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The North Pacific Fishery Management Council will meet April 6-11, 2005 at the Anchorage Hilton Hotel,
500 W 3" Avenue, Anchorage, Alaska 99501. Other meetings to be held during the week are:

Committee/Panel Beginning

Advisory Panel Apr 4, Mon. - Dillingham/Katmai Room
Scientific and Statistical Committee Apr 4, Mon. - King Salmon Room
Ecosystem Committee Apr 4, Mon - Aspen Room (1-5 pm)
Enforcement Committee Apr 5, Tue. - Fireweed Room (1-5 pm)
NMEFS - Crab Rationalization Workshop Apr 5, Tue. - Dillingham/Katmai Room
US Coast Guard Public Mtg Apr 6, Wed - Dillingham/Katmai Room

All meetings will be held at the Hilton 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. Written comments and materials to be included in Council meeting
notebooks must be received at the Council office by 5:00 pm (Alaska Time) on Wednesday, March 30.
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 25 copies is needed to ensure that Council members, the executive director, NOAA General Counsel,
appropriate staff, and the official meeting record each receive a copy. If copies are to be made available for
the Advisory Panel (28), Scientific and Statistical Committee (18), or the public after the pre-meeting
deadline, they must also be provided by the submitter.




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.

——————————————————————

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 MRB Maximum Retainable Bycatch
AP Advisory Panel MSY Maximum Sustainable Yield
ADFG  Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game mt Metric tons
BSAI  Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service
CDQ Community Development Quota NOAA National Oceanic & Atmospheric Adm.
CRP Comprehensive Rationalization Program NPFMC North Pacific Fishery Management
CVOA Catcher Vessel Operational Area Council
EA/RIR Environmental Assessment/Regulatory (8)'¢ Optimum Yield
Impact Review POP Pacific ocean perch
EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone PSC Prohibited Species Catch
EFH Essential Fish Habitat SAFE  Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation
ESA Endangered Species Act Document
FMP Fishery Management Plan SSC Scientific and Statistical Committee
GHL Guideline Harvest Level SSL Steller Sea Lion
GOA  Gulf of Alaska TAC Total Allowable Catch
HAPC  Habitat Areas of Particular Concern USFWS United State Fish & Wildlife Service
1IBQ Individual Bycatch Quota VBA Vessel Bycatch Accounting
1IFQ Individual Fishing Quota VIP Vessel Incentive Program

IPHC  International Pacific Halibut Commission

IRFA  Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

IRIU Improved Retention/Improved Utilization

ITAC Initial Total Allowable Catch

LAMP Local Area Management Plan

LLP License Limitation Program

MSFCMA Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act

MMPA Marine Mammal Protection Act

MRA Maximum Retainable Amount



April 1, 2005

DRAFT AGENDA
171st Plenary Session
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
April 6-11, 2005

Anchorage Hilton
Anchorage, AK
Estimated Hours
A. CALL MEETING TO ORDER
(a) Approval of Agenda
(b) Approval of minutes (T) .
B. REPORTS (6 hrs)
B-1 Executive Director's Report
B-2 NMFS Management Report (includes (a) report on Data Quality Act
requirements, (b) VMS requirements for GOA EFH measures)
B-3 Coast Guard Report
B-4 ADF&G Report includes (a) Status of State GOA rationalization
(SB.113), (b) Adak Pollock issue (Review of Board of Fish March
actions, initiate action as necessary)
B-5 USFWS Report
~ C. NEW OR CONTINUING BUSINESS
C-1 CDQ Program (6 hrs)
(a) NMFS Report on CDQ Allocation Process.
(b) State of Alaska’s Consultation on CDQ Allocation Recommendations
C-2 GOA Groundfish Rationalization (6 hrs)
(a) Review Community Committee Report
(b) Review other available information and refine alternatives as
appropriate.
C-3 GOA Rockfish Demonstration Project (6 hrs)
Preliminary Initial Review of EA/RIR/IRFA/action as necessary.
C-4 BSAI Pacific Cod Allocations (6 hrs)
Review/refine alternatives and options.
C-5 BSAI Salmon Bycatch (2 hrs)
(a) Report from pollock cooperatives.
(b) Finalize Alternatives.
C-6 Bairdi Crab Split (2 hr)

Develop Problem Statement/refine Alternatives.
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D. FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLANS

D-1 Groundfish Management : (8 hrs)
(a) Receive non-target species Committee report (including guidance
rockfish discussion paper) and determine next steps.
(b) GOA Other Species calculation: Initial Review.
(c) EFP for IWG longline: Review and action as necessary.
(d) EFP for salmon excluder and action as necessary.

D-2 Scallop (2 hrs)
(a) Review Scallop SAFE.
(b) Final Action on Scallop FMP update.

D-3 Staff Tasking (4 hrs)
(a) Review tasking and committees and initiate action as appropriate.
(b) PSEIS Priorities, review objectives and develop workplan.

D-3 Other Business

Total Agenda Hours: 48 Hours
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MINUTES
SCIENTIFIC STATISTICAL COMMITTEE
February 7-9, 2005

The Scientific and Statistical Committee met during February 7-9, 2005 at the Madison Renaissance
Hotel in Seattle, WA. Members present were:

Gordon Kruse, Chair Pat Livingston, Vice Chair Keith Criddle
Steve Hare Sue Hills Anne Hollowed
Terry Quinn David Sampson Farron Wallace
Doug Woodby Mark Herrmann Seth Macinko
Ken Pitcher Franz Mueter

Members absent:
George Hunt

Election of Officers

Gordon Kruse was elected Chair and Pat Livingston was elected Vice Chair.

B-7 Protected Species

Bill Wilson (Council staff) presented eight reports on protected resource issues. Robyn Angliss (NMML)
presented additional information on the list of fisheries, and Ann Edwards (NRC Research Associate and
visiting scholar at UW) presented information on the seabird — offal project. Public testimony was
presented by Gerry Merrigan (Prowler Fisheries), Thorn Smith (North Pacific Longline Association), and
Ed Richardson (Pollock Conservation Cooperative).

List of Fisheries for 2005

The SSC previously commented on the analyses and assumptions that went into the List of Fisheries for
the 2005 report in our October and December 2004 minutes. Four main issues were highlighted: (1) the
sampling of incidents of serious injury and mortality of marine mammals, which are rare events, and the
appropriate length of time series of observations to use to estimate the frequency of these rare events,
(2) the need for observers to estimate the frequency of serious injury and mortality in state-managed
fisheries, (3) the assignment of observed mortalities to more than one marine mammal stock per
occurrence, and (4) the appropriateness of procedures used to estimate incidents of serious injury and
mortality for unobserved hauls and fisheries. The SSC feels that these issues remain to be addressed,



but they are not easily resolved and the SSC intends to continue a dialogue with analysts to provide
advice on their long-term solution. Here, the SSC adds additional comment on these issues.

Measures of Fishing Effort

The SSC discussed the appropriateness of the use of total catch as a proxy for fishing effort. Given the
data availability, it is understandable that catch has been used in this way, especially when aggregating
across diverse gear types. However, now that some aggregate fisheries are being disaggregated into finer,
discrete fishery units based on target species and gear, direct estimates of fishing effort units might be
used. The SSC encourages the analysts to explore the use of direct measures of fishing effort
(instead of using catch as a proxy for effort) in future analyses at least when and where possible.

Sample Size

There is a trade off between sample size and precision of estimates of rates of incidents of serious injury
and mortality. On the one hand, estimation of rates of occurrence by fishery has the potential to
discriminate differential rates among various fisheries. On the other hand, splitting of limited data into
finer fishery units leads to the possibility of generating biased estimates associated with small sample
sizes. The same goes for the length of the time series used to estimate the frequency of rare events. The
analysts provided good justifications for selecting a 5-year period (rather than, say, a 10-year period); one
reason is that fisheries change over time so that historical rates may not apply to contemporary fisheries.
However, use of a shorter time period can increase the influence of a single rare observation on the
average used for estimation. The SSC recommends that the analysts further consider the tradeoff
between desires for finer spatial and temporal resolution of incidental take estimates and the
potential for introduced bias associated with small sample sizes used to make these estimates.

Assignment of Individual Incidental Takes to more than One Stock

The SSC reconsidered the issue of assigning a particular take (e.g., killer whale) to more than one stock
(e.g., transient vs. resident ecotype) for the affected fishery when it is uncertain to which marine mammal
stock the take belongs. The approach taken was to assign the take to both stocks when the stock origin
was uncertain. In such instances, another approach would be to apportion the take among stocks from a
probabilistic weighting based on the observed proportions of the two ecotypes in the region in which the
take occurred. The SSC noted that the particular approach used depends on the purpose of the analysis.
For instance, if the goal is to obtain best estimates of takes by stock and fishery or to predict future takes,
then the probabilistic approach may be most appropriate when data are adequate to estimate the
proportions. If instead the goal is to estimate the maximum possible number of takes of a particular stock
by a particular fishery, then the dual-assignment approach may be best because it is most conservative.
The SSC urges the analysts to clearly note the procedure used and its caveats, so that others using
summary tables do not mistakenly double count the number of actual number of takes when stock
of origin is uncertain. Robyn Angliss noted that when genetic samples are taken, the take can be
correctly assigned appropriately to the correct stock and the take is not listed under both ecotypes. The
SSC anticipates that this “double-counting issue” will become less of a problem as the database of genetic
samples is built and the database of confirmed stock identifications becomes more adequate.

Estimation Procedure for Total Take
Most of the SSC discussion concerned the statistical methods used to estimate the number of takes and
the confidence interval for those estimates. The SSC recommends that future analyses should address

some additional considerations, including assumptions about the statistical distribution (e.g.,
discrete versus continuous, symmetrical versus asymmetrical) from which the sample is drawn.
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For instance, the common assumption that samples are taken from a continuous normal
distribution can lead to a negative lower bound on the confidence interval. Of course, the number
of takes cannot be less than zero. So, the analyst might want to consider a lognormal distribution
or a censored normal distribution to ensure that the confidence interval does not include negative
numbers.

The SSC also discussed the effect of rounding the estimated number of takes to an integer (i.e.,
whole number of animals). This procedure makes sense from a practical standpoint, but the SSC
notes that this rounding requires that adjustments to the confidence interval need to be made.
Moreover, the SSC would like to see an explicit statement of the rounding rule used to rounding up
to a whole number of animals. To avoid rounding issues altogether, the SSC recommends that the
analysts consider using a discrete distribution such as the Poisson distribution, which is more
appropriate for count data.

Finally, the SSC recommends that a more detailed discussion of strata (page 9 of Perez 2003) is
needed, particularly regarding how the analysts calculated regional and annual estimates of
incidental takes. The SSC was especially uncomfortable with the way in which unobserved takes
were combined with observed takes. The SSC understands that takes volunteered by vessel crew
during unobserved hauls occurred on vessels with observers only. The SSC is comfortable with the
approach to extrapolate estimates of takes from the observed portion of a fishery to the unobserved
portion of the same fishery, but the addition of volunteered (unobserved takes) is problematic and
alters the statistical properties of the estimates in unknown ways, because the number of hauls
represented by these volunteered accounts is undefined.

Other Issues

The SSC recommends that the analysis should use the most recent estimates of killer whale
abundance for the area west of Kodiak. The estimates, based on considerable survey effort,
indicate much larger populations than previously thought. Inclusion of these data would increase
the estimate of PBR and might affect the classification of some fisheries.

The two documents reviewed by the SSC do not address the issue of serious injuries associated with
entanglement and escape of marine mammals in active and discarded fishing gear and marine debris.
Steller sea lions and northern fur seals are particularly vulnerable. This source of serious injury or
mortality occurs regularly but the extent is unknown and difficult to estimate. It is likely that this source
of mortality could be much greater than the incidental take in commercial fisheries. Common
entanglements include fragments of netting, packing bands, loops of line around the neck and ingested
hooks from long-line fisheries and commercial and sport trolling. The SSC recommends that future

analyses should describe how the cumulative effects of all mortality sources have been taken into
account.

The SSC received brief informational reports on the following items concerning protected species:

1. When the EIS on the harvest and management regulations for northern fur seals on the Pribilof
Islands was released, NMFS indicated that they would be doing a second EIS on the general
management of northern fur seals, including fishery interactions. It now appears that the second
EIS will be put off for an unknown length of time.

2. Northern fur seal biologists and other marine scientists met with the Pribilof Islands Cooperative

in Anchorage during January 28-30 for a comprehensive review of northern fur seal information.
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3. The State of Alaska has adopted by reference the federal regulations for use of sea bird avoidance
measures for longline fishing in state waters.

4. A petition was received to list black-footed albatross under the ESA. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service determined that an emergency listing is not appropriate.

5. A report on a new research program to evaluate discards and offal effects on seabirds was
presented by Ann Edwards (NRC Research Associate and visiting Scholar at UW). The study will
look at cumulative impacts of fishing on seabirds. The study will consider the negative effects of
direct take (increased mortality) and the potential positive effects of offal (improved feeding) on
these birds. Pending the results of stable isotope analysis from museum specimens of albatross, a

- number of additional research items could be addressed with field research such as evaluating
effects of offal on bird behavior and consumption in Alaska waters. Other data sources that could
be used to understand offal availability include estimates of offal from shoreside processors that
is taken offshore, and the groundfish food habits database. Tagging could provide additional

valuable information on the distribution of birds at sea in relation to the fisheries and their
discards.

6. NMEFS has rescinded its decision to designate North Atlantic and North Pacific stocks of right
whales.

7. A petition for a parallel pollock traw] fishery in state waters will be addressed during the March
meeting of the Alaska Board of Fisheries. Aleut Enterprise Corporation has asked for pollock
openings in state waters within Steller sea lion protected zones. NMFS has indicated that such
fisheries could reopen formal consultation on jeopardy to Steller sea lions.

C-1 EFH

The SSC received reports summarizing three substantive changes made to Essential Fish Habitat
including:
a) are-evaluation on the effects of fishing contained in Appendix B of the Preliminary Final EIS for
Essential Fish Habitat,
b) arevision of two alternatives for describing and identifying EFH on seamounts, and

¢) analyses of two new options for Aleutian Islands Alternative 5b to minimize effects of fishing on
EFH.

Presentations were made by Jon Kurland (NMFS, Juneau), Dan Ito (AFSC), Matt Eagleton (NMFS), and
John Olson (NMFS). Dr. Craig Rose (AFSC) presented results from a validation study of the fishing
effects model. Ben Entiknap (Alaska Marine Conservation Council), Whit Sheard (Ocean Conservancy),
Jon Warrenchuk (Oceana), John Gauvin (Groundfish Forum), and Paul MacGregor (At Sea Processors
Association) gave public comment.

The SSC provided extensive comment on EFH issues in its minutes of previous meetings, especially in
March, October, and December 2004.

Appendix B Evaluation of Fishing Effects

Substantial revisions and additions were made to the analyses, and evaluations resulting from the fishing
effects model. The SSC commends authors and contributors for their responsiveness to our concerns and
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requests, particularly given the short time frame since completion of SAFE documents in December.
Evaluations were greatly expanded to consider habitat effects with respect to distribution,
spawning/breeding, growth, condition (weight at length), feeding, and stock trends. Results were not
significantly changed and there were no findings of more than minimal and not temporary effects. The
number of unknown designations increased by three. The SSC notes that some evaluations found that
fishing effects on habitat might have had detrimental effects on managed species but the analyses
were unable to conclude an effect of fishing due to insufficient information (e.g., Atka mackerel,
sablefish, Pacific ocean perch, and other rockfish). In the POP example, the evaluation recognizes that
“a reduction in living structure may jeopardize these fishes’ ability to grow to maturity” (page B-101).
However, analysts note that the extent of the association with sponges is unknown and therefore
evaluation for effects on growth to maturity was “unknown.” In the case of sablefish, a decreasing trend
in biomass and MSY levels is taken as indication that “the level of MSY has been impaired,” but it is not
possible to distinguish between fishing effects and climate change, and the resulting evaluations of fishing
effects on growth and feeding are given as “unknown.”

The analysis found no evidence that Council-managed fishing activities have more than minimal and
temporary effects on EFH for any FMP species. Yet, the CIE committee and the SSC notes that a
significant proportion of the ratings (36%) for fishing effects were classified as “U” or unknown. Given

this result, application of the precautionary approach is warranted, as mentioned in the SSC’s
October 2004 meeting minutes.

The SSC suggests that an analysis of fishing effects on EFH would have been more robust if it
analyzed probabilities and consequences of both Type 1 and Type 2 errors. In simple terms, “Type
1”” errors are those in which the null hypothesis (H,: No effect) is rejected when, in fact, the null
hypothesis is true. In this case, this would mean that we conclude that there are fishing effects when, in
fact, there are actually none. On the other hand, “Type 2” errors are those in which the null hypothesis is
accepted when, in fact, it is false. Again, in our case, this means we would have concluded no fishing
effects when, in fact, they actually existed.

Regarding the need for precaution, the SSC recommends that corals deserve special mention. Page
B-137 of the EFH EIS states that “While few evaluators cited coral as specifically linked to life history
function, in some areas it may be an important component of the living structure that is potentially linked
to growth to maturity for some of these species. Because of their slow recovery, corals warrant particular
consideration for protection ...” The National Research Council committee (NRC 2002) on the effects of
trawling and dredging on seafloor habitats also singled out corals as needing special protection from the
effects of mobile bottom-contact gear owing to their vulnerability to impact and the millennia that may be
required for recovery. The SSC agrees with these assessments.

The validation study conducted by Dr. Rose was in response to requests by both the CIE review panel and
the SSC, and the SSC commends Dr. Rose for completing this study in a very limited time frame.
Conclusions from this effort were that (1) the model is inadequate as a predictor of annual changes in
living structures, (2) predictions of long term equilibria are not possible due to the lack of information on
the original unfished habitat condition, and (3) nonetheless, the model is still the best available tool for
assessing the spatial distribution of relative fishing effects on habitat. As the full report of this work was
not yet available, the SSC withholds further comment, except to reiterate our prior comments (October,
2004) encouraging further validation of the long term effects, using, for example, data from other regions,
provided that initial habitat condition is known or can be estimated.

Aleutian Islands Alternative Sb Options
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Two new options for Alternative 5b for the Aleutian Islands are under consideration, bringing the total
options to three for this alternative, which seeks to protect deep-water coral and sponge habitat by
restricting non-pelagic trawling to areas that have already been trawled. The three options vary in several
respects, including the boundaries for areas to remain open to bottom trawling. The SSC is concerned
that considerable uncertainty remains as to the appropriateness of the boundaries for the 3 options,
such that it is not clear if the locations of proposed open areas optimally protect existing coral and
sponge habitat. In the case of options 1 and option 2, proposed by Oceana, the use of haulback
endpoints (rather than the actual trawl track locations) may result in considerable error in the
identification of fished areas. In the case of option 3, put forth by the fishing industry, confidentiality
concerns limit the ability for public review of the trawl location data. Given the need for the Council to
select a preferred alternative at this meeting, there appears to be little time for further analysis and
boundary development. The SSC suggests that the final result, if one of these options is selected,
could be improved by allowing for flexibility in final designation of open area boundaries, based on
future improved mapping of the actual fishing location data.

D-1 Groundfish
D-1(a) Non-target

Jane DiCosimo (NPFMC) reported on the progress of the Council’s non-target species committee and
reviewed alternatives for amendments to the FMP to improve management of non-target species. She
noted that Alternative 5 is on hold pending final decisions regarding proposed rule changes to National
Standard Guideline (NSG) 1. The SSC inquired about the status of the proposed rule for NSG 1 and
restated their concern that the language of the proposed rule may prohibit the implementation of
Alternative 4.

The SSC continues to be concerned about the current regulations for setting other species TACs in
the GOA because removal of skates from the other species category could allow an increase in the
catch of non-target species, as may have occurred recently with the development of a spiny dogfish
fishery in the GOA. The SSC underscored the need for an amendment to allow the TAC for GOA
other species to be set at 5% or less of the GOA groundfish TACs.

D-1(b) Rockfish

Jane DiCosimo (NPFMC) reviewed progress on developing a rockfish management discussion paper.
The SSC reviewed suggested areas of investigations for future analyses (identified on page 1 of the
briefing document) and with this list. In addition, efforts to identify rockfish stock structure
through expanded genetic studies are an additional important area of research and the SSC
encourages use of new genetic tools. SSC members also noted that an analysis of the potential role of
maternal age on reproductive potential of POP was included in the 2004 SAFE and was reviewed at the
December 2004 meeting.

The SSC also received a report by Dr. Paul Spencer (AFSC) on the potential for fisheries to cause
localized depletion of rockfish. The SSC noted that depletion studies are difficult to implement in the
field. Potential areas of concern include the problem of determining whether the populations are closed
as well as the appropriate spatial scale over which to do the analysis. The SSC also noted a consistent
pattern in which POP CPUE was high on the first day of the season. We encouraged Dr. Spencer to
investigate processes, such as fish behavior, underlying this trend. The SSC provided technical
comments to Dr. Spencer on his analysis and encouraged expansion of this type of study to other
species such as yelloweye rockfish.
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D-1 Draft Paper on MPAs in Alaska

The SSC received a report and reviewed a draft manuscript by David Witherell regarding the
“Application of Marine Protected Areas for Sustainable Production and Marine Biodiversity off Alaska.”
This paper pertains to implementing the fishery management policy adopted by the Council in their
PSEIS. Under the policy priority of “protection of habitat” the policy has three specific priority actions
relating to MPAs: (1) develop and adopt definitions of Marine Protected Areas in Alaska, (2) review all
existing closures to see if these areas qualify for MPAs under established criteria, and (3) evaluate
effectiveness of existing closures. The paper goes a long way toward meeting these objectives. The paper
classifies existing management areas off Alaska that qualify for MPA status using two classification
schemes. One is based on an annotated scheme developed by the MPA center (Table 1 of the paper),
while an alternative approach, developed by the author, classifies MPAs based on one of five primary
objectives identified by the author. The SSC appreciates the latter approach and supports its use as a
practical classification scheme, rather than (or in addition to) a classification used by the MPA center. To
more rigorously evaluate effectiveness of the closures the SSC recommends that the author develop
and clearly state a set of criteria specific to each of the primary objectives. The SSC further
recommends that the paper should clarify that its emphasis was to identify MPAs in the EEZ only,
and it should clarify the relationship between federal and state efforts to define and classify MPAs.
For instance, the SSC noted that vast areas of state waters closed to trawling and dredging would qualify
as MPAs, as well as refuges such as Glacier Bay National Park. These should be either added to the paper
or at least referenced for completeness.

Crab Overfishing Working Group

We received an oral progress report from Dr. Jack Turnock (AFSC) on recent work by the Working
Group to develop new overfishing definitions and harvest control rules for BSAI crab fisheries. The
Working Group has proposed a six-tier system analogous to the tier system used in groundfish
management. Work continues on developing length-based simulation models to evaluate impacts of
adopting this alternative for the EA/RIR. For code validation redundant models are being programmed in
FORTRAN and ADMB.

The Working Group advised the SSC that the EA/RIR for crab overfishing definitions, originally
scheduled for presentation to the SSC in June 2005, may be delayed until the October 2005 meeting.
Simulation results may be available for presentation to the SSC at the June 2005 meeting. The working
group reported on several sticky issues impeding progress, and the SSC provided advice to assist them.

For instance, the analysts reported that they have been having difficulty adapting Clark’s approach for
groundfish to develop the Fss, type of Fusy proxy because of uncertain aspects of crab life history (e.g.,
male to female mating ratios, size selection greater than maturity, and the range of permissible spawner-
recruit curves). The Working Group has attempted a meta-analysis to resolve the choice of feasible
values for the SR curve parameters. The SSC encourages the Working Group to continue working
for consensus on crab life-history parameters and developing the spawning-biomass-per-recruit
approach for choosing Fi.rze and Fiimi. The SSC notes that there seem to be problems in fitting the
SR curves to data from three BSAI crab stocks. To help resolve these problems, the SSC suggests
that the Working Group should explore autocorrelation and depensation in recruitment, as well as
shifts in spawner-recruit (SR) parameters among time periods.

Should the Working Group be unable to resolve the choice of feasible SR parameters, the SSC
recommends revisiting the tier system and finding alternatives to the spawning-biomass-per-recruit
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approach. For example, the ratio of Fy,ger/Fiimi could be replaced by a constant fraction, such as 7~
0.75F jimmi1, provided that limit reference points can be determined. \

One critical element of the harvest control rule and tier system is the biomass-based adjustment to fishing
at low stock sizes. There are several choices for the measure of biomass that could be used — male
biomass, female biomass, and mature biomass — and the working group has been struggling with the
decision about which to use. Here, the SSC recommends the use of effective female spawning
biomass (ESB) as a default in the development of the overfishing definitions because of its
established use in current crab management and its ability to adjust for deficits of mature male
crabs.

The SSC recommends that the Working Group focus its work on finalizing the tier system, unless it
intends to use a management strategy evaluation approach to define the parameters of the tiers.
Management strategy evaluation is a simulation testing approach fully described in the Council's F40
report (Goodman et al. 2002). Until a feasible tier system is developed to make use of existing data for all
crab stocks, attempts to define the scope of the EA/RIR analysis will be futile. The SSC anticipates that
issues such as choice of M and male:female mating ratios will be framework items to be specified during
the annual stock assessment process.

The SSC also recommends that the Working Group drop Alternative 2, which would specify fixed
numerical values for the overfishing definitions in the revised FMP. It seems very unlikely that any

set of fixed values would remain tenable in the long term and thus would require amendments to the
FMP.

As the SSC indicated at its Dec. 2004 meeting, many BSAI crab stocks appear to undergo irregular cycles (—s\
in population size, which suggests that any overfishing definition will need to account for such natural '
variation. The SSC wishes to reiterate that the Working Group should strive to develop a harvest

control rule that avoids forcing the fishery into unnecessary rebuilding restrictions during

naturally occurring periods of low productivity. Perhaps a rule could be developed to switch

between different controls during high- and low-productivity states.

Catch Accounting System

The SSC received a report from Dave Ackley (NMFS AKR) on the new catch accounting system. The
SSC appreciates the efforts of AKR staff to develop this new accounting system. The report included a
comparison of catch estimates for 2002 using the old blend approach and the new accounting system.
Differences were generally small, except for some fisheries, such as squid. Differences in historical catch
estimates could affect stock assessment analyses for the affected species. Therefore, the SSC
recommends that additional comparisons of catch estimates from the old and new system should be
conducted, because changes in historical estimates of catch could affect stock assessment analyses.
The SSC also noted that if the other species category is divided into finer species assemblages then
there will be a need to modify the system to accommodate additional species groups.

Workshop on Multispecies and Ecosystem Modeling
The SSC conducted a workshop on multispecies and ecosystem modeling on February 9, 2005. The
workshop was organized by Kerim Aydin of the Alaska Fisheries Science Center. The workshop -

provided an excellent opportunity for the SSC to interact with AFSC staff on new approaches to apply
multispecies and ecosystem models to Alaska. The SSC thanks the Council for this opportunity. A total
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of 11 presentations were given during the workshop, divided among three subject areas: modeling work
that extends currently used stock assessment models, multispecies and harvesting strategy/reference point
modeling, and new approaches currently under development. The SSC was impressed with the breadth
and depth of the ongoing work in the area of multispecies and ecosystem modeling. It appears likely that
at least some this work will bear fruit in the near future in helping to define and implement “ecosystem
management.” Throughout the day there was ample opportunity for dialogue and feedback between the
SSC and presenters. The SSC recommends that workshops of this nature be convened on a regular basis,
perhaps at February Council meetings when the issue of research priorities is generally discussed. The
SSC also recommends that PowerPoint presentations and short summaries of each talk be posted on a
website, so that the information can be made more broadly available to other interested members of the
Council family who were unable to attend.

Ad-Hoc Meeting of Social Scientists

Social scientists from the SSC, AFSC, ADF&G, NMFS — Alaska Region, and NPFMC met and shared
information about recently completed, ongoing, and prospective research projects. Findings from many of
these studies have contributed to or have the potential to contribute to the analysis of pending or
anticipated Council actions. It was agreed that regular periodic meetings of this group would be helpful in
creating an awareness of projects and possibilities for synergy. Itis anticipated that future editions of the
Economics and Social Science chapters of the SAFE will include summaries and conclusions of policy
relevant social science research. Future meetings of the group could help to identify social science
analytic and data gaps that could hinder assessment of anticipated Council actions. While we did not
prioritize research to fill information and analytic gaps for the upcoming year, we anticipate that there
will be a substantial need for research related to the economic and community impacts of potential
changes in the management of Pacific cod.

SSC Feb 2005 9
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. North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Advisory Panel Minutes
Vot Seattle, Washington

February 7-11, 2005

The following members were present for all or part of the meeting:

John Bruce Bob Jacobson

Al Burch Matt Moir

Joe Childers John Moller

Cora Crome Jeb Morrow

Craig Cross Eric Olson

Tom Enlow Ed Poulsen

Duncan Fields Jim Preston

Dave Fraser Michelle Ridgway
John Henderschedt Jeff Stephan

Jan Jacobs Kent Leslie was absent

The AP unanimously approved the minutes from the previous meeting.

Election of New Officers

The AP moved to postpone election of officers until Wednesday morning (February 9). One addition to the
agenda was made under D2 (issue of unfished IFQ), and a decision to receive a sea lion presentation on Monday
at 4:00 was made.

Election of New Officers II
r*= Eric Olson was elected chairman, Joe Childers was elected first vice chairman, and John Henderschedt was
elected second vice chairman.

C-2 GOA Groundfish Rationalization
C-2(a) Gulf Rationalization Committee Report
The AP received the Gulf Rationalization Community Committee report from Nicole Kimball, staff, and public
testimony from seven persons. The AP recommends to the council that the Gulf Rationalization Community
Committee’s recommendations be adopted with the following changes:
1. Strike paragraph 2 in section C 2 on page 5 (Community Purchase Program).
2. Add an Option 3 in C 1.2 (Board Representation of the Administrative Entity)
Option 3. Membership on the administrative entity to be based on: an evaluation of community
population, location of the resource, and/or regionalization, (can either stand alone or be in
combination).
Motion passed 18/0
The AP further recommends that the Gulf Rationalization Community Committee be reconvened to address
these issues: (1) ownership /lease issues in Section 1.7, (2) opting in or out of the administrative entity, and (3)

whether or not individual use caps are inclusive of regular gulf quota (non- community quota).

Motion Passed 18/0

Draft AP Minutes
Last printed 3/28/2005 4:22 PM



DRAFT DRAFT
C-2(b) Crab/Salmon bycatch data

The AP received the staff presentation of the “Salmon and Crab Bycatch Measures for GOA Groundfish ,«"‘\
Fisheries” discussion paper and recommends that the paper be sent back to staff for further work, paying ‘
attention to the problem areas, graphs, and charts identified, to revisit the king crab closures to ascertain to what

extent they are applicable or working, and to express the salmon bycatch in per metric tons of groundfish, (as

currently done in the BSAI).

The AP further recommends:

Alternative 2 under Chinook salmon be revised by replacing the words “for the remainder of the year” in the
second line with the word “seasonally” followed by “(could be for an extended period of time);”

The Chinook salmon bycatch be broken out by individual year (2000-2004) in figures 3 through 6;
An analysis of the possible effects of other closed areas on salmon bycatch be included.
Drop “Other king crab” and “Other Salmon” from the analyses. Motion passed 10-9.

Motion passed 18/1

The following are the draft alternatives as recommended:
Chinook salmon

Alternative 1:  Status Quo (no bycatch controls).
Alternative 2: Trigger bycatch limits for salmon. Specific areas with high bycatch (or high bycatch
rates) are closed seasonally (could be for an extended period of time.) for-the-remmainder
ot-the-yearif or when a trigger limit is reached by the Pollock fishery. /‘\
Alternative 3:  Seasonal closure to all trawl fishing in areas with high bycatch or high bycatch rates.
Alternative 4:  Voluntary bycatch coop for hotspot management.

Other Salmon

Alternative 1:  Status Quo (no bycatch controls).

Tanner Crab

Include in staff analysis a discussion of the AMCC Tanner Crab proposed trawl closure areas,
including mapping of all currently closed/restricted areas (e.g., Stellar sea lion
closures, BOF trawl closures, etc). (Council motion 10/04)

Alternative 1:  Status Quo (no bycatch controls).

Alternative 2: Trigger bycatch limits for Tanner crab. Specific areas with high bycatch (or high
bycatch rates) are closed to flatfish trawling for the remainder of the year if or when a
trigger limit is reached by the flatfish fishery.

Alternative 3: Year-round bottom traw! closure in areas with high bycatch or high bycatch rates of
Tanner crab.

Alternative 4:  Voluntary bycatch coop for hotspot management.

Drait AP Minutes
Last printed 3/28/2005 4:22 PM
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Red King Crab

7 Alternative 1:  Status Quo (no bycatch controls).
Alternative 2: Trigger bycatch limits for red king crab. Specific areas with high bycatch (or high
bycatch rates) are closed to flatfish trawling (and potentially other areas for P. cod

longline and pot gear) for the remainder of the year if or when a trigger limit is reached
by the fishery.

Alternative 3:  Year-round bottom trawl closure in areas with high bycatch or high bycatch rates of red
king crab.
Alternative 4:  Voluntary bycatch coop for hotspot management.

Other King Crab

Alternative 1:  Status Quo (no bycatch controls).

C-1(b) Essential Fish Habitat

The AP received a presentation of changes to the EFH Environmental Impact Statement from Jon Kurland
(NMFS) and the testimony from seven members of the public.

The AP recommends that the Council adopt:

Under Action 1: Describe and Identify EFH
Alternative 3 (Revised General Distribution — Preliminary Preferred Alternative)
Passed 19/0

Under Action 2: Adoption of an Approach for Identifying HAPCs
Alternative 3, (Site Based Concept — Preliminary Preferred Alternative)
Motion Passed 19/0

Under Action 3: Minimize Adverse Effects of Fishing on EFH
Alternative 1 (Status Quo / No action — Preliminary Preferred Alternative) for the Gulf and Bering Sea
and the adoption of Alternative 5b, Option 3, not including an increase in observer coverage for the
Aleutians Islands . Motion Passed 18/1

C-1(c)HAPC
Action 1: Seamounts
The AP recommends that the Council adopt Alternative 3 as follows:
Alternative 3: Designate sixteen named seamounts in the EEZ off Alaska as HAPC and prohibit all

bottom contact fishing by Council-managed fisheries on these seamounts.
Motion Passed 17/0

Action 2: GOA Corals
The AP recommends that the Council adopt Alternative 2, as modified, and Option 2:

- Alternative 2: Designate three sites along the contmenta] slope (m the v1cm1ty of Sanak Island
Albalross, and Mlddleton Island) as HAPC ¢
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Option 2: Close the sites to bottom trawling for 5 years. During the five years, these sites would be
prioritized for undersea mapping. Area with high-relief coral would stay closed to bottom trawling and
the remaining areas would be reopened.

The AP further recommends that the Council adopt Alternative 3, as modified, and Option 2:

Alternative 3: Designate three areas in Southeast Alaska (in the vicinity of Cape Ommaney,

Falrweather orounds NW and Falrweather grounds SW) as HAPC aﬁd—ﬁfeheba—be{-tem-eemae{—%dr-ef

=
b=l
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Option 2: Prohibit bottom traw] gear within five areas inside the HAPCs, while designating the
remainder of each of the three HAPCs in this alternative as priority areas for hook and line gear impact
research.

Motion passed 19/0

Action 3: Al Corals
The AP recommends that the Council adopt Alternative 2, modified, and Alternative 3, modified:

Alternative 2: Designate the six coral garden sites within the Aleutian Islands as HAPC. These areas
are in the vicinity of Adak Canyon, Cape Moffett, Brobof Island, Semisopochnoi Island, Great Sitka and
Ulak Island. Bottom eestaet trawl gear would be prohibited in several sub areas within the HAPC
designated areas.

Motion passed 17/2.
The AP further recommends that the Council adopt:

Alternative 3: Designate an area of Bowers Ridge as HAPC and prohibit bottom trawl gear. -mebile

<&

Motion passed 16/2/1.

C-3 GOA Rockfish Demonstration Program

The AP recommends that the Council adopt the following changes to the Central Gulf of Alaska Rockfish
Pilot Program:

PROBLEM STATEMENT

The present management structure of the CGOA rockfish fishery continues to exacerbate the race for fish with:
¢ Increased catching and processing capacity entering the fishery,
* 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
seasons and the community fish tax revenues continue to decrease as fish prices and port landings decrease.
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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 Sccretary 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.

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.
o Allocations shall be apportioned between trawl and non-trawl gear:
Optient. 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. Motion passed 15/1

...... n-th = -
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o Unharvested allocations to either sector shall be available to both sectors at the

end of the third quarter. The-Council-will-develop-a-method-ferrolling-overan
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Motion passed 15/1
o 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-Level 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:
e Whether limits need to be imposed on vessel participation
e If limits need to be imposed, determine the appropriate number of vessel that would be allowed to
fish in the entry level fishery
Sub-eptien: Equal shares distributions to the vessel applicants in the trawl by sector
Sub-eptien: Limited access competitive fishery in the non-trawl by sector.
Motion passed 15/1

e 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
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
o History is allocated for the CGOA only (NMFS statistical areas 620 and 630)

3.3 Sector Allocations

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

e Sector allocation is based on individual qualified vessel histories with the drop-2 provision at the vessel
level.

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

e 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.
Sub option: include history of vessels which hold a valid interim
endorsement on implementation of the program
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3.3.1.1 Target species:
¢ Qualified target species history is allocated based on retained catch (excluding meal)
Y e History will be allocated to each sector for POP, Northern rockfish and PSR caught in
CGOA based on retained catch during the open season
e 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:
e Secondary species history is allocated based on
a)Total-cateh—Motion passed 16/0
by Retained catch over retained catch Motion passed 18/0
while targeting the primary rockfish species listed above.
e 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.

Optiert—Allocations of Pacific cod as a secondary species will be at the
following rate of harvest history:
& 100 percent

i

0 - narcant
perect

—F0-percent—Motion passed 13/4/2

h O

Optien2:  For the offshore sector, Pacific cod history will be managed by MRA of
Vo 4 percent using-a-range-of --4—7%-
Motion passed 16/2/1
e 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.
e Secondary species allocations will be based on:

program—{analyzetotal-andretained-eateh)

Optien—22) 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. (analyze
total-and retained catch).

Motion passed 16/0

3.3.1.3 Prohibited species (halibut mortality):

e 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:

Option 1) The actual usage of each sector
= Option 2) The relative amount of target rockfish species allocated to each sector.

4 Allocation from Sector to Vessel
4.1 Within each sector, history will be assigned to LLP holders with CGOA endorsement that qualify

7
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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.)

.
Iy ad OR hach tha )
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must-have-occurred-by-Aprit2,-2004—Motion passed 16/0
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)

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

4.6 Allocations of secondary species:

Q \ =

{Co
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mplianee-monitored-ateffioad)
Optier=2) May be fished independently of the primary species allocations.
Motion passed 14/2/2
5 _Co-op provisions
5.1 Duration of cooperative agreements is 2 years.
5.2 For all sectors

e 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.

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

e 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.

e 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.

e Co-ops will report annually to the Council as per AFA.
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5.3 CP sector:
For Alternative 2:

History is allocated to the current owner of the LLP of the vessel that earned the history.
e 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:
Optient= two LLPs
Option2:-three- EERs—Motion passed 17/0

For Alternative 3:

History is allocated to the current owner of the LLP of the vessel that earned the history.

e More than one co-op may form within the sector
o 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.
Motion passed 16/0

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. Those

LLPs that opt out of the cooperative portion of the pilot program will be penalized 8-t6-20% of their

historical share (annual allocation). The penalty share will be left with the CV cooperative portion of the

rockfish fishery and will be prorated among CV cooperatives based on cooperative share holdings. The

LLP’s remaining share will be fished in a competitive fishery open to rockfish qualified vessels that are

not members of a cooperative and must be delivered to one of the qualified processors. Motion passed

15/1

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.

Sub option:  An eligible processor is a processing facility with a substantial investment

of $1,000,000 or more that has purchased 250 MT of aggregate Pacific
Ocean Perch, Northern Rockfish, and Pelagic Shelf rockfish in any of the
qualifying years. Eligible processors will be issued a license under this
program. Licenses are not transferable. Motion passed 12/2

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. Motion passed 15/1

Harvesters may elect not to join a co-op, and continue to fish in an LLP/Open Access fishery. Those
LLPs that opt out of the cooperative portion of the pilot program will be penalized 8-te-20% of their
historical share (annual allocation). The penalty share will be left with the LLP’s associated cooperative.
The LLP’s remaining share will be fished in a competitive fishery open to rockfish qualified vessels that
are not members of a cooperative and must be delivered to one of the qualified processors. Meotion
passed 15/1

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:

a)-50-75 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.

Motion passed 15/1

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 CV eo-ops:

No person may hold or use more than 5% of the CV historic shares, using the individual and
collective rule (with grandfather provision). Motion passed 17/0

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

O S S
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Motion passed 16/0

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). Motion 14/1/1

Control of harvest share by a CP shall be capped at

—Op{-nen—’?— 60% of a gregate

Motlon passed 10/6
Eligible CPs w1ll be grandfathered at the current level

7_Shoreside processor use caps

Shoreside processors shall be capped at the entity level.
No processor shall process more than:
Optien—+ 30% of aggregate POP, Northem Rockﬁsh and PSR for the CV sector

Opt-ren—4——Ne—eap—Motlon passed 16/0
Eligible Processors will be grandfathered.

The year 2002 will be used as a base (or index) year for applying the aggregate caps.
Motion passed 17/0

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.

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
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Motion passed 17/0

OptionB-

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 descrlbed in9.1. MMM%&%MM&HM

Op&eﬂ-l—The hlstory of CP vessels whlch opt out w1ll remam wnth the sector.

Motlon passed 12/4

CPs that opt out of the rockfish pilot program will be prohibitied, 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.

Motion passed 17/0

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.

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 actions necessary to
prevent further abuses.

Motion passed 18/0

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 groundfish fishery, or

2) standdown for

Optiont  two weeks

from the opening of the CGOA rockfish limited access fishery prior to participating in any other
BSAI or GOA 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.
Motion passed 18/0
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To the extent permitted by the motion, history may be leased between vessels that-are—not—members—ofa
cooperative. Each person nen-member-of-a-coeperative that transfers its history to another CP or CV must still
refrain from operating in any other BSAI or GOA 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) Optient= two weeks

from the opening of the CGOA rockfish limited access fishery prior to participating in any other BSAI
or GOA groundfish fishery.
Motion passed 18/0

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 S percent or greater 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.
Motion passed 19/0

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.

Alternative 3 for the CP Sector

< b‘ = ] 3 > ‘ &
Motion passed 16/0 (replaced with new section 5.3).

13
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C-4 Revised Amendment 80 Component and Options

Issue 1: Sector Allecation of BSAI Non-Pollock Groundfish to the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor m
Sector and CDQ Program

Component 1 Allocate only the following primary target species to the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor

sector: yellowfin sole, rock sole, flathead sole, Atka mackerel, and Aleutian Islands Pacific Ocean Perch.

Species could be added or deleted through an amendment process.

Component 2 CDQ allocations for each primary target (Component 1) species in the program and associated
secondary species taken incidental in the primary trawl target fisheries shall be removed from the TACs prior to
allocation to sectors at percentage amounts equal to one of the following.

Option 2.1 7.5%

Option 2.2 10%

Option 2.3 15%

Component 3 Identifies the sector allocation calculation (after deductions for CDQs).
For purpose of allocation to the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor sector, each primary species allocation will
be based upon the years and percentage of average catch history selected in Component 5 using one of the

following:
Option 3.1 Total legal catch of the sector over total legal catch by all sectors
Option 3.2 Retained legal catch of the sector over retained legal catch by all sectors

Motion passed 18/0
Suboption 1 Allocations will be managed as a hard cap. When the allocation is reached, further
fishing will be prohibited.
Suboption 2 Allocations will be managed as a soft cap. When the allocation is reached, species will
be prohibited status.
The remaining portion of primary species included in this program will be allocated to the BSAI limited access 7~
fishery. Vessels other than Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor with (retained) trawl catch history from 1995- ‘
2004 and with appropriate LLP endorsements may fish in the BSAI limited access fishery.

Based on the language associated with the trawl limited access fishery, it is assumed that eligible trawl
participants with trawl catch history between 1995 and 2004 and the proper LLP endorsement will receive an
additional LLP endorsement that allows trawl participants (other than H&G participants) to fish in the
Amendment 80 BSAI limited access trawl fishery. Further, it is assumed that the need for an additional
endorsement to fish the Amendment 80 fisheries does not apply to the fixed gear sectors.

Component 4 Catch history years used to determine the allocation to the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor

sector in Component 3.

Option 4.1 1995-2003

Option 4.2 1998-2002

Option 4.3 1998-2004

Option 4.4 1999-2003

Option 4.5 2000-2004

Option 4.6 The Council can select percentages for each of the species allocated to the Non-AFA Trawl
Catcher Processor sector.

Issue 2: PSC Allowance for the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor Sector and the CDQ Program
Component 5 PSC is allocated to the CDQ program as PSQ reserves (except herring) is proportional to the
CDQ allocation under Component 2 for each PSC limit

Component 6 PSC allowance for the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor Sector.

Option 6.1 Apportion PSC to Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor sector: A
Suboption 6.1.1 Allocation based on historical usage of PSC.
Suboption 6.1.2 Percentage allocations (estimates for PSC associated with Pacific cod catch will

be based on the process laid out in Component 3) selected in Component 3
14
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multiplied by the relevant total PSC catch by all trawl vessels in each PSC
fishery group.

Option 6.2 Select a Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor sector PSC reduction option from the following
that would apply to any PSC apportionment suboption selected in 6.1. PSC reduction options
can vary species by species.

Suboption 6.2.1 Reduce apportionments to 60% of calculated level.
Suboption 6.2.2 Reduce apportionments to 75% of calculated level.
Suboption 6.2.3 Reduce apportionments to 90% of calculated level.
Suboption 6.2.4 Reduce apportionments to 95% of calculated level.
Suboption 6.2.5 Do not reduce apportionments from calculated level.
Option 6.3 The Council can select percentages and/or amounts for PSC allocated to the Non-AFA Trawl

Catcher Processor sector.

Issue 3: Cooperative Development for the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor Sector
In April 2004, the Council clarified that Amendment 80 was a license based program. At the same time, it
was also noted the program would be based on one catch history per license. However, no specific language
reflecting the treatment of catch history associated with a license was added to the proposed action. The
Jollowing general language, which provides specifics on the treatment of catch history associated with a
license, was included in the Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Pilot Program. The Council may wish to include the
same general language in the Amendment 80 motion to eliminate any confusion surrounding the treatment
of catch history associated with licenses. The following language is from the GOA Rockfish Program:
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
7 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.)

Motion passed 17/0

Component 7 Identifies the license holders that are in the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor sector which
would receive Sector Eligibility Endorsements. Non-AFA qualified license holders with a trawl
and catcher processor endorsement would be issued a Sector Eligibility Endorsement that will
be attached to that holder’s LLP identifying it as a member of the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher
Processor sector. Only vessels that qualify for a sector eligibility endorsement may participate
in cooperative under this program.

Option 7.1 Qualified license holders must have caught 500 mt. of groundfish with trawl gear and
processed that fish between 1998-2002

Option 7.2 Qualified license holders must have caught 1,000 mt. of groundfish with trawl gear and
processed that fish between 1998-2002

Option 7.3 Qualified license holders must have caught 500 mt. of groundfish with trawl gear and
processed that fish between 1997-2002

Option 7.4 Qualified license holders must have caught 1,000 mt. of groundfish with trawl gear and
processed that fish between 1997-2002

Option 7.5 Qualified license holders must have caught 150 mt. of groundfish with trawl gear and

processed that fish between 1997-2002
Component 8 Establishes the percentage of eligible licenses that must join a cooperative before the
cooperative is allowed to operate. There may be more than one cooperative formed. No later
7 than December 1 of each year, an application must be filed with NOAA fisheries by the
cooperative with a membership list for the year. In order to operate as a cooperative, members,
as a percent of eligible LLP licenses with Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor endorsement,
must be:

15
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Option 8.1 At least 30 percent

Option 8.2 At least 67 percent

Option 8.3 At least 100 percent

Option 8.4 All less one distinct and separate harvesters using the 10 percent threshold rule.

Component 9 Determines the method of allocation of PSC limits and groundfish between the cooperative and
eligible Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor participants who elect not to be in a cooperative.

Option 9.1 Catch history is based on total catch

Option 9.2 Catch history is based on total retained catch

Component 10 Determines which years of catch history are used for establishing cooperative allocations. The
allocation of groundfish between the cooperative and those eligible participants who elect not to
join a cooperative is proportional to the catch history of groundfish of the eligible license
holders included in each pool. Applicable PSC limits are allocated between the cooperative and
non-cooperative pool in same proportions as those species that have associated PSC limits. The
catch history as determined by the option selected under this component will be indicated on the
Sector Eligibility Endorsement, which indicates the license holder’s membership in the Non-
AFA Trawl Catcher Processor sector. The aggregate histories will then be applied to the
cooperative and the non-cooperative pool.

each license holders two drops their two lowest annual totals by species..

Option 10.1 1995-2003, but each license holder drops its 3 lowest annual catches by species during
this period
Option 10.2 1997-2003, but each license holder drops its two lowest annual catches by species
during this period
Motion passed 17/0.
Option 10.3 1998-2002, but each license holder drops its lowest annual catch by species during this
period
Suboption 10.3.1 Each license holder does not drop its lowest annual catch by species during this
period
Option 10.4 1998-2003, but each license holder drops its lowest annual catch by species during this
period
Suboption 10.4.1 Each license holder drops two years during this period
Option 10.5 1999-2003, but each license holder drops its lowest annual catch by species during this
period

Component 11 Determines if excessive share limits are established in the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor
sector.

Option 11.1 There is no limit on the consolidation in the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor sector.

Option 11.2 Consolidation in the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor sector is limited such that no
single company or person can use more than a fixed percentage of the overall sector
apportionment history. The cap will be applied across the total allocation to the sector
of all species combined. The cap will be applied using the individual and collective
rule. Persons (individuals or entities) that exceed the cap in the initial allocation would
be grandfathered.
Motion passed 17/0

Component 12 Establishes measures to maintain relative amounts of non-allocated species until such time that
fisheries for these species(including sector splits of pcod) are further rationalized in a manner
that would supersede a need for these sideboard provisions.

Motion passed 17/0.

Option 12.1 Sideboards for the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor sector would be established by
regulation using the same years used to calculate the apportionment of PSC and
16
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groundfish between the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor and limited access pool
until such time as these other fisheries are rationalized, when the allocations are

7~ determined in these newly rationalized fisheries.
Suboption 12.1.1 Sideboards will be allocated between cooperative and non-cooperative LLP
holders.
Option 12.2 Sideboards for the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor sector can be established by

establishing percentages and/or amounts for the species/fisheries not included in this
program. These measures maintain relative amounts of non-allocated species until such
time that fisheries for these species are further rationalized in a manner that would
supersede a need for these sideboard provisions.
Suboption 12.2.1 Sideboards will be allocated between cooperative and non-cooperative LLP
holders.

Issue 4: Development of a Yellowfin Sole Threshold Fishery

Component 13 A threshold level may be established for yellowfin sole. ITAC below the threshold level will
be allocated to the Non-AFA Traw! Catch Processor sector based on the formula determined in Components 3
and 4. ITACin excess of the threshold level will be available to other sectors as well as to the Non-AFA Traw]
Catcher Processor sector. Threshold levels for other species may be developed at a later date.
Suboption Threshold Rollover

Suboption 1: No rollover provision

Suboption 2: Any unharvested portion of the threshold reserve allocated to the limited access
fishery that is projected to remain unused by a specific date (August 1 or Sept 1) shall be reallocated to
the non-AFA trawl CP sector. Any unharvested portion of the threshold reserve allocated to the non-
AFA CP trawl sector that is projected to remain unused by a specific date (August1 or September 1) shall
be reallocated to the limited access fishery.

=,  Motion passed 17/0

For yellowfin sole, the threshold will be:

Option 13.1 80,000 MT

Option 13.2 100,000 MT

Option 13.3 125,000 MT

Option 13.4 150,000 MT

Option 13.5 175,000 MT
Allocate the threshold reserve to the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor sector and the BSAI limited access
fishery using one of following suboptions :

Suboption I~ 30% Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor sector and 70% limited access fishery

Suboption 2 50% Non-AFA Traw] Catcher Processor sector and 50% limited access fishery

Suboption 3 70% Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor sector and 30% limited access fishery

The Council may want to change TAC to ITAC in the motion language for the yellowfin sole fishery. Using
TAC as the point at which the threshold reserve is implemented could create some confusion when TAC is
greater than the threshold by 0 to 15 percent. One could see a situation were the threshold exceeds the TAC,

but after deducting CDQ allocations and the reserves, the available catch falls below the threshold. To
alleviate this problem, the Council could simple change TAC to ITAC in the motion language.
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C-6 Pacific Cod Allocations

AP recommendations to the December 2004 BSAI Pacific cod Council motion
AP recommendations are bold and:shaded.

BSAI Pacific Cod Sector Allocations: Draft Problem Statement

Part 1.) BSAI Pacific Cod Sector Allocations: “The BSAI Pacific cod fishery is fully utilized and has been
allocated among gear groups and to sectors within gear groups. The current allocations among trawl, jig, and
fixed gear were implemented in 1997 (Amendment 46) and are overdue for review. Harvest patterns have varied
significantly among the sectors resulting in annual inseason reallocations of TAC. As a result, the current
allocations do not correspond with actual dependency and use by sectors.

Participants in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery who have made significant investments and have a long-term
dependence on the resource need stability in the allocations to their sectors. To reduce uncertainty and provide
stability, allocations should be adjusted to better reflect historic use by sector. The basis for determining sector
allocations will be catch history as well as consideration of socio-economic factors.

As other fisheries in the BSAI and GOA are incrementally rationalized, historical participants in the BSAI
Pacific cod fishery may be put at a disadvantage. Each sector in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery currently has
different degrees of license requirements and levels of participation. Allocations to the sector level are a
necessary step on the path towards comprehensive rationalization. Prompt action is needed to maintain stability
in the BSAI Pacific cod fisheries.

Part 2.) Apportionment of BSAI Pacific Cod Sector Allocations between the BS and Al

In the event that the BSAI Pacific cod ABC/TAC is apportioned between the BS and the Al management areas,
a protocol needs to be established that would continue to maintain the benefits of sector allocations and
minimize competition among gear groups; recognize differences in dependence among gear groups and sectors
that fish for Pacific cod in the BS and AI; and ensure that the distribution of harvest remains consistent with
biomass distribution and associated harvest strategy.

BSAI Pacific Cod Sector Allocations: Draft Elements and Options

Part I: BSAI Pacific Cod Sector Allocations

A. Allocation to Sectors

Component 1: Identify and define sectors

Component 2: Identify TAC to be allocated to sectors
Component 3: Method for determining catch history
Component 4: Sector catch history years

Component 5:  Allocation of BSAI Pacific cod TAC to sectors
Component 6: Rollovers between sectors

Component 7: CDQ allocation of Pacific cod

B. Apportionment of BSAI PSC to Sectors

Component 1: Apportionment of trawl halibut PSC to the cod fishery group

Component 2: Apportionment of the cod trawl fishery group PSC to trawl sectors

Component 3: Apportionment of cod H&L halibut PSC between catcher processors (CPs) and
catcher vessels (CVs)

Part I1: Apportionment of BSAI Pacific cod Sector Allocations to BS and Al (if needed)

This part would provide a method to apportion BSAI Pacific cod sector allocations to the BS and Al areas in the

event that the BSAI Pacific cod ABC/TAC is apportioned to the BS and Al areas during the annual

specifications process.

Option 1: Sector allocations remain as BSAI (with Al and BS TACs). No specific sector allocations to Al
or BS. (Council discussion paper: option 3)
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Option 2: BS and Al sector allocations based on equal percentage from BSAI sector allocations. (Council
discussion paper: option 2)
Option 3: BS anq Al sector allocations based on historic harvest share in Al area with remainder of BSAI
allocation to be caught in the BS. Sector’s BSAI allocation remains. (Council discussion paper:
option 1)
Option 4: BS and Al sector allocations based on historic harvest share in BS area with remainder of BSAI

allocation to be caught in the Al Sector’s BSAI allocation remains. (new, variation of Option 3)

PART 1: BSAI PACIFIC COD SECTOR ALLOCATIONS

A. Allocation to Sectors

Component 1: Identify and Define Sectors

Identify the sectors for which catch history will be calculated. The Council may choose to allocate to combined
sectors in Component 5; however, each sector’s catch history will be calculated separately.

1.1 Sectors for which catch history will be calculated.
1.1.1  AFA Traw] CPs (AFA 20%)
Suboption a:  Include catch history of the nine trawl CPs whose claims to catch
history have been extinguished by Section 209 of the AFA
Suboption b:  Exclude catch history of the nine trawl CPs whose claims to
catch history have been extinguished by Section 209 of the AFA
1.1.2  H&G Trawl CPs (non-AFA Trawl CPs)
1.1.3  AFA Trawl CVs
1.14 Non-AFA Trawl CVs
1.1.5 Longline CPs
1.1.6  Longline CVs >60
1.1.7  Pot CPs
1.1.8 Pot CVs >60’
1.1.9  Fixed Gear CVs (pot and hook-and-line) <60’
1.10  JigCVs
*refers to the 20 traw] QP vessels listed in Section 208(e) of American Fisheries Act
e igibility.cri er vessels to

Motion passed 180

Component 2: Identify TAC to be allocated to sectors

The BSAI Pacific cod TAC that is to be allocated to sectors is TAC less CDQ. In addition, the annual incidental
catch allowance (ICA) for fixed gear would be deducted (off the top) from the aggregate amount of the BSAI
Pacific cod TAC allocated to all of the fixed gear sectors combined (status quo).

Component 3: Methodology for Determining Sector Catch History

Catch history for each sector will be calculated two ways. P-cod is an IRIU species. For purposes of determining
catch history, “catch” means retained legal catch (including rollovers). A sector’s catch history includes all
retained legal catch from both the Federal fishery and parallel fishery in the BSAI (i.e. retained legal catch from
the Federal BSAI Pacific cod TAC less CDQ). This includes retained legal catch from both LLP and non-LLP
vessels. The analysis will also calculate each sector’s allocation based on the total catch (retained and discarded)
of each sector over total catch of all sectors.

For each of the years under consideration in Component 4 (1995-2003), each sector’s annual harvest share will
be calculated for that individual year as a percentage of the total retained legal catch by all sectors and as a
percentage of the total (retained and discarded) legal catch by all sectors. For each of the sets of catch history
years in Component 4, each sector’s harvest percentage will be calculated as the sector’s average of the annual
harvest share.
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Component 4: Sector Catch History Years ‘
Component is to include sets of years from which one set of years will be selected for all sectors. Note that the

allocations from Amendment 46 (BSAI Pacific Cod Allocations) were implemented in January 1997.

There will be a suboption under each set of years to drop one year. Each sector would drop its worst year
(smallest annual harvest share percentage for that sector). This could result in an aggregate percentage greater
than 100% for a set of years for all sectors combined. If that is the case, this would be scaled back to 100%.

4.1 1995 - 2002
4.1.1  Drop one year
4.2 1997 - 2003
4.2.1 Drop one year
43 1998 - 2002
4.3.1 Drop one year
4.4 1999 - 2003
44.1 Drop one year
4.5 2000 - 2003
Drop O Y e

Motion passed 12/5/1

Component 5: Allocation of BSAI TAC to Sectors
The intent of the allocations is to provide stability to the sectors; therefore, the sector allocations are hard cap
allocations (plus rollovers, if any).

For all fixed gear sectors, the sector allocation is for all directed fishing for BSAI Pacific cod. For the jig and all
trawl sectors, the sector allocation is for all directed and incidental catch of BSAI Pacific cod.

A hard cap allocation for the jig and trawl sectors means that when an individual sector’s allocation (including
rollovers) of BSAI Pacific cod is fully taken, all directed fishing for BSAI Pacific cod closes for that sector as
well as closes any fisheries where BSAI Pacific cod would be caught incidentally by the same sector.

A hard cap allocation for the fixed gear sectors means that when an individual fixed gear sector’s allocation
(including rollovers) of BSAI Pacific cod is fully taken, all directed fishing for BSAI Pacific cod closes for that
sector. However, this does not close fixed gear fisheries where BSAI Pacific cod are caught incidentally. That
incidental catch is counted against the fixed gear ICA (incidental catch allowance).

5.1 Fixed Gear ICA (status quo): A small amount (approximately 500 mt) of Pacific cod is taken
incidentally in BSAI fixed gear directed fisheries for groundfish where Pacific cod is not the target. This
amount is determined annually by the NMFS Regional Administrator and is to be deducted from the
aggregate amount of BSAI Pacific cod TAC allocated to all the fixed gear sectors combined (i.e. off the
top of fixed gear allocation).

In the event the annual amount determined necessary for the fixed gear ICA increases significantly, the
Council will revisit this issue and consider limiting the ICA amount and/or revising MRAs.

52 Allocations to Sectors: Allocations to sectors are to be based on catch history (Component 4) as well as
other considerations (see Problem Statement).

The allocations (whether combined or separate) to the <60’ fixed gear CVs and j jig CVs (i.e. the ‘small

boat sectors’) shall collectively not exceed:

5.2.1  Actual catch history percentage for jig and <60’ fixed gear CVs collectively (from the set of
years selected for all sectors in Component 4).

5.2.2 2.71% (represents current 2% jig allocation plus 1.4% of 51% fixed gear)

523 3%

524 4%
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Note: The intent of the allocations is to provide stability to the sectors. In all options and suboptions, the <60’

o~ fixed gear CV sector will only fish from the direct allocation to that sector, which includes any seasonal rollover
of the unused jig allocation.

Component 6: Rollovers between Sectors

Reallocated quota (rollovers) will continue to be hierarchical in nature, flowing from the most precise definition
of a sector to the next most inclusive definition before unused Pacific cod is re-allocated to a different gear type,
while maintaining management flexibility. The jig allocation will continue to be seasonally apportioned and will
rollover on a seasonal basis. For all other sectors, after September 1, managers may reallocate projected unused
sector allocations taking into account: a) the intent of rollover hierarchy, and b) the likelihood of a sector
receiving a rollover to actually harvest the rollover.

Rollover hierarchy for unused sector allocations (current regulations adapted to sector splits)

6.1 Projected unused trawl sector allocations must be considered for reallocation to other ~ trawl sectors
(AFA CP trawl, non-AFA CP trawl, AFA CV trawl, non-AFA CV trawl) before being reallocated to the
fixed gear sectors (hook-and-line CP, hook-and-line CV >60’, pot CP, pot CV >60").

6.2 Reallocation of TAC from the trawl sectors to fixed gear sectors will be 0.9% to pot CP 4.1% to pot
CV >60°, and 95% to hook-and-line CP.

6.3 Projected unused allocation in the jig sector should rollover to the <60’ fixed gear CV  sector on a
seasonal basis.

6.4 Projected unused pot sector allocations (CPs and =60’ CVs) must be considered for reallocation to
the other pot sector before being reallocated to the hook-and-line CP sector.

o 6.5 Projected unused allocation in the <60’ fixed gear CV sector, both pot sectors (CPand >60" CV), and
" hook-and-line CV >60’ should rollover to the hook-and-line CP sector.

6.6 Unused seasonal allowances for the trawl, pot, and hook-and-line sectors may be reapportioned to the
subsequent seasonal allocation for the respective sectors.

: d fisheries shall be réfrrioved‘from the TAC p pnor "to the allocation to all other sectors at
percentaoe amounts equal to one of the following options:

7.1 7.5%
7.2 10%
7.3 15%
Motion passed 13/3/1

B. Apportionment of BSAI PSC to Sectors

Note: The apportionment of trawl PSC to sectors would facilitate cooperative formation, may allow sectors to
better manage PSC use, and may prevent preemption by another trawl sector. However, the apportionment of
trawl PSC into the cod trawl fishery group and then between cod trawl sectors may prove to be difficult and
could restrict management flexibility. The apportionments in this action will also have to work in conjunction
with PSC apportionment in BSAI Amendment 80. Due to the complexity, the Council is seeking input on options
for these components.

At this time, it may only be necessary to apportion trawl halibut PSC as it is the most constraining. The amount

-~ of herring PSC apportioned to the cod trawl fishery group (27 mt in 2005) may be too small to apportion
between all trawl sectors. Crab PSC is abundance based and upon reaching the PSC limit, fisheries are not
closed but rather areas are closed so that a fishery is not directly pre-empted.
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Component 1: Apportionment of trawl halibut and crab PSC to the cod fishery group
The total amount of trawl halibut PSC for the non-CDQ fisheries is 3,400 mt, which is apportioned between
Pacific cod, yellowfin sole, rocksole/other flatfish/flathead sole, pollock/Atka mackerel/other. Generally, 1,400
mt is apportioned to the cod trawl fishery group, but this amount and actual use can vary annually. A significant
amount of Pacific cod is taken incidentally in other trawl fisheries so the PSC use associated with that Pacific
cod harvest would be attributed to a fishery group other than cod trawl. Amendment 80 will also allocate halibut
PSC to the H&G trawl sector so that the amount of halibut PSC available to the remaining trawl sectors will be
reduced.

(Options to be determined).
Motion passed 17/0

Component 2: Apportionment of the cod trawl fishery group halibut and crab PSC to trawl sectors

*Motlon‘.]:);is’sed 16/0

Component 3: Apportionment of cod hook-and-line halibut PSC between CPs and CVs

The total amount of non-trawl halibut PSC for the non-CDQ fisheries is 833 mt. The 833 mt is normally
apportioned between cod hook-and-line sectors and other non-trawl fisheries during the annual specifications
process. Generally, 775 mt is apportioned to hook-and-line cod fisheries and 58 mt to other non-trawl.

This component would divide the halibut PSC amount apportioned to hook-and-line cod between hook-and-line
CPs and hook-and-line CVs (for CVs 260’ and CVs <60’ combined). The apportionment is to be done by one of
the following options:

3.1 In proportion to the BSAI Pacific cod TAC allocated to the sectors

3.2 10 mt for CVs, remainder for CPs

3.3.  Other (1o be determined)

Part II: APPORTIONMENT OF BSAI PACIFIC COD SECTOR ALLOCATIONS TO BS AND Al
Note: This part would provide a method to apportion BSAI Pacific cod sector allocations to the BS and Al areas
in the event that the BSAI Pacific cod ABC/TAC is apportioned to the BS and Al areas during the specifications
process. No apportionment of BSAI PSC between the BS and the Al is under consideration at this time.

Option 1: Sector allocations remain as BSAI (with BS and AI TACs)
1.1 No allocation to a sector of a specific percentage of a sub-area. Sectors would have a BSAI
allocation (from Part 1, A. Component 5) to fish in either sub-area (BS and Al) if the sub-area is
open for directed fishing and TAC is available. (Council discussion paper: Option 3).

Option 2: BS and Al sector allocations based on equal percentage from BSAI sector allocations
2.1 Allocation to a sector of an equal percentage in both sub-areas. The allocation percentage of
BSAI TAC a sector receives (from Part 1, A. Component 5) would result in that same
percentage being applied to both the BS and Al sub-areas so that a sector would have the same
percentage in both sub-areas. (Council discussion paper: Option 2).

Option 3: BS and Al sector allocations based on a sector’s historic harvest in the AI with remainder
of sector’s overall BSAI allocation to be caught in the BS. Sector’s BSAI allocation is
maintained and used in annual calculation. (Council discussion paper: Option I).

. 1999 — 2003
35  2000-2003
36 2002 - 2003
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- Motion passed 18/0
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The AP also recommends under Part B, Components 1 and 2, that the analysis look at the variability of
cod catch annually in the trawl fisheries in order to determine how much cod the various trawl sectors
need in order to accommodate incidental catch needs in their non-cod target fisheries.

The AP recommends that the Council direct staff to base the analysis of the allocations on retained over
retained catch. The AP also recommends inclusion of gear-specific CP total catch and aggregate CV total
catch data to inform future discussions (regarding incidental catch allowances, etc.).

Motion passed 17/0

C-7 SALMON BYCATCH

The AP moves to bifurcate the intended analysis into immediate solutions and possible alternative
solutions. Alternatives 1, 2, 3 (without the sub option) would be prioritized for immediate analysis;

N\ alternatives 4 and 5 and the sub option under alternative 3 would have a secondary priority. Of these,
alternatives, alternative 4 would have a priority.

Problem statement:

In the mid-1990’s, the Council and NMFS implemented regulations to control the bycatch of chum salmon and
Chinook salmon taken in BSAI trawl fisheries. These regulations established closure areas in areas and at times
when salmon bycatch had been highest based on historical observer data. Unfortunately, these regulations did
not appear to have been effective in 2003 and 2004, when record amounts of salmon bycatch were taken.
Information from the fishing fleet indicates that bycatch was exacerbated by the regulations, as much higher
salmon bycatch rates were encountered outside of the closure areas. Some of these bycaught salmon include
Chinook and chum stocks of concern in western Alaska. Further, the closure areas impose increased costs on
the pollock fleet. To address this immediate problem, the Council will examine and consider other means to
control salmon bycatch.

Motion passed 17/0

Immediate Analvsis

Alternative I — Status Quo.

Alternative 2 — Eliminate the regulatory salmon savings area closures.

Alternative 3 — Suspend the regulatory salmon savings area closures on a year-by-year basis so long as the
pollock cooperatives have in place a salmon bycatch *“hot zone” closure system.

Secondary Priority
Alternative 3,
Suboption: Develop an individual vessel accountability program that may be implemented if, after 3
~ years, it is determined the pollock cooperatives’ “hot zone” closure system has not reduced salmon
bycatch.

Alternative 4 — Establish new regulatory salmon savings area closures based on current salmon bycatch data.
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Alternative 5 — Develop a regulatory individual vessel salmon bycatch accountability program.
sub option a : at the individual vessel level
sub option b: at the co-op level
Motion passed 16/0

With respect to additional considerations as listed on page 8, the AP addresses them as follows:

Additional considerations for alternatives 2 and 3 :

1. AFA coops will regulate themselves by hot spot rolling closures.

2. There are no hard caps under this system.
monitoring will be done by Sea State., understanding that caps may be contemplated under future
bycatch accountability programs

3. CDQ groups to be included in the inter co-op salmon avoidance program. Motion passed 16/0

The AP further recommends that the Council request an annual report regarding the results of the new
salmon bycatch program. Motion passed 16/0
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