CPs operating in the Alaskan EEZ [NPFMC 1995]. Although the exact number of HT-CP was not
explicitly tracked at the time, estimates developed in 1995 for the Groundfish and Crab Licence Limitation
program indicated [NPFMC, 1995] that there were atotal of 23 HT-CPsin 1988—12 of which fished only
with trawl gear and 11 of which reported fishing with both trawl and non-trawl gears. The same source
indicated that in 1990, atotal of 33 vessels were HT-CPs, 17 of which had reported only using traw! gear.

During the same period of maturation (in mid-late 1980's) restrictions on the domestic groundfish fishery
began to increase, due primarily to problems with incidental catches of non-target species. In 1983,
Amendment 3 to the BSAI FMP established prohibited species catch policy for domestic fisheries, and
defined prohibited species to include crab, halibut, herring, and salmon [NPFMC 1996]. In 1986,
Amendment 14 to the GOA FMP established the dlocation of sablefish inthe GOA to the trawlers. In the
Eastern Gulf, 5 percent of the sablefish was allocated to trawlers for bycatch purposes only, while in the
Westernand Central Gulf, 20 percent of the sablefish wasallocated to trawlersfor directed fishing. In 1987,
the Council established bycatch limitation zones for prohibited species, esablished limits on the amounts
of PSC that could be taken (BSAI Amendments 11-12). The most far-reaching of these actions was the
halibut PSC limit which, whenmet, closesfisheriesfrom additional activity for the season. Other PSC limits
were not as onerous, triggering area closures rather than closing entire fisheries.

By 1989, pollock roe stripping became a major issue, when trawl CPs moved down from the BSAI to the
GOA in the spring of 1989 and harvesed nearly 53 percent of the domestic apportionment of GOA pollock
inamatter of weeks[NPFMC 1991]. The pollock fishery in the GOA was closed much earlier then had been
expected and shore-side processors and harvesters, based primarily in Kodiak, cried foul. Roe stripping is
the practice of targeting roe bearing pollock before and during the spawning season and extracting the
extremely valuable roe while discarding the remaining carcasses and males. By this time pollock roe
production had become a key component of the entire Trawl CP sector. For the HT-CP vessels, processing
pollock roe was the only profitable way to utilize pollock—headed and gutted pollock without roe was
virtudly unmarketable. 1n 1990, the Council approved a ban on roe stripping, which had the effect of
eliminating pollock as a viable species for the HT-CP sector.

In 1990, the battle over roe stripping devolved into an all ocation i ssue between inshore and offshore pollock
processors. However, once the roe stripping regulations were approved, the HT-CP fleet was somewhat
relegated to the background. Inshore-offshore alocations of pollock in the BSAI were approved by the
Council in 1992. In the GOA, the Council added Pacific cod to the alocation and reserved 90 percent of the
pollock and 80 percent of the Pacific cod to inshore operations. In doing so the Council defined inshore to
include most small (<125 feet) catcher processors as part of theinshore sector aslong asthey stay within an
18 MT per day limit of total catch. The allocations and size limits in the GOA effectively put the GOA
Pacific cod fishery off limits for all but the smallest HT-CPs.

Duringtheearly andmid 1990's, the Council processwas primarily focused on allocation and rationalization
issues. While these issues indirectly affected the HT-CPs, other sectors were affected in a much more
significant ways. However, a last minute add-on to the License Limitation Program in 1995 closed the
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Eastern Gulf (EG) to trawling. While trawling catches in the EG were not large compared to non-trawl
catchesin the EG or totrawl catchesin other areas, the HT-CP flegt werethe primary participants—trawling
for high value rockfish species. The closure further limited the opportunities for the HT-CP sector.

In the early 1990's, there was a marked increase in public awareness and dislike with the problems of
incidental catch, prohibited speciescatch, and discards of both target speciesand of incidental catch species.
In response to the growing perception of unnecessary waste in the fisheries, the Council in 1994, initiated
analysisto improve utilization and retention, and to provide better incentives to reduce incidental catches
of non-target species. The growing awareness and controversy led to aformulation of a national policy to
reduce bycatch, which was included in the reauthorization of the Magnuson Stevens Act in 1996.

The waste reduction initiatives resulted in the Council's 1996 approval of IR/IU for the BSAI (Amendment
49). A similar programwasapproved for theGOA in 1997 (Amendment 49). The | R/IU measuresfor pollock
and Pacific cod were implemented in 1998 for both the GOA and BSAI. They were initially directed
primarily at the surimi andfillet trawl CPs, which over timeinstalled fish-meal plantsand otherwise changed
their fishing and processing methods to catch fewer unusable fish and to more fully utilize those fish
harvested. For the HT-CPs, which are generally too small to be outfitted with fish-meal plants, the IR/IU
regulations were more difficult to meet. However, one outcome of the measure has been the development
of a more consistent market for headed and gutted pollock in Asia—these fish are partially thawed and
further processed before entering global consumer markets.

In approving the IR/IU Amendment, the Council dso approved IR/IU for flatfish, but recognized that the
HT-CP sector would be unable to meet the | R/IU standard in the near term, and advised NOAA Fisheriesto
delay implementation of the flatfish portions of the regulations until 2003. The delay was intended to give
the HT-CPfleet timeto alter their fishing methods and gear to avoid unwanted catch and to develop markets
for catches of flatfish that are unavoidable and that would otherwise be discarded.

Since 1997, the HT-CP sector has improved their fishery in terms of retention and utilization. Retention by
the HT-CP sector has been aided in recent years by unusually large flatfish sizes and a global decline in
whitefish supply. In addition, the HT-CP sector has made significant internal efforts, beginning with the
formation of Groundfish Forum—an association of HT-CPsector owners. Duringtheperiodfol lowing passage
of IR/IU, the HT-CP fleet led by Groundfish Forum has taken steps to reduce their unwanted catch. Since
1997, for example, 100 percent of the vessels in the sector have participated in SeaState, an industry
sponsored organization that tracks fishing area of participants and provides reports of areas of high rates of
incidental catches. The sector has also engaged in severa experimental fisheriesto test new and different
gear configurationsinorder to reduce bycatch. The sector has al 50 tested methodsto reduce halibut mortality
and broaden markets for fish that had previously gone unprocessed.

Thislevel of cooperation can be considered quite remarkabl e given that vesselsin HT-CP sector operatein
anintensely competitive environment in which the actionsof onevessel or one company can have significant
negative effects on al of the other vessels and companiesin the sector. Because of this highly competitive
environment, operators are forced to fish as hard and fast as possibl e before another company's activitiesor
the activities of the fleet as a whole force a fishery closure.

The primary factor contributing to this environment is the common property nature of the fishery resource
itself. At the beginning of the year, NOAA Fisheries st the TACs for each groundfish species as well as
limits for prohibited species (PSC limits). When the season begins on January 20 each vessel must race to
catch as much fish as possible before the season ends when the TAC or a PSC limit is reached. If an
individual vessd or company slows its activity to avoid catches of unwanted fish or areas of high
concentrations of PSCs, they will very likely suffer a loss of revenue, particularly if other vessels or
companies do not fish conservatively.

Whiletherace-for-fish problemisendemic throughout theNorth Pacific, for theHT-CPssector itisonly one
of many factors that contribute to the aggressive fishing practices of the sector. Other contributing factors
are listed below:
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. The diversity of products produced by the HT-CP sector is relatively large and the number of
wholesale buyers in the market is quite limited.

. The demand for many of these products is relaively small, and prices are very sendtive to
fluctuations in quantity. [NPFMC, 2001]

. Most companies have semi-exclusive agreements with purchasers

. Therearerelatively few fishing vessd s participating in the sector (22 in 2002, 23 expected in 2003)

and even fewer companies—atotal of 10 companiesowning or operating the23 vessels, 16 of which
are concentrated in 4 companies.

. The larger companies al have the ability to influence markets and affect season closures.

Other sectors have also been plagued by the common property nature of the fisheries in the North Pacific.
Thiswas particularly true of the pollock industry. However, the pollock fishery was rationalized with the
approval of the American Fisheries Act in 1998 by the US Congress. The AFA created exclusive pollock
allocationsto AFA eligible vessels and allowed the formation of cooperatives in both offshore and inshore
sectors. Non-AFA vessels that took pollock asincidental catch were prohibited fromtargeting pollock, and
now operate year-round under MRAS for pollock—retained pollock may not exceed 20 percent of other
retained groundfish between consecutive offloads.

As a result of AFA, the pollock industry has seen marked improvements in profitability, as well as
improvementsin retention and reductionsin incidental catches since 1999 [NPFMC, 2001]. Improvements
in retention and reductions in incidental catches have occurred because with the dimination of the
race-for-fish, participants are able to slow their operations, and are not adverse to moving to new areas if
fishing yields too many non-target fish or too many small or unuseable pollock.

The AFA hasalsoresulted in an additional burden on the HT-CP sector. Because of the combination of AFA
and IR/IU regulations, the HT-CPs find themselves in a continual struggle to comply with the conflicting
pollock regulations. The sector must keep all pollock they catch because of IR/1U, unlesstheir pollock catch
exceeds 20 percent of total retained non-poll ock groundfish, at which point they may discard pollock, aslong
asthey don't discard so much asto fall below the 20 percent standard.

Writers of the AFA anticipated that rationalizing the pollock industry could have spillover effects on other
sectors, including the HT-CP sector. Therefore, the AFA mandated harvest sideboards, which limit the catch
of non-pollock groundfish by AFA vessels to their historical levels. The AFA dso called for measuresto
protect other processors from spillover effects, and suggested that processing limits (sideboards) on
non-pollock species be applied to AFA processors. In 1999, the NPFM Cinitiated the analysis of processing
sideboards. Of particular relevance was the concern of the HT-CP sector that arationalized offshore pollock
fishery, combined with theimpending implementation of flatfish IR/IU, would lead to significant increases
in non-pollock catches by AFA-CPs.

By 2002, the AFA processing sideboard issue evolved to an assessment of potential alternativesto IR/IU for
flatfish—the HT-CP sector was reasonably satisfied that restrictions on harvest of AFA-CPs would keep
them out of the head and gut fisheries, but they also realized that IR/IU could sgnificantly harm their own
sector. Based on the experience of the AFA-CPs, the HT-CP sector has also come to the general conclusion
that their best hope of reducingdiscardsandincidental catchisintheelimination of therace-for-fish. Tothat
end the sector hastried to negatiate a voluntary cooperative within the existing fishery regulations, albeit
unsuccessfully. For avoluntary cooperative to be successful under existing regulations, every participantin
the sector must be a part of the coop. At the time of this writing, the HT-CP sector has been unable to gain
100 percent agreement.

Because they have been unable to form an un-regulated voluntary cooperative, the HT-CP sector has asked
the Council to help, by approving measures that would makeit possible for cooperativesto form with less
than 100 percent of the sector. Thisistype of program envisioned in Amendment 80, which is consdered
aevent that may likely occur.
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In summary, the HT-CPs were among thefirst US flagged fishing vessels to enter the groundfish fisheries
of the North Pacific. Because of their relatively small size, HT-CPs have been unable to upgrade their
processing lines beyond heading and gutting, and in general are restricted from installing meal plants.
Because of their limited processing abilities, early HT-CPs focused on high-value groundfish such as
sablefish and rockfish in the GOA and Aleutian Islands. They also participated in the higher volumeflatfish
and Pacific cod fisheriesin the BSAI, but they were unabl e to find a consistent market for headed and gutted
pollock unless it was at the peak of the roe season. Beginning with Amendment 14 in the GOA in 1986,
which prohibited directed fishing with trawls for sablefish, followed by the roe stripping ban in 1991,
inshore-offshorein 1992, andthe LLP in 1995, the HT-CP sector has been pushed out of some of their more
profitable fisheries into the lower value flatfish fisheries, which because the targets are hard on the bottom
of the ocean, are proneto high incidental catches of prohibited species such as halibut and crab. In addition,
flatfish fisheries have limited markets—particularly with regards to size and quality of the product. These
limited markets, combined with MRAs that are enforced at anytime during afishing trip, and the common-
property caused race-for-fish, create the conditions that |ead to what many perceive as unacceptable levels
of economic and regulatory discards.

2.2.3 Fishery Wholesale Value of Processors in the BSAI

The remaining subsections of Chapter 2, step back fromthe detail ed focus on the HT-CPs, to amore general
description of processing in the BSAI groundfish fishery. Table 5 shows wholesale value from catcher
processors by sector, including the HT-CPs and the combined shore-based/ floater/mothership category by
selected BSAI fishery.

For the surimi and fillet catcher processor fleet, the most significant contributor to wholesale value has
historically been the pollock fishery. In 2001, the combined whol esal e val ue of pollock was $407 million out
of atotal wholesale value for all groundfish of $410 million, a 95 percent contribution.

Relativetowholesalevalue, the HT-CP sector ismore diversified acrossthefisheriesthan other sectors. Two
primary fisheries have historically contributed relatively equal shares of thewholesale valuefor theHT-CP
fleet. Atkamackerel at $47 million and yellowfin sole at $32 million were two of thelargest contributorsto
total wholesale valuein 2001, each contributing 35 percent and 24 percent, respectively to the wholesale
value. Other fisherieswhich have historically contributed asmaller share of thetotal wholesalevaluefor the
head and gut fleet are rock sole, Pacific cod, flathead sole, and other flatfish.

For the longline catcher processor fleet, the largest contributor for wholesale val ue has been Pacific cod. In
1995, thewholesaleva uefor Pacific cod was$68 million, which was 89 percent of thetotal sector wholesale
value. In 2001, the contribution from Pacific cod was 96 percent of the total wholesale vdue.

Total wholesale va uefor the pot catcher processor fleet was nearly all from the Pacific cod fishery. In 1995,
the wholesale value from Pacific cod was approximately $3 million and $5 million in 2001.

Pollock has historically been the largest contributor of total wholesale value for the BSAI shoreplants,
floaters, and motherships. In 1995, the pollock fishery contributed 84 percent of the total wholesale value
for the BSAI shoreplants, floaters, and motherships, while in 2001, the contribution from pollock was 92
percent. In that year the combined wholesale value of the pollock fishery was $504 million. Other fisheries
which contributed consistently over the seven year period were Pacific cod and sablefish.
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Table 5. Wholesale Product Value in Major BSAI Fisheries in 1995-2001, by Target Fishery and
Processor Sector

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Target Fishery & Sector Wholesale Product Value ($Millions)
Surimi & Fillet Trawl Catcher Processors
Pollock 435.4 348.6 343.2 312.2 3345 395.2 407 .1
All Fisheries 474.5 3774 377.8 333.3 346.4 402.0 410.3
Head & Gut Trawl Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 43.7 71.3 35.6 21.3 25.7 23.6 46.6
Pacific Cod 10.3 8.2 9.5 7.5 204 21.1 17.3
Other Flatfish 14.3 14.5 10.3 18.8 19.3 23.4 15.2
Rockfish 11.7 12.2 8.2 4.0 7.2 4.5 4.0
Rock Sole 29.1 27.7 25.7 15.4 16.5 21.3 17.2
Yellowfin Sole 36.9 34.1 55.0 35.8 25.4 31.8 31.7
All Fisheries 149.4 170.8 145.4 104.6 115.4 126.7 133.4
Pot Catcher Processors
Pacific Cod 2.9 6.5 3.2 3.3 4.3 3.6 4.7
All Fisheries 2.9 6.5 3.2 3.3 4.3 3.6 4.7
Longline Catcher Processors
Pacific Cod 67.8 71.3 72.8 89.5 108.1 116.8 112.0
Sablefish 3.5 2.8 2.4 0.6 2.0 2.4 2.2
All Fisheries 75.7 80.6 82.6 98.9 1171 127.6 116.7
All Shore Plants, Floaters, and Motherships
Pollock 360.1 304.6 294.6 257.1 329.0 418.8 503.7
Pacific Cod 51.0 60.9 54.7 39.3 56.0 74.2 39.3
All Fisheries 147.8 1,008.0 972.0 839.6 971.6 1,157.9 1,213.4
All Sectors and Fisheries
All Fisheries 429.3 372.7 363.0 299.5 388.5 498.0 548.3

Source: NPFM C Sector Profiles Database, 2001

2.2.4 Total Catch and Retention by Fishery in the BSAI

Table 6 summarizes the total catch in mgor BSAI target fisheries by sector from 1995-2001. The table
demonstrates that the HT-CP sector isthe most diversified of all the sectors.
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Table 6. Total Catch in Major BSAI Target Fisheries in 1995-2001, by Target Fishery and
Processor Sector

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Target Fishery & Sector Total Catch (1,000 mt)
Surimi & Fillet Trawl Catcher Processors
Pollock 748 659 612 607 416 491 612
All Fisheries 856 761 719 670 445 507 619
Head & Gut Trawl Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 79 109 59 57 63 56 71
Pacific Cod 25 16 26 16 31 30 24
Other Flatfish 32 34 24 44 39 46 34
Rockfish 13 19 12 9 15 10 10
Rock Sole 51 42 57 24 28 46 29
Yellowfin Sole 96 102 172 116 90 105 95
All Fisheries 303 327 354 271 268 294 265
Pot Catcher Processors
Pacific Cod 5 8 5 3 4 3 4
All Fisheries 5 8 5 3 4 3 4
Longline Catcher Processors
Pacific Cod 117 110 146 120 105 117 132
Sablefish 2 1 1 0 1 2 1
All Fisheries 122 115 152 128 113 126 136
All Shore Plants, Floaters, and Motherships
Pollock 536 528 482 495 539 615 750
Pacific Cod 78 99 94 51 56 66 36
Sablefish 4 2 2 1 1 1 1
All Fisheries 644 637 602 548 598 684 788
All Sectors and Fisheries
All Fisheries 1,930 1,849 1,831 1,621 1,427 1,614 1,813

Source: NPFM C Sector Profiles Database, 2001

Table 7 summarizes retention rates for catcher processors by sector and a combined BSAI shorebased
plants/floaters/motherships category asa proxy for catcher vesselsin selected BSAI fisheries from 1995 to
2001. In general, the most obvious trend is the improvement of retention rates.

For surimi andfillet catcher processors, retention ratesfor pollock (midwater) haveremainedrelatively high,
ranging from a low of 95 percent in 1995 to a high of 99 percent in 2001. In the bottom pollock fishery,
retention rates fluctuated between alow of 85 percent in 1997 to ahigh of 97 percent in 1999. Theyellowfin
soleand Pacific cod fisheriesreported retention rates below 70 percent in 1995, but the rates haveincreased
to around 99 percent inthe last few years.

Among the HT-CP fleet, retention rates have dso shown improvement (See Figure 3 on page 74), but still
lag behind the rest of the processing sectors. In 1995, the HT-CP sector had aretention rate of 59 percent for
al fisheries combined. The only other processor sector with a combined retention rate below 90 percentin
1995 was the L-CP sector at 84 percent. Six years later, the retention rate for the HT-CP improved to 75
percent, but was still lower than the next lowest rate 85 percent for the L-CP sector. Looking at individual
fisheries, the yellowfin sole fishery retention rates improved from alow of 53 percent in 1995 to ahigh of
73 percent in 2001. Other fisheries, likethe rock sole, flathead sole, Pacific cod, and other flatfish fisheries,
had retention rates bel ow 50 percent in 1995. With the exception of the other flatfish fishery, retention rates
have climbed to above 65 percent by 2001. Retention ratesfor the Atka mackerel and rockfish fisheriesalso
improved over the seven year period. The Atka mackerd fishery drifted upward from alow of 76 percent
to ahigh of 86 percent in 2000, while the retention rate for the rockfish fishery increased from alow of 80
percent in 1996 to a high of 95 percent in 2000.

Retention rates for the longline catcher processors have not shown similar increases. Retention ratesin the
Pacificcodfishery haveremainedfairly constant, fluctuatingbetween 84 and 88 percent. However, theturbot
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and sabl efish fisheries havefluctuated more widely. For the P-CPs, retention ratesfor Pacific cod increased
from alow of 84 percent in 1998 to a high of 96 percent in 2000.

Retentionratesfor BSAI shore plants, floaters, and mothershipsal so increased over the 1995 to 2001 period.
Like the other fleets, retention rates for fisheries other than pollock were much lower in 1995 and 1996, but
many of these fisheries have improved over the years.

Table 7. Retention Rates in Major BSAI Fisheries in 1995-2001, by Target Fishery and Processor

Sector

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Target Fishery & Sector Percent of Groundfish Retained
Surimi & Fillet Trawl Catcher Processors
Pollock 93.5 954 94.8 98.4 98.9 98.2 99.2
All Non-pollock Fisheries 68.8 72.3 70.3 82.8 90.3 91.9 92.4
All Fisheries 90.4 92.3 91.2 96.9 98.3 98.0 99.1
Head & Gut Trawl Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 76.0 78.4 84.3 85.1 82.6 86.2 83.7
Pacific Cod 47.7 44.8 445 571 57.5 63.8 69.7
Other Flatfish 47.8 43.4 49.7 55.9 54.4 63.1 67.2
Rockfish 81.8 80.3 87.9 91.1 91.6 94.6 87.2
Rock Sole 46.2 45.3 46.6 60.6 53.0 52.9 69.5
Yellowfin Sole 52.8 54.4 65.0 70.5 63.8 68.4 73.1
All Fisheries 58.8 61.6 63.6 70.4 66.8 69.2 75.1
Pot Catcher Processors
Pacific Cod 96.5 95.9 98.5 97.1 96.0 95.9 93.7
All Fisheries 96.5 95.8 98.5 97.1 96.0 95.9 93.5
Longline Catcher Processors
Pacific Cod 84.8 85.8 85.2 84.3 88.2 85.2 85.8
Sablefish 54.8 53.5 52.6 72.6 39.0 421 67.9
All Fisheries 84.1 85.4 84.9 84.3 86.0 83.9 85.4
All Shore Plants, Floaters, and Motherships
Pollock 97.6 98.1 98.2 99.7 99.1 99.5 99.7
Pacific Cod 66.5 69.2 63.6 85.1 74 .1 85.4 89.8
Sablefish 221 36.8 35.1 55.3 58.4 57.5 71.0
All Non-pollock Fisheries 68.5 70.6 69.2 83.8 74.3 85.1 89.1
All Fisheries 92.7 93.4 924 98.2 96.7 98.0 99.2
All Sectors and Fisheries
All Fisheries 85.8 86.8 85.7 91.9 90.7 91.7 94.6

Source: NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 2001

Table 8 shows discards by species rather than by target fishery for the years 1999-2001 (2002 data were
availablefor theHT-CP sector). Table9 showsthe same discard dataas percentage of total catch. TheHT-CP
sector madethelargest gainswith rock and yellowfin sol e reduction by reducing discardsfrom 20.0and 11.2
thousand metric tonsin 1999 to 8.6 and 7.7 thousand metric tonsin 2001, respectively. Gainsin other flatfish
and groundfish species were evident but less substantial.

The ST/FT-CP sectors reduced Atka mackerel discards from 0.6 thousand metric tons to nearly zero.
Y ellowfin sol e discardswere reduced more than 80 percent from 900 metric tonsto lessthan 100 metrictons.
The P-CP sector saw little change in discard amounts while the L-CP sector saw yellowfin sole discards
increase in each of thethree years. In total, discards declined by roughly one-third between 1999 and 2001.
Tables 9 and 10 show retained catch, i.e., theinverse of discarded catch.

Tables8through 9 canbe usedto cal culateretention ratesfor subsets of speciesand sectors. Dueto rounding
errorsassociated with using the percent retained and discarded, cal culated retention percentages should be
considered estimates. For exampl e, the amount of retained yellowfin sole can be determined as a percentage
of all flatfish caught. The calculated percentagesfor various sectors are as follows:

BSAI Amendment 79 27 May 2005



. In2002,inthe HT-CPsector, yellowfin sole accounted for 16.66 percent of total catch whileflatfish
accounted for 44.41 percent of total catch. Thus, the sector's retained yellowfin sole was 37 percent
of total flatfish catch.

. In 2001, in the ST-CP and FT-CP sectors, yellowfin sole accounted for 0.34 percent of total catch
whil eflatfish accounted for 0.62 percent of total catch. Thus, the sector'sretained yellowfinsolewas
just over 50 percent of total flatfish catch.

. In 2001, in the L-CP sector, yellowfin sole accounted for 0.01 percent of total catch while flatfish
accounted for 1.84 percent of total catch. Thus, the sector's retained yellowfin sole was less than 1
percent of total flatfish catch.

. IN2001, inthe shore plant, floater, and mothership sectors, yellowfinsoleaccounted for 0.01 percent
of total catch while flatfish accounted for 0.20 percent of total catch. Thus, the sector's retained
yellowfin sole wasless than five percent of total flatfish catch.

. In 2001, in the P-CP sector, yellowfin sole was such asmall percentage of catch that thetablescould
not be used to calculate retention percentages.

Similar cal cul ations can bemadeto determinethe non-poll ock, non-Pacific cod retention rate for each sector:

. In 2001, in the P-CP sector retained, non-pollock, non-Pacific cod accounted for 1.7 percent of total
catch while discards in the same category accounted for 4.9 percent of total catch. Thus, the sector
had an estimated non-pollock, non-Pacific cod retention rate of 25 percent. Although this retention
rate is quite low, the sector caught an extraordinarily small amount of these species.

. In 2002, in the HT-CP sector retained, non-pollock, non-pacific cod fish accounted for 58.4 percent
of total catch while discardsin the same category accounted for 20.3 percent of total catch. Thus,
the sector had an estimated non-pollock, non-pacific cod retention rate of morethan 74 percent. This
retention rate is higher than the sector's general average.

. In 2001,in the L-CP sector, retained non-pollock, non-pacific cod fish accounted for 4.2 percent of
total catch whilediscardsin the same category accounted for 12.24 percent of total catch. Thus, the
sector had an estimated non-pollock, non-pacific cod retention rate of 25 percent.
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Table 8. Discarded Catch in BSAI Fisheries in 1999-2002, by Species and Processor Sector

1999 2000 2001 2002

Species & Sector Discarded Catch (1,000 mt)
Head and Gut Trawl Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 4.70 2.60 4.30 7.4
Arrowtooth Flounder 6.80 5.50 6.60 55
Flathead Sole 2.70 3.30 2.10 2.6
Other Flatfish 12.50 12.77 8.80 14.2
Other Groundfish 7.30 8.80 8.50 9.7
Pacific Cod 1.30 0.70 0.79 1.1
Pollock 14.95 14.60 14.46 15.9
Rockfish 6.80 5.50 7.59 5.1
Rock Sole 20.00 23.56 8.60 15.3
Turbot/Sablefish 0.40 0.28 0.49 0.3
Yellowfin Sole 11.22 12.72 7.65 10.2
Surimi and Fillet Trawl Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 0.60 0.00 0.01 N/A
Other Flatfish 1.50 1.65 0.77 N/A
Other Groundfish 0.78 4.20 1.04 N/A
Pacific Cod 0.40 0.10 0.22 N/A
Pollock 2.76 1.34 0.32 N/A
Rockfish 0.10 0.10 0.37 N/A
Rock Sole 0.90 1.80 0.62 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 0.87 0.74 0.10 N/A
Pot Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 0.00 0.00 0.01 N/A
Other Flatfish 0.00 0.00 0.10 N/A
Other Groundfish 0.10 0.10 0.10 N/A
Pacific Cod 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A
Pollock 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A
Rockfish 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A
Rock Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 0.00 0.10 0.00 N/A
Longline Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 0.07 0.15 0.10 N/A
Other Flatfish 1.50 2.10 1.80 N/A
Other Groundfish 11.40 13.23 13.32 N/A
Pacific Cod 1.43 2.70 1.77 N/A
Pollock 0.60 1.00 0.99 N/A
Rockfish 0.24 0.35 0.40 N/A
Rock Sole 0.06 0.03 0.00 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 0.34 0.41 0.23 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 0.18 0.28 0.63 N/A
All Shore Plants, Floaters, and Motherships
Atka Mackerel 0.10 0.01 0.55 N/A
Other Flatfish 1.43 1.59 0.85 N/A
Other Groundfish 3.46 1.74 1.75 N/A
Pacific Cod 0.41 0.49 0.10 N/A
Pollock 11.20 5.49 1.90 N/A
Rockfish 0.06 0.15 0.17 N/A
Rock Sole 4.62 1.91 0.74 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 0.10 0.22 0.29 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 0.20 0.30 0.26 N/A

Source: NPFM C Sector Profiles Database, 1999-2001
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Table 9. Discarded Catch as Percent of Total Catch in BSAI Fisheries in 1999-2002, by Species and Processor

Sector
1999 2000 2001 2002

Species & Sector Discarded Catch as Percent of Total Groundfish Catch
Head and Gut Trawel Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 1.78 0.89 1.59 2.60
Arrowtooth Flounder 2.53 1.88 2.48 1.96
Flathead Sole 1.04 1.13 0.79 0.93
Other Flatfish 4.67 4.35 3.29 4.62
Other Groundfish 2.75 3.00 3.16 3.43
Pacific Cod 0.50 0.22 0.29 0.42
Pollock 5.57 4.97 5.35 5.57
Rockfish 2.52 1.87 2.81 1.79
Rock Sole 7.48 8.02 3.18 5.37
Turbot/Sablefish 0.16 0.10 0.18 0.11
Yellowfin Sole 4.19 4.33 2.83 3.56
Surimi and Fillet Trawl Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A
Other Flatfish 0.34 0.32 0.13 N/A
Other Groundfish 0.17 0.85 0.17 N/A
Pacific Cod 0.09 0.02 0.04 N/A
Pollock 0.62 0.27 0.05 N/A
Rockfish 0.02 0.03 0.06 N/A
Rock Sole 0.20 0.36 0.10 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 0.00 0.01 0.00 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 0.20 0.15 0.02 N/A
Pot Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 0.00 0.00 0.18 N/A
Other Flatfish 0.00 0.00 2.50 N/A
Other Groundfish 0.02 0.16 1.37 N/A
Pacific Cod 0.10 0.16 0.72 N/A
Pollock 0.00 0.02 1.04 N/A
Rockfish 0.00 0.00 0.01 N/A
Rock Sole 0.00 0.03 0.27 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 0.00 0.00 0.05 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 0.00 1.97 0.37 N/A
Longline Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 0.06 0.12 0.10 N/A
Other Flatfish 1.36 1.69 1.32 N/A
Other Groundfish 10.10 10.52 9.84 N/A
Pacific Cod 1.27 2.16 1.30 N/A
Pollock 0.50 0.80 0.70 N/A
Rockfish 0.21 0.27 0.29 N/A
Rock Sole 0.05 0.03 0.02 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 0.33 0.33 0.17 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 0.16 0.22 0.50 N/A
All Shore Plants, Floaters, and Motherships
Atka Mackerel 0.02 0.00 0.01 N/A
Other Flatfish 0.24 0.23 0.11 N/A
Other Groundfish 0.29 0.51 0.23 N/A
Pacific Cod 0.07 0.07 0.00 N/A
Pollock 1.87 0.80 0.24 N/A
Rockfish 0.01 0.02 0.02 N/A
Rock Sole 0.77 0.28 0.10 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 0.02 0.03 0.04 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 0.04 0.04 0.03 N/A

Source: NPFM C Sector Profiles Database, 1999-2001

BSAI Amendment 79 30 May 2005



Table 10. Retained Catch in BSAI Fisheries in 1999-2002, by Species and Processor Sector

1999 2000 2001 2002

Species & Sector Retained Catch (1,000 mt)
Head and Gut Trawl Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 50.58 44.43 56.88 37.54
Arrowtooth Flounder 2.41 4.62 4.89 3.50
Flathead Sole 13.04 13.73 13.07 10.26
Other Flatfish 0.95 217 0.67 0.82
Other Groundfish 0.10 0.68 1.02 1.16
Pacific Cod 24 .44 28.13 24.89 32.01
Pollock 14.00 16.91 17.19 17.66
Rockfish 12.36 10.03 8.61 10.44
Rock Sole 14.92 20.44 18.08 22.77
Turbot/Sablefish 1.62 1.90 1.97 0.90
Yellowfin Sole 44.70 60.24 52.70 61.15
Surimi and Fillet Trawl Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 0.57 0.00 0.00 N/A
Other Flatfish 1.24 0.89 1.13 N/A
Other Groundfish 0.31 0.20 0.23 N/A
Pacific Cod 12.69 5.44 5.59 N/A
Pollock 410.81 481.43 603.55 N/A
Rockfish 0.15 0.00 0.10 N/A
Rock Sole 0.45 1.47 0.74 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 0.00 0.01 0.02 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 10.88 7.91 2.11 N/A
Pot Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 0.00 0.00 0.01 N/A
Other Flatfish 0.00 0.00 0.02 N/A
Other Groundfish 0.00 0.00 0.02 N/A
Pacific Cod 3.40 2.77 3.90 N/A
Pollock 0.00 0.00 0.01 N/A
Rockfish 0.00 0.00 0.01 N/A
Rock Sole 0.00 0.00 0.01 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 0.00 0.00 0.01 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A
Longline Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 0.00 0.00 0.13 N/A
Other Flatfish 0.14 0.1 0.13 N/A
Other Groundfish 1.20 2.00 1.90 N/A
Pacific Cod 88.21 94.24 105.66 N/A
Pollock 3.35 3.83 4.93 N/A
Rockfish 0.16 0.21 0.20 N/A
Rock Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 413 5.05 3.08 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 0.00 0.00 0.02 N/A
All Shore Plants, Floaters, and Motherships
Atka Mackerel 0.06 0.00 0.01 N/A
Other Flatfish 1.01 1.66 0.37 N/A
Other Groundfish 0.30 0.21 0.93 N/A
Pacific Cod 41.60 56.42 33.50 N/A
Pollock 533.16 609.37 744.50 N/A
Rockfish 0.08 0.08 0.19 N/A
Rock Sole 0.07 0.42 0.59 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 0.55 0.84 1.1 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 1.23 1.80 0.08 N/A

Source: NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 1999-2001
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Table 11. Retained Catch as Percent of Total Catch in BSAI Fisheries in 1999-2002, by Species and Processor

Sector
1999 2000 2001 2002

Species & Sector Retained Catch as Percent of Total Groundfish Catch
Head and Gut Trawl Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 18.85 15.12 21.06 18.85
Arrowtooth Flounder 0.89 1.57 1.81 0.89
Flathead Sole 4.86 4.67 4.84 4.86
Other Flatfish 0.35 0.74 0.25 0.35
Other Groundfish 0.04 0.23 0.38 0.04
Pacific Cod 9.11 9.58 9.22 9.11
Pollock 5.24 5.76 6.36 5.24
Rockfish 4.61 3.42 3.19 4.61
Rock Sole 5.56 6.96 6.69 5.56
Turbot/Sablefish 0.61 0.65 0.73 0.61
Yellowfin Sole 16.66 20.51 19.51 16.66
Surimi and Fillet Trawl Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 0.10 0.00 0.00 N/A
Other Flatfish 0.28 0.18 0.18 N/A
Other Groundfish 0.07 0.04 0.04 N/A
Pacific Cod 2.85 1.11 0.91 N/A
Pollock 92.42 99.00 97.83 N/A
Rockfish 0.03 0.00 0.02 N/A
Rock Sole 0.10 0.29 0.10 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 2.45 1.58 0.34 N/A
Pot Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 0.00 0.00 0.18 N/A
Other Flatfish 0.00 0.00 0.52 N/A
Other Groundfish 0.47 0.12 0.05 N/A
Pacific Cod 95.42 95.30 91.60 N/A
Pollock 0.07 0.42 0.30 N/A
Rockfish 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A
Rock Sole 0.00 0.00 0.70 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 0.07 0.20 0.15 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A
Longline Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 0.00 0.00 0.10 N/A
Other Flatfish 0.12 0.09 0.09 N/A
Other Groundfish 1.59 1.06 1.46 N/A
Pacific Cod 78.05 74.93 78.02 N/A
Pollock 3.04 3.04 3.64 N/A
Rockfish 0.14 0.17 0.15 N/A
Rock Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 3.66 4.02 2.28 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 0.00 0.01 0.01 N/A
All Shore Plants, Floaters, and Motherships
Atka Mackerel 0.01 0.00 0.00 N/A
Other Flatfish 0.17 0.24 0.09 N/A
Other Groundfish 0.05 0.03 0.12 N/A
Pacific Cod 6.96 8.24 4.26 N/A
Pollock 89.17 89.03 94.50 N/A
Rockfish 0.01 0.01 0.02 N/A
Rock Sole 0.01 0.06 0.07 N/A
Turbot/Sablefish 0.09 0.12 0.14 N/A
Yellowfin Sole 0.21 0.26 0.01 N/A

Source: NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 1999-2001
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3.0 Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives
3.1 Natural and Physical Environment
3.1.1 Groundfish Stocks in the BSAI

Thealternatives considered are not expected to have any significant affect on groundfish stocksinthe Bering
Sea, with the possible exception of stockstargeted in the trawl multi-speciesfi sheries. These stocksinclude
Pacific cod, rock sole, yellowfin sole, flathead sole, Alaska plaice and other flatfish species. If a strict (90
percent or higher) retention standard is approved, it is possible that activity in the trawl multi-species
fisherieswill becurtailed and harvests of the stocks mentioned abovewill bereduced. However, as discussed
in Section 3.2, any harvest reductions would be limited to the flatfish fisheries—harvests of Pacific cod are
not likely to be affected for two reasons:

1 It is possible to target Pacific cod using trawl with relatively low incidentd catches of other
groundfish species. Thishasbeen demonstrated by AFA-eligibletrawl catcher processorsthat target
Pacific cod at different times and locations than aretypical in the trawl multi-species fisheries.

2. If trawl catcher processors are unable to harvest the amount of Pacific cod in their apportionment,
theremainder is“rolled-over” and madeavailabletoother harvesting sectors. All suchrolloversthat
have occurred in the past have been harvested by longline catcher processors.

If actual harvest reductions occur in flatfish fisheries, it is unlikely that there will be any resulting stock
effect. Currently, all flatfish stocks in the BSAI are harvested at levels well below established acceptable
biological catches(ABCs) and overfishing limits(OFLSs). By definition, catchesbelow ABC arenot expected
to affect stock levels.

While a reduction in the proportion of discards to total catch is projected for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4,
(especidly flatfish) there isno indication that the stocks will be affected. Discard quantities constitute less
than one percent of the yellowfin sole survey biomass, | essthan two percent of the rock sole survey biomass
and less than 0.1 percent of the shallow-water flatfish survey biomass. Eliminating these discard amounts
would have no measurabl e effect on the health of theflatfish resources. Moreover, the species TACswould
remain the same under all of the alternatives considered. To the extent that these TACs are sustainable,
extraction of the TACswill have the same stock effects regardl ess of whether the fish harvested are retained
or discarded. If aportion of thosefishdiscarded survives, then discardingresultsin fewer fish beingremoved
from the biomass. However, there is no conclusive information regarding how many, if any, discarded
groundfish survive.

3.1.2 Effects on Prohibited Species

Because overdl harvests of prohibited speciesis not anticipated to exceed status quo harvest under any of
the alternatives, there is no expected change in the health of prohibited species stocks. In addition, because
Alternatives 2.1 - 2.3 require scales and 200 percent observers, reporting of PSC will likely improve.

3.1.3 Effects on Forage Fish Species

Because overall harvests of forage fish specieswill not be affected none of the alternatives considered are
expected to have any adverse effects on forage fish species.
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3.1.4 Effects on Marine Benthic Habitat and Essential Fish Habitat

None of the dternatives would be expected to adversely affect marine benthic habitat or EFH in any manner
or to any extent not already addressed in previous NEPA analyses. The alternatives would not change the
species TACs or the gear type and general location of the fisheries in which groundfish are caught.

3.1.5 Ecosystem Considerations

High rates of discardscanhave potential ecosystem effects. Thediscards could affect scavenger and predator
populations by increasing the avail abl e food supply. In addition, discardswill contribute to thetotal energy
flow and, though they may be small when compared to the total flow, their effect is cumulative with other
forms of energy flow such asoffal production from processing and naturally occurring detritus. However,
thelevel of groundfish discardsrelativeto natural sourcesof detritus and the absence of evidence tha would
relate changesin scavenger popul ationsto discard trends suggest that groundfish discards haveinsignificant
ecosystem impacts through energy removal and redirection.

To the extent that groundfish discards are concentrated in one area they could create localized ecosystem
effects. Thepotential for such effectsmay require considerationof local energy flowsrather than region-wide
flows. Such localized ecosystem effects are currently not well understood.

3.1.6 Effects on Marine Mammals

Because overall harvestslevels of groundfish will not be affected, the number marine mammal interactions
will not vary among the alternatives.

3.1.7 Effects on Endangered or Threatened Species

None of the alternatives would be expected to adversely affect endangered or threatened species in any
manner or to any extent not already addressed in previous consultations conducted under Section 7 of the
ESA. None of the alternatives would change the TACs for groundfish, the gear types used in the fisheries
in which groundfish are discarded or the spatial or temporal distribution of these fisheries. Therefore, none
of the alternatives are expected to have asignificant impact on endangered or threatened species.

3.1.8 Effects on Seabirds

None of the alternatives would be expected to adversely affect seabirds in any manner or to any extent not
already addressed in previous consultations conducted under Section 7 of the ESA.

3.2 Economic and Social Impacts

This section contains a summary of the projected social and economic impacts of the Alternatives under
consideration. Section 4.5.2 of the Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) provides a detailed description of the
economic and social effects of the proposed action and alternatives. However, the core of that discussion is
contained below.
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3.2.1 Alternative 1: Maintain the Status Quo

Under the status quo, there would be no additional regulatory changein the way that groundfish retention
and discards are managed, with the exception of the recent regulations to enforce the MRA from offload to
offload.* However, it is expected that the industry and the NPFMC will face increasing pressure to take
actiontoreducediscardsintheflatfish fisheriesinthe BSAI. The Council, at the June 2003 meeting, hasalso
indicated that if steps are not or cannot be taken to reduce discards within these fisheries as they currently
exist, then more dragtic actions—such as reducing flatfish TACs or prohibiting directed fishing for flatfish
may be contemplated. Under that status quo, discards and retention in the flatfish fisheries are expected to
continuetoimprove, but at adecreasingrate. In 2002 the HT-CP sector discarded approximately 86,000 tons
or 30 percent to their total catch of groundfish (See Table 12). Between 2004 and April, 2005, average
groundfish discards for these fisheries continued to be approximately 30 percent of their total catch of
groundfish.

3.2.2 Alternatives 2, 3, and 4: Establish a Minimum Groundfish Retention
Standard

Alternative 2, 3, and 4 establish a GRSfor certain vesselsand sectorsin the groundfish fleet. For purposes
of thisanalysis, two bookend subal ternatives were developed by varying the values of possible components
of a GRS mesasure. These bookends represent amore restrictive and less restrictive measure, however, the
bookendsare not intended to bethe only optionsunder consideration—any of the various options under each
of the componentscould have been included inapreferred alternative. In point of fact, the Council identified
a preferred alternative at its June 2003 meeting by selecting among the various options within each
component. The analysis describing the effects of these individual componentsand options can be found in
Section 4.6. The remainder of this section consists of three parts:

Section 3.2.2.1 summarizes projected effects on groundfish retention of Alternatives 2, 3, 4
Section 3.2.2.2 presents the NPFMC rationale and justification for the preferred aternative

Section 3.2.2.3 containsasummary and summary tabl e of costs/benefitsand other impactsof the Alternatives
including the status quo.

3.2.2.1 Effects on Retention of the Alternatives
Less Restrictive GRS—Alternative 2

Thelessrestrictive GRSwould be enforced only on HT-CPs > 125' and would require groundfish retention
to be at least 70 percent of groundfish caich over the entire year. In addition, the alternative proposed to
increase the MRA for pollock to 35 percent for all HT-CPs. Table 12 shows actua retention in 1999-2002
and what might have occurred if Alternative 2 had been in place during that period. All of the additional
retention would have come from the increase of the pollock MRA to 35 percent rather than as aresult of the
GRS. By alowingthe retention of pollock that had been regulatory discards, theHT-CPs> 125" asawhole
would have exceeded the 70 percent retention standard in each year. In addition, because the change in the

*The NPFMC'saction in June 2003 included a recommendation to NOAA Fisheries to expedite aregulatory
amendment to change the interval over which the pollock MRA is enforced—from a continuous or instantaneous enforcement
interval to offload-offload enforcement. That action was approved by the Secretary of Commercein June 2004. A separate
EA/RIR/IRFA hasbeen completed for the MRA enforcement period change. The MRA change isincluded as part of the status
quo for this proposed action.
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pollock MRA applies to both large and small (<125") vessels, total retention of the HT-CP fleet increases
by an average of 5.0 percent over the period shown.

Table 12. Estimated Effects on Retention in the HT-CP Sector if Alternative 2 had been
Implemented in 1999-2002, by Size Class

Additional Retention

Actual Retention Sources under Alt. 2
From From All Rentention
Retention MRA GRS Sources Rate
Year_ Vessel Length Retained (MT) Total (MT) Percentage (MT) (MT) (mt) (percent)
1999 > 125" 168,511 247,407 68 10,877 0 10,877 73
< 125" 10,657 20,851 51 544 0 544 54
All Vessels 179,168 268,258 67 11,420 0 11,420 71
2000 > 125" 191,277 269,922 71 13,859 0 13,859 76
< 125" 10,020 23,747 51 333 0 333 52
All Vessels 203,297 293,670 69 14,191 0 14,191 74
2001 > 125" 188,285 249,907 75 13,447 0 13,447 81
< 125" 11,668 20,150 58 520 0 520 60
All Vessels 199,953 270,457 74 13,967 0 13,967 79
2002 > 125" 180,745 255,379 71 14,881 0 14,881 77
< 125" 17,534 29,431 60 969 0 969 63
All Vessels 198,279 284,810 70 15,850 0 15,850 75

Source: Based on NOAA Fisheries blend data

More Restrictive GRS—Alternative 3

Themorerestrictive GRS (Alternative 3) would beimposed on all catcher processors> 125'engaged in non-
pollock fishing. During the early part of the year (January-May) the GRS would be 85 percent, and would
increase to 90 percent during the remainder of the year. Compliancewith the GRS would be monitored and
enforced on aweekly basis. Table 13 presentsthe catch and retention in non-pollock fisheriesof the catcher
processors that would be regulated under Alternative 3. Thetable aso shows the number of vessel in each
sector that would have been affected and the number of week they participated in non-pollock fisheries.

Table 13. Retained and Total Catch in Non-Pollock Fisheries of Catcher Processors Greater than
or Equal to 125 ft. in Length, by Processor Sector, 2001

Vessel Retention Rate
Sector Vessel Count Area/Weeks Retained (MT) Total Catch (MT) (Percent)
ST/FT-CP > 125' 6 29 6,856 7,389 92.8
HT-CP > 125’ 16 842 179,958 235,307 76.2
P-CP > 125 5 47 2,813 2,898 971
L-CP > 125' 24 1,066 80,791 94,651 85.4
All CPs > 125’ 50 1,984 270,417 340,244 79.5

Source: NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 2001

As shown in Table 14, the measures in Alternative 3 would lead to significant improvements in retention
ratesinboththe HT-CPand L-CP sectors. If Alternative 3 had beenimplemented in 2001, the HT-CP sector
would have been required to retain an additional 30.5 thousand mt and the L-CP sector would have been
required to retain an additiona 5.5 thousand mt. These amounts represent, respectively, a 13.3 and 5.8
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percentage point increase in total retention rates in comparison to the status quo. The SF/FT-CP and P-CP
sectorswould have been minimally aff ected. These sectorswould have seen a173 mt and 25 mt increase in
retention, respectively.

Table 14. Estimated Effects on Retention if Alternative 3 had been Implemented in 2001, by
Processor Sector and GRS Enforcement Period

Times Additional

Vessels with Vessels had Retained
Enforcement Retention Rates Retention Rates Catch Needed Increase in
Periods Below GRS Below GRS to Meet GRS Retention Rate
Sector (Number) (Number) (Number) (MT) (Pct. Points)

Week/Area Enforcement

ST/FT-CP 29 2 11 173 2.3
HT-CP 842 15 603 30,477 13.3
P-CP 47 4 9 25 0.9
L-CP 1,066 23 617 5,554 5.8
All CPs 1,984 44 1,240 36,229 10.8

Source: NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 2001

Phase-In of a GRS (Preferred Alternative, Alternative 4)

The preferred alternative (label ed Alternative 4) would phasein the GRS over afour year period beginning
in 2005, starting at 65 percent and increasing in 85 percent. Under the preferred alternative only HT-CPs >
125 would be required to comply with the GRS—which would bedetermined and enforced at the end of the
year. Table 15 shows the expected effects of Alternative 4 on the HT-CP sector in terms of retained harvest
required to meet the GRS, the equiva ent product weight, and additional product weight as a portion of total
sector production. The analysi sestimatesthat in 2005, only two vessel swill needtoincreasetheir groundfish
retention rates to meet the GRS for that year. The vessds will be required to retain an additional 1,800 mt
of groundfish, equivalent to 1,100 mt of products. This amount isroughly equd to one tenth of one percent
of the groundfish products generated by the HT-CP sector between 1999 and 2002. By 2008, when the GRS
hasrisen to 85 percent and all HT-CP vessels have to improve retention to meet the standard, the amount of
groundfish retained by the sector will increase by approximately 53,000 mt, equivalent to 34,300 mt of
products, or 5 percent of current product weight.

Overdl, the retention rate of the affected boats will be required to rise by roughly 5 percentage points
between 2004 and 2008 while the retention rate of theentire HT-CP fleet is predicted torise roughly eleven
points during the same period. The overall retention rate of the entire fleet is predicted to be roughly 80.6
percent in 2008. Thisrate islower than the GRS of 85 percent because boats less than 125 ft. LOA are not
affected by the preferred alternative.

Table 15. Estimated Effects of Alternative 4 on Retention in the HT-CP Sector

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
GRS (Percentage) -- -- 65 75 80 85
Additional Retained Catch (MT) 0 0 1,799 17,722 33,539 52,913
Additional Retained Product (MT) 0 0 1,146 11,287 21,361 34,337
z\lDe;vPI)Droduction as a Percent of Baseline 0.00 0.00 017 172 3.96 5.24
\éfgjﬁl;ﬁ?ﬁqmmd to Retain Additional 0 0 0.7 6.5 12.3 19.8
Retention Rate of Affected Boats 721 721 72.5 76.3 80.1 85.0
Retention Rate of HT-CP Fleet 69.9 69.9 70.2 73.4 76.6 80.6

Note: 2003 and 2004 retention rate isbased on the 2002 retention rate. Source Estimaed by Northern Economics based on Data
supplied by NOAA Fisheriesin 2003.
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The quantitative assessment projects the impacts on the HT-CP sector of the establishment of the preferred
GRSalternative on groundfish retentionratesincludingthe effectsof the MRA enforcement interval change.
The more qualitative assessment presents an overview of cumulative effects, including a discussion of the
impacts on the HT-CP sector of the establishment of the GRS in combination with the implementation of
Amendment 80 (Sector Allocations and Formation of a Cooperative in the HT-CP Sector).

Groundfish Retention and Maximum Retainable Allowance (Alternative 4)

The MRA for a groundfish species closed to directed fishing is calculaed as a percentage of retained
amounts of that species relativeto the amount of other groundfish speciesthat are open to directed fishing
on avessel. Current regulations prohibit theretention of a species closed to directed fishing in amounts that
exceed the MRA percentage, and excess catch must be discarded. For most species, including pollock, a
standard default of 20 percent is established to serve as a general management tool to slow the harvest rate
of aspecies, yet avoid significant discard amounts of these speciesto the extent they are taken asincidental
catch in other open groundfish fisheries. Under current regulations, it is unlawful for avessel to exceed the
MRA between to consecutive offload periods..

Regulations for the pollock MRA, IR/IU require 100 percent retention of pollock. For vessels that are not
allowed to participate in directed fisheries for pollock the IR/IU regulation requires that vessels retain all
pollock (with minor exceptions for damaged or contaminated fish) up to the 20 percent MRA, but because
they cannot be engaged in directed fishing for pollock, they may not retain any more than 20 percent. Prior
totheimplementation of an expandedenforcement periodfor the M RA , these competing requirementsplaced
some operations in a potentially high-risk situation, given both requirements were “ingtantaneously”
enforceable. So long asthe retained amount of pollock were “below” the 20 percent threshold, no pollock
could be discarded (under IR/IU), yet the vessel may not, a any point between two consecutive offloads,
exceed the MRA limit. This created a balancing act, in terms of constant catch accounting, which imposed
an additional compliance burden on the operator. The primary effect of the June 2004 MRA enforcement
period was to give vessel s the opportunity to more eff ectivel y manage the competing requi rements of 1R/IU
and MRA, while retaining more of their pollock if at any given point during the trip they have more pollock
on board than the 20 percent allowed by the MRA.

Anticipated Effects

The current MRA enforcement period for pollock is expected to give HT-CPs the ability reduce their
regulaory discards of pollock. Based on anecdotal evidence from industry sources—thereis no empirical
data on processing and selling costs—retaining addition pollock appear to be a least cost alternative for
retention improvement. Pollock can be expected to generate more revenue than processing scul pins or sub-
standard rock soleor yellowfin sole, for example. Thisisnot to say however, that retaining additional pollock
will in fact improve net revenues—the relative benefits of retaining pollock and possibly displacing more
valuable product are not known. The effect of altering the instantaneous enforcement period for the pollock
MRA to the present enforcement of the MRA on an offload by offload basisis uncertain. The main factors
that could determinethe size and distribution of economic impact on the HT-CP sector are (1) the value of
pollock relative to the value of groundfish normally caught by the sector, (2) the amount of pressurevessds
operators are experiencing to reduce discards [e.g., from the Council in the form of a GRS, or from other
concerned groups], and (3) strategic behavior of individual vessels.

If pollock hasalower rel ative val ue than the targeted species, and vessel s operate without regard to pressure
to reduce discards, the change in the enforcement interval is unlikely to have any significant economic
effect—vessels will continue to discard pollock at current levels, while remaining within the retention
requirements of IR/IU regulations. If , on the other hand, vessels choose to reduce discards of pollock to
aleviate increasing pressure from the Council and the public at large, they could experience negative
economic consequences. Assuming vessel catchis constrained by hold space, the amount of product from
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higher-val ued speciesthat would bedisplaced by theincreased retention of poll ock, under this scenario, may
be subgantial.

If pollock hasahigher relative valuethan other speciesin thecatch, asit does duringthe pollock roe season,
the impact on the HT-CP sector from changing the enforcement accounting interval could be positive.
Currently, pollock catchesappear to be higher during thefirst part of the trip compared to latter parts of the
trip. Under the current regul ations, vesselsarelikely to beforced to discard va uabl e pollock during the early
part of the trip until they have harvested and retained sufficient amounts of non-pollock target species to
build up a“ballast” of retained product against they can count retained pollock. Then later in the trip they
can “top-off” if they wish. Thus under the current regul ations vessel s may beforced to “ catch pollock” twice
if they wish to retain the maximum amount of pollock allowed. With the current regulation, again assuming
pollock isadesred species, vessels will have the option to keep pollock caught in the early part of thetrip,
even if they have not yet caught and retained sufficient non-pollock species to comply with the MRA.
Becausethey are ableto keep all pollock asit come on board, thereisunlikely to be aneed to “top-off” later
in the trip. Thus the current action may reduce overall pollock catches by the HT-CPs.

For any of the alternatives 1, 2 and 4, the offload based enforcement interval for the pollock MRA is
expected to have aminima effect on participantsin the directed fishery for BSAI pollock. Participantsin
the directed fishery would be affected only if a change in the enforcement interval resulted in a larger
additional amount of pollock caught and retained by theHT-CPfleet and anincreaseinthenon-AFA vessels
ICA for pollock. It has been suggested by someindustry representatives that non-AFA vessels“top off” their
catches with pollock at the end of atrip in order to catch more pollock up to the MRA amount. However,
ownersof non-AFA vessels maintain that they generally prefer not to catch pollock becauseit hasaper unit
value lower than their target species. Analysisof NOAA Fisheriesblend data does not indicate a pattern of
topping off by HT-CP vessels.

Under Alternative 2 and 4 it is more likely that the offload based enforcement interval for the pollock MRA
would lower thetotal amount of pollock caught because overdl wasteisreduced. Datathrough April 2005,
however, on non-pollock target fisheries for the HT-CP sector that include catches of pollock, are not
sufficient to concdlude that the new MRA enforcement interval has had a significant impact on pollock
catchesor totd groundfish retainedin the HT-CP sector.

A GRSwill undoubtedly provide anincentive for each vessel to increase their pollock retention (asthe least
cost option to improve retention). Table 16 shows two different scenarios for al vessels in the HT-CP
sector—the first scenario shows all HT-CPs with the MRA enforcement interval change but without the
GRS, whilethe second scenario shows all HT-CPswith the GRS and the MRA changes combined. Thethird
set of numbers shows the difference between the two scenarios. Included in the table are the expected
increasesin retained catch and product weight, and the increase in retained product weight as a percentage
of total sector production. Also shown are the number of boats affected by the GRS, the combined retention
rate of thefleet asawhole, and the combined retention rate of vesselsaffected by the GRS. Overdl thetables
shows that due to increased retention resulting from the MRA change, during the first two years of the
program the GRS is expected to have almost no effect on retention rates in the fleet. Only after 2007 do
retention rates increase due to the GRS. However, monitoring and enforcement of the GRSwould beginin
2005 and the affected HT-CPs will be required to increase observer coverage and comply to with certified
scalerequirements. The NPFM C el ected to phasein the GRS over afour year period in order toallow ample
time for the affected vesselsto adjust to the program requirements and to spread the cost of the program out
over alonger period (see Section 3.2.1.2.2).
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Table 16. Effects of Subalternative 4 (Preferred Alternative) with and without Changes in the Pollock MRA Enforcement
Interval

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Scenario 1: With Change in MRA Enforcement Interval but no GRS
Additional Retained Catch 0 5,382 5,382 5,382 5,382 5,382
Additional Retained Product 0 3,428 3,428 3,428 3,428 3,428
Increase as a Percent of Total Product 0.00% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2%|
Number of GRS Affected Boats 0 0 0 0 0 0
Retention Rate of GRS Affected Boas 72.1 73.5 73.5 73.5 73.5 73.5
Retention Rate of HT-CP Fleet 69.9 71.5 71.5 715 715 715
Scenario 2: With Change in MRA Enforcement Interval and a GRS
Additional Retained Catch 0 5,876 6,619 18,531 31,929 50,137
Additional Retained Product 0 3,743 4,216 12,489 21,695 34,682
Increase as a Percent of Total Product 0.0% 2.2% 2.4% 7.2% 12.5% 20.0%
Number of GRS Affected Boats 0 0 2 12 15 16
Retention Rate of GRS Affected Boats 72.1 73.5 73.7 76.8 80.2 85.1
Retention Rate of HT-CP Fleet 69.9 715 717 74.3 77.1 81.3
Difference Between With and Without the GRSin Future Scenarios
Additional Retained Catch 0 3% 1,237 14,227 28,682 49,073
Additional Retained Product 0 315 788 9,061 18,267 31,254
Increase as a Percent of Total Product 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 4.9% 10.3% 17.8%
Number of GRS Affected Boats 0 0 2 12 15 16
Retention Rate of GRS Affected Boas 0.0 0.2 0.2 3.3 6.7 11.6
Retention Rate of HT-CP Fleet 0.0 0.0 0.2 2.8 5.6 9.8

Source: Developed by Northern Economics based on Blend Data provided by NOAA Fisheriess AFSC, 2002.

3.2.2.2 NPFMC Rationale and Justification for the Preferred Alternative

Thissection documentsthe NPFM C' sintent and justifi cation for taking their preferred action. Thelanguage
in this section is paraphrased and excerpted from transcripts of the NPFMC' s deliberations on the GRS at
their June 2003 meeting and deliberations on IR/1U at their September 1996 meeting.

The Council has recognized the costs of the IR/IU program for quite sometime (NPFMC 2003b). In 1996,
the Council adopted an IR/IU program (Amendment 49) for yellowfin sole and rock sole with a delayed
starting date of 2003, which the Secretary approved. The program was to impose 100 percent retention
requirementsfor yellowfin sole and rock sole on all trawl vessels throughout the Bering Seaand Aleutian
Islands. The delayed starting date was a recognition by the Council that the program was costly to the
industry, and thedelay was assumed to allow ampletime for the industry to develop new product formsand
develop new markets (NPFM C 1996). However, prior to theflatfish | R/IU regul ations commencing in 2003,
the Council again delayed implementation of flatfish IR/IU until June 2004 to allow additional time for the
affected fleet to adjust to these requirements. At the sametime, the Council initiated additional amendments
to examine alternative approachesto flatfish IR/IU and to devel op afishing cooperativeto allow the affected
sectors to better comply with IR/IU retention standards (Amendment 79 and Amendment 80).

The rationale expressed in the administrative record of the Council discussion concerning Amendment 79
stated that “ Fishery managementisabout achieving conservation objectives, achieving social and economic
objectives, and meeting the letter of the law and the intent and sprit of the law...Our intention, and our
purpose and our need here, is to address the multiple requirements of the Magnuson Act to balance
conservation goals and reduce bycatch, and still maintain the opportunity to go out and meet other
considerations such as having an economic fishery” (NPFMC 2003b).
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Intheir deliberations on Amendment 79, the Council expressed that this particular action (i.e. the preferred
alternative) balances conservationthrough reductionsin discards(National Standard 9) and minimizes costs
when practicable (National Standard 7) by enforcing higher retention rates only on the specific section of
the fleet with the largest problem. The Council was firmin its belief that the proposed alternaive would
reduce coststo thefishing industry relative to proposed action under Amendment 49. “The costsarefar less
than what were originally... considered, and we' ve tried to adjust the program to minimize those costs.” As
aresult, the Council crafted the GRS program to minimize costs as much as possible by targeting higher
retention standardsonthe non-AFA trawl CPfleet. Atthe sametime, thepreferred aternative also mitigates
the cost of the program on the industry and sector it most directly impacts. For example, the preferred
aternative mitigates the adverse impacts of the program by excluding non-AFA trawl CP vessdslessthan
125 feet LOA. These vessels have “specific and particular operational concerns’ associated with the
enforcement and monitoring regquirements (NPFM C 2003b). It also gradually phases in the GRS program
over time which allows the affected vesselsto adjust to the program requirements. This alows the portion
of the industry most impacted by the standards the opportunity to continue targeting rock sole and yellowfin
sole, while working to reduce discards in these fisheries.

The Council also felt that the preferred alternative is designed to integrate into Amendment 80 that will
address the issue of cooperatives and sector allocations within the Bering Sea non-pollock groundfish
fisheries. Under such a cooperative, vessels could work together to meet regulations to reduce discards and
raise retention rates for the fleet. The Council struggled with some way to balance the conservation goal of
raising retention rateswith limiting the coststo theindustry on Amendment 79. The Council al so recognized
that some vessels would struggle to cope with the higher retention standards, but it also beievesthat this
struggle might be eased by the advantages of the cooperatives addressed by Amendment 80 and that the
preferred aternative represents less of a struggle than 100% retention standard for flatfish, as proposed in
Amendment 49.

A component within earlier versions of the document was the option of changing the enforcement timing or
level of the MRA. The Council moved the MRA modification to a separate proposed action because such
achange required itsown analysis. Separating the MRA analysis has the added advantage of allowing of
a change in the enforcement interval from instantaneous to offload-to-offload to proceed without being
attached to Amendment 79. Adoption of the proposed change may provide some retention benefits prior to
the proposed institution of the GRS program outlined in this document. The MRA modifications were
approved by the Secretary in June 2004.

3.2.23 Summary of Costs, Benefits and Other Impacts of Bookend
Alternatives and the Preferred Alternative

Table 17 summarizes the bookend alternatives and the preferred alternative as defined by the council. The
table describes not only the details of the alternatives, but their expected effect on the groundfish retention
rate, industry costs, and industry revenues, as well as distributive effects, community impacts, impacts on
minority and low income populations, and monitoring and enforcement.

If Alternative 2 had been in place during the 1999 to 2002 period, the projected retention rate would have
ranged between 71 to 79 percent across the entire HT-CP sector (assuming that all vessels currently above
the proposed GRS stay above that standard). Thegainin retentionisrealized from lower regulatory discard
ratesfor pollock caused by the changeintheMRA (d so assumed to have been in place). Seven sector vessds
would be required to invest in flow scales while all sixteen vessels greater than 125 ft. LOA would be
required to carry an extraobserver at aper vessel cost of roughly $82,000 per year (see Section 4.5.2). The
alternative is not expected to have a substantial negative effect on vessel gross revenues. Community, low-
income and minority impacts are expected to be the same as Alternative 1.
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If Alternative 3 had been implemented in 2001, the projected retention rate of all CPs vessels over 125'
combined would have been 90 percent. Retention would likely haveimproved slightly inthe L-CP and P-CP
sectors, whiletheretention rate for the HT-CP sector would haveimproved 13 percent. Seven HT-CP sector
vessd swould have been required to invest in flow scales, while all sixteen vessels greater than 125 ft. LOA
would have been required to carry an extraobserver at a cost of roughly $82,000 per year per vessel. In
addition, five P-CP vessels and 24 L-CP vessels would have incurred the costs of installing scales
(approximatey $25,000 per vessd ) and adding anadditional observers(approximately $20,000 and $80,000
per vessel per year). Additional costswould have beenincurred by vessel sholding additional of fish of lesser
market value. Community, low-income and minority impacts are expected to be the same as Alternative 1.

Alternative 4, the preferred aternative would lead to a projected retention rate of 80.6 percent across the
entire HT-CP sector and 85 percent across affected vessels. The gain in retention is the result of lower
discards of non-pollock groundfish. Seven sector vessels would be required to invest in flow scales while
all sixteen vessels greater than 125 ft. LOA would be required to carry an extraobserver at a cost of roughly
$82,000 per year per vessd. Under this dternative the vessels may incur the costs and lost revenues
associated with holding/processing, transporting, and transferring fish that are relative low value.
Community, low-income and minority impacts are expected to be the same as Alternative 1.

All aternatives have comparativey similar monitoring and enforcement issues. Inorder to enforce aGRS,
regulated vessels must have certified flow scales and a certified observer sampling station and every haul
must be observed. The increase in observer coverage and it's associated increase in the amount of data
collected is expected to raise overall annual costs of the observer program. In addition, a GRS cannot be
enforced across an unaffiliated pool of vessels.
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Table 17. Summary of Costs, Distributional Effects, Community Impacts and Impacts on Groundfish Retention

Alternatives Alternative 1: No Alternative 2, 3, & 4: Establish a minimum groundfish retention standard (GRS) in the BSAI
action/Status quo
These alternatives are characterized by a series of 8 components that comprise a wide array of potential alternatives. Two “representative
bookend” alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3) and a phased-in GRS (Alternative 4 - preferred alternative) are analyzed.
Alternative 2: Alternative 3: Alternative 4:
Less restrictive GRS More restrictive GRS Phased-In GRS (Preferred Alternative)
Description Current regulations | EstablishesaGRS of 70 percent and applies | Establishes a GRS of 85 percent for January | The preferred alternative, as defined by the
regarding retention and it to non-AFA trawl catcher processors (HT- through May and 90 percent during remainder Council at the June 2003 meeting, establi shes
discardsand regulationsthat | CPs) =125 as a flee. Retention rae is | of the year. GRS applies to all catcher ayea-round GRS of 65 percent in 2005; 75
require 100 percent retention | determined at the end of the fishing year. processors >125' as individual vessds. percent in 2006; 80 percent in 2007; and 85
of pollock and Pacific cod Pollock MRA isincreased to 35 percent for | Catcher processors < 125 are exempt if percent in 2008. The GRS applies to all non-
would remain in effect. At all non-AFA trawl catcher processors and | weekly production < 600 mt. The pollock | AFA trawl catcher processors (HT-CPs)
the time of the Council final compliance is determined on each vessd at MRA is enforced at at the point of offload. > 125'asindividual vessel. Catcher processors
action regulationsregarding | end of each offload. Approved scales a | Retention rate is determined at end of each < 125' are exempt. Compliance with the GRS
the MRA for pollock wereto | certified observer sampling station, and | week for each areaand gear fished. Approved | ismonitored and enforced at the end of year
be instantaneously | observer coverageof every haul are usedto | scales, a certified observer sampling station, | for each vessd. Approved scales, a certified
enforceable (i.e., at any time | measure and verify total catch. Alternative | and observer coverage of every haul are used observer sampling station, and observer
during a fishing trip). They | catch monitoring plan approved by NOAA | to measure and verify total catch. Retained | coverage of every haul are used to measure
were subsequently changed Fisheries may be substituted for the observer | catch is calculated using sandard PRRs. and verify total catch. PSC isnot included in
to be enforced at the time of requirement. Retained catch is calculated the calculations for GRS compliance.
offload. The status quo for using standard PRRs. Retained catch is calculated using existing
this analysis includes the NOAA Fisheries standard PRRs.
enforcement of the MRA at
offload.
Groundfish Over the past severad years | Overall groundfish retention rate of the HT- [ Overall groundfish retention rate of the HT- | Overall groundfish retention rate of the HT-
retention rate retention rates have | CPsectorisprojectedtorangefrom71to79 | CP sector is estimated to increase to 90 | CP sector is projected to be 80.6 percent in
increased substantially. In | percent. All of the retention increases are | percent if the alternative had been | 2008. All improvements in retention rates
2001, the retention rate of generated asaresult of theincreased pollock | implemented in 2001. Retention is also | under this alternative would be the result of
the HT-CP sector was 75 | retention from the proposed change in the | expected toimprovefor L-CPsand P-CPs. All lower non-pollock discards.
percent. In the future, this | pollock MRA rather than as a result of the | improvements in retention rates under this
rate could continue rising, GRS. alternative would be the result of lower non-
stay the same or decrease to pollock discards.
previous levels.
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Alternatives

Alternative 1: No
action/Status quo

Alternative 2, 3, & 4: Establish a minimum groundfish retention standard (GRS) in the BSAI

These alternatives are characterized by a series of 8 components thatcomprise a wide array of potential alternatives. Two “representative
bookend” alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3) and a phased-in GRS (Alternative 4 - preferred alternative) are analyzed.

Alternative 2:
Less restrictive GRS

Alternative 3:
More restrictive GRS

Alternative 4:
Phased-In GRS (Preferred Alternative)

Effects on
industry costs

Under current regulations,
vessels >125' have single
observer coverage at a cost
of about $82,000 per year.
Vessels < 125' have 30% of
their catch observed, and are
estimated to have annual
observer costs of $30,000.

Under this aternative, 7 HT-CPs >125'
would incur the cost of acquiring, installing,
maintaining, and operating approved scales
and observer dations At an average
purchase cost of $50,000 per scale, each
affected vessel would incur a one-time cost
ranging from approximately $76,000 to
$300,000, includinginstallation. Inaddition,
approximately 16 HT-CPs > 125' would have
to double their observer coverage at an
approximate cost of $355 per additional
deployment day or about $82,000 per year.

This aternative has effects on HT-CP costs
similar to thosefor Alternative 2. In addition,
5 P-CPs and 24 L-CPs > 125' (based on 2001
participation) would incur costs of installing
scales and observer stations. Because hopper
scaleswould beallowed, purchase/installation
costs are estimated to be $25,000 per vessel.
Based on 2001 participation, L-CPs and P-
CPs additional observer costs $80,000 and
$20,000 respectively would be expected. ST-
CPs affected by the action dready carry
certified scales and 2 observers.

Thisalternativehas effects on costssimila to
those for Alternative 2.

Effects on
industry
revenues

The status quo is not
predicted to have any affect
on industry gross revenues.

Affected vesselsmay incur thecosts and lost
revenues associated with holding/processing,
transporting, and transferring fish that are of
relatively low value or “unmarketable.”

Affected vessels may incur the costs and lost
revenues associated with holding/processing,
transporting, and trandferring fish that are of
relatively low value or "unmarketable."

In 2005, effects on revenue are not expected
to be gdgnificant for affected HT-CPs. In
subsequent years, negativeeffects on revenue
increaseto levdsthat could be significant by
2008. Effects on individual operations may
vary.

Distributive
effects

This alternative is not
expected to increase costs
and is not expected to have
any distributive effects.

HT-CPs < 125' would be exempt from the
GRS regulations and could potentially gain
market share from vessds that have to
increaseretention. HT-CPs > 125' that do not
currently have scales or observer stations
would haveto purchase and install them. All
HT-CPs > 125" would incur higher observer
costs.

CPs < 125 feet could realize revenue
increases because they would not be forced to
keep low value product—their share of high
valueproduct could increase. In addition, pot
CP ves=ls could be forced from the BSAI
fishery because of the added observer and
scale costs.

This atemative has didributive effects
similar in nature to those for Alternative 2,
but are likely to be more pronounced,
particularly in 2007 and 2008.

Community
impacts

Almost all afected vessels
are based in the Washington
State. Because of the size of
the economy in this region
and community impacts are
expected to be small.

Community impacts are the same as those
for Alternative 1.

Community impacts are the same as those for
Alternative 1.

Community impacts are the same as those for
Alternative 1.

Impacts on
minority and
low income
populations

Any impacts are expected to
be small.

Impacts on minority o low 1ncome
populations are the same as those for
Alternative 1.

Impacts on minority or low Income
populations are the same as those for
Alternative 1.

Impacts on minority or low Income
populations are the same as those for
Alternative 1.
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Alternatives Alternative 1: No Alternative 2, 3, & 4: Establish a minimum groundfish retention standard (GRS) in the BSAI
action/Status quo
These alternatives are characterized by a series of 8 components thatcomprise a wide array of potential alternatives. Two “representative
bookend” alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3) and a phased-in GRS (Alternative 4 - preferred alternative) are analyzed.
Alternative 2: Alternative 3: Alternative 4:
Less restrictive GRS More restrictive GRS Phased-In GRS (Preferred Alternative)

Monitoring This alternative would In order to enforce a GRS, regulated vessels | Enforcement and monitoring costs are | Enforcement and monitoring costs are
and perpetuate the status quo for must have certified scales and a certified expected to be similar to Subalternative 2.1, expected to be the same as in Subalternative
enforcement existing monitoring and | observer sampling station and evey haul but because the number of regulated vessels | 2.1

issues

enforcement
without adding or reducing
costs or responsibilities to
management agencies.

procedures

must be observed. The incresse in observer
coverage and it's associated increase in the
amount of data collected is expected to raise
overall annual costs of the dbserver program.

Standard PRRs may not account for
variations between processors and between
fish sizes, so vesselsin similar situations, in
termsof actual retention ratesmay betreated
dissimilarly.

increases to over 60 (rather than 16), total
enforcement and monitoring costs are
expected to be significantly higher.
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3.3 Cumulative Effects Analysis

Analysis of the potential cumulative effects of a proposed action and its alternatives is a requirement of
NEPA. Cumulative effects are those combined effects on the quality of the human environment that result
from the incremental impact of the proposed action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeablefuture actions, regardl ess of what Federal or non-Federal agency or person undertakessuch other
actions(40 CFR 1508.7, 1508.25(a), and 1508.25(c)). Cumul ativeimpactscan result fromindividual ly minor
but collectively significant actionstaking place over aperiod of time. The concept behind cumulative effects
analysisis to capture the total effects of many actions over time that would be missed by evduating each
action individually. At the same time, the CEQ guidelines recognizethat it is not practical to analyze the
cumulative effects of an action on the universe but to focus on those effects that are truly meaningful. To
avoidthe piecemed assessment of environmental impacts, cumul ativeeffectswereincludedinthe1978 CEQ
regulations, whichled tothe devel opment of the CEQscumul ative effectshandbook (CEQ 1997) and Federal

agency guidelines based on that handbook (e.g., EPA 1999). A schematic comparison of the direct/indirect
effects analysisin the previous section and the cumulative eff ects analysisin this section is shown below.

Figure 2. Comparison of Direct/Indirect Analysis and Cumulative Effects Analysis

The PSEIS (NMFS 2004) assesses the potential direct and indirect effects of groundfish FMP policy
alternativesin combinationwith other factorsthat affect physical, biological, economic, and socioeconomic
resource components of the BSAI and GOA environment.

Beyond the cumul ative impacts analysisdocumented inthe PSEIS, no additional past, present, or reasonably
foreseeable cumulative impacts on the natural and physical environment have been identified that would
accrue from the proposed action. Cumulatively significant impacts onthe natural and physical environment
are not anticipated with the proposed action because no impacts on the natural and physical environment
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have been identified. The alternatives considered would not change the TACsfor groundfish, the gear types
used in the fisheries in which groundfish are discarded or the spatial or temporal distribution of these
fisheries.

Whilethere are no expected cumulative impacts on the natural and physical environment, there may bean
economic effect as aresult of the proposed action in combination with other actions. The HT-CP fleet has
experienced several regulatory changes in the past severd years. Moreover, a number of reasonably
foreseeable future actions are expected to directly affect the economic and/or socioeconomic condition of
the HT-CP sector.

3.3.1 Past and Present (On-Going) Actions

Thissection describesthe effects of the original BSAlI FM P and its amendments and other pertinent external
factorsthat could contribute to potential cumulativeimpacts on the HT-CP sector. Past actions are eval uated
to determine whether there are lingering effects that may still result in synergigtic or incremental impacts
when combined with the proposed action.

The availability and consistency of data limits the ability to analyze the effects of past actions on the
economic condition of selected sectors of the Alaska groundfish fisheries. This analysisis also limited by
the difficulty of delineating the cause-and-effect relationships between multiple factors and the resultant
economic effects. Many factors substantially affect the economic status of the Alaska groundfish fisheries.
Changesin markets, biological conditionsand fishery management regul ations can result in changesin the
revenues and operating costs of firms participating in the fisheries as well as changes in fleet size and
composition. Isolating the effects of a single factor is seldom possible. Nonetheless, this analysis has
identified a number of key actions that have contributed to the current economic status of the HT-CP fleet.

The HT-CPswereamong thefirst U.S.-flagged fishing vessel sto enter the groundfish fisheries of the North
Pacific as these fisheries became “Americanized” after the passage of the Fishery Conservation and
Management Act of 1976. Therelatively small size of HT-CPslimited their processing linesto heading and
gutting. Conseguently, HT-CPsinitially focused on high-val ue groundfish such as sabl efish and rockfishin
the GOA and Aleutian Idands. The fleet al so participated in the relaively high-volume flatfish and Pacific
cod fisheries in the BSAI. Pollock were generally not targeted except at the the peak of the roe season
because of their comparatively low value as headed and gutted product.

The mid- to late-1980s saw increased restrictions on the domestic groundfish fisheries, due primarily to
problems with incidentd catches of non-target species. In 1983, the BSAI FMP established a prohibited
species catch policy for domestic fisheries and defined prohibited speciesto include crab, halibut, herring,
crab, and sailmon. In 1987, the Council established bycatch limitation zones for prohibited species and
established limits on the amounts of PSC that could be taken. The halibut PSC limit had the greatest i mpact
ontheHT-CP sector, asit oftenresulted inthe closure of target fisheries. Only rardy werethesevessd sable
to catch the entire TAC available to them.

A number of other fishery regulations enacted during mid-1980's and 1990's al so precluded the HT-CP fleet
from participating in someof the more profitabl efisheries. Theseregul atory measuresincludedaprohibition
on the use of trawls in the directed sablefish fishery in 1986 and a ban on roe dripping in 1991.
I nshore-offshore all ocations established in 1992 reserved 80 percent of the Pacific codin the GOA toinshore
operations, which were defined, in part, as catcher processors less than 125 ft. in length provided their total
catch stayed within an 18 mt per day limit. These allocations and size limits effectively precluded all but the
smallest HT-CPs from participating in the GOA Pacific cod fishery. Fishing opportunities for the HT-CP
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sector inthe GOA werefurther limited by the Groundfish and Crab LicenseLimitation Program which closed
the Eastern Gulf to trawling. While trawl catchesin the Eastern Gulf were not large compared to non-trawl
catches or to trawl catchesin other areas, HT-CP vessd s were the primary participantsin the trawl fishery
for high value rockfish species.

As areault of these restrictions, flatfish became the primary target species for the HT-CP sector. Because
these speciesare bottom-dwellers, flatfishfisheriesare proneto highincidental catchesof prohibited species
such as halibut and crab. In addition, flatfish fisheries havelimited markets—particularly with regard tosize
and product quality. These characteristics of the fisheries, in combination with MRAs and the*“racefor fish”
regi me under which HT-CPs operate, have ledto arelatively high level of economic andregulatory discards
in the HT-CP sector. A detailed discusson of groundfish discards in the HT-CP sector and their causesis
presented in Section 4.2.1.1.

In1996the U.S. Congressreauthorized the M agnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act (renaming
it the Magnuson-Stevens Act) and include amandate to reduce discards (bycatch) to the extent practicable.
Following that mandate, the waste reduction initiatives of the Council resulted in implementation of IR/IU
measures for pollock and Pacific cod in both the GOA and BSAI in 1998. IR/IU for flatfish was aso
approved by the NPFM C and NM FS but schedul ed implementation of flatfish regulationfor 2003. Thedelay
was meant to give the HT-CP sector a change to devel op gears and markets to meet the requirements of the
regulations.

Following only one year after implementation of IR/IU for pollock, the American Fisheries Act was passed
by Congress, which created sweeping changes in the groundfish fisheries of the BSAI. Vessels that had a
significant history of targeting pollock were granted exclusive rightsto continue targeting pollock, and were
allowed to form cooperatives. Vessels that had not had significant history of participation in the pollock
fishery were precluded from target pollock. As aresult of AFA, the pollock industry has seen marked
improvementsinprofitability, aswell asimprovementsin retention and reductionsinincidental catchessince
1999 [NPFMC, 2001]. Improvement in retentionand reductionsinincidental catches have occurred because
with the elimination of the race-for-fish, participants are able to slow their operations, and are not averse to
movingto new areasif fishingyieldstoo many non-target fish or too many small or unuseable pollock. Also
asaresult of MRA regulations, combined with | R/IU regulations, the HT-CPs arechal lenged to comply with
the conflicting pollock regulations—they are required by IR/IU to keep all pollock they catch, unlesstheir
retained pollock catch exceeds 20 percent of total retained non-pollock groundfish onboard, at which point
MRA limitsrequirethat they discard all subsequent pollock, aslong asthey don’t discard so much astofall
back below the 20 percent standard, which would put themin violation of IR/IU again.

The inability of HT-CP vessels to make fish meal out of the fish they catch made it more difficult for this
sector to adjust to full retention than for the surimi and fillet trawl catcher processors. Therewereno HT-CP
vessds with fish meal plants, and a number of practical obstacles, as well as Coast Guard and NOAA
Fisheries regulations on vessel upgrades, effectively prevented these vessels from making fish meal.
However, a positive outcome of the measure has been the development of a more consistent market for
headed and gutted pollock in Asia—these fish are partially thawed and further processed before entering
global markets. The increase in price of Pacific cod products dueto reduced Atlantic cod harvests from the
Barents Sea and an improving Asian economy have also resulted in higher gross product values for the
HT-CP sector. While headed and gutted Pacific cod harvests by Japanese and K orean vessel s from Russian
waters have increased competition in the marketplace, the expansion of buyers of head and gutted product
in China, Europe and the U.S. has given the HT-CP fleet the ability to switch markets as prices across
markets change.

While retention and utilization of flatfish by all sectors, including the HT-CPs improved since 1995 (See
Figure 3 on page 74), by 2000 the HT-CP fleet recognized that it still did not have the capahility (e.g.,
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marketsand gears) toremain viabl e participants once |R/IU wasimplemented in2003. Theindustry proposed
that alternatives to full retention of flatfish be examined, and the Council added options to the ongoing
analysis of processing limits under the American Fisheries Act.

In October 2002, theNPFM C voted to delay the 2003 implementation of IR/IU regulationsfor flatfishin the
BSAI, inorder to pursue aternative meansof reducing discardsof flatfish and other groundfish. That action,
Amendment 75 to the BSAI FMP, would have delayed implementation of IR/IU flatfish regulations until
June 2004. Amendment 75 was only partially approved by the Secretary of Commerce. The approved part
was the delay of imposing IR/IU requirements on catches of IR/IU flatfish in the BSAI. The part of
Amendment 75 not approved was the date of June 1, 2004, on which this delay would have ended. The
practical effect of this action was that the proposed FM P text was modified by removing referenceto rock
sole and yellowfin sole as IR/IU species, thereby delaying indefinitely the flatfish IR/IU program.

As part of it's action on Amendment 75, the NPFMC also initiated analysis of several other trailing
amendments with the expectation that these amendments could augment or replace IR/IU regulations for
flatfish prior to the end of the delay period. One of these trailing amendments is the establi shment of GRS
(Amendment 79). The other, Amendment 80, would allocate all non-pollock groundfish to industry sectors
inthe BSAI, and it would al so create mechanisms and regul ations under which the HT-CP sector couldform
acooperativethat would allow themto rationalizetheir fishery. Analysis of Amendment 80 is ongoing with
approval expected in 2004 and implementation expected in 2006.

At the June 2003 meeting the Council took final action on Amendment 79, approving a phased-in GRS for
the non-AFA catcher processor sector inthe BSAI, to beginin 2005. At its June 2003 meeting, as part of its
action on Amendment 79, the Council also approved arevision of the enforcement period for the maximum
retainable allowance (MRA) for pollock. The Council recognized that the MRA change was less complex
than the full measure to establish a GRS and requested NOAA Fisheriesto expedite itsimplementation. To
that end Northern Economics(2003b) prepared aseparate EA/RIR/IRFA for achangeinthe BSAI groundfish
regulationsto implement the MRA enforcement period changethat was approved by the Secretary asafinal
rulein June, 2004. The objective of the current MRA enforcement interval isto reduce regulatory discards
of pollock in thedirected fisheriesfor non-pollock groundfish specieswithout increasing theoverdl amount
of pollock that has been historically caught asincidental catch in these fisheries.

3.3.2 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions

As indicated in Figure 2 on page 46, a Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA) should examine reasonably
foreseeablefuture eventsthat arerel evant to the proposed action, and should |ook at theincremental effect
the proposed action might have if those reasonably foreseeable events occur. To messure the incremental
effect, the existing conditions on which the direct and indirect effects were measured (in Section 3.2) must
be adapted to reflect the effects of the future actions—the future baseline condition. Oncethe future baseline
condition is projected, the CEA projects how the proposed action will affect that future condition.

The determination or estimation of future impacts to the resources of concern is essential to acumulative
impact analysis. However, the focus must be on reasonably foreseeabl e actions, those that are likely to occur
or probable, rather than thosethat aremerdy possible. Furthermore, thereasonably foreseeabl efuture events
that are discussed should be directly relevant to the fishery and the proposed action. This section identifies
actions that are sufficiently likely to occur (as opposed to “highly speculative” actions). The discusson is
based on authorized documentsissued by the NPFM C and on anal yses prepared for the NPFM C by Northern
Economics, Inc. One reasonably foreseeable action discussed explicitly in this is the approval and
implementation of the sector allocations and the formation of a non-AFA trawl CP cooperative under
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proposed Amendment 80. Amendment 80 analysis is underway and the NPFMC in its rational and
justification for the GRS indicated their intent to approve sector allocations and to allow the formation of
acooperative in the HT-CP sector (NPFMC, 2003b).

3.3.2.1 Amendment 80—Sector Allocations and Formation of a Cooperative
in the HT-CP Sector

Amendment 80 would authorize NOAA Fisheriesto all ocate groundfish and/or PSCIlimitsto specific sectors
and would allow acooperative to be organized within the non-AFA trawl catcher processor (HT-CP) sector.
Because this amendment has not yet been approved by the Council, it cannot be accurately and thoroughly
described. However, the proposed action is expected to involve atwo-step allocation. During the first step,
an allocation of the total allowable catches (TACs) for specified groundfish and PSC limits is made to
identified harvesting sectorsin the BSAI groundfish fisheries. During the second step, allocations made to
the non-AFA trawl catcher processor sector are divided between the vessels that join a cooperative and
vessel sthat choose to stay out of the cooperative system and fish in an “open access’ fishery.

Anticipated Effects

The potential effects of this action remain highly uncertain. However, thisactionis expected to mitigate the
costsincurred by non-AFA trawl catcher processorsasaresult of PSClimitsand a GRS, while ensuring that
discards of groundfish continueto declineto apracticable levd. Current and proposed regulationsto reduce
bycatch can have a significant adverse economic impact on the fishing industry. For example, a number of
fisheries currently close seasonally because they exceed seasonal PSC limits. The result is substantial
foregoneharvestsand revenues. Furthermore, should aGRS beimplemented, vessel smay incur the costsand
lost revenues associ ated with hol ding/processing, transporting, and trangferringfish that areof relatively low
value or even “unmarketable.”

These costs resulting from PSC limits and a GRS can be reduced or avoided altogether if vessels undertake
action to be more selectivein what they catch. However, thebrief, hurried season that occurs under therace
for fish hindersfishermen'seffortsto reduce the catch of prohibited speciesor unwanted groundfish. Because
vessds are competing with each other for shares of the total allowable catich (TAC), an individual vessel
maybe penalized for undertaking actions to reduce bycatch, such as searching for cleaner fishing grounds,
by receiving alower share of the TAC.

The experience of cooperatives in the BSAI pollock fishery (NMFS 2002b; Wilen and Richardson 2003),
North Pacificscallopfishery (Brawn and Scheirer 2003) and Pacific whiting fishery off the coasts of Oregon
and Washington (Sylvia and Munro 2003) suggests that the formation of a cooperative among eligible
non-AFA trawl catcher processors could create the followingincentivesto reducediscardsin the groundfish
fisheries:

. When the racefor fishis eliminated by the formation of a cooperative, fishermen are ableto fish
more cleanly (i.e., minimize their bycatch), as they can fish in aless hurried fashion and avoid or
discontinue fishing in areas where the catch of unwanted species is high without losing any
competitive advantage. Elimination of theracefor fish may al so motivatefishersto reduceincidental
catches by altering characteristics of the harvest gear, towing depth and speed.

. A cooperative may also facilitate collective efforts by industry to reduce discards. For example, a
cooperative may restrict member companies, say with low retention rates, from participating in the
harvest of target species in areas of high discards as an incentive to promote cleaner fishing
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practices. In addition, the infrastructure of a cooperative facilitates the exchange of fishing
information(e.g., thelocation onbycatch " hotspots") among fishermen, which canleadto reductions
in discards.

. A cooperative may lead to the alocation of “individual bycaich quotas’ (IBQs) within the
cooperative, which set discard limits for individual boats. By “internalizing” all the benefits of
bycatch reduction, IBQs give each captain the maximum incentive to “fish cleanly” (National
Research Council 1999). IBQs could be created for cooperative members by using contracts and
relying on civil law to enforce contract terms, including penaltiesfor excessive bycatch rates.

Additional benefits of establishingacooperativeinclude allowing fishing effort to be matched to processing
capacity. Therace for fish encourages maximizng harvesting capacity and, at times, processing operations
cannot keep pace. A cooperative potentially allows for increased yields in processing operations, not only
by allowing for morelabor intensiveactivitiesthat increaseyieldsfor primary products, but by dso providing
time to produce secondary products, such asfish med, frominedible portions of the fish. Furthermore, with
smaller haul sizes, more careful handling and processing and the ability to search out fish of optimal size,
fishermen are able to improve product quality and optimally adjust product mix to market conditions.

3.3.3 Summary of Cumulative Effects

This section provides both a quantitative and qualitative assessment of cumulative effects of the alternative
actions considered.

Qualitative Assessment of Cumulative Effects

To further aid evaluation and comparison of the potential for and sgnificance of cumulative effects of the
proposed action and alternatives conddered, a narrative description of effects on various resources was
prepared in a tabular form (Table 18). The direct and indirect effects of past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future actions are integrated to determine whether there is a cumulative effect and, if so, its
significance. The far right hand column summarizes the cumul ative effects.

Because the proposed action and alternatives considered are not expected to alter total catch, they are not
expected to have significant impacts on the naturd or physical environment. Further, there are no data to
suggest past effects or reasonably foreseeabl efuture effects on the naturd or physical environment over and
above impacts evaluated in recent environmental reviews prepared for the groundfish fisheries. Therefore,
no cumulative effects on the natural or physical environment are expected.

With respect to impactson economic and/or socioeconomic conditions, the analysis of past actionsaffecting
thethe catcher processor sectorsshowed that, sincethe mid-1980s, adjustmentsintheregul atory regime have
changed the economic conditions of the groundfish fisheries in which these vessels participate. An
increasingly restrictive regul atory environment and escal ating compliance costsresul ted in economical stress
for some HT-CP owners. The increased restrictions were also a primary reason that flatfish became the
primary target speciesfor theHT-CP sector. Because these speciesarebottom-dwel lers, flatfishfisheriesare
proneto high incidental catches of prohibited species such as halibut and crab. In addition, flatfish fisheries
have limited markets—particularly with regard to sze and product quality. These characteristics of the
flatfish fisheries, in combination with instantaneoud'y enforced MRA sand the“ race for fish” regime under
which HT-CPs operate, have led to arel atively high level of economic and regulatory discardsinthe HT-CP
sector.
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For other sectors, changesin the regulatory regime appear to have hadless of animpact onthem with regard
to economic and/or socioeconomic conditions. Some of the largest changes in the regulatory environment
have been from the implementation of LLP and the AFA. The LLP limited access to the commercial
groundfish fisheriesin the BSAIl and GOA and commercial crab fisheriesin the BSAI, except for demersal
shelf rockfish east of 140° W. longitude and sablefish managed under the IFQ program. The AFA granted
exclusive rights to target pollock in the BSAI to a limited number of vessels and allowed these vessds to
form cooperatives, which resulted in improvements in efficiency (and likely profitability) for those ableto
participate in the fishery and improvements in overall retention and reductionsin incidental catch.

Inrecent years, theHT-CP fleet hasfaced increasi ng pressureto reduce itsdiscard rate. As discussed above,
achange in the enforcement interval of the pollock MRA has the potential to increase retention rates for all
HT-CPs, whilethe GRSwill affect only larger vessels. Together the MRA changeand the GRS areexpected
to reduce discards significantly. The GRS however, dso imposes sgnificant costs on the industry with
increased observer and scale costs.

If Amendment 80 and the proposed action are both approved and implemented at the sametime, itispossble
that the added costs vessels would incur under a GRS would be offset, at least in part, by the benefits of
participating in a cooperative. For example, a GRS may result in costs and lost revenues as a result of
holding/processing, transporting, and transferring fish that are of relatively low value or even
“unmarketable.” These costs can be reduced or avoided altogether under a cooperative structure, asvessds
can be more selectivein what they catch without losing any competitive advantage. However, there is no
guarantee that either amendment will be implemented.
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Table 18. Cumulative Effects Summary

environment

Environment Alternative 1 - No Alternative 2 - Establish | Alternative 3 - Establish a | Alternative 4 (Preferred Alternative)
Action/Status Quo a minimum groundfish minimum groundfish - Phase in a GRS program starting in
retention standard retention standard (GRS) 2005 at 65%, 75% in 2006, 80% in
(GRS) of 70 percent in of 85% for January - May | 2007, and 85% in 2008 in the BSAI
the BSAI for HT-CP and 90% during remainder | for HT-CP > 125",
>125". of the year in the BSAI for
all catcher processors >
125",
Past Actions | Natural or No impacts over and above impacts evaluated in recent environmental reviews prepared for the groundfish fisheries.
physical

Socioeconomic
conditions

Since the mid-1980s, adjustments in the regulatory regime have changed the economic conditions of the groundfish fisheriesin
which all vessels participate. An increasingly restrictive regulatory environment and escalating compliance costs resulted in
economical stress for some HT -CP vessel owners. HT-CPs were precluded by regulatory actions from participating in the
pollock fishery, and pollock roe stripping was banned. Area closures and PSC limits constrained activities in bottom trawl
fisheries. Threat of IR/IU led to improved markets for headed and gutted product. Other sectors appear to have been impacted
less by changes in regulatory regime. Although, two of most significant changes have been the LLP and AFA.

Socioeconomic
conditions

The overall economic
impact of changing the
enforcement interval is
uncertain. The main
factors affecting the
economic impacts on the
HT-CP sector arethevalue
of pollock relative to the
value of groundfish they
target and the strategic
behavior of individual
vessels. The formation of a
cooperative is expected to
mitigate the costsincurred
by HT-CPs as a result of
PSC

Same as Alternative 2

Changing the MRA enforcement
interval has the potential to increase
retention rates.
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Present Natural or No impacts over and above impacts evaluated in recent environmental reviews prepared for the groundfish fisheries.
Actions physical
environment

Socioeconomic | Discardsin the HT-CP sector have decreased, but the race for groundfish and PSC limits have limited economic efficiency (and
conditions likely profitability) in the sector.

Actions Natural or No impacts over and above impacts evaluated in recent environmental reviews prepared for the groundfish fisheries.
Considered | physical
environment

Socioeconomic | Theretention rate in the Overall groundfish Overall groundfish retention Overall groundfish retention rate of the
conditions HT-CP sector isnot likely | retention rate of the HT- | rate of the HT-CP sector is HT-CP sector is projected to be 80.6
to improve significantly. | CPisprojected toincrease projected to increase to 95 percent in 2008 as a result of the
The race for groundfish to between 71 and 79  percent. Retention isexpected proposed action. Overall discards
and PSC limits will percent. Overall discards| toimprove for L-CPsand P-  would be reduced. Eight affected HT-
continue to limit would be reduced. Seven CPs. This alternative has CP vesselswould incur the cost of
profitability in the sector. | affected HT-CP vessels| effectson HT-CP costs acquiring, installing, maintaining, and
would incur the cost of similarto those for operating approved scales. In addition,
acquiring, installing, Alternative2. Inaddition, 5 16 vessels would have to double their
maintaining, and operating P-CPsand 24 L-CPs > 125' observer coverage or reduce their
approved scales. In wouldincur costsof installing = fishing time.
addition, 16 vessels would | scales and observer stations.
have to double their
observer coverage or
reduce their fishing time.

Future Natural or No impacts over and above impacts evaluated in recent environmental reviews prepared for the groundfish fisheries.

Actions physical
environment

Cumulative | Natural or No impacts over and above impacts eval uated in the draft programmatic supplemental environmental impact statement prepared
physical for the groundfish fisheries.

Effects environment

Socioeconomic | The formation of a|lf Amendment 80 and the proposed action are both approved and implemented at the same time, the
conditions cooperative could increase | added costs of scales and observers may be at least partially offset by the benefits of participating in
the retention rate in the a cooperative. Changing the M RA enforcement interval has the potential to increase retention rates,
HT-CP sector by thereby reducing the economic impacts of the proposed action..

eliminating the race for
fish, although the level of
increase in uncertain.
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3.4 Conclusions

The direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the proposed action are assessed in Sections 3.1-3.3 of this
EA. Thesignificance of theseimpactswere determined through cons deration of the context and theintensty
of the action as required by NEPA and 50 CFR Section 1508.27.

Context: The setting of the proposed action is the groundfish fisheries of the BSAI. Any effects of the
proposed action arelimited tothisarea. The effectson society withinthisareaare onindividual sdirectly and
indirectly participating in the groundfish fisheries.

Intensity: Listings of considerationsto determineintensity of theimpactsarein 50 CFR § 1508.27 (b) and
inthe NOAA Administrative Order 216-6, Section 6. Each consideration is addressed below in the order it
appears in the regulations.

1. Impacts may be both beneficial and adverse -- a significant effect may exist even if the Federal
agency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial.

No significant impacts are expected on groundfish, stocks, prohibited species, forage fish species, marine
benthic habitat and essential fish habitat, ecosysems, marine mammals, endangered or threatened species,
or seabirds, as discussed throughout Section 3.0.

Overthepast several yearsgroundfish retention rateshaveincreased substantially. In 2001, theretentionrate
of the HT-CP sector was 75 percent. Under the status quo/no action alternative, this rate could continue
rising, stay the same or decrease to previous levels. Alternative 2 is edimated to result in an overal
groundfish retention rate ranging between 71 and 79 percent for the HT-CP sector, mostly from lower
regulatory discards of pollock caused by changes inthe MRA. Subalternative 3 is estimated to result in an
overdl groundfish retentionrate of 95 percent for the HT-CP sector, and the retention ratesfor the L-CP and
P-CP sectors are also expected to improve. Under Subalternative 4 (preferred dternative), the overal
groundfish retention rate of the HT-CP sector is projected to be 80.6 percent by 2008.

Alternative 2, 3 and 4, are expected to result in higher costs for the fishing industry, in particular for the
affected vessdsin the HT-CP sector, relative to the status quo/no action alternative. HT-CPs > 125" may
incur the costs and lost revenues associ ated wi th holding/processing, transporting, and transferring fish that
areof relatively low value or “unmarketable.” Moreover, under Alternative 3, seven HT-CPs > 125'would
incur the cog of acquiring, installing, maintaining, and operating NOAA Fisheries-approved scales and
observer stations. At an average purchase cost of $50,000 per scale, each affected vessel would incur a
one-time cost of approximately $75,000, including installation. In addition, approximately 16 HT-CPs > 125'
would haveto doubletheir observer coverage a an approximate cost of $355 per additional deployment day
or about $82,000 per year per vessel. Alternative 3 has effects on HT-CP sector costs similar to those for
Alternative 2. In addition, pot and longline CPs > 125" would incur the costs of installing scal es and observer
stations and increasing observer coverage. Because hopper scalesrather than flow scaleswould be allowed,
purchase and installation costs are estimated to be $25,000 per vessel. Alternative 4 (preferred alternative)
has effectson industry costs similar to thosefor Alternative 2 for enforcement and monitoring, and in 2007
and 2008 is expected to affect costs and revenues associated with holding/processing, transporting, and
transferring fish that are of relatively low value or even “unmarketable’.

2. Degree to which public health or safety is affected.
Public health and safety are not expected to be affected in any way not evaluated under previous actions.

3. Unique characteristics of the geographic area.
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The proposed action takes place in the geographic areas of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands, generally
from 3 nm to 200 nm offshore. The land adjacent to these areas contain cultural resources and ecologically
critical areas. The marine waters wherethe fisheries occur contain ecologicadly critical area. Thisactionis
not expected to effects the unique characteristics of these areas.

4. Degree to which effects on the human environment are likely to be highly controversial.

The effect of thisaction onthe human environment isnot controversal inthat it will not adversely affect the
natural and physical environment. The socioeconomiceffectsof theaction may becontroversial, particularly
for the HT-CPs that incur additional costs of observers and scales. Furthermore bycatch in the groundfish
fisheries is an issue surrounded by considerable controversy. Differences of opinion exist among various
industry, environmental, management, and scientific groups on the effects of bycatch in the groundfish
fisheries and on what measures should be taken to reduce this bycatch.

5. Degree to which effects are highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks.
There are no known risks to the human environment associated with the action considered.

6. Degree to which the action establishes a precedent for future actions with significant effects
or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.

Thisaction doesnotinitself establish aprecedent for future actions or represent adecision in principl e about
afuture consideration. The trend in the groundfish fisheries off Alaska has been toward reducing bycatch,
and this action isin direct relation to this purpose.

7. Individually insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts.

The cumulative effectsanalysisis summarized in Table 18. Cumulatively significant impacts on the natural
and physical environment are not anticipated with the proposed action because no impacts on the natural and
physical environment have been identified. The alternatives considered would not change the TACs for
groundfish, the gear types used in the fisheries in which groundfish are discarded or the spatial or temporal
distribution of these fisheries.

With respect to impacts on socioeconomic conditions, theanalysisof past actionsaffecting the HT-CP sector
showed that, snce the mid-1980s, adjustments in the regulatory regime have changed the economic
conditions of the groundfish fisheries in which these vessels participate. An increasingly restrictive
regulatory environment and escalating compliance costs resulted in economical stress for some HT-CP
owners. Theincreased restrictionswere al so aprimary reason that flatfish became the primary target species
for the HT-CP sector. Because these species are bottom-dwellers, flatfish fisheries are prone to high
incidental catches of prohibited species such as halibut and crab. In addition, flatfish fisheries have limited
markets—particularly with regard to size and product quality. These characteristics of the flatfish fisheries,
in combination with MRAs and the “race for fish” regime under which HT-CPs operate, have led to a
relatively high level of economic and regulatory discardsin the HT-CP sector.

Inrecent years, theHT-CP fleet hasfaced increasing pressureto reduceitsdiscard rate. As discussed above,
achangein the enforcement interval of the pollock MRA hasthe potential toincrease retention ratesfor all
HT-CPs, thereby reducing the impacts of the proposed action, which would establish a GRS for HT-CP
vessels equal to or greater than 125 ft. in length.

If Amendment 80 and the proposed action are both approved and implemented at the sametime, it ispossible
that the added costs vessels would incur under a GRS would be offset by added revenue, at least in part,
through participation in acooperative. For example, a GRS may result in costsand lost revenues asaresult
of holding/processing, transporting, and transferring fish that are of relatively low value or even
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“unmarketable.” These costs can be reduced or avoided altogether under a cooperative structure, asvessds
can be more selective in what they catch without losing any competitive advantage, and by added revenues
that could accrue with additional value added processing. However, there is no guarantee that either
amendment would actually be implemented.

8. Degree to which the action adversely affects entities listed in or eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places, or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural,
or historic resources.

Thisactionwill have no effect on districts, sites, highways, structures, or objectslisted or digiblefor listing
in the National Register of Higstoric Places, nor cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural,
or historical resources. This consideration is not applicable to this action.

9. Degree to which endangered or threatened species, or their critical habitat as defined under
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, are adversely affected.

There are no known interactions between implementation of the action under consideration and any
ESA-listed species.

10. Whether a violation of Federal, state, or local law for environmental protection is threatened.

This action poses no known violation of Federal, State, or local laws or regquirements for the protection of
the environment.

4.0 Regulatory Impact Review

ThisRIR isrequired under Presidential Executive Order (E.O.) 12866 (58 FR 51735; October 4,1993). The
requirements for all regulatory actions specifiedin E.O. 12866 are summarized in the following statement
from the order:

In deciding whether and how to regulate, agencies should assess all costs and benefits of available
regulatory alternatives, including the alternative of not regulating. Costs and benefits shall be
understood to include both quantifiable measures (to the fullest extent that these can be usefully
estimated) and qualitative measures of costs and benefits that are difficult to quantify, but
nonetheless essential to consider. Further, in choosing among alternative regulatory approaches
agencies should select those approaches that maximize net benefits (including potential economic,
environmental, public health and safety, and other advantages; distributive impacts; and equity),
unless a statute requires another regulatory approach.

E.O. 12866 requires that the Office of Management and Budget review proposed regulatory programs that
are considered to be “significant.” A “significant regulatory action” isonethat islikdy to:

1 Have an annual effect on theeconomy of $100 million or more or adversely affect inamaterial way
the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, competition, jobs, local or tribal governments
or communities;

2. Create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned by another
agency;
3. Materially alter thebudgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programsor therights

and obligations of recipientsthereof; or
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4, Raise novd legd or policy issues arising out of legal mandates, the President’s priorities, or the
principles set forth in this Executive Order.

4.1 Purpose and Need for Action

The purpose of the GRS isto create a standard for retention of groundfish for the BSAI groundfish fishery.
The standard, which under the preferred alternative woul d be phased in through 2008, codifiesthe Council’ s
solution to the problem of excessive discardsof groundfishinthe BSAI. The GRS specifically addressesthe
mandate in the MSA to reduce discards to the extent practicable.

4.1.1 The Problem Statement
The following statement defines the problem the Council is addressing with the proposed alternatives.®

Discardsinthe BSAIl in the groundfish fisheries, in particul ar the multi-speciesfisheries as
prosecuted by the head and gut trawl catcher processor sector continue & unacceptable
levels. The Council recognizes the importance of both the mandate of the MSA to reduce
bycatch (discards) to the extent practi cableand the perception by the US public that discards
in the BSAI are at unacceptable levels. The Council also recognizes the economic
importance groundfish fisheries and the dependence on these fisheriesof their participants.
Finally, the Council acknowledges the fact that any solution to the problem must takeinto
account the ability of NOAA Fisheries to monitor discards and adequately enforce any
regulationsthat are promul gated. The problemthereforeisto develop a management regime
whereby discardsingroundfish fisheries—inparticular, themulti-speciestrawl fishery—are
reduced significantly, while allowing partici pants to operate profitably, and at the same
ensure that discards are monitored and that regulations can be enforced.

4.1.2 Regulatory Background

One of the first actions by the Council to reduce bycatch and discards was aban on pollock roe stripping
which was implemented in 1991 (BSAI Amendment 14). During the Council process of reviewing this
management action, the Council requested alegal opinion concerning the authority of banning roestripping
in time for its December 1989 Council meeting. Subsequently, a memorandum from the NOAA Office of
General Counsel was written and submitted on December 1, 1989 that outlines the Council's authority to
prohibit roe stripping and increase retention and utili zation of pollock. Thefollowing summary isexcerpted
from the December 1, 1989 memorandum:

1. There is authority under the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act to limit
wasteful practices. Controlling wasteful practices is as legitimate a purpose as conserving
a stock of fish or allocating fishing privileges. Requiring fuller utilization of a fishery
resource should be justified as a means of achieving optimum yield.

2. There are a multitude of conservation and management measures, directed at harvesting
activities, available to eliminate or restrict practices such as roe stripping. These include
seasons, quotas, gear requirements, discard restrictions, and catch limits.

®This problem statement was developed by analysts and is based on discussion of the Council during the devel opment
and approval of the dternatives and the proposed action.
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3. There is also authority under the Act to limit wasteful practices by requiring at-sea
processors to retain harvested fish rather than discarding them. At-sea processing is
"fishing" subject to regulation under the Act.

4. There is authority — though not as clear-cut—to limit wasteful practices by requiring at-sea
processors to utilize fish flesh for food products and fish meal. There have been no instances
thus of directly mandating what a processor does with legally possessed fish for purposes
of full utilization.

5. There is no authority to limit wasteful practices by regulating on-shore processors, because
on-shore processors can be regulated only indirectly as an incidence of managing "fishing."

In 1996, Congress passed the Sustainable Fisheries Act, which amended the Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries
Conservation and Management Act and added three new national standards. One of the standards, National
Standard 9, provides:

Conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable, (A) minimize bycatch and
(B) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of such bycatch.

Thegenesisof National Standard 9isanational and international movement to reduce bycatch and discards.
In general, unacceptable amounts of bycatch and discards are viewed as awaste of the ocean's resources
given that many of fish stocks are fully or over utilized. Congress felt that the continued current level of
bycatch and discards of the Nation's ocean resources was unacceptable and must be reduced to acceptable
level. However, Congress, in drafting Sustainable Fisheries Act and National Standard 9, recognized that
total elimination of discards and bycatch is an unrealistic goal because some minor levels of discards and
bycatch are unavoidable consequents of rational decisions by the fishing industry. Congress took thisinto
account when drafting language for National Standard 9.The House's version required minimization of
bycatch “to the maximum extent practicable...” The House language implicitly acknowledges that bycatch
may be unavoidable, but requires the Council to continue to look for innovative ways to reduce bycatch and
discardsin the Nation’s fisheries.

Section 108 of the Sustai nable Fisheries Act al so statesthat all FM Pswill "establish agtandardized reporting
methodol ogy to assessthe amount and type of bycatch occurring in the fishery, and include conservation and
management measures that, to the extent practicable and in the following priority— (A) minimize bycatch;
and (B) minimize the mortality of bycatch which cannot be avoided."

In addition, Section 313 of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act shows a
willingnessby Congresstolevy fineson theindustry for egregiousbycatch issues. The Council may approve
"asystem of finesin afishery to provideincentives to reduce bycatch and bycatch rates." The Council may
also "provide allocations of regulatory discards to individual fishing vessels as an incentive to reduce per
vesse bycatch and bycatch ratesin afishery.”

Further insight into the purpose and procedures for implementing National Standard 9 are presented in 50
CFR, Chapter V1, 8600.350. Thefollowing sections are excerpted from §650.350:

General. This national standard requires Councils to consider the bycatch effects of existing and
planned conservation and management measures. Bycatch can, in two ways, impede efforts to
protect marine ecosystems and achieve sustainable fisheries and the full benefits they can provide
to the Nation. First, bycatch can increase substantially the uncertainty concerning total
fishing-related mortality, which makes it more difficult to assess the status of stocks, to set the
appropriate OY and define overfishing levels, and to ensure that OYs are attained and overfishing
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levels are not exceeded. Second, bycatch may also preclude other more productive uses of fishery
resources.

In addition, the regulation presentsthe priority of National Standard 9:

Minimizing bycatch and bycatchmortality. The priority under this standard is first to avoid catching
bycatch species where practicable. Fish that are bycatch and cannot be avoided must, to the extent
practicable, be returned to the sea alive. Any proposed conservation and management measure that
does not give priority to avoiding the capture of bycatch species must be supported by appropriate
analysis.

This sameregulation also provides a list of criteria that Councils must consider in addressing net benefits
to the Nation from bycatch reduction actions. These benefits should include negative impacts on affected
stocks, incomes accruing to participants in directed fisheries in both the short and long term, incomes
accruingto participantsinfisheriesthat target the bycatch species, environmental consequences, non-market
values of bycatch species, and impacts on other marine organisms.

In order to evaluate the conservation and management measures associ ated with bycatch reduction rel ative
to National Standard 9 and other national standards, 8§650.350 provides the following criteria for
consideration:

1. Promote development of a database on bycatch and bycatch mortality in the fishery to the
extent practicable.

2. For each management measure, assess the effects on the amount and type of bycatch and
bycatch mortality in the fishery.

3. Select measures that, to the extent practicable, will minimize bycatch and bycatch mortality.
4. Monitor selected management measures.
National Standard 5 also has some bearing in bycatch management actions. National Standard 5 provides:

Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, consider efficiency in the
utilization of fishery resources, except that no such measure shall have economic allocation as its
sole purpose.

The standard does not restrict dl management actions to the most efficient utilization of the fisheries
resources, but rather the standard requires that efficiency be considered in determining utilization when
practicable. As noted in 8600.330, restrictive measures that lower the level of efficient utilization are
permissiblewhenthey " contributeto the attainment of other social or biologica objectives." Inthisparticul ar
case, areduction of bycatch and discards can be pursued with efficiency as a consideration.

4.1.3 Council Action on Bycatch

In Alaska, anumber of improvementsin bycatch reduction have been implemented since the passage of the
Sustainable Fisheries Act. A number of these improvements are cited by the National Marine Fisheries
Service in the document, Implementing the Sustainable Fisheries Act, which was published in June 2003.
In the document, it statesthat since 1992, the NPFMC has over time continued to move toward improving
the precision of total catch measurements by replacing many of the volumetric measurements with scale
weights. In the Community Development Quota and pollock cooperative fisheries, each vessl is required
to carry two observers. The document states that nearly 75 percent of all groundfish harvested today in the
BSAI and GOA are weighed on certified scales overseen by NMFS certified fishery observers.
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The NPFMC has also employed a number of different regulatory procedures for reducing bycatch and
discards. A few of these procedures include bycatch limits for prohibited species, maximum retainable
allowance, gear restrictions, season delays or time/area closures, a vessel incentive program, mandatory
retention and increase utilization of pollock and Pacific cod, and voluntary industry initiatives.

In addition, several amendmentsaddressing bycatch (not including IR/IU actionswhich are noted in the next
section), since passage of the Sustainable Fisheries Act have been approved and implemented, including:

. Amendment 37, which implemented trawl closure areain the Bristol Bay Red King Crab
Savings area, modified red king crab prohibited species cap limits and established trawl
closure areas in nearshore Bristol Bay.

. Amendment 40, which established prohibited speci es caps for snow crab in trawl fisheries
and a bycatch limitation zone

. Amendment 46, which modified allocation of Pacific cod by gear type and set trawl and
hook-and-line gear halibut PSC mortality caps.

. Amendment 50, which allowed for donation of incidentally caught haibut to food banks.

. Amendment 59, which prohibits fishing in an area containing important fish habitat.

. Amendment 60, which prohibits non-pelagic trawl gear in Cook Inlet.

4.1.4 Council Action on IR/IU

The proposed GRSisthe latest in a series of action dating back to 1988, that specifically address the issue
of discards and utilization of groundfish. The remainder of this section summarizes these actions.

In 1988, the Council discussed aproposal that would have limited the ability of processorsto utilize only the
valuable roe of pollock during spawning season in winter and early spring. In 1989 and 1990, the roe
stripping issue was revisited by the NPFM C and in 1991 a ban on roe stripping wasimplemented. The ban
on roe stripping wasto ensure that other products, likefilletsand surimi, are produced from pollock catches,
thereby reducing discards. From an industry perspective, the ban on roe stripping was found to be costly.
Nevertheless, the Council and the Secretary approved the ban based on authority to limit wasteful practices
under the MSA. The NOAA rule asserts, with respect to forgone revenue to the pollock fishery, that "this
cost would be offset by the benefits of increased protection of the ecosystem and the future productivity of
pollock stocks."

In December 1994, during theprocess of addressing their comprehensive rationalization program (CRP), the
NPFMC debated issues of bycatch and economic loss from discards in target fisheries and unanimously
adopted a motion to develop a set of regulatory options for implementing an improved retention/improved
utilization (IR/IU) program for BSAI groundfish fisheries. The NPFMC identified the BSAI rock sole and
mid-water pollock fisheries as two subject fisheries for initial evaluation and proposed that commercial
groundfish trawl fisheries be required to reduce discards by retaining species which have historically been
discarded bycatch.

AtitsDecember 1995 meeting, the NPFM C adopted adraft IR/IU problem statement for public review. That
statement reads as follows:
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In managing the fisheries under its jurisdiction, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council is
committed to: (1) assuring the long-term health and productivity of fish stocks and other living
marine resources of the North Pacific and Bering Sea ecosystem, and (2) reducing bycatch,
minimizing waste, and improving utilization of fish resources in order to provide the maximum
benefit to present generations of fishermen, associated fishing industry sectors, communities,
consumers, and the nation as a whole.

The Council's overriding concern is to maintain the health of the marine ecosystem to ensure the
long-term conservation and abundance of the groundfish and crab resources. As a response to this
concern, a program to promote improved utilization and effective control/reduction of bycatch and
discards in the fisheries off Alaska should address the following problems:

1. Bycatch and discard loss of groundfish, crab, herring, salmon, and other non-target
species.
2. Economic loss and waste associated with the discard mortality of target species

harvested but not retained for economic reasons.

3. Inability to provide for a long-term, stable fisheries-based economy due to loss of
fishery resources through wasteful fishing practices.

4. The need to promote improved retention and utilization of fish resources by
reducing waste of target groundfish species to achieve long-term sustainable
economic benefits to the nation.

In May 1997, NOAA Fisheries completed an Environmental Assessment, Regulatory Impact Review and
Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (EA/RIR/IRFA) of the improved retention and utilization options
identified by the NPFM C as Amendment 49 to the BSAI Groundfish FMP. At its September 1996 meeting
the NPFMC adopted Amendment 49. Once again, the Council and the Secretary approved a management
action that would increase the cost to the industry by reducing discards for the primary purpose of
mai ntai ning the health of the marine ecosystem to ensure the long-term conservation and abundance of the
groundfish resource on the authority of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

On January 3, 1998, Amendment 49 to the BSAI Groundfish FMP was implemented (62 FR 63880). The
final rulerequires all vessds fishing for groundfish in the BSAI management areato retain al pollock and
Pacific cod beginning January 3, 1998 and retain all rock sole and yellowfin sole beginning January 1, 2003.
In addition, the final rule establishes a 15 percent minimum processing standard with no limit on product
formbeginningJanuary 3, 1998 for pollock and Pacific cod and establishesa 15 percent minimum processing
standard with no limit on product form beginning January 1, 2003 for rock sole and yellowfin sole.

The potential negative impacts of IR/IU rules for flatfish on some sectors of the groundfish fisheries of the
BSAI and GOA created the possibility that some entities currently participating in these fisheries might be
compelled to discontinue their participation due to the economic burden the rules could place on their
operations. The likelihood that the head and gut traw! catcher processors sector (HT-CP) would not be able
tofully meet IR/1U flatfish rulesbecameincreasingly clearin 2000 during Council and industry deliberation
on AFA processing sideboards. These sideboards would have protected non-AFA processors from AFA
processors increasing their share of non-pollock fisheries. It was argued that, rather than limit AFA
processors, it would be more practicable to provide relief fromflatfish IR/IU to the HT-CPs.

In June and October 2001, the Council determined that pursuing AFA processing limits wasinfeasible, but
the options to level the playing field for non-AFA processors by providing some form of relief from the
impending implementation of IR/IU for flatfish remained on the table. Specifically, the Council addressthe
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concept of relaxing the requirement that 100 percent of IR/IU flatfish beretained. Thisoption, whileit could
possibly have made IR/IU less onerous to the HT-CP fleet, was deemed not enforceable. At its June 2002
meeting the NPFM C developed aproblem statement specifically to address the pending implementation of
IR/IU regulations for the flatfish fisheries. This statement read as follows:

100 percent retention of rock sole and yellowfin sole (as currently scheduled) results in severe
economic losses to certain participants in the fishery, while less than 100 percent retention of only
these species is not enforceable.

In October 2002, the NPFMC approved Amendment 75 to the BSAI Groundfish FMP, delaying
implementation of |R/IU flatfish regulationsfor the BSAI until June 1, 2004. The NPFM C also initiated four
trailing amendmentswith the expectati onthat theseamendments coul d augment or replace | R/IU regulations
for flatfish prior to the end of the delay period. Amendment 80 (as modified at the April 2003 Council
meeting) establishes sector allocationsinthe BSAI and facilitates the formation of afishery cooperative for
non-AFA trawl catcher processors. Amendment B creates flatfish bycatch (discard) limits for the flatfish
fisheries. Amendment 79 (the proposed action) establishes aminimumgroundfish retentionstandard (GRS).
Amendment 72/76 exemptsfisherieswithlessthan a5 percent IR/IU flatfish bycatch ratefrom IR/IU flatfish
regulations.

Amendment 75 was only partially approved by the Secretary—the delay of IR/IU flatfish implementation
in the BSAI was approved, but the ending date (June 1, 2004) for the delay was not approved. The practical
effect of partially goproving Amendment 75 was that the proposed FMP text was modified by removing
reference to rock sole and yellowfin sole as IR/IU species, thereby delaying indefinitely the flatfish IR/IU
flatfish program.

With the indefinite delay of the BSAI IR/IU flatfish program, Amendment 76 no longer had any practical
application in the BSAIl. Amendment B was rejected by the Council as infeasible following discussions
between industry representatives and fishery managers. However, the NPFM C continued to pursue possible
implementation of Amendments 79 and 80. At the June 2003 meeting the Council took final action on
Amendment 79, approving aphased-in GRS for the non-AFA catcher processor sector in the BSAI, to begin
in 2005. Further refinement of Amendment 80 occurred at the December 2003 Council meeting, with atarget
implementation of 2006.

Alsoat itsJune 2003 meeting, as part of itsaction on Amendment 79, the NPFM C also approved arevision
of the maximum reta nablealowance (M RA) for pollock. The Council recognized that the MRA changewas
simpler to implement than the full GRS action and requested NOAA Fisheries to expedite the proposed
pollock MRA action. A separate EA/RIR/IRFA for this regulatory change was prepared by NOAA Fisheries
(Northern Economics, 2003b). The objective of the MRA changeisto reduce regulatory discards of pollock
inthedirected fisheriesfor non-pollock groundfish specieswithout increasing theoveral amount of pollock
that hasbeen historically caught asincidental catchinthesefisheries. The MRA portionof the preferred GRS
alternative isincluded in the status quo for this EA/RIR/IRFA

4.2 Description of the Fishery

The groundfish fisheries of the Bering Sea were summarized briefly in Section 2.2 and repeated here to
provide reviewers a more compl ete context for the action. Because of groundfish bycatch is the particular
issue of concern, relevant information presented in Section 2.2 is augmented with trends in discard and
retention rates over the last severd years by processing sector.

In order to provide a comprehensive description of the groundfish fishery with regards to retention rates,
information is presented for al processors. BSAI groundfish fishery participants were divided into the
following sectors:
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Surimi and Fillet Trawl Catcher Processors (ST/FT-CPs): These vessels primarily produce surimi and
fillet products from the pollock fishery. These processors are typically the largest in the catcher processor
category.

Head and Gut Trawl Catcher Processors (HT-CPs): These vesselstypically concentrate on head and gut
products or kirimi. Generally, the head and gut fleet tendto focus primarily on flatfish, Pacific cod, and Atka
mackerel. Unlikethe surimi andfillet fleet, the head and gut fleet tendsto be the smallest of thetrawl catcher
processors. Most of thevessd sinthisclass can only accommodate sufficient crew and machinery toproduce
headed and gutted product. Various regulations associated with food production may also constrain the
ability of thisvessel classto produce other product forms. Heading and gutting of fishleavesthe skin on the
fishandisnot covered by regul ationsfor other fish processing methodsthat produce different product forms.
Most vesselsin the HT-CP class are not |oadline-certified-a designation that requires certain standards for
food production on a vessel. Without loadline certification, a processing vessel cannot produce fillets. In
addition, there are currently no head and gut vessels with fish meal plants, and a humber of practical
obstacles, as well as Coast Guard and NOAA Fisheries regulations on vessel upgrades effectively prevent
head and gut vessd's from making fish meal.

Longline Catcher Processors (L-CPs): These vessel s use longline gear rather than trawl! or pot gear. Also
known asfreezer longliners, their primary fishery isthe Pacific cod and aregenerally limited to heading and
gutting their fishery products.

Pot Catcher Processors (P-CPs): These vesselstypically focus on the crab fisheries, but increasingly are
participating in the Pacific cod fisheries. They generally use pot gear, but may also use longline gear. They
produce whole or headed and gutted groundfish products.

BSAI Shore-based Processors, Motherships and Floating Inshore Processors (SP-MS-FLT): This
category is included as a proxy for catcher vessels. Although observer reports report groundfish species
composition, total catch, and estimates of retention and discard on a weekly basis, the level of coverage is
limited for vessels under 125'. BSAI shore-based processors include the four major shore-based BSAI
pollock processorsin Dutch Harbor/Unal askaand Akutan and two inshorefl oating poll ock processors-Arctic
Enterprise and Northern Victor. Shore plants in the Aleutians East Borough and in the Aleutians West
Census area are also included. For the purposes of this analysis, all other floating inshore plants and
motherships operating in the EEZ are a so included in this category.

A complete discussion of the groundfish fleet classifications can be found in Sector and Regional profiles
of the North Pacific Groundfish Fisheries—2001 (Northern Economics, Inc. and EDAW, Inc. 2002).

4.2.1 Participation by Processing Sector

Table 19 shows participation in BSAI fisheries by thefour catcher processor sectors described abovefrom
1995 to 2001. Counts of catcher vessels delivering BSAI groundfish are included rather than counts of
processors since any GRS would be enforced at the point of harvest.

With the exception of pot catcher processors, the number of participants has declined in each of the sectors
over the seven year period. For the surimi and fillet catcher processor fleet, the number of participants has
declined from33in 1995 to0 16 in 2001. Among theindividual target fisheriesin the surimi and fillet catcher
processor fleet, pollock has consistently attracted the most participation. The reduction in participation in
this fishery, may, in very large part, be traced to implementation of AFA. Under its provisions, several
catcher processors were removed (i.e., bought out) of the fishery, whilethe remaining fleet was allowed to
organize into a cooperative. Under that cooperative, it was found that fewer vessels were required to
efficiently prosecute the fishery. Other fisheries that had consistent participation were yellowfin sole and
Pacific cod, although these fisheries also saw declines in the number of permits fished.
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Among the head and gut CPs, there has only been aslight declinein participation in some target fisheries.
Overdl, 32 head and gut CPs participated in 1995, while only 22 participated in 2001. Thefisherieswith the
largest number of participants were yellowfin sole, rock sole, flathead sole, and Pacific cod with each
generally having 20 or more participants in any given year from 1995 to 2001.

The longline CP fleet remained relatively stable from 1995 to 2001. The lowest participation was in 1999
when only 38 longline CPs targeted groundfish. Participation has been strongest in the Pacific cod fishery.
The highest level wasin 1995 and 2001 when 42 vessels targeted Pacific cod. Turbot also experienced high
levelsof participation, although participation has declined in recent years. The sablefish fishery attracted a
modest number of longline catcher processors during the seven year period.

Among pot CPs, only the Pacific cod fishery has attracted a consistently substantial number of participants.
Between 1995 and 2001, there have been between 5 to 9 participantsin this fishery.

The number of CV's participating in the BSAI fisheries varied from 1995-2001 with a high of 318 in 1995
and alow of 236in1998. In 2001, there were 276 active CVs. A moredetailed description of catcher vessel
activity in the BSAI can be found in Northern Economics, Inc. and EDAW, Inc. (2002).

Table 19. Participation by BSAI Target Fishery and Processor Sector, 1995-2001

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Target Fishery & Sector Number of Vessels
Surimi & Fillet Trawl Catcher Processors
Pollock 33 32 29 28 16 14 15
All Fisheries 33 32 29 28 16 15 15
Head & Gut Trawl Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 14 12 8 12 16 13 13
Pacific Cod 24 26 26 21 21 22 17
Other Flatfish 29 21 18 20 24 23 20
Rockfish 14 13 10 7 12 7 7
Rock Sole 29 26 25 18 22 23 20
Yellowfin Sole 27 24 24 20 23 23 22
All Fisheries 32 28 28 23 24 23 22
Pot Catcher Processors
Pacific Cod 6 9 7 5 9 9 7
All Fisheries 6 9 7 5 9 9 7
Longline Catcher Processors
Pacific Cod 42 38 38 36 36 38 42
Sablefish 15 18 12 10 17 18 10
All Fisheries 45 43 42 42 38 40 45
All Catcher Processors 116 112 106 98 86 87 87
All Catcher Vessels 318 289 270 236 265 298 276

Sources: Processor countsare from NOAA Fisheries blend dataand catcher vessel countsarefrom ADF& G
fish-tickets. Both blend and fish-ticket data were synthesized by Northern Economics, Inc.

4.2.1.1 Participant’s Communities of Residence

The registered owners of vessels in the ST-CP, FT-CP and HT-CP sectors all list addresses in the
Washington Inland Waters Region (WAIW). Furthermore, al but one P-CP are owned by resdents of the
WAIW region. The L-CPclassisthe most diverse of al the processor classesin termsof ownership. In2001,
28 percent of ownersresded in Alaska or regions other than WAIW and the Oregon Coast Region. Within
Alaska, ownershipisdistributed acrossfour regions, Southeast, Southcentral, AlaskaPeninsulaand Aleutian
Islands, and Kodiak Island, with 16 of the 23 vessd s owned by residentsof Southcentral or Southeast Alaska.

4.2.1.2 Current Ownership and Management Patterns in the HT-CP Sector

Because the focus of the NPFMC’ sinterest in reducing discards falls primarily on the HT-CP sector, this
section provides additional information regarding the ownership of vesselsin that sector. In recent years, 22-
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26 vesselshavebeen considered part of the HT-CP sector. Accordingtotheindustry associations, Groundfish
Forum and At-Sea Processors Association, ownership or management of the fleet is concentrated in 11
companies, as shown in Table 20.

Table 20. Ownership/Management of the HT-CP Sector, 2003

Groundfish Forum

Owner/Manager Vessel Name Status
Arctic Sole Seafoods F/T Alaskan Rose (Tremont) Member
Seattle, WA
Cascade Fishing, Inc. F/T Seafisher Member
Seattle, WA
Flshlng Company of F/V Alaska Juris non-Member
Alaska F/V Alaska Voyager (not active since 1998) non-Member
Seattle, WA F/V Alaska Victory non-Member
F/V Alaska Warrior non-Member
F/V Alaska Ranger non-Member
F/V Alaska Spirit non-Member
Fishermen's Finest F/V American #1 non-Member
Seattle, WA F/V US Intrepid non-Member
F.J. O’Hara & Sons F/T Defender Member
Seattle, WA F/T Enterprise Member
Golden Fleece, Inc. F/V Golden Fleece Member
South Bend, WA
Iquique U.S., L.L.C. F/T Arica Member
Seattle, WA F/T Cape Hom Member
F/T Rebecca Irene Member
F/T Unimak Enterprise Member
Jubilee Fisheries F/T Vaerdahl Member
Seattle, WA
Kodiak Fish Company F/T Alliance Member
Bellingham, WA F/T Legacy Member
F/T Bering Enterprise (not active since
Trident Seafoods 1997) non-Member
F/T Harvester Enterprise (not active since
Seattle, WA 1997) non-Member
U.S. Seafoods F/T Ocean Peace Member
Seattle, WA F/T Seafreeze Alaska Member
F/T Ocean Alaska (Beagle) (not active
since 2000 Member

Source: Groundfish Forum and At-Sea Processors Association, 2003

BSAI Amendment 79 66 May 2005



4.2.2 Product Value, Catch and Retention Associated with BSAI Processors

The remai ning subsections of Chapter 4, step back fromthe detailed focus on the HT-CPs, toamore general
description of processing in the BSAI Groundfish fishery. Table 21 shows wholesale value from catcher
processors by sector, including the HT-CPs and the combined shore-based/ floater/mothership category by
selected BSAI fishery.

For the surimi and fillet catcher processor fleet, the most significant contributor to wholesale value has
historically been thepoll ock fi shery. In 2001, the combined first whol esal e val ue of pollock was$407 million
out of atotal for all groundfish of $410 million, a 95 percent contribution.

Relativetofirstwholesalevalue, the HT-CP sector ismore diversified acrossthefisheriesthan other sectors.
Two primary fisheries have historically contributed relatively equal shares of the first wholesale value for
the HT-CP fleet. Atka mackerel at $47 million and yellowfin sole at $32 million were two of the largest
contributors to in 2001, each contributing 35 percent and 24 percent, respectively to first wholesale value.
Other fisheries which have historically contributed a smaller share of the total wholesale valuefor the head
and gut fleet are rock sole, Pacific cod, flathead sole, and other flatfish.

For thelongline catcher processor fleet, thelargest contributor to first whol esal e val ue has been Pacific cod.
In 1995, the first wholesale value for Pacific cod was $68 million, which was 89 percent of the total sector
first wholesale value. In 2001, the contribution from Pacific cod was 96 percent of the total first wholesale
value.

Total first wholesal e val ue for the pot catcher processor fleet was nearly al from the Pacific cod fishery. In
1995, the first wholesal e value from Pacific cod was approximately $3 million, whilein 2001 the value was
$5 million in 2001.

Pollock has higorically been the largest contributor of total first wholesalevalue for the BSAI shoreplants,
floaters, and motherships. In 1995, the pollock fishery contributed 84 percent of first wholesale value for
theBSAI shoreplants, floaters, and motherships, whilein 2001, the contribution from poll ock was 92 percent.
Inthat year thecombined first whol esal e val ue of thepollock fishery was $504 million. Other fisherieswhich
contributed consistently over the seven year period were Pacific cod and sabl efish.
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Table 21. Wholesale Product Value by BSAI Target Fishery and Processor Sector, 1995-2001

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Target Fishery & Sector Wholesale Product Value ($Millions)
Surimi & Fillet Trawl Catcher Processors
Pollock 435.4 348.6 343.2 312.2 334.5 395.2 407.1
All Fisheries 474.5 377.4 377.8 333.3 346.4 402.0 410.3
Head & Gut Trawl Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 43.7 71.3 35.6 21.3 25.7 23.6 46.6
Pacific Cod 10.3 8.2 9.5 7.5 20.4 211 17.3
Other Flatfish 14.3 14.5 10.3 18.8 19.3 23.4 15.2
Rockfish 11.7 12.2 8.2 4.0 7.2 4.5 4.0
Rock Sole 29.1 27.7 25.7 15.4 16.5 21.3 17.2
Yellowfin Sole 36.9 34.1 55.0 35.8 25.4 31.8 31.7
All Fisheries 149.4 170.8 145.4 104.6 115.4 126.7 133.4
Pot Catcher
Processors
Pacific Cod 2.9 6.5 3.2 3.3 4.3 3.6 4.7
All Fisheries 2.9 6.5 3.2 3.3 4.3 3.6 4.7
Longline Catcher Processors
Pacific Cod 67.8 71.3 72.8 89.5 108.1 116.8 112.0
Sablefish 3.5 2.8 2.4 0.6 2.0 2.4 2.2
All Fisheries 75.7 80.6 82.6 98.9 117 .1 127.6 116.7
All Shore Plants, Floaters, and Motherships
Pollock 360.1 304.6 294.6 257 1 329.0 418.8 503.7
Pacific Cod 51.0 60.9 54.7 39.3 56.0 74.2 39.3
All Fisheries 147.8 1,008.0 972.0 839.6 9716 1,1579 1,2134
All Sectors and
Fisheries
All Fisheries 429.3 372.7 363.0 299.5 388.5 498.0 548.3
Source: NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 2001
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Table 22 summarizes total catches in mgor BSAI target fisheries by sector from 1995-2001. The table
demonstrates that the HT-CP sector isthe most diversified of all the sectors.

Table 22. Total Catch by BSAI Target Fishery and Processor Sector, 1995-2001

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Target Fishery & Sector Total Catch (1,000 mt)
Surimi & Fillet Trawl Catcher Processors
Pollock 748 659 612 607 416 491 612
All Fisheries 856 761 719 670 445 507 619
Head & Gut Trawl Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 79 109 59 57 63 56 71
Pacific Cod 25 16 26 16 31 30 24
Other Flatfish 32 34 24 44 39 46 34
Rockfish 13 19 12 9 15 10 10
Rock Sole 51 42 57 24 28 46 29
Yellowfin Sole 96 102 172 116 90 105 95
All Fisheries 303 327 354 271 268 294 265
Pot Catcher Processors
Pacific Cod 5 8 5 3 4 3 4
All Fisheries 5 8 5 3 4 3 4
Longline Catcher Processors
Pacific Cod 117 110 146 120 105 117 132
Sablefish 2 1 1 0 1 2 1
All Fisheries 122 115 152 128 113 126 136
All Shore Plants, Floaters, and Motherships
Pollock 536 528 482 495 539 615 750
Pacific Cod 78 99 94 51 56 66 36
Sablefish 4 2 2 1 1 1 1
All Fisheries 644 637 602 548 598 684 788
All Sectors and Fisheries
All Fisheries 1,930 1,849 1,831 1,621 1,427 1,614 1,813

Source NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 2001

Table 23 summarizes retention rates for catcher processors by sector and a combined BSAI shorebased
plants/floaters/motherships category asa proxy for catcher vesselsin selected BSAI fisheries from 1995 to
2001. In general, the most obvious trend is the improvement of retention rates.

For ST/FT-CP, retention rates for pollock (midwater) have remained relatively high, ranging fromalow of
95 percent in 1995 to a high of 99 percent in 2001. In the bottom pallock fishery, retention rates fluctuated
between a low of 85 percent in 1997 to a high of 97 percent in 1999. The yellowfin sole and Pacific cod
fisheriesreported retention rates below 70 percent in 1995, but the rates have increased to around 99 percent
in the last few years.

Among the HT-CP fleet, retention rates have also shown improvement (See Figure 3 on page 74). In the
yellowfin sole fishery, retention rates improved from alow of 53 percent in 1995 to a high of 73 percent in
2001. In other fisheries, like the rock sole, flathead sole, Pacific cod, and other flatfish, the retention rates
werebelow 50 percent in 1995. With the exception of the other flatfish fishery, retention rates had increased
to above 65 percent by 2001. Retention ratesfor the Atkamackerel and rockfish fisheriesal so improved over
the seven year period. The Atka mackerel fishery drifted upward from alow of 76 percent to a high of 86
percent by 2000, while the retention rate for therockfish fishery increased from alow of 80 percent in 1996
to ahigh of 95 percent in 2000.
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Retention rates for the L-CP in the Pacific cod fishery have remained fairly constant, fluctuating between
84 and 88 percent. However, the turbot and sabl efish fisheries have fluctuated more widely. For the P-CPs,
retention rates for Pacific cod increased from alow of 84 percent in 1998 to a high of 96 percent in 2000.

Retentionratesfor BSAI shore plants, floaters, and mothershipsalsoincreased over the 1995 to 2001 period.
Like the other fleets, retention rates for fisheries other than pollock were muchlower in 1995 and 1996, but
many of these fisheries have improved over the years.

Table 23. Retention Rates in Major BSAI Fisheries in 1995-2001, by Target Fishery and Processor

Sector

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Target Fishery & Sector Percent of Groundfish Retained
Surimi & Fillet Trawl Catcher Processors
Pollock 93.5 95.4 94.8 98.4 98.9 98.2 99.2
All Non-pollock Fisheries 68.8 72.3 70.3 82.8 90.3 91.9 924
All Fisheries 90.4 92.3 91.2 96.9 98.3 98.0 99.1
Head & Gut Trawl Catcher Processors
Atka Mackerel 76.0 78.4 84.3 85.1 82.6 86.2 83.7
Pacific Cod 47.7 44.8 445 57.1 57.5 63.8 69.7
Other Flatfish 47.8 43.4 497 55.9 54.4 63.1 67.2
Rockfish 81.8 80.3 87.9 91.1 91.6 94.6 87.2
Rock Sole 46.2 45.3 46.6 60.6 53.0 52.9 69.5
Yellowfin Sole 52.8 54.4 65.0 70.5 63.8 68.4 73.1
All Fisheries 58.8 61.6 63.6 70.4 66.8 69.2 75.1
Pot Catcher
Processors
Pacific Cod 96.5 95.9 98.5 97.1 96.0 95.9 93.7
All Fisheries 96.5 95.8 98.5 97.1 96.0 95.9 93.5
Longline Catcher Processors
Pacific Cod 84.8 85.8 85.2 84.3 88.2 85.2 85.8
Sablefish 54.8 53.5 52.6 72.6 39.0 42 1 67.9
All Fisheries 84.1 85.4 84.9 84.3 86.0 83.9 85.4
All Shore Plants, Floaters, and Motherships
Pollock 97.6 98.1 98.2 99.7 99.1 99.5 99.7
Pacific Cod 66.5 69.2 63.6 85.1 74 .1 85.4 89.8
Sablefish 221 36.8 35.1 55.3 58.4 57.5 71.0
All Non-pollock Fisheries 68.5 70.6 69.2 83.8 74.3 85.1 89.1
All Fisheries 92.7 93.4 92.4 98.2 96.7 98.0 99.2
All Sectors and
Fisheries
All Fisheries 85.8 86.8 85.7 91.9 90.7 91.7 94.6

Source: NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 2001

4.2.2.1 Additional Characteristics of the HT-CP Sector

As shown above, the HT-CP sector is the mogt diverse of the processing sectorsin the BSAI and the only
sector that consistently targets a significant amount of flatfish. However, as described in the EA/RIR/IRFA
for Amendment 75 (Northern Economics, Inc. 2003), theflatfish market ischaracterized ashaving significant
constraints. Therock sole market, for example, prefersfemal eswith roe over smaller males. Similarly, large
yellowfin sole, flathead sole and Alaska place are preferred over smdl fish of the same species There are
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few incentives to keep small fish because they fill limited hold space with product that is largely
unmarketable. In the “race for fish” regime under which HT-CPs operate, if a vessel tries to minimize
discards by reducing throughput and keeping and processing less valuablefish, its share of total catch may
be reduced if othersin the fleet do not follow suit. In addition, unlike larger catcher processors and shore-
plants, HT-CP vessels are generally not legally allowed to process “ready-to-eat” products or fish-meal.
Because of size constraints HT-CPs have fewer optionsfor processing lower value products and, therefore,
are typically more likely to discard less valuable fish.

Table 24 showsthe processed product valueof HT-CPs by BSAI target fisheries from 1995-2001. The Atka
mackerel fishery has been the single largest fishery by value over the period shown. Typically only the
largest of the HT-CP vessels participate in this high volume fishery. In general the HT-CPs participate in
what isoften referred to asthe multi-speciesfisheries consi sting of Pacific cod, rock sole, yellowfin soleand
other flatfish including flathead sole. Targetsin the multi-speciesfishery are difficult to pinpoint, because
three or more speciesmay bepresent in significant numbers. The multi-speci esfisheriesasagroup accounted
for $82 millionin 2001-61 percent of total product value. In 2000, when the Atka mackeral was curtailed
by closures in Steller sealion critical habitat, the multi-species fishery accounted for 77 percent of total
value. Over the period shown, the multi-species fishery has comprised over 64 percent of thefirst wholesale
gross revenue generated by HT-CPs.

Table 24. First Wholesale Product Value of HT-CPs by BSAI Target Fishery, 1995-2001
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Target Fishery First Wholesale Product Value by Fishery ($Millions)

Atka Mackerel 43.7 71.3 35.6 21.3 25.7 23.6 46.6
Pacific Cod 10.3 8.2 9.5 7.5 20.4 21.1 17.3
Other Flatfish 14.3 14.5 10.3 18.8 19.3 23.4 15.2
Rockfish 11.7 12.2 8.2 4.0 7.2 4.5 4.0
Rock Sole 29.1 27.7 25.7 15.4 16.5 21.3 17.2
Yellowfin Sole 36.9 34.1 55.0 35.8 25.4 31.8 31.7
All Fisheries 149.4 170.8 145.4 104.6 115.4 126.7 133.4

Source: NPFM C Sector Profiles Database, 2001

Table 25 show discards of all species by the HT-CP sector, while Table 26 shows only rock sole and
yellowfin sole discards. A comparison of the two tables shows that discards of rock sole and yellowfin sole
have been arelatively small proportion of overall discards by the sector.
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Table 25. Discarded Catch as Percent of Total Catch in the HT-CP Sector in 1995-2001, by BSAI

Target Fishery

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Target Fishery Discarded Catch as Percent of Total Groundfish Catch
Atka Mackerel 24.0 21.6 15.7 14.9 17.4 13.8 16.3
Pacific Cod 52.3 55.2 55.5 42.9 42.5 36.2 30.3
Other Flatfish 52.2 56.6 50.3 44 1 45.6 36.9 32.8
Rockfish 18.2 19.7 12.1 8.9 8.4 5.4 12.8
Rock Sole 53.8 54.7 53.4 39.4 47.0 47 1 30.5
Yellowfin Sole 47.2 45.6 35.0 29.5 36.2 31.6 26.9
All Fisheries 41.2 38.4 36.4 29.6 33.2 30.8 24.9

Source: NPFM C Sector Profiles Database, 2001

Table 26. Discarded Rock Sole and Yellowfin Sole as Percent of Total Catch in the HT-CP Sector
in 1995-2001, by BSAI Target Fishery

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Target Fishery Discarded Flatfish Catch as Percent of Total Groundfish Catch
Atka Mackerel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Flathead Sole 10.6 13.8 10.6 14.9 11.6 7.4 3.6
Other Flatfish 19.8 14.0 7.8 13.0 4.4 4.8 0.3
Pacific Cod 11.8 9.5 13.2 9.7 12.4 15.9 9.7
Rock Sole 26.4 20.6 25.2 25.6 30.0 32.3 13.7
Yellowfin Sole 15.0 16.1 15.2 14.7 15.4 11.5 7.5
All Fisheries 13.7 10.4 13.5 12.1 11.7 12.3 5.6

Source: NPFM C Sector Profiles Database, 2001

The HT-CPfleet consists of arelatively wide variety of vesselsthat rangefrom 103 ft to 295ft inlength. As
would be expected the smaller vessel sarerel atively | ess productive than thelarger vessels. From 1995-2001,
the smaller vessels generated approximately 12 percent of both catch and product value. However, the
smaller vessels accounted for roughly 18 percent of the total discardsin the sector. Vessels|ess than 125 ft
discarded 48 percent of their catch over the seven year period, while vessels 125 ft or greater discarded 38
percent. Industry sourcesindicate that the smaller vessels are unabl e to retain as many fish aslarger vessels
because of limitationsin hold size and processing space.
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Table 27. Fishing Activity in the HT-CP Sector in 1995-2001, by Size Class

Length 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Class
Number of Vessels
<125 8 7 10 7 8 7 6
> 125' 24 21 18 16 16 16 16
Product Value ($ Millions)
<125 6.2 12.2 13.5 11.9 14.7 20.1 8.6
> 125' 142.9 158.6 131.9 92.7 100.7 106.6 124.8
Product Value as a Percent of HT-CP Value
<125 4.4 71 9.3 11.4 12.7 15.9 6.5
> 125' 95.7 92.9 90.7 88.6 87.3 84.1 93.6
Total Groundfish Catch (1,000 mt)
<125 19.2 34.5 50.6 37.4 34.3 42.7 20.9
> 125' 284 293 303 234 234 251 241
Percent of HT-CP Total Groundfish Catch
<125 6.3 10.5 14.3 13.8 12.8 14.5 8.0
> 125' 93.7 89.5 85.7 86.2 87.2 85.5 92.0
Discards as a Percent of Total Groundfish Catch of Length Class
<125 60.7 55.1 52.0 46.9 41.2 41.0 39.9
> 125' 39.4 36.3 34.1 271 32.1 29.3 27.9
Discards as a Percent of HT-CP Total Discards
<125 12.1 13.5 18.4 20.4 17.8 17.2 13.8
> 125' 87.9 86.5 81.6 79.6 82.2 82.8 86.2

Source: NPFM C Sector Profiles Database, 2001

4.3 Trends in Discards in BSAI Fisheries

Ingeneral, discardsinthe BSAI groundfish fishery have declined significantly—down 64 percent since 1995.

As shown in Figure 3, total discards of groundfish fell from 274,000 mt in 1995 to 98,000 mt in 2001.
Indications are that further reductions in discards were attained in 2002 and 2003. The largest contributor
of discards by volume is the HT-CP sector. Since 1995, this sector has accounted for 55 percent of dl

groundfishdiscardsinthe BSAI whilecontributingonly 13 percent of thetotal first wholesalegross revenue
over the same period (Table 28). In spiteof the sgnificant reduction in discards accomplished by the HT-CP
sector—47 percent since 1995-the sector’ s proportion of discards has increased relative to other sectors. In
1995, the HT-CP sector accounted for 46 percent of the total BSAI discards, and in 2001 they accounted for
67 percent. Prior to the implementation of IR/IU rules for pollock and Pacific cod in 1998, discards by the
ST&FT-CP and SP-FLT-MS sectors were relatively high, accounting for over 100,000 mt of discards each
year from 1995-1997. With implementation of IR/IU, discards by these sectors (and by the HT-CP sector)
fell dramatically. Currently, the combined discardsby the ST& FT-CP and SP-FLT-MS sectorsare lessthan
12,000 mt. Compared to trawl gear sectors (including the SP-FLT-MS sector), the two fixed gear catcher
processor sectors have relatively low discards, and have not realized significant reductionsin discardsover
the 7-year period. Discards by L-CPs have been relatively stable, around 19,000 mt, while P-CP discards
have averaged 200 mt.
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Figure 3. Discarded Catch in BSAI Fisheries in 1995-2002, by Processor Sector

Source: Blend Data provided by NOAA Fisheries AFSC, 2003

Figure 4 shows discards asa percentage of groundfish catch by sector for 1995-2001. HT-CP discards have
declined as a percent of tatal groundfish catch in the BSAI since 1995. Therelative stability of discards by
L-CPsis shown in thisfigure as well as the slight upward trend in discard percentages by P-CPs. All other
processing sectors show a declining amount of discards relative to total catch. In 2001, approximately 10
percent of groundfish harvested in the BSAI was discarded.

Figure 4. Discards as Percent of Total Catch in BSAI Fisheries, by Processors, 1995-2001

Source: Blend data provided by NOAA Fisheries-AFSC, 2003
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Figures5through 9 providesdetail s of discardsand retentionin 2001 by thefive processor sectorsidentified.
Thefigures show cumulative discards and retai ned catches by week. All retained catch is shown asasingle
group, while discards are grouped into three categories: 1) flatfish; 2) pollock and Pacific cod; and 3) all
other groundfish. By presenting discards by species groupsit is possible to determine which component of
discardsis highest. By showing cumul ative weekly discards and retained catchesit is possible to show the
seasondity of catches and whether there are periods of high discards—for example, after fishery closures
due to attainment of TACs or PSC limits.

Figure 5 shows cumulative retained catch and discards in 2001 by the HT-CP sector. Catches increased
steadily through mid-April, then slowed with theclosure of thedirected fisheriesfor rock sole, flathead sole,
and other flatfish. Fishing slowed considerably in May and June, increased again in July, peaked in
September and began slowing in October, with very little fishing after November.

The largest component of discards by HT-CPs is not flatfish (rock-sole and yellowfin sole) but rather all
other species(including other flatfish, rockfish, sablefish, Atkamackerel, and other groundfish). Pollock and
Pacific cod account for nearly as much of the discards as do flatfish. Pollock was the largest single
component by species of discards by the HT-CP fleet in 2001. A large portion of the discards of pollock are
regulatory discards and occur because of directed fishing definitions and the way the maximum retainable
allowances of incidental catches are managed. Because the incidental catch of pollock is often more than
20 percent of their catch, these HT-CPs are forced by regulation to discard pollock if they wish to continue
to fish for other species. Only one of the HT-CPs is allowed to participate in directed fishing for pollock
under AFA. For other HT-CPs, retained pollock cannot exceed 20 percent of their retained catch of other
non-pollock groundfish at any time during a fishing trip.

Figure 5. Cumulative Discarded and Retained Catch by HT-CPs in 2001, by Species Group

Source: Developed by Northern Economics using Blend Data provided by NOAA
Fisheries:AFSC, 2001.

Figures 7 and 8 show retained catch of pot and longline catcher processors. Groundfish discards of both of
these sectors are dominated by species other than pollock or flatfish. Thefact that discardsincreaserelative
to retained catch in August isalso apparent. Figures 9 and 10 show retained catch and discards in the BSAI
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for AFA-eligiblecatcher processorsand shore plants, mothershipsand floaters (SP-MS-FL T). Becausethese
two groups of processors focus their efforts primarily on pollock, discards are negligible.

Figure 6. Cumulative Discarded and Retained Catch by the L-CPs in 2001, by Species Group

Source: Developed by Northern Economics using Blend Data provided by NOAA
Fisheries:ASFC, 2001.

Figure 7. Cumulative Discarded and Retained Catch by P-CPs in 2001, by Species Group

Source: Developed by Northern Economics using Blend Data provided by NOAA
Fisheries ASFC, 2001.

BSAI Amendment 79 76 May 2005



Figure 8. Cumulative Discarded and Retained Catch by ST/FT-CPs in 2001, by Species Group

Source: Developed by Northern Economics using Blend Data provided by NOAA
Fisheries ASFC, 2001.

Figure 9. Cumulative Discarded and Retained Catch in the SP-MS-FLT Sectors in 2001, by Species
Group

Source: Developed by Northern Economics using Blend Data provided by NOAA
Fisheries ASFC, 2001.
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4.3.1 Economic and Regulatory Discards in the HT-CP Sector

Because most HT-CPs are prohibited by AFA from participating in the pollock fishery, they must discard
al pollock caught that exceed the maximum retainable allowance (MRA). However, IR/IU regulations for
pollock requirevesselsto keep all pollock uptothe MRA, and, therefore, al discarded pollock areregulatory
discards by definition. In 2002, the HT-CP fleet discarded over 15,800 mt of incidental pollock catches. In
addition, HT-CPsmust discard incidental catches of various other groundfish specieswhen directed fishing
for those species is prohibited—for example when a seasonal apportionment or TAC has been reached or
if aPSC closureisin effect. During such closures, vessels may continue to operatein fisheries that remain
open, but they may retain no morethan the MRA’ sfor closed species. Typically, the PSC apportionment for
rock sole/flathead sole/other flatfishisattainedin April or May. At that time, many of the vesselsin the HT-
CPfleet begin targeting Pacific cod, and afew may start fishingfor yellowfin sole. Rock sole, flathead sole,
and other flatfish are often caught incidentally to Pacific cod and yellowfin sole. The MRA for rock sole,
flathead sole and other flatfish is 35 percent of thetotal retained amount of flatfish species that remain open
for directed fishing and 20 percent of the retained total catch of Pacific cod or other groundfish for which
direct fishing is open.

Asshownin Table 28, closures of therock sole, flathead sole, and other flatfish fisheries to directed fishing
occurred regularly from 1999-2002. While some discards during these closures may be economic discards,
no discardsthat occur during open periodsare consdered regulatory discards. Table 29 showsretained catch
and discards of rock sole, flathead sole, and other flatfish during periods open and closed to directed fishing
from 1999-2002. Over the four year period 22 percent of total discards of these species may have been
regulatory discards.

Table 28. Rock Sole/Flathead Sole/Other Flatfish Fishery Closures in 1999-2002

Year 1999 2000 2001 2002

Period From To From To From To From To
Closure #1 1-Jan 20-Jan 1-Jan 20-Jan 1-Jan 20-Jan 1-Jan 20-Jan
Closure #2 26-Feb 30-Mar 4-Mar 1-Apr 20-Mar 1-Apr 1-Mar 1-Apr
Closure #3 27-Apr 4-Jul 30-Apr 4-Jul 27-Apr 1-Jul 20-Apr 30-Jun
Closure #4 31-Aug 31-Dec 25-Aug 31-Dec 24-Aug 31-Dec 29-Jul 31-Dec

Source: NOAA Fisheries Trawl Closure Tables, 2002.
Table 29. Retention in Open and Closed Flatfish Fisheries in the HT-CP Sector in 1999-2002

Year 1999 2000 2001 2002

Retained Discarded Retained  Discarded Retained  Discarded Retained Discarded
Status Tons (1,000 mt)
Open 19,534 23,095 25,420 30,165 12,496 26,737 13,168 23,213
Closed 16,018 6,074 14,378 6,551 7,217 5,728 18,072 11,333
Status Percentage of Rock Sole, Flathead Sole, and Other Flatfish Tons (1,000 mt)
Open 30.2 35.7 33.2 39.4 23.9 51.2 20.0 35.3
Closed 24.7 9.4 18.8 8.6 13.8 11.0 27.5 17.2

Source: NOAA Fisheries Trawl Closure Tables, 2002.

Other regulatory discards also contributeto totd discards by the HT-CP sector. The sector isnot allowed to
conduct directed fishing for many high value species, including sablefish and turbot, and some rockfish. In
addition, many discards of yellowfin soleareregulatory discards. In 2002, the HT-CPsfleet discarded over
15,800 mt of pollock, 20,000 mt of rock sole yellowfin sole, flathead sole and other flatfish aswell as over
800 mt of sablefish and Greenland turbot during periods for which directed fishing for those species was
closed. In short, approximately 36,000 mt (44 percent) of the 81,000 mt of groundfish discarded by the HT-
CP fleet may be regulatory discards. Cumulative discards by species groups are shown in Figure 10, along
with total retained catch. Figure 11 is similar to Figure 10 except that economic discards and possible
regulatory discards are shown separately.
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Figure 10. Cumulative Discarded and Retained Catch of HT-CPs in 2002, by Species Group

Source: Developed by Northern Economics using Blend Data provided by NOAA
Fisheries AFSC, 2002.

Figure 11. Cumulative Discarded and Retained Catch of HT-CPs in 2002, by Discard Type

Source: Developed by Northern Economics using Blend Data provided by NOAA
Fisheries AFSC, 2002.

While regulatory discards account for a considerable proportion of the HT-CP sector’s discards, the
regulaions requiring these discards were implemented to meet a specific objective, i.e., to ensure that
participant in trawl flatfish fisheries do not take more than their “fair” share of halibut, pollock, and
sablefish, etc. Neverthel ess, the Council is seeking ways to reduce both regulatory and economic discards.
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4.4 Description of Alternatives
The following alternatives were examined by the NPFMC in their deliberations of the GRS:
Alternative 1: Status Quo/No Action

Current regulations regarding retention and discards and regulations that require 100 percent retention of
pollock and Pacific cod would remain in effect. The MRA for pollock would continue to be enforced at any
time during a fishing trip.

Alternative 2: Establish a Minimum Groundfish Retention Standard (GRS)

This alternative would add a minimum Groundfish Retention Standard (GRS) for all groundfish fisheries
(excluding pollock target fisheries) to the Goals and Objectives section of the BSAI Groundfish FMP. In
addition, aregulation establishing a GRS would be promulgated and enforced on certain vessel s and sectors
in the groundfish fleet. The GRS regul ation would not change the 100 percent retention standard already set
for pollock and Pacific cod under existing | R/IU regulations. In addition to establishingaGRS, theregul ation
would require that processors create products that yield at least 15 percent from each fish harvested.

A regulation egablishing a GRS consists of several components, for which a number of options and
suboptions are possible. These components and their respective options and suboptions are asfollows:

Component 1 Establishesthe GRS percentage.
Option 1.1 65 percent of all groundfish caught in non-pollock fisheries must be retained.
Option 1.2 70 percent of al groundfish caught in non-pollock fisheries must be retained.
Option 1.3 75 percent of all groundfish caught in non-pollock fisheries must be retained.
Option 1.4 80 percent of all groundfish caught in non-pollock fisheries must be retai ned.
Option 1.5 85 percent of al groundfish caught in non-pollock fisheries must be retained.
Option 1.6 90 percent of all groundfish caught in non-pollock fisheries must be retai ned.

Component 2 Specifies the vessels required to comply with the GRS.

Option 2.1 Catcher processors

Option 2.2 Catcher processors that are 125 ft or greater LOA.

Option 2.3 Trawl catcher processors, including AFA-eligible trawl catcher processors
participating in non-pollock target fisheries.

Option 2.4 Trawl catcher processors that are 125 ft or greater LOA, including AFA-eligible
trawl catcher processors participating in non-pollock target fisheries.

Option 2.5 Trawl catcher processors that are not AFA-eligible.

Option 2.6 Trawl catcher processorsthat are not AFA-eligiblewithexemptionsfor vesselsless
than 125 ft LOA that meet specified production limits. The following suboptions
set the maximum production levels for exempt (< 125") non-AFA trawl catcher
processors:

Suboption 2.6.1Total catch in any week shall not exceed 600 mt.
Suboption 2.6.2Total catch in any week shall not exceed 700 mt.
Suboption 2.6.3Total catch for the year shall not exceed 13,000 mt.
Suboption 2.6.4 Total catch for the year shall not exceed 17,000 mt.

Component 3 Sets the period over which the retention rateis calcul ated.
Option 3.1 At the end of each week for each areaand gear fished.
Option 3.2 At the end of each week over all areas and gears fished.
Option 3.3 At the end of each fishing trip as defined by the offloading of fish.
Option 3.4 At the end of each month.
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Option 3.5
Option 3.6
Option 3.7

At the end of each quarter.
At the end of each fishing season.
At the end of each year.

Component 4 Definesthe seasonality of the GRS.

Option 4.1
Option 4.2

A year-round standard.

A different standard for the "A" Season (January-May) and "B" Season
(June-December).

Component 5 Determines at which level of aggregation the GRS is applied.

Option 5.1
Option 5.2

The GRS applies to vessel pools or the fleet asawhole.
The GRS appliesto each vessd.

Component 6 Considersrevision of the maximum retai nable bycatch allowance (M RA) for pollock.

Option 6.1

Use the current MRA whereby a predetermined percentage of the pollock TAC is
set aside as the incidental catch allowance (ICA). Up until the point the ICA has
been caught, all pollock must be retained up to the MRA — currently set at 20
percent. After the ICA has been caught, pollock cannot be retained by vessd s that
are not AFA-eligible. Note that the MRA defineswhen avessel isdirected fishing
for agiven species. Accordingto NOAA Fisheries, avessel isengaged in directed
fishing for a species if theamount of that species retained on board the vessel asa
percentage of theamount of groundfish of speciesopen for directed fishing retained
on board the vessel, exceeds the MRA for the species in question.

Suboption 6.1.1 NOAA Fisheriesmanages| CA for pollock asit doescurrently (i.e. 6.1), but

MRA rates are adjusted to insure that the historical bycatch requirements
of pollock in the non-pollock fisheries are not exceeded. MRA rate
adjustments can be made by NOAA Fisheries either in-season or
inter-annually to discourageincreased bycatch (incidental catch) of pollock
should pollock harvest amounts indicate that this is occurring. The MRA
rate could be adjusted between 0 - 49%, subject to the stipulation that
non-AFA vessds not engagein directed fishing for pollock & any point in
atrip. Theintent of thisapproachisto allow increased retention of pollock
without increasing the relative bycatch requirements of the non-pollock
fisheries.

Suboption 6.1.2 In addition tothe above suboption, the Council considers changingthe way

MRA complianceisaccounted for in fishing trips. Currently, itisenforced
at any point in the trip. Other options for consideration would be
enforcement of MRA compliance on other timeperiods. Theintent of this
approach isto allow increased retention of pollock without increasing the
relative bycatch requirements of the non-pollock fisheries. Other periods
to be analyzed would include trips as defined by NOAA Fisheries, weekly
reporting periods, or trips as defined as the period of time between port
cals.

Component 7 Determines how total catch is measured under GRS regulations (GRS is defined as the
percentage of total groundfish catch retained).

Option7.1

Option 7.2
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The current blend dataestimation systemisusedto estimatetota catch(This option
has been determined to be infeasible from an enforcement perspective).

All regulated vessels are required to use NOAA Fisheries-approved scalesto
determinetotal catch and maintain observer coverage of every haul for verification
that all fish are being weighed.
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Option 7.3 All regulated vessels are required to use NOAA Fisheries-approved scalesto
determine total catch and either maintain observer coverage of every haul for
verification that all fish are being weighed or use an alternative scale-use
verification plan approved by NOAA Fisheries.

Option 7.4 All regulated vessels that are 125 ft or greater LOA are required to use NOAA
Fisheries-approved scales to determine total catch and either maintain observer
coverage of every haul for verification that dl fish are being weighed or use an
alternative scale-useverification plan approved by NOAA Fisheries. All vesselsless
than 125 feet are required to carry observers 100 percent of the time but arenot be
required to have approved scales (This option has been determined to beinfeasible
from an enforcement perspective).

Option7.5 All regulated vessel sarerequired to maintain 100 percent observer coveragebut are
not required to have approved scales (This option has been determined to be
infeasible from an enforcement perspective).

Component 8 Determines how retained catch is measured.

Option8.1 Retained catchiscalcul ated using NOAA Fisheries standard product recovery rates
(PRRs). For each product/ speci es combination, retained tonnageisequal to product
tonnage divided by the PRR.

Option 8.2 Retained catch is calculated using an alternative retained catch measurement plan
approved by NOAA Fisheries.

Option 8.3 Retained catch is calculated using a new set of minimum acceptable PRRs
specifically developed for implementation of the GRS.

For purposes of this analysis, two bookend alternatives were developed by varying the values of these
components. The two alternative provided a contextual backdrop for the variation caused by different
combination of the components. These two alternatives are as follows:

Alternative 2: Less Restrictive GRS

This alternative establishes a GRS of 70 percent. The standard applies to non-AFA trawl catcher
processors (HT-CPs) that are 125 ft or greater LOA as a fleet. Compliance with the GRS is
determined at the end of the fishing year. The pollock MRA percentageisincreased to 35 percent
for all non-AFA trawl catcher processors, including vesses less than 125 ft, and compliance with
pollock MRASs is monitored and enforced on each vessel at the end of each offload. NOAA
Fisheries-approved scal es, acertified observer sasmplingstation, and observer coverage of every haul
are used to measure and verify total catch. Alternative scale monitoring plans approved by NOAA
Fisheriescould be substituted for observer coverage of every haul. Retained catchiscal culated using
NOAA Fisheries standard PRRs.

Alternative 3: More Restrictive GRS

Thisalternative establishesaGRS of 85 percent for January through May, The GRSincreasesto 90
percent during the remainder of the year. The GRS appliesto all catcher processors that are 125 ft
or greater LOA asindividual vessels. Catcher processorslessthan 125 ft. areexempt if their weekly
productionislessthan 600 mt. The current pollock MRA percentageismaintained. Compliancewith
the GRS is monitored and enforced at the end of each week for each area and gear fished. NOAA
Fisheries-approved scales, acertified observer sampling station, and observer coverage of every haul
are used to measure and verify total catch. Retained catch is calculated using existing NOAA
Fisheriesstandard PRRs. No alternative scale monitoring plansor retained catch measurement plans
are considered.

In addition, the Council at its June 2003 meeting identified the following preferred aternative:
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Alternative 4: Phase-In of a GRS (Preferred Alternative)

The preferred alternative, as defined by the Council at its June 2003 meeting, establishes a year-
round GRS of 65 percent in 2005; 75 percent in 2006; 80 percent in 2007; and 85 percent in 2008.
The GRS will be calculated as the round-weight equivaent of retained groundfish as a percent to
total groundfish weight. The GRSwill beestablishedinthe FM P, and will demonstratethe Council’ s
goal that all vesselsinthe BSAI minimize discards. The GRS regulations however, will apply only
to non-AFA catcher processors (HT-CPs) that are 125 ft or greater LOA, and the GRS will be
enforced onindividual vessel basis. The GRS will be measured at the end of each year. All regulated
vessds are required to use NOAA Fisheries-approved scales to determine total catch and either
maintain observer coverage of every haul for verification that all fish are being weighed or use an
aternative scale-use verification plan approved by NOAA Fisheries. Retained catch is calcul ated
using NOAA Fisheries standard product recovery rates (PRRs). For each product/species
combination, retained tonnage is equal to product tonnage divided by the PRR.

Aspart of itspreferred alternative on GRS, the NPFM C approved achangeinthe M RA enforcement
interval—frominstantaneous enforcement to an of fload to of fload enforcement period. TheNPFMC
asked that implementation of the the MRA change be expedited, and is therefore analyzed in a
separate EA/RIR/IRFA (Northern Economics, 2003b).

4.5 Costs and Benefits of the Alternatives

NOAA Fisheries guidancefor preparation of RIRS providesthat, “At a minimum, the RIR ... should include
a good qualitative discussion of the economic effects of the selected alternatives. Quantification of the effects

is desirable, but the analyst needs to weigh such quantification against the significance of the issue and
available studies and resources” (NMFS 2000).

Research results and data on many key topics pertaining to the proposed action are limited. Almost no
empirical data are available, for example, concerning the cost and operating structure of the sectors of the
groundfish fishing industry that would be affected; the potential market for fish currently discarded; or the
fleet behavioral response to alternative fishing opportunities. Indeed, because the proposed action may
require the industry to retain fish with which they have little historical experience in processing and
marketing, it is probablethat even theindustry itself cannot fully anticipate the cost, revenue and operational
impacts they may incur as they adjust to a groundfish retention standard. By necessity, therefore, much of
this analysisis qualitative, although impacts have been quantified and monetized where possible.

Therearetwo principal partstotheanalysispresented here. Theanalysispresentspotential costsand benefits
attributableto or deriving from the alternative measures under consideration by theNPFMC. Thispart of the
analysisis conducted from the point of view of all U.S. citizens (i.e., what islikely to be the “ net benefit to
the Nation”). The costs and the benefits of the alternatives are, however, not homogeneously distributed
across that population. Many of the costs, in particular, are highly concentrated in certain sectors of the
groundfish fishing industry that operate in the Gulf of Alaska andin the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands.
Therefore, the analysis also reviews and evaluates, to the extent practicable, distributional issues and
implications of the dternatives.

The cost/benefit analysis has been broken into four componentsthat correspond to different categories of
benefits and costs. These categories are as follows:

1 Changes in groundfish retention rate (Section 4.5.1)

2 Changes in revenues and operating costs of firmsin the fisheries (Section 4.5.2)
3. Council’srationale for the preferred aternative (Section 4.5.3)
4

Monitoring and enforcement issues (Section 4.5.4)
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In addition to the analysis contained this section, Section 4.6 shows the effects on retention and coss of
individual options within the components the Alternatives comprise.

4.5.1 Groundfish Retention Rates

Thissection examinesAlternatives 1 and the three subal ternatives 2.1-2.3 with respect to the effect they are
projected to have on groundfish retention rates. While amonetary valueof retention/discards improvements
isnot calculated, it isconsidered part of the cost/benefit anal ysis because of the emphasis placed on retention
and bycatch reduction by the public and in the MSA and the National Standards. From this perspective,
higher retention rates, or the reduction of discards are considered a public benefit much like pollution
abatement or wetlands preservation. It isexpected that if two dternatives have similar monetary outcomes,
the option that is expected achieve the highest retention would be the superior choice. Conversely if two
alternatives are projected to result in similar reductionsin discards, the option that can be realized with the
least cost would be considered the better choice.

4.5.1.1 Alternative 1: Status Quo/No Action

Over the past several yearsthe groundfish retention rate of the HT-CP sector hasincreased substantially. In
2001, the sector’ s retention rate was 75 percent. Under status quo, this rate could continue rising, stay the
same or decrease to previous levels. While it is difficult to predict how retention rates might change, there
is reason to expect that retention rates will show little or no improvement. Much of the increase in the
retention rate of the HT-CP sector can be attributed to the sector’ sadjustmentsto I R/IU rulesfor pollock and
Pacific cod and to itsanticipation of implementation of IR/IU flatfish regulations. Under the statusquo, the
gains associaed with meeting retention requirements for pollock and Pacific cod would be maintained.
However, with the indefinite delay of IR/1U rules for rock sole and yellowfin solein the BSAI, thereis no
regulaory incentive for the HT-CP fleet to further improve its retention rate. However, non-regulaory
incentivessuch as public pressureand the knowl edge that the NPFM C will continueto work on IR/IU issues
may lead to continued improvements in retention rates.

4.5.1.2 Alternatives 2,3, and 4: Establish a Minimum Groundfish Retention
Standard (GRYS)

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 establish a GRSfor certain vessel s and sectors in the groundfish fleet. For purposes
of thisanalysis, two bookend subalternatives were developed by varying the val ues of possible components
of a GRS measure. These bookends represent a“more restrictive” and “less restrictive” expression of the
range of available management measures contained within the suite of elements and options under
consideration in this action. In addition, the Council identified a preferred alternative at its June 2003
meeting. The expected change in the groundfish retention rate under each of these subalternatives is
described below.

4.5.1.2.1 Less Restrictive GRS—Alternative 2

Table 30 shows actual retention in 1999-2002 and what might have occurred if Alternative 2 had beenin
place during that period. All of the additional retention would have come from the increase of the pollock
MRA to 35 percent rather than as aresult of the GRS. By all owing the retention of much of what would have
been regulatory discards, the HT-CPs > 125' as a whole would have exceeded the 70 percent retention
standard in each year. In addition, because the change in the pollock MRA applies to both large and smdl
(<125) vessels, total retention of the HT-CP fleet increases by an average of 5.0 percent over the period
shown.
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Table 30. Estimated Effects on Retention in the HT-CP Sector if Alternative 2 had been
Implemented in 1999-2002, by Size Class

Additional Retention

Actual Retention Sources under Alt. 2
From From All Rentention
Retention MRA GRS Sources Rate
Year Vessel Length Retained (MT) Total (MT) Percentage (MT) (MT) (mt) (percent)
1999 > 125" 168,511 247,407 68 10,877 0 10,877 73
< 125" 10,657 20,851 51 544 0 544 54
All Vessels 179,168 268,258 67 11,420 0 11,420 7
2000 > 125" 191,277 269,922 71 13,859 0 13,859 76
< 125" 10,020 23,747 51 333 0 333 52
All Vessels 203,297 293,670 69 14,191 0 14,191 74
2001 > 125" 188,285 249,907 75 13,447 0 13,447 81
< 125" 11,668 20,150 58 520 0 520 60
All Vessels 199,953 270,457 74 13,967 0 13,967 79
2002 > 125" 180,745 255,379 71 14,881 0 14,881 77
< 125" 17,534 29,431 60 969 0 969 63
All Vessels 198,279 284,810 70 15,850 0 15,850 75

Source: Based on NOAA Fisheries Blend Data, AFSC, 1999-2002.

4.5.1.2.2 More Restrictive GRS—Alternative 3

Table 31 presents the catch and retention in 2001 in non-pollock fisheries of the catcher processors that
would be regulated under Alternative 3.

Table 31. Retained and Total Catch in Non-Pollock Fisheries of Catcher Processors Greater than
or Equal to 125 ft. in Length, by Processor Sector, 2001

Retention Rate

Sector Vessel Count Vessel Weeks Retained (MT) Total Catch (MT) (Percent)
ST/FT-CP > 125' 6 18 6,856 7,389 92.8
HT-CP > 125' 16 548 179,958 235,307 76.2
P-CP > 125' 5 41 2,813 2,898 97.1
L-CP > 125' 24 778 80,791 94,651 85.4
All CPs > 125’ 50 1,351 270,417 340,244 79.5

Source: NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 2001

As shown in Table 32, the measures in Alternative 3 would lead to significant improvementsin retention
ratesin both the HT-CP and L-CP sectors. If Alternative 3 had beenimplemented in 2001, the HT-CP sector
would have been required to retain an additional 30.5 thousand mt and the L-CP sector would have been
required to retain an additional 5.5 thousand mt. These amounts represent a 13.3 and 5.8 percentage point
increaseintotal retention ratesin comparison to the status quo. The SF/FT-CP and P-CP sectorswould have
been minimally affected. These sectors would have seen a 173 mt and 25 mt increase in retention,

respectively.
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Table 32. Estimated Effects on Retention if Alternative 3 had been Implemented in 2001, by
Processor Sector and GRS Enforcement Period

Additional Catch

Number of Number of Times Needed to be

Vessels with Vessels had Retained to Meet Increase in

Enforcement Retention Rates Retention Rates GRS Retention Rate

Sector Periods Below GRS Below GRS (MT) (Pct. Points)
Week/Area Enforcement

ST/FT-CP 29 2 11 173 2.3

HT-CP 842 15 603 30,477 13.3

P-CP 47 4 9 25 0.9

L-CP 1,066 23 617 5,554 5.8

All CPs 1,984 44 1,240 36,229 10.8

Source: NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 2001

4.5.1.2.3  Phase-In of A GRS (Preferred Alternative)

Table 33 shows the expected effects of Alternative 4 on the HT-CP sector in terms of retained harvest
required to meet the GRS, the equivalent product weight, and additional product weight asaportion of total
sector production.® The analysis estimates that in 2005, only two vesselswill need to increaseits groundfish
retention rate to meet the GRS for that year. Each vessel will be required to retain an additional 1,800 mt of
groundfish, equivalent to 1,100 mt of products. Thisamount is roughly equal to one tenth of one percent of
the groundfish products generated by the HT-CP sector between 1999 and 2002. By 2008, when the GRS
has risen to 85 percent and all HT-CP vessel s have to improveretention to meet the standard, the amount of
groundfish retained by the sector will increase by approximately 53,000 mt, equivalent to 34,300 mt of
products, or 19.8 percent of current product weight.

Table 33. Estimated Effects of Alternative 4 on Retention in the HT-CP Sector

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
GRS (Percentage) - - 65 75 80 85
Additional Retained Catch (MT) 0 0 1,799 17,722 33,539 52,913
Additional Retained Product (MT) 0 0 1,146 11,287 21,361 34,337
New Production as a Percent of Baseline 0.00 0.00 0.7 6.5 12.3 19.8
Vessels Required to Retain Additional Groundfish 0 0 2 12 14 16
Overall Fleetwide Retention Rate (percentage) 69.9 69.9 70.2 73.4 76.6 80.6

Note: 2003 and 2004 retention rate is based on the 2002 retention rate.
Source: Based on NOAA Fisheries Blend Data, AFSC, 2002.

4.5.2 Changes in Revenues and Operating Costs

There are no additional costs associated with Alternative 1 because the alternative would not change the
groundfish retention requirementsfor any sector. Current regulations regarding retention and discardsin the
groundfish fisheries would remain in effect.

WhileAlternatives2, 3, and 4 have the effect of reducing discardsrel ative to the status quo, converting what
had been discardsto retained product is not expected to generate additional revenuesfor fishing companies.

BAt it June 2003, the NPFMC approved the enforcement changein the pollock MRA aspart of their GRS action.
Because a separate EA/RIR/IRFA was prepared for the MRA change, the retention results in the table reflect only the potential
retention gains that would occur asaresult of the GRS.
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In fact, it could result in lower revenues if the additional fish retained displace higher-value fish. The
magnitude of the negative effect on gross revenues depends on 1) how much additional fish retained would
decrease the vessel hold space avail able for more val uabl e product; and 2) whether therewill beany revenue
earned from product derived from the additional groundfish retained. There is the potential that HT-CP
vessdsmight incur extra operating costs associated with holding/processing, transporting, and transferring
fish that are of relatively low value or even “ unmarketable” at the higher levelsof GRS program. However,
changes in technology, fishing techniques, and markets could reduce, overtime, those potentialy higher
operational costs associated with the GRS program on the HT-CP fleet.

If vessd catch is constrained by hold space during a trip, higher-valued species could potentially be
displaced. If thereis 100 percent retention and utilization of the additional fish (e.g., the fish are processed
as round frozen product) operating costs associated with handling (e.g., sorting) and processing would be
minimized. However, thedisplacement of more val uable fish would increase. If vessel hold spaceislimited,
the* discardsasapercent of product weight” (DPP) representsthe amount of displacement that would occur,
al elseequal. Thesefigurescan beinterpreted asthe percentage of revenue tonnage displaced. For example,
Table 34 shows that, if Subalternative 2.1 had been in place in 1999-2002, the DPP for the HT-CP sector
wouldhaveranged from11.4 tonsin 1999 to 15.8 tonsin 2001. Theaverage across all four yearswoul d have
been 13.8 tons. However, all of the retention increases under Subalternative 2.1 are likely to be generated
as aresult of theincreased pollock retention from the proposed change in the pollock MRA rather than as
aresult of the GRS. Because the additional pollock retained arefish that the catcher processors can process
into marketabl eproducts, thisal ternativeis not expected to have asignifi cant negative effect on vessel gross
revenues.

Table 34. Estimated Effects on Retention and Product in the HT-CP Sector if Alternative 2 had
been Implemented in 1999-2002, by Size Class

Additional Retention as

Additional Retention Sources Percent of Product Tons (DPP)

From MRA From GRS All Sources From MRA From GRS All Sources

Year Vessel Length (MT) (MT) (MT) (DPP) (DPP) (DPP)
1999 > 125" 10,877 0 10,877 6.1 0.0 6.1
< 125" 544 0 544 2.5 0.0 2.5

All Vessels 11,420 0 11,420 5.7 0.0 5.7

2000 > 125" 13,859 0 13,859 7.6 0.0 7.6
< 125" 333 0 333 1.2 0.0 1.2

All Vessels 14,191 0 14,191 6.6 0.0 6.6

2001 > 125" 13,447 0 13,447 8.4 0.0 8.4
< 125" 520 0 520 2.5 0.0 2.5

All Vessels 13,967 0 13,967 7.6 0.0 7.6

2002 > 125" 14,881 0 14,881 8.0 0.0 8.0
< 125" 969 0 969 3.2 0.0 3.2

All Vessels 15,850 0 15,850 7.3 0.0 7.3

Source: Based on NOAA Fisheries Blend Data, AFSC, 1999-2002.

In order to accurately determinetotal catchweight, Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 require al vesselsthat would be
regulated under these alternatives to use NOAA Fisheries-approved scales and every haul made by these
vessds must be observed. In addition, each vessel will be required to have a NOAA Fisheries-certified
observer sampling sation, i ncluding amotion-compensated platform sca e to verify theaccuracy of thetotal
catch weight flow scale.

In 2002, therewere 22 active HT-CP vessel s—a 23" vessel is scheduled to be reactivated in 2004. Of these,
16 vessels are greater than or equal to 125 ft. in length. Under the GRS, each of these 16 catcher processor
vessd s would be required to provide an gpproved scale system that is capable of weighing catch before it
isprocessed or discarded. As shown in Table 35, nine of these vessal s currently have flow scales, although
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the scales on two of these vesselsare not approved by NOAA Fisheries. Seven of the affected vessel s do not
have scales. In addition to scales, each of the affected vessels will be required to have a certified observer
sampling station. The observer station must belarge enough to allow the observer room to operate acertified
platform scale. Furthermore, the observer station must be situatedin the factory at a point after the fish have
been weighed on theflow scale. Of theaffected active vesselsin 2002, five have certified observer sampling
stations, four have observer stations but they are not currently certified, and seven do not have observer
stations.

Table 35. Active HT-CPs with Vessel Length, Flow Scale and Observer Sampling Station Status

VESSEL NAME Length Flow Scale Observer Station

GOLDEN FLEECE 104 No No

ALLIANCE 107 No No

ALASKAN ROSE 124 No No

OCEAN ALASKA (Beagle) * 107 No Not Certified

ENTERPRISE 120 No Not Certified

DEFENDER 123 Not Approved Not Certified

VAERDAL 124 Not Approved Not Certified

REBECCA IRENE 140 No No

CAPE HORN 158 No No

ALASKA RANGER 203 No No

ALASKA WARRIOR 215 No No

ALASKA SPIRIT 221 No No

ALASKA VICTORY 227 No No

ALASKA JURIS 238 No No

LEGACY 132 Not Approved Not Certified

CONSTELLATION 150 Not Approved Not Certified

UNIMAK 185 Yes Not Certified

ARICA 186 Yes Not Certified

AMERICAN NO | 160 Yes Yes

U.S. INTREPID 185 Yes Yes

OCEAN PEACE 219 Yes Yes

SEAFISHER 230 Yes Yes

SEAFREEZE ALASKA 295 Yes Yes

Vessels not affected by GRS---Less than 125' LOA 6

Vessels affected by GRS---Over 125' LOA 16
Affected vessels with approved flow scale and certified observer station 5
Affected vessels with approved flow scale but uncertified observer station 2
Affected vessels with unapproved flow scale and uncertified observer station 2
Affected vessels with no flow scale and no observer station 7

* The Ocean Alaska formerly the Beagle was not active in 2002, but is scheduled to be active in 2004. Three other HT-CPs longer thatn 125' LOA are currently permitted to
operate in the BSAI, but none of these have been active since 1999.

Source: Groundfish Forum, 2003.

Asindicated above, NOAA Fisheries estimates that seven of the vessels > 125' L OA would have to install
approved marine flow scales and observer stations. Approved marine flow scales are estimated to cost
approximately $50,000. Equipment to outfit an observer station, including a motion-compensated platform
scale to verify the accuracy of the total catch weight flow scale, would cost between $6,000 and $12,000.
Installation costs are much more difficult to estimate. Due to space constraints on many catcher processor
vessels, the need to rel ocate sorting gpace and processing equipment, the possibility that morethanone scde
would be required on some vessels, and the wide range of configurations on individud vessels, the
installation cost rangefor thescal esand observer stations could bebetween $20,000 and $250,000 per vessd,
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althoughinstallation costsexceeding $100,000 are expected to berare. Therefore, thetotal cost of purchasing
andinstalling flow scal esto wei gh groundfish catch on catcher processor vessel smay range between $76,000
and over $300,000 per vessel.

The requirement that every haul be observed will most likely necessitate the deployment of two observers
aboard each vessd.” Current regulations require vessels 125 ft. or longer to carry one NOAA Fisheries-
certified observer 100 percent of the time while fishing for groundfish. Therefore, observer coverage would
have to be doubled in most cases.

Itisestimated that the cost of an additional NOAA Fisheries-certified observer isabout $355 per deployment
day (not including food costs) for each vessel. Over the last 4 years the affected vessels averaged over 33
weeks fishing time per year. Therefore aconservative estimates of the cost of an additional observer would
be approximately $82,000 per vessal per year. In addition to costs borne by the vessdss, the increase in the
number of observersand it’ sassociated increase inthe amount of data collected is expected to raise overall
annual costs of the North Pacific Groundfish Observer Program. This budgetary increase can be attributed
to additional staffing and augmented spending for observer sampling equipment and data entry contracts.
These additional costs to the observer program have not been estimated.

A variety of other cogs are associated with arequirement for vessd s to ingall marine scales, including the
cost of reduced efficiency as a result of changes in procedures for harvesting, sorting, discarding, or
processing groundfish. For example, sorting space may be reduced and processing equipment may have to
be moved to accommodate the scale, possibly reducing the efficiency of the factory. These costs also will
vary among the vessels, depending on factory configuration. Additional crew time may be required to
monitor and record information from the scale and to test, maintain, and repair the scale. NOAA Fisheries
estimatesthat theannual cost of maintenancefor thescalescurrently installed on catcher processorshasbeen
approximately $1,500 to $2,000. Costs could increase if vessels increase their total fishing activity days
because with the extraretention seasons could last longer. Finally, vessel operators may choose to purchase
gpare parts or a back-up scale depending on the amount of fishing time that could belost if the scalesbreak
down.

Under Alternative 3, the HT-CP sector would incur the costsof installing scales and observer stations and
increasing observer coverage as described above. For the ST/FT-CP vessels, the AFA already requiresthem
to weigh all groundfish on a NOAA Fisheries-approved scale, to have an observer sampling station that
includes a motion-compensated scale and to have two observers on board at all times while groundfishis
being harvested, processed or received from another vessel. For the fixed gear catcher processors, it is
estimated that five P-CPs and 24 L-CPs > 125 ft. do not currently meet these requirements. According to
NOAA SustainableFisheries(Kinsolving, personal communication, March 2003), theaccuracy and precision
of total catch estimates onlongline catcher processors and pot catcher processorsis not significantly better
than on trawl catcher processors without scales. Therefore, catch verification measures would be required
for fixed gear catcher processorsaswell asfor trawl catcher processors. Because the flow of fish coming on
board P-CPs and L-CPs is much smaller and more sporadic than on trawl vessels, the fixed gear catcher
processors would be required to have certified motion compensated hopper scales rather than flow scales.
They would also bereguiredto have certified platform scalesand observer stations. Itisestimated that scale
acquisition and installation costs would be about $30,000 per vessel. In addition, each catcher processor
would have to carry at least one extra observer at acost of $2,130 per week unless an aternative means of
assuring compliance were developed. For the P-CP fleet (5 vessels), which averaged 8 weeks on the water
in 2001, the additional annual average observer cost isestimated to be $100,000. Under thelarger L-CPfleet

A vessel could choose not to carry two observers, but it would have to file afishing plan with NOAA Fisheries that
shows it will fish in away that will allow the single observer to sample 100 percent of the hauls. Typically such a plan requires
that the vessel fish only 12 hour per day.
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(24 vessels), which averaged 32 weeks for the year on the water, the estimated additional annual fleet costs
would be $1.9 million or $80,000 per vessel year.

Monitoring requirements for each vessel managed under the GRS would include flow scales, observer
stations, and observation of every haul. Improvements to management precision may occur with these
additional requirements. It isanticipated that having flow scales on the H& G trawl C/P fleet should provide
managers with more precise haul specific estimates (or verifiable measures) of totd weight.

Intherapidly paced open access groundfish fisheries, small errorsin thetiming of season closuresfor some
directed speciescould result insignificant over harvest or under-harvest. Itisnot possibleto determine, with
existing information, if reducing the error in these decisions would result in long run improvementsin the
utilization of groundfish fisheries, but it is unlikely that the additional data collected under Alternative 2
would increase errors in the timing of seasonal openings and closings.

Presently, many vesselsin the HT-CP fleet are required to empl oy only one observer. Generally, this results
inlessthan 100 percent of the hauls bei ng sampled. Under the GRS requirement for two observers, all hauls
will be observed and sampled. NOAA Fisheries will no longer have to rely on secondary sources, such as
the skipper's estimates or the total weekly production figures, as the basis for cal culating catch weight for
the HT-CP vessels. In turn, thiswould decrease, the number of hauls to which NOAA fisheries would need
to extrapolate broader (less precise) averagesfor thisfleet, in the aisence of haul specific data. However,
since HT-CP vessd's under 125" would not be required to have an additional observer, some extrapolation
would still be needed for fleet averages.

For example, if avessel operates on the fishing grounds for several weeks, and hasless than 100 percent of
its hauls observed, some of the bycatch estimates for that vessel are based on "rates" derived from other
observed hauls, then applied to the estimated total catch. If NOAA fisheries has haul specific information
fromobserver sampling, that improved information onactual bycatch amountswoul d supplant the use of data
based on an estimatedrate from other observed hauls. The extension of coverageto two observers per vessel
would dlow for the sampling of every haul and could result in reducing risk associated with the timing of
openings and closings for some groundfish fisheries (i.e., decrease the probability that stocks will be
overfished or under-harvested).

The magnitude of management risk (parti cularly fromthetiming of seasonlength) to non-target speciescould
also be reduced by the additional sampling requirements for GRS observer coverage. The precision of
in-season estimates of prohibited speciesremovalsin fisheries, where less than 100 percent of the hauls are
sampled, is sometimes low. NOAA Fisheries managers suggest that improved sampling on vessels with
unobserved hauls would provide a better understanding of the precision and accuracy associated with
removals of PSC and non-target species. Improved datamay |ead to more precise estimates of the residual
stock, and more precision in the timing of optimum closure dates based on PSC interception rates.

It is possible that there may be additional value, accruing to fishery managers, from data collected on the
variation between hauls, where an increased number of samplesaretakento monitor the GRS. Therearetwo
potential waysinwhich thisadditional information could begenerated. Oneisthrough the collectionof data
that could be used to estimate sampling variability among observers. Thus, if thereisapotential difference
between observers, leading to error or increased biasin samples between one observer and another, these
additional datamay assist with evaluatingthese effects. If thedifferencesare systematic, it won't be possible
to "resolve" the error, because one would not know which observer is right and which is wrong; however,
the data might be useful in evaluating sampling uncertainty attributable to the observer.

A second is through a better estimate of the naturd variability between individual tows. Data may be
collected that could be used to better characterize variability among hauls (i.e. haul-by-haul variationin, for
example, catch composition). While in-season data on this variability may be useful in evaluating the
groundfish monitoring program, overall, there is no apparent benefit of these in-season data to improved
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estimates of the GRS, asthis standard is estimated on an annual basis. These data may not be available on
anin-season basisinany case, becauseitwill likely takerather alarge number of observationsto characterize
these types of patternsof variability.

There are alternative approaches to researching these topics. Data collected as a reault of this regulatory
measure may not be optimal for analyzing these problems. 1t may be, for example, technically preferable
to design specialized research studiesto address these concerns. While such studies may be more efficient
than relying upon mandatory increases in observer and flow scae requirements, they would be very
expensive. It is possible that data collected by observers deployed to support compliance monitoring
reguirements for this measure, while not ideal, would provide useful insights, nonetheless.

Finally, more frequent sampling of catch from these vessels may allow for increased biological information
on non-target species. The value of increased biological data, however, is uncertain. More biological
information in the haul sampling on these operations may or may not translate into "better" management
decisions, or more valuable fisheries.

4.5.2.1 Additional Guidance for Determining Benefits and Costs

Section 3.2 of the Environmental Assessment provides a qualitative assessment of some potential impacts
of the alternatives on fishing harvests and discards associated with target fisheries and, non-use, and other
distributional effects. A substantial part of this discusson is derived from applying the criteria that are
developed in NOAA regulations on bycatch reduction resulting from the Sustainable Fisheries Act, at 8
600.350 50 CFR. Thecriteriaprovided areto be considered by Councilsin determining if proposed bycatch
measures are practicable.

Councils are to:

"(3) Select measures that, to the extent practicable, will minimize bycatch and bycatch
mortality. (i) A determination of whether a conservation and management measure minimizes
bycatch or bycatch mortality to the extent practicable, consistent with other national standards and
maximization of net benefits to the Nation, should consider the following factors:

(A) Population effects for the bycatch species.

(B) Ecological effects due to changes in the bycatch of that species (effects

on other species in the ecosystem).

(C) Changes in the bycatch of other species of fish and the resulting population
and ecosystem effects.

(D) Effects on marine mammals and birds.

(E) Changes in fishing, processing, disposal, and marketing costs.

(F) Changes in fishing practices and behavior of fishermen.

(G) Changes in research, administration, and enforcement costs and management
effectiveness.

(H) Changes in the economic, social, or cultural value of fishing activities and nonconsumptive uses
of fishery resources.

(I) Changes in the distribution of benefits and costs.
(J) Social effects.”
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With respect to (4) Population effects for the bycatch species,(B) Ecological effects due to changes in the
bycatch of that species (effects on other species in the ecosystem), and (C) Changes in the bycatch of other
species of fish and the resulting population and ecosystem effects, there are no known population level or
ecological effects, or changes to bycatch of other species resulting from alternatives that would alter the
removal and disposal of groundfish species at sea.

With respect to (D) Effects on marine mammals and birds, none of the alternatives would be expected to
adversely affect seabirds or marine mammals in any manner or to any extent not already addressed in
previous consultations conducted under Section 7 of the ESA.

With respect to (E), Changes in fishing, processing, disposal, and marketing costs, and (F) Changes in
fishing practices and behavior of fishermen, the alternatives are anticipated to generate substantial changes
to the vessd s participating in these fisheries. The minimum groundfish retention standard isanticipated to
create incentives that would change fishing behavior and costs relative to the processing and marketing of
groundfish species. Fishing, processing, and marketing costs are anticipated to rise for Alternatives2, 3 and
4 relative to the status quo (Alternative 1) due to the presently low commercial value of many of the
discarded species, and forgone val ue of catch of more highly valued species. Asaresult, itislikely that head
and gut trawl catcher processors would experience a decrease in gross revenues. It is possible, that the
highest levelsof GRS, and without relief from aspecific HT-CP sector all ocation and cooperatives, that some
of these vessels could be compelled to exit the BSAI groundfish fisheries. If HT-CP vessels exit fisheries
in which higher levels of retention for non-targeted groundfish arerequired, alarger share of the TACsin
these fisherieswould be availableto other participantsin theHT-CP sector. However, it isuncertain to what
extent these ather participants could benefit by shiftingtheir fishing effort. In addition, the HT-CPsector will
have higher costs for acquisition of flow scales, and fixed and variable cods associated with observer
stations, and increased observer coverage.

Alternative 2, 3 and 4 would have effects on some elements of criterion (G), Changes in research,
administration, and enforcement costs and management effectiveness. The costs to the NOAA Observer
Program support are likely to increase fromthis action, while NOAA Fisheries anticipatesthat therewill be
some improvements in the effectiveness of management due to improved information from the weighing of
al hauls, and observer sampling. Enforcement costsare not anticipatedto undergo significant changes under
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 compared with the status quo.

Among the more difficult bycatch program criteria to evaluate are (H) Changes in the economic, social, or
cultural value of fishing activities and non-consumptive uses of fishery resources, (I) Changes in the
distribution of benefits and costs, and (J) Social effects. Thereislittle quantitative information available on
how fishery harvesting and discard practicesin the BSAI groundfish fisheries may impact non-consumptive
or non-useresource val ues, in general, and thereis no dataon the preferences of citizens of the U.S. who may
have aninterest in changing BSAI discard practices. Nonethel ess, these so called “ hon-consumptive” values
are recognized both in economic literature and by NOAA Fisheriesas relevant economic componentsinthe
determination of net national benefits for afishery action.

Only very limited data exist on the use of BSAI groundfish by native cultures in this region. There is no
subsistencetake of any of the groundfish speciesthat are included in the definition of BSAI groundfish used
in regulation. The value of the discarded fish as a protein resource that could be used by hunger rdief
organi zationsal so appearsto bevery limited. Furthermore, NOAA Fisherieshasnoempirical datasuggesting
that many people would assign substantial non-consumptive or non-use valuesto these fishif they were | eft
undisturbed in the ocean.

The amount of North Pecific Groundfish discards, however, has been identified by environmental
organizations bath in Alaska and in other locations as being objectionable. There is no evidence available
demonstrating that these species, in the amounts being removed, have a significant indirect value (eg.,
providing prey for other living marineresourcesthat do have useor non-usevalue). However, environmental
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interests suggest that lack of data on these difficult to measure ecosystem effects, does not justify the
assumption of zero environmental impacts. As a result, the resource vaues associated with the non-
consumptive, or non-use attributes of discards of these fish, in the amounts currently occurring in the
groundfish fisheries are best described asindeterminate, though the increasing level of interest in fishery
bycatch reduction and discards, nationally and regionally, suggest that the reduction of discards has some
level of non-market or non-consumptive benefits for some unknown number of people.

4.5.3 NPFMC Rational for the Preferred Alternative

ThissectiondocumentstheNPFM C' sintent and justifi cation for taking their preferred action. Thelanguage
in this section is paraphrased and excerpted from transcripts of the NPFMC’ s deliberations on the GRS at
their June 2003 meeting and deliberations on IR/IU at their September 1996 meeting.

The Council has recognized the costs of the IR/IU program for quite some time (NPFMC 2003b). In 1996,
the Council adopted an IR/IU program (Amendment 49) for yellowfin sole and rock sole with a delayed
starting date of 2003, which the Secretary approved. The program was to impose 100 percent retention
requirements of yellowfin sole and rock sole on all trawl vessels throughout the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands. The delayed starting date was a recognition by the Council that the program was costly to the
industry, and the delay wasintendedto allow ampletimefor theindustry to devel op new fishing techniques
and technology to avoid or minimize unwanted fish, andto devel op new product formsand markets(NPFM C
1996). However, prior to the flatfish IR/IU regulations commencing in 2003, the Council again delayed
implementation of flatfish IR/IU until June 2004 to allow additional time for the affected fleet to adjust to
these requirements. At the same time, the Council initiated additional amendments to examine aternative
approaches to flatfish IR/IU and to deveop a fishing cooperative to alow the affected sectors to better
comply with IR/IU retention standards (Amendment 79 and Amendment 80).

The rationale expressed in the administrative record of the Council discussion concerning Amendment 79
stated that “Fishery management isabout achieving conservation objectives, achieving social and economic
objectives, and meeting the letter of the law and the intent and sprit of the law...Our intention, and our
purpose and our need here, is to address the multiple requirements of the Magnuson Act to balance
conservation goals and reduce bycatch, and still maintain the opportunity to go out and meet other
considerations such as having an economic fishery” (NPFMC 2003b).

Intheir deliberations on Amendment 79, the Council expressed that this particular action (i.e. the preferred
alternative) bal ances conservation through reductionsin discards (National Standard 9) and minimizes costs
when practicable (National Standard 7) by enforcing higher retention rates only on the specific section of
the fleet with the largest problem. The Council was firm inits belief that the proposed alternative would
reduce coststo the fishingindustry relativeto proposed action under Amendment 49. “The costsarefar less
than what were originally... considered, and we' ve tried to adjust the program to minimize those costs.” As
aresult, the Council crafted the GRS program to minimize costs as much as possible by targeting higher
retention standards onthe non-AFA trawl CPfleet. At the sametime, the preferred alternative also mitigates
the cost of the program on the industry and sector it most directly impacts. For example, the preferred
dternative mitigates the costs of the program by excluding non-AFA trawl CP vessels less than 125 feet
LOA. Thesevessels have “specific and particular operational concerns’ associated with the enforcement
and monitoring reguirements (NPFM C 2003b). This action also gradually phasesin the GRS program over
time which allows the affected vessel s to adjust to the program requirements. This allows the portion of the
industry most impacted by the standards the opportunity to continue targeting rock sole and yellowfin sole,
while also reducing discards in these fisheries.

The Council also felt that the preferred alternative is desgned to integrate into Amendment 80 that will
address the issue of cooperatives and sector allocations within the Bering Sea non-pollock groundfish
fisheries. Under such acooperative, vessd s could work together to meet regulations to reduce discards and
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raise retention rates for the fleet. The Council struggled with someway to balance the conservation goal of
raising retention rateswith limiting the coststo theindustry on Amendment 79. The Council alsorecognized
that some vessels would struggle to cope with the higher retention standards, but it also believes that this
struggle might be eased by the advantages of the cooperatives addressed by Amendment 80 and that the
preferred alternative represents less of a burden than 100% retention standard for flatfish, as proposed in
Amendment 49.

A component within earlier versionsof the document was the option of changing the enforcement timing or
level of the MRA. The Council moved the MRA analysis to a separate document because such a change
required its own analysis. Separating the MRA analysis has the added benefit of allowing the potential
benefit of changing the enforcement interval to offload-to-offload to proceed without being attached to
Amendment 79. Adoption of this proposed change will provide immediate retention benefits prior to the
proposed institution of the GRS program outlined in this document.

4.5.4 Monitoring and Enforcement Issues

Thefollowing discussion of monitoring and enforcement issues rel ated to implementation of aGRSisbased
on a memorandum (Hansen, 2003) from NOAA Fisheries Enforcement to the Council’s Enforcement
Committee.

4.54.1 Exclusion of PSC and “Non-Groundfish” in GRS Calculations

Under existing regulations, all PSC isrequired to be discarded in atimely manner. If PSCisto be excluded
from GRS groundfish catch, these fish would need to be sorted prior to going over ascale, or their weight
obtained from sorting and weighing separately after passing over the scale and deducted from the total, or
their weight estimated by species composition basket sampling methods and deducted from the total.

Clearly, under any GRS system, there would also need to be additional sorting of items from the “total
catch”, such as rocks, corals, derelict gear and other debris, and other benthic invertebrates (which are not
defined as “ GRS groundfish”). Freguently in the flatfish fisheries, when vessd s are fishing and processing
in close proximity to each other, previously discarded fish heads and offal are "re-caught”, and sometimes
comprise asignificant portion of the catch. These items would a so need to be sorted from the catch prior
to weighing or their percentage composition of the catch similarly computed and deducted from the total
catch.

This sorting and weighing must occur with observer oversight to meet enforcement concerns. |deally, these
itemswould be sorted from the GRS groundfish catch prior to passing over ascale, whichwould relieve the
need for their accurate re-weighing after passing over aflow scale, for the purposes of GRS compliance.

However, in practice, itisvery unlikely HT-CP vesselswoul d be able to efficiently sort these variousitems
prior to weighing of the catch. For the reasons described above, the NMFS proposes scale, observer, and
observer sample station requirements as part of the monitoring package for the preferred alternative. Each
of these components and their justification are described bel ow.

Catch Weighing

To adequately enforcethe GRS program asit is proposed in the preferred alternative by the Council, NMFS
proposes to require vessels to install NM FS-approved flow scales. Flow scdes have been used to verify
catch amountsin AFA and CDQfisheries, and have proved to be an effective tool for measuring total catch
amounts. Asdescribed above, the amount of groundfish harvested would need to be determinedfor purposes
of the GRS calculation. The most practical way to accomplish this would be to subtract the amount of
groundfishfromthetotal catch based on observer speciescomposition sampling. Implementingaflow scale
requirement would provide enforcement with the ability to subtract non-groundfish catch from total catch
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using this method. Current methods for calculating total catch are considered estimates, and, therefore,
would be inadequate for purposes of enforcing the GRS.

Daily tests of the flow scale would be required. To conduct these tests, a motion compensated platform
scalewould be required in the observer sample station. This requirement would have the added benefit of
improving overall data quality by providing a more accurate method of weighing observer species
composition samples.

Catch weighing equipment would be subject to the following requirements:

» Scales must meet the performance and technical requirements specified in Appendix A to 50 CFR 679.
« Each scale must be inspected and approved annually by a NMFS-approved scal e inspector.

 Each observer sampling station scale must be accurate within 0.5% when its use is required.

» The observer sampling station scale must be accompanied by accurate test weights sufficient to test the
scae at 10, 25 and 50 kg.

« Each scale used to weigh total -catch must be tested daily by weighing at |east 400 kg of fish or test material
onthetotal catch weighing scale and then weighing it again on an approved observer sampling station scale.

» When tested, the total catch weighing scale and the observer sampling station scale must agree within 3
percent.

Observer Coverage

Inthe preferred alternative, the GRS would be enforced based onthe amount of groundfish retained over the
course of a fishing year. Because the GRS calculation would be based, in part, on observer species
composition sampling, all hauls must be available to be sampled for species composition by a NMFS
certified observer. Since, HT-CP vessels tend to fish 24 hours a day for long periods of time, this likely
means that each vessel would berequired to carry two observers.

Because of the difficulties of sampling on HT-CP vessels and the scrutiny that observer sampling could be
subj ect to, NMFS and the industry need high quality data. Each vessel would be required to carry at least
two Level 2 NMFS-certified observers, at |east one of which must be certified as a Lead level 2 observer,
for each day that the vessel is used to harvest or process groundfish in the BSAI. All NMFS certified
observers must meet basic requirements for education and training. In order to be Level 2 certified, an
observer must have successful prior experience as an observer and complete a Level 2 observer training
course. A lead level 2 observer on acatcher/processor or mothership must have completed at least 2 cruises
(contracts) and sampled at least 100 hauls on acatcher/processor or mothership; andalead level 2 observers
on acatcher vessel must have completed at least 2 cruisesand sampled at least 50 hauls on a catcher vessel
using trawl gear.

Observer Sampling Stations

Observer sampling stations are designed to provide an environment where an observer can safely and
efficiently sample catch on a catcher/processor. They also allow the observer to monitor the flow of fish to
ensurethan all catchis properly accounted for. They are currently required for catcher/processors engaged
in CDQ and AFA fishing. Under the preferred alternative, NMFS proposes to require them vessel s subject
to the GRS program. NMFS inspects and approves observer sampling stations annually. In order to be
approved a sampling station must:

» Belocated within 4 m of where the observer collects unsorted catch and reads the display on the scale used
to weigh total catch.

* Belocated where the observer can monitor the flow of fish between the bins and the scale used to weigh
total catch.
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» Have aworking area of at least 4.5 square meters.

» Have atable for processing samples.

* Provide a NMFS-approved platform scale and test weights.
» Have adequate lighting and well drained floors.

* Provide running water.

4.5.4.2 Necessity to Use After-the-Fact “Database” Approach to Monitor
Compliance with GRS

Given the necessity of having torely upon observer sampling datato determine the denominator of the GRS
equation, compliance monitoring by NOAA Fisheries Enforcement or USCG will be impossible to conduct
in the field. Similar to the past VIP Program, to generate the total catch amounts, observer species
composition sampling data would be required to be turned in subsequent to an observer's deployment,
debriefed for accuracy, keypunched, then the necessary reports generated, to compute total catch of "GRS
groundfish”, per applicable definitions. The delay in being able to make these cal culations would likely be
months. This delay would be exacerbated when an observer leaves a vessel in the middle of avoyage, and
goes on to another vessal, taking the datawith them, delaying debriefing of the data. If GRS compliance is
desired to be monitored on an other than after-the-fact, spot-check basis, or in response to suspected
violations (however that might occur), then there would be a need to generate reports of total catch, on a
vessel by vessel basis, and comparethat to retained catch data, which, currently, could only be derived from
Weekly Production Reports or Product Transfer Reports. Asaresult, asophisticated dataentry and tracking
programwould berequiredto effectively be ableto monitor GRS complianceand identify potential violators.

A possiblesolutionmight liewiththevessel receiving the embarked observer's speci escomposition sampling
forms, and, similar to the CDQ fishery, compiling this sampling data into a daily report totaling receipts of
“GRS groundfish.” These data could be recorded in a logbook and/or reported to the agency, and could be
used for compliance monitoring, asit was*vessel reported.” If these data were available aboard the vessel,
and was able to beused on areal timebasisby NOAA Fisheries Enforcement during aboarding (at offload),
effective field compliance monitoring or investigation of suspected violations of a minimum GRS might be
possible.

4.54.3 Individual Vessel vs. Multiple Vessel Compliance Basis

Under Subalternative 2.1, the GRS would be applied to the fleet of HT-CPs > 125 ft. asawhole. According
toNOAA FisheriesEnforcement, enforcing GRS complianceonamultiplevessel or pool basisisnot feasible
unless the fleet/pool is deemed a “responsible entity.” NOAA Fisheries Enforcement hasindicated that it
could not apply a GRS to a voluntary cooperative in which vessels are not legally bound to each other. If
aformal cooperative exists, a punishment for a GRS violation (e.g., aTAC reduction) could be meted out
to the cooperative as whole, which, inturn, would havethe ability to determine how the punishment would
be shared among members. However, NOAA Fisheries Enforcement has stated that no field enforcement of
a GRS would be possible if compliance were enforced on a cooperative basis. It would be necessary to
develop software applicationsto monitor compliance by the applicable GRS enforcement period. Suspected
violations of a GRS could then be referred to enforcement agencies for investigation.
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4.5.4.4 “Reporting Period” for Compliance with a GRS

Given the number of calculations involved, and the complexity of the calculations, Enforcement is not
prepared to conduct enforcement activities, other than spot checks, of individual vesselsfor compliancewith
any GRSinthefield. The degreeto which NOAA FisheriesEnforcement or USCG at-seaenforcement units
could effectively determine compliance with a GRS would depend upon the period over which the GRS

applied.

Retained catchiscurrently availableviathe Daily Cumulative Production L ogbook (DCPL) and the resultant
Weekly Production Report (WPR). Thisreport, however, islimitedinit'susefor GRS compliancefor several
reasons. First, theweekly reporting period covered by aWPR does not correspond to any other period aboard
the vessel. Restated, today's production aboard avessel may befrom catch made this morning, the previous
day, or two days prior, and may be from mixed hauls. It is very difficult at best, and frequently impossible,
to try to relate daily cumulative production or amounts in the DCPL/WPR to specific hauls.

For enforceability, a “trip” basis would clearly be the most effective opportunity for field enforcement
personnel to be able to determine compliance with a GRS. (In this case, “trip” is not meant to be the
regulatory definition of atrip, but the period of fishing and processing between offloads of product.) At an
offload, the vessel has had the opportunity (and regulatory requirement) to have the DCPL updated and
completed, thereby recordingall of thefish most recently processed. The vast majority of groundfish catcher
processor vessels conduct compl ete offloads of all groundfish at each offload. If avessd did not offload all
groundfish product at the previous offload, there is a requirement to report on the Product Transfer report
for the previous offload the types and amounts of any product remaining aboard the vessel. Thus, at offload,
there is a method to accurately determine which product by type and amounts is attributable to the most
recent trip.

Itisat the point of transfer of fish product at the end of aprocessing trip that the only opportunity existsto
verify that the DCPL and WPR's accurately reflect the product aboard the vessel. This is the numerator of
the GRS equation. It isalso only at offload that NOAA Fisheries Enforcement is able to actually audit the
reported amountsof product, toinsurethevessel isactually accurately reporting product, and thus complying
with avariety of record keeping/reporting, MRA and other regulatory requirements, including a minimum
GRS.

4.6 Impacts of GRS Regulation Components

This section of the RIR examines each component of the GRS alternative and the options within each
component independently. The purpose of thisindependent assessment isto provide the decision maker the
ability to pick and choose optionswithin the various componentsto devel op apreferred alternative that was
may not have specifically been addressed in the analysis. In fact, the draft EA/RIR/IRFA released to the
public did not contain the preferred aternative (Alternative 4). The preferred alternative was devel oped by
the Council at it June 2003, using the effects projected in this section.

4.6.1 Component 1: Establish the GRS percentage

The effects of agiven GRS depend on theretention ratesamong various vessel s —the less fish vessel s have
historically retained (i.e., the higher the discards), the greater the effects. Table 36 showsthe retention rates
among various catcher processor sectorsin different fisheriesand the additional tons that would have been
retained had a given standard been implemented in 2001. If, for example, a GRS of 70 percent had been
implemented, 10 HT-CPswould have needed to improve their retention rate to comply with the standard if
it were enforced on an annual basis, and only one of the ST/FT-CP vessds would have been affected.
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Approximatdy 6,000 mt of additional groundfish would have had to be retained, and the overal HT-CP
retention rate would have increased from 75.1 percent to 77.4 percent.

If aGRS of 80 percent had beenimplemented in 2001, vesselsin sectors other than the HT-CP sector would
have been affected. The actual impacts would have depended on whether the GRS regul ation was imposed
on all catcher processors or just HT-CPs. If the GRS regulation was imposed on all catcher processors, 13
HT-CPs, 2 P-CPs, 6 L-CPs, and one ST/FT-CPswould have had to improve their groundfish retention rates,
and an additional 17,000 mt would have had to be retained (15,600 mt by HT-CPs, lessthan 1 mt by P-CPs,
600 mt by L-CPs, and 80 mt by ST/FT-CPs). The overall HT-CP retention rate would, all else equal, have
increase from 75.1 percent to 81.2 percent.

Table 36. Estimated Effects on Retention if Various Groundfish Retention Standards had been
Implemented in 2001, by Processor Sector

GRS Percentage

65 70 75 80 85 90
Sector Number of Vessels Below Retention Standard
ST/FT-CP 1 1 1 1 1 1
HT-CP 7 10 11 13 18 20
P-CP 0 0 0 2 2 2
L-CP 0 0 0 6 19 29
All CPs 8 11 12 22 40 52

Additional Tons That Would Need to be Retained to Meet Standard

ST/FT-CP 61 67 72 78 83 88
HT-CP 2,715 5,965 10,082 15,591 25,582 37,537
P-CP 0 0 0 1 46 91
L-CP 0 0 0 566 2,296 6,139
All CPs 2,777 6,032 10,154 16,236 28,006 43,855

Retention Percentage if all Vessels Meet the Standard
ST/FT-CP 93 93.3 93.4 93.4 93.5 93.6
HT-CP 76.1 77.4 79.0 81.2 85.2 90.0
P-CP 93.3 93.3 93.3 93.3 94.4 95.6
L-CP 85.5 85.5 85.5 86.0 87.4 90.7
All CPs 79.5 80.4 81.4 83.1 86.2 90.3

Source: NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 2001
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Table 37 shows how various retention standards would have affected HT-CP vessels by sizeclass. Five of
the seven HT-CPs < 125 ft. retained less than 65 percent of ther groundfish catch in 2001, while only four
of the 16 vessels >125 ft. retained less than 65 percent. If vessels < 125 ft. are exempt from a GRS, the
effectiveness of the GRS would be diminished, but the economic viability of small HT-CPsisnot adversely
affected.

Table 37. Estimated Effects on Retention in the HT-CP Sector if Various Groundfish Retention
Standards had been Implemented in 2001, by Size Class

GRS Percentage

65 70 75 80 85 90

HT-CP Number of Vessels Below Retention Standard
<125'LOA 5 5 5 5 5 6
> 125' LOA 4 6 6 9 14 16
Additional Tons (1,000s) That Would Need to be Retained to Meet Standard
<125'LOA 1.7 21 3.2 4.0 53 6.9
> 125" LOA 1.3 4.1 7.5 12.5 21.5 32.6

Source: NPFM C Sector Profiles Database, 2001

4.6.2 Component 2: Specify the vessels required to comply with the GRS

A significant issueraisedby NOAA Fisheriesisthe enforceability of aGRS. The agency has determinedthat
in order to enforce a GRS, regulated vessels must have certified motion compensated flow scales, have a
certified observer sampling station, and haveevery haul observed (typically, thelast requirement meansthat
all regulated vesselsmust carry at least two observers. Thisconclusion was reached because of the necessity
to have catch data of highenough quality that they could be defended in a court case. The observer sampling
protocol in multi-species fisheries calls for “basket sampling” in order to estimates species compasition.
Currently, NOAA Fisheries cal cul ates an aggregate speciescomposition for agiven target fishery inagiven
area by combining observer reports from all observed vessels participating in the fishery over time.

NOAA Fisheriesis confident that the sampling protocol s are sufficient to estimatetotal catch for thefishery
by species. However, sampling protocols are not likely to be robust enough to accurately estimate species
composition and total catch during any given week on agiven vessel or on a given trip. NOAA Fisheries
believesthat additional informationis need to determine the accuracy of volumetric catch measurementsin
the mixed species fisheries. The protocol for volumetric measurements in the pollock fishery is based on
standards developed to ensure measurements of sufficient accuracy tha they could withstand judicial
challenge. Similar studieshave not been conductedfor the non-pollock fisheries, and questionsexist whether
accurate volumetric measurements can be attained for individual vesselsinthese fisheries given the mixed
species nature of the catch. NOAA Fisheriesindicatesit may be possible to use aternative means, such as
tamper-proof video cameras, tomonitor compliancewith retention requirements. However, theeffectiveness
of this new technology has not yet been adequately evaluated.

Details on the cost of flow scales necessary to implement a GRS are provided in Appendix 1.
Option 2.1: All Catcher Processors

Under thisoption, dl catcher processors harvesting groundfish would have to comply with therequirements
of aGRSregulation, including the scale, station, and observer requirements discussed above. For adetailed
discussion on the impacts of these requirements on the catcher processors, see Section 4.5.2.

Option 2.2: Catcher processors that are 125 ft and greater LOA.
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Table 38 showsthedistribution of vessels, product value, catch and retention across s ze classesfor HT-CPs,
P-CPs, and L-CPs for 2001. Over the three classes, 20 vessels would be exempt from a GRS regulation
because of their size. Aswiththe previous option, unlessthe GRS isset at a value that exceeds 80 percent,
thescal e, station, and observer requirementswill result in consi derabl e costsfor non-trawl catcher processors
with very littleimprovement in retention. The costs and benefits of exempting small HT-CPs from a GRS
regulation is discussed in detail in Section 4.5.2.

Table 38. Number of Vessels, Wholesale Value of Product, Catch and Retention in 2001, by
Processor Sector and Size Class

Length Wholesale Value  Percentof Total Groundfish Percent of Retention
Sector Class Vessels ($Millions) Sector Value Catch (1,000 mt) Sector Catch Percent
HT-CP <125 6 8.6 6.5 20.9 8.0 58.9
> 125 16 124.8 93.5 240.5 92.0 721
P-CP <125 2 1.5 225 1.3 22.0 86.7
> 125 7 5.0 77.5 4.5 78.0 97.8
L-CP <125 14 27.0 211 24.9 18.3 89.1
> 125 31 101.1 78.9 111.4 81.7 85.3

Source: NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 2001

Option 2.3: Trawl catcher processors, including AFA-eligible trawl catcher processors participating
in non-pollock target fisheries.

This option would impose a GRS regulation on all trawl catcher processors, including AFA-€eligible trawl
catcher processors (i.e., ST&FT-CPs). For the ST& FT-CPs, aGRS would only apply to non-pollock target
fisheries. Table 39 shows value, catch, and retention in pollock and non-pollock fisheries of AFA-eligible
trawl catcher processors. Thetablesshowsthat eventhough this sector has some participation in non-pollock
fisheries, their groundfish retention rates are high relaiveto other catcher processors. Unlessthe GRSis set
at alevel over 90 percent, it is likely that the GRS would have little benefit in reducing bycatch, while
imposing an additional monitoring and enforcement burden on NOAA Fisheries.

Table 39. Wholesale Value of Product, Total Catch, Discards and Retention Rate in the AFA-
Eligible Trawl Catcher Processor Sector in 1995-2001, by Target Fishery

Target Fishery 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Wholesale Product Value ($Millions)
Pollock 435.4 348.6 343.2 312.2 334.5 395.2 407 1
Non-Pollock Fisheries 39.1 28.8 34.5 211 11.9 6.8 3.2
All Fisheries 474.5 377.4 377.8 333.3 346.4 402.0 410.3
Total Groundfish Catch (1,000 mt)
Pollock 748.0 659.0 612.3 607.1 416.0 491.5 611.8
Non-Pollock Fisheries 107. 102.4 106.6 62.6 28.5 15.9 7.4
All Fisheries 855.9 761.4 718.9 669.7 444.5 507.4 619.2
Discarded Catch (1,000 mt)
Pollock 48.9 30.4 31.8 9.6 4.6 8.7 5.0
All Non-Pollock Fisheries 33.6 28.4 31.7 10.8 2.8 1.3 0.6
All Fisheries 82.5 58.8 63.5 20.4 7.4 10.0 5.6
Retention Percent
Pollock 93.5 954 94.8 98.4 98.9 98.2 99.2
All Non-Pollock Fisheries 68.8 72.3 70.3 82.8 90.3 91.9 92.4
All Fisheries 90.4 92.3 91.2 96.9 98.3 98.0 99.1

Source: NPFM C Sector Profiles Database, 2001

Option 2.4: Trawl catcher processors that are 125 ft and greater LOA, including AFA-eligible trawl
catcher processors participating in non-pollock target fisheries.

The impacts of this option on AFA-digible trawl catcher processors are identical to those for Option 2.3
because no AFA-€ligible trawl catcher processors < 125' would be exempt. Impacts on trawl catcher
processors that are not AFA-eligible are identical to those discussed for Option 2.6.
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Option 2.5: Trawl catcher processors that are not AFA-eligible

Thisoption would apply a GRS regulation only to non-AFA trawl catcher processors(i.e., HT-CPs). Impacts
on these vessels are discussed in Option 2.1.

Option 2.6: Trawl catcher processors that are not AFA-eligible, with an exemption for vessels less than
125 ft LOA that meet specified production limits

Thisoptionwould exempt small HT-CPsfromaGRSregulation. In 2001, 7 HT-CP vesselswere< 125' and
15 were greater than 125'. In general, smaller vessels have higher discard rates than larger vessels— 6 of the
7 smaller vessels retained less than 65 percent of their groundfish catch in 2001, whilethe 7" vessel has a
retention rate between 85 and 95 percent. Some of the larger vessels also have relatively low retention rates
— 3 of the 15 vessels > 125' would need to improve their retention ratein order to comply with a GRS of 65
percent. Two additional vessels would be affected if the standard is set at 70 or 75 percent. A total of 8 of
the 15 vessels > 125 would have to improve their overall retention if the GRS is set at 80 percent.

There arefour optionsfor acriterion to exempt non-AFA trawl catcher processors from a GRS regulation.
Two options are based on a maximum weekly catch and two options are based on a maximum annual catch:

1) Total catchin any week shall not exceed 600 mt
2) Total catch in any week shall not exceed 700 mt
3) Total catch for the year shall not exceed 13,000 mt
4) Total catch for the year shall not exceed 17,000 mt

Figure 12 shows weekly catch totals for all HT-CP vessels for the years 2000-2002. Catches are sorted by
vessel length and week-ending date. Weekly catches of vessels < 125' seldom exceed 600 mt and areless
likely to exceed 700 mt. Similarly, the annual catch of small vessels occasionally exceeds 13,000 mt but is
unlikdy to exceed 17,000 mt.

Figure 12. Weekly Catch Totals in the HT-CP Sector from 2000-2002, by Size Class

Source: Based on NOAA Fisheries Blend Data, AFSC, 2000-2002.
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Figure 13. Annual Catch Totals in the HT-CP Sector from 2000-2002, by Size Class

Source: Based on NOAA Fisheries Blend Data, AFSC, 2000-2002.

4.6.3 Component 3: Specify the period over which the retention rate is
calculated

The period over which avessel’ sor vessel podl’ sretention rateis cal culated sgnificantly affectsthe amount
of groundfish that must be retained in order to meet a given GRS and the percent of vessels that must
improve retention rates to meet the standard. Generally, the longer the calculation period the lower the
percentage of vessels expected to have retention rates below a standard and the lower the amount of
groundfish that must be retained to meet a standard. However, a shorter assessment period may keep
parti ci pantsin compliance more often than alonger assessment period. It isalso important to recognize that
the implications of being out of compliance by five percent during aweekly enforcement period arenot the
equivalent to being out of compliance by five percent during a yearly enforcement period.

Table 40 showsthe percent of vesselsin the HT-CP sector > 125" which would have been out of compliance
had a GRS been implemented in 1999-2002, while Table 41 showsthe increase in the retention rateswhich
would have been required of these vesselsto bein compliance. For both tables, the GRS enforcement period
over which the retention is calculated varies across the columns.
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Table 40. Percent of HT-CP Vessels >125' that Would Have Been Out of Compliance if a GRS Had

Been Implemented in 1999-2002, by GRS Percentage and Enforcement Period

Week/Area Weekly Monthly Quarterly A Season B Season Yearly
GRS Percent of vessels that at some point during the Year
Year (Percent) would have been out of compliance with the GRS
65.0 100.0 100.0 93.3 86.7 66.7 46.7 60.0
70.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.3 73.3 46.7 73.3
1999 75.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.3 80.0 53.3 73.3
80.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.3 100.0 53.3 86.7
85.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.3 100.0 53.3 100.0
90.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 80.0 100.0
65.0 100.0 93.3 100.0 60.0 60.0 26.7 40.0
70.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 73.3 60.0 53.3 60.0
2000 75.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.3 66.7 80.0 66.7
80.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.3 80.0 80.0 80.0
85.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.3 93.3
90.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.3 100.0
65.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 46.7 26.7 33.3 20.0
70.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 53.3 40.0 40.0 40.0
2001 75.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 86.7 40.0 66.7 40.0
80.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.3 53.3 93.3 60.0
85.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.3 73.3 100.0 93.3
90.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
65.0 100.0 100.0 86.7 53.3 40.0 13.3 20.0
70.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 86.7 60.0 26.7 46.7
2002 75.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.3 80.0 53.3 66.7
80.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.3 66.7 86.7
85.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 80.0 100.0
90.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 86.7 100.0

Source: NPFM C Sector Profiles Database, 2001

Table 41. Required Increases in the Retention Rate of HT-CP Vessels >125' if a GRS had been
Implemented in 1999-2002, by GRS Percentage and Enforcement Period

GRS Week/Area Weekly Monthly Quarterly A Season B Season Yearly
Year (Percent) Metric Tons
65.0 5.7 53 3.7 3.7 25 0.6 2.4
70.0 7.4 71 5.3 5.6 3.9 0.8 4.5
1999 75.0 9.5 9.2 7.1 7.9 5.4 1.0 6.9
80.0 11.9 11.7 9.3 10.4 7.2 1.3 9.7
85.0 14.6 14.5 11.9 13.3 9.4 1.5 13.1
90.0 17.6 17.5 14.8 16.9 11.5 1.8 16.9
65.0 4.8 4.6 3.5 2.4 2.0 0.2 1.8
70.0 6.3 6.1 5.0 3.9 3.0 0.3 3.4
2000 75.0 8.1 7.9 6.8 5.9 4.1 0.6 5.4
80.0 10.2 10.0 8.9 8.3 5.5 1.0 7.8
85.0 12.7 12.5 11.1 11.2 7.3 1.5 10.9
90.0 15.4 15.3 13.7 14.6 9.3 2.0 14.6
65.0 2.0 1.7 1.9 0.6 0.3 0.1 0.3
70.0 3.1 2.8 3.0 1.4 0.7 0.3 1.1
2001 75.0 4.6 4.3 4.9 2.8 1.2 0.6 2.3
80.0 6.6 6.3 7.1 4.7 1.9 1.2 3.9
85.0 8.9 8.6 9.6 7.4 2.8 1.8 7.1
90.0 11.7 11.5 12.6 10.9 4.1 2.5 10.8
65.0 3.3 3.1 2.3 1.4 1.2 0.0 0.3
70.0 4.6 4.4 3.4 2.5 2.1 0.1 1.4
2002 75.0 6.3 6.1 4.9 4.3 3.3 0.3 3.1
80.0 8.4 8.2 7.0 6.7 4.9 0.7 5.9
85.0 11.0 10.8 9.3 9.7 6.7 1.0 9.5
90.0 13.8 13.7 12.0 13.2 8.6 1.6 13.1
Source: NPFM C Sector Profiles Database, 2001
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NOAA Fisheries Enforcement has indicated that a weekly GRS enforcement period for each area and gear
fished or for all areas and gearsfished is not feasible. In calculating the retention rate it isimportant to have
catch and production estimates that match. This matching is difficult, if not impossible, to verify under a
weekly enforcement period because fish caught late in the week are often processed early the next week.
Mismatched catch and production numberswouldresult ininaccurate estimates of groundfishretentionrates.
Datawere unavail abl eto estimatetheoutcomeif theretenti on rateisdetermined at offload. However, NOAA
Fisheries Enforcement indicated that it preferred this option because an offload-to-offload enforcement
period offers the best opportunity to match catch and production numbers.

4.6.4 Component 4: Defines the seasonality of the GRS

Groundfish retention rates may vary substantially over afishing year. Whilethe 2002 annual retention rate
for vessdsinthe HT-CP sector isapproximately 69.9 percent, Table 42 showsthat the retention rate during
the“A” season (January to May) islower than in the“B” season (June to December). In addition, retention
ratesvary by vessel size. HT-CP vessels< 125' have alower retention rate in both seasonsthan larger vesse's
—the“B” season retention rate of smaler vesselsisroughly six percentage pointslessthan the “A” season
retention rate of larger vessds. Establishing different GRS levds for the “A” season and the “B” season
would help ensure that vessels make ayear-round effort to improve retention rates. For exampl e, the effects
would be similar for a GRS of 70 percent in the “A” season and a GRS of 75 percent in the “B” season.

Table 42. Retention Rates in the HT-CP Sector in 2002, by Season and Size Class

Season
Vessel Size Year A Season B Season
HT-CP <125’ 58.9 57.4 62.7
HT-CP >125' 721 68.2 75.3
All Vessels 69.9 66.5 73.3

Source: NPFM C Sector Profiles Database, 2001

4.6.5 Component5: Determines at which level of aggregation the GRS is applied

Applyingthe GRStoavessel poal presents enforcement problems unlessthe poal is deemed a*“responsible
entity.” NOAA Fisheries Enforcement hasindicated that it could not apply a GRSto avoluntary cooperative
in which vessels arenot legally bound to each other. If aformal cooperative exists, apunishment for aGRS
violation (e.g., aTACreduction) could be meted out to the cooperative as whole, which, inturn, would have
the ability to determine how the change would be allocated among members.

ApplyingaGRSto individual vesselswould berelatively simple. In addition, individual vessd enforcement
has the advantage of requiring each vessel that does not meet the GRS to improve its retention rate.

4.6.6 Component 6: Considers revision of the pollock maximum retainable
bycatch allowance (MRA)

Option 6.1 Use the current MRA

Under current regulations, a percentage of the pollock TAC is set aside as the incidental catch allowance
(ICA). Up until the point the ICA has been caught, al pollock must be retained up to the pollock MRA—
currently set at 20 percent. After the ICA has been caught, pollock cannot be retained by non-AFA vessels.
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The MRA defines when a vessel is directed fishing for a given species. According to NOAA Fisheries, a
vessel isengaged in directed fishing for a speciesif the amount of that species retained on board the vessel
as a percentage of the total amount of groundfish retained on board the vessel exceeds the MRA for the
Species.

The HT-CP fleet’s catch of BSAI pollock is currently restricted by three regulatory factors. the annual
incidental catch alowance (ICA) established by NOAA Fisheries IR/IU restrictions which require 100
percent retention of pollock and Pacific cod, and the M RA restricting pollock retention to 20 percent of total
catch. Although the MRA may be limiting the HT-CP fleet’s pollock retention on a haul-by-haul basis, if
catch accounting for enforcement purposeswas based on aseasonal or yearly interval, thesector could retain
more of the pollock it currently catches, without exceeding either the MRA, or ICA 2 If this increase in
pollock retention were to occur, it would have a substantial impact on the sector's overall groundfish
retention rate, decreasing discards by 13 to 16 percent of the current rate.

Thisanalysiscal culated theamount of pollock caught asapercent of total sector catch using datafrom1999-
2002 and determined how much pollock the entire sector caught and discarded. Table 43 summarizes non-
pollock groundfish and pollock catches in the HT-CP sector in the BSAI from 1999-2002. Overall pollock
accounted for just over 10 percent of thetotal groundfish catch during theperiod. Roughly half of the pollock
has been discarded over the 4-year period—pollock accountsfor about 18 percent of all discardsinthe sector.

Table 43. Discarded & Retained Non-Pollock & Pollock Catch of HT-CPs, 1999-2002

Non-Pollock Groundfish Incidental Pollock All Groundfish Species
Discard Retained Total Discard Retained Total Discard Retained Total
YEAR Thousands of Metric Tons
1999 74.1 165.1 239.3 15.0 14.0 29.0 89.1 179.2 268.3
2000 75.8 186.4 262.2 14.6 16.9 31.5 90.4 203.3 293.7
2001 55.7 182.8 238.4 14.4 17.2 31.6 70.1 200.0 270.1
2002 70.7 180.6 251.3 15.9 17.7 33.5 86.5 198.3 284.8
YEAR Percent of Total Groundfish Catch
1999 27.6 61.6 89.2 5.6 52 10.8 33.2 66.8 100.0
2000 25.8 63.5 89.3 5.0 5.8 10.7 30.8 69.2 100.0
2001 20.6 67.7 88.3 5.3 6.4 11.7 26.0 74.0 100.0
2002 24.8 63.4 88.2 5.6 6.2 11.8 30.4 69.6 100.0
Source: Sector Profile Database Developed by Northern Economics from blend data supplied by NOAA Fisheries-AlaskaFisheries
Science Center.

In each of thelast four years, the amount of pollock caught inthe non-AFA pollock fishery has been lessthan
the | CA (Table 44). During thistime, non-AFA pollock fishery has used up to 92 percent of the ICA, leaving
an average buffer of 3,200 mt. The pollock caught by the HT-CP sector accounted for an average of 77
percent of the catch applied towards the ICA between 1999 and 2002.

Table 44. Pollock ICA, Catches Attributed to the ICA and Slack in the ICA in 1999-2002

Pollock ICA HT-CP Pollock Catch Total Non-AFA Pollock Catch Slack in the ICA
Year Thousands of Metric Tons
1999 44.6 29.0 401 4.4
2000 453 31.5 42.0 3.3
2001 411 31.6 38.4 2.7
2002 45.2 33.5 42.6 2.5

Source: Furuness, Mary, NOAA Fisheries Sustainabl e Fisheries Division, Personal Communication. August 2003.

8 This analysis assumes that all pollocks discards are caused by the MRA regulation. Thus, the numbers presented
represent the upper limit of the potential effect of retaining more pollock on groundfish discard rates.
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While Table 44 demonstrated that considerabl e slack exists between the pollock ICA and actual incidental
pollock catches by all sectors, Table 45 showsthat thereis also considerable slack between pollock catches
by the HT-CP sector and the amount that could be taken under the 20 percent MRA limit. The HT-CP sector
during the 1999 to 2002 period, could have retained all of their pollock catch without exceeding the MRA
based on an annual enforcement interval. Currently the HT-CP sector retains only about 60 percent of the
amount allowed by the MRA.

Table 45. BSAI Pollock Catch and MRA Margins in the HT-CP Sector

Pollock as

Total Percent of Theoretical Maximum Slack under

Retained Pollock Retained Non- MRA MRA Theoretical

Year Non-Pollock Catch Groundfish Percentage Tonnage Maximum

1999 165.1 29.0 17.6 20.0 33.0 4.0

2000 186.4 315 16.9 20.0 37.3 5.8

2001 182.8 31.6 17.3 20.0 36.6 49

2002 180.6 33.5 18.6 20.0 36.1 2.6
Source: Sector Profile Database Developed by Northern Economics from blend data supplied by NOAA Fisheries-Alaska Fisheries

Science Center.

In spite of the considerable dack in both the ICA and MRA, pollock discards by the HT-CP fleet are till
substantial. Since 1999, pollock has accounted for 6 percent of total groundfish catch and 18 percent of all
discards by the HT-CP sector. Table 46 shows groundfish catch and discards by the HT-CP sector between
1999 and 2002, and what the discard rates would have been if all pollock had been retained. In 1999, for
example, the sector caught 229,000 tons of groundfish. It discarded 15,000 tons of pollock and 83,000 tons
of other groundfish for a 33 percent discard rate. If the sector had kept all of its pollock discards, the overall
groundfish discard rate would have declined to 28 percent, aroughly 16 percent drop. It isestimated that in
2002, retention of all pollock would have raised the sector retention rate by over 5 percentage points.

Table 46. Groundfish Retention Rate in the HT-CP Sector

Groundfish Catch  Groundfish Discards Pollock Discards  Groundfish Discards Discards if all Pollock
Year (1,000 MT) (1,000 MT) (1,000 MT) incl. Pollock (Percent)  were Retained (Percent)
1999 299.0 98.0 15.2 32.8 27.3
2000 331.0 104.0 14.8 314 27.0
2001 300.0 80.0 145 26.7 21.8
2002 319.0 96.6 16.0 30.4 25.3
Source: Sector Profile Database Devel oped by Northern Economics from blend data supplied by NOAA Fisheries-Alaska Fisheries
Science Center.

Suboption 6.1.1 Status Quo Plus

Under thisoption NOAA Fisheriesmanagesthe ICA for pollock asit doescurrently, but it adjustsMRA rates
to insure that the historical bycatch requirements of pollock in the non-pollock fisheries are not exceeded.
MRA rate adjustments could be made in-season or inter-annually to discourage increased incidental catches
of pollock. MRA rate adjustments of between 0 and 49 percent could be made subject to the stipul ation that
non-AFA vesses are not engaged in directed fishing for pollock at any point in their trip (e.g. ho toppi ng-
off). The intent of this option is to allow increased retention of pollock without increasing the relative
bycatch requirements of the non-pollock fisheries.

Suboption 6.1.2 Status Quo Plus 2

The MRA enforcement period could also be changed. Currently, avessel may not exceed the MRA at any
time during afishingtrip. If theenforcement period was changedto aweekly, monthly, or yearly basis, boats
couldretain pollock they otherwisewould be forced to discard without receiving any increasein their pollock
alocation (i.e., ICA). Asaresult, increasing the enforcement interval coupled with an increaseinthe M RA,
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could increase the amount of pollock the sector would be allowed to keep and thus further reduce these
discards, subject to the ICA.

Whileonly changing the enforcement interval for the pollock MRA islikely to result inreduced discards of
pollock, the overall economic impact of the change on vessels in the HT-CP sector is uncertain. The main
factorsthat could determine the size and distribution of economic impact on the HT-CP sector are (1) the
valueof pollock rdativeto the value of groundfish normally caught by the sector, (2) the amount of pressure
vessd s operators are experiencing to reduce discards [e.g., from the Council in the form of a GRS, or from
other concerned groups], and (3) strategic behavior of individual vessels.

If pollock hasalower relative valuethan the targeted species, and vessel s operate without regard to pressure
to reduce discards, the change in the enforcement interval is unlikely to have any sgnificant economic
effect—vessels will continue to discard pollock at current levels, while remaining within the retention
requirements of IR/IU regulations. If , on the other hand, vessels choose to reduce discards of pollock to
aleviate increasing pressure from the Council and the public at large’, they could experience negative
economic consequences. Assuming vessd catch is constrained by hold space, the amount of product from
higher-val ued speciesthat would bedisplaced by theincreased retention of pollock, under this scenario, may
be subgantial.

If pollock hasahigher relative valuethan other speciesin thecatch, asit does during the pollock roe season,
the impact on the HT-CP sector from changing the enforcement accounting interval could be positive.
Currently, pollock catches appear to be higher during thefirst part of the trip compared to latter parts of the
trip. Under the current regul ations, vessel sarelikely tobeforcedto discard valuabl e pollock duringthe early
part of the trip until they have harvested and retained sufficient amounts of non-pollock target speciesto
build up a“ballast” of retained product against they can count retained pollock. Then later in the trip they
can “top-off” if they wish. Thus under the current regul ationsvesselsmay beforced to “ catch pollock” twice
if they wish to retain the maximum amount of pollock allowed. With the change in the regulation, again
assuming pollock is a desired goecies, vessels will have the option to keep pollock caught in the early part
of the trip, even if they have not yet caught and retained sufficient non-pollock speciesto comply with the
MRA. Because they are able to keep al pollock asit come on board, there is unlikely to be a need to “top-
off” later in the trip. Thus the proposed action may reduce overall pollock catches by the HT-CPs.

A change in the enforcement interval for the pollock MRA is expected to have a minimal effect on
participantsin the directed fishery for BSAI pollock. Participantsin the directed fishery would be affected
only if a change in the enforcement interval resulted in alarger additional amount of pollock caught and
retained by the HT-CP fleet and an increasein the non-AFA vessels’ ICA for pollock. It has been suggested
by someindustry representatives that non-AFA vessels “top off” their catches with pollock at the end of a
trip in order to catch more pollock up to the MRA amount. However, owners of non-AFA vessels maintain
that they generally prefer not to catch pollock because it has aper unit value lower than their target species.
Analysis of NOAA Fisheries blend data does not indicate a pattern of topping off by HT-CP vessals. In
general, itismorelikely that achangein the enforcement interval for the pollock MRA would lower thetotal
amount of pollock caught because overall wasteis reduced.

Using 2001 data, it was estimated that shifting from the current instantaneous enforcement provision to an
aternative MRA enforcementinterval couldresultinasubstantial increaseintheretentionrate of theHT-CP
sector. The projected increasesfor the alternati ve enforcement periodsconsidered arepresented in Table 47.
Changing the enforcement interval for the pollock MRA to an offload to offload basis could result in an

9This, of course, may not be what a profit maximizing firm would vauntarily do, unless the pressure to reduce discards was so great
that it was perceived to threatened the firm’s ability to conti nue to operate. In this case, the social and political cost of continuing to discard
pollock at historical rates may exceed the operational and economic benefits of doing so, and the profit maximizing firm would voluntarily

undertake measuresto reduce bycatch and increase retention of incidental catchesof pollock.
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overdl groundfish retentionrateincrease of 1.9 percent. It isimportant to notethat thisanalysisassumesthat
vessels keep any additional pollock they are allowed to retain. In other words, this estimate represents a
theoretical upper limit on the amount the groundfish retention rate could increase. The validity of the
assumption that vessels would keep any additional pollock they are allowed to retain is uncertain and
depends on price and strategic behavior (Northern Economics Inc., 2003b).

Table 47. Potential In crease in the Groundfish Retention Rate in the HT-CP Sector, by Pollock

MRA Enforcement Period
Enforcement Period Percentage Increase in Groundfish Retention Rate
Subalt. 2.1 Weekly 1.3
Subalt. 2.2 Offload-to-Offload 1.9
Subalt. 2.3 Monthly 21
Subalt. 2.4 “A” & “B” Season 3.2
Subalt, 2.5 Yearly 3.7

Source: Sector Profile Database Devel oped by Northern Economics from blend data supplied by NOAA Fisheries-Alaska Fisheries
Science Center.

Industry sources have expressed an additional concernabout anew enforcement period. Under an offload-to-
offload enforcement period, aboat may inadvertently exceed the MRA if itisforced to make an unexpected
return to port due to mechanical or other problems. Had the trip been anormd length the vessel could have
avoided exceeding the MRA by catching and retaining sufficient quantities of other specieslater in thetrip
to lower the ratio of retained pollock to retained species open for directed fishing. The same problem could
asooccur if afishery isshut down without a1-2 day notice. In discussionswith NOAA Enforcement onthis
issue, they have indicated that this issue will have to be addressed on a case by case basis.

4.6.7 Component 7: Determine how total catch is measured

Option 7.1 The current blend data estimation system would be used to estimate total catch (this option has
been judged infeasible froman enforcement perspective becauseit would not be possibleto verify total catch
estimates).

Option 7.2 All regulated vessels would be required to use NOAA Fisheries-approved scales to determine
total catch, maintain a certified observer sampling station, and observer coverage of every haul for
verification that all fish were being weighed. Note that from an enforcement perspective, this option meets
all the requirements for measuring total catch accurately, but, from a technical perspective, this option is
likely infeasible due to operationally and physically constraints for vessels < 125 feet.

Option 7.3 All regulated vessels would be required to use NOAA Fisheries-approved scales to determine
total catch, maintain a certified observer sampling stations, and either observer coverage of every haul for
verification that all fish were being weighed or use an alternative scale-use verification plan approved by
NOAA Fisheries. Note that from an enforcement perspective, this option meets all the requirements for
measuring total catch accurately, but, from a technical perspective, this option is likely infeasible due to
operationally and physically constraints for vessels < 125 feet.

Option 7.4 All regulated vessels > 125 feet would be required to use NOAA Fisheries-approved scales to
determinetotal catch, maintain a certified observer sampling station, and either observer coverage of every
haul for verification that all fish were being weighed or use an alternative scale-use verification plan
approved by NOAA Fisheries. All vessels < 125 feet would carry observers 100 percent of the time, but
would not be required to have approved scales (this option has been judged infeasible from an enforcement
perspective because it would not be possible to verify total caich estimates for al vessels <125 without
NOAA Fisheries-approved scales).
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Option 7.5 All regulated vessels would carry observers 100 percent of the time, but would not be required
to have NOAA Fisheries-approved scales (this option has been judged infeasible from an enforcement
perspective because it would not be possible to verify total catch estimates without NOAA Fisheries-
approved scales).

To determine thegroundfish retentionrate, it is necessary to have an accurate estimate of total catch weight.
Current catch accounting techniques for the at-sea catcher processor fleet provide an estimate of the
groundfish species proportion of the hauls through observer sampling. Appendix 2 provides 1) a brief
description of previouswork on theuse of volumetric estimatesin the poll ock fishery; 2) experimental design
considerations that would be required to further explore the use of this method in amixed species fishery;
and 3) issues that NOAA Fisheries has highlighted in considering volumetric bin measurement of trawl
landings.

NOAA Fisherieshasindicated that the error in aretention rate estimated from bin volumetrics would be too
large for enforcement agents to successfully prosecute suspected violations of a groundfish retention
standard. According to NOAA Fisheries, in order to accurately determine total catch all vessels must be
required to use NOAA Fisheries-approved scales and every haul made by vessels must be observed. In
addition, each vessel must have a NOAA Fisheries-certified observer sampling station, including a
motion-compensated platform scale to verify the accuracy of the total catch weight flow scale. Flow scales
have been installed on most of the BSAI pollock vessels. These scales have significant advantages over
previous catch estimation techniquesin that they can continue to record without the continuous attention of
an observer. These scales aso are designed for a relatively unstable platform and have a high level of
accuracy and precision.

4.6.8 Component 8: Determines how total retained catch is measured

Product recovery rates (PRRS) areal so important for cal cul ating groundfish retentionrates. Discuss onswith
industry and PRR researchers indicate that PRRs vary between processors and between fish sizes. NOAA
Fisheries standard PRRs do not account for these variations. Hence, enforcement based on NOAA Fisheries
standard PRRscould lead to the prosecution of vesselsor vessel poolswhose PRRs differ substantially from
the standards. A set of minimum acceptable PRRs, lower than the NOAA Fisheries standard PRRs, which
account for variationin the rates could minimize this potential problemwhilestill requiring vesselsto meet
aGRS.

The series of tables below show NOAA Fisheries standard PRRs, PRRs provided in Crapo et a. (1993) and
PRRs presented in a 1999 study conducted by the Groundfish Forum under an exempted fishing permit for
avariety of speciesin gutted, and headed & gutted product forms.*® Crapo et al. and the Groundfish Forum
study list average, maximum and minimum PRRs. To estimate PRRs for various species, Crapo et al. used
a combination of laboratory sampling, surveys of processors, company reports and literature reviews. The
averages listed for the non-laboratory analyzed species are the averages of the data sources the study
identified.

For the gutted product, the average PRRs provided by Crapo et a. are lower than the NOAA Fisheries
standard PRRsfor fiveof the eight speciesexamined. For the remaining three species (thornyhead rockfish,
Atka mackerel and sablefish) the average PRRsare equal. For al species, the minimum PRRs provided by
Crapo et al. are less than the NOAA Fisheries standard PRRs.

For headed & gutted product, the average PRRs provided by Crapo et al. are higher than the western cut

19 The EFP authorized the Groundfish Forum to conduct an experiment in the BSAI management area that would test
the accuracy of at-seaobserver basket sampling practices, the design and use of automated species composition sampling, and the
effect of fish stratification in trawls on size composition sampling.
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NOAA Fisheries standard PRRs in al cases, but are lower than the eastern cut NOAA Fisheries standard
PRRsfor six of eight species. For the other two species (Pacific cod and Atkamackerel), the average PRRs
provided by Crapo et al. are higher.

The Groundfish Forum study provided PRRs that were equal to or lower than the western cut NOAA
Fisheries standard PRRs in al cases. In fact, the Groundfish Forum study provided lower PRRs than any
other source.

Table 48. NOAA Fisheries Standard PRRs for Selected Products and Species

Product Form Species
Pacific Cod Flathead Sole Rock Sole Yellowfin Sole Thornyheads Atka Mackerel  Pollock Sablefish
Gutted 0.85 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.88 0.87 0.80 0.89
Headed & East Cut 0.57 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.60 0.64 0.65 0.68
Gutted West Cut 0.47 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.50 0.61 0.56 0.63

Source: NOAA Fisheries, 2003

Table 49. PRRs for Selected Products and Species Provided by Unofficial Sources

Product Form Species
Pacific Cod Flathead Sole Rock Sole Yellowfin Sole Thornyheads Atka Mackerel Pollock Sablefish
Max. 0.90 0.94 0.92 0.94 0.91 0.93 0.86 0.94
Gutted Avg. 0.81 0.86 0.87 0.86 0.88 0.87 0.79 0.89
Min. 0.72 0.8 0.82 0.76 0.85 0.83 0.72 0.86
Headed & Max. 0.75 0.79 0.78 0.83 0.57 0.74 0.72 0.69
Gutted Avg. 0.63 0.67 0.67 0.69 0.53 0.68 0.62 0.65
Min. 0.56 0.60 0.62 0.60 0.48 0.62 0.52 0.64
Max. 0.51 0.64 N/A 0.62 N/A N/A 0.56 N/A

Headed &

Gutted Ayg. 0.48 0.61 N/A 0.59 N/A N/A 0.51 N/A
Min. 0.48 0.58 N/A 0.59 N/A N/A 0.36 N/A

Source: Crapo, C., B. Paust and J. Babbitt, 1993. Recoveries and Yields from Pacific Fish and Shellfish. Alaska Sea Grant College
Program, University of Alaska-Fairbanks, Fairbanks.

The analysis aso examined differences in retention rates using NOAA Fisheries standard PRRs and a
hypothetical minimum acceptable PRR created from the minimum value cited by NOAA Fisheries or Crapo
et a.(the analysis used whichever value islower). The table below shows the buffer created by using the
PRRs provided by Crapo et a. as the minimum acceptable PRRs. Using these PRRs woul d have increased
HT-CP sector retention rates by an averageof 1.5 percentage points per year over the last four years, all else

equal.
Table 50. Retention Rates in the HT-CP Sector Under Various PRR Measurement Regimes

Year T999 Z000 2007 2002 Average
NOAA Fisheries Standard PRRs 66.9 67.9 7.7 70.0 69.1
NOAA Fisheries/Crapo etal. Minimum PRRs 68.4 69.5 73.2 71.1 70.6

Source: Developed by Northern Economics based on Blend Data from NOAA Fisheries AFSC, 1999-2002.

4.6.9 Net Benefit Implication

Cost data are currently not available for those sectors effected by this proposed action. For this reason, a
guantitative cost/benefit analysis of the alternatives could not be completed. However, it appears that the
proposed action has the potential to yield positive net benefits to the Nation, if adopted. Recognizing the
potential costs of the proposed GRS action on the HT-CP sector, the Council has clearly expressed its view
that reducing discards by the HT-CP fleet will contribute to a positive benefit for the Nation. The Council
has stated that it is committed to reducing discards, minimizing waste, and improving utilization of fish
resources to the fullest extent practicable in order to provide the maximum benefit to present and future
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generations of fishermen, associated fishing industry sectors, communities, consumers, and the nation asa
whole. The Council has along history of bycatch reduction efforts that have imposed costs on the fishing
industry, but have yielded benefitsto the Nation. In the case of the proposed GRS action, all HT-CP vessels
over 125 ft. LOA will be required to improvetheir retention ratefrom their current rate of 72 percent (2003)
to 85 percent in 2008. Given that the Nation places a high value on reducing fishery discards and waste, as
evidenced by the mandate to reduce discards and increase utilization, contained in the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act and the Sustainable Fisheries Act, the benefits, although not
measurable, appear by all indications to exceed costs. While dlight distributional impacts across fishing
industry sectors are implied by the proposed action, the overall net benefits to the Nation would not be
expected to changeto an identifiable degree.

4.6.10 E.O. 12866 Conclusion

E.O. 12866 requires that the Office of Management and Budget review proposed regulatory programs that
are considered to be “significant.” A “significant regulatory action” isonethat islikdy to:

1 Have an annual effect on theeconomy of $100 million or more or adversely affect inamaterial way
the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, competition, jobs, local or tribal governments
or communities;

2. Create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned by another
agency,
3. Materially alter thebudgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or |oan programsor therights

and obligations of recipientsthereof; or

4, Raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of legal mandates, the President's priorities, or the
principles set forth in this Executive Order.

Based on the analysis and the above ref erenced criteria, none of the alternatives appear to have the potential
toconstitutea“ sgnificant” action under the E.O. 12866, recogni zingthat there may bedistributional impacts
among the various participants affected by this proposed action.

5.0 Consistency with Other Applicable Laws

This section examines other laws applicable to fishery management actions and determines whether the
proposed action is consistent with those laws.

5.1 Consistency with National Standards

Below are the ten National Standards contained in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (Act) and abrief discussion of the consistency of the proposed actionand alternativeswith
those National Standards, where applicable.

National Standard 1 - Conservation and management measures shall prevent overfishing while
achieving, on a continuing basis, the optimum yield from each fishery for the United States fishing
industry.

Under all of the actions conddered, the Alaska groundfish fisherieswill continued to be managed to achieve
TACs without overfishing. Stocks of groundfish in target fisheries in the BSAI are not currently in danger
of overfishing and are considered stable. Overall groundfish catch will not be affected by any of the actions
considered.
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In terms of achieving ‘optimum yield' from the fishery, the Act defines “optimum” as the amount of fish
which: a) will providethe greatest overall benefit to the Nation, particularly with respect to food production
and recreational opportunities, and taking into account the protection of marine ecosystems; b) is prescribed
as such onthe basi s of the maximum sustai nableyield fromthe fishery, asreduced by ny relevant economic,
social, or ecological factor; and c) in the case of an overfished fishery, provides for rebuilding to a level
consi stent with producing the maxi mum sustai nable yield in such fishery.

Overdl benefitsto the Nation may be affected by thesetrade-offs, though our ability to quantify those effects
islimited. The effects of the proposed action and dternatives on the revenues and costs of various sectors
of the groundfish fisheries are discussed in Section 4.0. While slight distributional impacts across fishing
industry sectors are implied by the alternative actions, overall net benefits to the Nation would not be
expected to changeto an identifiable degree across the actions considered.

National Standard 2 - Conservation and management measures shall be based upon the best scientific
information available.

Information in this analysis represents the most current and comprehensive set of information available.
Some data that would have been useful in the analysis (such as operational costs) are unavailable.

National Standard 3 - To the extent practicable, an individual stock of fish shall be managed as a unit
throughout its range, and interrelated stocks of fish shall be managed as a unit or in close
coordination.

All of the actions considered are consistent with this standard. The groundfish socks in the BSAI will
continued to be managed as single stocks.

National Standard 4 - Conservation and management measures shall not discriminate between
residents of different states. If it becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing privileges among
various United States fishermen, such allocation shall be a) fair and equitable to all such fishermen;
b) reasonably calculated to promote conservation; and c) carried out in such manner that no
particular individual, corporation, or other entity acquires an excessive share of such privileges.

The actions considered would not all ocate or assign fishing privilegesto individual or groups of fishermen,
nor would it discriminate among fishermen based on residency or any other equivalent criteria.

National Standard 5 - Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, consider
efficiency in the utilization of fishery resources; except that no such measure shall have economic
allocation as its sole purpose.

Theanalysisof the effects of alternative actions presentsinformation rel ative to the perspective of economic
efficiency, but it doesnot point to a preferred dternativeintermsof this standard, nor doesit have economic
alocation asits sole purpose.

National Standard 6 - Conservation and management measures shall take into account and allow for
variations among, and contingencies in, fisheries, fishery resources, and catches.

None of the actions considered would likely reduce the flexibility of fishery managers or fishermen to
respond to variations among groundfish stocks.

National Standard 7 - Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, minimize
costs and avoid unnecessary duplication.

All of the actions under consideration appear to be consistent with this standard.

National Standard 8 - Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the conservation
requirements of this Act (including the prevention of overfishing and rebuilding of overfished stocks)
take into account the importance of fishery resources to fishing communities in order to a) provide for
the sustained participation of such communities, and b) to the extent practicable, minimize adverse
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economic impacts on such communities.

Many of the coastal communitiesin Alaska and the Pacific Northwest participate in the Alaska groundfish
fisheriesin one way or another, whether it be as sites for shore-side processors or support businesses or as
the harbor/home port of fishermen and at-sea processing workers. Major ports in Alaska that process
groundfish catch from the BSAI include Dutch Harbor, Akutan, Sand Point, King Cove and Kodiak.
Additionally, the Sedttle areain Washington is home port to many catcher and catcher processor vessels
operating in BSAI fisheries. Summary information on these coastal communities is provided in the 2004
PSEIS (NMFS 2004).

In terms of potential impacts resulting from the actionsconsidered, the analysis reviewed dataon 1) harvest
levelsby the affected vessels engaged in the BSAI fisheries; 2) revenuesresulting from that harvest; and 3)
the home port of the vessels. Most of this information is presented in Sections 3.0 and 4.0. None of the
aternative actions considered are expected to have a significant individud or cumulative effect on the
sustained participation of any fishing community in the groundfish fisheries.

National Standard 9 - Conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable, a)
minimize bycatch; and b) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of such
bycatch.

Section 4 presents information on historical patterns of discards in the groundfish fisheries. The analysis
assesses dlternative actionsto decrease discards andincrease utilization i n groundfishfisheriesinthe BSAL.
Nonethel ess, thereisatrade-off between reducing bycatch and deriving economic valuefrom viabledirected
fisheries on these fish stocks. The preferred alternative seeks to balance these conflicting concerns.

National Standard 10 - Conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable,
promote the safety of human life at sea.

All of the actions considered gppear to be consistent with this standard. None of the alternatives would
change saf ety requirements for fishing vessels.

5.2 Section 303(a)(9) - Fisheries Impact Statement

Section 303(a)(9) of theM agnuson-StevensAct requiresthat any planor amendment includeafishery impact
statement which shall assess and describe the likely effects, if any, of the conservation and management
measureson a) participantsin thefisheries and fishing communitiesaffected by the plan or amendment; and
b) participants in the fisheries conducted in adjacent areas under the authority of another Council, after
consultationwith such Council andrepresentatives of those parti cipantstakinginto account potential impacts
on the participantsin the fisheries, as well as participantsin adjacent fisheries.

Thealternative actionsconsidered inthisandysi sare described in Section 1.2 of thisdocument. Theimpacts
of these actions on participantsin the fisheries and fishing communities are the topic of Sections3.0and 4.0.

5.2.1 Fishery Participants

The preferred alternative would phase in the GRS over afour year period beginning in 2005, starting at 65
percent and increasing in 85 percent. Under the preferred alternative only HT-CPs > 125' would be required
to comply with the GRS—which would be determined and enforced at the end of each year. In 2002, the
overdl groundfish retention rate of HT-CP vessels > 125 ft. was 71 percent. Provided this retention rateis
mai ntai ned, the 2005 GRSwill represent only aminimal constraint for most of thisfleet—only three vessels
would need toimprove their retention rates. Nearly all of the regulated vessel s would need to improvetheir
retention rate to meet the 2008 GRS of 85 percent, whichistherational for the phase-in provision. Table 51
also shows the additional tons that would have to be retained to meet the successive phased-in standards.
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Converting what had been discards to retained product could result in lower net revenues if the additional
fish retained displaces fish of higher-value. To reflect thispotential cost, the last row of the table showsthe
percent of existing product of the affected vessels that would have to be displaced by what is presumed to
be lower value product.™

Table 51. Vessel Based Impacts of GRS Percentages in the GRS Preferred Alternative

Year 2005 2006 2007 2008
GRS Percentage 65 75 80 85
Number of Vessels Below GRS in 2002 3 5 8 13
Additional Retained Tons Needed to Meet GRS in 2002 (1,000 mt) 0.9 6.0 10.5 19.5
Percent Displacement of Existing Product Tons (percent) 0.1 15 2.9 4.8

Source: Sector Profile Database Devel oped by Northern Economics from Blend Data supplied by NOAA FisheriessAFSC.

Provided below isasummary of the monitoring and enforcement issuesfor the proposed action. For amore
detailed discussion on thistopic, see Sections 4.5.2 and 4.6.2.

In 2002, there were 22 active HT-CP vessels—a 23 vessd is schedul ed to be reactivatedin 2004. Of these,
16 vessds are greater than or equal to 125 ft. in length. Under the GRS, each of these 16 processor vessels
would be required to provide an approved scale system that is capable of weighing catch before it is
processed or discarded. NOAA Fisheriesestimatesthat seven of thevessels>125'L OA would havetoinstall
approved marineflow scaesand observer stationsat an estimated total cost of purchasingand installing the
scales between $76,000 and to over $300,000 per vessel. Under the GRS, every haul will have to be
observed, which necessitates two observers aboard each vessel. Estimates of the cost of an additional
observer are approximately $82,000 per vessel. There are aso indirect costs of housing an additional
observer, aswell. Theseincludefeedingand housing. However, no meaningful estimate of these* cost” can
beprovided. Finally, there are aother costsassociated with arequirement for vessel stoinstall marine scales.
These include the cost of reduced efficiency as a result of changesin procedures for harvesting, sorting,
discarding, or processing groundfish and lost crew timerequired to monitor and record informationfrom the
scale and to test, maintain, and repair the scales.

5.2.2 Fishing Communities

As treated at length in Section 4.2 and under National Standard 8, major ports in Alaska that process
groundfish catch from fisheriesaffected by the actions consideredinclude DutchHarbor, Akutan, Sand Point,
King Cove and Kodiak. Additionally, the Sedttle area in Washington and communities along the northern
Oregon coast are home ports to the mgjority of catcher and catcher processor vessels operating in these
fisheries. Noneof theactionsconsidered areexpected tohaveany significant individual or cumulativeeffects
on the sustained participation of these communities in the groundfish fisheries. The groundfish fisheries
would continue to benefit fishing communities as described in the PSEIS (NMFS 2004).

5.2.3 Participants in Fisheries of Adjacent Areas

Neither the proposed action or aternatives considered would significantly affect participantsin thefisheries
conducted in adjacent areas under the authority of another Council.

"The displaced product percentage calculation assumes that newly created products will have the same average
recovery rate as the existing product mix of the fleet asa whole—63 percent.
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5.3 Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA)

5.3.1 Analytical Requirements

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), first enacted in 1980 and codified at 5 U.S.C. 600-611, was designed
to place the burden on the government to review all regulaions to ensure that, while accomplishing their
intended purposes, they do not unduly inhibit the ability of small entities to compete. The RFA recognizes
that the size of abusiness, unit of government or nonprofit organization frequently hasabearingonitsability
to comply with a Federal regulation. Mgor goals of the RFA are 1) to increase agency awareness and
understanding of the impact of their regulations on smal business; 2) to require that agencies communicate
and explain their findings to the public; and 3) to encourage agencies to use flexibility and to provide
regulatory relief to small entities.

The RFA emphasizes predicting significant adverse impacts on small entities asagroup distinct from other
entitiesand onthe consideration of alternativesthat may minimizetheimpactswhilestill achievingthe stated
objective of the action. When an agency publishes a proposed rule, but cannot “ certify” that there will be
significant impact on a substantial number of small entities (and support such certification with a factual
basisfor the findings), it must prepare and make available for publicreview an Initial Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis(IRFA) that describes the impact of the proposed rule on small entities. When an agency publishes
afinal rule, it must prepare a Final Regulatory Flexihility Analysis (FRFA). Analysisrequirementsfor the
IRFA and FRFA are described below inmoredetail. In the case of the issues and alternativesconsidered in
this analysis, the NPFMC recommended the preferred alternative, and NOAA Fisheries has developed
proposed regulatory amendments to implement the NPFMC'’ s preferred alternative. The FM P amendment
and implementing regualtions then go through public notice and comment relemaking pursuant to Section
304 of the Magnuson-Stevens Act (16 U.S.C. 1854).

The IRFA must contain:

1 A description of the reasons why action by the agency is being considered,;

2. A succinct statement of the objectives of, and the legal basisfor, the proposed rule;

3. A description of, and where feasible, an estimate of the number of small entities to which the
proposed rule will apply (induding a profile of the industry divided into industry segments, if
appropriate);

4. A description of the projected reporting, recordkeeping and other compliance requirements of the

proposed rule, including an estimate of the classes of small entities that will be subject to the
requirement and the type of professional skills necessary for preparation of the report or record;

5. Anidentification, to the extent practicable, of al relevant Federal rulesthat may duplicate, overlap
or conflict with the proposed rule;

6. A description of any significant alternatives to the proposed rule that accomplish the stated
objectives of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and any other applicable statutes and that would minimize
any significant economic impact of the proposed rule on small entities. Consistent with the stated
objectives of applicable statutes, the analysis shall discuss significant alternatives, such as:

a The establishment of differing compliance or reporting requirements or timetablesthat take
into account the resources available to small entities;

b. Theclarification, consolidation or simplification of complianceand reporting requirements
under the rule for such small entities;

C. The use of performance rather than design standards;

d. An exemption from coverage of the rule, or any part thereof, for such small entities.
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The*universe” of the entities to be condgdered in an IRFA generally includes only those entities, both large
and small, that can reasonably be expected to be directly regulated by the proposed action. If the effects of
the rule fall primarily on a distinct segment, or portion thereof, of theindustry (e.g., user group, gear type,
geographic areq), that segment would be considered the universe for the purpose of this analysis.

In preparing an IRFA, an agency may provide either a quantifiable or numerical description of the effects
of a proposed rule and alternatives to the proposed rule or more general, descriptive statements if
guantificationisnot practicable or reliable. Currently, insufficient quantitative economicinformation exists
on the fishery under review to quantify the economic significance of this action. In the absence of such
guantitative social and economicdata, aqualitati ve-based Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysisisconducted
below to comply with the RFA.

5.3.2 Definition of a Small Entity

The RFA recognizes and defines three kinds of small entities: 1) small businesses; 2) smal non-profit
organizations; and 3) and small government jurisdictions.

Small businesses: Section 601(3) of the RFA defines a“small business’ as having the same meaning as a
“small business concern,” which isdefined under Section 3 of the Small BusinessAct. A “small business’
or “small business concern” includes any firm that is independently owned and operated and not dominate
initsfield of operation. TheU.S. Small Business Administration (SBA) hasfurther defined a“ smal business
concern” as one “organized for profit, with a place of business located in the United States, and which
operates primarily within the United States or which makes a significant contribution to the U.S. economy
through payment of taxes or use of American products, materials or labor... A small business concern may
beinthelegal formof anindividual proprietorship, partnership, limited liability company, corporation, joint
venture, association, trust or cooperative, except that where the formisajoint venture there can be no more
than 49 percent participation by foreign business entities in the joint venture.”

The SBA has established s ze criteriafor all major industry sectorsinthe U.S. including fish harvesting and
fish processing businesses. A businessinvolved infish harvesting isa smal businessif it isindependently
owned and operated and not dominant initsfield of operation (including its affiliates) and if it has combined
annual receipts not in excess of $3.5 million for al its affiliated operations worldwide. A seafood processor
isasmdl business if it is independently owned and operated, not dominant in its field of operation and
employs 500 or fewer personson afull-time, part-time, temporary or other basisat all itsaffiliated operations
worldwide. A businessinvolvedin both theharvesting and processing of seaf ood productsisasmall business
if it meets the $3.5 million criterion for fish harvesting operations. Finally, a wholesale business servicing
the fishing industry is a small business if it employs 100 or fewer persons on a full-time, part-time,
temporary, or other basis, at all its affiliated operations worldwide.

The SBA has established “principles of affiliation” to determine whether a business concern is
“independently owned and operated.” In general, bus ness concerns are affiliates of each other when one
concern controls or hasthe power to control the other, or athird party controls or has the power to control
both. The SBA considers factors such as ownership, management, previous relaionships with or ties to
another concern, and contractual rel ationships, in determining whether affiliationexists. Individual sor firms
that haveidentica or substantially identical businessor economicinterests, such asfamily members, persons
with common investments, or firms that are economically dependent through contractual or other
rel ationships, aretreated as oneparty, with such interests aggregated when measuring the size of theconcern
in question. The SBA countsthe receipts or employees of the concern whose sizeisat issue and those of all
itsdomesti cand foreign affiliates, regardless of whether the affiliates are organized for profit, in determining
the concern’ s size. However, business concerns owned and controlled by Indian Tribes, AlaskaRegional or
Village Corporations organized pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601),
Native Hawaiian Organizations, or Community Development Corporations authorized by 42 U.S.C. 9805
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are not considered affiliates of such entities, or with other concerns owned by these entities solely because
of their common ownership.

Affiliation may bebased on stock ownershipwhen (1) A personisan affiliate of aconcernif theperson owns
or controls, or has the power to control 50% or more of its voting stock, or ablock of stock which affords
control becauseit islargecompared to other outstanding blocks of stock, or (2) If two or more persons each
owns, controls or has the power to control less than 50% of the voting stock of a concern, with minority
holdings that are equal or approximately equal in size, but the aggregate of these minority holdingsislarge
as compared with any other stock holding, each such person is presumed to be an affiliate of the concern.

Affiliation may be based on common management or joint venture arrangements. Affiliation arises where
one or more officers, directors or general partners control the board of directors and/or the management of
another concern. Partiesto ajoint venture also may be affiliates. A contractor and subcontractor are treated
asjoint venturersif the ostensible subcontractor will perform primary and vital requirements of a contract
or if the prime contractor is unusually reliant upon the ostensible subcontractor. All requirements of the
contract are considered in reviewing such relationship, including contract management, technical
responsibilities, and the percentage of subcontracted work.

Small organizations: The RFA defines “small organizations’ as any nonprofit enterprise that is
independently owned and operated and isnot dominantinits field.

Small governmental jurisdictions: The RFA defines small governmental jurisdictions as governments of
cities, counties, towns, townships, vill ages, school districts, or specid districtswith popul ationsof fewer than
50,000.

5.3.3 Reason for Considering the Proposed Action

The Council’ s problem statement for this proposed action would require an increasein the rate of retained
groundfish caught by the HT-CPsector. Thisreguirementisconsistent with the Council's objectiveto reduce
discards in the groundfish fisheries.

The Council’ s primary concern is to maintain a healthy marine ecosystem to ensure the long-term
conservation and abundance of the groundfish and crab resources. Recognizing the importance of
both the mandate of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act to reduce
bycatch (discards) to the extent practicable, the US public’ s perception that discardsinthe BSAIl are
excessive, the economic importance of these groundfish fisheries, and the dependence of the
parti ci pantson these groundfish fisheries, the Council iscommitted to reducingbycatch, minimizing
waste, and improving utilization of fish resources to the extent practicable in order to provide the
maximum benefit to present generations of fishermen, associated fishing industry sectors,
communities, and the nation asawhol e. Finally, the Council acknowledgesthefact that any solution
to the problem of reducing discards must take into account the ability of NOAA Fisheriesto monitor
discards and adequately enforce any regulations that are promul gated.

5.3.4 Objectives of, and Legal basis for, the Proposed Rule

The objective of the proposed ruleisto address groundfish discardsin the groundfi sh fisheries of the BSAI,
whilestill permitting viabledirected fisheries. The objectivesarefurther elucidatedinthe NPFM C’ sproblem
statement presented in Section 1.1.

Thelegal basisfor the proposed ruleisthe Magnuson-Stevens Act and the BSAI Groundfish FMP. In 1976,
Congress passed into law what is currently known as the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act). This law authorized the United States to manage its fishery
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resources in an area extending from 3 to 200 nautical miles off its coast (termed the Exclusive Economic
Zone). The management of these marine resources isvested in the Secretary of Commerce and in regional
fishery management councils. In the Alaska region, the North Pacific Fishery Management Coundil is
responsible for preparing management plans for marine fishery resources requiring conservation and
management. NOAA Fisheries, an agency within the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration of
the U.S. Department of Commerce, is charged with carrying out the federal mandates with regard to marine
fish, oncethey are approved by the Secretary. NOAA Fi sheries AlaskaRegional Officeand Al askaFisheries
Science Center review the management actions recommended by the Council.

5.3.5 Number and Description of Affected Small Entities

A detailed description of the entities affected by the alternatives considered is provided in EA Sections 3.0
and RIR sections 4.0 of this document.

Alternative 1 (No action/Status quo):

Alternative 1 would not change the way small entities are current affected by the present regulations. The
RIR contains data and qualitative discussion on economic effects of the action on the HT-CP sector. The
description of effects on the sector are inclusive of the information presented in an IRFA on the profile of
the industry and HT-CP sector, and also summarized in this section.

Alternative 2, 3 and 4 (Establish a Minimum Groundfish Retention Standard):

Under Alternative 2 and Alternative 4, the GRS applies only to non-AFA trawl (HT-CP) catcher processors
that are 125 ft. in length or greater. Sixteen head and gut traw! catcher processors meet these criteria. The
RIR contains data and qualitative discussion on economic effects of the action on the HT-CP sector. The
description of effects on the sector are inclusive of theinformation presented in an IRFA on the profile of
the industry and HT-CP sector, and also summarized in this section. Under Alternative 3, the GRS applies
to all catcher processors. However, catcher processors less than 125 ft. in length are exempt from the
retention standard if their weekly production is lessthan 600 mt. Catch data show that weekly catches of
vessd slessthan 125ft. inlength seldom exceed 600 mt. Assumingthat all vessd ssmaller than 125 ft. would
be exempt, the universe of regulated entities under Alternative 3 consists of 6 surimi/fillet trawl catch
processors, 16 head and gut trawl catcher processors, 5 pot catcher processors and 24 longline catcher
processors. The RIR contai nsdataand qualitative discussion on economic effects of theactiononthe HT-CP
sector. The description of effects onthe sector areinclusive of theinformation presented in an IRFA on the
profile of theindustry and HT-CP sector, and also summarized in this section.

NMFS data sourcesfor considering the size of an entity are gross receipts fromwholesale value of catches
inAlaska. Thisinformation isthe best available data, andisbased on weekly production reportsof landings
and prices of processed product of HT-CP vessels in Alaska. Based upon this best available data, it is
improbabl e that any of the vesselsin the HT-CP sector are small entities. However itisnot possible to say
with compl ete confidencethat any givenfishing operationis'small’, for SBA purposes. NMFSdoesnot have
the level of data and information with which to make a statistically confident estimation. That is why this
IRFA has been prepared.

Surimi/fillet trawl catcher processors are among thelargest operations inthe BSAI and clearly do not meet
the definition of asmall entity. However, three of the pot catcher processors and six of thelongline catcher
processorsarebelievedto meet thecriteriaof small entities—however, the ownership characteristicsof these
vessds are not documented and it is unknown whether they meet all of the criteria of small vessels as
specified earlier. Thus Alternative 3 could directly regulate, and thereby affect up to nine vesselsthat may
be small entities.
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5.3.6 Impacts on Regulated Small Entities

The specific economic impacts of the proposed action and alternatives on both large and small entitiesin
each sector of the groundfish fishery are addressed in detail in Section 4.0 of this document and are
summarized here.

In general, the impacts of retaining the status quo (Alternative 1. No action/Status quo) will not have any
affect on any regulated entities because it would not change the current management regulations or impose
additional costs.

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would implement a groundfish retention standard (GRS). Data on gross earnings
of these vessels are included in the RIR portion of this analysisin section 4.5.2 (Changes in Revenues and
Operating Costs). Lack of dataon the changein costs of the regulated vessels under alternatives 2 and 4 or
their parent company and affiliates, and on changes in revenues of any given operation precludes more
detailed analysis of the impacts on these entities. To provide projections of potential change in revenue
and/or costs, analystswould need to know how each vessel would adjust fishing and processing operations
to accommodateincreased retention requirements. Choicesamong fishingtargets, abundanceof species, and
distribution of speciesin mixed species catches, and many other variableswould need to be known. Further
dataon opportunity costs of each operation, including alternative uses of fishing capacity, cepital and costs
of inputs by vessel size and typewould be required to determine the change in cost for any operation or for
the 16 vessel sector. Thisdatais not availablefor thisor for any groundfish sector operating in the North
Pacific.

Of the affected vessels under Alternative 3, six of the L-CPs and three of the P-CPs appear to meet the
criteriadefining small entities. It is estimated that scale acquisition and installation costs would be about
$30,000 per vessel. It isassumed that observer coverage of every haul would require theaddition of another
observer. It is estimated that the cost of an additional NOAA Fisheries-certified observer is about $355 per
deployment day (not including food costs) for each vessel. In 2001, P-CP vessel s averaged 8 weeks per year
onthewater, whiletheL -CPfleet averaged 32weeks. Therefore, annual average observer costsareestimated
to increase by about $20,000 for each P-CP and $80,000 for each L-CP. See Section 4.5.2 for further details
on the cost of monitoring and enforcement for each of the alternatives. As with Alternative 2, 3, and 4 the
datarequired to estimate any change in gross receipts, costs, or change in the value of the resource to the
L-CPs, P-CPs or HT-CPs as aresult of Alternative 3 are not available to NMFS.

5.3.7 Recordkeeping and Reporting requirements

The proposed action would not change the overall reporting structure and recordkeeping requirements of the
participants in the BSAI groundfish fisheries.

5.3.8 Relevant Federal Rules that may Duplicate, Overlap, or Conflict with the
Proposed Action

No duplication, overlap or conflict between this action and existing Federal rules has been identified.

5.3.9 Description of Significant Alternatives

The alternatives under consideration in this EA/RIR/IRFA are described in Section 1.2, and the reason for
the proposed action is presented in Section 1.1. The alternatives considered are summarized in the table
below.
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Table 52. Summary of Alternatives Considered in this EA/RIR/IRFA

Alternatives Alternative 1: No Establish a minimum groundfish retention standard (GRS) in the BSAI
action/Status quo . X X X X
These alternatives are characterized by a series of 8 components that comprise a wide array
of potential alternatives. Two “representative bookend” alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3) and
a phased-in GRS (Alternative 4 - preferred alternative) are analyzed.
Alternative 2: Less Alternative 3: More Alternative 4: Phased-In GRS
restrictive GRS restrictive GRS (Preferred Alternative)
Description Current regulations | Establishes a GRS of 70 | Establishes a GRS of 85| Thepreferred alternative, as defined
regardingretentionand | percent and applies it to | percent for January through | by the Council at the June 2003
discards and |non-AFA trawl catcher | May and 90 percent during | meeting, establishes a year-round

regul ationsthat require
100 percent retention
of pollock and Pacific
cod would remain in
effect. The MRA for
pollock would continue
to be enforced at any
time during a fishing
trip.

processors (HT-CPs) »125'
as a fleet. Retention rate is
determined at the end of the
fishingyear. Pollock MRA is
increased to 35 percent for
al non-AFA trawl catcher
processorsand complianceis
determined on each vessd at
the end of each offload.
Approved scales, a certified
observer sampling station,
and observer coverage of
every haul are used to
measure and verify total
catch. Alternative catch
monitoring plan approved by
NOAA Fisheies may be

remainder of the yea. GRS
applies to all catcher
processors > 125' asindividual
vessels. Catcher processors <
125" are exempt if weekly
production < 600 mt. Current
pollock MRA is maintained.
Retention rate is determined
at end of each week for each
area and gear fished.
Approved scales, a certified
observer sampling station, and
observer coverage of every
haul are used to measure and
verify total catch. Retained
catch is calculated using
standard PRRs.

GRS of 65 pecent in 2005; 75
percent in 2006; 80 percent in 2007;
and 85 percent in 2008. The GRS
appliesto all non-AFA trawl catcher
processors (HT-CPs)>125" as
individual vessel. Catcher processors
< 125' are exempt. Compliancewith
the GRS is monitored and enforced
at the end of year for each vessel.
Approved scal es, acertifi ed observer
sampling station, and observer
coverage of every haul are used to
measure and verify total catch. PSC
isnotincludedin the calculationsfor
GRS compliance. Retained catch is|
calculated using existing NOAA
Fisheries standard PRRs.

substituted for the observer
regquirement. Retained catch
is calculated using standard
PRRs.

Alternative 2 minimizes potential adverse economic impacts on small entities by reducing the number of
regulated entities. Under Alternative 2 and Alternative 4 the groundfish retention standard appliesonly to
non-AFA trawl catcher processors (HT-CPs) that are 125ft. inlength or greater. Under Subalternative 3, the
GRS appliesto all catcher processors. However, catcher processors less than 125 ft. in length are exempt
from the retention standard if their weekly production is less than 600 mt. Catch data show that weekly
catches of vessels lessthan 125 ft. in length seldom exceed 600 mt.

5.3.10

The analysis for this proposed action, considered and rejected an alternative, and an option for the
Alternative 4, that were each likely to have agreater negative impact on regul ated entitiesthan the preferred
dternative selected by the Council. Alternative 3, would have imposed a GRS of 85 percent for January
through May and 90 percent during remainder of the year. That GRS percent would have applied toall vessel
sizesin the HT-CP sector, and for those greater than 125" Alternative 3 would be applied and enforced on
an individual vessel basis. A greater number of HT-CP vessds would be required to increase retention of
groundfish under this aternative. The preferred Alternative 4 also considered an option to apply the GRS
to HT-CP vessels under 125 feet LOA. This component was determined to be costly for these operations
under 125 feet LOA, and was rejected because of the lack costs associated with adapting these vessels for
monitoring the GRS due to limited deck space and processing area. Also, the preferred Alternative 4
provides additional relief to these entities, by staggering the GRS from alevel of 75 percent in 2006 to 85

Minimizing Impacts to Regulated Entities
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percent in 2008 as opposed to imposing it at 85%. Finally, NMFS requests public comment on a potential
approach to further minimize the impacts of Amendment 79 to these entities by starting the GRS at 65
percent for year 2006 instead of 75 percent level recommended by the Council. Starting the GRS at 65
percent would provide for a graduated GRS, that would be lessrestrictive in the first year of the proposed
program.

5.4 Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA)

The MMPA of 1992 (16 U.S.C. 1361 et seg.), as amended through 1996, establishes afederal responsibility
to conserve marine mammal s with management responsibility for cetaceans (whales) and pinnipeds (seal s)
other than walrus vested with NOAA Fisheries. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is responsible for all
other marine mammals in Alaska including seaotters, walrus, and polar bear. Congress found that certain
species and population stocks of marine mammals are or may be in danger of depletion due to human
activities. Congress al so declared that marine mammals areresources of great international significanceand
should be protected and encouraged to develop to the greatest extent feasible commensurate with sound
policies of resource management.

Specieslisted under the Endangered Species Act present in the management areawere listed in the previous
section. Marine mammalsnot listed under the ESA that may be present inthe BSAI management areainclude
cetaceans, [minke whale (Balaenoptera acutorostrata), killer whale (Orcinus orca), Dal's porpoise
(Phocoenoides dalli), harbor porpoise (Phocoena phocoena), Pacific white-sided dol phin (Lagenorhynchus
obliquidens), and the beaked whales (e.g., Berardius bairdii and Mesoplodon spp.)] as well as pinnipeds
[Pacific harbor seal (Phoca vitulina), northern fur seal (Callorhinus ursinus), Pacific walrus (Odobenus
rosmarus), spotted seal (Phoca largha), bearded sed (Erignathus barbatus), ringed sea(Phoca hispida) and
ringed seal (Phoca fasciata)], and the seaotter (Enhydra lutris).

The primary management objective of the MMPA is to maintain the health and stability of the marine
ecosystem, with a goal of obtaining an optimum sustainable population of marine mammals within the
carrying capacity of the habitat. The MMPA is intended to work in concert with the provisions of the
Endangered Species Act (Section 3.1.7). The Secretary is required to give full consideration to all factors
regarding regulations applicableto the"take" of marine mammals, includingthe conservation, development,
and utilization of fishery resources, and the economic and technological feasibility of implementing the
regulations. If afishery affects a marine mammal population, then the potential impacts of the fishery must
be analyzed inthe appropriate EA or EIS, and the Council or NOAA Fisheries may be requested to consider
regulationsto mitigate adverse impacts. The alternative actions considered are intended to reduce discards
in groundfish fisheries in the BSAI. No adverseimpacts on marine mammals are anticipated as a result of
implementing the alternatives under consideration.

5.5 Coastal Zone Management Act

Implementation of any of the alternative actions considered will be conducted in amanner consistent, to the
maximum extent practicable, with the Alaska Coastal M anagement Program within the meaning of Section
30(c)(1) of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 and its implementing regulations.

5.6 Executive Order 12898

Executive Order 12898 focuseson environmental justicein relationto minority populationsand low-income
populations. The U.S Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) defines environmental justice as the “fair
treatment for people of all races, cultures, and incomes, regarding the development of environmental laws,
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regulations, and policies.” This executive order was spurred by the growing need to address the impacts of
environmental pollution on particular segmentsof society. The E.O. requireseach Federal agency to achieve
environmental justice by addressing “ disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental
effects on minority and low-income populations.” The EPA responded by developing an Environmental
Justice Strategy that focuses the agency's efforts in addressing these concerns.

In order to determine whether environmental justice concerns exist, the demographics of the affected area
shoul d be examined to determine whether minority popul ations and low-income popul ations are present, and
if so, a determination must be made as to whether implementation of the alternatives may cause
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on these populations.
Environmental justice concerns typically embody pollution and other environmental health issues, but the
EPA has stated that addressing environmental justice concernsisconsistent with NEPA and thusall Federal
agencies are required to identify and address these issues.

Many of the coastal communitiesin Alaska and the Pacific Northwest participatein the Alaska groundfish
fisheriesin one way or another, whether it be as sites for shore-side processors or support businesses or as
the harbor/home port of fishermen and at-sea processing workers. Major ports in Alaska that process
groundfish catch from the BSAI include Dutch Harbor, Akutan, Sand Point, King Cove and Kodiak.
Additionally, the Sedttle areain Washington is home port to many catcher and catcher processor vessels
operating in these fisheries. A discussion of the relative importance of fisheries to these regions and
communities and profiles of their populations are included in the 2004 PSEIS (NMFS 2004). Overall, the
population structures of these regions vary considerably, but in the Aleutian and Kodiak regions there are
predominant Alaska Native and other minority populations. Kodiak isabout 13 percent Alaska Native. The
predominant minority in the city and its surroundings is Asian and Pacific Ilanders, foll owed by Alaska
Nativesand African-Americans. In King Coveand Sand Point, AlaskaNativesmake up about 48 percent and
44 percent of the populations, respectively, with Asian and Pacific Islanders the next largest minority
population.

WhileWashington and Oregon’ srel ationship to the Alaskagroundfish fisheriesis moreinvol ved than some
regions of Alaska (in terms of absolute number of jobs), it could be argued that the fisheries are less
important or vital than for the Alaskan communities considered. For example, the size of Seattledilutesthe
overdl impact of the Alaska groundfish fishery jobs, whereasin Alaskan communities such jobs represent
amuch greater proportion of the total employment in the community. Thus, while nearly all of the head and
gut trawl catcher processors affected by the alternative actions consi dered are home ported in Seattle, any
impacts on this community’ s minority or low-income popul ations due to changes in the operations of these
vesselswill be minimal.

None of the dternative actions considered appear to have any significant individua or cumulative
environmental or human health effects. Thus, no minority population or low-income population (or any other
distinct popul ation) would be disproportionately affected in this regard.
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Appendix 1:  Costs of Marine Scales for At-Sea Weighing of Catch

Enforcement concernsrequirethat vessel ssubject to aGRSregul ationuseaNOAA Fisheries-approvedscale
to estimatetotal catchweight. Thescal e requirement for total catch weight measurementswould necessitate
theinstallation of aflow scaleinaprocessor’ ssorting belt. It woul d al so necessitate the purchase of amotion
compensated platform scale. A platform scaleis used for daily measurements of test weight material (fish)
in order to verify the accuracy of the total catch weight flow scae. Other requirements for scale weight
measurements of total catch include:

. Daily testing of the platform scale which necessitates having certified test weights aboard; and
. At least one observer on board at all times. The observer can provide an important compliance

monitoring role by periodically testing the accuracy of the scale and monitoring use of the scale
when they are on duty. Further, each haul should be observed to ensure that al catch is weighed.
Thiswould require two observers to be onboard unless a vessel iswilling to reduce the number of
haulsto alevel that asingle observer could monitor. Other means may exist to ensure that all catch
isweighed, but these alternative means have not yet been fully assessed.

Accordingto NOAA Fisheries(Alan Kinsolving, NOAA Fisheries, personal communication, January 2003),
the HT-CP fleet had the following characteristics at the end of 2002:

23 active HT-CP vessels

16 HT-CP vessels are > 125' LOA

10 HT-CP vessels > 125' currently have NOAA Fisheries-approved scales
6 HT-CP vessels > 125' do not have approved scales

7 HT-CP vessels are < 125'

0 HT-CP vessels < 125' currently have approved scales

3 HT-CP vessels < 125' had approved scdes installed but removed them

Because none of the vessels < 125' have scales and 63 percent of the vessels > 125' have scal es, the Council
indicated that it would consider requiring approved scales on HT-CP vessels > 125" and exempting vessels
< 125' from the scale requirement.

Alternative regquirements could be considered for vessels < 125' that would not significantly undermine the
objective of a groundfish retention standard. For example, these vessels could be exempt from scale
requirementsif their productionremainsat alow levd. Setting amaximum productionlimit alsowould allow
NOAA Fisheriesto project with some certainty the total volume of catch that is accounted for with scales
and observers.

Cost of Purchase

At thistime, two companies- Marel and Skanvaegt I nternational - produce scales that have been approved
by NOAA Fisheriesfor weighingtotal catch aboard AFA-€ligible catcher processors and catcher processors
participating in the CDQ fisheries. According to NOAA Fisheries (Alan Kinsolving, NOAA Fisheries,
personal communication, January 2003), nearly dl of the new scalesinstalled on catcher processorsover the
last couple years have been manufactured by Marel.

The distributor of Marel marine scales in Seattle is Gunnar Electronics. A representative of Gunnar
Electronics estimated the current price of the scale that has been installed on catcher processors to be
approximately $50,000. This figure is consistent with the estimate reported by NOAA Fisheries. The
representative noted that there is a connection charge of about $1,500, and a recommended spare parts
package costs an additional $7,500.
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Cost of Installation

Asnoted previously by NOAA Fisheries, theinstal lation cost isthe highly variable. Thiscost dependslargely
on the configuration of the vessel. A representative of Fishing Company of Alaska estimated that it would
cost about $25,000 per vessel to have asca einstalled onthefirm'sboats. T he configuration of two of FCA's
vessds (former tuna seiners) may present problems that raise the per boat cost by $10,000. While it is
important to note that FCA has not yet developed aformal cost estimate, these "best guesses” are in accord
with the statement by NOAA Fisheries that installation costs will be around $30,000 in most cases.

To further investigate installation costs, a representative of Carnitech U.S., Inc. was contacted. Thisfirm
installed all of the Marel scales currently used by catcher processors. The representative affirmed that itis
difficult to generalizeabout installation costs dueto differences among boats. He noted that arelatively easy
installation would cost about $5,000, whereas an installation requiring considerable reconfiguration of the
vessel could cost upwardsto $100,000. On average, costs have beenin the range of $20,000 to $30,000. The
representative further noted that vessel size isnot necessarily an important factor in determining costs—the
cost of installing scales on smaller vessels can be less than those for larger vessels, as less equipment may
have to be moved.

Cost of Maintenance

The representative of Gunnar Electronics confirmed the observation by NOAA Fisheriesthat the estimated
annual cost of maintenancefor the scaes currently installed on catcher processors has been approximetely
$1,500 to $2,000. He noted that costs could increase if vessdsincrease their level of fishing activity.

With respect to the question of whether mai ntenance costs depend on the type of fish weighed, the Gunnar
Electronics representative indicated that maintenance may be higher when "bottom-feeders” (e.g., flatfish)
areweighed, assand and other substrate shed from thefish may foul certain parts of the scale. For example,
the conveyor belt may have to be replaced more frequently when such fish areweighed. This statement is
in accordance with information provided by NOAA Fisheries.

The Gunnar Electronics representative noted that few of the catcher processorsthat have purchased scales
from hisfirmhavelost fishing time because of ascale malfunction. NOAA Fisheriesreported that there has
been an average of one scale failure per year in the pollock fleet that resulted in lost fishing days. When a
malfunction occurs Gunnar Electronics typically sends arepresentative to Dutch Harbor to undertake the
repairs.
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Appendix 2: Summary of Issues Regarding Volumetric Estimates
of Total Catch Weight in Multi-Species Fisheries

Methods for applied use of bin volumetric measurement techniques are described in the North Pacific
Groundfish Observer Manual. In addition, regulations for the use of certified bins for volumetric estimates
of catch weight are & 50 CFR 679.28 (e).

Two bin volumetric studies have been carried out in the North Pacific. Dorn et al. (1999)* and Dorn et al.
(1995)? attempted to (1) determinethe accuracy of aflow scale and evaluate test procedures for monitoring
flow scale performancein production fisheries, (2) evaluate the accuracy of volume-based methodsof catch
wei ght determinationusingobserver cod end and bi n volumemeasurements by comparing estimates obtained
from these procedures with weight estimates obtai ned from a flow scale, (3) evaluate the use of ultrasonic
bin sensorsfor determining fish volumesin holdingbins, (4) obtain accurate density factorstouseinvolume-
to-weight conversionsfor walleye pollock catches, and (5) evaluate current and alternative methods used by
observers to determine density.

The findings of these two studies raise important issues regarding the use of bin volumetric methods for
estimating haul weights in non-pollock fisheries?

Variance on estimates of densty factors

Perhapsthe most significant source of uncertainty intransferring the findi ngs of pollock-based studiesof bin
volumetric estimates of total catch isin establishingdensity factorsfor amixed species application. Density
istherelationship between theweight and volume of amaterial, andit isthisweight/volumerel ationship that
is used to convert observations of binvolumesto aweight of groundfish. Establishing density factorsin a
mixed speciesapplicationishampered by uncertainty andvariability ininternd void space of both the basket
samples and the loaded bins of multiple species of different sizes and shapes. Little isknown about how the
highly heterogenous morphol ogy of the numerousspeciesof flatfish, cod, pelagicspecies, shellfish, and other
miscellaneous specieswill stack, flow, and stratify inlarge and small bins, and how well the basket sampling
process will reproduce useful information about how multi-species fish will compress in a much larger
container. Some fin fish species have swim bladders, which add to the uncertainty of how the material will
compress. Because the application of volumetric methods to flatfish trawl operationswould involve smaller
vessels, which generally have a less stable deck and less deck space than pollock catcher processors, itis
anticipated that more samples will berequired in field tests.

Giventhese sampling issues, it is possiblethat field testswill be unableto generate adensity factor table that
can be applied to a wide variety of operations. It may be likely that routine basket sampling will need to
occur during thetransfer of each haul to binsinorder for bin volumetric methodsto provideasufficient level
of precision and accuracy to be an acceptable option for the head and gut trawl fishery. Dorn et al.
(1999:1014) note that their conclusions regarding pollock may not be transferrable to other species because
the they investigated a single-species application with an experienced crew on large vessels. The primary

! Dorn, M., S. Gaichas, S. Fitzgerald and S. Bibb, 1999. Measuring total catch at sea: use of a
motion-compensated flow scale to eval uate observer volumetric methods. North American Journal of
Fisheries Management 17: 9999-1016.

2Dorn, M., S. Fitzgerald, M. Guttormsen, and M Loefflad, 1995. An evaluation of North Pacific
groundfish observer program methods of haul weight estimation. NOAA Technicad Memorandum
NMFS-AFSF-56.

% Certified motion compensated flow scales have largely supplanted the use of volumetric
estimates of total catch in the BSAI pollock fishery.
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purpose of their study was to estimate total weights rather than bycatch. The researchers also note that
applications to other fisheries are dependent on the use of routi ne basket weight sampling.

Additional potential sourcesof error or bias in measurement of total and retained catch.

Asidefrom thesourcesof error in theuse of basket sampling for determination of haul densities, therewould
be additional variability associated with 1) differences between observer and crew observations, 2)
differences among vessels, 3) container size and shape, 4) the elapsed time within the bin for settling and
stratification of fish, and 5) thedewatered state of fish in bins. Finally, therecould be strategic or systematic
biasin sampling if vessel employees, instead of trained observers, aretaking samples.

Observer reguirements/auditing of bin volumetric measurements of hauls

If retention standards are to represent any morethan avoluntary guideline, observerswill need make basket
sampling and bin-volumetric measures over a24 hour period or for the duration of daily hauls. Sinceasingle
observer cannot be availablefor this duration, NOAA Fisheries anticipates that thissampling method would
necessitate the depl oyment of two full-time observers on each vessel. Flow scales may be operated without
two observers, as continuous recording of weight observations, scale calibrations, and cumulative running
total resultsin an effective audit of information. There are potential options for video monitoring of these
operations, but these options have not yet been fully evaluated.

Establishing a target level of accuracy and precision

A key starting point for aquantitative assessment of ameasurement techniqueisto definethetarget interms
of the parameters being estimated and the level of precision desired. Whilethe goal under aGRS regulation
is to estimate retained catch, there are afew questions that need to be addressed. Among them is the time
interval over which the retention rate is calculated. It could be daily, offload-to-offload, seasonally, or
annua ly. A second question isthe level of accuracy and precision of theretention rate estimate required to
enforcearetention standard. At thistime, NOAA Fisheries Enforcement doesnot know thelevel of accuracy
and precision required.

Accessibility issues

The use of bin volumetric methods has been raised asapotential alternativefor vesselsunder 125'. Concerns
regarding the useof flow scaleson small vessel sincludethe direct costs, space requirements, and constraints
on crew and product movement on deck. However, on many smaller vessels on-deck bins are often located
in cramped spaces with insufficient lighting, which can hinder efforts to obtain arepresentative sample of
the surface height. The costs to industry of rectifying these problems may be comparable to the costs of
installing flow scales.

Time horizons for additiona assessments

According to Dorn, et..al. (1999), an extended period may be required to further assess the use of bin
volumetric methods: “ Another alternativeisto construct density samplers(for binvolumetric measurements)
and deploy them with observersin many different trawl fisheries. The data collected could alow NOAA
Fisheries or another management agency to produce a table of densities to be used for volumetric catch
estimatesin any trawl fishery. However this could take several yearsor longer during which time observers
will continue to use inaccurate basket density estimates to obtain catch weights.”

Beforeany further consideration of the useof binvolumetric methodsto estimatetotal catch/bycatchin BSAI
fisheries, NOAA Fisheriesrecommends that the Council consider afield research program that includes at
least the following elements:

1 Determine the target leve of accuracy required to meet Council retention standard goals through
collaboration with enforcement personnel and fishery managers.
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2. Expand fieldwork on bin-volumetrics and flow scale performance on vessels beyond pollock and
whiting fisheries to:

a Determine sampling characteristics and variablesthat may effect densities of mixed species
haulsin the field

b. Determine a optimal density sampling container for mixed species applications

C. Determine if adensity table can be developed that accounts for species mix, composition

and other factors or routine use of density sampling on a vessel to achieve sufficient
precision and accuracy.

3. Conduct field work on bin volumetric-based haul weights with chartered vessel s applying many of
the same sampling approaches used in previous analyses, o,

4. Assessexperimental design optionsfor deployingdensity samplersto asampl e of vessel sthroughout
the target fleets to evaluate the feasibility of density sampling and number of platformsinvolved to
generate samples and the duration and cost of the study.

5. Evaluate the logistics and costs of volumetric-based haul weight estimates through field tests.
6. Determine the enforcement implications of using bin volumetricsversus flow scales.

Enforcinga GRSon avessel by vessd basisis complicated by the fact that accurate estimates of total catch
arerequired, as are accurate estimates of the weight of fish used for products. For example, if the GRSis set
at 85 percent but the accuracy of individua vessel estimates of retention is+/- 15 percent, only vessels that
retain less than 70 percent will face asignificant risk of enforcement action in the short-run. The following
discussion examines the source of the lack of accuracy and why NOAA Fisheries is satisfied with its
estimations of total annual catch amounts in spite of these errors.

Currently, estimates of the totd weight of catch are calculated with the use of observer estimates and
estimates supplied by vessel operators. In most cases the estimates are based on calculation using the
approximate volume of fish brought on board multiplied by a density factor. For example, the observer may
estimate that a net (codend) of yellowfin sole brought on board has a volume of 20,000 m®. By applying a
standard density factor for yellowfin sole of 0.889mt/m?, the observer estimatesthetotal catchin thenet to
be 17.78 mt. This estimate lacksthe accuracy that could be attained if the fish were weighed on an approved
scale. Thelack of accuracy comesfromboth theestimate of volumeand thedensity factor used. For example,
suppose the true volume of the codend was 3 percent greater than what the observer recorded and the actual
density of the fish in the net was 0.925 because of alarger than expected proportion of pollock (which are
more dense than yellowfin sole). Using the true values, the actual weight of the catch is 19.06 mt, and the
observer’sestimateisinerror by 7.0 percent. If the error israndom, thereisahigh likelihood that offsetting
errorswill be made over subsequent hauls, and over time the estimate of total catch will be reasonably close
to the true value.

NOAA Fisheries relies on the statistical axiom known as the “rule of large numbers’ to be confident its
estimates of total fleet-wide catches are accurate. In simpleterms, the rule states that the greater the number
of observations in a sample, the more accurate the estimate. However, the rule of large numbers does not
apply to asingle observer sestimates over ashort period of time (e.g., oneweek), andthe accuracy necessary
to prosecute violations of a GRS does not exist.

* This density factor is hypothetical and should not be taken as the correct factor.
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Figure 1 provides a hypothetical illustration of the “rule of large numbers.” If the errors are random and
enough hauls are sampled with unbiased estimates, the cumulative error will approach zero.

Figure 1. Hypothetical Scenario Demonstrating the “ Rule of Large Numbers”

The hypothetical example above assumes that individua observers are not systematically biased in their
estimate of thevolumeor the density of theindividual hauls. If an observer issystematically biased, the“rule
of large numbers’ no longer holds, and catch estimates will be biased in the direction of the observer’s

biases. Figure 2 shows the outcome when an observer is positively biased (i.e., generally overestimatesthe
catch level).

Figure 2. Hypothetical Scenario Demonstrating the Effect of Systematic Bias
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The “rule of large numbers’ can overcome the systematic bias of individual observersif: 1) observers are
rotated amongst the fishing fleet, 2) the population of observersis not systemeatically biased, and 3) the
measurement period (i.e., the number of observations) is of sufficient length. Figure 3 shows how these
conditions overcomeindividual systemic bias. As with the hypothetical situation presentedin Figure 2,itis
assumed that error is randomly systematically biased in a generaly positive or negative way. We further
assume that each individud observer observes several hauls per day and says on the boat for one multi-day
trip. After each trip, the observer is replaced by another observer iswho also randomly biased to over or
under estimate catch volume. Every trip is of the same length. Figure 3 demonstrates that while individual
observers are biased that the “rule of large numbers’ dominates aslong as the individual biasis uniformly
random. Figure 3 also demonstrates the importance of having enough observers to overcome any small
sample characteristics’. For example, if estimates of total weight were based on only the first 4 observers
(hauls 1 through 400), then the overall catch estimates would be biased upward. It is only with a larger
number of observers that cumulative error moves substantially towards zero.

Figure 3. Hypothetical Scenario Demonstrating how the “Rule of Large Numbers’ may Overcome
Systematic Bias

® If the population of observers is dominated by individuals who would tend to be biased in a given direction
then the “rule of large numbers” does not hold.
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Appendix 3:  Product Recovery Rate Variability and GRS

Enforcement Issues
Enforcinga GRS on individua vessels or vessel pools requires accurate estimates of total catch weight and
the weight of fish used for products. Equally important are accurate estimates of the product recovery rates
(PRR) for speciesand product combinations. The PRR representsthat proportion of an organism thatisused
for product. Recovery rates are used for estimating the whole weight (i.e., round weight equivalent) of
retained catch from the tonnage of product produced.

A wide range of recovery rates are used to describe the utilization of different speciesin a variety of
products. Regul ations establish standard product types and standard PRRs. The size of thefish, theareaand
the season of the year, the experience of the processng crew, and other factors may have a bearing on the
recovery rate of aparticular species and product type. It is assumed that a standard PRR isan averagefor a
given species/product combination (e.g, pollock fillets). If this assumption is correct and the numbers are
accurate, the “rule of large numbers’ (Appendix 2) suggests that standard PRRs can provide a basis for
calculating accurate retention ratesthat can be used for GRS compliance and enforcement. However, if the
numbersareinaccurate or avessel processesalargenumber of fish that have different PRRs (because of size
differencesor other factors), cal culated retention rates may be erroneous. Theresult could be“fal se positive”

GRSviolations. Figure 1 providesahypothetical examplefor aprocessor making kirimi fromyellowfin sole.

Kirimi producerscut one 3"-steak per fish, regardl essof fish size. Consequently, kirimi producershavelower
product recovery rates from larger fish and higher product recovery rates from smaller fish. The sandard
PRR assumes a 48 percent recovery rate from every fish. Thus, the standard PRR is going to overestimate
the round weight of smaller fish and underestimate the round weight of larger fish. Since the retention rate
iscalculated by dividing the round weight equival ent of retained catch by total groundfish catchweight, use
of the standard PRR will result in an overestimate of the retention of smaller fish.

Figure 1. Variancein GRR with Kirimi Production Using Different Fish Sizes

The hypothetical example assumesthat every ground fish the processor catchesisused. Thus, if an accurate
PRRisusedfor every fish, the estimated retai ned round wei ght equival ent would equal thetotal catchweight
and the retention rate would be 100 percent.® It is al so assumed that the actual PRR is known for each of the

® If the long-term average actual PRR equaled 0.48 and the processor kept and used every fish, the calculated
retention rate using the NOAA Fisheries standard PRR would also be 100 percent.
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1,300 groundfish hauls smulated. With these assumptions, the NOAA Fisheries gandard PRR would
overestimate the groundfish retention rate (GRR) for about half of the hauls and underestimate theretention
ratefor the other half. Figure 1 showsthe estimated GRR for threehaul series. Thefirst seriesshowsuniform
variation in the sze of the fish. The other two series show the estimated retention rate when a processor
catcheslarge numbers of smaller or larger fish. The dotted lineindicates a GRS of 80 percent.

If the NOAA Fisheries standard PRR was the same as the actual PRR, there would be no violations of the
GRS. If the actual PRR varies uniformly around the NOAA Fisheries standard PRR, some haulswould fall
below the GRS evenif their actual retentionrate was 100 percent. These hauls are located in Figure 1 under
the “Average” curve and to theleft of the GRS. If the actual PRR is generally lower (or if the haul caught
alarger averagefish), theNOAA Fisheriesstandard PRR would underestimate theretention rate and ahigher
percentage of the haulswould fall below the GRS. This number is the area of the curve under the“ Above”
curve and totheleft of the GRS. If the actual PRR isgenerally higher (or if the haul caught asmaller average
fish), the NOAA Fisheries sandard PRR woul d overestimatetheretention rate. Somehaulsmight still fa sely
fall below the GRS, but the number would be far less than under the two previous scenarios.

If PRRs vary with fish size, populations changes over time can lead to changes in average PRRs. For
example, Figure2 illugrates how the distribution and size of the flathead sole popul ation changed over the
last 20 years. Theaverage fish sizeand total population have increased since the early 1980's. Assume data
from 1997-2001 were used to generate a PRR and the population structure shifted to something resembling
the average for the 1987-1991 period. The revised PRR would belower than the current standard PRR. This
change would cause the round weight of catchto be underestimated and potentially leadto afalseindication
that the GRS had been violated.

Figure 2. Flathead Sole Population Distribution (Five Y ear Averages)

Table1furtherillustrateshow using an average PRR could lead toa“false positive” GRSviolation. For each
species listed below, the analysis used the standard dressed/head-off PRR and PRR ranges to generate a
random uniform PRR distribution (1000 draws).® The table shows that, asthe true groundfish retention rate
(GRR) approachesthe GRS, the natural variation in the PRR gives afase indication that the GRS has been
violated. For example, if a processor catching Atka mackerel had a true GRR of 100 percent, we would

*This example uses the average PRRs and ranges from Crapo et al. “Recoveries and Yields from Pacific Fish and
Shellfish.” Marine Advisory Bulletin No. 37, 1998 .
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expect no “false positive” violations of an 80 percent GRS (usingthe standard PRR). However, if aprocessor
had atrue GRR of 85 percent, 13.7 percent of haulswould indicate “false positive” violationsthe GRS. The
rate of violations per species varies with therandom drawsand with the amount of variation inthe standard
PRRs. For example, yellowfin sole has the widest standard PRR variation among the target species listed,
and violations begin appearing a the 90 percent levd.

Table 1. Simulated False GRS Violations as a Percentage of Hauls (GRS=80 Percent)

True Groundfish Retention Rate 100% 95% 90% 85% 80% Average
Retention
HT-CP Sector Target False GRS Violations as a Percentage of Hauls 1999-2001
Atka Mackerel 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.7 44.9 84.2
Pecific Cod 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.8 37.2 63.7
Rockfish 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.0 42.2 91.1
Rock Sole 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.3 41.7 58.5
Y ellowfin Sole 0.0 0.0 8.0 215 38.5 68.4

Based on the average retention of each species from 1999-2001, producers focusing on rockfish would
probably havethe least problem with “false positive” GRS violations because their retention rate average
of 91.1 percent iswell above most potential standards. Table 52 shows that with a90 percent GRR rockfish
producers would experience no false violations on a hypothetical 80 percent GRS. However, rock sole
producers might experience moredifficulty with the same sandard because they would have to significantly
raisetheir retention rates (i.e., by 53 percent) to a 90 percent retention ratein order to avoid the potential of
falseviolations. Y ellowfin producers would have to raise their retention rates by nearly 40 percent (i.e, to
a 95 percent retention level) in order to avoid the possibility of false violations with an 80 percent GRS.

Obviously, standard PRRs must be accurate if they are to be used in calcul ations for GRS compliance and
enforcement. This analysis shows that, if actual PRRs vary widely for a given species and product
combination, enforcement of a GRS becomes more problematic.

Management Options

If the Council decides to adopt a GRS, there are several management options that may help mitigate the
problems discussed above. These options, which are not mutually exclusive, include:

. Phase-In Enforcement of a GRS - Under this option, enforcement of a GRS would be phased-inin
order to alow enforcement agencies and processors time to adapt to the management measure.
During the phase-in period processors that violated the GRS would receive warnings indicating by
how much they violated the standard. Enforcement agencies could aso review PRR variance and
processor GRR variance during this period.

. PRR Research - Enforcement agencies could undertake a review of standard PRRs and PRR
variation. Enforcement of the GRS would be delayed until thisreview had determined the level to
which PRRs vary and explored the issues raised above.

. Adaptation of Enforcement Standards - Enforcement standards could be adapted so that only
violations outside the 99 percent confidence interval were pursued. Violationswithin the 99

percent confidenceinterval wouldbefollowed-up by theissuance of awarning. This
option requires knowledge of the variation in PRRs.

. Establishment of a Minimum Acceptable PRR - See the discussion in Section 4.4.2.4.8 of this
document.
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