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AGENDA D-5
SEPTEMBER 1992

MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke

Executive Director
DATE: September 17, 1992

SUBJECT: Groundfish Plan Amendments - Initial Review

ACTION REQUIRED

(a)  Initial review of the Pribilof Island trawl closure analysis.

(b) Initial review of the Pollock “B” season delay/Exclusive Registration Area analysis.
(c)  Initial review of the Preferential Allocation of Pacific Cod to Gear Types analysis.
BACKGROUND

Pribilof Island trawl closure analysis

This item originally was part of Amendment 21 to the BSAI FMP. However, the Council, after a
preliminary review of the document in April, requested additional analysis. The Council can review
the draft amendment package (Amendment 21a) at the September meeting and release it for public
review prior to final action at the December 1992 meeting.
Note that another part of Amendment 21 that the Council requested additional analysis was salmon
bycatch measures. Staff from ADF&G are currently working on this analysis and will have a draft
document for you prior to the December meeting.
Specific alternatives for these measures requested by the Council in April include the following:
Alternative 1: status quo -no area closures adjacent to the Pribilof Islands.
Alternative 2: close IPHC Area 4C to bottom trawling,
Alternative 3: close IPHC Area 4C to all trawling.
Alternative 4: close waters within a 25-mile zone around the islands to bottom trawling.
Alternative 5: close waters within a 25-mile zone around the islands to all trawling,

Alternative 6: close waters within IPHC Area 4C West of 169°W to bottom trawling.

Alternative 7: close waters within IPHC Area 4C West of 169°W to all trawling.

D-5 Memo 1 HLA/SEP



Pollock “B” season delay/Exclusive Registration Areas analysis
At its April 1992 meeting, the Council requested staff to prepare an amendment package that

included: (1) alternatives to establish exclusive registration for vessels engaged in the GOA and BSAI
traw] and longline groundfish fisheries; and (2) alternatives to establish a possible opening date in the
BSAI “B” season pollock fishery ranging from July 1 through September 1. The draft analysis before
you is the result of an analytical team’s initial efforts to evaluate the potential biological and
socioeconomic impacts of establishing a new starting date for the “B” season pollock fishery and
exclusive registration.

“B® Season Delay. The pollock fisheries in the BS/AI are currently managed by two distinct seasons;
the roe, or “A” season, which runs from January 20 until April 15 and the non-roe, or “B* season
which opens on June 1 and continues until the Total Allowable Catch (TAC) is taken. The major
impetus for the request for the “B” season delay lies in the following issues:

1. Maximization of the value from the pollock harvest - product recovery rates and flesh quality
may be higher in the fall.
2. Allow for salmon processing opportunities - a season delay would allow pollock catcher-

processors and processors the opportunity to participate in salmon processing during the early
to mid summer months.

3. Increase trawl fishing opportunities- trawl fishing opportunities may be enhanced by a pollock
“B” season delay by enabling those vessels to more fully participate in other fisheries during
the summer months such as yellowfin sole, other flatfish, and the whiting fishery off the West
coast.

4, Bycatch implications of a season delay in the pollock trawl fisheries, particularly in regards
to herring and salmon.

The “B” season delay would require a regulatory amendment to the regulations implementing the
BSAI fishery management plan.

For the season delay for the BSAI pollock fishery, two alternatives will be considered. Alternative 1
is the status quo (i.e., June 1 start date). Alternative 2 considers three specific season delays: July 1,
August 1 and September 1 (Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 2c). Obviously, the Council may choose a
seasonal opening date intermediate to these. These dates were chosen to make the analytical task
more tractable.

Exclusive Registration. The exclusive registration proposal is motivated be recent relocation of
pollock and cod harvesting vessels from the BSAI to the GOA upon bycatch or TAC closures which
have resulted in premature closures (relative to the historical fishery) of the cod fishery in the Gulf
of Alaska. Under the exclusive registration proposal, registration areas would be designated as either
the Gulf of Alaska or the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands. - A-vessel would have to register for that
fishing year in only one of the two areas, and would be precluded from fishing in the area in which
it was not registered. An exclusive registration program would require a plan amendment to both
the BSAI and GOA FMPs.
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For the exclusive registration analysis, four alternatives will be considered:
Alternative 1: status quo (i.e., no exclusive registration).
Alternative 2: exclusive registration for all groundfish.

Alternative 3: exclusive registration for pollock only.
Alternative 4: exclusive registration for Pacific cod only.

The Council can review the draft amendment package at the September meeting and release it for
public review prior to final action at the December 1992 meeting.

Preferential Allocation of Pacific Cod

Last January the Council requested staff to proceed with an amendment analysis for preferential
allocation of Pacific cod to gear types which exhibit low bycatch rates. Staff from the Alaska
Fisheries Science Center have prepared a draft EA/RIR/IRFA which was sent to you on September
12, 1992.

Currently, there is no explicit allocation of the BSAI Pacific cod TAC between the trawl and non-
trawl groundfish fisheries. This analysis evaluates the potential biological and socioeconomic impacts
of establishing a fixed allocation of the Pacific cod TAC between the trawl and non-trawl fisheries.
The Council needs to review this initial analysis and decide whether to release it for general public
review and comment.

Two alternatives are considered:

Alternative 1: status quo (i.e., no explicit allocation).

Alternative 2: an explicit allocation that can only be changed by plan amendment.
The allocations considered under Alternative 2 range from only bycatch amount of cod for the trawl
fisheries to only bycatch amounts of cod for the non-trawl fisheries. Based on the TAC for 1992 and
historic levels of cod bycatch in trawl and non-trawl groundfish fisheries, these allocations range from
approximately 16 percent to 99.8 percent of the cod TAC being available for the trawl fishery.
The Council can review the draft amendment package (Amendment 24 to the BSAI FMP) at the

September meeting and release it for public review prior to final action at the December 1992
meeting.
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AGENDA D-5(b)
SEPTEMBER 1992
SUPPLEMENTAL

September 17, 1292 via fax: 3C7 271-2217
NORTH FACIFIC FISHERIES MaNAGEMENT COnT 7.
Attrn: Richard Lauber

Re: Delay of Puzllizck B Fishery
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Copy af Letter Sent to Council 2% Partland, QOregor Mosting 13323

January €, 1992 Via FAX (3473271-2817

NORTH RACIFIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

Attr: Richard Lauber and Cther Members

Re: Delay «f June 1 Pollock Fishery spering 1993 and beyvond.

Dear Sirs:

To follow up my earlier fax. {copy following? of November 7€,
1291, 1 would like to reiterate the sams during considerslivoe  <f
the *ssue at the September 22 mgeting in  Gnckeorage MY et
roncarring the proposed changes in the start <f the acl]or& "

BEADBON .

I can only state again, that delay for economic roasontn, oot
biglogicel, will have long lasting datrimental effects won  the
elready suffering salmon industry. Theese are nod "new &ac-viv’
az certain groups would have you believe, but
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sempete for botitamfisnm,

I an available to further discuss these matterzs at ary time.




AGENDA D-5(b)
SEPTEMBER 1992

SUPPLEMENTAL
ED PEFFERMAN TELEPHONE
A" J30ROUGH MANAGER (907)246-4224
FAX

Bristo! By B |

BOX 189 ¢ NAKNEK, ALASKA 99633

August 18, 1992 Ay T2 4 /99
The Honorable Richard B. Lauber, Chairpersonb“\\ .
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council Tl T~
P.O. Box 103136 \'\-‘._\ -
Anchorage, Alaska 99570 T~

RE: NEW START-UP DATE FOR THE POLLOCK "B" SEASON
Dear Mr. Lauber,

It is our understanding that you are currently in the process of
developing the agenda for the September meeting of the North
Pacific Fishery Management Council. In that regard, the Bristol
Bay Borough would like to call your attention to the attached
resolution reflecting our strong support for a later start-up
date for the pollock "B" season and requesting that you include
this matter on the agenda for Council consideration and approval
in September.

The matter of the "B" season start-up date has important
ramifications for our salmon industry, as you have already heard
from a number of fishing organizations representing fishermen in
the Bay. The issue also has an important effect on bycatch and
conservation, as well as being of extreme interest to our
fishermen.

The Bristol Bay Borough has not had continuous, active
involvement in the council process to date. However, we look
forward to working with you and the Council on this issue, and in
the future, regarding other issues that affect our fisheries, our
fishermen and the fishing industry in the Bay area. We believe
that our new Fisheries Economic Development Commission under
Chairperson Donald Nielsen will prove to be an invaluable vehicle
in that regard.

We thank you for your attention to our request.

Sincerely,

Fred W. Pike
Mayor



RESOLUTION 92-20

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT THE
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
DELAY THE START-UP FOR THE POLLOCK "B*' SEASON

WHEREAS, the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
(N.P.F.M.C.) has established two seasons for the harvest
of pollock, an “A" season which begins in January and a
"BY geason which being in June, and

WHEREAS, some of the participants in the pollock harvest have
expressed interest in helping develop markets for Bristol
Bay region salmon if the "B" season is delayed to August
or September, and

WHEREAS, developing new markets, including pink salmon, could
increase the value of the Bristol Bay fisheries and
enhance revenues to the Bristol Bay Borough, and

WHEREAS, delay in the start-up of the "B" season to August or
September could have favorable consequences on bycatch
and conservation of other marine resources including a
reduction in herring catches, and

WHEREAS, the Bristol Bay Borough Fisheries Economic Development
Commission has been considering this issue for some time;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Bristol Bay Borough Assembly
supports a delay in the start-up for the pollock "B"
season to August or September and recommends that the

N.P.F.M.C. include this matter on the agenda for Council
consideration and approval in September.

PASSED AND APPROVED by the Assembly of the Bristol Bay Borough,

Alaska this 17th  day of Auqust ., 1992,

ANy

Mayor

ATTEST: b
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council Sept. 17, 1992
P.O. Box 103136 FAX letter to
Anchorage, AKX 99510 907-271-2817

RE: AGENDA ITEM D-5, PREFERENTIAL ALLOCATION OF PACIFIC COD TO GEAR
TYPES WITH LOW BYCATCH.

Dear Council Members,

The above issue means many things to the gear groups involved in the
Bering Sea cod fishery. As the policy making group responsible for this
fishery, I would like to ask you to consider the following information in
your deliberations regarding the future of this fishery. The bycatch issue
will be the primary focus at this meeting, but I would also like to suggest
that some of the following views represent a model for a larger sustained
cod biomass, and fishery, in the Bering Sea, with a lower bycatch of
halibut and crab.

The preferential allocation issue for cod, depending on low bycatch
rates, could certainly be viewed as a catch’'allocation between the various
gear types involved. I would like you to consider the following facts to
realize that it should not be viewed as such:

* Most vessels in this fishery have the capability to be combination
vessels using various gear types. Prior to the recent closure of the
fishery for all gear types, it appeared that pot fishing would be allowed
to continue due to it's extremely low bycatch rate. Numerous freezer
longline vessels made contacts with pot manufacturers and ourselves in
regards to developing pots that they could use with limited deck space.
This pursuit to diversify a vessel's primary fishing effort has been
exhibited throughout the development of the various fisheries in the Bering
Sea. Whether it be a trawl vessel fishing crab with pots or longlining for
cod, the capability to change the vessel's gear type is available.., Other
examples include crab boats that install winches or add a longline system
to become involved in these various fisheries. Longliners also have
options to become involved in other fisheries such as sablefish, halibut,
or, fishing pots for cod. I'm sure confirmation of these options would be
difficult to get from those involved in defending their primary fishing
efforts, but it should be considered. The combination capability of these
vessels is a fact that should not be overlooked. The goal of a more
species selective fishery for cod in the Bering Sea should not be viewed as
an allocation issue between the gear groups. involved. It should be viewed
as establishing a policy that leads to minimal bycatch in efforts to
harvest the cod resource in a responsible manner.

* Bycatch rates for the various gear types in the Bering Sea cod fishery
provide the hard data to view the past. The past can provide a pattern to
be considered in your deliberations, but I would like to suggest that you
add current and future options into your decisions. Please consider the
following information as you make your deliberations:

SPECIALTY PRODUCTS FOR FISH AND SHELLFISH POTS
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* In 1991, bycatch ratios in the directed trawl fishery for co
tons of cod to 1 ton of halibut mortality. 1In 1992, it'g about 20???8 20 -
¥

* In the directed longline fishery, the ratio in 1991 was about 170:1. In
early 1992, the longline fleet experienced a ratio of about 220:1 until -~
early June. The entry of new vessels into the fishery, and the "Olympic
system backlash", resulted in increased halibut bycatch as the impendgng
closure approached. The annual ratio for the longline fleet was about 100
tons of cod per 1 ton of halibut mortality for 1992.

* In 1991 the ratio for the pot fishery was about 950 tons of cod caught
to 1 ton of halibut mortality. The ratio through early June of 1992 was
about 1280:1. This low bycatch rate resulted in the Council granting an
exemption for pot gear at the June meeting in Sitka for the rest of 1992
and 1993. Over following summer months, the pot fishery expanded
dramatically as catch statistics will show. The rate of halibut bycatch
dropped dramatically during these summer months as cod catches increased.
The final ratio for the pot fishery in 1992 will be about 1800:1.

The logical assumption of this past data would push the entire fishery
towards the pot fishery due to it's existing record, but this option does
not consider changes that are possible to the other gear types that would
enable them to fish in a more species selective and responsible manner.
The longline fishery could fish with a much better bycatch ratio if they
were required to fish in a more selective manner. The options available
include cutting gangions, closing certain "hot spots®, or, curtailing
summer fishing activities if halibut bycatch exceeds certain levels.
Methods to reduce bycatch in the trawl fishery are more difficult to attain
due to the inherent nature of the gear used. If the trawl fishery can not
improve it's selectivity, other options exist if they want to continue to
fish. In addition to trawling for other flatfish species, vessels could
fish with longlines or pots if they want to continue to target cod.

Options exist to both the trawl and longline fleet involved in this
fishery. I would hope that your decision will reflect the opinion that .
this is not a gear allocation issue. It is an issue that should encourage
selective fishing methods. The bast method to express this opinion is
through allowing additional fishing time, and access, to those gear types
that exhibit a selective capability.

The above situation dealing with species selective fishing methods is not
the only selective issue that needs to be considered in the future
management of this fishery. A size selective fishery provides other
beneficial results to this fishery as can be seen by reading the attached
report titled "EFFECTS OF TRAWLING AND LONGLINING ON THE YIELD AND BIOMASS
OF COD STOCKS". This numerical simulation of the Bering Sea cod fishery by
2 very respected fishery scientists, offers a glimpse at the ability to
selectively fish in such a manner that the cod biomass, and yield, will
increase if fished in a size (age) selective manner.

I would like to encourage you to take actions that will acknowledge your
comnitment to establish a selective fishing policy in this fishery that
minimizes bycatch of other species and promotes efforts to help increase
the future biomass and yield of the Bering Sea cod resource.

?cerely, )

Ed szé£;)1«0u9n~—



NOTES CONCERNING THE ATTACHED REPORT

The attached report written in 1990 considers the 2 primary gear types that were
harvesting Pacific cod in the Bering Sea during the study period. The report shows that
longline gear is more size selective than trawl gear in catching larger fish.

The pot fishery for Pacific cod did not start to develop in the Bering Sea until 1991,
Commons sense should show the reader that pot fishing can also be size selective when
targeting cod . Modifications to pot gear could allow the pot fishery to be even more
selective than longline gear. This could easily be accomplished by requiring a certain
web size for the cod pot that would allow small fish to escaped through the web prior to
the pot being hauled. :

The benefits of such a size selective fishery include an increased overall cod biomass
with a subsequent increase in yield as you will see from reading the attached abstract of
the report (complete copies will be available at the Council meeting). 1 would like to
suggest that the attached report provides a blueprint for managing future cod harvests and
should be seriously considered in future decisions.
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EFFECTS OF TRAWLING AND LONGLINING ON THE YIELD AND BIOMASS OF
COD STOCKS - NUMERICALLY SIMULATED

by

ismund Bjordal 1) and Taivo Laevastu 2)
1) Institute of Fisheries Technology Research, P.O. Bpx 1964,

N-5024 Bergen, ‘'Norway.
2) Alaska Fisheries Science Center, 7600 Sand Point Way N.E.

Seattle, WA 98115, USA.
ABSTRACT

Numerical studies were conducted on the effects of trawl aad
longline catches on a cod stock and possible yields from it.

Five year mean age composition of Pacific cod (Gadus

macrocephalug) from the. Bering Sea was used as initial age
composition of the stock;, which was normalized to 1 ton. Age

specific Z (total mortality) was computed from this distribution
and natural mortality was derived by subtracting fishing
mortality <from 2. Age compositions of catches were either
prescribed ifrom empirical data or created with fishing mortality
coefficient (F), which was assumed constant with age after the
age of full recruitment. The computations were done with
different catch levels for six years assuming average coqstant
Yecruitment.

Essential results of this study are: a) The stock left in
the sea decreases with increasing catch and reaches an
equilibrium if recruitment and catches remain constant. With
similar catch levels this equilibrium is reached earlier with
longline and is higher than that of trawl. b) If a given level
of stock in sea is desired, - higher annual catches can be taken
with 1longlines <+than with trawl. c) By the same catch size -
longlines remove more older and more Plscivorous fish which 1is
bengti:ial to recruitment if the latter is largely controlled by
predation. .

The above mentioned essential results indicate, among others
that some longline fishing might be allowed to continue when TAC
for trawlers has been reached.
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REVISIONS TO

COUNCIL REVIEW DRAFT

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW/
INITIAL REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANALYSIS
ALLOCATING THE PACIFIC COD TOTAL ALLOWABLE CATCH
BETWEEN THE TRAWL AND NON-TRAWL FISHERIES

AMENDMENT 24
TO THE FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE
GROUNDFISH FISHERY OF THE BERING SEA
AND ALEUTIAN ISLANDS AREA

Prepared by
National Marine Fisheries Service,
Seattle, Washington

September 21, 1992



Sections 4.1.2 and the Tables referenced in that section have been corrected. The results of the input-output
model have been added to Section 4.1.3. A summary has been added (Section 4.3). Appendix B has been 4
added and minor editorial changes were made to the text in Appendix D.

BSAI Amendment 24 revisions jii September 21, 1992



412 Gear-specific differences and their estimated effects on benefits per metric ton of cod catch

An economic model was developed to estimate benefits per metric ton of cod catch for each of three cod
fisheries in terms of:

1. gross revenue at the first wholesale level (FOB Alaska),
2. net revenue (gross revenue net of variable and fixed harvesting and processing costs), and
3. net benefits (net revenue minus the opportunity cost of groundfish and PSC species bycatch).

Historical catch, discard rate, product mix, and first wholesale price data were used to estimate gross revenue
per metric ton of cod catch. These estimates include the value of all groundfish that are retained. Estimates
of harvesting and processing costs were included to estimate net revenue. Finally, estimates of the
opportunity cost of groundfish and PSC species bycatch were included to estimate net benefits. The
opportunity cost of prohibited species bycatch is based on estimates of the impact cost of bycatch where that
cost is calculated as the wholesale value of foregone catch net of variable costs. The estimates are the same
that were used in Amendment 21. These estimates do not include fixed costs; therefore, they overstate the
bycatch impact costs by the amount of the fixed costs that should be apportioned to the crab, halibut,
herring, and salmon fisheries.

Because halibut bycatch accounts for most of the bycatch impact cost and because the effect of halibut
bycatch on future halibut catch has a certain component and a more speculative component, the opportunity
cost of halibut bycatch is presented as a range. The lower end of the range excludes the more speculative
component and the upper end includes both components.

The opportunity cost of groundfish bycatch, is based on an estimate by species of the mean net first
wholesale revenue per metric ton of catch. As with the other estimates of bycatch cost, fixed costs were not
included. The estimated opportunity costs per unit of bycatch are in Table 4.2.

Harvesting and processing cost data for trawl catcher/processor operations were used to estimate harvesting
and processing costs for all cod trawl operations. Corresponding data for longline catcher/processors were
used to estimate harvesting and processing costs for all cod longline and pot gear operations. In 1991
catcher/processors accounted for about 65% of the catch in the trawl cod fishery and about 98% of the catch
in the longline cod fishery.

For vessels that participate in multiple fisheries, fixed costs were allocated to the cod fisheries based on the
proportions of total groundfish catch and total groundfish fishing weeks attributable to the cod fishery. The
mean of these two measures of relative participation in the cod fisheries was used for each operation. This
method of allocating fixed costs to the cod fisheries will overstate substantially fixed costs in the cod pot
fishery because the vessels in this fishery are principally employed in the crab fisheries, not other groundfish
fisheries. In fact, it may be reasonable to allocate no fixed costs to the cod pot fishery because it is to a
great extent a supplemental fishery for these vessels.

Estimates of net benefits per metric ton of cod catch are also presented for the case in which no fixed costs
are allocated to the cod fishery. This was done to estimate what a vessel would be willing to pay for the
right to harvest cod if its fixed costs were covered in other fisheries, if it had no other fishing opportunities,
and if it were required to pay the opportunity cost of bycatch. The price and cost data used in the model are
described more fully in Appendix B.
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Estimates of the net benefits per metric ton of catch with longline gear were made for discard mortality rates
of 8%, 12%, and 16% and for a 12-month fishery and a 9-month fishery with a June through August closure.
The three discard mortality rates reflect, respectively, estimates of the rate if gangions are always cut to
release halibut, if they are cut half the time, and if they are not cut. The two longline seasons are considered
because, based on the high bycatch rates during this period in 1992, the longline fleet may ask for a change
in its season if there is an explicit non-trawl allocation.

Historical data by vessel were used to estimate the distributions of net benefits per metric ton of catch for the
three cod fisheries for each of the sets of parameter values discussed above.

These estimates of revenue and benefits per metric ton of ood catch capmre many of the effects of gear-
specific differences among the cod fisheries with respect to: -

1. prohibited species bycatch mortahty rates,

2. species selectivity and discard rates for other groundfish,
3. product quality and value, and

4, harvesting and processing costs excluding external costs.

They do not capture benefits beyond primary processing. Therefore, from the perspective of the nation, the
benefits per metric ton of cod catch will tend to be understated for the trawl fishery because the trawl fishery
produces a larger proportion of products for domestic markets. There are two reasons why this bias is
expected to be small. First, there are substitutes for cod from the Alaska trawl fishery, such as cod from
other Alaska fisheries, Alaska pollock, cod and other species from non-Alaska fisheries, and non-fish protein.
Therefore, the net benefit of trawl caught cod, in terms of producer surplus beyond the primary processing
level, is the difference between the surplus with that cod and the best substitute for it. Second, cod exports
allow for imports that resuit in producer surplus associated with adding value to the imports.

The assumption that neither input nor product prices will change as a result of a change in the allocation of
the cod TAC among gear groups introduces a bias that favors the gear group with the increased allocation.
The reason for this is that such a reallocation will tend both to increase the prices of inputs and to decrease
the prices of products for that gear group if the gear groups use different mixes of inputs and produce
different mixes of products.

The following summary of the model results are for 1991. This is the last year for which 12 months of data
are available and for which product mix data currently are available for the onshore processors. The
estimates on which this summary is based are in Table 4.3 through 4.6. Similar types of estimates for 1930-
92, but including only catch for at-sea processing, are presented in Tables 4.7 through 4.10.

For 1991 the estimates of gross wholesale value, or revenue, per metric ton of cod catch are $1,176, $1,086,
and $ 1,200, respectively, for longline, pot, and trawl gear (Table 4.3). These estimates include the value of
groundfish bycatch that is retained. These estimates indicate that in 1991 trawl gear had an advantage with
respect to the first determinant of benefits per metric ton of cod catch.

The 1991 estimates of variable harvesting and processing cost per metric ton of cod catch are $820 for

longline gear, $777 for pot gear, and $753 for trawl gear. The estimates of this oomponent of the benefits
per metric ton of cod catch also favor trawl gear.

BSAI Amendment 24 revisions 2 September 21, 1992






