Final Review Draft

REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW,
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, AND T
INITIAL REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANALYSIS W 7k

For proposed Amendment 68 to the
Gulf of Alaska Fishery Management Plan

I.F-\. T v
LB b VA
e | I ey
polb. FLJEfp ol JE
it B FESIEEEGEE NS
FE IS SN FERIE FE 4B
th BN BIREEAE 8
¥ ! T
A O B
| pSEEL e S e
P 3 R ¥
A e Y
gt CRYLT o Y b
A YT F e ol MR

J____-"":r et - . ';!-_f'- —
L AN P el
T S TR e A T
ey Vi TRRRLL R R R T e L
1 i, L i e LT E
e 4 k.. S5 & SRR I
5 B T e g ety
PR = e i e L ¥ o]

a ST e
- S R A

FEELL L e

.

AR

"-.ﬁmz-;imil

CENTRAL
GULF OF ALASKA

ROCKFISH DEMONSTRATION

PROGRAM

Prepared by staff of the:

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Avenue, #306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Ph. (907) 271 - 2809

And

National Marine Fisheries Service
Alaska Region

P.O. Box 21688

Juneau, Alaska 99802-1168

Ph. (907) 586 — 7465




Table of Contents

1. INErOQUCTION ..ottt ettt a e 1
2. Regqulatory IMpact REVIEW .......oiciieiiiiiiiii i ses i iisiis s i s e s e s e s s e s e enee e e e see e e 1
2.1. ProbIem StateMENT ........ccviie et enes 2
2.2. 22103 (0] (00 T USSR 3
2.3. Description Of the AIEINALIVES ........cecieeieciee e 4
2.3.1.  The status qUO AltErMALIVE ........ecviiiie e 5
2.3.2.  The pilot program alterNatiVES...........ccoviiiiiiiineeeees e 5
2.4. Existing Conditions in the FISNErY ... 19
2.4.1.  Management of the fiSNErIES.......ccoviiiiiie e 19
2.4.2.  Stocks, biology, and environmental conditions............cccocvrvverviveiese s 20
2.4.3. TR NAINVESE SECION ....ecvii ettt sttt ne e e e 20
2.4.4.  The ProCeSSING SECIOT ....viiiiiie e i e ceeseeseestesee e e e e ste e sre e s e e s e e st e s be e be e reenreenrees 30
2.4.5. Exvessel pricing and harvester/processor relationships.............ccooveveneneincinnnnn. 33
2.4.6.  ProdUCE MArKELS .......oiieieieeieee ettt ste et sae s e e sneenee e 35
2.4.7.  Community and social CONAITIONS .........cccccveiiiiiiieie e 40
2.5. Analysis of the alterNatiVES ..o 44
2.5.1. Effects on management, monitoring, and enforcement............c.ccoccevevviveiennscvennenn, 44
2.5.2. Effects on harvest participation and fishing practices ..........cccccooeveviviiiiciicinenenn 52
2.5.3. Effects on participation in the processing SECLOr ..........ccccvevverierivieerese e 70
2.5.4. Effects on catcher processor effiCIENCY .........cooevereieiiiiiineie e 74
2.5.5. Effects on catcher vessel effiCienCy.........ccoooveiiiiiii i 78
2.5.6. Effects on shore-based processing effiCienCy ........ccccovvvviiiiiiii v, 83
2.5.7. Effects on overall production effiCiency.........cccocveveiiiiiecii s 85
2.5.8.  ETTECIS ON CONSUMEIS.....uiiiiiieiiieieite ettt ettt ene et enee e sne e 86
2.5.9. Effects on management, monitoring, and enforcement COStS ..........ccceevevvereerenenne. 88
2.5.10. Effects on environmental/non-use benefits ..., 90
2.5.11. Effects on net benefits to the Nation ............cccoevevi e 91
2.5.12. Effects on entry into the fiSheries. ... 92
2.5.13. Effects on fiShiNG CrEW ......ccvii i 94
2.5.14. Effects on shore-based processing CreW...........cccvieieieneieisinise e 94
2.5.15. Effects 0N eXCESSIVE SNAIES ......ccoiiiiieiee e 95
2.5.16. EFFECIS ON SATELY ...vvciece e 96
2.5.17. Effects on other fiISNErieS. ... 97
3. Environmental ASSESSIMENT . ... ...iiiiiiiiiiiii i it ee e s s i s 104
3.1. Problem STatemMeNt .........cooiieee e 104
3.2. THE AIEINALIVES ...ttt e 105
3.2.1. Alternatives considered but not advanced for analysis...........c.ccooervrviiiiniinienennns 106
3.3. ATFECted BNVIFONMENT .....eiiiiiee ettt neas 106
3.3.1.  Physical ENVIFONMENT........ccceeiiiiie e nneas 107
3.3.2.  Target roCKTiSN STOCKS. ........civiiiieieisiisiisie st 107
3.3.3.  Allocated secondary species stocks and prohibited species catch.............c.......... 111
3.3.4.  Unallocated prohibited Species CatCh...........cccccevieiiiiiiiiii e 119
3.3.5.  Other unallocated SPECIES .......eceeieiieerieie et 120
3.3.6.  Benthic habitat and essential fish habitat..........c..cccocoeovviiiiiiiin 123
3.3.7.  Endangered or threatened SPECIES.......c.eiviiereeiee et 125
3.3.8. FOrage fish .o e 126
3.3.9.  Maring MAaMMALS ......cccveiiiiiieieeiee ettt eseeseeanes 127
3.3.10. SBADIITS ...ttt ettt e 127
3.3.11. THE BCOSYSIEIM ...ttt e e ste e teesteesreenreens 127

Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Demonstration Program ESi June 2005



3.3.12. ENVIronmental JUSTICE.........ocviiiiieieecs e 127

3.3.13. Economic and soCioeCoNOMIC faCtOrS ........cceuiveiieii e 128
3.4. Analysis Of the alterNAtiVES ..........ccccv i e 128
3.4.1. Effects on Implementation, Management, Monitoring, and Enforcement ............ 129
3.4.2.  Effects on FiShing PatterNS .........cc.oiiiiiiiiiie e 144
3.4.3. Effects on target rockfish StOCKS.........cceiveiieiiee s 145
3.4.4. Effects on allocated secondary species and prohibited species catch.................... 146
3.4.5. Effects on stocks of unallocated prohibited species catCh.........ccccoovviiiiiiienne 147
3.4.6.  Effects on stocks of other unallocated SPECIES.........cccvevrivreereneieere e 149
3.4.7.  Effects on benthic habitat and essential fish habitat..............ccccoocevviniiiiiiiinnns 149
3.4.8. Effects on endangered or threatened SPECIES .........ccvvviiririerierieiinisesese e 150
3.4.9.  Effects on forage fiSh.........co oo 150
3.4.10. Effects on marine mammalS ..o 150
3.4.11. SEADIIAS ... et 150
3.4.12. Effects 0N the ECOSYSIEM ......oouiiieeciee et 150
3.4.13. Effects on the economic and socioeconomic factors..........cccocevvvveeieivieeienine 150
3.4.14. Effects on environmental JUSLICE .........c.cccovveieve i 151
3.4.15. CUMUIALIVE BFFECES...cvi et 152
4. Consistency with other applicable [aws........coooovieiieiiiiiieivieee s, 153
4.1. NALIONAL STANAITS. .......ceveiiiieiiteie s 153
4.2. Section 303(a)(9) - Fisheries impact Statement............ocoovrereiiinini e 155
5. Regulatory FIexibility ANAIYSIS ....coioviiiiriiiiiiiiiiii it 156
5.1. INEFOTUCTION ...ttt sttt sae e e 156
5.1.1. Definition of a SMall ENtity........c.cccoiiiiiiiiice e 157
5.2. A description of the reasons why action by the agency is being considered ............. 158
5.3. The objectives of, and the legal basis for, the proposed rule ...........cccccoevievieiinnnnns 159
5.4. A description of, and where feasible, an estimate of the number of small entities to
which the proposed rule Will apPIY ... 160
5.5. A description of the projected reporting, record keeping, and other compliance
requirements of the PropoSsed FUIE ..o 160
5.6. An identification, to the extent practicable, of all relevant Federal rules that may
duplicate, overlap, or conflict with the proposed rule ...........cccoovi e 161

5.7. 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 adverse economic impact of the proposed rule on small entities

161
6.  RETEIENCES ..ottt s et e it st st e s e et e e st e st e e s e e e e s e e e e e e e et e s e e e e e e anr e e e 163
7. List of Persons and Agencies Consulted..........oooiviiieiiiiee i 165
8. LSt Of PrePaArerS . cviiiiiiie ittt ese s e s e s s ser e 166
APPENDICIES

Appendix 1A: Legislative History

Appendix 1B: Legal Opinion

Appendix 2:  Participation Patterns in the Targeted Rockfish Fishery

Appendix 3:  Catch of Secondary Species in the Central Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Fisheries
Appendix 4:  Vessel List

Appendix 5:  Socioeconomic Profile of Kodiak

Appendix 6:  Socioeconomic Profile of Seattle

Appendix 7:  Analysis of Shortraker/Rougheye Incidental Catch

Appendix 8: Reviews of Analyses

Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Demonstration Program ES ii June 2005



List of Figures and Tables

Figure 1. Allocations to catcher processors by Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish species............... 57
Figure 2. Allocations to catcher vessels by Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish species. .................. 65
Figure 3. Observed slope rockfish pelagic trawl effort (hauls/25 square kilometers), 1990 to 2002.
..................................................................................................................................................... 124
Figure 4. Observed slope rockfish non-pelagic (bottom) trawl effort (hauls/25 square kilometers),

1990 10 2002, ... eeeeeeieeeee e ettt e e ettt e e e et e e e e e e e e e e et — e e et ——a e e e ———ae e i t—taee i taaeae e raeaeeaaraeeearaaeeeans 125

Table 1. Season openings (trawl only) and closings (all gear) of the Central Gulf of Alaska

directed rockfish fisheries by species 1996 t0 2003..........coureeiiiiiiiiiiie e 19
Table 2. LLP licenses endorsed for the Central Gulf of Alaska by gear, maximum length overall,
license Status, aNd VESSEI TYPE. ..ot e 21
Table 3. Participation in the Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish fisheries by gear, vessel type, and
LLP Status, 1996 10 2002.......ccuuiieeiiiieeeiiiiieeeesiteeeeesiteeeessstaeeeestaeeeesstbeeeaansbeeeeansteeesaasbeeeeaansaeensrees 22
Table 4. Percent of catch in Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish fishery by gear, vessel type, and LLP
SEALUS, 1996 10 2002. ....eeieieieiiiiieteteietetetebebeb bbb s 24
Table 5. Retained catch and current retainable percentages for vessels targeting Central Gulf of
Alaska rockfish, 1996 t0 2002. .........uuieiiiiiieiiiiee e e et a e e e sraeas 27
Table 6. Estimated halibut catch and mortality in the Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish fisheries
(1996-2002). ... .eeeeeeieieie ettt b et e e e b e e e e e b e e e e b b e e e e nbe e e e e nbe e e nnre e e e e nres 28
Table 7. Ex vessel gross revenues of catcher vessels eligible for the CGOA rockfish pilot program
(1996-2002). ... .eeieee ittt b e e e b e et e e e b bt e e e e b be e e e e n b et e e e nbe e e anre e e e e nres 29
Table 8. Total product weights and first wholesale revenues of CGOA rockfish eligible catcher
processors in groundfish fisheries (1995-2002). .........ooiiiiiiieiiiiiee e 29
Table 9. Landings with processors by qualification and port — CGOA Pacific Ocean perch. ...... 31
Table 10. Landings with processors by qualification and port — CGOA Northern rockfish. .......... 32

Table 11. Landings with processors by qualification and port - CGOA Pelagic shelf rockfish...... 32
Table 12. Production and first wholesale revenues by species of qualifying processors (1996-

2010 22 USRS 33
Table 13. Number of catcher vessels, landings, ex vessel revenues, and average ex vessel prices
in the Central Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Fisheries (1996-2002). .........cccooiiiiiiiireeeeeeiisiiireee e e e e e e 34

Table 14. Number of catcher vessels, landings, ex vessel revenues, and average ex vessel prices
for catch of secondary species by vessels with permanent LLPs in the Central Gulf of Alaska
Rockfish FisSheries (1996-2002)..........cuiiiiuiiiiiiiiiie ittt bee e st e e e e annreeeenees 35
Table 15. Production, first wholesale revenues, and average prices of rockfish products by
inshore processors that received targeted rockfish from the Central Gulf of Alaska (1996-2002).36
Table 16. Production, first wholesale revenues, and average product prices of secondary species
by inshore processors that received targeted rockfish from the Central Gulf of Alaska (1996-

Table 17. Target Rockfish Products, Product Weights, Product Revenues, and Average Product
Prices of the Catcher Processor Sector in the Central Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Fishery (1996-

Table 18. Secondary and Non-Allocated Species Product Weights, Product Revenues, and
Average Product Prices of the Catcher Processor Sector in the Central Gulf of Alaska Rockfish

FISNErY (1996-2002). ....eeeiieeiiiiiiieiiee e e e e e e erttee e e e e e s e s st ae e e aeeesesnsnteaeeeaeeessaasnsaaneeeaeesesanseesneeeesannnnnes 39
Table 19. Central Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Landings of Catcher Vessels by Place of Residence

(1996-2002). ...eeeeeee et aiteeeetee e et e st e et et e e bt et e e ettt e R te e e bt e e ettt e beeeenbe e e enbeeenbeeeatteeanbeeanbeeenneeeans 41
Table 20. Landings by Kodiak vessel owners (in metric tons) (1995-2002). .........cccceveuvvererinnneen. 42
Table 21. Ex vessel gross revenues of Kodiak vessels (in $1,000) (1995-2002). .......ccccccevvvvvenen. 42

Table 22. Catcher processor participation by year and residence of vessel owner (1996-2002). 43
Table 23. First wholesale revenues of Kodiak processors by species (in dollars) (1995-2002). .. 43
Table 24. Incidental catch of Pacific Ocean perch, northern rockfish, and pelagic shelf rockfish in

CGOA trawl non-rockfish directed groundfish fisheries (1995-2004)..........cccocveeeeeeeiiiiciiviieeeeeennn, 52

Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Demonstration Program ESi June 2005



Table 25. Sector participation, qualified history, and allocations of Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish.

....................................................................................................................................................... 55
Table 26. Mean, median, and four largest allocations by Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish species
and total allocation, using 2002 @S @ DASE YEAI. .......uueeii it 56
Table 27. Rockfish Pilot Program: Secondary Species Allocation by Sector - Retained over
Retained - retained harvest by species in targeted rockfish fishery divided by retained CGOA

E TRy O PR PRPPT 58
Table 28. Division of Halibut PSC Allocation between the Catcher Vessel Sector and the Catcher
PrOCESSOI SECION. ... 59
Table 29. Incidental catch of secondary species in observed trawl hauls targeting Central Gulf of
Alaska rockfish (1996-2003)......cccciiiiiiiiiiiiee e ccire e e e e s s s e e e e e e s s re e e e e e e e s sastatereeaeeesesnrreeees 62
Table 30. Number of qualifying processors by number of associated LLP licenses and number of
LLP licenses without deliveries to a qualifying proCeSSOr. ......c.uvviiiiiee i 69
Table 31. Number of processors by allocation to associated harvesters...........cccccceveeeviiccivennnnn. 69
Table 32. Reasons for closures in Gulf of Alaska July groundfish fisheries (1996-2002)............. 98

Table 33 Week ending dates for data used to generate retained harvest of sideboard species. . 99
Table 34. Estimated catcher processor sideboard amounts in fisheries limited by target catch

(USING 1996 t0 2002 CALCN). ...ueitiiiieee ettt e e e e e e e e s e s bbb et e e e e e e s e s aanbbereeeaaeaannnnes 99
Table 35. July halibut mortality in Gulf of Alaska trawl fisheries (1996-2002)...........cccccoevruvrnneen. 100
Table 36. Estimated catcher processor July halibut mortality sideboard amounts. .................... 101
Table 37. Rockfish opening dates and weekending dates for federal data (1996-2002)............ 102

Table 38. Estimated catcher vessel sideboard amounts in fisheries limited by target catch and
historic participation by AFA vessels eligible for the CGOA rockfish program (using 1996 to 2002

(07 1o ) PR 103
Table 39. Estimated July halibut mortality sideboard amounts for catcher vessels.................... 104
Table 40. Overfishing limit, allowable biological catch, total allowable catch, and catch of Central
Gulf of Alaska Pacific Ocean perch (1996-2003). ........uviiiiriiieiiiiie it 108
Table 41. Overfishing limit, allowable biological catch, total allowable catch, and catch of Central
Gulf of Alaska northern rockfish (1996-2003).......cccuiiuuiiiiiiiieae ittt a e 110
Table 42. Overfishing limit, allowable biological catch, total allowable catch, and catch of Central
Gulf of Alaska pelagic shelf rockfish (1996-2003). .........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 111
Table 43. Overfishing limit, allowable biological catch, total allowable catch, and catch of Central
Gulf of Alaska pelagic shelf rockfish (1996-2003).........ccccuiieiieiiiiiiiiieeee e 114
Table 44. Overfishing limit, allowable biological catch, total allowable catch, and catch of Central
Gulf of Alaska shortraker/rougheye rockfish (1996-2003).........ccccuvriiirieeeiiiiiiiiiiee e 115
Table 45. Overfishing limit, allowable biological catch, total allowable catch, and catch of Central
Gulf of Alaska thornyhead (1996-2003). ......ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiieeiiiie e 116
Table 46. Overfishing limit, allowable biological catch, total allowable catch, and catch of Central
Gulf of Alaska Pacific cod (1996-2003). ......coeiiiiiiiieiiiiiee ettt 118

Table 47. Prohibited Species Catches in the Targeted CGOA Rockfish Fishery - 1996-2002... 120
Table 48. Incidental catch of unallocated species by sector in the Central Gulf of Alaska target

rockfish fisShery (1996-2002). .......cuuaai ittt e et e e e e e e e st be e e e e e e s e s anbbereeeaaeeaannnes 120
Table 49. Expansion of observer samples in the 2003 and 2004 Gulf of Alask rockfish trawl

fisheries. Quantities for total delivered weight are from processor data. ...........cccccceeeeeeiiinnnnenn. 133
Table 50. Summary of Management and Monitoring Requirements for the Pilot Program. ....... 138
Table 51. Bycatch of Pacific salmon in Gulf of Alaska groundfish trawl fisheries, by species, 1990-
207 S ST RUTSPP 148

Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Demonstration Program ES ii June 2005



Executive Summary

Section 802 of the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2004, the U.S. Congress included a directive to the
Secretary of Commerce to establish, in consultation with the North Pacific Fishery Management Council
(the Council), a pilot program for management of three rockfish fisheries in the Central Gulf of Alaska
(the Central Gulf rockfish fisheries). At the February 2004 Council meeting, National Marine Fisheries
Service (NOAA Fisheries) presented a brief discussion paper requesting Council input in the development
of the pilot program. Based on this request and public testimony, the Council requested industry
stakeholders to prepare and submit proposed alternatives for establishing the program to the Council at its
April 2004 meeting. Industry representatives presented a proposal at that meeting that defined an
alternative for management of the fisheries under the pilot program. Using the industry proposal and
public input and staff discussion papers, the Council developed alternatives for the pilot program
management of the rockfish fisheries at its June 2004, October 2004, December 2004, and February 2005
meetings. Because of the different characteristics of the catcher vessel fleet and the catcher processor
fleets, the Council has developed different, but closely related alternatives for these two sectors.

The Alternatives

To address its problem statement the Council has adopted two pilot program alternatives for the catcher
vessel sector and two pilot program alternatives for the catcher processor sector for analysis, in addition
to the status quo. Options would create separate sectors for trawl catcher processors, trawl catcher vessels,
and non-trawl catcher vessels. Under this construction, the different gear types in the catcher vessel sector
would be governed by the same management program, but they would be managed as separate sectors.

For the catcher processor sector, one pilot program alternative would allow harvesters to form
cooperatives, which would receive annual harvest share allocations based on the qualified harvest
histories of their members. Alternatively, a catcher processor license holder would receive an annual
allocation based on the history associated with the license that could be fished independently. The second
catch processor pilot program alternative would make an allocation to the sector based on the histories of
catcher processors in the CGOA rockfish fisheries. Eligible catcher processors would be permitted to fish
that allocation in a cooperative or fish in a limited access fishery, which would receive the allocation of
all eligible catcher processors that do not join a cooperative.

For the catcher vessel sector, one pilot program alternative would allow each harvester to join a
cooperative in association with the processor to which it delivered the most pounds of CGOA rockfish
during the processor qualifying period. Cooperatives would receive an annual harvest share allocation
based on the qualified harvest history of its members. Although no specific processor delivery
requirement is created by this cooperative/processor relationship, since cooperative formation depends on
the processor association, some delivery arrangement is likely to be incorporated into that relationship.
The second catcher vessel pilot program alternative would allow harvesters to form cooperatives, which
again would receive allocations based on members’ qualified harvest histories. These cooperatives would
be required to deliver their landings to processors that met threshold landing requirements during the
processing qualifying years. Under both of these alternatives, harvesters that choose not to join a
cooperative would be permitted to fish in a competitive fishery that receives an allocation based on the
harvest histories of non-members of cooperatives.

Under all of the pilot program alternatives, set asides of CGOA rockfish would be made for an entry level
fishery and to support incidental harvests in other directed fisheries.

The pilot program alternatives are derived from a common set of elements with differences that reflect the
different operations of the two fleets.
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Management of the Fisheries

Under its current management, the rockfish fisheries are conducted as a limited access race for fish.
Managers must first manage the LLP, under which license holders must declare their intention to use a
license on a vessel with the NOAA Fisheries. Non-trawl fishing in the rockfish fisheries begins on
January 1st. The trawl season typically opens in early July and ongoing catch is monitored by managers
with the closing timed to coincide with harvest of the TAC. Observer coverage varies with vessel size. In
general, vessels that are 125 feet or longer LOA are required to have 100 percent observer coverage.
Vessels under 125 feet and 60 feet or greater in length are required to have 30 percent observer coverage.
Vessels under 60 feet have no observer requirement.

Under the catcher processor alternatives, management of the fisheries would change substantially. Under
all of the pilot program alternatives, cooperatives would be permitted to fish their allocations during an
extended (but limited) season. This season extension and the exclusive allocations could require
substantial monitoring increases on vessels that fish cooperative allocations. Management of allocations
will require that all catch under the program be monitored. To meet this end, a protocol will need to be
developed for the participants in the program to notify NOAA Fisheries when fishing will be conducted
under pilot program. For catcher processors, notices will be required prior to initiating a trip to ensure
adequate observer deployment. All fishing during the trip would be presumed to be under the program,
but fishing outside of the program could take place given prior notice to allow observers onboard to make
adjustments in coverage to suit the fishing activity. The specific notification requirements will be
developed to accommodate operational needs of participants and management, monitoring, and
enforcement needs of NOAA Fisheries. NOAA Fisheries would establish minimum standards for the
catcher processor fleet, specifically two observers (with each haul observed), flow scales, a sampling
station with a motion-compensated platform scale (to verify accuracy of the flow scale), and an individual
catch monitoring plan that would be consistent with existing standards in other fisheries. Information
gathered onboard vessels would be used to validate catch accounting by inseason management.
Management of the limited access fishery would differ substantially from the management of
cooperatives. This fishery would continue to be prosecuted early in July, with managers monitoring
harvests and timing the closing of the fishery to coincide with harvest of the sector TAC. Observer
coverage would continue to be maintained at its current level for this fleet to ensure adequate information
for managing harvests and monitoring the fleet. In addition to managing aspects of the rockfish target
fishery, NOAA Fisheries would need to approve and monitor and manage sideboards. Any participant
who intends to, or does, participate in any of these fisheries prior to commencing fishing in July must
have adequate observer coverage on board the vessel so that all catch harvested during a sideboarded
fishery will be assessed against the overall sector harvest limit. NOAA Fisheries must monitor any
applicable standdowns in the BSAI and Gulf of Alaska non-pollock groundfish fisheries. NOAA
Fisheries also must manage and monitor cooperative sideboards, which could be used to limit each
cooperative to its historic catch in each of the July Gulf of Alaska groundfish fisheries other than target
rockfish, in place of the standdowns. To use a cooperative sideboard, in lieu of standdowns, members of a
cooperative will be required to submit to NOAA Fisheries a cooperative management plan that
demonstrates that the cooperative will actively and adequately monitor harvests of members to ensure
compliance with the harvest limitations of the cooperative sideboard.

Under the catcher vessel cooperative with limited processor entry alternative, catcher vessels would have
the option of joining a cooperative (which would fish an allocation based on the history of its members)
or fishing in a limited access fishery (which would receive an allocation based on the history of all non-
members). The two types of allocations would require two different management approaches.

Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Demonstration Program ES 2 June 2005



As under the catcher processor alternatives, implementation of the program will require that NOAA
Fisheries determine the pool of eligible persons for the catcher vessel sector, the sector allocation and the
individual histories of eligible persons. In addition, processor eligibility would be determined, based on
processing histories. Cooperative agreements will be filed with NOAA Fisheries every two years, which
must be reviewed for adequacy (including monitoring plan). NOAA Fisheries will be required to make
annual catch allocations to cooperatives (based on member histories) and to the limited access fishery.

As under the catcher processor alternatives, cooperative allocations under the catcher vessel alternatives
would be fished during the extended season. Fishing of exclusive allocations during an extended season
will require a substantial increase in monitoring above the current levels, but because catch is processed
on-shore management changes would differ from those for catcher processors. Management of allocations
will require that increased catch monitoring under the program, as well. As a precursor to this monitoring,
participants will need to make announced rockfish pilot program trips, to distinguish rockfish pilot
program fishing from participation in other fisheries and allow deployment of adequate observer
coverage. All fishing in a trip under the program would be exclusively under the program. Using this
system of exclusive trips would also facilitate shoreside monitoring of offloads and account of catch
against allocations. Beyond these requirement, NOAA Fisheries intends to develop monitoring programs
to ensure adequate but efficient monitoring. NOAA Fisheries intends to develop monitoring appropriate
to the fishing activities of the participants. While NMFS expects that most catcher vessel catch accounting
will take place shoreside, monitoring for compliance with discard and retention requirements, and
sampling to determine the quantity and composition of discards will be necessary components of this
program. Monitoring allocations of halibut PSC will be problematic because NMFS would not be able to
use a vessel specific rate for unobserved trips or for unobserved hauls on observed trips. It is possible that
some form of fleetwide rate would have to be developed. Because of the paucity of data early in the
season, NOAA Fisheries would probably be required to use an aggregate rate based on data from the prior
year.

To manage and monitor catcher vessels sideboards, the NOAA Fisheries would require that vessels that
are subject to the sideboard to make a declaration prior to fishing in any sideboarded fishery during July.
Any participant who intends to, or does, participate in any of these fisheries prior to commencing fishing
in July must have adequate observer coverage on board the vessel so that all catch harvested during a
sideboarded fishery will be assessed against the overall sector harvest limit. NOAA Fisheries would not
provide an individual allocation of sideboard fisheries, but will establish a sector allocation.

Participants in the entry level trawl fishery would be subject to management similar to management of the
catcher vessels in the main program. Limited access fisheries for new non-trawl entrants and persons that
choose not to participate in cooperatives would be managed in a manner similar to current management.

Participation and fishing practices

Maintaining current management is likely to result in the continuation of existing fishing practices and
patterns. In the current fishery, the non-trawl fishermen take very little of the TAC between the opening
on the non-trawl fishery in January and the opening of the trawl fishery in July. Trawl fishermen race for
catch of rockfish when the trawl season opens in July. Typically, Pacific Ocean perch are caught first,
followed by northern rockfish and pelagic shelf rockfish. In the past, catcher processors have caught more
rockfish than catcher vessels. In recent years, however, the portion of the TACs caught by catcher vessels
has increased and surpassed the catch of catcher processors. The quality of fish harvested likely suffers
from the race for fish. Rockfish are considered relatively difficult to handle because of their spines and
scales. These characteristics are said to make it more difficult to maintain quality when racing to
maximize catch.
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Trawl catcher processors must not only harvest fish rapidly, but also must process that fish rapidly, to
maintain quality and accommodate additional catch. Discards can occur if the fish is not processed
quickly enough to maintain its quality. Rockfish are generally considered more difficult to handle and
process than species such as pollock and Pacific cod because of their spines and scales. With the current
short seasons, most LLP holders not already participating in the rockfish fisheries are unlikely to perceive
substantial gain from entering the fisheries. As a result, modest (if any) increase in participation should be
expected if current management is maintained.

Historic harvests of CGOA rockfish are used to make allocations, under the pilot program alternatives so
distribution of CGOA rockfish allocations both to and within the different sectors will be similar to the
historic distribution of harvests during the qualifying years. The number of persons receiving allocations
is approximately twice the average annual participation in the fisheries, showing that some participants
have moved in and out of the fisheries over time. Within each cooperative, it may be anticipated that each
member would receive revenues based on the allocation that the person brings to the cooperative, with
participants that fish shares of others receiving compensation for their fishing expenses. Fishing within a
cooperative, however, could be far more concentrated than the underlying allocations. Although the
program is intended to rationalize the rockfish fishery, it is important to recognize the value of secondary
species harvests. Historically, all of the secondary species have generated more revenues per pound for
participants than the target rockfish. All of the pilot program alternatives permit persons to harvest
secondary species allocations independent of the harvest of rockfish allocations. Given the value of the
secondary species allocations and the harvest flexibility, participants can be expected to harvest their
entire allocations of secondary species. Depending on incidental catch rates, it is likely that some
cooperatives will choose to reserve a portion of the allocation of each secondary species until all of the
target rockfish is harvested, after which all remaining secondary species allocations are harvested.

Under the catcher processor alternatives, members of the sectors could decide to consolidate their
rockfish allocations to realize efficiencies in the rockfish fisheries and other fisheries. A cooperative that
uses relatively few members to harvest its annual allocation could potentially minimize observer and
monitoring equipment costs. Cooperatives that are able to manage their own sideboards would be
permitted to harvest its allocation over the longer season, freeing its members to enter other fisheries in
the beginning of July (without a standdown). This ability to enter other fisheries should lead to
cooperatives harvesting their allocations either earlier or later than the traditional July opening, to free
their members to compete in other fisheries that open early in July. The cooperative, however, would only
be permitted to harvest its historic share from those other fisheries, limiting any potential impact on
others. Although cooperatives that manage their own sideboards can be expected to harvest their
allocations outside of the traditional early July season, the exact timing of their CGOA rockfish fishing
will likely depend on the operational needs of cooperative members and their fishing success. Low catch
rates of rockfish or high rates of incidental catch of secondary species or halibut could also lead a
cooperative to change its timing of rockfish targeting. Some longtime participants in the fishery suggest
that rockfish aggregations are at their greatest in the summer months. If participants observe relatively
high aggregations (and catch rates) in summer months, it is likely that their harvests will be concentrated
in the summer regardless of whether the season is extended into the spring and fall. Catcher processors
may have less incentive to fish outside of the summer months than catcher vessels, as most produce only
frozen head and gut and whole products and are less likely to attempt to serve fresh fish markets that may
be more accessible to the shore-based fleet.

Participation and fishing practices of the catcher vessel sector are likely to change substantially from the
status quo. Annual participation records show that between 30 and 35 catcher vessels participated in the
fisheries each of the qualifying years. The number of persons receiving allocations is estimated at 47,
more than 10 persons greater than average annual participation. The number of persons fishing under
either catcher vessel alternative is likely to be fewer than the number of allocations and could be fewer
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than the participation levels of recent years. Consolidation within cooperatives will be the greatest
contributor to the reduction in participation. Since cooperative formation requirements are relatively
minimal under the processor limited entry alternative (four qualified participants), it is likely that most
persons eligible for the catcher vessel sector will join cooperatives. To save on observer coverage and
operational costs, it is likely that most cooperatives will consolidate harvests to some extent. Cooperatives
are likely to distribute revenues based on the allocation that the person brings to the cooperative, with
fishing vessels compensated for their expenses. Under an extended season, cooperative fishing is likely to
take place outside of the traditional early July season. As with the catcher processor cooperatives, timing
of fishing CGOA rockfish allocations will depend on the particular operational needs of members, market
opportunities, and fishing success. While success in the fishery cannot be predicted, rockfish targeting
should be expected to be concentrated during periods of the year when high catch rates of rockfish and
low catch rates of secondary species and halibut occur. Fishing outside the season could provide an
opportunity for some participants to try to serve markets (including a possible fresh market) that have
been historically impossible to access because of the timing of the season. In addition, slowing of the race
for fish will allow harvesters to focus more on improving quality of their landings. If higher quality
production generates higher revenues, participants can be expected to adopt fishing techniques that
improve quality, such as reducing total catch in each tow and improved icing of catch. Fishing costs could
rise, but only for a more than commensurate rise in revenues.

Under the processor license limitation alternative, fishermen will have the flexibility to make deliveries to
any qualified processor. Since six processors qualify (see below), cooperatives are likely to solicit
competition for landings during the extended season. Patterns of deliveries cannot be predicted, but it is
likely that cooperatives could deliver to more than one processor to take advantage of different market
opportunities.

The catcher vessel limited access fishery will be managed in the same manner as the catcher processor
limited access fishery described above. Participants can be expected to race for catch during the short
season, with managers closing the fishery when they estimate that the limited access TAC has been
caught. Secondary species MRAs will be reduced from current levels to limit total catch of the secondary
species to the allocated amount. These reduced MRAs for valuable secondary species are likely to act as a
substantial deterrent to participation in the limited access fishery. A further deterrent will arise from the
20 percent reduction of all allocations to the limited access fishery. Since cooperative formation simply
requires four members and since all cooperatives are required to accept membership of any person
eligible for the cooperative subject to the same terms and conditions governing other members, it is
unlikely that anyone will choose to fish in the limited access fishery.

Fishing participation and patterns are likely to be similar under the catcher vessel alternative with
processor associations. Cooperatives, however, will be associated with a single processor. Given the
processor involvement, it is likely that each cooperative will have limited latitude to pursue markets for
their landings beyond the single associated processor. The implications of these rules for the temporal
distribution of fishing (and landings) cannot be predicted. Planning of fishing activity, however, will
likely be more coordinated with the associated processor, which could limit the ability of harvesters to
pursue the best market opportunities by changing timing of fishing. Each cooperative is likely to pattern
its fishing to serve the markets pursued by its associated processor. The cooperative formation rule,
together with the limitations on cooperative eligibility and the requirement of a processor association,
could have some impact on whether some participants choose to join a cooperative. Specifically, since
each participant will be eligible for a single cooperative that must associate with a particular processor
and cooperative formation requires 75 percent of the history eligible for a cooperative, the holders of that
supermajority of history and the processor are likely to control the terms of the cooperative agreement.
While both the cooperative and the processor will realize some benefit from more inclusive membership,
it is possible that a cooperative agreement that suits the supermajority and the processor may not be
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agreeable to some minority participants. Cooperative membership, however, is likely to be favored by
most participants in the program because of the reduced MRAs and 20 percent reduction in allocations to
the limited entry fishery.

Effects on processing practices

Processing participation and practices are likely to be similar to current participation and practices, if the
status quo is maintained. Catcher processors in the rockfish fisheries current produce mostly whole and
head and gut products. Shore-based processors race to process landings in an attempt maintain market
share and to maintain a minimum quality for products. Quality, however, suffers because of the rapid rate
of harvest and processing, which leads to the production of relatively lower value and lower quality
products.

Processing by catcher processors under the catcher processor pilot program alternatives is likely to remain
similar the current processing by this sector. Most vessels in the sector are equipped for producing a few
simple products (frozen whole and head and gut fish). Because of size limitations, it is unlikely that any
of these vessels will change plant configurations to process higher-valued, more processed products.
Under this alternative, only processors that have processed at least 250 metric tons of aggregate CGOA
rockfish per year for four years between 1996 and 2000 will be permitted receive deliveries of rockfish
harvested under the main program. Six processors meet this qualification criteria, all of which are based
in Kodiak.

Processing of shore-based plants under the pilot program alternatives can be expected to change from the
status quo. Share allocations to cooperatives should provide cooperatives with the ability to improve
quality of landings. These quality improvements should provide processors with the ability to pursue
higher revenue products. Under the processor license limitation alternative, the structure of the market for
landings should be competitive, inducing some processors to aggressively pursue product improvements
to attract additional landings. Although competition should exist in the market for landings, harvesters are
likely to time landings to accommodate processing schedules, which processors should reward in turn
with higher ex vessel prices. This timing of landings could be critical to processors meeting some market
demands, particularly if a fresh market were to develop. Under the alternative with processor associations,
it is possible that some processing differences could arise. Harvesters have no choice of cooperatives to
join, but will be eligible for a single cooperative associated with a specific processor. As a consequence,
processors are unlikely to compete for landings on a regular basis, but only in developing the terms of the
cooperative agreement, which is subject to the processor’s approval. This limit on the competition for
landings from the fishery could reduce competition among processors for markets for their outputs. While
some processors may aggressively pursue any available markets, it is possible that others will show less
interest in extracting maximum revenues from rockfish landings, particularly if their processing of those
landings could interfere with their operations in other fisheries. So, processing under this alternative
should resemble that of the previous alternative, however, fewer products could be produced for
challenging high revenue markets, as some processors may not perceive the need to compete as
aggressively for landings due to the limited markets available to harvesters.

1 A suboption in the current motion would qualify any processor that processed in excess of 250 metric tons in any
one year between 1996 and 2002 provided that the owner also invested in excess of a minimum threshold amount in
the plant. Confidentiality limitations prevent the disclosure of whether any processor meets this qualification.
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Catcher processor efficiency

Production efficiency? of the catcher processor sector under the status quo is limited to some degree by
the race for fish under the current LLP fishery. Catcher processors are compelled to race for rockfish
harvests with other catcher processors, as well as catcher vessels participating in the fisheries during the
few weeks they are open each year. Although catcher processors process their catch quickly, relative to
catcher vessels, quality of harvests likely suffer to some extent, as participants adopt fishing techniques to
maximize catch rates, which may lead to diminished quality and dissipation of a portion of the resource
rents.

Under the pilot program alternatives, the catcher processor sector is likely to realize some gains in
production efficiency capturing greater rents from the fishery. The primary efficiency gains in the catcher
processor sector under this alternative will result from participants slowing the pace of fishing and
processing. In the slower fishery, participants are likely to be able to reduce expenditures on inputs to
some degree (possibly scaling down crews slightly) and increasing outputs slightly (with less loss due to
diminished quality).

Catcher vessel efficiency

Production efficiency of catcher vessels under the status quo is also limited by the short, race for fish that
has arisen under LLP management. Catcher vessel efficiency is particularly vulnerable under the current
management because catcher vessel efforts that maximize the share of the TAC also substantially
diminish quality of landings. Returns to catcher vessels under the existing management have been limited
both by the quality of their landings and the compressed time period in which those landings must be
made. During the current seasons, most processors have needed to process landings quickly to keep pace
with the landings. These conditions have dampened competition for landings among the participating
processors to some extent. The extent to which resource rents are captured and division of those rents
under this alternative is not known. In a fishery that is prosecuted over a very short season (as the rockfish
fisheries are) a substantial portion of the rents are likely to be dissipated.

The catcher vessel pilot program alternatives are likely to improve catcher vessel efficiency over status
guo management. Since participants will be able to gain exclusive share allocations by joining
cooperatives, a harvester’s share of the fishery will generally be unaffected by catch rates. Participants,
instead, will refocus their efforts toward harvesting allocations in a manner that improves technical
efficiency — reducing inputs and increasing the quality of rockfish deliveries. Most participants may be
expected to choose to sacrifice some cost efficiencies (i.e., use more inputs such as fuel) to improve
quality of deliveries and receive a greater price for landings. This trade off may increase costs, but should
result in improvements in technical efficiency and overall efficiency of catcher vessels because of the
higher price that would be paid for these landings.

Under the alternative with processor limited entry, harvesters should be able to generate additional
competition for landings among the licensed processors under this alternative. Since qualified processors
have processed in excess of 90 percent of all historic landings during the two to three week season,
processors that have been unable to compete for additional landings because of capacity constraints
during the brief season are likely to have the ability to process substantially greater quantities of rockfish,
if landings can be timed to take advantage of available processing capacity. Catcher vessel participants

% In the simplest terms, production efficiency is the difference between production revenues and production costs.
Production efficiency is a measure of the effectiveness of a producer in using inputs to produce one or more outputs,
focusing on the relationship between the quantity and quality of outputs produced and the quantity and quality of the
various inputs (e.g., fuel, vessels, and labor) used for that production.
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are likely to have the greatest negotiating leverage in the ex vessel market under this alternative, because
of the extended season and the limited restriction on the processing market relative to the alternative with
processor associations. Overall, the ability to coordinate harvest activity and remove vessels from the fleet
without loss of harvest share, together with a relative improvement in bargain strength arising from the
relatively weak processor protection of the limit on processor entry should result in substantial
improvements in harvest sector efficiency over the status quo.

Under the alternative with processor associations, operations of the catcher vessel sector should be similar
to those under the processor limited entry alternative. Catcher vessel efficiencies, however, are likely to
be less under this alternative because of the shift of negotiating leverage to processors from the rigid
cooperative/processor associations.

Shore-based processing efficiency

Under the current management, fishermen race for catch, landing that catch with processors shortly after
it is harvested. Because of the race for fish, take less care in handling their catch and extended the length
of trips slightly, decreasing the quality of landings. Processors also race to process the glut of landings
from fishermen that are trying to maximize their shares of the total catch. Efficiency in the processing
sector suffers, as lower valued products of poorer quality are produced and as crews must be scaled up for
a short period of time to accommodate the rapid pace of landings during the brief season.

Under the pilot program alternatives, fishing will be slowed as cooperative receive exclusive allocations.
Technical efficiency in processing should improve as processors are better able to schedule crews to
process landings. Efficiency should also improve as processors improve product quality and produce
more high quality products that cannot be produced under the current management because of the
relatively low quality of landings and the need to process those landings rapidly. Catcher vessel
participants are likely to use cooperatives to coordinate landings contributing to efficiency gains in the
processing sector.

Processors may experience little improvement in their overall efficiency under the processor limited entry
alternative because of their weak negotiating position in the market for landings. Although entry is limited
under this alternative, the capacity of qualified processors far exceeds that necessary to process landings
in a slowed fishery with an extended season. Processors, however, should obtain normal profits from their
processing, but any less efficient processors unable to realize normal profits may be expected to drop out
of the rockfish fishery.

The alternative with processor associations provides processors with a substantial advantage in the market
for landings through its processor/cooperative associations. Since each qualified catcher vessel participant
will have to join a cooperative in association with a specific processor, fishermen will have little
negotiating leverage with respect to their landings. Potential negotiating leverage for the fishermen arises
from withholding all rockfish landings or their deliveries in other fisheries. Fishermen’s leverage from
withholding rockfish landings is limited because the outside opportunity is the limited access fishery,
which is likely to be substantially less efficient. The outcome should be that processor efficiency
improves substantially with the reduction in processing costs and product improvements (some arising
from improved quality of landings). Processors are likely to capture most of the increase in rents under
this alternative, improving overall processing efficiency.

Overall production efficiency

Overall production efficiency in the CGOA rockfish fisheries is likely to remain at its current level, if the
status quo management is continued. For catcher processors, quality of products is relatively high as catch
is processed quickly onboard. These vessels are likely to continue producing exclusively whole and head
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and gut products, as is the current practice. For the shore-based sector, quality of landings and processed
products are likely to suffer under a race for fish. In addition, the race for fish is likely to limit the ability
of shore-based processors to produce higher valued products.

Overall production efficiency is likely to increase slightly under the catcher processor pilot program
alternatives as catcher processors are able to make some quality improvements with the ending of the race
for fish under the current management. Product form (whole and head and gut) are likely to remain the
same under this alternative due to operational limitations. Some efficiencies could be realized through the
consolidation of catch on fewer vessels, but vessels will not be retired because rockfish is a minor part of
each vessel’s annual activity.

Overall production efficiency should improve substantially under the catcher vessel pilot program
alternatives. Quality of rockfish landings should improve as the race for fish is ended. Processors should
also be able to better handle landings producing higher quality and higher valued products. Both sectors
should realize some gains in efficiency through better scheduling of their activities. Costs should be
reduced as participants in both sectors are able to determine inputs to reduce costs of production without
concern over losing their share in the fishery, if production is slowed. Efficiency gains under the
alternative with processor associations, however, could be less than under the other catcher vessel
alternative as the strict cooperative/processor association could reduce the incentive for some processors
to aggressively pursue markets for rockfish landings.

Effects on consumers

Under the status quo, consumers are likely to be supplied with products from the rockfish fisheries that
resemble those currently produced under status quo management. Catcher processors are likely to
continue to produce high quality frozen head and gut and whole fish, most of which is sold into Asian
markets. Production from catcher vessel catch is likely to suffer from poor handling. Landings are likely
to be made into primarily head and gut and whole fish. Most of the catcher vessel production is sent to
Asia, much of which returns after reprocessing. Some catch is made into fillets at the primary processing
plant, but the ability to make quality fillets is limited because of the quality of the landings and the time
pressures arising from the race for fish.

Production of the catcher processor sector is likely to be similar to current production under the pilot
program alternatives. Some quality improvement could occur, but these vessels already produce high
quality products because their catch is processed onboard soon after it is harvested. Any improvements in
consumer benefits arising from improved quality are likely to be realized by Asian consumers, as most of
the production from this sector is sold into that market.

Substantial changes are likely to occur in the production of catcher vessel harvests to the benefit of
consumers. Catcher vessel landings are likely to be of higher quality under both of the catcher vessel pilot
program alternatives. Processors are also likely to slow lines allowing them to produce fillets, instead of
the less processed whole and head and gut products currently produced. This should limit the amount of
reprocessing of products abroad for importation to U.S. markets. Some processors are likely to attempt to
serve domestic fresh markets, which would also benefit U.S. consumers. Most of the benefits of
production improvements in the fisheries are likely to be realized by U.S. consumers.

Management Costs

Under the status quo management, costs of management should remain at their current level. Under the
pilot program alternatives, NOAA Fisheries will incur additional costs of determining eligibility and
making allocations of history to participants under the program. Cooperative agreements will be reviewed
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by the agency. Annual allocations must be made to cooperatives (and to either a limited access fishery or
individuals, if any persons eligible for the program choose not to join a cooperative). NOAA Fisheries
will be required to conduct catch accounting for the different allocations and monitor the allocations using
observer data. The costs to NOAA Fisheries are likely to exceed the current costs of managing the
rockfish fisheries under the LLP, which are in large part coordinated with management costs of several
fisheries (and therefore are dispersed across several fisheries). Enforcement costs are also likely to rise
under the pilot program, as enforcement personnel will be required to oversee activities over a longer
period. In addition, individual accountability for catch of cooperative allocations requires additional
enforcement resources. In addition to costs that will be borne by NOAA Fisheries, participants in the
fishery are likely to have some additional costs. To date, NOAA Fisheries has maintained that to fully
monitor total catch on a catcher processor requires the use of flow scales and sampling stations with every
haul observed. Added costs of observers are difficult to predict under the program. A requirement that all
catch under the program be observed is likely to result in some added observer coverage for vessels
harvesting fish under the program. The extent of the additional coverage, however, is difficult to predict
because participants may coordinate fishing under the program to focus observer coverage to reduce
costs. Observer costs for catcher vessels, which are borne by the fleet, are likely to increase for the
catcher vessel sector to provide adequate information concerning fishing activity under the program. The
extent of these additional costs is not known, and depends on the specific monitoring program developed
by NOAA Fisheries and the fishing practices of participants. To reduce observer costs (and operational
costs), it is likely that some rockfish harvesting will be consolidated within (and possibly across)
cooperatives.

Environmental benefits

Improvements in environmental conditions are valued by the public at large. For example, preservation
of endangered species is often considered to have significant value to the public. In the current fisheries,
catch of all species of interest are limited either by TAC or by PSC limits. Managers monitor harvests
inseason, closing the fisheries when the total allowable catch is estimated to be taken. Managers have
become quite adept in their estimates, and have generally succeeded in maintaining catch below TAC.
Occasionally, TACs are exceeded, but overages have not exceeded overfishing limits or threatened
stocks. Public non-use benefits derived from the management of health stocks of these species are likely
to be maintained, if the current management is perpetuated. Under the pilot program alternatives, catch of
all species of interest will continue to be limited by TAC or PSC limits. These limits should be effectively
maintained through the monitoring and management program, perpetuating the current non-use public
benefit derived from maintenance of healthy stocks.

Net benefits to the Nation

If the current management of the rockfish fisheries is continued, net benefits to the Nation are likely to
remain at their current level. For catcher processors, quality of the whole and head and gut production is
relatively high. Few consumer benefits from this production are realized in the U.S., as most fish is sold
into foreign markets. For the shore-based sector, quality of landings and value of processed products
suffer decreasing production efficiency. Consumer benefits of these harvests are diminished by the quality
and product value. In addition, a substantial portion of any consumer benefits is not realized by U.S.
consumers, as much of the production is sold into foreign markets. Costs of monitoring and management
are relatively low, as catch is monitored at the fleet level. Non-use benefits to the public are decreased to
some extent by waste and bycatch.

Net benefits to the Nation will be affected by a few different factors under the catcher processor pilot

program alternatives. Production efficiency should increase slightly, as some participants realize
moderate improvements in quality of production. Few, if any, benefits of production improvements will
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be realized by U.S. consumers, as this fleet is likely to continue to serve international markets. Costs of
management, monitoring, and enforcement will increase to administer and oversee the cooperative
allocations. Some vessels may be required to purchase additional monitoring equipment.

A few different factors will affect net benefits to the Nation under the catcher vessel pilot program
alternatives. Slowing the rate for fishing and extending the season should lead to substantial increases in
production efficiency, as participants in both sectors improve quality and higher value products are
produced. These production improvements should lead to benefits for U.S. consumers, as this fleet is
likely maintain or increase production for domestic markets. In addition, greater production is likely to
occur domestically, as fewer primary products are shipped abroad for reprocessing. Increased
administration and oversight necessary for cooperative allocations and an extended season will result in
an increase in costs of management, monitoring, and enforcement. Participants may also require
additional observer coverage. Some additional benefits to the Nation could arise through reduction in
bycatch, since the program requires full retention of several species. Since discard rates of these species
are relatively low in the current fishery, these benefits are likely not substantial. Overall gains in net
benefits to the Nation, however, could be lower under the alternative with processor associations that
under the alternative without those associations, if processors perceive less need to compete in product
markets because of the relatively tight linkage of the processor associations under this alternative.
Whether competition in product markets is dampened depends on the specific situation of the processors
and fishermen that deliver to the processor (including factors such as the markets the processor serves, the
extent of involvement of the processor and fishermen in other fisheries, and the cost of developing
participation in new and challenging markets).

Target rockfish stocks

Current management of the fisheries and fishing patterns should continue under the status quo. Rockfish
are conservatively managed under in the current fishery, with from the limited access fishery harvests
limited by TAC. Under this management a TAC can be exceeded, if managers have difficulty projecting
when the fleet will have completed harvest of the TAC. Allowable biological catch limits are rarely, if
ever exceeded, and it can be expected that overfishing limits will not be exceeded.

The pilot program alternatives should have no negative impact on stocks of target rockfish populations.
These species will continue to be managed by conservatively set TACs. Cooperative allocations in the
fisheries should effectively limit catch to the TACs. More precise management of the TACs should be
possible under the change in management, as individuals within a cooperative will be responsible for any
overage. Some potential benefit could arise, if participants distribute catch over larger areas or time
periods, reducing any potential local depletion that could occur under the current management, in which
effort is concentrated as a result of participants attempting to maximize their catch. Any beneficial effect
from greater distribution of catch spatially is likely to be limited, if participants perceive a benefit to
concentrating catch to reduce costs or increase revenues. For catcher vessels, concentration of catch in
close proximity to processors could improve quality of landings, as needed to serve some high valued
markets. For catcher processors, concentration of catch spatially and temporally could reduce costs, if
consistent high catch rates are observed at particular times and locations. In conclusion, no negative
impacts to rockfish stocks are expected from any of the pilot program alternatives.

Allocated secondary species and prohibited species catch

Under the status quo management, catch of secondary species (Pacific cod, sablefish, shortraker,
rougheye, and thornyheads) in the target rockfish fishery will continue to be limited by MRA and by
TACs that limit overall catch from all fisheries. Although catch of these species is substantial, each of
these species is managed under conservative TACs. In addition, separate TACs for shortraker and
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rougheye will be established in 2005 to ensure the integrity of their independent stocks. Halibut is
managed as PSC in the CGOA rockfish fisheries. Catch of halibut is required to be discarded and is
accounted for against the deep-water complex PSC allocation. Although halibut PSC has occasionally
required the closure of the target rockfish fisheries, the fishery does not have negative effects on halibut
stocks.

Similar to the target rockfish stocks, no negative effects on secondary species stocks are expected to occur
under the pilot program alternatives. Catch of these species will be limited by cooperative allocations,
which are more restrictive than the current MRAs. In addition, discards are not permitted for these species
under the pilot program. Management of these allocations should contribute to more precise management
of stocks under the program. Overall harvests will continue to be limited by TACs that apply to total
catch from all fisheries. The pilot program alternatives will be prosecuted with cooperative allocations of
halibut mortality. These allocations will constrain halibut bycatch and will prohibit participants in the
program from fishing in excess of their halibut allocations. Although some fishing could take place out of
the traditional July season (when halibut bycatch has been observed to be low), mortality will be
constrained by the allocations of halibut mortality. The allocations of halibut are based on historic halibut
mortality usage in the fisheries and will not allow overall halibut mortality in Central Gulf of Alaska
fisheries to exceed historic levels. As a result, the pilot program alternatives should have no negative
impact on halibut stocks.

Unallocated prohibited species catch

In the current rockfish fishery, prohibited species harvests are not at levels that raise concern. Fishing
patterns are not expected to differ under any of the alternatives (including the status quo and the pilot
program alternatives) in a manner that will affect prohibited species catch. Consequently, no adverse
effects on prohibited species catch are expected under any of the alternatives.

Other unallocated species

Fishing patterns are not expected to differ under any of the alternatives (including the status quo and the
pilot program alternatives) in a manner that will affect catch of unallocated species. Consequently, no
adverse effects on prohibited species catch are expected under any of the alternatives.

Benthic habitat and essential fish habitat

Maintaining the current management will perpetuate current fishing practices and concentrate fishing for
rockfish temporally and spatially. Current fishing, however, has minimal and temporary effects on benthic
habitat and essential fish habitat. These effects are likely to continue, if current management is
maintained. Under the pilot program alternatives rockfish fishing could be distributed over a longer
season and may disperse spatially, as a result of the removal of time constraints by the cooperative
allocations. Overall, the rockfish fisheries are likely to continue to have minimal and temporary effects on
habitat. No negative impacts to habitat are likely under the pilot program alternatives.

Endangered or threatened species

None of the alternatives are expected to have negative impacts on endangered or threatened species
beyond those identified in previous consultations under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. Some
spatial and temporal dispersion of rockfish catch could occur under the pilot program alternatives. This
change in the distribution of catch is expected to be minor and is not expected to have any affect on any
endangered or threatened species.
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Forage fish

Catch of forage fish is expected to be unaffected by any of the alternatives. Consequently, no impacts on
forage fish are expected under any of the alternatives.

Marine mammals and seabirds

Direct and indirect interactions between marine mammals or seabirds and harvests from the rockfish
fisheries are not expected to differ under any of the alternatives, as total catch is expected to be the same
under all of the alternatives and the distribution of catch is not expected to differ in a way that will affect
interactions.

The ecosystem

Although some temporal and spatial dispersion of catch in the rockfish fisheries could occur under the
pilot program alternatives, none of the alternatives are expected to have a negative effect on the Gulf of
Alaska marine ecosystem.

Environmental justice

Under the pilot program alternatives, some consolidation of fishing activity could occur in the rockfish
fisheries. This consolidation could affect income for participants on vessels that no longer participate in
the rockfish fishery. This consolidation is unlikely to result in the removal of vessels from all fisheries
and could lead to some of the vessels that leave the rockfish fisheries increasing their activities in other
fisheries (to the extent permitted by sideboard limitations and cooperative agreements). As a result, the
impacts to vessel owners and crewmembers are may not be negative, even if rockfish fishing activity
decreases. In addition, the degree to which any impacts will affect minority or low-income vessel owners
or crewmembers cannot be determined because demographics of vessel owners and crewmembers are not
available.

Shore-based processing crews could be affected under the pilot program alternatives, although most
effects are likely to benefit these workers. The pilot program alternatives are likely to result in the
distribution of landings over a longer period of time, particularly when shore plants are not processing
catch from other fisheries. This distribution of landings could result in a loss of some seasonal positions,
but will also result in greater stability for crews that are year round processing workers. Both seasonal and
fulltime positions are disproportionately held by persons with low incomes and minorities.
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1. Introduction

Section 802 of the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2004, the U.S. Congress included a directive to the
Secretary of Commerce to establish, in consultation with the North Pacific Fishery Management Council
(the Council), a pilot program for management of three rockfish fisheries in the Central Gulf of Alaska
(the Central Gulf rockfish fisheries).® At the February 2004 Council meeting, National Marine Fisheries
Service (NOAA Fisheries) presented a brief discussion paper requesting Council input in the development
of the pilot program. Based on this request and public testimony, the Council requested industry
stakeholders to prepare and submit proposed alternatives for establishing the program to the Council at its
April 2004 meeting. Industry representatives presented a proposal at that meeting that defined an
alternative for management of the fisheries under the pilot program. Using the industry proposal and
public input and staff discussion papers, the Council developed alternatives for the pilot program
management of the rockfish fisheries at its June 2004, October 2004, December 2004, and February 2005
meetings. Because of the different characteristics of the catcher vessel fleet and the catcher processor
fleets, the Council has developed different, but closely related alternatives for these two sectors. In the
case of the catcher vessel sector, the Council has developed for analysis two cooperative programs that
differ in the relationships that would be established between participating catcher vessels and processors.
In the case of the catcher processor sector, the Council has developed for analysis a cooperative program
alternative and an alternative that simply makes a sector allocation.

Management actions for these rockfish fisheries must comply with applicable Federal laws and
regulations. Although several laws and regulations guide this action, the principal laws and regulations
that govern this action are the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2004, the Magnuson-Stevens Act
(MSA), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Regulatory Flexibility Act, and Executive
Order 12866.

This document contains a Regulatory Impact Review, a Regulatory Flexibility Analysis, and an
Environmental Assessment of the alternatives for the demonstration program management of the Central
Gulf of Alaska Pacific Ocean perch, Northern rockfish, and pelagic shelf rockfish (which comprises
dusky rockfish, yellowtail rockfish, and widow rockfish) fisheries. Section 2 contains the Regulatory
Impact Analysis, including the problem statement, a brief background, and a detailed description of the
alternatives; the existing conditions in the fisheries, analyses the economic and socioeconomic effects of
the alternatives, elements, and options; Section 3 contains the Environmental Assessment; and Section 4
contains the Regulatory Flexibility Analysis; and Section 5 contains a brief discussion of the MSA
National Standards and a fishery impact statement.

2. Regulatory Impact Review

This chapter provides an economic analysis of the action, addressing the requirements of Presidential
Executive Order 12866 (E.O. 12866), which requires a cost and benefit analysis of federal regulatory
actions.

The requirements of E.O. 12866 (58 FR 51735; October 4, 1993) 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

% A legislative floor statement providing some definition of the program envisioned by Congress is attached hereto
as Appendix 1A. NOAA General Counsel provided the Council with a legal opinion concerning several aspects of
the pilot program authorized the legislation. A copy of that opinion is attached as Appendix 1B.
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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 further requires that the Office of Management and Budget review proposed regulatory
programs that are considered to be “significant”. A “significant regulatory action” is one that is likely to:

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

. Create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned by another
agency;

. Materially alter the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs or the
rights and obligations of recipients thereof; or

. Raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of legal mandates, the President’s priorities, or the

principles set forth in this Executive Order.

This Regulatory Impact Review assesses several different economic effects of the alternatives to assess
the effects of the alternatives on the net benefits to the Nation. In general, the economic effects of the
different alternatives cannot be quantified. Quantitative estimation of the effects requires accurate data
concerning several aspects of the fishery, many of which are not available. In addition, several factors
limit the predictability of the impacts of the alternatives on these fisheries. Some program aspects of the
alternatives are unique. For example, the processor associations under the “catcher vessel cooperative
with processor association” alternative, differs from any implemented in any fisheries to date (including
the Bering Sea pollock fisheries, which it most resembles). Quantification of impacts would require
detailed cost data from the harvesting and processing sectors and substantial data concerning downstream
markets and thorough economic analysis of all of those data. No such information or analyses are
currently available. Due to these shortcomings, much of the economic analysis is qualitative,
supplemented with any quantitative information available.

2.1. Problem Statement

The Council has developed the following problem statement defining its purpose for development of the
rockfish pilot program:

The present management structure of the CGOA rockfish fishery continues to exacerbate the race for fish with:
e Increased catching and processing capacity entering the fishery,
e Reduced economic viability of the historical harvesters (both catcher vessels and catcher processors)
and processors,
Decreased safety,
Economic instability of the residential processor labor force,
Reduced product value and utilization,
Jeopardy to historical groundfish community stability,
Limited ability to adapt to Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA) requirements to minimize bycatch and
protect habitat.

While the Council is formulating GOA comprehensive rationalization to address similar problems in other
fisheries, a short-term solution is needed to stabilize the community of Kodiak. Kodiak has experienced
multiple processing plant closures, its residential work force is at risk due to shorter and shorter processing
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seasons and the community fish tax revenues continue to decrease as fish prices and port landings decrease.
Congress recognized these problems and directed the Secretary in consultation with the Council, to implement a
pilot rockfish program with the following legislation:

SEC. 802. GULF OF ALASKA ROCKFISH DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM. The Secretary of
Commerce, in consultation with the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, shall establish a pilot
program that recognizes the historic participation of fishing vessels (1996 to 2002, best 5 of 7 years)
and historic participation of fish processors (1996 to 2000, best 4 of 5 years) for pacific ocean perch,
northern rockfish, and pelagic shelf rockfish harvested in Central Gulf of Alaska. Such a pilot program
shall (1) provide for a set-aside of up to 5 percent for the total allowable catch of such fisheries for
catcher vessels not eligible to participate in the pilot program, which shall be delivered to shore-based
fish processors not eligible to participate in the pilot program; (2) establish catch limits for non-
rockfish species and non-target rockfish species currently harvested with pacific ocean perch, northern
rockfish, and pelagic shelf rockfish, which shall be based on historical harvesting of such bycatch
species. The pilot program will sunset when a Gulf of Alaska Groundfish comprehensive
rationalization plan is authorized by the Council and implemented by the Secretary, or 2 years from
date of implementation, whichever is earlier.

The fishing fleets have had little experience with cooperative fishery management and needs to begin the
educational process. For the fishery to be rationalized all aspects of the economic portfolio of the fishery needs
to recognized. To stabilize the fishery economy all the historical players — harvesters (both catcher vessels and
catcher processors) and processors need to be recognized in a meaningful way. The demonstration program is
designed as a short-term program for immediate economic relief until comprehensive GOA rationalization can
be implemented.

2.2. Background

The rockfish species that are the subject of this program are primarily harvested using trawl gear,
although some directed fishing with fixed gear has occurred. In the Central Gulf of Alaska, the directed
traw| fisheries for these rockfish typically begin about the first of July. Directed fishing for these rockfish
with hook-and-line opens on January 1. Separate total allowable catches (TACs) are set for the three
different fisheries. Participants usually begin by targeting Pacific Ocean perch until that directed fishery is
completed, then move on to the directed Northern rockfish and pelagic shelf rockfish fisheries. The
directed fisheries for all three species are usually completed during the month of July.

The current entry limitations to the harvest sector in Gulf of Alaska groundfish fisheries (which include
the rockfish fisheries) have restricted the fisheries to historic participants.* The first measure limiting
entry established a vessel moratorium in 1995 that generally limited entry to vessels that made a legal
landing of a moratorium species between January 1, 1988 and February 9, 1992. The second, and current,
limitation is the License Limitation Program (LLP), under which licenses were issued to vessel owners
that used their vessels to make harvests that meet both a general landing requirement and an area landing
requirement. To meet the general requirement, a vessel must have a landing of a groundfish species
during the general qualifying period (GQP), which is from January 1, 1988 to June 27, 1992.> To qualify
for an area endorsement, a vessel must have a minimum number of landings from the applicable
endorsement area during the endorsement qualification period, which is from January 1, 1992 to June 17,
1995. Separate endorsements apply to the Bering Sea, the Aleutian Islands, the Western Gulf of Alaska,
the Central Gulf of Alaska (which also authorizes participation in West Yakutat), and Southeast Outside.
Landing requirements for endorsement qualification vary with vessel length, area, and vessel designation
(i.e., catcher vessel or catcher/processor).

* In addition to the measures discussed here, a complete discussion of the evolution of management of the fisheries
should be contained in the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries Programmatic Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (National Marine Fisheries Service, 2004).

® An exception extends the GQP for vessels less than 60 feet that fish with pot or jig gear until December 31, 1994.
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Although these limitations on entry have restricted the introduction of additional harvest capital in the
fisheries, entry limitations alone are insufficient to improve efficiency substantially in the Central Gulf
rockfish fisheries. For example, in the fisheries that are the subject of this program, all harvests take place
in the course of a few weeks in the year. Although in some instances participants may choose to
concentrate landings for efficiency reasons, the level of concentration in the current fisheries contributes
to inefficiency in both harvesting and processing. Harvesters add costs and sacrifice quality of landings by
racing to obtain a share of the TAC prior to competing harvesters. Processors work quickly to offload and
process landings to obtain market share and avoid spoilage of landings. Slowing this race for fish will
provide participants in both sectors with the opportunity to realize efficiencies and reduce waste.
Allowing participants to schedule their activities to coordinate with participation in other fisheries should
also improve efficiencies. Allowing participants to determine inputs to reduce costs of production and
improve product recovery rates and quality, without risking loss of share of the fishery, should also
improve efficiency. In addition, timing participation in response to market conditions could provide for
some improvement in returns. Consumers could also benefit from slowing the race for fish though
improvements in quality and quantity of outputs as product recovery rates rise.

2.3. Description of the Alternatives

To address its problem statement, the Council has adopted two pilot program alternatives for the catcher
vessel sector and two pilot program alternatives for the catcher processor sector for analysis, in addition
to the status quo. Options would create separate sectors for trawl catcher processors, trawl catcher vessels,
and non-trawl catcher vessels. Under this construction, the different gear types in the catcher vessel sector
would be governed by the same management program, but they would be managed as separate sectors.

For the catcher processor sector, one pilot program alternative (the catcher processor cooperative
alternative) would allow harvesters to form cooperatives, which would receive annual harvest share
allocations based on the qualified harvest histories of their members. Catcher processor license holders
that do not join a cooperative would receive an annual allocation based on the history associated with the
license that could be fished independently. The second catcher processor pilot program alternative (the
catcher processor sector allocation alternative with cooperartives) would make an allocation to the sector
based on the histories of catcher processors in the CGOA rockfish fisheries. Participants in the sector
could either join a cooperative, which would fish a cooperative allocation, or fish in a limited access
fishery with other non-members of cooperatives.

For the catcher vessel sector, one alternative (the catcher vessel cooperative with limited processor entry
alternative) would allow harvesters to form cooperatives, which would receive allocations based on
members’ qualified harvest histories. These cooperatives would be required to deliver their landings to
processors that met threshold landing requirements during the processing qualifying years. The second
catcher vessel pilot program alternative (the catcher vessel cooperative with processor associations
alternative) would allow each harvester to join a cooperative in association with the processor to which it
delivered the most pounds of CGOA rockfish during the processor qualifying period. Each cooperative
would receive an annual harvest share allocation based on the qualified harvest history of its members.
Although no specific processor delivery requirement is created by this cooperative/processor relationship,
since cooperative formation depends on the processor association, some delivery arrangement is likely to
be incorporated into that relationship as defined by the parties. Under both of the catcher vessel
alternatives, harvesters that choose not to join a cooperative would be permitted to fish in a competitive
fishery that receives an allocation based on the harvest histories of non-members of cooperatives.

Under all pilot program alternatives, set asides of CGOA rockfish would be made for an entry level
fishery and to support incidental harvests in other directed fisheries.
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The pilot program alternatives are derived from a common set of elements with differences that reflect the
different operations of the two fleets. The specific elements and options that define the alternatives follow
the brief description of the alternatives (including the status quo) below.

2.3.1. The status quo alternative

Under the status quo, participation in the rockfish fisheries is limited to holders of valid LLP licenses
endorsed for the Central Gulf of Alaska. Directed fishing by the trawl sector, which dominates these
fisheries, begins around July 1, with the specific opening date being set to accommodate the longline
sablefish survey and monitoring over the 4™ of July holiday weekend. Participants catch a variety of
species during the directed CGOA rockfish fishery and top off on other valuable species, such as sablefish
and Pacific cod. These other species are currently managed under “bycatch status” with a maximum
retainable allowance (MRA), which limits retention of these species to a percent of the retained target
harvest. Harvests are monitored inseason and each of the target rockfish fisheries is closed when
managers estimate that the TAC is harvested. Directed fishing allowances are set to accommodate
incidental catch of the rockfish species in other fisheries during the remainder of the year. After closure of
the directed fishery, the three rockfish species are managed on a bycatch basis and are subject to MRAS in
other target fisheries limiting the retention of rockfish relative to target species.

2.3.2. The pilot program alternatives

The different pilot program alternatives substantially overlap with one another. The summaries that
follow reference each other to avoid repetition. For example, under all of the pilot program alternatives,
allocations are made to two sectors, trawl catcher processors and trawl catcher vessels. These allocations
are then distributed to individuals based on their historic harvests. Since these sector and individual
allocations are the same under the different alternatives, the allocations are shown only once, and then are
referenced to describe the distributions under the other alternatives.

Catcher processor sector allocation with cooperatives

Under the catcher processor sector allocation with cooperatives alternative, allocations would be made to
the trawl catcher processor sector for target rockfish species, secondary species (Pacific cod, sablefish,
shortraker, rougheye, and thornyhead) based on the historic harvests of sector members. Participants in
the sector could either join a cooperative, which would fish the allocation of its members in accordance
with a cooperative agreement, or fish in a limited access, competitive fishery, which would receive an
allocation based on the history of non-members of cooperatives.® A license holder’s fishing history would
be the history of the vessel that led to the license and the history of any vessel that fished using the
license.

Two set asides of the target rockfish will be made prior to the allocations to the sectors under the pilot
program. The first of these set asides would allocate 5 percent of the TAC for each target rockfish species,
which would be divided equally between two entry level fisheries (one for trawl fishermen and the other
for non-trawl fishermen). The entry level fisheries would be open to harvesters and processors that are not
eligible for the primary program. The entry level trawl fishery would be prosecuted by making direct,
individual allocations of CGOA rockfish to applicants for the fishery. The non-trawl fishery would be
conducted as a competitive fishery open to any applicants. The second set aside would be an incidental
catch allowance (ICA) to support incidental catch of the rockfish by participants in other directed

® Since the allocations of non-members of cooperatives would be made to the limited access fishery, no provision for
opting out of the rockfish fishery is necessary under this alternative. Persons that do not wish to fish rockfish would
be eligible for, but not required to, fish in the limited access fishery.
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fisheries. This set aside will be based on the incidental catch needs of other fisheries, which are estimated
using rockfish incidental catch rates from those fisheries in recent years.

After removal of the two set asides, the remainder of the target rockfish would be allocated to the two
sectors participating the pilot program. Allocations of the target rockfish to each sector would be based on
retained catch (excluding landings processed into meal) of qualified vessels in the sector during the
directed fishing season using each vessel’s best five of the seven years from 1996 to 2002 (the qualifying
period). Different years could be used for each species by each vessel for determining the allocation to
maximize the allocation attributable to that vessel. For catcher processors, Weekly Processing Report data
will be used to calculate qualifying catch. Any holder of a permanent or interim LLP license at the time of
implementation that had at least one targeted harvest of CGOA rockfish during the qualifying period
would be eligible for the program.

The sector would also be allocated secondary species (shortraker, rougheye, thornyhead, and sablefish)
based on catch of those species by the sector during the qualifying years while targeting rockfish. The
allocations of these species would be a percentage of the TAC based on the average annual percentage of
retained catch of all sectors harvested by the sector in the CGOA rockfish fishery. Under this approach,
the sector’s annual percentage of retained secondary species catch while targeting rockfish relative to total
retained catch of that secondary species by all gear types and participants would be averaged over the
qualifying years. These secondary species allocations would be allocated in proportion to the allocation of
CGOA rockfish to cooperatives and the limited access fishery. Pacific cod would be managed using a
revised maximum retainable allowance percentage of 4 percent of target rockfish. All other species would
be managed using the current MRA levels.

Halibut mortality would also be allocated under the pilot program based on halibut mortality during the
qualifying period. The total allocation to the pilot program would be based on total mortality of both
sectors during the qualifying period (1996 to 2002, inclusive). To determine the annual allocation to the
pilot program, the total mortality would be divided by the number of qualifying years (seven). This
overall allocation would be divided among the sectors based on each sector’s relative share of the target
rockfish allocation under the program (i.e., total qualified rockfish pounds).

Cooperative agreements under this alternative would have a term of two years and would include a
fishing plan for the harvest of the cooperative’s allocation. Cooperatives are intended only to conduct and
coordinate fishing of their member’s allocations and would not be formed under the Fishermen’s
Collective Marketing Act (and therefore could not negotiate prices). Cooperative members would be
jointly and severally liable for the harvest of the cooperative’s allocation. The cooperative would be
required to file its agreement with the NOAA Fisheries Restricted Access Management Division to
receive an annual allocation. A cooperative would be required to accept membership of any LLP license
holder eligible for the cooperative subject to the same terms and conditions as governing other members.
A cooperative could include fishing practice codes of conduct in its membership agreement. Cooperatives
that meet a minimum two member threshold would be permitted to engage in the transfer of annual
allocations. Catcher processors could also transfer annual allocations to catcher vessel cooperatives, but
could not acquire annual allocations from catcher vessel cooperatives. Any transfers would be temporary
transfers of a single year’s annual allocation with the history reverting to the LLP license from which it
came. No persons would be permitted to hold or use in excess of 20 percent of the catcher processor pool.
This cap would be applied to limit the amount of shares that an individual could bring to a cooperative,
either through license holding or through intercooperative leasing. To apply this cap, intercooperative
transfers would need to be conducted through individuals. In addition, no catcher processor could harvest

Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Demonstration Program 6 June 2005



in excess of 60 percent of the catcher processor pool.” Persons or vessels with history in excess of these
limits would be grandfathered at their historic levels.

The season for the rockfish cooperatives would be extended substantially beyond the current season. The
specific season length will be set to meet the management needs of National Marine Fisheries Service
(including monitoring requirements). The season will likely open in the spring (substantially earlier than
the current July opening) and extend into the third quarter. As under current management, the limited
access portion of the catcher processor CGOA rockfish fishery would open in the beginning of July and
would close when its participants have fully harvested the allocation in that fishery. All species except for
the target rockfish would be managed with MRAs. The allocated species (shortraker, rougheye,
thornyhead, and sablefish) would be managed with a revised MRA, intended to maintain catch levels
below the allocated amount. Pacific cod would be managed with a revised MRA of 4 percent. All other
species would be managed with MRAs at their current levels.

An LLP license holder that is eligible for the program would be permitted to transfer the license. The
transfer would also transfer any privilege to participate in the program that is associated with or arises
from holding the license. The interest in the program that is derived from the license would not be
severable from the license or divisible.

Under all of the pilot program alternatives, sideboards will be established to limit encroachment of
participants in the pilot program on other fisheries. Since the CGOA rockfish fishery is prosecuted in
July, sideboards are generally intended to limit pilot program participants to their historic harvests in
other fisheries during July. Specifically, in Gulf fisheries that are historically constrained by TAC,
eligible participants from each sector would be limited to their historic catch, in the aggregate.

Sideboards for Gulf fisheries that are historically constrained by halibut PSC would limit eligible
participants in each sector to their historic halibut mortality in the month of July, in the aggregate. Since
halibut in the Gulf is not managed in each fishery, but is managed for the deep-water complex and the
shallow-water complex, management of the sideboard on a fishery-by-fishery basis would be
substantially more complicated than managing one sideboard for the deep-water complex and a second
sideboard for the shallow-water complex. NOAA Fisheries would develop two separate halibut
sideboards (one for the deep-water complex and the other for the shallow-water complex).® These July
halibut sideboards would be administered by ending fishing in halibut limited fisheries in a complex by
sector members eligible for the rockfish program when the sector halibut limitation is reached in that
complex. In addition, each catcher processor participant would be required to abide by a stand down in all
the Bering Sea and Aleutian Island non-pollock groundfish fisheries. The standdown would start on the
July opening of the rockfish fishery and end on the earlier of two weeks or on the harvest of 90 percent of
the participant’s allocation, if the harvest of the allocation began on the traditional July opening. If
multiple allocations are aggregated on a single vessel, the stand down would end when 90 percent of the
total allocation fished by the vessel is harvested or after two weeks (whichever is earlier). The maximum
standdown would allow participants to begin at a time other than early July, provided they are willing to
abide by the two week standdown.

In lieu of the standdown in the Gulf of Alaska groundfish fisheries (other than the CGOA rockfish
fisheries), a cooperative may (subject to NMFS approval) manage a sideboard of its catch in Gulf of
Alaska groundfish fisheries. Under this approach, a cooperative would be limited in the aggregate to the

" History transferred to catcher vessel cooperatives would remain subject to the catcher processor caps and would
not be subject to catcher vessel or shoreside processor caps.

® The deep-water complex includes sablefish, rockfish, deepwater flatfish, rex sole, and arrowtooth flounder. The
shallow-water complex includes flathead sole, shallowwater flatfish, pollock, and Pacific cod.
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historic catch of target species, if target catch constrains the fishery (or halibut PSC, if halibut PSC
constrains the fishery) of its members in the qualifying years.

In addition, participants in the limited access fishery that account for less than 5 percent of the allocated
catcher processor history of Pacific Ocean perch would be subject to no sideboard or standdown, beyond
the aggregate sector sideboards. Limited access participants that account for 5 percent or more of the
sector’s Pacific Ocean perch would be required to standdown in Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea and
Aleutian Island groundfish fisheries until 90 percent of the limited access Pacific Ocean perch is
harvested.

A program review would also be conducted at the end of both the first and second year under all of the
pilot program alternatives. This review would assess the effects of the program on harvesters, processors,
communities, and conservation.

Catcher processor cooperatives and individual allocations

Under the catcher processor cooperative and individual allocation alternative, sector allocations of target
rockfish, secondary species, and halibut PSC would be made to the catcher processor sector, as described
under the catcher processor sector allocation with cooperatives alternative.

After determining the catcher processor sector target rockfish allocations, those allocations would be
divided among eligible catcher processors based on their qualified CGOA rockfish harvest histories. A
license holder’s fishing history would be the history of the vessel(s) that led to the license and the history
of any vessel that fished using the license. Similarly, secondary species (identified above) and halibut
PSC would be allocated in proportion to the allocation of CGOA rockfish. Each eligible catcher processor
license holder would have the choice of either joining a cooperative, to which an annual allocation would
be made based on the history of its members, or receiving an annual allocation based on its own fishing
history, which could be fished independently. Pacific cod would be managed by a revised MRA of 4
percent of target rockfish for participating catcher processors. All other species would be managed under
their current MRAs. Cooperatives would be subject to the same rules as cooperatives under the catcher
processor sector allocation with cooperatives alternative.

Sideboards would limit the participation of eligible catcher processors in other fisheries as described
under the catcher processor sector allocation with cooperatives alternative above with a few exceptions.’
Under this alternative, persons could choose to opt out of the program. Persons that opt out of the rockfish
fishery, however, for the two weeks that follow the traditional opening of the rockfish fishery, would be
prohibited from entering any other GOA target fisheries in which they do not have target participation in
the first two weeks of July in the qualifying years. These eligible catcher processors would remain subject
to the aggregate sector sideboard regardless of opting out of the program. Program reviews would be
conducted under this alternative as under the catcher processor sector allocation with cooperatives
alternative.

Catcher vessel cooperative with limited processor entry

Under this alternative, the catcher vessel sector would generally receive a sector allocation of CGOA
rockfish, secondary species, and halibut PSC as described under the catcher processor sector allocation
alternative. The catcher vessel sector, however, would also receive an allocation of Pacific cod based on
average annual percentage of total CGOA retained catch of Pacific cod taken by the sector during the
CGOA rockfish fishery (instead of fishing under an MRA, as the catcher processor sector would). The
catcher vessels sector could also receive an adjusted allocation of shortraker and rougheye rockfish or fish

® Under this alternative, however, the stand down for limited access participants would not apply since no limited
access fishery is provided for.
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those species under an MRA depending on the specific option selected by the Council. Options for
management of these species for the catcher vessel sector appear in 3.3.1.2 of the elements and options
below. Cooperative allocations of CGOA rockfish, secondary species, and halibut PSC would be based on
the collective CGOA target rockfish histories of members during the qualifying years based on the
method and qualifying years described under the catcher processor alternatives.

Holders of permanent or interim catcher vessel LLP licenses with targeted catch of CGOA rockfish in the
qualifying years would be eligible for the main program. Eligible license holders would have the choice
of either joining a cooperative, to which an annual allocation would be made based on the rockfish history
of its members, or fishing in a limited entry competitive fishery open to eligible license holders that
choose not to join a cooperative. The limited access fishery would receive the allocation of non-members
of cooperatives. The limited access fishery would be closed on the harvest of the allocation of CGOA
rockfish. Since the secondary species allocations are too small to support the current MRAs, MRAs for
secondary species would be reduced in the limited access fishery to level that is likely to support
incidental catch within the limits of that allocation.

All catcher vessel harvests (including those in the limited access fishery) would be required to be
delivered to an eligible processor. To be eligible, a processor must have processed in excess of 250 metric
tons of CGOA rockfish per year in four of the years from 1996 to 2000, inclusive. An option could
qualify any processor that processed in excess of 250 metric tons of aggregate CGOA rockfish in any one
of the qualifying years provided that the processor has invested in excess of a threshold amount (either
$1,000,000 or $5,000,000) in its facility. Processor licenses would not be transferable. In determining
eligibility for a processing license, if a facility has closed and another processor has purchased the history
of the closed facility, that history would be credited to the purchaser. Processing by a single entity would
be limited to 30 percent of the catcher vessel sector allocation. Any processor that historically processed
in excess of the cap would be grandfathered at its historic level of processing.

A cooperative would be required to have a minimum of 4 eligible LLPs. The cooperative would be
required to file its agreement with the NOAA Fisheries Restricted Access Management Division to
receive an annual allocation. As under the catcher processor cooperative alternative, cooperative
agreements would have a term of two years and would include a fishing plan for the harvest of the
cooperative’s allocation. Cooperatives are intended only to conduct and coordinate fishing of their
member’s allocations and would not be FCMA cooperatives.'® Cooperative members would be jointly
and severally liable for the harvest of the cooperative’s allocation. A cooperative would be required to
accept membership of any LLP license holder eligible for the cooperative subject to the same terms and
conditions as governing other members. A cooperative could include fishing practice codes of conduct in
its membership agreement. Processor affiliated license holders would be permitted to join cooperatives,
but would not be permitted to engage in price negotiations except as permitted by antitrust laws.

Cooperatives would be permitted to engage in the transfer of annual allocations. Catcher vessel
cooperatives would be permitted to acquire annual allocations from catcher processor cooperatives, but
could not transfer annual allocations to catcher processor cooperatives. Any transfers would be temporary
transfers of a single year’s annual allocation with the history remaining with the LLP license from which
it originates. Future annual allocations would be based on the cooperative membership of the LLP holder.

9 FCMA refers to the Fishermen’s Collective Marketing Act (15 U.S.C. 521), under which fishermen are granted
limited antitrust protection to form cooperatives for collectively catching producing, preparing for market,
processing, handling and marketing products. As such, harvest cooperatives formed under this action would not
necessarily be subject to the antitrust immunity of the FCMA. Whether participants in the harvest cooperatives
under this program would be eligible to form a cooperative under the FCMA, would be subject to the rules of that
Act.
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No catcher vessel cooperative would be permitted to hold or use in excess of 30 percent of the catcher
vessel sector’s allocation, while no person would be permitted to hold or use in excess of 5 percent of the
catcher vessel sector’s allocation. This cap would be applied to limit the amount of shares that an
individual could bring to a cooperative, either through license holding or through intercooperative leasing.
To apply this cap, intercooperative transfers would need to be conducted through individuals. Persons
receiving an allocation in excess of the cap would be grandfathered at the level of the allocation.

Sideboards would limit the participation of eligible catcher vessels in other fisheries. As would be applied
to catcher processors, a general sideboard would limit catcher vessel participants, in the aggregate, to their
historic harvests in other fisheries in the month of July, the month during which the rockfish fisheries
have been historically prosecuted. To accomplish this end, in Gulf fisheries that are historically
constrained by TAC, eligible participants from each sector would be limited to their historic catch in the
month of July, in the aggregate. Sideboards for Gulf fisheries that are historically constrained by halibut
PSC would limit eligible participants in each sector to their historic halibut mortality in the month of July,
in the aggregate. Since halibut in the Gulf is not managed in each fishery, but is managed for the deep-
water complex and the shallow-water complex, management of the sideboard on a fishery-by-fishery
basis would be substantially more complicated than managing one sideboard for the deep-water complex
and a second sideboard for the shallow-water complex. NOAA Fisheries would develop two separate
halibut sideboards (one for the deep-water complex and the other for the shallow-water complex).*
Qualified catcher vessels would also be limited by a second set of sideboards that would prohibit their
entry to the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands direct fisheries for yellowfin sole, other flatfish, or Pacific
Ocean perch in the month of July. In addition, qualified catcher vessels would be limited in the month of
July to their historic average total catch in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Pacific cod fishery, in the
aggregate. Catcher vessel participants in the AFA would be exempt from any sideboards under this
program. Program reviews would be conducted as under the catcher processor sector allocation
alternative.

Catcher vessel cooperative with processor associations

Under this alternative, the catcher vessel sector would receive a sector allocation as described under the
catcher processor sector allocation alternative. In addition, annual allocations of CGOA rockfish,
secondary species, and halibut PSC would be made to cooperatives, based on the CGOA rockfish history
of their members, as described under the catcher processor cooperative alternative. Holders of a
permanent or interim CGOA LLP license at the time of implementation with a targeted landing of CGOA
rockfish in the directed fishery would be eligible for the program.

Eligible catcher vessel LLP license holders would have the choice of either joining a cooperative, to
which an annual allocation would be made based on the history of its members, or fishing in a limited
entry competitive fishery open to eligible license holders that choose not to join a cooperative. The
allocation to the competitive fishery would be based on the histories of participants in that fishery. Any
allocation of an LLP holder withheld from the competitive fishery would be redistributed to catcher
vessel cooperative which the LLP holder is eligible to join. All harvests from the competitive fishery must
be landed with an eligible processor. This competitive fishery would be closed on the attainment of the
allocation of CGOA rockfish or any of the allocated secondary species or PSC halibut that is necessary to
support that rockfish harvest.

Each eligible catcher vessel license holder would be eligible to join a cooperative associated with the
eligible processor to which it delivered the most pounds of CGOA rockfish during the processor
qualifying period (1996 to 2000, four years as selected by each eligible processor). To be eligible, a

1 The deep-water complex includes sablefish, rockfish, deepwater flatfish, rex sole, and arrowtooth flounder. The
shallow-water complex includes flathead sole, shallowwater flatfish, pollock, and Pacific cod.
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processor must have processed in excess of 250 metric tons of CGOA rockfish per year in four of the
years from 1996 to 2000, inclusive. The Council motion is unclear whether this alternative includes the
option to qualify any processor that processed in excess of 250 metric tons of aggregate CGOA rockfish,
in any one of the qualifying years, provided that the processor has invested in excess of a threshold
amount (either $1,000,000 or $5,000,000) in its facility. The analysis assumes that this option would be
included in the alternative. In determining eligibility for a processing license, if a facility has closed and
another processor has purchased the history of the closed facility, that history would be credited to the
purchaser.

The terms of the cooperative/processor association are not specified, but would be subject to negotiation
and agreement by each processor and its associated cooperative. Processor licenses and associations
would not be transferable. No processing entity would be permitted to process in excess of 30 percent of
the aggregate catcher vessel sector allocation. Any processor that historically processed in excess of the
chosen cap would be grandfathered at its historic level of processing.

A single cooperative may form in association with each eligible processor. To form, a cooperative would
be required to have membership of the holders of in excess of 75 percent of the harvest history eligible for
the cooperative. The cooperative would be required to file its agreement, and a contract with the
associated processor, with the NOAA Fisheries Restricted Access Management Division to receive an
annual allocation. Cooperatives are intended only to conduct and coordinate fishing of their member’s
allocations and would not be FCMA cooperatives. As under the catcher processor cooperative alternative,
cooperative agreements would have a term of two years and would include a fishing plan for the harvest
of the cooperative’s allocation. Cooperative members would be jointly and severally liable for the harvest
of the cooperative’s allocation. A cooperative would be required to accept membership of any LLP
license holder eligible for the cooperative, subject to the same terms and conditions as governing other
members. A cooperative could include fishing practice codes of conduct in its membership agreement.
Processor affiliated license holders would be permitted to join cooperatives, but would not be permitted to
engage in price negotiations, except as permitted by antitrust laws. No catcher vessel cooperative would
be permitted to holdings or use in excess of 30 percent of the catcher vessel sector’s allocation, while no
person would be permitted to hold or use in excess of 5 percent of the catcher vessel sector’s allocation.
This cap would be applied to limit the amount of shares that an individual could bring to a cooperative,
either through license holding or through intercooperative leasing. To apply this cap, intercooperative
transfers would need to be conducted through individuals. Persons receiving an allocation in excess of the
cap would be grandfathered at the level of the allocation.

Cooperatives would be permitted to engage in the transfer of annual allocations, subject to the consent of
the associated processor. Catcher vessel cooperatives would be permitted to acquire annual allocations
from catcher processor cooperatives, but could not transfer annual allocations to catcher processor
cooperatives. Any transfers would be temporary transfers of a single year’s annual allocation with the
history remaining with the LLP license of origin. Future annual allocations would be based on the
cooperative membership of the LLP holder.

Sideboards are intended to limit eligible participants in the catcher vessel program to their historic activity
in other fisheries. The sideboards under this alternative are the same as those described under the catcher
vessel cooperative with limited processor entry alternative. A program review would be conducted under
this alternative, as described under the catcher vessel cooperative with limited processor entry alternative.
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Elements and options defining the pilot program alternatives
The Council has identified the following elements and options to define its alternatives:

Alternatives, Elements and Options

The Council recommends the following elements and options for the CGOA Rockfish Pilot program be included for
analysis:
Catcher Vessel Alternatives
1) Status Quo
2) Cooperative program with license limitation program for processors
3) Cooperative program with cooperative/processor associations
Catcher Processor Alternatives
1) Status Quo
2) Cooperative Program
3) Sector Allocation

Alternatives 2 and 3 are defined by the following elements and options. Differences in the elements and options
between the two alternatives and across the two sectors are noted.

1 Set-asides
Prior to allocation of catch history to the sectors, NMFS shall set aside:
1.1 ICA: An Incidental Catch Allocation (ICA) of POP, Northern rockfish and pelagic shelf rockfish to
meet the incidental catch needs of fisheries not included in the pilot program
1.2 Entry Level Fishery: A percentage of POP, Northern rockfish and pelagic shelf rockfish for catcher
vessels not eligible to participate in the program, as mandated in the Congressional language. For the
duration of this program, the annual set aside will be 5% of each of these target rockfish species.
0 Allocations shall be apportioned between trawl and non-trawl gear:
50/50
The trawl sector’s 50 percent allocation by weight (based on the aggregate TAC for Pacific Ocean
perch, Northern and pelagic shelf rockfish) shall first be Pacific Ocean perch.

0 Unharvested allocations to either sector shall be available to both sectors at the end of the third
quarter.

0 Prosecution of the entry level fishery will be supported by general allocations of PSC to the gear
type not allocated under 3.3.1.3 and the general allocations of secondary species not allocated
under 3.3.1.2

2 Entry-L evel Fishery

2.1 Catcher Vessel Participation:
Vessels that can participate in the Entry Level fishery are those vessels that did not qualify for the CGOA
rockfish pilot program.
2.2 Processor Participation:
Processors who purchase and process the entry level rockfish quota must be non-qualified processors.
2.3 Fishery participation:
Before the beginning of each fishing year an application must be filed with NMFS by the interested vessel
that includes a statement from a non-qualified processor confirming an available market.
2.4 NMFS will determine:
. NMFS will provide for an entry level fishery.
Equal shares distributions to the vessel applicants in the trawl sector
Limited access competitive fishery in the non-trawl sector
. Entry permits are non-transferable and must be fished by the named vessel
3 Sector Allocations
3.1 Sector Definitions
Trawl catcher vessel
Trawl catcher processor
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A trawl catcher-processor is a trawl vessel that has a CP LLP license and that
processes its catch on board.
3.2 Rationalized Areas

. History is allocated for the CGOA only (NMFS statistical areas 620 and 630)
3.3 Sector Allocations

. Catch history is determined by the sector qualified catch in pounds as a proportion of the total
qualified catch in pounds.

. Sector allocation is based on individual qualified vessel histories with the drop-2

provision at the vessel level.

. The eligibility for entry into the program is one targeted landing of POP, Northern rockfish or PSR
caught in CGOA during the qualifying period.

. The CP catch history will be based on WPR data.

3.3.1 Each sector is allocated catch history based on:
The sum of all catch history of vessels in that sector for which it earned a valid, permanent, fully
transferable CGOA LLP endorsement, for the years 1996-2002 drop two.
Suboption: include history of vessels which hold a valid interim
endorsement on implementation of the program
3.3.1.1 Target species:

. Qualified target species history is allocated based on retained catch (excluding meal)

. History will be allocated to each sector for POP, Northern rockfish and PSR caught in CGOA
based on retained catch during the open season

. Different years may be used for determining the history of each of the three rockfish species.

. Full retention of the target rockfish species required

3.3.1.2 Secondary species:

. Secondary species history is allocated based on retained catch over retained catch
while targeting the primary rockfish species listed above.

. History will be allocated to each sector for sablefish, shortraker/rougheye rockfish, thornyheads

and Pacific cod.
Participants must retain all allocated secondary species and stop fishing when cap is
reached.

. All non-allocated secondary species will be managed by MRA, as in the current regime. This
includes Arrowtooth flounder, deep water flatfish, shallow water flatfish, flathead sole, rex sole,
pollock, other species, Atka mackerel and other rockfish.

. Except as otherwise provided below, secondary species allocations will be based on:

Percentage of catch by sector of the secondary species within the rockfish target fisheries divided
by the total number of years in the qualifying period. The calculated percentage is multiplied by
the secondary species quota for that fishery year and allocated to each sector in the pilot program.
(retained catch over retained catch)
Allocations of Pacific cod as a secondary species will be at the following rate of harvest history:
100 percent
For the offshore sector, Pacific cod history will be managed by MRA of 4 percent.
Allocations of shortraker and rougheye as a secondary species will be at the following rate
of harvest history:
75 to 100 percent

Options for management of shortraker and rougheye for the catcher vessel sector:

Option 1: The shortraker/rougheye allocation for the catcher vessel sector will be based on the total
catch of the sector during the target rockfish fishery over total catch of all sectors which
yields the highest annual percentage during the qualifying years. The shortraker/rougheye
hard cap for the catcher vessel target rockfish fishery will be calculated based on the
aggregate shortraker/rougheye TAC and then divided:

A) 50 percent shortraker and 50 percent rougheye
B) 60 percent shortraker and 40 percent rougheye

Option 2: Manage catcher vessel shortraker and rougheye using an MRA between 0.7 percent

(average use) and 1.1 percent (highest annual use)
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(The analysis shall include a discussion of other fisheries that take shortraker and rougheye
incidentally and what the impacts to those fisheries might be of allocating amounts of
shortraker and rougheye to the rockfish trawl fisheries that may not leave enough TAC to
accommodate historical harvests in other fisheries (i.e., it appears that historical catch in
other fisheries exceeds what the 2005 amount available would be after trawl rockfish
allocations are subtracted from the TAC).)

3.3.1.3 Prohibited species (halibut mortality):

. Allocation to the pilot program will be based on historic average usage, calculated by dividing the
total number of metric tons of halibut mortality in the CGOA rockfish target fisheries during the
years "96-"02 by the number of years (7). This allocation will be divided between sectors based
on:

The relative amount of target rockfish species allocated to
each sector (e.g., total qualified catch).

4 Allocation from Sector to Vessel

4.1 Within each sector, history will be assigned to LLP holders with CGOA endorsement that qualify for a sector
under the ‘sector allocations’ above. The allocations will be to the current owner of the LLP of the vessel
which earned the history.

4.2 Basis for the distribution to the LLP license holder is: the catch history of the vessel on which the LLP license is
based and shall be on a fishery-by-fishery basis. The underlying principle of this program is one history per
license. In cases where the fishing privileges (i.e., moratorium qualification or LLP license) of an LLP
qualifying vessel have been transferred, the distribution of harvest shares to the LLP shall be based on the
aggregate catch histories of (1) the vessel on which LLP license was based up to the date of transfer, and (2) the
vessel owned or controlled by the LLP license holder and identified by the license holder as having been
operated under the fishing privileges of the LLP qualifying vessel after the date of transfer. (Only one catch
history per LLP license.)

4.3 Target species:

Each LLP holder will receive an allocation of history equivalent to
their proportion of the total of the sector qualifying history.

4.4 Secondary species:

Each LLP holder will receive an allocation of sector history proportional to their allocation of target rockfish
history

4.5 PSC (halibut mortality)

. Each LLP holder will receive an allocation of halibut mortality equivalent to their proportion of
the sector rockfish history

4.6 Allocations of secondary species:

May be fished independently of the primary species allocations.

5 Co-op provisions

5.1 Duration of cooperative agreements is 2 years.

5.2 For all sectors

. The co-op membership agreement and the Contract will be filed with the RAM Division. The
Contract must contain a fishing plan for the harvest of all co-op fish.

. Co-op members shall internally allocate and manage the co-op’s allocation per the Contract.

. Subject to any harvesting caps that may be adopted, allocated history may be transferred and
consolidated within the co-op to the extent permitted under the Contract.

. The Contract must have a monitoring program. Co-op members are jointly and severally

responsible for co-op vessels harvesting in the aggregate no more than their co-op’s allocation of
rockfish species, secondary species and PSC mortality, as may be adjusted by inter-co-op

transfers.

. Co-ops may adopt and enforce fishing practice codes of conduct as part of their membership
agreement.

. Co-op membership agreements shall allow for the entry of other eligible harvesters into the co-op
under the same terms and conditions as agreed to by the original agreement.

. Co-ops will report annually to the Council as per AFA.

Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Demonstration Program 14 June 2005



. The cooperatives formed under this program are harvest associations that are intended only to
conduct and coordinate harvest activities of their members and are not FCMA cooperatives.
Processor affiliated vessels will be permitted to join harvest cooperatives.

The Council recommends a season start date of March 1 and a closing date of November 15.
5.3 CP sector:

For Alternative 2:
History is allocated to the current owner of the LLP of the vessel that earned the history.

. Owners may fish their allocation independently if the LLP has a CGOA endorsement, or may
enter into a cooperative arrangement with other owners.

. More than one co-op may form within the sector

. Any number of eligible LLPs may form a co-op

. Allocations may be transferred between co-ops of at least:
two LLPs

For Alternative 3:
History is allocated to the current owner of the LLP of the vessel that earned the history.

. More than one co-op may form within the sector
. Allocations may be transferred between co-ops of at least:
two LLPs
. Harvesters may elect not to join a co-op, and continue to fish in an LLP/Open Access fishery. The

LLP’s historic share will be fished in a competitive fishery open to rockfish qualified vessels who
are not members of a cooperative.

5.4 CV sector:

For Alternative 2:

. Voluntary co-ops may form between eligible harvesters.
. All cooperative harvests under this program must be delivered to eligible processors.
. Harvesters may elect not to join a co-op, and continue to fish in an LLP/Open Access fishery. The

LLP’s share will be fished in a competitive fishery open to rockfish qualified vessels who are not
members of a cooperative and must be delivered to one of the qualified processors.

. An eligible processor is a processing facility that has purchased 250 MT of aggregate Pacific
Ocean Perch, Northern Rockfish, and Pelagic Shelf rockfish harvest per year, for 4 years, from
1996 to 2000. Eligible processors will be issued a license under this program. Licenses are not
transferable.

Suboption: An eligible processor is a processing facility with a substantial investment of
depreciated capital assets:

Option A) $1,000,000 or more

Option B) $5,000,000 or more, and
that has purchased 250 MT of aggregate Pacific Ocean Perch, Northern Rockfish, and Pelagic
Shelf rockfish in any of the qualifying years.

. If a processing facility has closed down and another processing facility has acquired that
processing history through purchase, for the purpose of determining processor eligibility the
history belongs to the facility that purchased that history. That history can only be credited to
another facility in the community that it was generated in for purposes of establishing eligibility
under this program.

. The harvesters that enter into a co-op membership agreement shall be the members of the co-op.

. A pre-season Contract between eligible, willing harvesters is a pre-requisite to a cooperative
receiving an annual allocation.

. Co-op membership agreements will specify that processor affiliated harvesters cannot participate
in price setting negotiations except as permitted by general antitrust law.

. Catcher vessel cooperatives are required to have at least 4 eligible LLPs

. Co-ops may engage in inter-cooperative transfers of annual allocations to other cooperatives.

. No processor associations required by co-ops.
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For Alternative 3:

Voluntary co-ops may form between eligible harvesters in association with processors.

Catcher vessel co-ops must be associated with an eligible processor.

An eligible processor is a processing facility that has purchased 250 MT of aggregate Pacific
Ocean Perch, Northern Rockfish, and Pelagic Shelf rockfish harvest per year, for 4 years, from
1996 to 2000.

A harvester is eligible to join a cooperative in association with the processing facility to which the
harvester delivered the most pounds of the three rockfish species combined during the year’s 1996
— 2000 drop 1 year (processor chooses the year to drop, same year for all LLPs). If an LLP holder
has no deliveries to a qualified processor, the LLP holder may join a coop with any one of the
qualified processors, but their membership would not be considered in determining whether the
threshold is met for co-op formation.

Harvesters may elect not to join a co-op, and continue to fish in an LLP/Open Access fishery.
The LLP’s share will be fished in a competitive fishery open to rockfish qualified vessels who are
not members of a cooperative and must be delivered to one of the qualified processors.

If a processing facility has closed down and another processing facility has acquired that
processing history through purchase, the history belongs to the facility that purchased that history.
That history must remain in the community that it was generated in.

The harvesters that enter into a co-op membership agreement shall be the members of the co-op.
The processor will be an associate of the cooperative but will not be a cooperative member.

A pre-season Contract between eligible, willing harvesters in association with a processor is a pre-
requisite to a cooperative receiving an annual allocation.

Co-op membership agreements will specify that processor affiliated harvesters cannot participate
in price setting negotiations except as permitted by general antitrust law.

Processors are limited to 1 co-op per plant.

Catcher vessel cooperatives are required to have at least:

75 percent of the eligible historical shares for each co-op associated with its processor.

Co-ops may engage in inter-cooperative transfers of annual allocations to other cooperatives with
agreement of the associated qualified processor.

5.5 Sector Transfer provisions
CP annual allocations may be transferred to CV cooperatives. CV annual allocations may not be transferred
to CP cooperatives.

All transfers of annual allocations would be temporary and history would revert to the original LLP at the
beginning of the next year.

A person holding an LLP that is eligible for this program may transfer that LLP. That transfer will

effectively transfer all history associated with the LLP and any privilege to participate in this program that
might be derived from the LLP.

6 Co-op harvest use caps

6.1 CVs:

No person may hold or use more than 5% of the CV historic shares, using the individual and collective rule
(with grandfather provision).

Control of harvest share by a CV co-op shall be capped at:
30% of aggregate POP, Northern Rockfish and PSR for the CV sector

6.2 CPs:

No person may hold or use more than 20% of the CP historic shares, using the individual and collective
rule (with grandfather provision).

Control of harvest share by a CP shall be capped at:
60% of aggregate POP, Northern Rockfish and PSR for the CP sector
Eligible CPs will be grandfathered at the current level
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7 Shoreside processor use caps
Shoreside processors shall be capped at the entity level.
No processor shall process more than:
30% of aggregate POP, Northern Rockfish and PSR for the CV sector
Eligible Processors will be grandfathered.

The year 2002 will be used as a base (or index) year for applying the aggregate caps.

8 Program Review

Program review the first and second year after implementation to objectively measure the success of the program,
including benefits and impacts to harvesters, processors and communities. Conservation benefits of the program
would also be assessed.

As part of its annual review, the Council should consider the effects of “opting-out” of the CP rockfish program.
Specifically, of the Council finds that the opt-out provision is used to consolidate rockfish catch while avoiding
rockfish program sideboards, then the Council should take immediate action to provide a disincentive for future
abuses by allocating “opt-out” fish to the fishery not the sector.

9 Sideboards
9.1 General Provisions

There are no exemptions from sideboards, except for a partial exemption for CP vessels which opt out of the pilot

program or join cooperatives.

a. For fisheries that close on TAC in the GOA, the qualified vessels in each sector (trawl CV and trawl CP)
would be limited, in aggregate, in the month of July to the historic average total catch of those vessels in
the month of July during the qualification years 1996 to 2002. Fisheries that this sideboard provision
would apply to include West Yakutat rockfish and WGOA rockfish.

b. For flatfish fisheries in the GOA that close because of halibut bycatch, the qualified vessels in each sector
(trawl CV and trawl CP) would be limited, in the aggregate, in the month of July to the historic average
halibut mortality taken by those vessels in the target flatfish fisheries in the month of July by deep and
shallow complex.

c. In the event that one or more target rockfish fisheries are not open, sideboard restrictions will not apply for
those target allocations.

- IFQ halibut and sablefish are exempt from sideboard provisions

9.2 CP Specific Sideboard Provisions

CP vessels may decide to opt out of the CGOA pilot program on an annual basis. These CP vessels may not target
POP, Northern rockfish or Pelagic Shelf rockfish in the CGOA in the years they choose to opt out. They may retain
these species up to the MRA amount in other fisheries. They will be sideboarded at the sector level in the GOA as
described in 9.1.

The history of CP vessels which opt out will remain with the sector.

CPs that opt out of the rockfish pilot program will be prohibited, for two weeks following the start of the traditional
July rockfish fishery, from entering other GOA fisheries in which they have not previously participated.
Participation shall be defined as having been in the target fishery during the first week of July in at least two of the
qualifying years. For purposes of qualifying under this provision, history from area 650 (SEO) will be considered
the same as history from area 640 (WY). The following weekending dates will be used for determining participation
in a target fishery:

1996 — July 6 2000 - July 15
1997 —July 5 2001 - July 7
1998 - July 4 2002 — July 6
1999 - July 10
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Opting out is an annual decision. CP vessels which choose to opt out must so notify NMFS. The decision to opt out
should not in any way alter the status of their catch history for future rationalization programs.

For the CP sector, the pilot program fishery participants must either:
1) start fishing in the target rockfish fisheries at the same time as the opening of the CGOA rockfish limited
access fisheries (in July) and harvest 90% of their CGOA rockfish allocation prior to entering any other
BSAI or GOA non-pollock groundfish fishery, or
2) standdown for two weeks from the opening of the CGOA rockfish limited access fishery prior to
participating in any other BSAI or GOA non-pollock groundfish fishery.
A vessel which has met either standdown requirement can then move into the BSAI or GOA open access fisheries
subject to the sector level limitations in the GOA in 9.1.

To the extent permitted by the motion, history may be leased between vessels. Each person that transfers its history
to another CP or CV must still refrain from operating in any other BSAI or GOA non-pollock groundfish fishery
until the earlier of:
1) 90% of all of the CGOA rockfish allocation on the stacked vessel is harvested in the CGOA, provided
fishing of the allocation began on or after the opening of the CGOA rockfish limited access fishery
2) two weeks from the opening of the CGOA rockfish limited access fishery prior to participating in any other
BSAI or GOA non-pollock groundfish fishery.

Members of a cooperative will be subject to all limitations and restrictions described in 9.1 and 9.2 except that
cooperative members shall not be subject to any standdown in the GOA groundfish fisheries. The standdown
provision in the BSAI groundfish fisheries will apply to cooperative members.

In addition to the other limitations and restrictions described above, each cooperative will be limited in the
aggregate:
a. for fisheries that close on TAC in the GOA in the month of July, to the historic average total catch
of the cooperative members in the month of July during the qualification years 1996 to 2002.
Fisheries that this sideboard provision would apply to include West Yakutat rockfish and WGOA
rockfish, and
b. for flatfish fisheries in the GOA that close because of halibut bycatch in the month of July, to the
historic average halibut mortality taken by cooperative members in the target flatfish fisheries in
the month of July by deep and shallow complex.

For Alternative 3:

The limited access fishery starts at the same time as the traditional rockfish target fishery (early July). For vessels
that account for less than 5 percent of the allocated CP history in the Pacific Ocean perch fishery that participate in
the limited access rockfish fishery, there are no additional intra-sector sideboards. For vessels that account for
greater than or equal to 5 percent of the allocated CP history in the Pacific Ocean fishery that participate in the
limited access rockfish fishery, GOA and BSAI standdowns are in place until 90 percent of the limited access
Pacific Ocean perch quota is achieved.

9.3 CV Specific Sideboard Provisions

. The qualifying vessels in the trawl CV sector cannot participate in the directed yellowfin sole, other flatfish
(flathead, etc) or Pacific Ocean perch fisheries in the BSAI in the month of July.

. Qualifying vessels in the trawl CV sector would be limited, in aggregate, in the month of July, to the
historic average total catch of those vessels in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery in July during the qualification
years 1996 to 2002.

. AFA CVs qualified under this program are subject to the restraints of AFA sideboards and their coop

agreement, and not subject to additional sideboards under this program.

In the event this program has a duration of more than 2 years, the Council will reconsider the issue of use/ownership
caps for companies and vessels.
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2.4. Existing Conditions in the Fishery

This section describes the conditions in the CGOA rockfish fishery under the current management.
Because the status quo alternative is continuation of the current management and continuation of that
management is unlikely to result in substantial change in the fisheries, this section also provides much of
the status quo baseline that is used to assess the effects of the pilot program alternatives under
consideration. The section begins with a brief description of the management of the fisheries, and the
stocks, biology, and environmental conditions. Participation patterns in harvesting and processing in the
fisheries are described, including a discussion of the relationship between those two sectors and a brief
summary of the other fisheries that CGOA rockfish participants also participate in. Ex vessel pricing
practices are described and estimated historic prices are provided. Product markets are described and
estimated historic first wholesale prices are provided. A brief description of community and social
conditions are provided as background for the socioeconomic analysis.

2.4.1. Management of the fisheries

Under the current management the Gulf of Alaska rockfish fisheries open on January 1% for non-trawl
gear participants. The opening for trawl gear is near July 1%, but varies year-to-year. The trawl opening is
generally timed to coincide with the availability of the quarterly halibut PSC allocation. The fishery is
also timed to accommodate the sablefish longline survey that occurs later in the summer. The rockfish
fisheries, which also take some sablefish, must be completed early enough to allow the redistribution of
sablefish stocks to avoid possible survey bias. The opening is also scheduled to accommodate in-season
management so that managers have adequate catch and effort information to make Federal Register
closure announcements, if needed, avoiding the 4™ of July holiday weekend. The opening typically
coincides with the openings of the Aleutian Islands Pacific Ocean perch and Bering Sea flathead sole
fisheries to distribute effort among the fisheries.

Both the trawl and non-trawl fisheries are prosecuted from a single TAC, with the harvest from the trawl
fishery limited to the remaining available TAC after the non-trawl fleet has prosecuted the fishery from its
January 1% opening. Since the non-trawl fleet has shown little interest in the fisheries historically, most of
the TAC has been harvested by the trawl fleet. Table 1 summarizes trawl openings and closings for all
gear types in the CGOA directed rockfish fishery by species from 1996 to 2003.

Table 1. Season openings (trawl only) and closings (all gear) of the Central Gulf of Alaska directed
rockfish fisheries by species 1996 to 2003.

Closures

Opening  Pacific Ocean Northern Pelagic Shelf

Year Opening for species date Perch Rockfish Rockfish Reason
1996 all July 1 July 11 July 20 none TAC (POP, Nor)
1996 closure July 15 PSC
1997 all (incl.PSR nearshore) July 1 July 7 July 10 June 7 TAC
1997 PSR offshore July 1 July 15 TAC
1997 closure POP July 19 PSC
1998 all July 1 July 6 July 14 July 19 TAC
1998 reopen POP July 12 July 14 -- - TAC
1998 closure POP -- July 27 -—- -—- PSC
1999 all July 4 July 11 July 19 -—- TAC(POP, Nor)
1999 reopen POP, Nor August 6 August 8 August 10 -—- TAC(POP, Nor)
1999 closure -—- September 3 ~ September 3 ~ September 3 PSC
2000 all July 4 July 15 July 26 July 26 TAC(POP, Nor)/HAL(PSR)
2001 all July 1 July 12 July 23 July 23 TAC(POP)/HAL(Nor, PSR)
2001 reopen Nor, PSR October 1 n/a October 21 October 21 HAL
2002 all June 30 July 8 July 21 July 21 TAC
2002 closure August 5 PSC
2003 all June 29 July 8 July 31 July 29 TAC

TAC - Total Allowable Catch

PSC - Prohibited Species Catch

Nor - Northern rockfish

PSR - Pelagic Shelf rockfish

Source: NOAA fisheries status reports and groundfish closure summaries
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The closings show the general progression of participation in the rockfish fisheries. Most participants
target Pacific Ocean perch first, until the TAC of that species is fully harvested. Pacific Ocean perch are a
larger biomass and typically are easier to target than the other two fisheries. The season for Pacific Ocean
perch usually lasts between one and two weeks. Once the Pacific Ocean perch fishery is closed, vessels
will usually move on to the northern rockfish or pelagic shelf rockfish directed fisheries, although some
vessels move on to other fisheries in and outside of the CGOA. The directed fisheries for northern
rockfish and pelagic shelf rockfish typically last less than one month, closing before the end of July.
Managers have exercised some caution in managing the fishery, occasionally closing the fisheries to
ensure that the TAC is not exceeded. When sufficient TAC has remained available, managers have
reopened the fisheries later to allow participants to complete the harvest.

Typically, harvests of the rockfish TACs have resulted in closure of the fisheries, although at times
halibut PSC in the deep-water complex has closed the fisheries. In 2000, halibut PSC closed the pelagic
shelf rockfish fishery. In 2001, halibut PSC closed both the northern rockfish and pelagic shelf rockfish
fisheries in July. The fisheries were reopened on October 1%, when the fourth quarter halibut allocation
came available. The fisheries closed again near the end of October after harvest of the deep-water halibut
PSC allocation.

Until 1998, the federally managed rockfish fisheries in the CGOA included nearshore pelagic shelf
rockfish (i.e., black and blue rockfish), which are prosecuted primarily in State waters. These species
were targeted primarily with non-trawl gear. In 1997 non-trawl effort in the nearshore pelagic shelf
rockfish fishery closed that fishery on June 7", prior to the trawl opening. In 1998, the State took over
management of the nearshore pelagic shelf rockfish fisheries. Those fisheries are currently prosecuted
exclusively in State waters.

2.4.2. Stocks, biology, and environmental conditions

Current harvests of all species by vessels participating in the rockfish fishery are below overfishing levels.
In addition, impacts on the benthic habitat and essential fish habitat are minimal and temporary. The
fishery has no adverse effects endangered species, marine mammals, seabirds, or forage fish. A complete
discussion of the environmental impacts of the fishery are provided in the Environmental Assessment in
Section 3 below.

2.4.3. The harvest sector

The CGOA rockfish fisheries in federal waters are currently prosecuted almost exclusively with trawl
gear. Generally, participation in the federal CGOA rockfish fisheries requires an LLP license with the
requisite gear, area, and operation (catcher vessel or catcher processor) endorsements. In addition, the
LLP limits the length of a vessel that may use a license based on the length of the qualifying vessel.

In recent years, an increasing number of fixed gear participants (both jig and longline) have expressed an
interest in participating in the rockfish fisheries.'? Participation with jig gear by vessels of 26 feet or less
is permitted without an LLP. Table 2 shows the number of LLP licenses issued for the CGOA by gear,
operation, and maximum length overall permitted by the license. The table shows that a substantial
number of vessels are eligible to participate in the CGOA rockfish fisheries. Currently, RAM Division
has issued 25 trawl-endorsed, permanent catcher processor licenses and 171 trawl-endorsed, permanent

12 For purposes of this discussion, the rockfish fisheries refer exclusively to the Pacific Ocean perch, northern
rockfish, and pelagic shelf rockfish fisheries in federal waters as currently defined. Black and blue rockfish, which
were formerly part of the pelagic shelf rockfish aggregation and are currently harvested primarily by fixed gear
vessels in State waters, are not included in this program and are not the focus of this analysis.
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catcher vessel licenses endorsed for operation in the CGOA. RAM division has also issued in excess of
900 non-trawl licenses endorsed for the CGOA.

Table 2. LLP licenses endorsed for the Central Gulf of Alaska by gear, maximum length overall, license
status, and vessel type.

Maximum length vessel type
Gear overall LLP license status catcher processor catcher vessel total
permanent 0 64 64
under 60 feet interim 0 4 4
60 feet or greater permanent 8 91 99
trawl and less than 125 interim 2 3 5
permanent 17 16 33
125 feet or greater interim 5 1 3
subtotal 29 179 208
permanent 5 698 703
under 60 feet interim 1 17 18
60 feet or greater permanent 24 173 197
non-trawl and less than 125 interim 2 11 13
permanent 19 3 22
125 feet or greater interim 5 5 7
subtotal 56 904 960
permanent 5 704 709
under 60 feet interim 1 18 19
all gear 60 feet or greater permanent 29 211 240
(un? ue licenses) and less than 125 interim 4 13 17
‘ 125 feet or greater permanent 31 16 a7
9 interim 6 2 8
total 76 964 1040

Source: RAM Division, Groundfish LLP License List, August 3, 2004.

Although a substantial number of vessels are eligible to participate in the CGOA rockfish fisheries, most
vessels eligible for the fisheries do not participate.

Table 3 shows vessel participation and harvests in metric tons by sector during the open season from 1996
to 2002, by vessels with at least one targeted landing of rockfish during that time period."® The table
shows the three different sectors identified by the Council, non-trawl catcher vessels, trawl catcher
vessels, and trawl catcher processors. The table divides the harvests of each sector by LLP license status,
showing the harvests of holders of permanent LLP licenses, interim LLP licenses,'* and persons that do
not hold LLP licenses. Table 4, the companion table, shows the portion of the annual harvest and total
harvest caught by the different sectors. In addition, tables showing participation patterns for vessels in
both sectors appears in Appendix 2.

3 The open season for trawl gear begins in early July and ends when either the TAC is fully harvested or when the
deep water halibut allocation is taken. The non-trawl season opens on January 1% and closes at the same time as the
trawl season closure. Landings data for catcher vessels is from Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish tickets.
Landings data for catcher processors is from federal Weekly Processing Reports.

1 Recall that interim status is applied to any license under dispute. The dispute could, but need not, relate to the
Central Gulf of Alaska endorsement.

15 Since NOAA Fisheries implemented the LLP in 1998, it is clear that no participants held LLP licenses before that
time. Participants with “no LLPs” in seasons prior to 1998 are those participants that do not appear to have qualified
for an LLP license.
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Table 3. Participation in the Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish

1996 to 2002.

fisheries by gear, vessel type, and LLP status,

Pacific Ocean Northern Pelagic shelf
perch rockfish rockfish
Number of Number of Number of
Year Sector LLP status Metric tons vessels Metric tons vessels Metric tons vessels
Non-trawl catcher vessel permanent
interim
none * 2
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 2,216.7 28 854.7 23 334.6 26
1996 interim
none
Trawl catcher processor permanent 1,301.4 7 1,981.9** 7 1,183.9 7
interim 56.2** 2 * 1 * 1
none * 1 * 1 * 1
Total 3,574.2 38 2,836.6 32 1,571.7 37
Non-trawl catcher vessel permanent * 1 * 1
interim
none * 2
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 2,259.1 26 758.3 17 198.6 21
1997 interim
none
Trawl catcher processor permanent 2,994.2 10 1,115.7 10 1,387.4 10
interim
none 576.3 3 * 3 * 3
Total 5,829.6 39 2,264.0 31 1,815.6 37
Non-trawl catcher vessel permanent
interim
none * 2
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 2,356.9 30 1,754.4 30 615.8 29
1998 interim
none
Trawl catcher processor permanent 3,999.3* 7 896.0* 6 1,264.5 7
interim
none * 2 * 2 * 2
Total 6,356.3 39 2,650.4 38 2,355.7 40
Non-trawl catcher vessel permanent
interim
none * 2
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 2,430.2 31 1,882.3 32 1,293.2 32
1999 interim
none
Trawl catcher processor permanent 3,114.4 7 1,249.7 6 1,784.1 7
interim
none 1,017.6 3 528.3 3 * 3
Total 6,562.2 41 3,660.4 41 3,364.0 44
Source:NPFMC Rockfish Database 2004, Version 1
* withheld for confidentiality
** includes any amounts from confidential cells immediately below.
*** includes amounts from confidential cells immediately above and below.
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Table 3. Participation in the Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish
1996 to 2002 (continued).

fisheries by gear, vessel type, and LLP status,

Pacific Ocean Northern Pelagic shelf
perch rockfish rockfish
Number of Number of Number of
Year Sector LLP status Metric tons vessels Metric tons vessels Metric tons vessels
Non-trawl catcher vessel permanent
interim
none * 2
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 4,011.7* 30 1,681.2** 30 2,241.0%** 30
2000 interim * 1 * 1 * 1
none
Trawl catcher processor permanent 3,106.4 5 450.5 4 511.0 5
interim
none
Total 7,118.1 36 2,131.7 35 2,752.0 38
Non-trawl catcher vessel permanent
interim
none 4.0 6
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 3,652.2** 31 1,239.7** 28 1,232.6** 31
2001 interim * 1 * 1 * 1
none * 1 * 1 * 1
Trawl catcher processor permanent 4,419.3 7 819.5 7 902.1 7
interim
none
Total 8,071.6 40 2,059.2 37 2,138.6 46
Non-trawl catcher vessel permanent
interim
none 2.1 8
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 4,423.1** 32 2,099.4** 29 1,265.6** 32
2002 interim * 1 * 1 * 1
none
Trawl catcher processor permanent 2,912.5 6 584.4 6 1,152.2 6
interim
none
Total 7,335.6 39 2,683.9 36 2,419.9 47
Non-trawl catcher vessel permanent * 1 16.8** 1
interim
none * 21
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 21,350.0%* 47 10,270.1** 46 7,181.3* 46
All years interim * 2 * 2 * 2
(totals) none * 1 * 1 * 1
Trawl catcher processor permanent 20,825.3** 13 6,560.1** 12 8,192.0*%* 12
interim * 2 * 1 * 1
none 2,672.3 5 1,403.1 5 1,027.5 5
Total 44,847.6 70 18,286.2 68 16,417.6 89
Source:NPFMC Rockfish Database 2004, Version 1
* withheld for confidentiality
** includes any amounts from confidential cells immediately below.
*** includes amounts from confidential cells immediately above and below.
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Table 4. Percent of catch in Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish fishery by gear, vessel type, and LLP status,
1996 to 2002.

Pacific Ocean Northern Pelagic shelf
perch rockfish rockfish
Percent of [Number of | Percent of [ Number of | Percent of [ Number of
Year Sector LLP status total vessels total vessels total vessels
Non-trawl catcher vessel ~ permanent
interim
none * 2
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 62.0 28 30.1 23 21.3 26
1996 interim
none
Trawl catcher processor permanent 36.4 7 70.9** 7 75.3 7
interim 1.6** 2 * 1 * 1
none * 1 * 1 * 1
Non-trawl catcher vessel ~ permanent * 1 * 1
interim
none * 2
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 38.8 26 335 17 10.9 21
1997 interim
none
Trawl catcher processor permanent 514 10 49.3 10 76.4 10
interim
none 9.9 3 * 3 * 3
Non-trawl catcher vessel ~ permanent
interim
none * 2
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 37.1 30 66.2 30 26.1 29
1998 interim
none
Trawl catcher processor permanent 62.9** 7 33.8** 6 53.7 7
interim
none * 2 * 2 * 2
Non-trawl catcher vessel ~ permanent
interim
none * 2
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 37.0 31 51.4 32 38.4 32
1999 interim
none
Trawl catcher processor permanent 475 7 34.1 6 53.0 7
interim
none 15.5 3 14.4 3 * 3

Source:NPFMC Rockfish Database 2004, Version 1
* withheld for confidentiality
** includes any amounts from confidential cells inmediately below.

*** includes amounts from confidential cells immediately above and below.
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Table 4. Percent of catch in Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish fishery by gear, vessel type, and LLP status,
1996 to 2002 (continued).

Pacific Ocean Northern Pelagic shelf
perch rockfish rockfish
Percent of [ Number of [ Percent of [ Number of | Percent of [ Number of
Year Sector LLP status total vessels total vessels total vessels
Non-trawl catcher vessel ~ permanent
interim
none * 2
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 56.4** 30 78.9** 30 81.4%** 30
2000 interim * 1 * 1 * 1
none
Trawl catcher processor permanent 43.6 5 21.1 4 18.6 5
interim
none
Non-trawl catcher vessel ~ permanent
interim
none 0.2 6
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 45,2%* 31 60.2** 28 57.8** 31
2001 interim * 1 * 1 * 1
none * 1 * 1 * 1
Trawl catcher processor permanent 54.8 7 39.8 7 422 7
interim
none
Non-trawl catcher vessel ~ permanent
interim
none 0.0 8
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 60.3** 32 78.2%* 29 52.4** 32
2002 interim * 1 * 1 * 1
none
Trawl catcher processor permanent 39.7 6 21.8 6 47.6 6
interim
none
Non-trawl catcher vessel ~ permanent * 1 0.01** 1
interim
none * 21
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 47.6%* 47 56.5** 46 43.7* 46
All years S . . .
(totals) interim 2 2 2
none * 1 * 1 * 1
Trawl catcher processor permanent 46.4%* 13 35.9** 12 49.9** 12
interim * 2 * 1 * 1
none 6.0 5 7.7 5 6.3 5

Source:NPFMC Rockfish Database 2004, Version 1

* withheld for confidentiality

** includes any amounts from confidential cells imnmediately below.

*** includes amounts from confidential cells immediately above and below.

Total harvests of the three rockfish species have varied somewhat over the years. Pacific Ocean perch
harvests have generally increased from a low of almost 3,600 metric tons in 1996, to a high of over 8,000
metric tons in 2001. Northern rockfish harvests follow no apparent pattern and have ranged from slightly
more than 2,000 metric tons in 2001 to almost 3,700 metric tons in 1999, the only year that harvests
exceeded 3,000 metric tons. Harvests of pelagic shelf rockfish rose from almost 1,600 metric tons in
1996, to over 3,300 metric tons in 1999. In the three years since 1999, harvests have range from
approximately 2,100 metric tons to approximately 2,750 metric tons. The total harvest of Pacific Ocean
perch, the most valuable of the rockfish species, was more than double that of the other two species
during the years shown.

The tables show relatively consistent participation across sectors. In the non-trawl catcher vessel sector,
two or fewer vessels showed landings of each rockfish species prior to 2001. No non-trawl catcher vessels
had any landings of Pacific Ocean perch between 1996 and 2002. In 2001 and 2002, 6 vessels and 8
vessels had landings of the pelagic shelf rockfish accounting for less than 1 percent of the landings in that
fishery. Total landings by the non-trawl sector from 1996 to 2002 were less than 1 percent of the total
landings for all three species. Because the non-trawl sector has very limited participation in the CGOA
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rockfish fisheries, much of the discussion in this section pertains only to trawl catcher vessels and trawl
catcher processors.

Trawl catcher vessel participation in the rockfish fisheries ranged from 23 vessels to 32 vessels. In 1996
and 1997, fewer trawl catcher vessels participated in the fisheries than in later years. The portion of the
three rockfish species harvested by trawl catcher vessels generally rose in later years, with the increase in
participation. In 1996, however, trawl catcher vessels harvested approximately 62 percent of Pacific
Ocean perch, the highest percentage harvested by the sector in any year. Overall, the harvests of the three
rockfish species by trawl catcher vessels ranged 44 percent of the pelagic shelf rockfish to 56 percent of
the northern rockfish. Although about 30 trawl catcher vessels participate in the different CGOA rockfish
fisheries in each year, the specific vessels that participate vary year to year. From 1996 to 2002,
approximately 50 different trawl catcher vessels participated in the each of the fisheries.

Fewer trawl catcher processors participated in the rockfish fisheries than trawl catcher vessels in the time
period considered. A high of 13 trawl catcher processors participated in 1997, and a low of 5 in 2000.
Since non-trawl vessels have shown minimal participation, the trawl catcher processors generally
compete only with trawl catcher vessels in the rockfish fisheries. Harvests of all three species have
fluctuated over the years following no discernable pattern. Harvests of Pacific Ocean perch have ranged
from approximately 1,300 metric tons in 1996, to approximately 4,400 metric tons in 2001. Trawl catcher
processors have harvested between 38 percent (in 1996) and 63 percent (in 1998 and 1999) of the Pacific
Ocean perch fishery. Participation by vessels without LLP licenses has been greater in the trawl catcher
processor sector than in the trawl catcher vessels sector, with unlicensed vessels harvesting between 6 and
8 percent of the different rockfish species. As with trawl catcher vessels, a variety of trawl catcher
processors participate in the CGOA rockfish fisheries. So, although the annual participation by trawl
catcher processors in the different fisheries has ranged from 4 vessels to 13 vessels, the total number of
vessels that have participated in a fishery is 20 in the Pacific Ocean perch fishery.

Table 5 shows the retained catch of different species of fish by vessels targeting CGOA rockfish from
1996 to 2002.'° The table also shows the current retainable percentage used for computing maximum
retainable amounts for incidental catch (as defined by 50 CFR Section 679.20(e) and Table 10). Since
some retainable percentages have changed over time, the retainable percentages presented in the table
should be used only for comparison of historic retention with current allowable retention amounts. The
retainable percentage is used to determine the maximum amount of an incidental catch species that can be
retained by a vessel as a percentage of the CGOA rockfish target species.’

18 The vessel counts in this table show the number of different vessels that have participated in the fishery over the
specified period. Because other tables in the analysis of alternatives track “participants” with transfers of histories
from vessels, the numbers of vessels and participants over the same time period may differ.

17 Since the percentage used to determine the maximum retainable amount is applied to all species that are open for
direct fishing, some of the “other species” retention in the table could increase the amount of the different species
that could be retained.
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Table 5. Retained catch and current retainable percentages for vessels targeting Central Gulf of Alaska
rockfish, 1996 to 2002.

Target rockfish Pacific cod Sablefish
LLP license . . Percent of . Percent of
Sector Number of Metric  Percent of[Number of  Metric Number of ~ Metric
status target target
vessels tons total vessels tons X vessels tons "
rockfish rockfish
Retainable percentage*** - 20 7
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 49 38,148.3 81.7 47 4,293.9 11.3 49 2,455.6 6.4
interim 2 * * 2 * * 2 * *
none 1 * * 1 * * 1 * *
Trawl catcher processor permanent 17 35,501.0 84.8 15 510.2 1.4 17 1,679.2 4.7
interim 2 * * 0 0.0 * 2 * *
none 5 5,102.9 87.0 5 * * 5 237.2 4.6
Total 76 79,481.7 83.3 70 5,012.9 6.3 76 4,427.6 5.6
Shortraker/rougheye Thornyheads Other All Species
Sector LLP license Number of  Metric Percent of Number of  Metric Percent of Number of  Metric Percent of Metric
status target target target
vessels tons X vessels tons X vessels tons ) tons
rockfish rockfish rockfish
Retainable percentage*** 15+ 15+ -
Trawl catcher vessel permanent 46 231.9 0.6 49 290.6 0.8 48 1,244.5 3.3 46,664.8
interim 2 * * 2 * * 2 * * *
none 1 * * 1 * * 1 * * *
Trawl catcher processor permanent 16 2,295.4 6.5 17 584.9 16 17 1,288.5 3.6 41,859.2
interim 1 * * 2 * * 2 * * *
none 5 278.0 5.4 5 53.0 1.0 5 81.5 1.6 5,868.6
Total 71 2,807.4 3.5 76 943.2 1.2 75 2,692.7 3.4 95,365.4

* Withheld for confidentiality

** Retainable percentage is for combined retention of Shortraker/rougheye and thornyheads.

*** Retainable percentages refer to the current retainable percentage and are provided for comparison of historic catch to current allowable retention.
Source:NPFMC Rockfish Database 2004, Version 1

As the table shows, CGOA rockfish is the large majority of retained catch for vessels targeting rockfish.
Trawl catcher vessels have significant retention of both Pacific cod and sablefish, with sablefish retained
harvests of approximately 6.4 percent of target rockfish (within a percent of the retainable percentage for
that species). Pacific cod retention by trawl catcher vessels is slightly more than one-half the current
retainable percentage. Trawl catcher processors have had slightly less harvest of sablefish relative to their
harvest of target rockfish (slightly more than 2 percent less than the current retainable percentage).
Harvests of all other species (including Pacific cod) are substantially less than the retainable percentage.
These figures suggest that in most instances the retainable percentage has limited only harvests of
sablefish by vessels targeting rockfish. Trawl catcher processors have also harvested substantial amounts
of shortraker/rougheye incidentally to their target rockfish harvests. During the years presented, catcher
processor harvest of shortraker/rougheye was approximately 6.5 percent of their target rockfish harvests.
Further information concerning catch of these species is provided in Appendix 3, which shows the
retained and total catch by vessel type and total catch from the Central Gulf of Alaska for these species
during the qualifying years.

In addition to groundfish species, participants in the rockfish fishery also catch halibut. Currently, halibut
is a prohibited species and halibut caught while trawling for rockfish are required to be discarded. Table 6
shows the estimated annual catch and mortality of halibut in the Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish fisheries
by vessel type. The catcher processor sector halibut mortality is based upon estimates of halibut bycatch
from observer data. NOAA Fisheries estimates the total halibut caught by the catcher processor trawl
fleet, then calculates halibut mortality, using a halibut mortality factor. The average estimated annual
halibut mortality for the catcher processor sector is 111.29 mt. over the period from 1996-2002.

The total average annual halibut mortality for the catcher vessel sector is 113.06 metric tons. For the
catcher vessel sector, processor weekly production reports are utilized to calculate the retained groundfish
harvests by target fishery. The amount of halibut discarded by the catcher vessel fleet is estimated by
NOAA Fisheries using projections from observer data.
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Table 6. Estimated halibut catch and mortality in the Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish fisheries (1996-2002).

estimated halibut estimated targeted rockfish
year vessel harvest halibut harvest
mortality
type (mt.) (mt.) (mt.)
1996 CP 88.75 50.61 7,111.95
1997 CP 221.24 143.81 8,718.47
1998 CP 215.22 146.35 9,049.53
1999 CP 263.54 168.64 9,322.94
2000 CP 72.67 47.96 6,202.18
2001 CP 160.37 110.64 7,881.36
2002 CP 160.86 110.99 6,114.43
totals
(mt.) CP 1,182.66 779.00 54,400.86
average annual halibut mortality (mt.) 111.29
estimated halibut estimated targeted rockfish
year vessel harvest halibut harvest
mortality
type mt. (mt.) mt.
1996 Ccv 163.11 92.98 7,340.23
1997 Ccv 76.21 49.54 4,669.52
1998 Ccv 127.72 86.84 5,680.23
1999 CcVv 194.26 124.33 8,797.19
2000 Ccv 206.62 136.36 10,574.27
2001 Ccv 298.91 206.27 8,786.00
2002 Ccv 137.82 95.10 10,143.63
totals
(mt.) Ccv 1,204.65 791.42 55,991.07

average annual halibut mortality (mt.) 113.06
Source: Summarized from NMFS GOAHALX 1996-02.
Program data, 1996-2002.

Participation of Rockfish Vessels in Other Fisheries
Since the rockfish fisheries are prosecuted only in July, vessels that participate in the rockfish fisheries
also participate in several other fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands.®

Table 7 below shows the ex vessel gross revenues of catcher vessels eligible for the CGOA rockfish pilot
program from 1996 to 2002. The table shows that these vessels have substantial participation in several
other fisheries, primarily pollock and Pacific cod. Comparing this tableto  Table 13 and Table 14, one
can see that revenues from the CGOA rockfish fisheries (including revenues from secondary species
harvested in the fishery) are a minor part of the revenues of catcher vessels eligible for the CGOA
rockfish fishery (i.e., less than 10 percent of total ex vessel gross revenues).

8 In addition, many of the vessels that have participated in the rockfish fisheries have also participated in other
fisheries both in and out of the CGOA in the month of July. This section provides background on the overall activity
of vessels that target CGOA groundfish. Additional information on the participation of these vessels in other
fisheries in the month of July is contained in the analysis of the effects on other fisheries in section 2.5.17 below.
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Table 7. Ex vessel gross revenues of catcher vessels eligible for the CGOA rockfish pilot program (1996-

2002).
Pollock Pacific cod Rockfish Flatfish anq other
groundfish
Ex vessel Ex vessel Ex vessel Ex vessel
Number gross Number gross Number gross Number gross
of revenues of revenues of revenues of revenues
Year vessels ($1,000) vessels ($1,000) vessels ($1,000) vessels ($1,000)
1996 44 13,430 46 7,118 43 650 43 5,821
1997 46 15,742 46 9,532 43 671 46 5,386
1998 48 13,719 48 6,736 44 905 48 3,066
1999 48 18,327 46 13,037 45 1,106 47 2,664
2000 46 25,204 46 9,962 40 1,357 46 4,676
2001 47 22,310 47 9,538 44 760 46 3,299
2002 44 14,533 45 8,924 41 939 44 3,405
Total 48 139,248 48 73,965 48 6,602 48 31,760
Halibut Crab and other species All species
Ex vessel Ex vessel Ex vessel
Number gross Number gross Number gross
of revenues of revenues of revenues
Year vessels ($1,000) vessels ($1,000) vessels ($1,000)
1996 14 1,761 8 431 47 29,211
1997 16 2,348 10 1,155 46 34,833
1998 15 1,419 9 1,433 48 27,277
1999 13 2,399 6 1,471 48 39,004
2000 12 2,599 7 1,033 47 44,832
2001 11 1,799 18 686 47 38,392
2002 0 0 21 890 45 28,692
Total 18 13,985 33 7,592 48 273,152

Source: NPFMC Rockfish Database, Version 1.

Table 8 below shows total product weights and revenues for the catcher processor sector during the
qualifying years. In considering the table, note that rockfish production includes all rockfish, including
rockfish from the CGOA. Comparing this table with Table 17 and Table 18 shows that revenues from
production from the CGOA rockfish fisheries (including production from secondary species) are a
relatively small portion (i.e., slightly less than 5 percent) of the annual revenues of eligible catcher
processors. In addition, some catcher processors eligible for the program also participate in the Bering
Sea and Aleutian Island crab fisheries. Products and revenues from those fisheries are not included in
Table 8.

Table 8. Total product weights and first wholesale revenues of CGOA rockfish eligible catcher processors
in groundfish fisheries (1995-2002).

Pollock Pacific cod Rockfish

First First First

Number Pounds of wholesale | Number Poundsof wholesale | Number Poundsof wholesale

of product revenues of product revenues of product revenues

Year |vessels  (1,000s) ($1,000s) [ vessels  (1,000s) ($1,000s) | vessels (1,000s) ($1,000s)
1996 8 6,276 5,357 15 9,631 7,200 15 18,376 13,031
1997 11 3,322 3,657 15 11,523 6,913 14 18,258 12,790
1998 13 9,370 5,558 13 16,322 14,526 12 11,871 5,628
1999 12 6,181 1,675 12 11,242 13,362 11 19,234 8,963
2000 12 6,858 4,390 12 13,385 15,840 12 10,933 6,820
2001 12 7,831 4,506 12 15,908 17,410 11 10,210 4,572
2002 12 7,819 4,754 12 17,400 16,824 11 12,247 7,508
Total 14 47,658 29,897 15 95,412 92,075 15 101,129 59,311
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Flatfish and other species All species
Number Pounds of First Number Pounds of First

of product wholesale of product wholesale
Year |vessels (1,000s) revenues | vessels (1,000s) revenues
1995 15 104,323 68,170 15 132,426 91,333
1996 15 119,986 84,743 15 154,269 110,332
1997 15 133,212 69,779 15 166,316 93,139
1998 13 98,793 41,763 13 136,356 67,475
1999 12 84,484 41,996 12 121,141 65,997
2000 12 92,615 49,744 12 123,791 76,794
2001 12 91,687 53,606 12 125,637 80,093
2002 12 89,000 48,971 12 126,465 78,056
Total 15 814,101 458,772 15 1,086,401 663,218

Source: NPFMC Rockfish Database, Version 1.

Captains and Crew in the Rockfish Fisheries®®

Trawl catcher vessels in the CGOA rockfish fisheries are typically operated by a captain and two to four
crewmembers. Since the fisheries have a very short duration, rockfish captains and crew often work on
the same vessel in other fisheries throughout the year. A limited number of crew, however, work on other
vessels in other fisheries, including fixed gear fisheries for crab and halibut. Captains and crew are
typically compensated using a share system, under which they receive a portion of the revenues generated
by the vessel during the season. Crew shares are typically on the order of 5 to 10 percent of gross ex
vessel revenues after fuel, food, observer coverage, freight and cargo insurance, fiber (in the case of
catcher processors), and trip specific expenses are deducted. Captain’s share s are typically one and one-
half times the average crew share. Both captain and crew earn relatively larger shares on vessels with
fewer crew. Total crew shares (including the captain’s share) are on the order of 30 to 40 percent of gross
revenues, depending on circumstances and deductions in determining the revenue basis on which shares
are calculated.

In addition to fishing crews of similar size to those found on trawl catcher vessels, trawl catcher
processors employ processing crews. The sizes of processing crews vary with the size of the vessel. The
largest vessels have crews in excess of 50. Small vessels carry crews of fewer than 30 persons. Some deck
crew also work in the processing plant. As with catcher vessels, catcher processor crews often work in
several other fisheries in addition to the rockfish fisheries, as the CGOA rockfish fisheries is of relatively
short duration. Most crews remain with the vessel on which they fish CGOA rockfish throughout the
remainder of the year. Rockfish catcher processor crews are compensated based on vessel revenues, but
earn a slightly lower percentage of revenues, since processed product generates higher revenues. Deck
crew on processing vessels earn a share of between 1.5 percent and 3 percent, while the captains earn
approximately between 5 and 10 percent. Processing crew earn between 0.5 percent and 2 percent, while
the factory foreman earns approximately 1.5 to 3 percent. Some crewmembers (such as cooks) may be
paid a daily wage (or receive a daily minimum) in some instances. Shares likely differ with the expenses
that are deducted in determining the revenue basis on which shares are calculated. In some cases, long
term crews may be provided additional benefits, such as health insurance. Total crew shares on catcher
processors might be slightly lower than on catcher vessels, as they are based on processed product
revenues, and are on the order of 25 to 35 percent of the basis revenues.

2.4.4. The processing sector

This section summarizes processor participation in the CGOA rockfish fisheries. Several processors have
received deliveries from these fisheries in recent years. Table 9, Table 10, and Table 11 show deliveries
of CGOA Pacific Ocean perch, northern rockfish, and pelagic shelf rockfish, respectively, to processors
by processor qualifi