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The North Pacific Fishery Management Council will meet June 6-11, 2001, at the Best Western Kodiak Inn
in Kodiak, Alaska. Other meetings to be held during the week are:

Committee/Panel Beginning

Advisory Panel 8:00 am, Mon., June 4 at the Kodiak Elks Lodge
102 Marine Way

Scientific and Statistical Committee 8:00 am, Mon., June 4 at the Fishermen’s Hall
503 Marine Way

EFH Public Scoping Session 7-9 pm, Monday, June 4, Fish Tech Center Conf. Room
118 Trident Way

Ecosystem Committee Tue. Evening, June 5 Details TBA

All meetings will be held at the hotel unless otherwise noted. All meetings are open to the public, except
executive sessions of the Council. Other committee and workgroup meetings may be scheduled on short
notice during the week, and will be posted at the hotel.

INFORMATION FOR PERSONS WISHING TO PROVIDE PUBLIC COMMENTS

Sign-up sheets are available at the registration table for those wishing to provide public comments on a
specific agenda item. Sign-up must be completed before public comment begins on that agenda item.
Additional names are generally not accepted after public comment has begun.

Submission of Written Comments. Any written comments and materials to be included in Council meeting
materials must be received at the Council office by 5:00 p.m. (Alaska Time) on Tuesday, May 29, 2001.
Please note this is one day earlier than usual to accommodate shipping materials to Kodiak. Written
and oral comments should include a statement of the source and date of information provided as well as a
brief description of the background and interests of the person(s) submitting the statement. Comments can
be sent by mail or fax--please do not submit comments by e-mail. It is the submitter’s responsibility to
provide an adequate number of copies of comments after the deadline. Materials provided during the
meeting for distribution to Council members should be provided to the Council secretary. A minimum of
18 copies is needed to ensure that Council members, the executive director, NOAA General Counsel and the
official meeting record each receive a copy. If copies are to be made available for the Advisory Panel (23),
Scientific and Statistical Committee (13), staff (10) or the public (50) after the pre-meeting deadline, they
must also be provided by the submitter.
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FOR THOSE WISHING TO TESTIFY BEFORE THE ADVISORY PANEL

The Advisory Panel has revised its operating guidelines to incorporate a strict time management
approach to its meetings. Rules for testimony before the Advisory Panel have been developed which
are similar to those used by the Council. Members of the public wishing to testify before the AP must
sign up on the list for each topic listed on the agenda. Sign-up sheets are provided in a special notebook
located at the back of the room. The deadline for registering to testify is when the agenda topic comes
before the AP. The time available for individual and group testimony will be based on the number
registered and determined by the AP Chairman. The AP may not take public testimony on items for
which they will not be making recommendations to the Council.

i — ——— — ——————— —————— ——————————————— |

FOR THOSE WISHING TO TESTIFY BEFORE THE SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL
COMMITTEE

The usual practice is for the SSC to call for public comment immediately following the staff
presentation on each agenda item. In addition, the SSC will designate a time, normally at the beginning
of the afternoon session on the first day of the SSC meeting, when members of the public will have the
opportunity to present testimony on any agenda item. The Committee will discourage testimony that
does not directly address the technical issues of concern to the SSC, and presentations lasting more

than ten minutes will require prior approval from the Chair.

COMMONLY USED ACRONYMS

ABC Acceptable Biological Catch MSFCMA Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
AP Advisory Panel Conservation and Management Act
ADFG  Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game MMPA Marine Mammal Protection Act
BSAI  Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands MRB  Maximum Retainable Bycatch
CDQ Community Development Quota MSY Maximum Sustainable Yield
CRP Comprehensive Rationalization Program mt Metric tons
CVOA  Catcher Vessel Operational Area NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service
EA/RIR Environmental Assessment/Regulatory NOAA National Oceanic & Atmospheric Adm.

Impact Review NPFMC North Pacific Fishery Management
EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone Council
EFH Essential Fish Habitat 10)¢ Optimum Yield
FMP Fishery Management Plan POP Pacific ocean perch
GHL Guideline Harvest Level PSC Prohibited Species Catch
GOA Gulf of Alaska SAFE  Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation
HAPC Habitat Areas of Particular Concern Document
IBQ Individual Bycatch Quota SSC Scientific and Statistical Committee
IFQ Individual Fishing Quota TAC Total Allowable Catch
IPHC International Pacific Halibut Commission VBA Vessel Bycatch Accounting
IRFA  Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis VIP Vessel Incentive Program
IRIU Improved Retention/Improved Utilization
ITAC  Initial Total Allowable Catch
LAMP Local Area Management Plan
LLP License Limitation Program
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council

David Benton, Chairman
Chris Oliver, Acting Executive Director

Telephone: (907) 271-2809

Visit our website: http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfimc

PRELIMINARY DRAFT AGENDA
151° Plenary Session
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
June 6-11, 2001
Best Western Kodiak Inn
Kodiak, Alaska

A. CALL MEETING TO ORDER

@
®

B-1
B-2
B-3
B4

B-5

Approval of Agenda
Approval of Minutes of Previous Meeting(s)

REPORTS

Executive Director’s Report

State Fisheries Report by ADF&G

Enforcement and Surveillance Reports

NMFS Management Report [includes updates on halibut subsistence
regulations, DSR retention, inshore/offshore regulations, and salmon
overfishing definition]

Board of Fisheries Report on LAMPS and Halibut Subsistence

C. NEW OR CONTINUING BUSINESS

C-1

C-2

C3

Cc4

Steller Sea Lion Measures

(a) Report on research funding.

(b) Receive report on independent review.
(c) Receive report from the RPA Committee.
(d) Finalize alternatives for analysis.

BSAI Crab Rationalization
Review White Paper on alternatives; provide direction to staff.

American Fisheries Act

(a) Co-op leasing proposal: final action.

(b) Report to Congress: review and provide direction.
(c) Extension of emergency rule for 2001.

(d) Industry proposal on bycatch measures.

Essential Fish Habitat
Receive Committee report.
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Estimated Hours

(6 hours for

A/B items)

(8 hours)

(10 hours)

(6 hours)

(2 hours)



C-5 SEIS (4 hours) Fo
Review and comment.

C-6 Community IFQ Purchase (2 hours)
Review discussion paper and GOACCC proposal and provide direction.

C-7 Community Development Quotas (2 hours)

Receive Policy Committee report.

C-8 GOA Groundfish Rationalization (2 hours)
Review committee report; direction to staff.

C-9 Chairman’s Meeting/MSA Reauthorization (2 hours)
Receive report.

D. FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLANS

(3 hours)
D-1 Staff Tasking
E. PUBLIC COMMENTS
F. CHAIRMAN'S REMARKS AND ADJOURNMENT
Total Agenda Hours: 47 hours ‘ ""
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council

David Benton, Chairman 605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Chris Oliver, Acting Executive Director Anchorage, AK 89501-2252
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Certified:
Date:_=-30 -0

MINUTES
Scientific Statistical Committee
April 9-10, 2001

The Scientific Statistical Committee met April 9-10, 2001 at the Hilton Anchorage. All members were present
except Richard Marasco, Steve Berkeley, Steve Hare, Mark Herrmann:

Jack Tagart, Vice Chair Keith Criddle, Doug Eggers
Jeff Hartmann Sue Hills George Hunt, Jr
Dan Kimura Seth Macinko Terry Quinn
Al Tyler

Elections of SSC Officers

Rich Marasco and Jack Tagart were reelected by acclamation as chair and vice chair, respectively.
C-1 HALIBUT CHARTER IFQ FINAL REVIEW

Darrell Brannan and Maria Tsu (NPFMC) presented and responded to questions about the public review draft
of the Halibut Charter IFQ EA/RIR analysis. Public testimony was provided by Jim Richardson and Dale
Bondurant (Alaska Constitutional Legal Defense Conservation Fund). The draft EA/RIR addresses many of
the concerns raised in the February SSC minutes, as well as revisions and clarifications requested by the
Advisory Panel and Council. The EA/RIR and accompanying appendices present a great deal of useful
information regarding the proposed charter IFQ and community set-aside programs and form a reasonable basis
for decision making. The SSC wishes to emphasize the following points:

1. It is important to emphasize that the halibut charter-GHL amendment emerged as a measure to
stabilize the allocation of halibut between the commercial fishery and an important component of the
recreational fishery. The December 1999 SSC minutes on the GHL amendment note that:

“Finally, the SSC would be negligent if it failed to warn the Council that the preponderance
of evidence from fisheries in the North Pacific and other regions suggests that allocations
between user groups are unlikely to be definitively settled by any single allocation decision.
Instead, these allocation battles are reopened whenever a set of stakeholders believes that their
negotiating position has improved. As noted in our previous minutes, IFQs are a mechanism
that would shift this burdensome reallocation battle out of the Council chambers and into the
marketplace.”
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That is, we suggested the consideration of a halibut charter-IFQ program as an alternative to the GHL, one that
could relegate some allocation decisions to the voluntary operation of market transactions. In addition, it is
anticipated that charter operations will be more profitable in the long run under an IFQ than under a binding

GHL.

2.

Discussions of the potential need for halibut to support the community set-aside program neglect to
elaborate on the varied character of charter type operations in remote communities. For example,
luxury lodges, fulltime halibut charter business, mixed service business (¢.g., halibut/salmon charter,
bird/marine mammal sightseeing, kayaker/camper/hunter drop-off services) have quite different needs.
Because the break-even analysis did not explore the full suite of these varied operations, the model
results may not provide an accurate indication of the actual number or operation mode of businesses
that would develop under the community set-aside program.

It is uncertain whether the net benefits of a community set-aside program to the beneficiary
communities are larger or smaller than the losses to other quota share recipients.

While the EA/RIR includes a discussion of the effect of the community set-aside program on the
profitability of commercial halibut fishing, the impacts are not quantified and may differ across vessel
classes, regions, and between initial quota share recipients and subsequent purchasers.

The EA/RIR includes Appendix 5; a new addition contributed by Dr. James Wilen. The analysis in
Appendix 5 is contingent on the assumptions that the charter fishery can be characterized as exhibiting
perfect competition, that charter operators can reduce their operating costs under an IFQ program, and
that there is no opportunity cost to holding quota shares.

The SSC notes that because the halibut charter fishery has not been constrained by an overall catch
limit, it does not seem likely that charter operators will have adopted cost increasing race-for-fish
practices. Moreover there are few barriers to the number of vessels that can be owned and operated
byindividual firms. Consequently it seems unlikely that there will be substantial opportunities for cost
savings under an IFQ relative to the present. In contrast, under a binding GHL and without
implementation of an IFQ program, there will be incentives to adopt inefficient technologies.

The SSC agrees that the price of taking a halibut charter trip is determined by the demand for
sportfishing trips and by the marginal costs of providing those trips if the number of trips is not
constrained. However, in the absence of cost reductions or in the face of excess demand for charter
trips, the argument for an increase in the average price of a charter trip is stronger than the argument
for an unchanged or decreased price as suggested in Appendix 5.

The SSC does not believe that it is likely that a halibut charter-IFQ would provide significant stock
conservation incentives.

During staff presentation and subsequent SSC discussion, several questions arose about differences
in Alaskan resident and nonresident demand for halibut sportfishing. The following figures are drawn
from a recent study of Cook Inlet region halibut sport fisheries (Herrmann et al. 2001)' and are offered
as an Appendix to the SSC minutes on this agenda item.

! Herrmann, M., S.T. Lee, C. Hamel, K.R. Criddle, H.T. Geier, J.A. Greenberg, and C.E. Lewis. 2001. An economic
assessment of the sport fisheries for halibut, and chinook and coho salmon in Lower Cook Inlet: final report. University of
Alaska Coastal Marine Institute/U.S. Mineral Management Service.
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Appendix to SSC comments on halibut charter IFQ EA/RIR
The likelihood that a typical angler will take a halibut sportfishing trip depends on trip attributes (expected
catch, trip price, etc) and individual demographic characteristics (residency, income, gender, etc.). Herrmann

et al. (2001) reports on a statistical relationship that shows a declining marginal utility of catch and that
Alaskans are more sensitive than nonresidents to changes in expected catch.

C-1 APPENDIX

FIGURE 1

Change in Participation of Alaska Residents and Non-Residents
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Herrmann et al. 2001.

Reductions in expected catch reduce the net benefits to anglers in two ways. First, the marginal sport fisher will
drop out of the fishery as the expected catch decreases (Figure 1), thereby decreasing the total net benefits of
the fisher (Fagure 2).

Sccond the net benefit of taking a trip is also reduced for all the sport fishers who continue to participate
because the tnp produces less net benefit when the catch rate declines. The total net benefits that accrue to
Alashan anglers are more responsive to changes in expected catch than are those obtained by nonresidents.

(Figure 2)

F:\Council\tﬁeeﬁng 3 May 30, 2001 - 8:00 am



FIGURE 2

Change in Angler Net Benefits of Alaska Residents and Non-Residents
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Herrmann et al. 2001.

Angler net benefits are also affected by changes in trip costs. Increased trip costs might arise as a result of
increased license fees or as an unintended consequence of management actions taken to limit charter-based
halibut sportfishing catches. The number of angler days fished by Alaskans is more sensitive to trip cost
increases than is the number of angler days fished by nonresidents (Figure 3). So, ifthe cost of taking a charter
trip increased as a result of management actions, there would be a larger reduction in trips taken by Alaskans

than in trips taken by nonresidents.
FIGURE 3

Change in Participation of Alaska Residents and Non-Residents
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Herrmann et al. 2001.

FA\Council\meeting............ 4 May 30, 2001 - 8:00 am

)



C-2 (b) RPA COMMITTEE REPORT

The SSC received a presentation from RPA committee chair, Larry Cotter. Additional clarification was added
by Doug DeMaster. The RPA report the SSC received addressed the first task of the RPA committees, i.e.,
to propose regulations for the last six months of 2001. The second task, to propose regulations and an
experimental design for 2002 and beyond, was not addressed. The SSC normally comments on the scientific
data and analysis brought to bear on an issue. In this case, no analysis was presented; therefore the SSC
cannot comment on the science. The opinions, questions and concerns expressed below are based on the
general background of SSC members.

The SSC noted that telemetry data were included in the rationale sections of the proposal, and that a large
proportion of the telemetry locations are within 10 nmi. The SSC had several questions on the interpretation
of those data. Mr. Cotter indicated that the RPA Committee also requested additional information on the
telemetry data and its interpretation and possible biases. A white paper is being prepared by NMML and
ADFG staff for presentation to the Committee.

From the presentation, an apparent issue is opening the SCA outside of 10 nmi to pollock fishing in one season
(rather than two) for the rest of the year. The SSC notes that the proposal does not affect the total removal of
pollock, thus the question is one of regional impact of increased fishing effort outside of 10 nmi in BiOp Areas
7 and 8.

The implementation of the AFA has resulted in fewer boats and a BS pollock fishery that extends over a longer
time period. The AFA changes are recent and few data exist to allow speculation on the extent to which the
proposal would concentrate fishing removals in the SCA and any effects of that concentration. The SSC notes
that the pollock stock is very strong but it would be useful to see summer biomass distribution in the area to
assess the probable exploitation rate relative to available biomass. If the result of the RPA committee’s
proposal is that less fishing takes place during summer in Areas 7 and 8, then chum salmon bycatch is likely
to be lower than under the ER.

The SSC noted that the proposal offers more protection than the emergency rule in the GOA and the Aleutians,
areas with steep declines in SSL numbers. The areas with relaxed protection are those with increasing SSL
trends during the 1990s. The proposal is limited to six months. Thus the SSC finds that it is not possible to
conclude that the effect of the entire proposal would be less protection for SSL than under the ER, but cautions
that this is the opinion of the SSC and is not based on a carefully reviewed analysis.

C-2(d) SSC REVIEW OF NMFS NOVEMBER 30, BIOLOGICAL OPINION

In December 2000, the NPFMC requested that the SSC review and comment on the NMFS November 30,
2000 Biological Opinion. In February, 2001, the SSC completed a draft report. Since then, SSC members
have worked to revise the draft document. During this Council meeting, the SSC devoted a substantial effort
to completing those edits. The SSC will distribute the revised draft report to all members for final review, after
which the final report will be submitted to the Council.

C-3 DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC SEIS

The SSC received an informational update from Mr. Steve Davis concerning status of the Draft Programmatic
Alaska Groundfish Fisheries SEIS. Mr. Steve Davis met Dr. Rich Marasco (SSC Chair) and developed a
memo outlining what would be the best use of SSC time in reviewing the draft SEIS. The SSC thanks Steve
Davis for providing this memo. In particular, this memo asked the SSC to focus on:

:
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Does the SSC agree that the range of “hypothetical actions intended to provide the necessary
information to allow for meaningful analysis and identification of environmental consequences”
provide a valid approach for conducting a Programmatic SEIS? Can the SSC suggest alternative
methods?

The SSC was asked specifically to review Chapter IV, Environmental and Economic Consequences (.. of
different management policy frameworks).

The SSC noted that time constraints and the enormous size of the Draft Programmatic SEIS precluded the SSC
from performing a review of even these limited portions of the document in time for the June Council meeting.
However, the SSC expressed a willingness to provide whatever assistance it could.

The SSC assigned portions of the draft SEIS to members for review, and during the June Council meeting, will
evaluate the progress that had been made.

DIGITAL OBSERVER PROJECT

The SSC was intrigued by the presentation of a digitizing video system that identified fish by image analysis
and then kept track of the numbers of fish by species and size. The presentation was made by Mr. Mark
Buckley, Project manager and Dr. Eric Rogers, Chief System Engineer, Digital Observer LLC. SSC members
concluded that the system has a clear potential for collecting catch data on longline vessels, either on small
vessels that do not carry an observer, or on larger vessels substituting for an observer. Longliners are the
targets sector because they bring fish on-board one at a time at a focused location on the vessel. The latitude
and longitude are recorded automatically on the video by GPS, while date and time are caught by digital clock.
The data are stored on a small computer that is part of the system. The SSC encourages innovation in
developing observer coverage technologies.

Fi\Council\meeting............ 6 May 30, 2001 - 8:00 am



DRAFT AP MINUTES

ADVISORY PANEL MINUTES
April 9-13, 2001
Hilton Hotel
Anchorage, Alaska

Advisory Panel members in attendance:

" Alstrom, Ragnar Fuglvog, Ame
Benson, Dave Henderschedt, John
Boisseau, Dave Jones, Spike
Bruce, John (Chair) Madsen, Stephanie (Vice Chair)
Burch, Al Nelson, Hazel
Cross, Craig Norosz, Kris
Ellis, Ben Ridgway, Michelle
Falvey,Dan Steele, Jeff
Farr, Lance Stephan, Jeff
Fields, Duncan Ward, Robert
Fraser, David Yeck, Lyle
Election of Officers

Without objection, the AP agreed to continue current officers through June 2001.

C-1 Halibut Charter IFQ

The following motion failed 6-15.

The AP recommends the Council urge NMFS to proceed immediately with approval and implementation of
the GHL. Furthermore, the AP recommends the Council adopt Alternative 3 with the following guidelines:
Issue 1. Issuee
An area specific moratorium license would be issued to the owner/operator or lessee of the
charter vessel/business who fished during the eligibility period.
Issue 2. Qualification Criteria
The owner/operator or lessee of the charter vessel/business who fished in 1998 or 1999 and
2000.
1. No hardship provisions
2. No purchasing of catch history
3. 75% US ownership
Issue 3. Evidence of Participation
1. CFEC vessel license
2. ADF&G logbook
¢) All other legal requirements
Issue 4. Vessel Upgrade
License designation limited to 6-pack, if currently a 6-pack or inspected vessel owner
limited to current inspected certification.
Issue 5. Transfers
Permanent and temporary transfers will be aliowed within regulatory area
Issue 6. Duration of Moratorium

April 14, 2001 (3:00 PM) 1
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DRAFT AP MINUTES

Review in two years
This moratorium would be implemented immediately in regulatory area 2C and 3A.

The AP also supports an expedited local area management planning (LAMP) process by the Alaska Board
of Fisheries to address localized depletion and user group conflicts. The AP asks the Council to encourage
the Board to complete this process and report back to the Council as soon as possible.

Minority Report:

The following members of the AP voted in support of the failed proposal above and submit the following as
a minority report.

It should be noted that discussion during the AP on this issue reflected near unanimous support of the
Council’s passage in February 2000 of the guideline harvest level (GHL) measures and urged a speedy
approval by the Secretary of Commerce. It was also pointed out that a GHL in combination with some form
of a halibut charter boat moratorium is supported by with the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, the
Governor of the State of Alaska, the leadership of the State Legislature and the Alaska Board of Fisheries.

Furthermore, it should be emphasized that numerous sportfishermen, as well as many individuals in the
halibut charter boat industry and the commercial halibut fishermen support a GHL-moratorium rather than
the issuance of IFQs to the halibut charter boat industry.

We are in agreement that the failed proposal was framed in an overly restrictive manner in order to present
it as a working document and would urge the Council to craft the best moratorium to fit with the GHL.

The minority concurs that the approval of the GHL and implementation of a moratorium should be closely
linked to the creation of local area management plans (LAMPS). It is our opinion the implementation of the
moratorium would be of short duration and lifting of the moratorium will be pursued upon adoption of
LAMPs in the affected region.
In conclusion, we urge the Alaska Board of Fishery to develop or refine regulations (i.e. bag limits, specific
harvest areas for sport and commercial, etc.) to augment LAMPs in order to address the many various issues
related to the prosecution of the fishery.
Signed: Ben Ellis, Spike Jones, Michelle Ridgway, Stephanie Madsen, Lyle Yeck and Dave Benson
The AP recommends the Council adopt Alternative 2.
Alternative 2. Include the halibut charter sector in the existing halibut IFQ program.
Issue 1. Initial QS may be based on:
Option 1.  Equal to 115% of corrected average 1995-99 charterboat harvest
(12.04% in Area 2C and 12.89% in Area 3A of a combined charter and commercial quota)

Motion passed 16-4
Suboption: 100% of an individual’s QS initial issuance would float with abundance. Motion passed 18-2
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DRAFT AP MINUTES

Issue 2. Imitial allocation of QS would be issued to U.S. citizens or to U.S. companies on the

following basis:  U.S. ownership based on: b) 75% ownership

Option 1.  Charter vessel owner - person who owns the charterboat and charterboat business
Option 2. Bare vessel lessee - person that leases a vessel and controls its use as a charterboat for this

fishery. May operate the vessel or may hire a captain/skipper. Lessee determines when the
vessel sails and by whom captained.

Issue3.  Qualification Criteria

Option 2. Initial issuees who carried clients in 1998 or 1999 and who submitted ADF&G logbooks for an

active vessel (as received by ADF&G by February 12, 2000)

Suboption: Require that initial issuees be currently participating (meeting all legal requirements including

filing a logbook) during season prior to final action and any year claimed during the qualifying
period (currently May- Sept 2000).

Issue 4.  Distribution of QS may be based on:

Opuon 1.  70% of 1998 and 1999 logbook average with an additional 10% added for each year of operation

1995-97 (longevity reward). (Excess would be distributed equally.)

Issue 8.  Transferability of QS (permanent) and IFQs (on annual basis [leasing])

Opuon | and 2 modified as follows:

A

3]

veans

Leasing of Charter QS
! Chanter QS is non-leasable
Transter of Charter QS
Ininally issued Charter QS is fully transferrable within the charter sector
> tor purposes of transfer to commercial sector, 75% if an individual’s initially issued charter QS
i+ permanently nontransferable and 25% is transferrable upon Council review after 2 years
' ( ommercial QS purchased by charter operator is fully transferable (two-way) across sectors and
reta:ns onginal designations.
{ cav.ny of Charter IFQ
2v . of a charter operators’ annual IFQ is leasable within the charter sector for the first 3 years
o the program
> ! ecaung s defined as the use of Charter IFQ on a vessel which the owner of the QS has less than
4 % . ewnership interest
.t » of a charter operators’ annual IFQ may be leased to the commercial sector for the first 5

Opuon 3 Block restrictions

a) any initially issued (i.e., unblocked) charter QS once transferred to commercial sector shall
be: 3. unblocked

b) allow splitting of commercial blocks to transfer a smaller piece to the charter sector - split
blocks retain original designations.
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Option 4.

Issue 6.

Option 1.

Option 2.
Suboption:
Issue 7.

Option 2.

Issue 8.
Option 1.
Option 2.
Option 4.
Issue 9.

Option 2.

Issue 10.

DRAFT AP MINUTES

Vessel class restrictions
a) from A, B, C, and/or D commercial vessel category sizes to charter sector
1. Leasable
b) from charter to commercial:
3. B,C, and D category
c) initial transfer from undesignated charter to a particular commercial vessel category locks
in at that commercial category

To receive halibut QS and IFQ by transfer:

For the charter sector, must be either

a) ainitial charter issuee or

b) qualified as defined by State of Alaska requirements for registered guides or businesses*
c) fulfill all legal obligations of the charter sector

For the commercial sector, must have a commercial transfer eligibility certificate.
All commercial rules apply to any provision that may permit the use of commercial QS/IFQ for
commercial purposes by any entity in the Charter IFQ sector.

Caps

Caps:

a) use cap for charter QS owners only of 1% of combined QS units in Area 2C and ‘%, of
combined QS units in Area 3A (for all entities, individually and collectively) and
grandfather initial issues at their initial allocation

b) use caps for charter QS owners only of % of combined QS units for combined Areas 2C and
3A (for all entities, individually and collectively) and grandfather initial issues at their initial
allocation

Miscellaneous provisions

Maximum line limit of 12 in Area 3A (remains at 6 lines for Area 2C), grandfather initial issuees
10% underage provision of total IFQs

A one-year delay between initial issuance of QS and fishing IFQs.

IFQs associated with the charter quota shares may be issued in:

Numbers of fish (based on average weight determined by ADF&G)

Reporting:

The AP recommends that the Council defer design of an improved reporting and enforcement strategy to an
IFQ technical implementation team, working with the IPHC, NMFS, ADF&G and other authorities as
needed. It is the intent of the AP that a more comprehensive reporting system will address:

1. More timely, verifiable reporting of catch

2. Enforcement concerns

3. More accurate geographic referencing of catch location which provides for analysis of halibut harvest in
LAMP districts.
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DRAFT AP MINUTES

The AP also supports an expedited local area management planning (LAMP) process by the Alaska Board
of Fisheries to address localized depletion and user group conflicts and other issues as appropriate. The AP
asks the Council to encourage the Board to complete this process and report back to the Council as soon as
possible.

Motion passed 15-5.
Issue 11. Community set-aside (revised)
Option 2 - Set aside of 1% with a 1/4% incremental increases annually if utilized with a maximum of 2%
Suboption1  Source of the set-aside
A. Equal pounds from the commercial and charter sectors (14/4/2)
(A motion to adopt c. 100% of the pounds taken out of the charter sector failed 6/10/1)
Suboption2  Sunset provisions
C. Sunset in 10 years (the count would start the first year of issuance)
D. Persons currently participating in the set-aside program at the time of sunset would be
allowed to operate within the guidelines of the program.
Motion passed 12/7.

The AP further recommends the charter IFQ be included in the IFQ fee recovery program. Motion passed
19/0.

C-2 Steller Sea Lion Measures

(a) Status reports on analysis, alternatives, and independent scientific review.

The AP recommends that the Council not include a separate and specific analysis of the options included in
the September 2000 SSL cod fishery EA in the EIS for the 2002 SSL RPA. The AP further recommends that
the Council instruct the RPA committee to consider the elements and options contained in the September
2000 EA/RIR as it develops RPA recommendations and alternatives for June. Motion passed 20-0.
Additionally, the AP recommends the Council delete Alternative 3. Motion passed 19-1.

(c) Recommendations for second half of 2001.

The AP requests the Council adopt the RPA committee’s recommendations for the balance of 2001 with the
following revisions:

The AP recommends that the fixed gear sector that occurs in the second half of 2001(August 15th
through December 31st), be managed under the regulations recommended by the RPA committee.

Bering Sea areas 7 and 8 and the Aleutian Island areas 12 and 13 should open September 1 for pot cod
vessels over 60 ft.

Pot cod vessels’ (under 60 feet) harvest would be deducted from the 1.4% quota when the pot fishery
for vessels over 60 feet is closed.

Pot cod vessels’ (under 60 ft) harvest would be deducted from the 18.4% quota when the pot fishery
for vessels over 60 feet is open. Motion passed 14-0-1.

April 14, 2001 (3:00 PM) 5

N
M



DRAFT AP MINUTES

The AP wishes to express their appreciation and thanks to the RPA committees’ chairman, members and
agency staff for their efforts.

Further, AP recommends that the Council close the Chiniak Gully as proposed by NMFS for experimental
purposes. We further request the Council request the State of Alaska close the State water portion of this
gully to pelagic trawling to ensure the effectiveness of the experiment. Motion passed 19-0.

The AP also requests that NMFS and ADF&G make available the sea lion telemetry data in a GIS database
format in the most expeditious manner possible, such that the public may examine plots of individual animal
tracks. The AP recognizes the importance of this information to the RPA development process and
appreciates the preliminary work of NMFS and ADF&G to make this information available to the RPA
committee. Motion passed 19-0.

C-4 American Fisheries Act

A. Initial Review, Amendment 69
The AP recommends the Council release the EA/RIR/IRFA Amendment 69 to allow an inshore pollock
cooperative to contract with AFA CV’s that are qualified for the inshore sector, but outside their cooperative,
for the purpose of harvesting the cooperatives’ BSAI pollock allocation for public review with the following
revisions:

1. Include the provision, overlooked in the analysis, that requires the processors approval in addition
to the coop’s approval.

2 Adopt the revised industry problem statement
Mounion passed 15-0.

B. Salmon bycatch intercoop agreement

The AP recommends the Council support the industry proposal as presented. Further, the AP recommends
the 1ntercoop group give consideration to distributing penalty proceeds to saimon research in the Bering Sea.
Moron pavsed 15-0.

C-% By Al Crab Rationalization
Tn: AP recommends the Council adopt the following problem statement, and elements and options:
Draft Problem Mtatement

The <7a™ tiwnenes 1n the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands are fully utilized. Despite amendments to the LLP
Procram ane A} A sideboards, capacity in these crab fisheries far exceeds available resources. The ability
of crah hanvesters to diversify into other fisheries has been severely curtailed under the LLP program and
other management actions designed to bring stability to other gear groups and species. Many of the concerns
identitied by the NPFMC at the beginning of the comprehensive rationalization process in 1992 still exist
for the BSAI crab fisheries. The race for fish continues to result in: '

Resource/conservation management problems
Bycatch/handling mortality and dead loss
Excess harvesting capacity

Lack of economic stability

Safety issues

nobh WL -
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In the continued process of comprehensive rationalization, prompt action is needed to protect the crab
resource and to promote stability for those dependent on the crab fisheries. In order to achieve a balanced
resolution, the concerns of harvesters, processors and coastal communities must be addressed.

Elements and Options for Crab IFQ Program
1. Harvesting Sector Elements

1.1 Crab fisheries included in program are those subject to the Federal FMP for BSAI,
Suboption: include closed and developing fisheries

1.2 Persons eligible to receive an initial allocation of QS must be:
(a) persons that have L.L.P. permits and endorsements for each crab species; and
(b) U.S. citizens, U.S. corporations or partnerships eligible to document a U.S. fishing vessel.
(c) U.S. citizens, U.S. corporations or partnerships with 75% US ownership

1.3 Categories of QS/IFQs

1.3.1 Crab Fishery Categories - QS/IFQs will be assigned to one of the following crab fishery
categories: Opilio, Bairdi, Bristol Bay red king crab, Pribilofs red king crab, Pribilofs blue king
crab, St. Matthew blue king crab, Brown king crab or Adak red king crab.

1.3.1.1 Brown king crab options:
Option 1. A single category for all areas in catch history
Option 2.  Split into two categories: Dutch Harbor brown king crab and Western Aleutian
Islands brown king crab
Option 3. Do not include Aleutian Island Brown Crab

1.3.1.2 Adak red king crab options (this fishery has been closed for several years):
Option 1 Do not include Adak red king crab until it becomes a viable fishery again
Option2. Include Adak red king crab in crab IFQ program

1.3.2  Harvesting sector categories - QS/IFQs will be assigned to one of the following harvesting sector
categories:

(a) catcher vessel (CV), or
(b) catcher/processor (CP)

1.3.3  Processor delivery categories - QS/IFQs for the CV sector may be assigned to processor delivery
categories if Processor quota shares (PQs) are included in the program. Several options for
implementation exist as follows:

Option 1. No processor delivery categories (processors may either accept deliveries on an open-
access basis first or only accept open-access deliveries after their processing quota shares
are utilized - see Processing Sector Elements.)

Option 2. Two processor delivery categories (options for the percentage split between class A/B
shares for initially allocated QS appear under the Processing Sector Elements):
(a) Class A - allow deliveries only to processors with unused PQs
(b) Class B - allow deliveries to any processor
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1.34  Regional Categories - QS/IFQs for the CV and C/P sectors may be assigned to regional
categories if Regionalization is included in the program. Two regions would be defined as
follows (see Regionalization Elements for more detailed description of regions):

(a) North Region - All areas on the Bering Sea north of 56° 20" N. Latitude.
(b) South Region - All areas south of 56° 20' N. Latitude

1.4 Initial allocation of QS

1.4.1 Calculation of initial QS distribution will be based on legal landings excluding deadloss.

The intent of the AP is that the denominator used to determine the distribution of QS would be
the sum of the histories of vessels qualified under Amendment 10. The AP notes that some vessels
qualified under Amendment 10 are replacement vessels and recommend an option that the
replaced vessels’ history would flow to the replacement vessel.

1.4.2 Qualifying Periods for Determination of the QS Distribution:

1.4.2.1 Opilio
Option 1. 1990 - 1999
(a) All years
(b) Best 7 years
Option 2. 1992 - 1999
(a) All years
(b) Best 5 years
Option 3. 1995 - 1999
(a) All years
(b) Best 3 years

1.4.2.2 Bristol Bay red king crab
Option 1. 1990 - 1999
(a) All years
(b) Best 7 years
Option 2. 1993 - 1999
Option 3. 1992 - 1999
(a) All years
(b) Best 5 years
Option 4. 1995 - 1999
(a) All years
(b) Best 3 years

1.4.2.3 Bairdi
Option 1. 1992 - 1996
Option 2. 1994 - 1996
Option 3. 1990 - 1997

1.4.2.4 Pribilofs red king crab
Option 1. 1993 - 1998
Option 2. 1994 - 1998
Option 3. 1996 - 1998
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1.4.2.5 Pribilofs blue king crab
Option 1. 1993 - 1998
Option 2. 1994 - 1998
Option 3. 1996 - 1998

1.4.2.6 St. Matthew blue king crab
Option 1. 1993 - 1998
Option 2. 1994 - 1998
Option 3. 1996 - 1998

1.4.2.7 Brown king crab (based on calendar years ending 12/31)
(Options apply to both Dutch Harbor and western Aleutian Island brown king crab)
Option 1. 1990 - 1999
Option 2. 1992 -2000
Option 3. 1995 - 1999.
Option 4. 1995 - 2000

Suboption: award each initial recipient 50/50 Dutch Harbor/western Aleutian Island brown king crab
QS instead of according to historical participation in each region.

1.4.2.8 Adak Red King Crab
Option 1. 1992 - 1995
Option 2. Define qualifying years in separate amendment if fishery reopens

1.5 Annual allocation of IFQs:

1.5.1 Basis for calculating IFQs:
Option 1. GHL
Option 2. Convert GHL to TACs and use TAC as the basis.

1.6 Transferability and Restrictions on Ownership of QS/IFQs:

1.6.1 Persons eligible to receive QS/IFQs by transfer -

Option 1. (a) All persons or entities eligible to document a U.S. fishing vessel are eligible to
own or purchase harvest vessel QS and IFQs
(b) Persons or entities with 75% ownership

Option 2. Initial recipients of harvesting quota share

Option 3. US citizens who have had at least
a. 30 days of sea time
b. 150 days of sea time
¢. 365 days of sea time

Option 4. Entities that have a US citizen with 20% or more ownership with at least
a. 30 days of sea time
b. 150 days of sea time
¢. 365 days of sea time

1.6.2 Leasing of QS (Leasing is equivalent to the sale of IFQs without the accompanying QS.)
Option 1. Leasing QS is allowed with no restrictions '
Option 2. Leasing QS is not allowed
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1.6.3 Separate and distinct QS Ownership Caps - apply to all harvesting QS categories pertaining
to a given crab fishery with the following provisions:
(a) initial issuees that exceed the ownership cap would be grandfathered;

(b) apply individually and collectively to all QS holders in each crab fishery;

(c) percentage-cap options for the Bristol Bay red king crab, Opilio, Bairdi, Pribilofs red king crab,
Pribilofs blue king crab and St. Matthew blue king crab fisheries (a different percentage cap
may be chosen for each fishery):

Option 1. 3% of the total QS pool for the fishery
Option2. 5% of the total QS pool for the fishery
Option 3. 8% of the total QS pool for the fishery

(d) percentage-cap ranging from 30%-40% for the Dutch Harbor and western Aleutian Island brown
king crab (a different percentage cap may be chosen for each fishery or may be applied to the
combined fisheries if not categorized separately).

(e) percentage-cap ranging from20%-30% for Adak red king crab (if QS for this fishery are issued)

Suboption (c, d, and e) would analyze a range of QS caps for each species bounded by the
average QS held and the maximum QS holding at the time of initial issuance with grandfather
provision.

1.64 Captain and Crew Proposal -

(a) 10% of Harvesting QS would be designated as crew shares. Transfers of harvesting QS
must include transfer of 10% crew shares for which there will be first right of refusal for
eligible crew to buy.
Suboption: timeframe for first right of referral is 1-2 months
(b) Eligibility of U.S. citizens to purchase crew shares would be defined by a range of sea time
of

A. 30 days of sea time

B. 150 days of sea time

C. 365 days of sea time

1.7 Use of IFQs:
1.7.1  Use by harvesting sectors - IFQs must be used in accordance with the privileges defined for the
associated QS category. The following provisions also apply:

(a) CP-IFQs may be used on catcher vessels to harvest and process on board;

(b) CV-IFQs may be used on catcher/processors for harvesting but must be delivered to another
processor unless sufficient processing quota shares are also held;

(c) Processing quota shares may be used on catcher/processors to process crab harvested with CV-
IFQs (whether by itself or another catcher vessel).

(d) Initial recipients of CP quota shares that also receive CV quota shares shall be able to
convert, at the time of issuance, their initial issuance of CV quota shares to CP quota
shares.

Option 1: Owners of CP quota shares cannot purchase additional CV quota shares
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The following amendment failed 7/10

(d) Divestiture:
1. An initial recipient of CV and CP quota share is required to divest quota shares in excess of
the cap amount in:
Option 1.  Five years after initial issuance
Option 2. Ten years after initial issuance
Option 3. Twenty years after initial issuance
2. A initial recipient of IPQ quota shares is required to divest any CV or CP quota shares in:
Option 1. Three years after initial issuance
Option 2.  Five years after initial issuance
Option 3. Ten years after initial issuance
3. An initial recipient of QS is required to divest any IPQ QS in:
Option 1. Three years after initial issuance
Option 2.  Five years after initial issuance
Option 3. Ten years after initial issuance

1.7.2  Catch Accounting Under IFQs - All landings including deadloss will be counted against IFQs.
Options for treatment of incidental catch are as follows:

Option 1. No discards of legal crab will be allowed, and sufficient IFQs for legal crab must be
available.

Option 2. No discards of “marketable” crab will be allowed for opilio crab and sufficient
IFQs for “marketable” crab must be available. (Legal size for opilio is 3.1 inches,
but the industry standard is 4 inches.)

Option 3. No discards of opilio crab with a carapace of 4 inches or greater in width (motion
passed 10/7)

Option 4. Discards of incidentally caught crab will be allowed. (This option would aliow, for
example, incidental catch of Bairdi Crab in a Red King Crab fishery to be discarded
without counting against Bairdi IFQs.)

1.7.3  Use caps on IFQs harvested on any given vessel
Option 1. Range from average to highest of annual catch by vessel by species
Option 2. No use caps

1.8 Other Optional Provisions - the Committee included several other options for analysis as follows:

1.8.1 Other options for skippers and crews:
Option 1.  Protection of traditional and historical crew share percentages with no sunset.

Option 2. A low-interest rate loan program for skipper and crew purchases of QS would be
established or made part of the existing loan program for IFQ purchases.

1.8.2 Rollover Provisions
Holders of CV and CP IFQ that is not fished in the season for which it is issued, may roll
over a portion of their IFQ.
Option1. 1%
Option 2. 3%
Option 3. 5%
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1.8.3  Options for AFA vessels:
Option1. AFAharvestersideboard caps on crab species shall be eliminated upon implementation.

Option2. Ifcrab buy-back program goes into effect without crab rationalization, modify AFA crab
sideboards to permit AFA vessels to share proportionately in any increase in crab
harvest opportunities that accrue to remaining crab vessels.

2. Processing Sector Elements

2.1 Eligible Processors - processors eligible to receive an initial allocation of processing quota shares (PQs)
are defined as follows:
(a) U.S. Corporation or partnership (not individual facilities), and
(b) processed crab for any crab fishery in 1998 or 1999.

2.2 Categories of Processing Quota Shares

2.2.1 Crab fishery categories - processing quota shares will be issued for the following crab fisheries:

Bristol Bay red king crab, Pribilof red king crab, Pribilof blue crab, St. Matthew blue crab,
Opilio, Bairdi and brown king crab.

2.2.2 Regional categories - processing quota shares will be categorized into two regions if
regionalization is adopted (see Regionalization Elements for description of regions).
(a) Northern Region - All areas on the Bering Sea north of 56° 20' N. Latitude
(b) Southern Region - All areas south of 56° 20' N. Latitude

2.3 Initial allocation of processing quota shares -
A. Processing quota shares shall be initially issued to Eligible Processors based on three-year average

processing history' for each fishery, determined by the buyer of record listed on ADF&G fish tickets,
as follows:

() 1997 - 1999 for Bristol Bay red king crab

(b) 1996 - 1998 for Pribilof red king crab

(c) 1996 - 1998 for Pribilof blue crab

(d) 1996 - 1998 for St. Mathew blue crab

(e) 1997 - 1999 for opilio crab

(f) Bairdi crab based on 50/50 combination of processing history for BBRKC and opilio
() 1996/97, 1997/98 and 1998/99 for brown king crab

SUBOPTION The ability to drop any species from processing share program

B. Processing quota shares shall be initially issued to eligible processors based on the years 1990-

1999 processing history for each fishery, determined by the buyer of record listed on ADF&G fish
tickets.

(1) Processor able to choose the best 8 of 10 years.
C. Processing quota shares shall be initially issued to Eligible Processors based on the years 1995-

1999 processing history for each fishery, determined by the buyer of record listed on ADF&G fish
tickets.

(1) Processor able to choose the best 4 of 5 years.
D. Same years as years for harvesting shares on fishery by fishery basis.

'The three-year average shall be the three-year aggregate pounds purchased by each Eligible Processor in a
fishery divided by the three-year aggregate pounds purchased by all Eligible Processors in that fishery.
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2.4.1 Annual distribution of individual processing quota (IPQs) - IPQs will be issued for a
portion of the season’s GHL (or TAC) for each species, to provide open access precessing
as a means to enhance price competition.

Option1 100% GHL (or TAC) would be issued as IPQs
Option2  90% GHL (or TAC) would be issues as IPQs - the remaining 10% would be considered

open access.

Option3 80% of GHL (or TAC) would be issued as IPQs - the remaining 20% would be

considered open access.

Option4 70% of GHL (or TAC) would be issued as IPQs - the remaining 30% would be

considered open access.

A motion to include an option 5 for 50% of GHL (or TAC) would be issued as IPQs - the remaining 50%
would be considered open access failed 3/10.

2.4.2 Annual distribution of individual processing quota (IPQs) will be issued as a percentage of the
quota share pool as follows:
Option1 105% of processors proportional share of quota share pool would be issued as

processor’s IPQ.

Option 2  130% of processors proportional share of quota share pool would be issued as

processor’s IPQ.

(Motion passed 10-5)

2.5 Implementation of the open access processing portion of the fishery (three options):

Option 1.

Option 2.

Option 3.

Catcher vessel QS/IFQs are categorized into Class A and Class B shares. Purchases of crab
caught with Class A shares would count against IPQs while purchases of crab caught with
Class B shares would not. Crab caught with Class B shares may be purchased by any
processor on an open-access basis.

No separate A/B categories for catcher vessel QS/IFQs. Deliveries to processors holding
processor quota shares will count against their IPQs first. When its IPQs are fully utilized,
a processor may take additional deliveries until the open access portion of the fishery is
closed. Open access processors may purchase crab until the open access portion of the
fishery is closed.

No separate A/B categories for catcher vessel QS/IFQs. Initially, all processors may
purchase crab on an open-access basis until the open access portion of the fishery is closed.
Then, any remaining crab may be purchased by processors with unutilized IPQs.

2.6 Transferability of processing shares - provisions for transferability include the following:
(a) Processing quota shares and IPQs would be freely transferable, including leasing
(b) IPQs may be used by any facility of the Eligible Processor (without transferring or leasing)
(c) Processing quota shares and IPQs categorized for one region cannot be transferred to a processor for
use in a different region.

2.7 Ownership and use caps - different percentage caps may be chosen for each fishery:
1. Ownership caps -
Option 1.  based on maximum share for processors by fishery plus a percentage of 5%, 10% or

15%.

Option 2 Ownership cap equal to largest share issued to processor at initial issuance.
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Suboption: A range of caps from average to maximum with grandfather clauses

2. Use caps.
Use caps
Option1  Annual use caps ranging from 30% -50% of the GHL (or TAC) by fishery.
Option 2 Annual use caps equal to a range of 125% to 200% of t he amount of IPQ
quota shareholder received at initial issuance

Option3 Annual use caps of quota share equal to the largest IPQ quota share holder in
the specific fishery.

2.8 Other Optional Provisions
2.8.1 The crab processing caps enacted by Section 211(c)(2(A) of the AFA would be terminated.

2.8.2 Penalties - Eligible Processors must fully utilize their processing quota shares in the season
while a fishery is open or lose the amount that is not utilized in the next season.
1. Unused quota
a. Distributed to other processors
1. Proportionally
2. Equally
b. Open access
2. Hardship provisions

2.8.3 Incorporate in the analysis (through a brief discussion paper) an option for use of a private
sector managed (non-governmental), binding arbitration process, for failed price negotiations,
between fishermen and processors.

2.8.4 For IPQs allocated under 2.4.1 the holders of IPQs that are not processed in the season for
which they are issued, may roll over a portion of their IPQ.

Option1. 1%

Option 2. 5%

Option3. 10%

3. Regionalization Elements

3.1 Two regions are proposed:

(2) Northern Region - All areas on the Bering Sea north of 56° 20' N. Latitude. (This region includes
the Pribilof islands and all other Bering Sea Islands lying to the north. The region also includes all
communities on Bristol Bay including Port Heiden, but excludes Port Moller and all communities
lying westward of Port Moller.)

(b) Southern Region - All areas south of 56° 20' N. Latitude (This region includes all parts of the Alaska
Peninsula westward of and including Port Moller. All of the Aleutian Islands are included in the
South Region as are all ports and communities on the Gulf of Alaska.)

3.2 Regional categorization of processing and/or harvesting quota shares -

3.2.1 Categorization will be based on all historical landings. Periods used to determine regional
percentages are as follows (two options):
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Option 1. 1995 - 1999
Option2. 1997 - 1999

3.2.2 Options for the harvesting sector:
Option 1. C/P and all CV quota shares are categorized by region
Option 2. C/P and only Class A CV quota shares are categorized by region

3.2.3 Options for the processor sector:
Option 1.  Processing quota shares and IPQs are categorized by region
Option2. Regional restrictions apply to deliveries made on open access basis (Note that it may not
be possible to enforce this option if the catcher vessel Class B shares are not
categorized by region.)

3.24 Once assigned to a region, processing and/or harvesting quota shares cannot be reassigned to a
different region.

3.3 Delivery and processing restrictions - the following provisions apply to the delivery and processing of
crab with IFQs or IPQs that are categorized by region:
(a) Crab harvested with catcher vessel IFQs categorized for a region must be delivered for processing
within the designated region
(b) Crab purchased with IPQs categorized for a region must be processed within the designated region.

3.4 Other optional provisions of Regionalization:

Option1. Pribilof/Bering Sea Region (Federal) subsidies for goods and services for the duration of the
disaster

4. Duration of program
The following options apply to all program elements:

Option 1. Program review after 5 years

Option 2. Program review every 4 years to objectively measure the success of the program
by addressing concerns identified in the Crab Rationalization problem statement
and the Magnuson Stevens Act standards

Option 3. No sunset

(Motion passed 12-5)

Further, the AP recommends that the Analysis include, to the extent possible, a comprehensive
qualitative, and where possible, quantitative consideration and examination of the following:

A. Processor ownership interest in BSAI crab harvesting vessels,

B. CV ownership interest in processors

C. Processor ownership interest in BSAI crab fishing history,

D. CV ownership interst in BSAI processing history

E. Foreign ownership interest in the BSAI crab processing sector,

F. Foreign ownership in the BSAI crab harvesting sector

G. The percentage of Harvester IFQs (IFQs) that will be allocated to the processor sector as a result of
processor sector ownership interest in BSAI crab harvesting vessels and BSAI crab fishing history.

H. The percentage of processor IPQs that will be allocated to the harvesting sector as a result of harvesting
sector ownership interests in the BSAI crab processing sector and BSAI crab processing sector history
including CPs.
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I. The anti-competitive impacts and economic barriers that may result from the cumulative and combined
impacts of Individual Processing Quotas (IPQs) coupled with Regionalization. For example: are the
combined impacts and barriers of IPQs and Regionalization different than the individual and respective
impacts of IPQs or Regionalization, and if so, to what extent,
J. The general economic and social impacts, and the impacts on free and open competition and markets of
IPQs, including the Halverson Report, and Matulich report on 2-pie IFQ program.
K. The impacts of IPQs on free markets and vigorous competition in the BSAI crab industry that may result
from, 1) processor sector ownership interest in BSAI crab harvesting vessels, 2) processor sector ownership
interest in BSAI crab fishing history, and 3) the percentage of Harvester IFQs that may be allocated to the
processor sector as a result of processor sector ownership interest in BSAI crab vessels and BSAI crab
fishing history,
L. The general impacts of IPQs on free markets and vigorous competition, price mechanisms, costs,
distribution of rents, and other competitive mechanisms:

(1) in the BSAI crab processor sector

(2) in the BSAI crab harvester sector.

(3) in the BSAI crab industry,

(4) in the non-AF A processor sector,

(5) in the Kodiak processor sector,

(6) in the BSAI and GOA fishing industry,

(7) that may result from mergers, acquisitions, combinations and concentrations in the processing sector,

(8) that may result from foreign ownership interest in the processing sector,
M. Restrictions of ownership of Harvester IFQs by processing entities that have more than 25% of foreign
ownership interest.
N. Spillover effects on other fisheries
O. Include a discussion of the percent of GHL purchased by non-elegible processors on an annual basis and
this effect on the final QS pool
P. Include a discussion on the Canadian Code of Conduct and its ability to address concerns that option 1
of section 1.8.1 is intended to address.
Q. Include a conceptual discussion on how co-op managment might work in the harvesting and processing
sectors and a comparison of IFQs/IPQs, to co-ops including the Dooley-Hall co-op structure in addressing
the problem statement.
R. Conservation benefits and other implications of each component of the program (IFQ, IPQ,
Regionalization Co-ops). It is anticipated that analysis of these issues may be presented in a consolidated
section in the EA/RIR.
(Motion passed 10-6)
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C-5 BSAI Crab Rationalization Minority Report

The AP members listed below support the elements and options recommended by the BSAI Crab
Rationalization Committee. We do not support the package submitted by the AP. Many of the revisions
made by the AP to the committee’s report, represent a much expanded and unnecessary level of complexity.

Specifically, the addition of option 2.4.2 over the last 18 months, an option never brought to or discussed
by the committee at any of their meetings, is in direct conflict to the intent of rationalization and the efforts
of the committee to achieve a fair and equitable solution to decapitalization of both the harvesting and
processing sectors of the resource. This option essentially denies opportunity for the processing sector to
achieve rationalization. The issuing of IPQs in excess of harvesting capacity creates an unavoidable
condition where each processor, in order to protect its existing investment in the resource, has no choice but
to expend additional capitalization annually to attract and to process its maximum IPQ share. Because
capture of IPQ in excess of harvest capacity cannot be achieved by all processors, the consequence is a
continuous reduction in the number of processors and the subsequent destruction of a competitive
marketplace for harvestors.

We agree that the crab industry and communities that depend on that industry are in crisis and support
moving forward with a reasonable and balance package of elements and options for analysis.

Ben Ellis

David Benson
Duve Buoisseau
Stepnanie Mudsen
K”\ Noross
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