AGENDA C+4

FEBRUARY 2002
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: Chris Oliver
Acting Executive Director
ESTIMATED TIME
SUBJECT: Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Rationalization

ACTION REQUIRED
Review discussion paper and provide direction.
BACKGROUND

In June 2001, the Council adopted a vision statement to rationalize Gulf of Alaska groundfish fisheries and
moved to analyze an alternative recommended by the AP torationalize the Pacific cod fishery in the Western,
Central, and West Yakutat regulatory areas. It added two proposals that were reviewed but not recommended
by the GOA Rationalization Committee. The Council previously had adopted a problem statement. It
requested that staff prepare a discussion paper for review in February 2002. In October 2001, the Council
requested a separate discussion paper on recency requirements for the Gulf groundfish fisheries for the period
1995-2000. In December 2001, staff notified the Council that it would combine the two discussion papers.
The discussion paper was prepared jointly by staff of the Council, Northern Economics, NMFS, and ADFG
and is under Attachment C-4.

Staff recommendations from the discussion paper follow:

(1) The Council should review and revise its problem and vision statements and extremely broad range of
alternatives. The current problem statement does not seem to frame the problems in the fishery in such
a way as to construct focused alternatives. The Council and its committees have expressed various, and
sometimes conflicting, direction in terms of prioritizing various approaches, such as LLP species recency
requirements vs. rationalizing Pacific cod (with sideboards) vs. a rockfish proposal vs. a pilot program
for 15 Western Gulf fishermen. An analysis of all these alternatives (including current elements and
options) could occupy key Council staff for 2 years or more.

(2) The Council should weigh the benefits of taking (a) a step-wise approach (e.g., gear allocations or LLP
recency requirements) or (b) a comprehensive approach for either (i) a 1-pie/2-pie IFQ program, (ii) a
species-specific cooperative program with sideboards, or (iii) a comprehensive cooperative program. A
myriad of suboptions for community, bycatch, and skipper allocations, and leasing, ownership cap,
transfer, etc. restrictions would be incorporated under all the alternatives of approach (b). The Council
may wish to specifically address whether it prefers a comprehensive Gulf-wide approach or prefers to
rationalize specific species with sideboards.

(3) The Council could initiate a GOA plan amendment to set annual gear allocations and/or LLP recency

requirements for those groundfish species it wishes to rationalize, and associated bycatch species, as a
first step to rationalization. A rationalization amendment (IFQs or cooperatives) would follow.
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(4) The Council should focus the alternative approaches to rationalization, and specifically identify those
it intends to analyze in a formal amendment package, since the proposed actions could result in a {“\
complete restructuring of the GOA FMP.

(5) The Council may wish to provide guidance as to the role of the Gulf Rationalization Committee in
providing further recommendations and focus to this effort.
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January 31, 2002

prepared by staff:
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
National Marine Fisheries Service
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game -



Abstract: The management history of allocating groundfish resources between the Bering Sea and Gulf
of Alaska and within the Gulf has a decade-long history. Numerous management actions have been
reviewed, analyzed, and implemented to address groundfish allocation, principally for pollock and Pacific
cod in the Western and Central Gulf of Alaska.

After implementation of the License Limitation Program (LLP) in the GOA in 2000, the Advisory Panel
recommended a GOA plan amendment to implement species endorsements to LLP licenses. It recommended
that amendment take precedence over any GOA rationalization plan amendment. In June 2001, the GOA
Rationalization Committee prioritized a rationalization plan amendment over any LLP amendment. It was
unable to achieve consensus and requested additional guidance on rationalization programs (e.g., IFQs or
cooperatives) from the Council. Despite the lack of committee consensus, the AP recommended a suite of
alternatives for rationalizing Pacific cod in the Western, Central, and West Yakutat regulatory areas. It
included alternatives for a two-pie (harvester and processor allocations) IFQ program, both a Dooley-Hall
and AFA system for a cooperative program, with community and bycatch allocations under all programs. It
added unspecified options for eligibility, leasing, ownership caps, and vertical integration controls from the
BSAI crab rationalization suite of alternatives. It added elements and options from a committee strawman
proposal for rationalizing rockfish and an industry proposal for a pilot cooperative program for P. cod and
pollock in the Western and Central Gulf (neither of which was recommended by the committee).

Afterreceiving both reports, the Council moved to analyze the alternative recommended by the AP and added
two proposals that were not endorsed by the committee. It requested that staff prepare a discussion paper for
review in February 2002. In October 2001, the Council requested a separate discussion paper on recency
requirements for the Gulf groundfish fisheries for the period 1995-2000. In December 2001, staff notified
the Council that it would combine the two discussion papers.

Staff recommendations follow:

(1) The Council should review and revise its problem and vision statements and extremely broad range of
alternatives. The current problem statement does not seem to frame the problems in the fishery in such
a way as to construct focused alternatives. The Council and its committees have expressed various, and
sometimes, conflicting recommendations in terms of prioritizing various approaches, such as LLP
species recency requirements vs. rationalizing Pacific cod with sideboards vs. a rockfish proposal vs. a
pilot program for 15 Western Gulf fishermen. An analysis of all these alternatives (including current
elements and options) could occupy key Council staff for 2 or more years.

(2) The Council should weigh the benefits of taking (a) a step-wise approach (e.g., gear allocations) or (b)
a comprehensive approach for either (i) a 1-pie/2-pie IFQ program, (ii) a species-specific cooperative
program with sideboards, or (iii) a comprehensive cooperative program. A myriad of suboptions for
community, bycatch, and skipper allocations, and leasing, ownership cap, transfer, etc. restrictions would
be incorporated under all the alternatives of approach (b). The Council may wish to specifically address
whether it prefers a comprehensive Gulf-wide approach or prefers to rationalize specific species with
sideboards.

(3) The Council could initiate a GOA plan amendment to set annual gear allocations and/or LLP recency
requirements for those groundfish species it wishes to rationalize and associated bycatch species as a first
and necessary step torationalization. A rationalization amendment (IFQs or cooperatives) would follow.

(4) The Council should focus the alternative approaches to rationalization, and specifically identify those
it intends to analyze.

(5) The Council should focus its management priorities and staff tasking to accomplish reasonable goals in
atimeline to allow for adequate analysis and public comment, since the proposed actions result in totally
restructuring groundfish management under the GOA FMP.

(6) The Council may wish to provide guidance as to the role of the Gulf Rationalization Committee in
providing further recommendations and focus to this effort.
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PART 1. HISTORY OF GROUNDFISH MANAGEMENT IN THE GULF OF ALASKA

The management history of allocating groundfish resources
between the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska and within the
Gulf has a decade-long history. The Council has adopted,
and the Secretary of Commerce has approved, management
measures to allocate groundfish resources among users,

YEAR ACTION

1989-90  Inshore/Offhore Allocations
mid-1990s Seasonal apportionments
1992 Limited entry

fishing areas, and seasons and to limit entry of vessels into 1996 Stz}te water P. cod fishery
the groundfish fisheries. In its continuing development of a 199798 Trip limits
: 1998 Fair start season opening

comprehensive rationalization program (CRP), the Council
has begun to explore mechanisms to rationalize the
groundfish fisheries of the Gulf of Alaska to address excess
harvesting capacity and resource allocations.

2000 LLP amendments
1999+ Rationalization

1989-90  Inshore/Offhore Allocations. GOA Groundfish Plan Amendment 23/BSAI Amendment 18 was
developed to prevent preemption of groundfish resources by one industry sector over another. Substantial
processing of pollock by several catcher/processor vessels contributed to an early closure of the pollock
fishery in the Shelikof Strait area in 1989, effectively preventing the inshore sector from realizing its
anticipated economic benefit from processing pollock. Upon industry request, the Council considered the
issues of coastal community development and shoreside preference at its June 1989 meeting and adopted the
management alternatives suggested by its Fishery Planning Committee for analysis. The problem statemeént
adopted by the Council identified the issue as a resource allocation problem and stated that specific
processing allocations for the inshore and offshore sectors established at the beginning of a fishing year
would resolve the preemption problem and allow operators to better plan their harvesting and processing
activities for the year.

To protect the inshore component of the fishery from preemption by the offshore fleet, the Council
established inshore/offshore allocations of pollock and Pacific cod in the GOA;-and pollock in the BSAI,
along with other management measures in the BSAI The amendments provided an interim solution for the
inshore component, which includes small coastal communities that are highly dependent on fishing to
maintain economic stability. While the amendments ‘did not directly address overcapitalization in the
fisheries, the Council specifically expressed its intent to develop and implement a more comprehensive, long-
term limited access program.

The GOA inshore component was allocated 90% of the Pacific cod TAC and 100% of the pollock TAC for
each fishing year. While catcher/processors from the offshore component were prohibited from targeting
pollock in the GOA, they were allowed appropriate bycatch amounts. GOA Amendments 40, 51, and 61
extended these allocations through 2004.

mid-1990s Seasonal apportionments. The Council had a series of industry committees whose purpose was
to further resolve allocation issues, specifically related to pollock and cod. Since 1990, the TACs specified
for pollock in the Western and Central Regulatory Areas were apportioned into four equal quarterly
allowances, which became available on the 1* of January, June, July, and October. The quarterly allowance
system was implemented as part of Amendment 19 to limit excessive harvests of roe-bearing pollock and
provide a more stable year-round pollock fishery for GOA-based vessels and processors. In November 1990,
NMEFS listed the Steller sea lion as threatened under the Endangered Species Act and subsequently approved
Amendment 25, which further subdivided the annual TAC specified for pollock in the W/C Regulatory Area
into three management districts (Statistical Areas 610, 620, and 630).
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In August 1995, GOA pollock industry members submitted a proposal to combine the third and fourth
quarterly allowances of pollock TAC into a single seasonal allowance of 50% of the TAC released on
September 1, rather than the current quarterly releases of 25% on July 1 and October 1. Representatives of
the inshore sector of the Bering Sea pollock fishery requested that the opening date for the combined third
and fourth quarter allowance be delayed until October 1 so that Bering Sea-based vessels would have time
to finish the Bering Sea non-roe pollock fishery before the start of the final pollock season in the W/C
Regulatory Areas. Several problems were identified with the current quarterly allowance system for pollock
in the W/C Regulatory Area:

a. Since 1991, chum salmon bycatch had been approximately 500% higher during the third quarter pollock
opening than any other quarter;

b. The third quarter pollock fishery conflicted with summer salmon processing activities;

c. Declining pollock stocks and escalating fishing effort had made the GOA pollock fishery increasingly
difficult to manage, especially during the fourth quarter; and

d. Some GOA pollock fishery participants had requested the Council maintain concurrent GOA and Bering
Sea pollock seasons to discourage the Bering Sea-based fleet from participating in GOA pollock
openings.

Amendment 45 authorized trimester seasonal allowances of pollock total allowable catch (TAC) to be
specified for the combined Western/Central Regulatory Areas of the Gulf of Alaska. The analysis considered
three opening date options for a combined third and fourth quarter allowance; September 1, September 15,
and October 1. A coalition of Bering Sea and central Gulf-based processors and vessels submitted a
compromise proposal to the Council in January 1996 to establish an October 1 opening date for the Western
Gulf Regulatory Area and a September 1 opening date for the Central Gulf Regulatory Area. Western
Gulf-based processors and fishermen expressed dissatisfaction with the compromise proposal because an
October 1 opening date in the Western Regulatory Area would facilitate entry by Bering Sea-based vessels.
However, the Council subsequently recommended that NMFS implement this compromise proposal as the
preferred option. The Council believed that an October 1 opening date for the Western Regulatory Area and
a September 1 opening date for the Central Regulatory Area would achieve the objectives outlined above
while causing the least amount of dislocation for current participants in the fishery. NMFS ultimately
implemented a single opening of September 1 for both areas based on additional public comments on the
proposed rule. The simultaneous opening was believed to disperse effort, resulting in more manageable
fisheries and a more equitable distribution of fishing opportunity. Therefore, the pollock TACs were divided
into three seasonal allowances: 25% of TAC available on January 1, 25% of TAC available on June 1, and
50% of TAC available on September 1. This action complemented a regulatory amendment to delay the start
of the Bering Sea pollock “B” season from August 15 to September 1 starting in 1996.

Amendment 45 was in effect for the 1996-98 seasons, after which it was superceded by a series of annual
regulatory amendments that implemented reasonable and prudent alternatives (RPAs) for Steller sea lions
authorized under Amendment 25. The RPAs returned the management regime to quarterly pollock
allowances.

1992 Limited entry. The Council committed to rationalize the groundfish and crab fisheries and begin
development of a Comprehensive Rationalization Plan (CRP). The CRP was prompted by concerns that
expansion of the domestic harvesting fleet, in excess of that needed to efficiently harvest the optimum yield,
was burdening compliance with the Magnuson-Stevens Act and severely deteriorating the economic benefits
derived from the crab and groundfish fisheries. The Council examined several management alternatives
including license limitation programs, individual fishing quotas (IFQs), and more traditional measures, and
determined that a limited entry program had the most potential to address the immediate overcapitalization
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problems of the industry. As aresult, the Council approved the License Limitation Program (LLP) in 1995,
recognizing the need for further rationalization in the future development of an IFQ system.

The overall purpose of the LLP is to help resolve the competing and oftentimes conflicting needs of the
domestic fisheries that developed under open access and to close the gap between fishing capacity and the
available fishery resource. The LLP limits the number, size, and specific operation of vessels fishing crab
and groundfish in the BSAI and GOA based on historical participation. During the design and refinement
of the LLP, the Vessel Moratorium Program (VMP) was implemented to provide industry stability and curtail
interim increases in fishing capacity. The intent was for the LLP to replace the VMP upon implementation

The LLP limited access to the commercial groundfish fisheries in the BSAI and GOA and commercial crab
fisheries in the BSAI, except for demersal shelf rockfish east of 140° W. longitude and sablefish managed
under the IFQ program. It provided for the following:
issuance of a single type of groundfish license;
» LLPis not applicable to waters of the State of Alaska;
* licenses would be issued to current owners (as of 6/17/95) of qualified vessels; licenses would be
designated as catcher vessel or catcher/processor and with one of three vessel length classes;
» the crab and groundfish base qualifying period is 1/1/88-6/27/92 and the groundfish area
endorsement qualifying period is 1/1/92-6/17/95;
+ endorsement areas are defined as Aleutian Islands, Bering Sea, Western Gulf Central Gulf, and
Southeast Outside, or state waters shoreward of those endorsement areas;
 landing requirements for general license and area endorsement qualifications by vessel class;
e additional provisions addressing crossover vessels, transfers, and vessel linkages and
+ expanded the Western Alaska CDQ program to include all groundfish and crab species.

The vessel moratorium was more liberal in terms of qualification criteria and the areas a vessel could fish.
A vessel was only required to make one landing of a qualifying species between 1/1/88 and 2/9/92, and
moratorium permit holders could fish groundfish in any federal waters off Alaska if they met that criteria.
Therefore, many fewer vessels were expected to qualify than did for the moratorium because the LLP had
dual qualification criteria.

1996 State water (parallel) Pacific cod fishery.

state water fishery for Pacific cod. Since 1997, the | guideline harvest levels (mt) for 2002.
Council has reduced the GOA Pacific cod TAC to | Specifications Western Central Eastern  Total

account for removals of not more than 25% of the | ABC 27070 25920 4610 57600
Federal P. cod TAC from the state parallel BOFGHL 6770 5,640 1150 13,560
fisheries. The State water guideline harvest levels

are set by area and subarea. The Eastern GOA (%) 25 2175 25 B3
GHL was initially set at 25% of the Federal TAC. | TAC 20300 20,280 3,460 44,040
The other area GHLs were set at 15% of the Cook Inlet 585  2.25%
Federal TACs for the first year of the fishery Kodiak 3,240 12.50%
(1997), and were stepped up as the GHL was Chignik 1815 7.00%

attained or predicted by ADFG staff to be attained.
For 2002, only Chignik nor Cook Inlet was one
step below the 25% maximum apportionment.

Central 8,400 21.75%

1997-98  Trip Limits. In the mid-1990s, several GOA fisheries were “at risk” of exceeding their TACs
or PSC limits. These fisheries were characterized as short in duration, usually less than 2 weeks, due to
small TAC:s relative to fishing effort. Catch information in these fisheries were neither timely nor accurate
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enough to allow proper management. NMFS did not have advance knowledge of fishery-specific effort, nor
the authority to obtain such information. These management problems have been particularly acute in the
pollock and Pacific cod fisheries of the Western Regulatory Area of the GOA.

In September 1997, the Council received a report from its Trip Limit Committee, which was formed to
examine possible trip limits for western GOA pollock and Pacific cod fisheries. However, the industry
committee failed to reach consensus on a trip limit proposal for western GOA fisheries. The Council delayed
formal analysis of trip limit options and instead initiated an analysis of two short-term measures for Western
GOA fisheries: (1) a stand down period for vessels switching between the BSAI and GOA and vice versa,
and (2) a requirement that vessels register in western and central GOA fisheries before they are allowed to
participate.

During initial review of the analysis in December 1997, the Council requested that staff revise the analysis
to address: (1) 48-hr, 72-hr, or 96-hr stand-down period for all fisheries for vessels in the pollock or Pacific
cod fisheries that planned to switch between the BSAT and GOA and vice versa; and (2) a requirement that
vessels register in Western or Central GOA fisheries before they are allowed to participate in the fishery.

GOA and BSAI Plan Amendments 52/52 authorized NMFS to establish a vessel registration program for “at
risk” fisheries that met certain criteria. The plan amendments were tabled because of changes in the fisheries
as aresult of the American Fisheries Act and Amendments 61/61. Only a regulatory amendment for a stand-
down for trawl vessels transiting between the BSAI and GOA was implemented on September 8, 1998.

1998 Fair start season opening. The Council reformulated the Trip Limit Committee into the
Western/Central Gulf Committee as a result of the previous action on Amendments 52/52. The new
committee’s task was to review an analysis of a fair start for the longline and trawl fleet in Areas 610-640
and examine additional management measures (trip limits, vessel allocations, exclusive registration,
staggered openings, and subarea reserves. A separate recommendation to reapportion pollock into A and B
seasons (from trimesters as occurred in the Bering Sea to avoid preemption) was referred to another
committee.

The Committee identified a preemption issue in the GOA Pacific cod fishery at its April 1998 meeting. It
recommended that a fair start opening on January 20 in Areas 610-640 in the GOA be implemented for the
longline P. cod fisheries. It exempted pot and jig gear from its recommendation for a longline fair start. The
committee expressed concern that: (1) freezer longliners could preempt this fishery, particularly as BSAIP.
cod biomass declines and (2) gear allocations on small quotas, and effort increases under the pending LLP,
may exacerbate management/biological problems, and up to half of the quota may be preempted. The AP
recommended the Council table action on this issue in October 1998. The Council took no further action on
this issue.

2000. LLP amendments. The LLP became effective on January 1, 2000. The LLP continues to be refined
through subsequent amendments. The Council approved Amendments 60/58 which made administrative
amendments to the LLP. It eliminated catcher processors and catcher vessels from the fixed gear cod fishery.
It included different qualification criteria for freezer longliners, longline catcher vessels, pot catcher
processors, and pot catcher vessels. It also addressed combining of catch histories, hardships, multiple
endorsements, and bait landings. BSAI Amendment 67 established participation and harvest requirements
to qualify fora BSAI cod species endorsement for fixed gear vessels in the directed commercial BSAI Pacific
cod fishery. It provided a mechanism to limit entry into the fishery by substantial numbers of fixed gear
vessels that have not participated extensively in the past. BSAI Amendment 68 would allocate the BSAIP.
cod TAC between pot gear sectors. It is tentatively scheduled for final action in June 2002.
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At the June 2000 Council meeting, the Advisory Panel recommended that LLP species endorsements take
precedence over GOA rationalization. It recommended that the Council request a compilation of tables of
1995-2000 GOA Pacific cod, pollock, rockfish, and flatfish fisheries to implement further license limitation
program species endorsements. It also recommended the action that resulted in BSAI Amendments 67 and
68 (described above). It recommended the following GOA elements and options for analysis. The Council
did not initiate the analysis.

Freezer Longline Vessels:

Qualification Years:

Option 1: Any two years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998

Option 2: Any two years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999
Option 3: Any two years 1995, 1997, 1998, 1999

Option 4: Any three years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998
Option 5: Any three years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999

Minimum poundage requirement during each qualifying vear:
Option 1: 100,001 1bs. - 200,000 Ibs.

Option 2: 200,001 1bs. - 300,000 Ibs.
Option 3: > 300,000 lbs.

Catcher Longline Vessels:

Qualification Years:

Option 1: Any two years1996, 1997, 1998

Option 2: Any two years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999

Option 3: Any three years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998
Option 4: Any three years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999

Qualification landings (minimum landing requirements): -

Minimum poundage requirement during each qualifying year:
Option 1: 25,000 Ibs. - 50,000 Ibs.

Option 2: 50,001 1bs. - 100,000 1bs.

Option 3: 100,001 lbs. - 300,000 lbs.

Option 4: > 300,000 1bs.

Suboption 1 : Allow catcher vessels less than 60’ LOA to use their jig landing as part
of their catch history to apply towards a minimum landing requirement.

Suboption 2 : Allow all catcher vessels to use their jig landing as part of their catch
history to apply towards a minimum landing requirement.

Pot Gear Catcher Vessels:

Qualification Years:

Option 1: Any two years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998
Option 2: Any two years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999
Option 3: Any three years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998
Option 4: Any three years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999
Option 5: Any four years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998,
Option 6: Any four years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999

AND
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Qualification landings (minimum landing requirements):

Minimum pounds required for delivery during each qualifying year:
Option 1: 25,000 1bs. - 50,000 Ibs.

Option 2: 50,001 Ibs. - 160,000 lbs.

Option 3: 100,001 lbs. - 300,000 1bs.

Option 4: > 300,000 1bs.

Pot Gear Catcher Processor Vessels:

Qualification Years:

Option 1: Any two years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998
Option 2: Any two years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999
Option 3: Any three years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998
Option 4: Any three years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999
Option 5: Any four years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998,
Option 6: Any four years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999

AND

Qualification landings (minimum landing requirements):

Minimum pounds required for delivery during each qualifying year:
Option 1: 25,000 1bs. - 50,000 Ibs.

Option 2: 50,001 1bs. - 100,000 lbs.
Option 3: 100,001 1bs. - 300,000 1bs.
Option 4: > 300,000 1bs.

Trawl Catcher Vessels:

Qualification Years:

Option 1: Any two years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998
Option 2: Any two years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999
Option 3: Any two years of 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999
Option 4: Any three years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998
Option 5: Any three years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999
Option 6: Any four years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998
Option 7: Any four years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999
Option 8: Any five years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999

AND

Qualification landings (minimum landing requirements):

Minimum pounds required for delivery during each qualifying year:
Option 1: 50,001 1bs. - 100,000 Ibs.

Option 2: 100,001 1bs. - 300,000 lbs.

Option 3: > 300,000 1bs.

Trawl Catcher Processors:

Qualification Years:

Option 1: Any two years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998
Option 2: Any two years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999
Option 3: Any two years of 1995, 1996, 1997

Option 4: Any two years of 1996, 1997, 1998

Option 5: Any two years of 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999
Option 6: Any three years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998
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Option 7: Any three years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999

AND

Qualification landings (minimum landing requirements):

Minimum pounds required for delivery during each qualifying year:
Option 1: 100,001 Ibs. - 300,000 1bs.

Option 2: > 300,000 Ibs.

Jig Gear Vessels:
Qualification Years:
Option 1: Anyone year of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998
Option 2: Any one year of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999
Option 3: Any two years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998
Option 4: Any two years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999
Option 5: Any three years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998
Option 6: Any three years of 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999

AND

Qualification landings (minimum landing requirements):

Minimum pounds required for delivery during each gualifying year:
Option 1: A landing only (no minimum poundage required)

Option 2: 25,000 Ibs. - 50,000 1bs.

Option 3: 50,001 1bs. - 100,000 Ibs.

Option 4: over 100,001 1bs.

Exemptions

Analyze options that exempt the following vessel sizes from the gear and area endorsements:
1. 58 -

2. 50°

3. 4%

The AP also requested the following:
1. Information on catch history by sector using the years 1995-April 16, 2000
2. Information on points of delivery

1999+ Rationalization. The GOA Co-operative Committee was formed in 1999 and met four times between
June 1999 and June 2000. Its final recommendations follow.

* A majority of the committee recommended that rationalization be a undertaken through a separate
management plan that would supercede any action taken by the Council on GOA LLP. The intent is to
not allow LLP changes to subordinate GOA rationalization.

* Request the Council provide direction to the committee on whether it wants the committee to continue
meeting to develop draft elements and options for rationalizing the GOA groundfish fisheries.

* If the committee is to continue its work, it requested that its membership be expanded to include a
representative from Groundfish Forum and the environmental community.

In June, the Council adopted a draft problem statement (see below) to guide the Committee and solicit public
comment.
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DRAFT PROBLEM STATEMENT
June 2000

The Gulf of Alaska ecosystem is complex and productive, supporting diverse communities of fish, seabirds,
marine mammals and fisherman. The Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA) charges the Council with minimizing
bycatch, protecting habitat, preventing overfishing, promoting safety of life at sea and enhancing,
opportunities for fishery dependent communities.

H Increasing participation of Gulf of Alaska fisheries as well as increasing catch capacity and efficiency have
intensifies the race for fish with the attendant problems of high bycatch, decreased safety, and reduced
product value. In addition there are concerns about sea lion recovery, consequences of Bering Sea crab
reductions, spillover effects from the American Fisheries Act, and habitat conservation requirements. All
of these factors have made achieving MSA goals difficult and force re-evaluation of the status quo.

Some additional problems which have been identified include:

o The trawl, hook-and-line and pot fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska federal fisheries are fully
utilized. Competition for this resource has increased for a variety of reasons, including
additional recent fishing effort due to declines in non-groundfish fisheries and increased effort
by traditional, long-term fishermen.

 Fishermen who have made significant long-term investments and have long catch histories in the
Gulf fisheries need protection from others who have little or limited history and wish to increase
their participation in the fisheries. At the same time, the economic and social interests of

N communities must be addressed, and provisions need to be included to provide opportunities for new
entrants and small-boat fishermen.

+ The race for fish has negative impacts on:
o Efficient utilization

o  The ability of the fleet to make spatial and temporal adjustments neeessary to comply with

the sea lion RPAs
» Bycatch
o Safety

o The ability of the fleet to avoid further over-capitalization, or to find a way to de-capitalize.
«  With the advent of the AFA and the subsequent formation of a co-op management structure in
the Bering Sea pollock fishery, the potential exists for increase in effort into the Gulf fisheries.

AFA sideboards address this problem to some extent. However, sideboard restrictions placed
on AFA qualified vessels:

« Do not deal with the race for fish amongst non-AFA vessels,
« Can become more punitive rather than restrictive, and possibly do not provide adequate
protection for all participants in Gulf fisheries.

+ Can have allocative impacts within the AFA fleet that negatively impact GOA
dependent AFA vessels.

Consequently, a new strategy for fisheries management in the Gulf is needed to address these problems and
ensure the MSA goals are achieved. This strategy must be developed in an open and generally accessible
public process.

The objective of Gulf rationalization must be to ensure fisheries, ecosystem, and community sustainability
by achieving MSA requirements and promoting stewardship of marine resources. Specific objectives for

rationalization include:
|
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(Cont.)
» Meeting MSA conservation requirements (bycatch avoidance, habitat conservation, prevention
of overfishing)

« Improved ability for industry to adjust to ecosystem measures such as spatial and temporal
management for sea lion protection

» Promotion of safety of life at sea
+ Increased utilization and improved product quality
e Community stability
« Preservation of the independent harvester fleet
» Fostering of a healthy, competitive processing environment
« Recognize historic and recent participation
» Accountability through performance reviews

In December 2000, the Council appointed a revised Gulf of Alaska Rationalization Committee. It met three
times in 2001 to develop recommendations to rationalize the GOA groundfish fisheries. It developed three
problem statements for Council consideration on: 1) GOA rationalization; 2) elimination of latent licenses;
and 3) effects of parallel State water fisheries on rationalizing Federal fisheries.

GOA Rationalization Committee Recommendation to
Eliminate Latent License Limitation Program (LLP) Permits
Committee Problem Statement
March 21, 2001

Latent licenses represent a risk of increased capitalization in currently over-capitalized groundfish fisheries.
By reducing this risk, a solid foundation for potential additional future fishefies rationalization can be
established.

In order to eliminate latent LLP permits, the committee recommends that the Council initiate a request for
proposals for recency criteria for the groundfish fisheries. While the committee focused its discussions on
Gulf fisheries, it acknowledges the merit of addressing the problem of latent licenses on an Alaska-wide basis
(GOA, BS, AI).

The committee notes that the primary objective of a groundfish recency requirement is the elimination of
currently unused LLP permits and the possibility that those permits might be used to bring new or inactive
capital into the fishery. Recency criteria should not be considered a means of eliminating or reducing the
significance of vessels’ long-term catch history in the development of rationalization plans, nor should a
recency requirement be applied to LLP groundfish area endorsements.

The committee hopes that by initiating the process to eliminate latent licenses as soon as possible, final
regulations can be in place by January 1, 2003. The committee does not endorse the industry
recommendations but forwards them for public comment.
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GOA Rationalization Committee Recommendation to
consider the need to rationalize the State parallel fisheries
Committee Problem Statement
March 21, 2001

The GOA Rationalization Committee has recognized that dual management responsibilities for groundfish
fisheries could confound Federal attempts to rationalize the GOA. Currently, vessels without valid License
Limitation Program licenses can and do fish in state waters during Federal openings. In most cases, certainly
in the pollock and cod fisheries, Federally licensed vessels fish in both state and Federal waters. Finally,

there is a state waters P. cod fishery for pot and jig gear with vessel size limits which occurs after the Federal
fishery.

If the Council proceeds with GOA rationalization, those vessels that do not qualify will still be able to fish
during the Federal fishery as long as they remain in state waters. Closing state waters during the Federal
fishery would prevent this practice, however this solution imposed an unnecessary burden on the vessels
qualified under the Federal rationalization plan. The unlicensed vessels’ catch could even pre-empt the state
fishery. Therefore, the GOA Rationalization Committee recommends that the Council work closely with the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game and the Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission to develop a solution
to the problems that will certainly arise if this is not addressed.

At its last meeting, the committee reviewed an analytical strawman provided by staff but did not agree on
what type of rationalization program or for which species; however, it 1) recommended compilation of tables
of GOA Pacific cod, pollock, rockfish, and flatfish fisheries for 1995-2001 to eliminate latent licenses; 2)
discussed but did not reach consensus on the different tools to allow industry to develop co-ops (a) gear
allocations for each fishery; b) PSC and bycatch allocations for each fishery; c) sideboards between GOA
and BSAI).

The committee made the following statement in May 2001:

While the Council would continue to work on an overall plan to rationalize all GOA groundfish species,
there is a need to address short term action to address pollock and P cod fisheries to relieve large social and
economic disruptions as a result of the Steller sea lion RPAS. The committee/Council would want a greater
opportunity to come up with reasonably compatible plans through the Council, which should not be
constrained in the development of short term programs that would ultimately be subsumed by an overall
approach to rationalizing groundfish in the GOA. The time delay under the IFQ moratorium would result
in large social disruptions. The Council should address recency requirements in the short term.

The committee identified the following tasking priorities. It acknowledged that a unified committee position
on how to rationalize the GOA groundfish fisheries (the IFQ moratorium notwithstanding (e.g., PQs, CDQs))
would not be forthcoming; however, it identified the following priorities:

¢ Requesttables of elements and options to eliminate latent licenses in GOA Pacific cod, pollock, rockfish,
and flatfish fisheries to prepare an analysis as a first step (Attachment 5).

¢ The committee discussed but did not reach consensus on (the Council may wish to provide further

guidance on whether it wishes the committee to continue its effort but would require additional guidance
on general approaches):
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— Tools to allow coops to occur:
a. gear allocations for each fishery
b. PSC and bycatch allocations for each fishery
c. sideboards between GOA and BSAI?
-More applicable to the at-sea fleet, rather than catcher vessel issue (but could be if
GOA is rationalized)
-State water fisheries:

— Rockfish strawman as an example of elements and options to develop a rationalization approach in
the GOA cod and pollock fisheries (for both harvesters and processors) to address Stevens rider as
well as recognize the urgency of impacts of SSL RPAs. The committee encourages the Council to
provide further guidance on future development of the strawman as an example of a “simple” fishery

— Individual vessel level decisions as delineated by NMFS staff in its email.

¢ State parallel fishery problem statement is overriding but does not need immediate steps to be taken.

The committee identified a general approach to rationalize the GOA fisheries. It initially identified the steps
needed to rationalize and how to rationalize the fisheries.

1. Rationalize each GOA fishery

a. latent licenses
i. years
ii. landings

b. gear allocation for each fishery
i. identify parameters

c. PSC and bycatch allocations for each fishery

d. sideboards between GOA and BSAI?
i. More applicable to the at-sea fleet, rather than catcher vessel issue (but could be if GOA is

rationalized) -

ii. State water fisheries

2. Rationalize fisheries by either:
a. defining fisheries:
i. species targets: pollock, cod, POP, PSR, northerns, OSR, DWF, SWF
ii. fishery-related (e.g., what groups of boats target or by deep water and shallow water complexes)
b. approach
i. strawman (blueprint), and allow fisheries to rationalize through cooperatives
ii. All fisheries simultaneously (sideboards are unnecessary)

The committee discussed whether GOA flatfish fisheries should be rationalized since they are controlled by
halibut bycatch and are not fully harvested. Flatfish may be viewed by some as a shelter as a result of RPA
closures. Also, PSC limits are fully subscribed, and rationalizing them may allow for greater harvest of target
species compared with static PSC limits.

In April 2001, the Council adopted a revised GOA rationalization problem statement (see under Part 2). The
Council did not comment on or adopt the other two problem statements. In October 2001, the Council
requested a discussion paper on recency requirements (compared with species endorsements from June 2000
-see above) for trawl, catcher processor, and catcher vessels in the Gulf for 1995-2000.
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2002 - Putting GOA rationalization in context with other fisheries management issues

The Council is facing a number of daunting challenges to revise management of groundfish fisheries in the
BSAI and GOA over the next few years. Revising the TAC-setting process is an important issue that will be
examined in 2002. Statutory requirements to revise the FMPS on essential fish habitat were reinitiated in
2001. The Steller sea lion reasonable and prudent alternatives (RPAs) appear to satisfy legal requirements,
although the Council has initiated a trailing amendment to analyze potential changes to the RPAs. NMFS
has decided to restructure the Programmatic Supplemental Environmental Impact Study over the next two
years. Community allocations are a rising issue and an analysis of developing the halibut charter quota share
program for community allocations may need to be prepared (pending Secretarial approval). The Council
is considering rationalizing the BSAI crab fisheries over the next few months. The Council will also examine
a report on potential recency requirements in the BSAI License Limitation Program.

Administratively, NMFS Restricted Access Management Division may be faced with incorporating the
halibut charter sector into the existing commercial quota share program and development of a crab quota
share program (pending Council action and Secretarial approval). Many management and administrative
issues continue to be addressed in the BSAI crab rationalization analysis (and involve some of the same staff)
that will need to be addressed in any GOA rationalization efforts.
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PART 2. PROPOSED COUNCIL ACTION
Need for Action

Rationalization is needed primarily to address excess harvesting capacity and resource allocation problems
in the GOA groundfish fisheries. The proposed groundfish rationalization program represents the next step
toward development of a Comprehensive Rationalization Plan (CRP) for all fisheries under the Council’s
jurisdiction. The Council made a commitment at its November 1992 meeting to develop and implement a
“comprehensive and rational management program for the fisheries ” under its jurisdiction, including the
groundfish fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) and BSAI management areas and the BSAI commercial
king and Tanner crab fisheries. Since that time, the Council has taken a step-wise approach toward fulfilling
its commitment to the overall rationalization process by first adopting a Vessel Moratorium Program
(Moratorium) and then by adopting a License Limitation Program (LLP).

1.1.2 Overview of Past Actions

Since 1992, several actions taken by the Council and implemented by NMFS have contributed directly or
indirectly to the early stages of rationalizing Alaska fisheries. Council actions directly contributing include
the Vessel Moratorium and the License Limitation Program. Council actions that have indirectly contributed
include actions taken to implement the American Fisheries Act (AFA) which included GOA harvesting and
processing sideboard measures to limit AFA beneficiaries from expanding effort into the GOA groundfish
fisheries. The Council’s experience from actions taken to rationalize other fisheries under its jurisdiction,
for example, the Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) program for the halibut and sablefish fisheries, has also
helped to shape many features of the proposed crab and GOA groundfish rationalization programs. Finally,
several important Congressional actions have had a direct bearing on the overall rationalization process
including the imposition of a Congressional moratorium on new IFQ programs (Sustainable Fisheries Act
of 1996). These past actions are summarized next.

1.1.2.1 Vessel Moratorium Program

On June 24, 1992, the Council first approved for review by the Secretary of Commerce (SOC) a moratorium
on vessel entry into the groundfish, halibut, and crab fisheries under the Council’s jurisdiction. The proposed
rule was published in the Federal Register on June 3, 1994 but subsequently disapproved by the SOC on
August 5, 1994. Atits September 1994 and December 1994 meetings, the Council approved revisions to the
vessel moratorium program. The final rule for the revised moratorium program was published on August
10, 1995 and the program became effective on September 11, 1995.

The moratorium limited access to the groundfish and BSAI crab resources off Alaska to vessels whose
owners were issued a moratorium permit for the vessel by NMFS or that were within a vessel category
specified as exempt from the moratorium permit requirements. Generally, a vessel qualified for a
moratorium permit if it made a legal landing of a moratorium species during the qualifying period of January
1, 1988, through February 9, 1992. The program also outlined conditions for allowing a vessel that qualified
for a moratorium permit for one species to cross over to other fisheries in which the vessel did not qualify
for a moratorium permit. The program also allowed a moratorium permit to be transferred to allow a vessel
owner to make limited improvements to or replace an existing vessel. The moratorium was not expected
to resolve the problem of excess harvesting capacity in the groundfish and BSAI crab fisheries. It was
intended to function as an interim management measure to provide temporary industry stability by restricting
the number of vessels allowed to participate in the affected fisheries and limiting increases in fishing
capacity. :
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1.1.2.2 License Limitation Program

The Council approved license limitation programs for the groundfish and BSAI crab fisheries under its
jurisdiction on June 17, 1995. The proposed rule received SOC approval on September 12, 1997 and the
final rule was published in the Federal Register on October 1, 1998. The LLP became effective January 1,
2000, replacing the Moratorium program which expired on December 31, 1999.

The LLP limits the number, size, and specific operation of vessels that may be deployed in certain groundfish
and BSAI crab fisheries under the Council’s jurisdiction. By limiting the number of vessels that are eligible
to participate in the affected fisheries, the LLP limits capitalization in those fisheries. The LLP was intended
to identify and limit the number of participants in the groundfish and crab fisheries, as an interim step toward
a more comprehensive solution to the conservation, management, and economic problems in an open access
fishery.

For a person to qualify for an LLP permit, the person must own a vessel that has documented harvests during
two periods, the general qualification period (GQP) and the endorsement qualification period (EQP). The
requirement for participation in both periods was intended to ensure that only vessel owners with both past
dependence and recent participation in the fishery qualify. The GQP is January 1, 1988 through June 27,
1992 (a period that is includes the qualification period for the Vessel Moratorium). The EQP for groundfish
was January 1, 1992 through June 17, 1995.

In addition to the area/species endorsements, the LLP license is designated for use on either a
catcher/processor or catcher vessel and the vessel’s length category. LLP licenses may be transferred subject
to the vessel designations and area/species endorsements. Rules governing the application process and
transfer provisions of the LLP were published as a separate rule on August 6, 1999 and became effective on
September 7, 1999.

1.1.2.3 American Fisheries Act - Sideboards for GOA Harvesting and Processing

The American Fisheries Act (AFA) was signed into law during the fall of 1998. The purpose of the AFA
was to tighten U.S. ownership standards and to provide the BSAI pollock fleet the opportunity to conduct
their fishery in a more rational manner while protecting non-AFA participants in the other fisheries. Since
the passage of the AFA, the Council has taken an active role in the development of management measures
to implement the various provisions of the AFA. The Council initiated an analysis of a suite of AFA-related
management measures in late 1998 and took final action on the proposed amendments at its June 1999
meeting. At its December 1999 meeting, the Council recommended that NMFS proceed immediately with
an emergency interim rule to implement its June 1999 recommendations so that AFA regulations could be
in place prior to the start of the 2000 fisheries. The emergency rule was published on January 28, 2000 and
implemented in the 2000 season. Under extensions, the provisions remain in effect.

The AFA established a cooperative management program for the pollock fisheries of the BSAIL It also
established harvesting and processing restrictions (known as “sideboards™) on fishers and processors who
have received privileges under the AFA to protect participants in other fisheries, including other groundfish
fisheries and the BSAI crab fisheries. The AFA is relevant to the proposed rationalization program for the
GOA groundfish fisheries from two standpoints: (1) the cooperative management program established by
the AFA provides experience and serves as one potential model for the design of the GOA rationalization
program, and (2) the AFA sideboards for GOA groundfish limit further entry of AFA vessels and processors
into the already overcapitalized fisheries. The major features of the AFA cooperative management program
are discussed as part of the analysis of the proposed BSAI crab rationalization program alternatives. The
GOA groundfish sideboards are described next.

Part 2 2



The AFA required the Council to recommend by July 1, 1999 conservation and management measures to
prevent AFA catcher vessels from exceeding in aggregate the traditional harvest levels of such vessels in
other fisheries under the Council s authority as aresult of fishery cooperatives in the directed pollock fishery.
(The Council met this deadline by taking final action at its June 1999 meeting.) Protections the Council has
developed for non-AFA fish harvesters differ depending on whether they are applied to AFA catcher vessels
or catcher/processors. Some of the restrictions were specified in the Act, while others were to be developed
by the Council. Most of the restrictions specified in the AFA apply to the catcher/processor sector.

Gulf of Alaska: The 20 catcher/processors listed in the Act are restricted from harvesting any GOA
groundfish. These vessels have had limited participation in the GOA since the implementation of the
Inshore/Offshore program in 1992. Inshore/Offshore restrictions limited processing by catcher/processors
and motherships defined as offshore' to only 10 percent of the GOA Pacific cod allocation. No allocation
of GOA pollock was make available to the offshore sector. Given that the Pacific cod allocation only
covered bycatch needs in other fisheries, the two primary GOA target fisheries for larger trawl
catcher/processors were closed with the passage of Inshore/Offshore. However, members of that fleet have
had limited participation in other GOA fisheries since 1992. :

Since the AFA catcher/processors have had relatively small annual catches (between 2,000 and 3,500 mt)
in the GOA during the 1995-97 time period, primarily as a result of Inshore/Offshore regulations, forgoing
their rights to the GOA fisheries should not impose a substantial economic burden to the members of that
fleet. It will also ensure that the catch previously taken by these vessels will be available to the non-AFA
fleet. The AFA catcher vessels will be subject to their own harvest restrictions in the GOA.

With the passage of the AFA. catcher/processors will forgo the economic benefits they generated from
fishing in the GOA for the nght to become a member of the BS/AI pollock fleet. Because the
catcher/processors were willing to forgo the opportunity to fish the GOA, we may assume that they were able
to increase revenues sufficiently from fishing in the BS/AI under the AFA cooperative structure to make up
for the revenues which are lost by not fishing in the GOA. -

NMEFS uses the same management approach for catcher vessel sideboard caps as they did catcher/processors.
NMES will close directed fishenes to AFA-listed catcher vessels when sideboard amounts are inadequate
to support a directed fishenn  The closures will be timed so that adequate amounts of the species are
available for bycatch needs 1n other directed fisheries. This is done to help ensure that no sideboard caps
are exceeded. NMFS will only open directed fishing for a species when adequate sideboard amounts exist
at the start of the fishing vear to cover both the bycatch needs of that species in other fisheries and the
directed fishery harvests Buascally what NMFS will do is determine the bycatch of each species that is
required in all of the catcher vessel target fisheries. Then they will subtract that amount from the available
sideboard cap. The remainder 1~ the amount of a species the catcher vessel sector could use in a directed
fishery. If that amount is too small to manage as a target fishery, NMFS would issue a closure notice at the
beginning of the year and directed fishing for that species would not open.

Current observer coverage les els combined with a system of electronic catcher vessel delivery reports should
be adequate to monitor the aggregate activity of AFA-listed catcher vessels. However, NMFS will require
that all fish be weighed on a centified scale capable of storing fish weights for confirmation by independent
observers or other enforcement agents to ensure accurate reporting at the time fish are off-loaded. This paper

'0ffshore processors are those that process less than 126 mt of round fish during a week and are less
than 125 feet in length. All of the AFA catcher/processors and motherships were considered offshore under
Inshore/Offshore regulations.
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trail is deemed necessary to verify that the sideboard caps and directed pollock harvests are not being
exceeded by the AFA fleet.

In 2000, NMFS prohibited directed fishing by non-exempt AFA catcher vessels for the species in the
specified areas set out in Table 2.1.2-3. The Regional Administrator made this determination based on the
AFA catcher vessel sideboard amounts listed in Tables 2.1.2-4 and 2.1.2-5. The decision was based on the
criteria that the sideboard amounts were necessary as incidental catch to support other anticipated groundfish
fisheries for the 2000 fishing year. Therefore, in accordance with § 679.20(d)(1)(iii) of the FMP, only
directed fisheries other than those listed in Table 2.1.2-3 were opened on January 20.

Table 2.1.2-3. AFA catcher vessel sideboard directed fishing closures’.
| Species Area Gear

ollock 620, 630 outside Shelikof Strait all
ollock® 610, Shelikof Strait all
acific cod GOA - all
eep water flatfish GOA all

thead sole GOA all
hallow water flatfish GOA all

owtooth flounder GOA all
ablefish GOA trawl
acific ocean perch GOA all
hortraker/rougheye rockfish GOA all
ther rockfish GOA all i
orthern rockfish GOA all
emersal shelf rockfish GOA _ all
hornyhead rockfish

'Maximum retainable percentages may be found in Tables 10 and 11'to 50 CFR part 679. Note: These closures took effect 1/20/2000
except for pollock in area 610 and in the Shelikof Strait conservation zone which closes, 1/21/2000 and last through, 12/31.
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Table 2.1.2-5. Interim 2000 GOA AFA Catcher Vessel (CV) Sideboard Caps (mt).

pecies pportionments by tio of 5- A
Season/ Processor/ Gear catch to 1995-1997 TAC sideboards
Pollock' A Season (W/C areas only) |
Shelikof Strait 0.1672 14,366 2,402
Shumagin (610) 0.6238 5,465 3,409
Chirikof (620) (outside 0.1262 3,352 410
Shelikof)
Kodiak (630) (outside Shelikof) 0.1984 4278 | 849
B Season (W/C areas only) l
Shelikof Strait 0.1672 7,183 1,201
Shumagin (610) 0.6238 2,732 1,704
Chirikof (620) (outside 0.1262 1,626 205
Shelikof)
Kodiak (630) (outside Shelikof) | 0.1984 | 2,139 24
C Season (W/C areas only)
Shumagin (610) 0.6238 11,506 7,177 }
Chirikof (620) 0.1262 6,847 864
Kodiak (630) 0.1984 9,008 1,787
D Season (W/C areas only) ’
Shumagin (610) 0.6238 9,588 | 5,981
Chirikof (620) 0.1262 5,706 720
Kodiak (630) 0.1984 7,506 1,489
Annual
E.GOA 0.3642 8,800 3,205
Pacific cod® W inshore 0.1310 14,850 1,945
offshore 0.1026 1,650 169
C inshore 0.0542 24,538 1,330
offshore | 0.0721 2,726 197
E inshore 0.0000 2,887 | 0
offshore 0.0078 321 3
Flatfish w 0.0000 280
deep-water Cc 0.0620 2,710 168
E 0.0021 2,310 5
Rex sole W . 0.0043 1,230 5
C 0.0117 5,660 66
E 0.0026 2,550 7
Flathead sole w 0.0129 2,000 26
c 0.0097 5,000 49
E 0.0008 2,060 2
Flatfish w 0.0260 4,500 117
shallow-water c 0.0420 12,950 544
E 0.0106 1,950 21
Arrowtooth w 0.0047 5,000 24
Flounder C 0.0206 25,000 515
E 0.0016 5,000 8
Sablefish W. trawl gear 0.0023 368 1
C. trawl gear 0.0384 1,146 44 II
E .trawl gear 0.0236 288 7
Pacific Ocean w 0.0051 1,240 6
Perch c 0.0692 9,240 639
E 0.0225 2,540 57
Shortraker/ w 0.0000 210 0
Rougheye C 0.0145 930 13
E 0.0105 590 6
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pecies pportionments by 0 O g
Season/ Processor/ Gear catch to 1995-1997 TAC sideboards

Other Rockfish w 0.0000 20 0

c | 0.0410 740 3

E 0.0000 4,140 0

Northern rockfish w 0.0005 630 0

C 0.0307 4,490 138

Pelagic shelf w 0.0004 550 0

Rockfish C 0.0000 4,480 (1]

E 0.0066 1,350 9

Demersal shelf SEO 0.0000 340 0
Rock.fish

Thornyhead Gulfwide 0.0118 2,360 28

Atka mackerel Gulfwide 0.0443 600 27

!Pollock sideboard limits are based on pollock harvest restrictions implemented under the emergency interim rule published concurrently with this
action that implements Steller sea lion RPA measures for the BS/AI and GOA pollock fisheries.
2Sideboard harvest limits for Pacific cod are based on the initial TAC.

Catcher vessel sideboard amounts are based on their total catch in non-pollock target fisheries during the
1995-97 time period. If the sideboard calculations are based on retained catch in all fisheries in the future
(as proposed by the Council to be implemented when the final rule in implemented), it will have less impact
on the catcher vessels than catcher/processors. The impact is smaller on catcher vessels because they deliver
unsorted cod ends to motherships and catcher/processors. All of the catch that is harvested is considered
retained for those vessels. Any discards that occur are assigned to the processor.

Fishtickets are the official source of data when catcher vessels deliver inshore. Fishtickets are filed by the
processor, and it has been determined that processors cannot be responsible knowing or reporting discards
which occur at-sea. Information on at-sea discards is only reported on a voluntary basis. For these reasons
there is often little difference in the official data between retained and total catch in the catcher vessel sector.
Because there is little difference in the official data, the size of the sideboards do not change appreciably
when they are based on either retained or total catch.

NMEFS sets a single catcher vessel sideboard cap for each species. That amount is then made available to
all AFA catcher vessels on a seasonal basis at the beginning of the year. After NMFS sets the cap, the
cooperatives then divide the allocation among themselves and finally each cooperative determines how their
portion of the cap is divided among member vessels. Because three separate catcher vessel sectors share the
same sideboard cap, an inter-cooperative agreement was implemented to divide the caps among cooperatives
and set penalties for exceeding the cap. The inter-cooperative agreement has reportedly worked very well
in coordinating the efforts of the various cooperatives in which catcher vessels are members.

Appendix II to the Report to Congress (NPFMC 2002) includes information presented by the cooperatives
on individual vessel harvests in 2000. Those reports indicate that the catcher vessel sector stayed within the
sideboard caps that were set. Therefore, no enforcement actions against the cooperative were taken by the
State of Alaska or the NMFS. The Westward cooperative report does indicate that the fishing vessel Hickory
Wind leased their BS/AI pollock quota and fished in excess of their historic levels in the GOA. Because that
vessel had a GOA sideboard exemption, that practice is not allowed. The pOSSlblllty of cooperative sanctions
against the vessel owner are being considered.
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Catch records from the official State and Federal data cannot be reported on a vessel by vessel basis due to
confidentiality requirements of the State of Alaska and the NMFS. Because that information cannot legally
be disclosed, the reader is referred to the public information reported by each of the cooperatives in
Appendix II. Those reports provide a excellent summary of the participation and harvests of each vessel in
the cooperative.

Catcher Vessel Sideboard Concerns: Concerns that have been expressed regarding the effectiveness of the
AFA catcher vessel sideboards have primarily come from a group of cod fishermen that use trawl gear.
These fishermen have testified before the Council that they have been negatively impacted by pollock
fishermen entering the cod fishery earlier than they have traditionally. Their testimony indicates that the
increased competition has increased safety concerns by making the fishing grounds more crowded and
forcing the cod vessels to fish in winter weather conditions in which they normally would not fish. The
dedicated cod vessels tend to be smaller that the pollock catcher vessels. Therefore, the cod fishermen have
indicated that they are sometimes forced to leave an area when larger boats are present. They are also less
able to safely contend with harsh winter weather in the BS/AIL

The cod fishermen and the AFA catcher vessel fleet have been working together to resolve some of these
problems. If they are unable to reach a solution among themselves, the Council has indicated that they would
intervene.

Catcher Vessel PSC Sideboard Restrictions: Prohibited species catch (PSC) is being monitored based on the
rates of observed vessels and not the actual amount of PSC taken by each catcher vessel. Those rates are then
extrapolated and applied to unobserved catcher vessels fishing for the same species in the same area, as is
currently being done for all fisheries where observer coverage is less than 100 percent. This system does not
observe each haul and therefore may introduce discrepancies between a vessel’s log book report and the
official NMFS PSC estimate. However, without drastically increasing observer requirements, this is the only
independent system of determining PSC amounts that NMFS feels is adequate to properly monitor the caps.

Paragraph 679.63(b) of the emergency interim rule implementing the AFA established a formula for
calculating PSC sideboards for AFA catcher vessels. PSC bycatch limits for halibut in the BS/AI and GOA,
and each crab species in the BS/AI, for which a trawl bycatch limit has been established, were defined.
Those sideboard limits are expressed as a percentage equal to the ratio of aggregate retained groundfish catch
by AFA catcher vessels in each PSC target category from 1995 through 1997 relative to the retained catch
of all vessels in that fishery from 1995 through 1997. These amounts for the GOA are listed in Table 2.1.2-8.

Halibut caught by AFA catcher vessels participating in any non-pollock GOA groundfish fishery listed in
Table 2.1.2-8 will accrue against the 2000 PSC limits for the AFA catcher vessels. Paragraphs 679.21(d)(8)
and (e)(3)(v) of the emergency interim rule implementing sideboards provide authority to close directed
fishing for groundfish (except BS/AI pollock) by AFA catcher vessels once a 2000 PSC limitation listed in
Table 2.1.2-8 for the GOA is reached.

PSC sideboard tables for the catcher vessel sector are more complicated than they were for the catcher/
processors. For catcher vessels, the PSC caps are broken down by target fishery and seasons. Summing the
PSC fishery and seasonal caps in the table yields a total catcher vessel cap of 1,217 mt tons of halibut.

Only AFA catcher vessels have a PSC sideboard cap in the GOA. Catcher/processors are not allowed to
harvest groundfish in the GOA under the AFA, so they do not require PSC sideboards. The AFA catcher
vessel fleet has been capped at 410 mt of halibut in the GOA. That equates to 20.5 percent of the GOA trawl
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apportionment of halibut. Therefore, the non-AFA trawl fleet is assured of at least 79.5 percent of the halibut
PSC allocation in the GOA.

The PSC sideboard limits should enable the non-AFA fleet to continue harvesting their traditional levels of
groundfish in the GOA. Exemptions to the sideboards were also included in the Council’s recommendations.
Those exemptions may allow the AFA to increase their harvest of groundfish, and they will be discussed in
the next section of this document.

Table2.1.2-8. AFA Catcher Vessel Prohibited Species Catch (PSC) Sideboard Amounts for the GOA.

PSC species Target fishery and season Ratio of 1995-1997 2000 2000 AFA
AFA CV retained PSC catcher vessel
catch to total Limit PSC sideboard
retained catch Caps
Halibut | trawl 1st seasonal
(mortality | allowance
inmt) | Shallow water targets 0.3400 500 170
deep water targets 0.0700 100 7
trawl 2nd seasonal
allowance
Shallow water targets 0.3400 100 34
deep water targets 0.0700 300 21
trawl 3rd seasonal
allowance
Shallow water targets 0.3400 200 68
deep water targets 0.0700 400 ( 28
trawl 4th seasonal
allowance
all targets 0.2050 400 82

Sideboard Exemptions for Catcher Vessels: The Council approved specific exemptions to the sideboard caps
for catcher vessels less than 125° LOA that landed less than 1,700 mt of pollock on average during 1995-97.
In the GOA, catcher vessels meeting the vessel length and BS/AI pollock harvest requirement were exempted
from the sideboard caps if they made at least 40 GOA groundfish landings from 1995-97.

The catch history of exempt vessels will not be included when NMFS determines the overall sideboard cap
amounts. Since their historic catch is not included in the caps, the future catch of these vessels will not count
towards the caps nor will the exempt catcher vessels be required to stop fishing when the sideboard cap is
reached, if the directed fishery is open to non-AFA trawl catcher vessels.

As of August 24, 2000 a total of 14 vessels applied for the GOA exemption to groundfish sideboards.
Estimating the impacts of exempting these catcher vessels from the sideboard caps is difficult. The
requirement that the vessels must have made 40 landings in the GOA were included to ensure that vessels
were active participants in those fisheries before being exempted. However, it is possible that vessels that
were exempted from the sideboards may find a way to increase effort in those fisheries (perhaps through
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pollock leasing provisions in the inshore sector), but the increased effort should not be dramatic given their
historic participation patterns.

The Council intended that catcher vessel sideboard caps apply to all vessels that were issued an AFA permit
under sections 208(a)-(c) of the Act regardless of participation in a cooperative, if they did not meet the
above exemption criteria. Any non-exempt vessel determined by NMFS to be eligible to participate in a
cooperative will be bound by the sideboard caps outlined by the Council. The Council considered applying
these caps only to vessels that participate in a cooperative (exempting vessels that apply for the AFA, but
fish in the open access portion of the fishery). However, the Council felt that based on the direction provided
by Congress in section 211(c)(1)(A) of the Act, which states that the Council shall recommend measures to
“prevent the catcher vessels eligible under subsections (a), (b), and (c) of section 208 from exceeding in the
aggregate the traditional harvest levels of such vessels in other fisheries under the authority of the North
Pacific Council as a result of fishery cooperatives in the directed pollock fishery...”, they should apply the
sideboards to all eligible catcher vessels to afford protection to the non-AFA eligible vessels. A discussion
of this issue is included chapter 7 of Amendments 61 to the GOA FMP. The section concludes that this
decision will likely have the greatest impact on catcher vessels with smaller pollock catches, which were
more diversified into other fisheries.

NMEFS implemented the AFA to allow vessels ‘opting out’ of the BS/AI pollock fishery entirely (i.e., those
vessels that met the qualification criteria of the AFA but did not apply for an AFA permit) to be excluded
from the sideboard cap regulations. From both an economic and equatability standpoint this is a reasonable
approach. Vessels that do not apply for AFA eligibility will not be allowed to participate in the BS/AI
pollock fishery. Since the vessel owners elected not to apply, they are technically non-AFA vessels, and
rules limiting the harvesting rights of AFA vessels should not apply to them.

1.1.2.5 Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 - Moratorium on New IFQ Programs

The Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA), enacted by Congress on October 11, 1996, re-authorized and made
significant amendments to the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976 (renamed the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act). While the original focus of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act (MSA) was to Americanize the fisheries off the coasts of the U.S., the SFA included provisions
aimed at the development of sustainable fishing practices in order to guarantee a continued abundance of
fish and continued opportunities for the U.S. fishing industry. The SFA included provisions to prevent
overfishing, ensure the rebuilding of overfished stocks, minimize bycatch, and address impacts on fish
habitat. The SFA also placed a four-year moratorium (until October 1, 2000) on the implementation of new
IFQ programs and commissioned a comprehensive study of IFQ programs by the National Academy of
Sciences (NAS).? Finally, the SFA codified the Alaskan community development quota (CDQ) program
already adopted by the North Pacific Council but also commissioned an NAS study of the CDQ program.

The moratorium on new IFQ programs came about largely because of the high degree of controversy
surrounding the four IFQ programs that had been implemented in the U.S., particularly the North Pacific
halibut and sablefish IFQ programs that went into effect in 1995. IFQ programs raised concerns regarding
potential negative and unknown effects. For example, concerns were raised regarding the new level of
capital required for entry, whether fisheries would become investor owned under IFQs, the impact of IFQs

2The Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2001 extended the moratorium on new IFQ programs until
October 1, 2002.
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on fishing communities, and potential foreign control of IFQs and the fisheries themselves. On the other

hand, because of their potential to address many of the problems associated with the race for fish (including )
overcapacity, high bycatch rates and safety) IFQ programs were recognized as promising fishery management

tools that should be available to Fishery Management Councils for their consideration.

To address the concerns raised with respect to IFQs, the SFA (1) established a moratorium on new IFQ
programs until October 1, 2000, (2) clarified certain rights associated with IFQs, (3) commissioned a
comprehensive study of IFQs by the NAS, and (4) required, after October 1, 2000, that Councils and the SOC
consider the NAS study and recommendations for any new IFQ programs. These last three provisions of the
SFA are summarized briefly below. The actual findings and recommendations of the NAS study on IFQ
programs are discussed in more detail in Section 2.3 of this analysis. The legal implications of the
moratorium on new IFQ programs are discussed in Section 1.3 which addresses several legal considerations
relevant to the proposed crab rationalization program.

Clarifications on IFQs - The SFA clarified that IFQs (1) shall be considered permits, (2) may be revoked or
limited at any time in accordance with procedures under the MSA, (3) shall not confer the right of
compensation to the holder if revoked or limited, and (4) shall not create a private property right to the fish
before the fish are harvested.

NAS Study on IFQ Programs - The study on IFQs is intended to provide Congress with guidance needed to

assess IFQs as a fishery management tool and, if necessary, allow Congress to develop a broadly supported

national policy on IFQs. The SFA directed the NAS to consider many of the unresolved issues regarding

IFQs, including transferability. duration, processor quotas, conservation impacts, fishery characteristics, and

potential social and economic costs and benefits to the Nation and to participants in the fishery. The SFA

also directed NAS to study mechanisms to prevent foreign control of U.S. fishery resources and mechanisms 7~
to ensure that vessel owners. vessel operators, crew members, and U.S. fish processors are treated fairly and ‘ ‘
equitably in initial allocations.

Requirements for New IFQ Programs - The SFA requires, after the moratorium on new IFQ programs
expires, that Councils and the SOC consider the NAS report on IFQs and the report’s recommendations for
any new IFQ programs. The SFA al<o requires the Councils and SOC to ensure that any new IFQ program:

(A) establishes procedures und requirements for the review and revision of the terms of any
such program tincludin: uny revisions that may be necessary once a national policy with
respect to indniduu! nisiung quota programs is implemented), and, if appropriate, for the
renewal, reallocation or re-1ssuance of individual fishing quotas;

(B) provides for the cftectin e enforcement and management of any such program, including
adequate observer coverage, and for fees under section 304(d)(2) to recover actual costs
directly related to such enforcement and management; and

(C) provides for a fuir and equitable initial allocation of individual fishing quotas, prevents
any person from acquiring an excessive share of the individual fishing quotas issued, and
considers the allocation of a portion of the annual harvest in the fishery for entry-level
fishermen, small vessel owners, and crew members who do not hold or qualify for individual
fishing quotas.

Finally, the SFA included several provisions with respect to CDQ programs. First, it amended the MSA to
include the western Alaska CDQ program that the North Pacific Council had already established. The
amendment authorized the North Pacific Council and the SOC to “establish a western Alaska CDQ program (A\
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under which a percentage of the total allowable catch (TAC) of any Bering Sea fishery is allocated to the
program.” Secondly, the SFA authorized the Western Pacific Council to establish a CDQ program for any
fishery under its jurisdiction in order to provide access to such fishery for western Pacific communities.
Thirdly, the SFA commissioned an NAS study of the CDQ program to investigate the implications of the
program for the Native Alaskan communities and fishery participants. The findings and recommendations
of the NAS study of the Alaskan CDQ program are discussed in more detail in Section 2.3 of this analysis.

A provision was included to phase in the CDQ allocation percentage for the Bering Sea crab fisheries by
allocating 3.5 percent of the TAC in 1998, 5 percent in 1999 and 7.5 percent in 2000 and thereafter, unless
the North Pacific Council submits and the SOC approves any other percentage on or after October 1, 2001.
The phase-in of the CDQ crab allocation was included because of the declining resource abundance in many
of the Bering sea crab fisheries and the associated strain on participants.

A. Problem Statement

The Council adopted a problem statement in April 2001, based on recommendations from the GOA
Rationalization Committee, the Advisory Panel, and the public (see next page). The problem statement is less
an identification of a “problem” to be addressed by management action to “rationalize” the Gulf of Alaska
groundfish fisheries, than it is a wish list for an optimal Gulf groundfish management regime. The statement
contains a clear problem statement, “Increasing participation in Gulf of Alaska fisheries, as well as
increasing catching and processing capacity, have intensified the race for fish with attendant probleins
of high bycatch, decreased safety, and reduced product value. In addition there are concerns about
sea lion recovery, consequences of Bering Sea crab reductions, spillover effects from the American
Fisheries Act (AFA), and habitat conservation requirements. However, its list of objectives are
potentially at odds both withir an individual statement (e.g., “maintaining the character of an independent
harvester fleet while allowing for meaningful reduction of excess capacity” and “protecting both the
harvesting and primary processing sectors from losing the value of those existing investments and maintain
the existing market balance between the two™) as well as between statements (“pretecting both the harvesting
and primary processing sectors from losing the value of those existing investments and maintain the existing
market balance between the two” and “fostering of a healthy, competitive processing environment”) which
may stymie an optimal management solution. The extensive list of objectives make a reasonable and
practicable near time solution a tall order. Additional language appears to give direction to staff on the
analysis.

Staff suggests that the Council consider revising the problem statement to more clearly relate the proposed
alternatives to the specific problem that requires management action (see 2 pages hence). The Council may
wish to retain the objectives for the proposed management action in a separate list as guidance for the
selection of the preferred alternative. No one management solution will be able to solve the problem(s) in
the fishery and meet all the stated objectives. These comments should not be construed as inferring that any
of the objectives are not worthy or achievable; the Council should be cautious in indicating to the public and
to the Secretary that any one solution could adequately address the sometimes oppositional nature of the 11
objectives.
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GULF RATIONALIZATION PROBLEM STATEMENT
April 2001

The Gulf of Alaska (GOA) ecosystem is complex and productive, supporting diverse communities of fish,
seabirds, marine mammals, fishermen, processors and coastal communities. The Magnuson-Stevens Act
(MSA) charges the Council with minimizing bycatch, protecting habitat, preventing overfishing, promoting
safety at sea and enhancing opportunities for fishery-dependent communities.

Increasing participation in Gulf of Alaska fisheries, as well as increasing catching and processing capacity,
have intensified the race for fish with attendant problems of high bycatch, decreased safety, and reduced
| product value. In addition there are concerns about sea lion recovery, consequences of Bering Sea crab
reductions, spillover effects from the American Fisheries Act (AFA), and habitat conservation requirements.
All of these factors have made achieving MSA goals difficult and force re-evaluation of the status quo.

Amendments to the MSA, passed by Congress in December of 2000, called for the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council to examine the Gulf of Alaska groundfish fisheries to determine whether rationalization
is needed. The statute specifically requires the Council to analyze individual fishing quotas, processor
quotas, cooperatives and quotas held by communities and to include an economic analysis of the impact of
all rationalization options on communities, processors, and the fishing fleet.

JAltemative strategies for fisheries management in the Gulf need to be analyzed as required by the MSA
amendments. These strategies must be developed in an open and accessible public process.

Specific objectives for GOA rationalization implementation include:

1. Meeting MSA conservation requirements (bycatch avoidance, habitat conservation, prevention
of overfishing); -

Improved ability of industry to adjust to ecosystem measures such as spatial and temporal
management for sea lion protection;

Promotion of safety at sea;
Increase utilization and improved product quality;
Community stability, including fish tax revenue;

Maintaining the character of an independent harvester fleet while allowing for meaningful
reduction of excess capacity;

Fostering of a healthy, competitive processing environment;

8. Protecting both the harvesting and primary processing sectors from losmg the value of those
~ existing investments and maintain the existing market balance between the two;

9. Provide opportunities for coastal communities to directly participate in the economic benefits
of the fisheries;

10. Recognize historic and recent participation; and
11. Accountability through performance reviews.

N

S

=~

The examination will include an economic analysis of the impact of all options on communities, processors
and fishing vessel owners and crews.
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-~ GULF RATIONALIZATION -P_ROBLEM STATEMENT "

Increasing participation in Gulf of Alaska fisheries, as well as increasing catching and processing capacity,
have intensified the race for fish with attendant problems of high bycatch, decreased safety, and reduced
product value. In addition there are concerns about sea lion recovery, consequences of Bering Sea crab
reductions, spillover effects from the American Fisheries Act (AFA), and habitat conservation requirements.
All of these factors have made achieving MSA goals difficult and force re-evaluation of the status quo.

| GULF RATIONALIZATION OBJECTIVES

Specific objectives for GOA rationalization implementation include:
1. Meeting MSA conservation requirements (bycatch avoidance, habitat conservation, prevention

of overfishing);

Improved ability of industry to adjust to ecosystem measures such as spatial and temporal

management for sea lion protection;

Promotion of safety at sea;

Increase utilization and improved product quality;

Community stability, including fish tax revenue;

Maintaining the character of an independent harvester fleet while allowing for meamngful

reduction of excess capacity;

Fostering of a healthy, competitive processing environment;

7~ 8. Protecting both the harvesting and primary processing sectors from losing the value of those
existing investments and maintain the existing market balance between the two;

9. Provide opportunities for coastal communities to directly participate in the economic benefits

“ of the fisheries;

10. Recognize historic and recent participation; and
11. Accountability through performance reviews.
At its April 2001 meeting, the Council adopted the following problem statement concerning the BSAI crab

fisheries. The Council may wish to consider the crab rationalization problem statement during its
consideration of revising its currently adopted text for the GOA rationalization problem statement as follows.

N
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BSAI Crab Rationalization Problem Statement

The crab fisheries in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands are fully utilized. Despite amendments to the
LLP Program and AFA sideboards, capacity in these crab fisheries far exceeds available resources.
The ability of crab harvesters to diversify into other fisheries has been severely curtailed under the
LLP program and other management actions designed to bring stability to other gear groups and
species. Many of the concerns identified by the NPFMC at the beginning of the comprehensive
rationalization process in 1992 still exist for the BSAI crab fisheries. The race for fish continues to
resultin: 1. Resource/conservation management problems

2. Bycatch/handling mortality and dead loss

3. Excess harvesting capacity

4. Lack of economic stability

5. Safety issues

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

B.

The Council then adopted a vision statement in June 2001, which contained many, but not all of the same
elements as its problem statement. Staff is seeking direction as to how the two statements interrelate in the
context of driving the development of appropriate alternatives for analysis (i.e., does the vision statement
replace the problem statement?. 1s it meant to augment the public record and does not drive the alternatives

Vision Statement

or analysis?).
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Gulf Rationalization Vision Statement

Ongoing Council discussion of fishery rationalization are addressing ways to improve fishery management
by providing tools to transition from current fishing practices into a more sustainable and efficient future.
Various types of systems are being examined. Some are based on quota shares and some would be based on
a cooperative structure. Other systems may also be feasible and deserving of consideration.

Conservation is the number one priority in sustainable fishery management. Achieving economic efficiency
in the harvest of our fishery resources is important, and it must be balanced with the needs to conserve
stocks, reduce bycatch, minimize habitat impacts, and achieve fuller utilization of harvested resources.

The economies of fishery dependent communities should also be protected and allowed to grow as new
opportunities in fisheries come about. This will require maintaining a diverse fleet and balancing the
interests of various segments of the industry. Again, a variety of tools for achieving these objectives are
worthy of consideration.

Any strategy for transition to more sustainable and efficient fisheries must contain explicit mechanisms to:

»  Provide measurable reductions in bycatch on a fishery by fishery basis;

e Provide measurable reductions in habitat impacts including provisions to allow transitions to lower
impact gear types;

e  Improve safety;

»  Any rationalization plan needs to include harvesters, processors, and communities and measures to
protect their interests;

e Maintain owner-operated fleet by Alaskans or increase level of participation in fisheries by active quota
shareholders;

»  Ensure an entry level accessible to residents of coastal communities;

»  Effectively control excessive consolidation and vertical integration; -

e Recognize the contributions by skippers and crew, and include mechanisms to promote and maintain
a high level of professionalism in the fleet;

¢  Maintain a diverse, indepéndent fleet and anns;lengm price negotiations between harvesters and
Processors;

e  Minimize disruption to the processing sector and address over capitalization , and consider the
possibilities of balanced allocations;

»  Protect communities historic reliance on crab and groundfish processing through regionalization
requirements for processing or other means;

»  Incorporate vessel buyback provisions where needed to address overcapitalization and;

e Provide a funding mechanism to adequately support management and enforcement requirements of
these fisheries.

Finally, the success of any rationalization program in achieving these goals must be periodically evaluated
with the ability to modify use privileges, reassign shares, or make other adjustments as necessary to achieve
these objectives.

Also in June 2001, the Council initiated an analysis of a management alternative to rationalize P. cod. The
motion contained more than 6-pages of elements and options including general comments about
incorporating options from the Committee’s rockfish strawman, the Council’s crab rationalization
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alternatives, and American Fisheries Act (such as processing sector elements, regionalization and community
allocations, and cooperatives). It recommended analyzing 1995-1999 as the base years for qualification.

It also recommended analyzing two additional alternatives. It recommended analyzing the rockfish elements
and options that were reviewed but not recommended by the committee. The strawman was completed by
a contractor at the request of the committee and staff. A second strawman for P. cod was not prepared so that
the contractor could consult with the committee about the strawman approach.

The Council also requested an analysis of a draft GOA Groundfish Rationalization proposal submitted to the
committee by the Western Gulf of Alaska Fishermen representative on the committee. The proposal is for
a two year test program to implement to test ITQ-like rationalized fishery management regimes for the 15-
member industry group. The committee reviewed but did not recommend the proposal for analysis.

Finally, the Council tasked staff with preparing a scoping paper on GOA Rationalization for the February
2001 meeting, and the committee was tasked to meet again to review the paper, when available.

Under the October 2001 AFA agenda item, the Council added a discussion of recency requirements for trawl,
catcher processor, and catcher vessels in the Gulf for 1995-2000. This complicated the direction to staff on
the Council’s June 2001 approach for rationalizing the GOA groundfish fisheries. The staff reported In
December 2001 that unless directed otherwise at that meeting, that we would incorporate that data request
into this discussion paper. It appears as Part 3. ' '

In summary, the Council has:

. adopted two versions of a problem statement for GOA groundfish rationalization;
. not directly addressed the desire to eliminate latent licenses and/or gear allocations as a first step;

. not adopted a statement on the ability of the State parallel fisheries to ¢citcumvent federal efforts
to rationalize the federal groundfish fisheries;

. initiated consideration of a wide-ranging suite of alternatives:

a) comprehensive analysis of 1-pie/2-pie IFQs or cooperatives for Western and Central Gulf
Pacific cod;

b) comprehensive analysis of 1-pie/2-pie IFQs or cooperatives for (all species?) rockfish in the
Western, Central, and Southeast (except Aoutheast Qutside)

¢) 2-year pilot IFQ program for Pacific cod and pollock in the Western/Central Gulf for the
Western Gulf of Alaska Fishermen group

d) comprehensive IFQs/co-ops for all GOA fisheries;

. not provided guidance to the committee whether to look into selecting species for rationalization,
with accompanying sideboard measures, or providing alternatives for rationalizing all groundfish
species;

. requested data analysis for recency requirements for Pacific cod trawl, catcher processor, and
catcher vessels in the Gulf for 1995-2000.
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Staff suggestions

If the Council wishes to proceed with an AFA approach for the GOA, there are basically two preconditions
necessary for cooperatives to form. First, there must be a discrete closed class of vessels without latent
licenses floating around so that the participants in a particular fishery have certainty that their co-op won't
be disrupted by new entrants. Second, there must be discrete quotas for the co-op to manage. In the GOA,
neither of these two preconditions exist. The LLP program is far too leaky for any group of vessels fishing
in a particular area to have certainty that they have a closed class. Also, GOA TAC:s are not currently set up
for management by a group of vessels in a particular area. Except for pollock, they are mostly PSC-driven
and not subdivided by gear type.

If the Council wanted to proceed with cooperatives, it may wish to examine ways to tighten up the LLP
program so that LLP licenses more closely match the fishery groupings that would logically form co-ops.
NMEFS would need to revise the TAC allocation system so that the TAC and PSC allocations match the same
groups of vessels. The Council also would need to “define” various fisheries to rationalize (e.g., by area, gear
type, species/complex, vessel size).

Individual groups of fishermen in different regions of the GOA would be free to pursue whatever type of
rationalization that they wanted once those two objectives are achieved, then. Different approaches could
emerge in different areas of the GOA and the lack of consensus of approach in one area would not prevent
fishermen in other areas from proceeding on their own pace.

There are two other lessons learned from the AFA. The first one is that any move towards rationalization
needs to be comprehensive and cover all areas and all fisheries for optimal efficiency. The Council may be
mired in sideboard issues to protect the non-rationalized fisheries from spillover from the rationalized
fisheries if only one fishery is rationalized. And the sideboards themselves become as complicated to deal
with as a comprehensive program would have been in the first place. Displaced vessels and capital will
always flood into the last remaining open fisheries. So we cannot, for example, create a rationalization
program for one area without addressing where the displaced and retired vessels will move.

The second lesson learned from the AFA is that it's a lot faster and more flexible if industry and the co-ops
take responsibility for most of the individual vessel issues. For the most part, NMFS still manages the BSAI
pollock fishery as if it was an open access fishery. All of the individual vessel level management is handled
by the cooperatives and the inter-cooperative managers. Any program that requires NMFS to track vessel
activity and enforce quotas at an individual vessel level will be hugely more expensive and complex than one
in which we track aggregate quotas like in the BSAI pollock fishery, especially where PSC limits are
involved.

Finally, NMFS could become overwhelmed by expectations for monitoring and managing an increased
number of small quotas to the extent GOA TACs and PSC limits are apportioned among an increased number
of competing user groups. As we have seen through recent analyses assessing potential impacts of critical
habitat, harvest limits under proposed Steller sea lion protection measures and for management on non-target
groundfish species, management of small quotas becomes impractical in some cases and likely would result
in preemption of some fisheries altogether. However, NMFS is much more able to meet monitoring and
enforcement expectations to the extent that governing statute/frameworking provides for an allocation
scheme to user groups in a manner that allows for individual or group accountability of catch and reporting
(i.e., IFQs or cooperatives). However, the downside to these sort of programs has been increased costs to
industry to comply with increased observer or reporting costs. These costs result from the need to verify
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catch reported by specific user groups or individuals who can control how and when they fish without
competition. The closer we get to an IFQ/CDQ type program, the more stringent the verification needs and
higher the costs of the monitoring program will be to industry.

In summary, the first step to address the problems of excess capacity and resource allocation would be to
allocate groundfish TACs by area and gear. It is a necessary action for either cooperative or IFQ
management. The Council then may consider whether to proceed with cooperatives or IFQs once that has
been achieved. The Council may find that selected industry sectors in certain areas may be ready to step
forward with their own rationalization programs, outside of the regulatory process. For instance, the
Western Gulf of Alaska Fishermen pilot program could be initiated without a Council analysis or Federal
regulations.

C. Alternatives for Analysis

In June 2001, the Council swept up all the proposals recommended or considered by the AP, committee, and
public for a full analysis, including those only intended as test cases. It specifically excluded the Southeast
Outside area from any GOA rationalization program, but to include them in any sideboard issues. The
Council motion included rationalization alternatives for:

1) Pacific cod fisheries in the Western Gulf, Central Gulf and West Yakutat management areas using
IFQs (harvester/processor/bycatch shares), cooperatives (AFA and Dooley-Hall models), with
community allocations). The Council adopted 1995-99 as base years for the analysis. Some of the
elements and options referenced general approaches (e.g., Dooley-Hall) or options from the BSAI
crab rationalization suite of alternatives which need to be specifically delineated. Staff has attempted
to fill in those references and seeks concurrence from the Council (see highlighted text under
Alternative 2 below);

2) 15 participants in the Western Central Gulf pollock and P. cod fishery though a cooperative-style
pilot program; and

3) Western and Central Guif trawl rockfish fisheries through a two-pie individual quota system.
More information on the genesis of the three potential programs follow.
ALTERNATIVE 1. No action

ALTERNATIVE 2. Rationalize the Pacific cod fishery in the WGOA, CGOA and WY areas
(Elements that need to be identified by the Council are highlighted)

Elements and Options:
1.0 Harvesting Sector Elements
1.1 Fisheries included in rationalization plan:  Target fisheries for P. cod using trawl, longline, and

pot gear in the WGOA, CGOA and WY areas. (Jig
fisheries are excluded)
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1.2 Basis for Annual IFQ calculation: Annual IFQ amounts are calculated as follows TAC -
State Waters fishery catch — previous years jig harvest
X QS =IFQ

1.3 Harvesting Sector QS Categories-QS/IFQs will be assigned to one of the following categories
Option 1: Trawl Catcher Vessel
Trawl Catcher processor
Fixed Gear Catcher Vessel
Fixed Gear Catcher processor

Option 2: Trawl Catcher Vessel
Trawl Catcher processor
Longline Catcher Vessel
Longline Catcher processor
Pot catcher vessel
Pot Catcher Processor

Option 3: Assign vessel size categories:
<60
60 to 125
> 125

Option 4: Inshore/Offshore designation
14 Initial Allocation

1.4.1 General Eligibility Provisions
Persons applying to participate in the P Cod Fishing Program must meet eligibility requirements to document
a US fishing vessel. Note: The American Fisheries Act changed the requirements for documenting U.S.
Fishing vessels—at least 75% U.S. ownership is required.

1.4.2 Owners of Vessel Catch Histories

The owner of a vessel’s catch history is presumed to be the vessel owner of record at the time the catches
were made, unless specific language transferring the catch history was included in vessel ownership transfer
documentation. If a vessel was operated under a bareboat charter or other similar lease provision, the owner
of the catch history is presumed to be charter operator or leaseholder.

1.4.3 Qualifying Years : 1995 —-1999
A) Freezer longline Vessels
B) Catcher longline vessels
C) Pot catcher vessels
D) Pot catcher processors
E) Trawl catcher vessels
F) Trawl Catcher Processors
Option a) All years
b) Drop one
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1.4.4 Calculation of initial QS Distribution

— Based on legal landings made while federal fishery was open.
— Describe QS calculation here if specific method is desired.

1.5 Transferability and restrictions on Ownership of QS/IFQ
1.5.1 Eligibility to Purchase QS

Option 1:  All persons or entities eligible to document a US fishing vessel are eligible to purchase
harvest vessel QS and IFQ.
Suboption: grandfather initial recipients

Option 2:  US citizens who have at least:
a) 30 days of sea time
b) 150 days of sea time
¢) 365 days of sea time
Suboption: grandfather initial recipients

Option 3.  Entities that have a US citizen with 20% or more ownership with at least:
a) 30 days of sea time
b) 150 days of sea time
c) 365 days of sea time

Suboption: grandfather initial recipients

Seatime: same as AP crab Motion??

1.5.2 Leasing _
Same as AP Crab section

1.5.3 Ownership caps
Same as AP Crab section with range of 0.5% to 5%

1.5.4 Controls on vertical integration
Same as AP Crab section

1.5.5 Use of QS/IFQs
1.5.5.1 Harvestor IFQs

Option 1: Harvester shares: IFQs must be used in accordance with the privileges defined for
the associated QS category. The following provisions also apply:
“A” class CV- IFQs may be processed by either a shoreside processor ora
catcher/processor so long as sufficient processor shares are held
by the processor.
“B” class CV- IFQ’s may be processed by either a shoreside processor or a
catcher/processor.
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“A” or“B”classCV- IFQ’s initially issued to a catcher/processor shall not be regionally

or community designated.

“A” or “B” class CV- IFQ’s purchased or obtained by catcher/processors shall retain

their regional or community designation.

Option 2:  Allow Buy-down provision
Option 3:  One way conversion from trawl QS to,fixed gear QS.
Halibut PSQS would convert to halibut QS.

Option 4:  Allow one way conversion from offshore to inshore

1.5.5.2 Catcher/Processor shares: Catcher/Processors shall be granted “A” and “B” class
CV-QSs in the same manner as catcher vessels.
Catcher/Processors shall be granted PQ’s proportional to
their initial issuance of CV- QS

Option 1:  Catcher/Processors are prohibited from purchasing additional PQs from shore based
processors but are free to acquire PQs from other Catcher/Processors.

Option 2:  Catcher/Processors shall be allowed to purchase additional PQs from shore based
processors so long as the shares are processed within 3 miles of shore in the designated
region or community.

Option 3:  Catcher/Processors shall be allowed to sell PQ’s to shore based processors.

Option4: When CP IPQ shares without a regional designation are sold to a shore based processor,
the shares become designated by region. -

1.5.6 Use Caps
Option 1: range from average to highest of annual catch by vessel
Option 2: No use caps

1.6 Other Provisions

1.6.1 Discards of P Cod

Option 1:

AllP Cod included in the program that are harvested, must be used against IFQs. No
discards will be allowed.

1.6.2 Rollover provisions

Option 1:
a)
b)
c)

Part 2

Allow rollover of Unused IFQ to the next year in the amount of
1%

5%

10%
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1.6.3 Observer Coverage
Option 1:  100% observer coverage on all vessels participating in the P cod Fishing Program

Option 2:  No change in observer coverage--Industry standard bycatch rates will be applied to all
catches when the vessel is unobserved.

Option 3:  100% observer coverage on all vessels greater or equal to 60 feet.
Industry standard bycatch rates will be applied to all catches when the vessel is unobserved.

Option 4:  Voluntary use of observers to document lower than average bycatch rates.
A program allowing voluntary use of observers would be included to allow vessels to
document that their bycatch rates are lower than the industry standard.
1.7 Bycatch and PSC Considerations
1.7.1 BQ and PSQS Categories

Option 1: BQ and PSQS would be assigned to one of the following categories
Trawl Catcher Vessel
Trawl Catcher processor
Longline Gear Catcher Vessel
Longline Gear Catcher processor

1.7.2 Basis for BQ and PSQS
Option 1:  Allocate BQ and PSQS proportional to QS based on MRB standards
Option 2:  Allocate BQ and PSQS proportional to QS based on sector—average
1.7.3 Initial allocation of Bycatch Quota and PSC Quotas
Option 1: allocate BQ and PSQS to individuals
Option 2:  allocate BQ and PSQS to cooperatives
1.74 Use of Individual Bycatch Quota and PSC Quotas
Option 1:  Require retention of Bycatch species and sufficient BQ to cover landings.
Option 2:  Allow discards of bycatch species which count against BQ based on:
a) observer data
b) average rate
Option 3:  Apply current PSC rules and account for PSC based on:

a) observer data
b) average rate
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Option 4:  Issue halibut PSQS as Halibut QS for the fixed gear fleet:
a) all halibut QS program rules would apply
b) halibut bycatch during the closed season (Nov 16 to march 14) would:

Suboption 1:  Required to be retained and landed
Suboption2:  equired to be released and associated discard mortality deducted from

IFQ.
Suboption 3:  Establish concurrent seasons.
Option 5:  Allow conversion of halibut PSQS to Halibut QS if trawl vessel converts to fixed gear
a) Upon conversion all halibut QS program rules would apply
b) halibut bycatch during the closed season (Nov 16 to march 14) would:
Suboption 1:  Required to be retained and landed
Suboption2:  Required to be released and associated discard mortality deducted from
IFQ.
Option 6:
a) Allow transfers of BQS and PSQS
b) Not allow transfers of BQ and SPQS

1.7.5 Separability of BQ and PSQS

Option 1: BQ and PSQS are non-separable from FQS and must be transferred in proportion to the
amount of FQS that is transferred.

Option 2: BQ and PSQS are separable from FQS and may be transferred independently.

Option 3:  BQS and PSQS are separable from FQS and may be transferred independently of FQS,
but when transterred separately the number of BQS and PSQS that would go to the
purchaser will be reduced by 10 percent. The remaining 10 percent would go to a
bycatch reduction pool.

1.7.6 Leasing of BQS and PSQS

Option 1:  Leasing of 1» allowed. Person purchasing IFQs without BQ and PSQS must meet all
transfer eligibility requirements.

Option 2: Leasing of FQS is not allowed.
2.0 PROCESSING SECTOR ELEMENTS

Same as committee strawman for rockfish
*Same as crab rationalization proposal
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3.0 REGIONALIZATION AND COMMUNITY ALLOCATIONS
Same as committee strawman for rockfish

4.0 Program Review
The following options apply to all program elements:
Option 1. Program review after 2 years to objectively measure the success of the program by
addressing concerns identified in the Rationalization problem statement and the Magnuson
Stevens Act standards. Additionally, this review should include evaluation of the economic
consequences in communities
Option 2. Program review every 3 years to objectively measure the success of the program by
addressing concerns identified in the Rationalization problem statement and the Magnuson
Stevens Act standards. Additionally, this review should include evaluation of the economic
consequences in communities
Option 3.  No program review

5.0 Co-op Model

Use a co-op model which would have similar elements (qualifying years, ownership caps, skipper provisions,
etc) and the following options for comparison with the IFQ model.

A. An AFA-type coop
B. A dooley hall type of coop
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ALTERNATIVE 3. WGOAF GOA Groundfish Rationalization Plan

Purpose: To design a two year test program to implement o test ITQ-like rationalized fishery management
regimes for a group in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) groundfish fisheries.

This proposed rationalization program is a test: This program is intended to expire two years after
implementation unless it is ratified prior to that date by holders of 66 2/3%of the IFQ poundage for each
species and 66 23% of the IPQ poundage holders for each species.

Assumptions:

1. The GOA is home to a large and diverse fishing fleet and processing facilities

2. There is a relatively large resident coastal population existing in many towns and villages across the
GOA.

3. The GOA groundfish fishery is the largest fishery in the GOA in terms of volume, value and capital
investment, but not in terms of numbers of fishermen.

4. Due to the diversity that exists in the GOA, it is unlikely that a broad program designed to rationalize
the entire groundfish fishery can ever be designed.

5. GOA fishing groups and processing facilities that display great affinity do exist.

6.

These smaller fishing and processing groups that exist regionally across the GOA should be allowed to
identify themselves and seek rationalization individually. )

The Western Gulf of Alaska Fishermen group (WGOAF) and processors in the Western Gulf are a
distinct group that exists in the GOA groundfish fisheries.

1.
2.
3.

There are 15 members in the fishermen’s group.
They all fish Pacific cod and most fish pollock.

They all fish with:
* Trawls -
* Pots

* Longlines
They all have significant historic participation'in groundfish fisheries in:

* Area 610
* Area 620
* Area 630

There are a small group of processors to whom these fishermen have sold their GOA harvests
* Trident

* New West

* Peter Pan

* Icicle

The fishermen base their fishing operations out of:
* Sand Point

* Kodiak

* King Cove

* Chignik

* False Pass

Proposed Plan Elements: The Western Gulf of Alaska Fishermen association members (WGOAF) along
with their processors propose the following rationalization plan:
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Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQ): WGOAF members and any other eligible LLP license holders wishing
to do so will receive IFQs for their individual percentage of P-cod and pollock harvests in the GOA made
during the years 1995-1999.

Minimum criteria:  Fishermen will receive IFQ as long as they have a minimum of 20 p-cod and/or
pollock deliveries during 1995-1999. The harvest percentages earned by vessels that are ineligible to join
this IFQ program due to insufficient landings shall be allocated pro rata to IFQ holders and Open Access
fishermen in the GOA.

Average individual historic participation figured using:  Straight average calculation for years 1995-1999

Individual Processing Quotas (IPQs): All groundfish processors who processed groundfish in the GOA
areas during the years 1995-1999 are eligible to receive IPQs for 100% of their average historic percentage
of total production.

IPQ are awarded based upon where IFQ eligible fish were landed. If, for éxample, an IFQ participant
landed half of its catch to Trident and half to Peter Pan, each processor would receive IPQs for half of the
vessel owners IFQs.

IFQ ownership and usage by IPQ processors: Atleast 20% of IFQ owned by IPQ processors must be
available for lease to non IPQ owned IFQ harvesters. IPQ eligible processors cannot increase their IFQ
ownership by more 15% beyond their initial allocation.

Price Negotiations:  Both harvesters and processors are concerned that rationalization will diminish their
current bargaining position. Therefore, prices should be agreed upon annually by both sectors prior to the
decision whether to rationalize.

A) Prior to deciding whether or not a fishing vessel owner will enter into this IFQ program for a
particular year, a price for all IFQ harvested fish must be agreed upon by the potential IFQ
recipients and the potential IPQ recipients.

B) As part of this same agreement, a fishing plan for IFQ harvest must be signed by the potential
IFQ recipients and the potential IPQ recipients.

C) IFQ owned by IPQ eligible processors cannot participate in price negotiations.

D) IFQ owned by IPQ processors must participate in IFQ fisheries.

Transferability: IFQs can be sold, leased, or transferred, but they can only be leased to other IFQ
holders.

A) IPQs can be sold, leased, or transferred to anyone.

B) IFQ holders who are not also IPQ holders will have first right of refusal in any IFQ sales.

Community ownership:  Gulf of Alaska communities are eligible to acquire, own, and distribute IFQ
and IPQ as they see fit under this program.

Sideboards for protection of non-rationalized fisheries: IFQ participants in this rationalization

program will be ineligible to participate in any other Federal open access fishery for Pacific cod or
pollock in any other GOA area, in any year that they receive IFQs under this program.
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- Quota shifted to Shelikof Strait IFQ history earned in any area of the GOA that was later shifted to
7Y Shelikof Strait CHA shall continue to be considered part of the IFQ rights of the holder and shall belong
' to and be available for harvest to the IFQ holder.
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ALTERNATIVE 4. GOA Trawl Rockfish Rationalization

Overview. This program would establish a two-pie individual quota system for the Western and Central
Gulf Trawl Rockfish Fisheries. The plan would potentially allocate harvester quota shares (FQS) and
processors quota shares (PQS). Both types of quota shares would entitle owners to annual fishing and
processing quota. Harvesters would receive individual fishing quotas (IFQs), and processors would receive
IPQs. Annual allocations of IFQs and IPQs for each owner would be based on the percentage owned of the
quota share pool (QSP) multiplied by the adjusted TAC. Adjustments to the TAC would include bycatch
needs for other fisheries, and adjustments to account for other provision of the program, open access
processing for example.

In the course of developing a “prototype” program for the Central Gulf (CGOA) rockfish fishery, it became
apparent that a significant number of vessels that participate in CGOA also trawl for rockfish in the Western
Gulf (WGOA), and West Yakutat (WY), and that nearly all rockfish trawlers that participate in the WGOA
and WY also participate in the CGOA. Further, there do not appear to be significant non-trawl fisheries for
rockfish in any of the three areas. Focusing just on the CGOA would mean developing sideboards measures
for the WGOA and WY rockfish fisheries which could complicate the program. Creating a single program
for all three areas eliminates the need to impose restrictive and cumbersome sideboard measures to prevent
“spillover” effects into other rockfish fisheries, and appears to add little in the way of complexity to the
program itself. The program only includes the trawl fishery because there are no other significant target
fisheries for rockfish exists in the WGOA or CGOA. Some non-trawl fishing may occur in the WY sub-area,
therefore a gear specific apportionment of rockfish in WY would need to be approved by the NPMFC. East
Yakutat (EY) is not included in the program as trawling in the EY is prohibited.

While developing the program, it also became obvious that there are three major program areas that need to
be addressed: 1) Harvesters, 2) Processors, and 3) Regions. A fourth program area deals with issues that link
the three program areas. Within each broad program area there are a set of major issues including 1) the
nature of the right, 2) initial allocations, 3) transfer provisions and restrictions, and 4) use restrictions and
consolidation caps. Each of these issues contains a set of decision points and within those decision points
are options and sub-options.

The rockfish rationalization program as specified below uses specific formatting techniques for identification
of program area, major issue area, decision points and options. Each program area is formatted with a level-1
heading using a bolded all caps font (1 FORMAT FOR PROGRAM AREAS) Each issue area is given a
level-2 heading and text bolded with small caps. (For example 1.1 Format for Issue Areas. Each decision
point is underlined in a regular font and is shown with a level-3 heading. (For example: 1.3.2 Format for
Decision Points). Text in the paragraph(s) following the decision point will describe the recommended
decision. If options exist they will be given a level-4 heading but will not be bolded, sub-options will be
given a level-5 heading. (For example: 2.13.2 Format for Options. 3.1.2 .4.1 Format for Suboptions.)
Explanations and annotations will be shown in italicized text.

A set of standard definitions has been developed and used consistently throughout the description of the
program (Table 1). Communication between committee members will be enhanced if we specify these
definitions up front, and that all discussions within the committee use the same set of definitions. It is
particularly important to make clear distinctions between:

(a) catch history and quota shares

(b) quota shares and IFQs

(c) quota share pools and TACs
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Table 1. Definitions Used to Describe the Rockfish Fishing Program for Rockfish

At-sea Indicates that a vessel (particularly a processing vessel) is operating within the
EEZ of Alaska.

Bonafide | A bonafide rockfish crewmember is a skipper or other member of the fishing

rockfish|crew that can document a “minimum days-at-sea” requirement in the GOA

crewmember | rockfish fisheries. Bonafide crewmembers could be granted a right of first
refusal to purchase a percentage of FQS.

BQS Bycatch Quota Shares entitle the holder to a percentage of the BSA.

BQSP Bycatch Quota Share Pool is the sum of all BQS for a bycatch species in a given
management area.

BSA Bycatch Species Apportionment—Each year the Council and NMFS will make
an apportionment of bycatch species for use in the Rockfish Fishing Program.

Catch history | Catch history means all catch of a vessels that has taken place in the past. Some
catch history is relevant to the Rockfish Fishing Program, some is not.

CpP Catcher Processor :

CPFTAC The apportionment of the FTAC that would be allocated to catcher processors in
the form of IFQs.

Ccv Catcher Vessel

CVFTAC The apportionment of the FTAC that would be allocated to catcher vessels in the

form of IFQs

Eligible catch
history

Eligible catch history is catch history that appears to be eligible to be included
in the determination of quota shares.

Entity

Entity is defined using the definition of entity and the “10 percent rule” from
AFA regulations.

FQS

Fisher Quota Shares—catch history of harvest vessels that has been approved by
NMEFS in the official application process. It is anticipated that FQS will
correspond to kilograms (kg) of eligible catch history. Thus 1000 FQS represents
1mt of historical harvest that is qualified as part of the program. (Note that FQS
could be unitized as tons, however this would result in partial FQS, which would
be a complicating factor.)

FQSP

Fisher Quota Share Pool—the sum of all of the FQS for a given management
area. The FQSP represents all of the qualifying catch history of all qualified
owners in a particular management area.

FTAC

The FTAC is the part of the TAC that will be apportioned to the Rockfish Fishing
Program. The FTAC will generally be less than the TAC because some part of
the TAC may be set aside to accommodate bycatch needs for other target
fisheries.

Harvest
Sideboards

Harvest sideboards are catch limits in other “unrationalized” target fisheries that
would be applied to all trawl catcher vessels and all trawl catcher processors
owned by participants in the Rockfish Fishing Program. Harvest sideboards
would be intended to prevent participants from increasing their shares in other
fisheries that have not yet been rationalized.

IBQs

Individual Bycatch Quotas for each bycatch species will be issued
proportionately to the owners of BQS at the beginning of each year.
Mathematically, an individual’s IBQs = BQS . BQSP “ BSA.
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IFQ Individual Fishing Quota—represent a kilogram of actual harvest under the
program. A person’s IFQs will be calculated based on that person’s holdings of
FQS and on the FTAC for the management area for the year. Mathematically,
IFQs = FQS FOSP “FTAC.

IPQs Individual Processing Quota—one IPQ corresponds to one kg of rockfish that can
be processed by the processor that owns the IPQ during the year in which the IPQ
is issued. Mathematically, IPQs = PQS . PQSP “ QPA.

IPSQ Individual Prohibited Species Quota for each prohibited species will be issued
proportionately to the owners of PSQS at the beginning of each year.
Mathematically, an individual’s IPSQ = PSQS . PSQSP “ PSA.

Legal Landing | For shore-based deliveries a legal landing is a landing reported on a fish-ticket
that has been accepted by ADF&G. For at-sea deliveries a legal landing is an
delivery that was recorded by an NMFS certified observer. For catcher
processors a legal landing is a weekly processor report accepted by NMFES.
OAA Open Access Apportionment. The apportionment of the CVFTAC that would be
available for open access processing. The OAA is calculated by multiplying the
CVFTAC by the OAP. Mathematically, OAA =CVFTAC ~ OAP.

OAP The percentage of the CV-FTAC that would be designated as open access for
processing.

PQS Processor Quota Shares —one PQS is equal to one KG of qualified processing
history under the Rockfish Processing Program

PQSP Processor Quota Share Pool—the sum of PQS of all qualified processors for a
given species and area.

PSA Prohibited Species Apportionment—Each year the Council and NMFS will make
an apportionment of prohibited species for use in the Rockfish Fishing Program.

PSQS Prohibited Species Quota Shares entitle the holder to a percentage of the PSA.

PSQSP Prohibited Species Quota Share Pool is the sum of all BQS for a prohibited
species in a given management area.

QPA Qualified Processing Apportionment is the amount of the FTAC that is allocated

to qualified processors in the form of IPQs. The QPA is calculated by reducing
the CVFTAC by the OAA. Mathematically, QPA = CVFTAC - OAA
Rollover Unused IFQ that is added to the IFQs issued in the following year. The amount
of IFQ that can be rolled over would be limited to an amount not to exceed the
rollover percentage of a person FQS. The rollover percentage would be pre-
determined, but would likely be less than 10 percent.

TAC Total Allowable Catch—The TAC for each management area is specified by the
Council and NFMS usually at their December meeting. The TAC may be further
subdivided for directed fishing and bycatch.

1.0 Rockfish Fishing Program for GOA Rockfish
This program area describes the issues and options that are directly related to the Rockfish Fishing Program

for the GOA. The Rockfish Fishing Program is described in 4 major issue areas including the nature of the
fishing privileges, the initial allocation, transferability, and use.
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1.1 The Nature of the Fishing Privileges

This issue area defines the nature of fishing privileges and includes a description of the target fisheries,
bycatch restrictions, sideboards, vessel categories, and the annual specification and issuance of IFQs.

1.1.1 Target Fisheries included in rationalization plan

WGOA, CGOA, and WY trawl fisheries for Pacific Ocean perch, northern rockfish, pelagic shelf rockfish,
and other rockfish will be included in the rockfish rationalization program. FQS and IFQs for each of the
species groups in each management area will be issued.

1.1.2 Fishing Vessel Categories

Trawl catcher vessel (CV) and Trawl catcher processor (CP) harvests vessel categories will be created. All
individual allocations of harvesting privileges will be designated as either CV or CP. Allocations witha CV
designation may not be processed at sea, while those with a CP designation may be processed at-sea.

Note: The rationalization program as proposed would create processing quota shares(PQS) and individual
processing quotas (IPQs). The overall program would also include regional delivery requirements
to ensure community stability. The processor and community/regional programs would likely create
additional constraints on harvesting vessels. These restrictions and constraints will be specified
under Program Area 4, which contains the issues and decision points for interactions between the
three main program areas.

1.1.3 Fishing Vessel Total Allowable Catch (FTAC):

A specific trawl apportionment or FTAC will be created for the rockfish fisheries in the WGOA, CGOA, and
WY. The apportionment would be a set based on a percentage of the TAC at least as high as was used for
directed fishing in the trawl fisheries is shown below. The percentage of FTAC compared to the TAC in the
option years below would represent a minimum—the Council and NMFS could increase proportion going
to the FTAC if bycatch needs for rockfish in other fisheries falls. The bycatch apportionment of the Rockfish
TACs would be used in the fixed-gear fisheries for halibut, sablefish, and Pacific cod, and in the other trawl
fisheries. The FTAC will be set in the annual specification-setting process by the Council and NMFS. The
options for years determining the minimum percentage of rockfish in the FTAC are listed below.

1.1.3.1 The percent of the TAC apportioned to the FTAC will be as least as high as the percentage of
rockfish used in directed fishing in 2000.

1.1.3.2 The percent of the TAC apportioned to the FTAC will be as least as high as the percentage of
rockfish used in directed fishing from 1998 through 2000.

1.1.3.3 The percent of the TAC apportioned to the FTAC will be as least as high as the percentage of
rockfish used in directed fishing from 1996 through 1998.

Notes: - Itisassumedthat the initial allocation will determine the apportionment of harvesting privileges
between CVs and CPs.

- There has been some discussion of allowing each sector to determine the rules for its own initial

allocation. If each sector is allowed to choose its own allocation rules, then the FTAC must be
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apportioned into a CV-FTAC and a CP-FTAC in a separate decision that is independent of the
initial allocation. For example if CVs choose to use 5 years of catch history to determine
harvesting privileges, and CPs choose to use only 1 year of catch history, then the amount of
catch history for each sector will not accurately represent the typical split of harvest between
the two sectors. The fact that the program, as specified here, does not include options to allow
sectors to choose their own initial allocation rules, does not imply that the idea does not have
merit. Indeed the concept may have merit and could be included if the committee desires.

- If, as mentioned in the previous paragraph, a CVFTAC and a CPFTAC are created, then it
could be relatively simple for one or the other sector or both sectors to establish cooperatives,
particularly if annual apportionments of bycatch species and PSC (as will be discussed in
Decision Points 1.1.6 and 1.1.7) are created. Formation of Rockfish Cooperatives is not
discussed in this document, but should not be considered beyond the scope of the committee.

1.1.4 Apportionments of the FTAC to Catcher Vessels and Catcher Processors

The apportionment of the FTAC to catcher vessels (CVFTAC) and to catcher processors (CPFTAC) would
be established either in the initial allocation of FQS or in advance of the allocation of FQS. In either case,
the apportionment percentage of the FTAC between CVs and CPs would be fixed. If the CVFTAC and
CPFTAC apportionment percentage is determined in advance of the initial allocation then each sector would
have the opportunity to develop initial allocation eligibility.

1.1.5 Fisher Quota Shares (FQS) and IFQs

Fisher Quota Shares for each rockfish assemblage group included in the program represent the catch history
of harvest vessels that has been approved by NMFS in the official application process. The Fisher Quota
Share Pool (FQSP) is the sum of all of the FQS for a given management area. IFQs for each included
rockfish assemblage represents a kilogram of rockfish that may be actually harvested under the program.
A person’s IFQs will be issued annually and will be calculated based on that person’s holdings of FQS and
on the FTAC for the management area for the year. Mathematically, IFQs =FQS , FQSP “FTAC. A person
holding IFQs for a particular rockfish assemblage will be allowed to harvest a corresponding amount of that
assemblage during that year for which the IFQs are issued.

Notes: - Theamount of FQS issued to individuals and in total (the FQSP) will be determined in the initial
allocation process as discussed in Harvest Vessel Issue 1.2.

- FQS will be unitized as kilograms (kg) of historical harvest. Thus 1000 FQS represents Imt of
historical harvest that is qualified as part of the Rockfish Fishing Program. FQS could be
unitized as tons, however this would result in partial FQS, which would be a complicating
factor.

1.1.6  Bycatch Species Apportionments

In order to minimize crossover impacts of a rockfish fishery on other GOA groundfish fisheries, and to
reduce the possibility that other groundfish fisheries will curtail activities in the rockfish fishery, it may be
necessary to create a bycatch species apportionment for the Rockfish Fishing Program. Alternatively,
bycatch of non-target species could continue to be managed using the Maximum Retainable Bycatch (MRB)
program currently in effect.
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1.1.6.1 Use the existing Maximum Retainable Bycatch (MRB) program in conjunction with the Rockfish
Rationalization Program

1.1.6.2 Create an annual Bycatch Species Apportionment

An annual Bycatch Species Apportionment (BSA) of non-target groundfish species will be allocated to the
Rockfish Fishing Program. A BSA for all species that are caught during the rockfish trawl fisheries will be
determined by the Council and NMFS in the annual specification-setting process. In order to facilitate the
initial allocation process an Initial Bycatch Species Apportionment (IBSA) will be set no later than the
Council’s September meeting in the year prior the first year of fishing under the Rockfish Fishing Program.
In general, the BSA would be based on a percentage of the TAC of bycatch species that is no greater than
the percentage of bycatch used in the rockfish fisheries in the years specified in the three options listed
below. The Council and NMFS will have the authority to reduce the percentage of the BSAs based on the
performance of the Rockfish Fishing Program. The option years for determining the minimum percentage
of rockfish in the FTAC are listed below.

1.1.6.2.1 The percent of the TAC apportioned to the BSA for a bycatch species will be no greater than the
percentage of each bycatch species used in the trawl rockfish fisheries in 2000.

1.1.6.2.2  The percent of the TAC apportioned to the BSA for a bycatch species will be no greater than the
percentage of each bycatch species used in the trawl rockfish fisheries from 1998 through 2000.

1.1.6.2.3 The percent of the TAC apportioned to the BSA for a bycatch species will be no greater than the
percentage of each bycatch species used in the trawl rockfish fisheries from 1996 through 1998.

1.1.7  Prohibited Species Apportionments

An annual Prohibited Species Apportionment (PSA) of non-target groundfish speeies will be allocated to the
Rockfish Fishing Program. A PSA for all prohibited species that are caught during the rockfish trawl fisheries
will be determined by the Council and NMFS in the annual specification-setting process. In order to
facilitate the initial allocation of prohibited species quota shares, the Council will set an Initial PSA for
Halibut in the Rockfish Fishing Program no later than its September meeting preceding the first year of
fishing under the Rockfish Fishing Program.

Note: In order to allow purncipants in the Rockfish Fishing Program to develop effective measures to
reduce catches of proiubited species, they need to be assured that activities in other non-rockfish
fisheries will not torce early closure of the rockfish fishery. Therefore, the PSA is a critical
component of the program It is believe by many industry members that a rational fishery will result
in significant reducnions i halibut and salmon bycatch. However, the actual amount of the
reductions cannot be projected until the system is in place. If bycatch of prohibited species does
occur, then the Council could reduce the PSA, and either allocate additional PSC to other fisheries
or reduce the overall PSC Apportionment. An additional measure to reduce bycatch of PSC is
included in the “bycaich reduction pool” option in the transferability issues under Decision
Pointl.3.2.3.
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1.1.8 Individual Bycatch Quota and PSC Quotas

There appear to be two primary methods available to allocate and monitor bycatch quotas and PSC
quotas—allocate to cooperatives and allow cooperative to determine individual allocations or allocate to
directly to individuals.

Notes: - Ifthe existing MRB program is used and no BSA is created then the issue of non-target Bycatch
Quotas is moot.
- Additional observer coverage may be desirable. See Decision Point 1.4.6.

1.1.8.1 Allocate Bycatch Quota and PSC Quotas to Bycatch Cooperatives

The Council and NMFS would authorize the formation of bycatch cooperatives for the purposes of allocating
the BSA and PSAs among fishers. IFQs (for rockfish) for the year would only be issued if the fisher could
prove that he belongs to a bycatch cooperative. The bycatch cooperatives would determine the allocation
of bycatch and PSC to individual members and facilitate in-season transfers. NMFS would monitor total
PSC and bycatch amounts. When the total PSA is taken, then no additional fishing with rockfish IFQs could
take place. When the total BSA for a given species is taken, NMFS could allow fishing for rockfish to
continue but require that all catch of that species would be treated as a prohibited species; or NMFS could
treat the BSA in the same way it would treat PSC and close the rockfish fishery. These two options are
shown below: )

1.1.8.1.1  Treat the BSA for all bycatch species in the same manner that is used with PSC. Once the BSA
for a bycatch species is taken, all directed fishing for rockfish would be prohibited. IFQs for
rockfish could continue to be used but only as bycatch in other target fisheries.

1.1.8.1.2  Allow fishing for rockfish to continue after the BSA for a bycatch species is taken. No further
retention of the bycatch species would be allowed. IFQs for rockfish-could continue to be used
but only as bycatch in other target fisheries.

1.1.8.1.3  Allocate Bycatch Quota and PSC Quotas to Individuals
BYCATCH QS (BQS) AND IBQs (BYCATCH IFQS)

BQS and IBQs would be assigned to individuals. Once an individual’s IBQ is used the individual could no
longer target rockfish. IBQs will be issued to the owners of BQS at the beginning of each year based on each
individual percentage of the BQS pool (BQSP)—the sum of all BQS issued. Mathematically, an individual’s
IBQs = BQS , BQSP “ BSA. An IBQ represents a kilogram of the bycatch species that may be actually
harvested under the program during the year in which the IBQs are issued.

Notes: - The amount of BOS issued to individuals and in total (the BQSP) will be determined in the initial
allocation process as discussed in Harvest Vessel Issue 1.2.

- BQS will be unitized to correspond to kilograms (kg) of bycatch in the initial year of fishing
under the Rockfish Fishing Program. Thus 1000 BQS represents Imt of harvest that is qualified
as part of the Rockfish Fishing Program. FQS could be unitized as tons, however this would
result in partial FQS, which would be a complicating factor.
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PROHIBITED SPECIES QS (PSQS) AND INDIVIDUAL PROHIBITED SPECIES QUOTAS (IPSQS)

PSQS and IPSQs would be assigned to individuals. Once an individual’s IPSQ is used, the individual could
no longer target rockfish. IPSQs will be issued to the owners of PSQS at the beginning of each year based
on each individual percentage of the PSQS pool (PSQSP)—the sum of all PSQS issued. Mathematically,
an individual’s IPSQs = PSQS , PSQSP “PSA. AnIPSQ represents a kilogram of the prohibited species that
may be actually caught under the program during the year in which the IPSQs are issued.

Notes: - The amount of PSQS issued to individuals and in total (the PSQSP) will be determined in the
initial allocation process as discussed in Harvest Vessel Issue 1.2.
- PSQOS could be unitized to correspond to kilograms (kg) of PSC in the initial year of fishing
under the Rockfish Fishing Program.

1.1.9 Fishing Vessel Sideboards

Harvest sideboards are catch limits in other “non-rationalized” target fisheries that would be applied to
vessels participating in the Rockfish Fishing Program. Harvest sideboards would be intended to prevent
participants from increasing their shares in other fisheries that have not yet been rationalized. Two options
are apparent.

1.1.9.1 No Sideboards
1.1.9.2 Sideboards

Participants in the Rockfish Fishing Program would be limited to (but not allocated or guaranteed) their
historical participation (as a percent of TAC) in other “unrationalized” BSAI and GOA groundfish and crab
fisheries. Sideboards would be established and enforced by management area and by season (i.e., quarterly
sideboards). Sideboards for specific fisheries would be eliminated as they becarse rationalized, (i.e., if the
GOA pollock fisher is rationalized, then pollock sideboards would be eliminated). Calculation of sideboards
would be based on the same years used to calculate FQS, but would include the historical catches of all trawl
vessels owned by eligible participants including vessels that may not otherwise be included in the Rockfish
Fishing Program.

Once a sideboard limit for a sideboard fishery (defined by area and quarter) is reached, vessels owned or
controlled by holders of rockfish FQS may no longer participate in that sideboard fishery until it reopens in
the following year or quarter. Participation in other sideboard fisheries would be allowed and bycatch of
rockfish while participating in other sideboard fisheries could be retained as long as the participants have
unused rockfish IFQs. Four sub-options on the level at which to establish sideboard limits are considered
below.

1.1.9.2 Vessel Sideboards
Vessel specific harvester sideboards would be established. All trawl catcher vessels whose owners hold CV-

FQS would be limited by Individual Catcher Vessel Sideboards. All trawl catcher processors whose owners
hold CP-FQS would be limited by Individual Catcher Processor Sideboards.
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1.19.2.2 Company Sideboards

Company harvester sideboards would be established. All trawl catcher vessels whose owners hold CV-FQS
would be limited by Company Catcher Vessel Sideboards. All trawl catcher processors whose owners hold
CP-FQS would be limited by Company Catcher Processor Sideboards. Companies would be defined using
the 50 percent ownership rule as defined in analyses of processing sideboard for AFA.

1.19.2.3  Entity Sideboards

Entity harvester sideboards would be established. All trawl catcher vessels whose owners hold CV-FQS
would be limited by Entity Catcher Vessel Sideboards. All trawl catcher processors whose owners hold CP-
FQS would be limited by Entity Catcher Processor Sideboards. Entities would be defined using the 10
percent ownership rule as defined in analyses of processing sideboard for AFA.

1.1.9.2.4 Sector Sideboards

Two classes of sideboards would be established—Catcher Vessel Sideboards and Catcher Processor
Sideboards. All trawl catcher vessels whose owners hold CV-FQS would be limited by the Catcher Vessel
Sideboards. All trawl catcher processors whose owners hold CP-FQS would be limited by the Catcher
Processor Sideboards. Cooperative fishing within sector sideboard fisheries would be encouraged.

1.2 Initial Allocation of FQS, BQS, and PSQS
1.2.1 General Eligibility Provisions

Persons applying to participate in the Rockfish Fishing Program must meet eligibility requirements to

document a US fishing vessel.

Note: The American Fisheries Act changed the requirements for documenting U.S. Fishing vessels—at
least 75% U.S. ownership is required.

1.2.2 Owners of Vessel Catch Histories

The owner of a vessel’s catch histony is presumed to be the vessel owner of record at the time the catches
were made, unless specific language transferring the catch history was included in vessel ownership transfer
documentation. If a vessel w as operated under a bareboat charter or other similar lease provision, the owner
of the catch history is presumed to be charter operator or leaseholder.

Notes: -  This language is consistent with provisions in the Groundfish and Crab License Limitation
Program approved by the Council in 1995.
- Transfers of caich lstory are discussed in Decision Point 1.2.5

1.2.3  Vessel Participation Criteria
Owners of catch history of vessels that made at least one legal traw] landing during the years specified in the

options below will be eligible to submit their trawl catch histories for inclusion in the calculation of FQS and
the FQSP. Evidence that a legal landing was made will be a fish-ticket accepted by ADF&G, a delivery
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recorded by an NMFS approved observer to an at-sea processor, or a submission of a weekly processor
reported accepted by NMFS. The following year options are proposed:

1.2.3.1 1998-2000

1.2.3.2 1996-2000

Notes: -

This decision point is one of the most critical and perhaps controversial of all the decision
points in the Rockfish Fishing Program. We have proposed two optional sets of eligibility years
as examples, but the committee may prefer others.

As noted in Decision Point 1.1.3 it may be desirable to have different vessel participation
criteria for catcher vessels and catcher processors, particularly if one of the objectives of the
program is to eliminate latent licenses and catch histories. If criteria differ by sector than it
becomes necessary to create distinct and permanent apportionment of the FTAC between CVs
and Cps.

NOAA General Counsel indicates that it may be desirable to include the most recent year of
participation within the scope of the alternatives analyzed.

1.2.4 Catch History Years to Determine FQS

Catch histories of owners that meet the eligibility criteria in Decision Points 1.2.1, 1.2.2, and 1.2.3 for the
years specified in the options below will be used to determine the initial allocation of FQS.

Notes: -

Four options are shown for discussion purposes only—additional options may be included by
the committee. Options 1.2.4.1 and 1.2.4.2 could only be used if the vessel participation
criterion of 1998-2000 is chosen.

If the committee chooses catch history years that include years that are not included in the
vessel participation criterion then the issue of transferred catch history becomes important.
Including additional vears for FQS determination opens the door for catch histories of vessels
that do not meet the participation criterion in Decision Point 1.2.3 to be converted into FQS
through catch hustor transfers. :

1.2.4.1 All catch histony trom 1995-2000

1.2.4.2 The owner’s choice of two vears of catch history between 1998-2000

1.2.4.3 All catch histony trom 1996-2000

1.2.4.4 The owner’s choice ot any four years of catch history between 1996-2000

1.2.5 FQS Resulting From Transfers of Catch History

Note: This decision point is necessary only if the years chosen for determination of FQS (Decision Point
1.2.4) are different than the years chosen as vessel participation criterion (Decision Point 1.2.3).
If the years for the two criteria are the same, then the issue of transfers of catch history become
relatively minor and wholly determined by the decision in Decision Point 1.2.2.
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Catch history of vessels that participated in the GOA rockfish fisheries in FQS determination years (Decision
Point 1.2.4) that were not included in the vessels participation criterion (Decision Point 1.2.3) may be
included in the determination of FQS if the transfer is documented to have occurred before January 1, 2001.

Note: It is possible that provisions could be developed that limit the situations in which transferred catch
history could be used—in the case of a replacement vessel for example. However, an initial
examination of several scenarios indicates that it will be very difficult to develop restrictions that
do not create obvious and significant inconsistencies in the treatment of similarly situated persons.

1.2.6 Determination of BQS

Note: This decision point is moot if the option to establish bycatch and PSC cooperatives is chosen in
Decision Point 1.1.8.

Bycatch QS (BQS) for non-target groundfish will be allocated to each initial recipient of FQS. The amount
of BQS allocated to each initial recipient of FQS will be in proportion to their share of the FQSP. The BQS
pool (BQSP) will correspond to the Initial Bycatch Species Apportionment (IBSA) for each species as
indicated in Decision Point 1.1.6. Thus the initial allocation of BQS to individuals will be determined
mathematically as BQS = FQS , FQSP " IBSA. BSAs in the future may differ from the IBSA, the annual
allocation of bycatch IFQs (IBQs) will use the following formula: IBQs = BQS , BQSP “ BSA.

Note: Allocating BQS on the basis of actual bycatch rates experienced during the FQS determination years
was considered but rejected because of the lack of reliable data for unobserved vessels. The
allocation as specified above assumes uniform bycatch rate for all vessels in the program.

1.2.7 Determination of Prohibited Species QS (PSQS) for Halibut

Note: This decision point is moot if the option to establish bycatch and PSC cooperatives is chosen in
Decision Point 1.1.8.

Prohibited Species QS for halibut will be allocated to each initial recipient of FQS. The amount of PSQS
allocated to each initial recipient of FQS will be in proportion to their share of the FQSP. The PSQS pool
(PSQSP) will correspond to the Initial Prohibited Species Apportionment (IPSA) of halibut as indicated in
Decision Point 1.1.7. Thus the initial allocation of PSQS to individuals will be determined mathematically
as PSQS = FQS , FQSP “ IPSA. PSAs for halibut in the future may differ from the IPSA, the annual
allocation of individual prohibited species quotas will use the following formula: IPSQs = PSQS + PSQSP
X PSA.

Note: Allocating PSQS on the basis of actual PSC rates experienced during the FQS determination years
was considered but rejected because of the lack of reliable data for unobserved vessels. The
allocation as specified above assumes a uniform PSC rate for all vessels in the program.

1.3 Transferability and Restrictions on Ownership of Harvest Vessel Privileges

This harvest vessel issue area contains decision points that transferability and restrictions on ownership of
Harvest Vessel Privileges are defined to include all individual harvesting privileges established by the
Rockfish Fishing Program.
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In general FQS (and BQS and PQS if they are allocated to individuals) can be transferred to persons that
meet the eligibility requirements specified in Decision Points 1.3.1 and 1.3.2. All transfers will be subject
to ownership caps in Decision Point 1.4. Transfers of IFQs (and IBQs, and IPSQs if they are allocated to
individuals) without underlying quota shares are discussed separately in Decision Point 1.3.3 on leasing of
quota shares. Separability of BQS and PSQS from FQS is discussed in 1.3.2

1.3.1 Eligibility to Purchase FQS.

Options to restrict persons from purchasing FQS in the Rockfish Fishing Program are minimal, however, if
a processor quota share program is implemented it may be desirable to restrict holders of processing quota
shares from purchasing FQS. Other proposed options are shown below.

1.3.1.1 Purchasers must be eligible to document a U.S. fishing vessel.

Note: Under AFA, the minimum US ownership level required to document a fishing vessel for any US
fishery (with some exceptions outside the North Pacific) increased from 50% to 75%.

1.3.1.2 Purchasers must be eligible to document a U.S. fishing vessel and meet the minimum days-at-sea
requirement as specified below:

1.3.1.2.1 Minimum Days-At-Sea Requirement — 30 days
1.3.1.2.2 Minimum Days-At-Sea Requirement — 150 days
1.3.1.2.3 Minimum Days-At-Sea Requirement — 300 days

1.3.2 Separability of BQS and PSQS from FQS.

Note: This decision point is moot if bycatch and PSC cooperatives are created.

Due to variation among fishers, it is likely that some fishers will have more bycatch of non-target groundfish
and of prohibited species. While it appears that in general it would be desirable for each participant to
optimize their bycatch needs, there is some concern that allowing transfers that separate BQS and PSQS from
FQS will overly complicate the transfer process. Two options regarding separability are proposed as follows:

1.3.2.1 BQS and PSQS are non-separable from FQS and must be transferred in proportion to the amount
FQS that is transferred.

1.3.2.2 BQS and PSQS are separable from FQS and may be transferred independently of FQS.

1.3.2.3 BQS and PSQS are separable from FQS and may be transferred independently of FQS, but when
transferred separately the number of BQS and PSQS that would go to the purchaser will be reduced
by 10 percent. The remaining 10 percent would go to a bycatch reduction pool.

Note: The bycatch reduction pool described in Option 1.3.2.3 reduces the possibility of the
“institutionalization of bycatch and PSC caps.” This option insures that PSC savings by one
fisherman cannot be entirely reversed by another fisherman, and at the same time the system
preserves the economic incentive to avoid PSC bycatch. The bycatch reduction pool would reduce
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number of BQS and PSQS that are converted into IBQs and IPSQs. Thus if 100 tons of halibut are
apportioned to the Rockfish Fishing Program, and the bycatch reduction pool contains 7% of the
total amount of PSQS, then 93 tons of IPSQs would be allocated to individuals, and the remaining
7 tons would not be allocated.

It should be also be noted that the annual specification of the BSAs and PSAs can also serve to “de-
institutionalize” bycatch and PSCs.

1.3.3 Leasing of FQS

Leasing of FQS means that IFQs are transferred without corresponding FQS. There are several potential
options, two of which are specified below.

1.3.3.1 Leasing of FQS is allowed. Person purchasing IFQs without FQS must meet all transfer eligibility
requirements.

1.3.3.2 Leasing of FQS is not allowed.

Note: Options allowing the leasing of some portion of IFQs were not included, but could be added if the
commilttee desires.

1.3.4 Leasing of BQS and PSQS
Note: This decision point is moot if bycatch and PSC cooperatives are created.

Leasing of BQS and PSQS will be critical if holders of IFQs are required to have sufficient BQS and PSQS
associated with their vessel before harvesting IFQs. If leasing is not allowed it is likely that the some fishers
will not be able to harvest their IFQs. If leasing is not allowed there would be additional justification for a
rollover provision for IFQs.

1.3.4.1 Leasing of BQS and PSQS is allowed. Person purchasing IBQs without BQS and IPSQs without
PSQS must meet all transfer eligibility requirements.

1.3.4.2 Leasing of BQS and PSQS is not allowed.

Note: Prohibiting leasing of BOS and PSQS combined with a prohibition on leasing of IFQs and
requirements that holders of IFQs are required to have sufficient BQS and PSQS associated with
their vessel before harvesting IFQs would ensure that overall amount of bycatch and PSC is
reduced. It would also be very unlikely that the FTAC of rockfish would be taken if leasing of BOS
and PSQS were not allowed.

1.3.5 Captain and Crews Rights of First Refusal in Transfers of FQS.

This decision point would define bonafide rockfish crewmembers and provide them with a right of first
refusal to purchase 10 percent of all FQS sold. There are two options, and a set of sub-option that define
bonafide rockfish crewmembers.

1.3.5.1 Do not provide a right of first of refusal for bonafide rockfish crewmembers.
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1.3.5.2 Provide a right of first of refusal for bonafide rockfish crewmembers to purchase 10 percent of all
FQS sold.

Under this option all transfers would undergo a two step approval process. In the first step would NMFS
would verify that the intended transfer met all of the requirements, and 90% of the FQS would be approved
for transfer. During the second step NMFS would announce that the remaining 10% of the shares were
available for purchase by bonafide rockfish crewmembers if: 1) a bonafide rockfish crewmember is willing
to purchase the FQS at the same price as paid by the original buyer, and 2) if the bonafide rockfish
crewmember can prove that the funding necessary to make the purchase is available. Bonafide rockfish
crewmembers purchasing shares under this provision will have to have completed the declaration process
within 10 business days following the announcement by NMFS that the shares are available. A bonafide
rockfish crewmember is a skipper or other member of the fishing crew who satisfies all three of the bulleted
requirements below:

- meets the transfer eligibility requirements in Decision Points 1.3.1and 1.3.2.

- can document the a minimum days at sea requirement in the GOA rockfish fisheries,

- has been approved by NFMS as a bonafide rockfish crewmember prior to the date that the FQS
become available.

Three optional minimum days-at-sea requirements for a bonafide rockfish crewmember are proposed.

1.3.52.1 To qualify as a bonafide rockfish crewmember the individual must have spent at least 30 days
at sea in the GOA rockfish fisheries.

1.3.5.2.2 To qualify as a bonafide rockfish crewmember the individual must have spent at least 150 days
at sea in the GOA rockfish fisheries.

1.3.52.3 To qualify as a bonafide rockfish crewmember the individual must have spent at least 365 days
at sea in the GOA rockfish fisheries.

1.4 Ownership and Use Restrictions and Other Miscellaneous Provisions

This Issue Area deals with restrictions on the ownership of FQS and the use of IFQs. It also contains other
miscellaneous provisions of the Rockfish Fishing Program.

1.4.1 FQS Ownership Caps

FQS ownership caps would limit the percentage of the FQSP an individual or entity could own or otherwise
control. An entity in this case is defined using the definition of entity and the “10 percent rule” from AFA
regulations. Initial recipients of FQS that exceed the ownership cap in the initial allocation would be
grandfathered, but would not be allowed to purchase or lease additional FQS. Ownership caps could be
applied to the FQSP as a whole or to the FQSP by sector. Options are listed below:

1.4.1.1 Ownership Caps would be applied to the entire FQSP.

Note: Specific percentage options can only be determined after an initial examination of the data—the
options shown should be treated as placeholders.

1.4.1.1.1 No more than X Percent of the FQSP could be owned or controlled by a single entity
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14.1.1.2 No more than Y Percent of the FQSP could be owned or controlled by a single entity
1.4.1.2 Ownership Caps would be applied to each sector’s FQSP. Two options are proposed.

Note: Specific percentage options can only be determined after an initial examination of the data—the
options shown should be treated as placeholders

1.4.12.1 No more than X Percent of a sector’s FQSP could be owned or controlled by a single entity
14.1.22 No more than Y Percent of a sector’s FQSP could be owned or controlled by a single entity
14.2 Designated IFQ User on Board

During the harvesting activity, an individual on board the vessel must be assigned authority by an owner (or
owners) of the IFQ to harvest rockfish that will be credited against IFQs. A certificate authorizing the
assignment must be notarized with signatures of the owner and designee, but will not need formal NMFS
approval.

14.3 Use of CV-IFQs on Catcher Processors and Use of CP-IFQs on Catcher Vessels

Because the Rockfish Fishing Program as described here would be implemented while other fisheries remain
under the LLP program, CV and CP designations under the LLP would remain in effect. None-the-less it
may be desirable to allow vessels designated as CVs under the LLP in the to use CP-IFQs (i.e., to catch and
process rockfish at-sea) under the Rockfish Fishing Program. Similarly, it may be desirable to allow vessels
designated as CP to use CV-IFQs to catch and deliver rockfish to inshore processors. Several options are
proposed:

1.4.3.1 Maintain CV and CP designations and restrictions as implemented in the LLP.

Note: This option would prohibit the use of CP-IFQs on vessels designated as CVs in the LLP, but would
continue to allow vessels designated as CPs to deliver to inshore processors.

1.4.3.2 Maintain the LLP restrictions on vessels designated as CVs and prohibit the use of CV-IFQs by
vessels designated as CP in the LLP.

Note: This option would maintain the prohibition on the use of CP-IFQs on vessels designated as CVs in
the LLP, and would prohibit vessels designated as CPs from using CV-IFQs.

1.4.3.3 Eliminate the LLP restrictions under the Rockfish Fishing Program.

Note: This option would rescind the prohibition on the use of CP-IFQs on vessels designated as CVs in
the LLP, and would also allow vessels designated as CPs to use CV-IF Qs—with the provision that
all CV-IFQs must be processed in state waters.

1.4.4 Discards of Rockfish

All rockfish included in the program that are harvested, must be used against IFQs. No discards of rockfish
species included in the Rockfish Fishing Program will be allowed.

Part 2 42



1.4.5 Rollover provisions

Holders of IFQs that are not fished in the season for which it is issued, may roll over unused IFQs as long
as the rollover is less than or equal to the “rollover percentage” of the FQS owned. Three optional rollover
percentage levels are shown. The provision to roll over unused IFQs would only be implemented if the
overall TAC for the included rockfish is less than the allowable biological catch for that species by at least
as much as the rollover percentage.

1.4.5.1 IFQs rolled over to the next year shall not exceed than 1 percent of the FQS owned.

1.4.5.2 IFQs rolled over to the next year shall not exceed than 5 percent of the FQS owned.

1.4.5.3 IFQs rolled over to the next year shall not exceed than 10 percent of the FQS owned.

14.6 Observer Coverage

Implementation of the Rockfish Fishing Program, particularly if IBQs and IPSQs are included, will increase
the demands for accurate reporting. Increasing observer coverage may be desirable. Under the current
observer program, vessels less than 125 feet are often unobserved.

1.4.6.1 100% observer coverage on all vessels participating in the Rockfish Fishing Program

1.4.6.2 No change in observer coverage.

Industry standard bycatch rates will be applied to all catches when the vessel is unobserved.

1.4.6.3 100% observer coverage on all vessels greater or equal to 60 feet.

Industry standard bycatch rates will be applied to all catches when the vessel is unobserved.

1.4.6.4 Voluntary use of observers to document lower than average bycatch rates.

A program allowing voluntary use of observers would be included to allow vessels to document that their
bycatch rates are lower than the industry standard.

2.0 Processing sector elements

This program area describes the issues and options that are directly related to the Rockfish Processing
Program for GOA Rockfish. The Rockfish Processing Program is described in 4 major issue areas including
the nature of the processing privileges, the initial allocation, transferability, and use.

2.1 The Nature of the Processing Privileges

This issue area defines the nature of processing privileges and includes a description of the target fisheries,

bycatch restrictions, vessel categories, and the annual specification and issuance of processing quota shares
(PQS) and individual processing quotas.
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Note: The Rockfish Processing Program will create interactions with the Rockfish Harvesting Program.
For example an open access apportionment for processing may mean that FQS and IFQs would be
designated as deliverable to open access or to qualified processors. These interactions are included
in a separate Program Interaction Section.

2.1.1 Qualified Processing Apportionment and the Open Access Apportionment

The catcher vessel apportionment of the FTAC (CVFTAC) for each rockfish species in each area would be
divided into two processing apportionments—a Qualified Processing Apportionment (QPA) and an Open
Access Apportionment (OAA). Only qualified processors (see the initial allocation in Issue Area 2.2) who
have unused IPQs would be eligible to process rockfish from the QPA. The OAA could be processed by any
processor. Qualified processors could participate in the OAA subject to provisions in Decision Point 2.1.4.

The size of the OAA will be determined by the Open Access Percentage (OAP) determined in Decision Point
2.1.2. Mathematically the OAA = CVFTAC “ OAP.

The size of the QPA will be determined by reducing the CVFTAC by the OAA. Mathematically, the QPA
=CVFTAC - OAA.

2.1.2  Open Access Percentage

The size of the OAA will be determined by the Open Access Percentage (OAP). The following options for
the open access percentage are proposed.

2.1.2.1 The OAP will be 0 percent of the CVFTAC
2.1.2.2 The OAP will be 10 percent of the CVFTAC
2.1.2.3 The OAP will be 25 percent of the CVFTAC.
2.1.2.4 The OAP will be 50 percent of the CVFTAC. -
2.1.2.5 The OAP will be 100 percent of the CVFTAC

Notes: - The small number of processors active in each regulatory area may necessitate higher OAPs
than have been discussed in the crab rationalization program.

- The assignment of an open access percentage is an attempt to ensure that the Rockfish
Processing Program does not compromise ex-vessel price competition among processors. Other
means of ensuring competition have been discussed including the establishment of a ex-vessel
price formula for the rockfish fishery, or the requirement that ex-vessel prices be determined
with the use of binding arbitration. These option have not been included here, but may be added
if desired.

2.1.3 Processing Quota Shares and Individual Processing Quotas

Processing Quota Shares (PQS) and Individual Processing Quotas (IPQs) for each of the rockfish species
groups and areas included in the Rockfish Fishing Program will be issued to qualified processors. PQS will
be equal to one kilogram of qualified processing history under the Rockfish Processing Program as
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determined in the initial allocation in Issue Area2.2. The sum of PQS of all qualified processors for a given
species and area will be equal to the Processor Quota Share Pool (PQSP). Individual Processing Quotas
(IPQs) would be allocated annually to processors that own PQS. One IPQ corresponds to one kilogram of
rockfish that can be processed by qualified processors from the QPA. The number of IPQs issued to a
qualified processor will be determined as follows: IPQ =PQS , PQSP “ QPA.

2.14 Participation of Qualified Processors in the OAA

Qualified processors who own PQS may process rockfish from the OAA subject to the criteria specified in
the options below:

2.1.4.1 Processors with unused IPQs may not process rockfish from the OAA
2.1.4.2 Processors with unused IPQs may process rockfish from the OAA.

Note: - Implementation of an open access apportionment within the Rockfish Processing Program may
mean that FQS and IFQs in the Rockfish Fishing Program will need to be designated as
deliverable to open access processors or deliverable only to qualified processors. (This is the
concept of A and B shares.) These interaction options are discussed in Program Interactions
following the Rockfish Regionalization Program.

2.1.5 Processing of Rockfish Delivered as Bycatch in Other Fisheries
Rockfish delivered as bycatch in other target fisheries will not be considered part of the Rockfish Processing
Program and will not count against IPQs of qualified processors.

2.1.6  Processing Sideboards

Processing sideboards are limits on the amount of other “unrationalized” target fisheries that could be
processed by qualified processors in the Rockfish Processing Program. Processing sideboards would be
intended to prevent qualified processors from increasing their shares in other fisheries that have not yet been
rationalized. Two options are apparent. '

2.1.6.1 No Sideboards
2.1.6.2 Sideboards

Qualified Processors in the Rockfish Processing Program would be limited to (but not allocated or
guaranteed) their historical participation (as a percent of TAC) in other “unrationalized” BSAI and GOA
groundfish and crab fisheries. Sideboards would be established and enforced by management area and by
season (i.e., quarterly sideboards). Sideboards for specific target fisheries would be eliminated as they
became rationalized, (i.e., if the GOA pollock fisher is rationalized, then GOA pollock sideboards would be
eliminated). Calculation of sideboards would be based on the same years used to calculate PQS, but also
would include the historical processing of all processing facilities owned by eligible processing companies
including facilities that may not otherwise be included in the Rockfish Processing Program.

Once a processing sideboard limit for a sideboard fishery (defined by area and quarter) is reached, processors
owned or controlled by holders of rockfish PQS may no longer accept deliveries from vessels participating
in that fishery until it reopens in the following year or quarter. Deliveries could be accepted and processing
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would be allowed in other sideboard fisheries. There are two sub-options on the level at which to establish
sideboard limits—at the company level or at the entity level.

2.1.6.2.1 Processing Sideboards Applied to Companies

Processing sideboards would be established at the company level. All processing facilities owned or
controlled by a qualified processor using a 50 percent ownership rule (as used in AFA processing sideboard
analyses) would be limited by the processing sideboard.

2.1.6.2.2 Processing Sideboards Applied to Entities

Processing sideboards would be established at the entity level. All processing facilities owned or controlled
by a qualified processor using a 10 percent ownership rule (as used in AFA processing sideboard analyses)
would be limited by the processing sideboard.

2.2 Initial Allocation of PQS and IPQs

This issue describes the eligibility of qualified processors and the initial allocation of PQS.

2.2.1 Determination of Qualified Processors

Qualified processors include all processors that took delieveries of rockfish from trawl catcher vessels
targeting rockfish during the Processor Qualification Years. Three optional periods are proposed for
Processor Qualification Years

2.2.1.1 Processors Qualification Years are 1996-2000

Note: The options shown for the Determination of Qualified Processors are proposed only as examples.
2.2.2 PQS Determination Years

The processing history during the PQS Determination Years of Qualified Processors ( see Decision Point
2.2.1) would be used to determine PQS. Processing history in the rockfish fishery is defined as all deliveries
of rockfish where rockfish was the target fishery for the delivery vessels. The follow period are options for
the PQS Determination Years

2.2.2.1 PQS Determination Years are 1996-2000

2.2.2.2 PQS Determination Years are the best 4 of 5 years between 1996-2000

Note: The options shown for PQS Determination are proposed only as examples.

2.3 Transferability of Processing Shares

This issue area contains the decision points regarding the transferability of PQS and IPQs. In general PQS
would be transferable to individuals and company that meet the eligibility requirements for processors
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Note: The number of qualified processors in the Rockfish Processing Program in the same regulatory
areas may be very small, perhaps as low as 1 or 2. Additional purchases by these companies could
have serious competitive implications.

2.3.1 Eligibility Requirements for Purchasers of PQS and IPQs

PQS and IPQs may be transferred to any US citizen or corporation.

Note: In order to ensure competition, no additional restrictions on eligibility are proposed.
2.4 Ownership Caps and Use Restrictions in the Rockfish Processing Program

This issue area contains decision points dealing with ownership caps and use restrictions in the Rockfish
Processing Program.

2.4.1 PQS Ownership Caps

The number of processors that would own PQS in the Rockfish Processing Program could be very small, and
therefore ownership caps may be of considerable importance. Processors that receive initial allocations
above the ownership caps would be grandfathered in but would not be eligible to purchase additional PQS.
The PQS ownership caps would apply to companies as defined the by the 50 percent rule used in the AFA
processing sideboard analysis.

Note: A range of options are proposed depending on the number of processors and percentages from
recent levels.

2.4.1.1 No more than X percent of the PQS for in any regulatory area may be owned or controlled by a
company that owns a qualified processing facility unless grandfathered:-

2.4.1.2 No more than Y percent of the PQS for in any regulatory area may be owned or controlled by a
company that owns a qualified processing facility unless grandfathered.

3.0 Regionalization and Community Allocations
The program could be regionalized by the designation of specific regions to which harvests must be delivered
for processing. The Program could also allocate a specific amount of TAC to undeveloped and/or

underdeveloped communities. Both programs are outlined in the issues and decision points below.

Note: Regional designation and community allocations should not be viewed as “either/or” alternatives.
Community allocations could be designated with regions if regionalization is a preferred option.

3.1 Regionalization
In a regionalized program, FQS would be designated to a specific region. IFQs issued would carry the same
regional designation as the underlying FQS. Harvests supported by IFQs with a regional designation would

be required to be delivered to a processor within the designated region. FQS and IFQs designated to a
specific region would not be transferable across regions.
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3.1.1 Region Identification and Definition

The regional definition of the processing sector that supports the fisheries will affect the implications of
developing a regionalized program. One of a few different scales could be used to define regions.

Note: The options below could be altered if the initial examination of the data show a more realistic
division of the quota. For example, the data may show that shore based processing has occurred
only in the CGOA, and that it may make sense to regionalize only CGOA shares.

3.1.1.1 The current regulatory areas (WGOA, CGOA, WY) provide the broadest regional definitions that
could used to define regions under the program. Using these regional definitions, all or a portion of
the FQS and corresponding IFQs from a regulatory area could be designated for delivery to
processors that are located within the regulatory area from which harvests were taken.

3.1.1.2 Regions could be defined at a finer scale than regulatory areas. Existing community or borough
boundaries could provide regional definition. If community or borough boundaries are used for
regional definition, all or a portion of the FQS and corresponding IFQs from a regulatory area could
be designated for delivery to processors in specific communities or boroughs that border the
regulatory area.

Note: Distinction between regional delivery FQS (RDFQS) and IFQs (RDIFQs) and open delivery FQS
(ODFQS) and IFQs (ODIFQs). A regionalized program could include two different FQS
designations. A portion of the FQS issued could be designated as specific to a defined
region—requiring delivery of harvests authorized by the corresponding IFQs to be delivered to
processors in the specified region. These FQS and IFQs could be referred to as region delivery FOS
(RDFQS) and region delivery IFQs (RDIFQs). The remaining FQS could be designated as open
delivery FQS (ODFQS) and open delivery IFQs (ODIFQs)—use of which would not restrict the
delivery of harvests by region.)

3.1.2 Apportionment of CVFTAC across regions

In a regional program that adheres to the existing regulatory area boundaries, regional distribution of
CVFTAC could be accomplished by simply applying the CVFTAC to the underlying regulatory area. If
regulatory areas are not used for regional definition, harvest allocations within each regulatory area must be

divided between identified regions. A single option for dividing harvests among regions is shown below.

3.1.2.1 RDFQS could be designated to each region in proportion to the historical deliveries in each region
in the years 1996 to 2000.

3.2 Community Allocations

Under this program, communities would receive FQS or PQS in the initial allocation and IFQs or IPQs on
an annual basis.

Note: Whether communities receive both FQS and PQS, or one or the other, are options within the
program.
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3.2.1 Eligible Communities

All communities in the GOA that are undeveloped or underdeveloped would be eligible to receive
allocations.

Note: Eligibility criteria for communities would need to be further defined, but could be modeled after the
definitions used in the Halibut Charter Program. There are 23 communities proposed in Area 2C, 15
communities proposed in Area 3A, and 6 communities proposed in Area 3B that meet the Coalition’s criteria
for eligible communities. The four criteria for eligibility are: (1) coastal, (2) fisheries-dependent, (3) no road
access, and (4) less than 2,500 residents.

3.2.2 Types of Shares Allocated to Communities

It will be necessary to determine whether communities should receive both FQS and PQS, or one or the other.

3.2.2.1 Communities would receive FQS

If communities receive FQS then it will also be necessary to determine whether communities should receive
both CV-FQS and CP-FQS, or one or the other. Either or both of the following sub-options could be chosen:

3.2.2.1.1 Communities would receive CV-FQS
3.22.12 Communities would receive CP-FQS
3.2.2.2 Communities would receive PQS

3.2.2.3 Communities would receive both FQS and PQS
3.2.3 Allocation Amounts

Community allocations would be allocated to a Gulf of Alaska administrative entity, that would distribute
the shares to eligible communities. The following allocation amount options are proposed:

3.2.3.1 Community Allocation of 5%

3.2.3.2 Community Allocation of 7.5%

3.2.3.3 Community Allocation of 10%

324 Who Could Use Community IFQs or IPQs.

3.2.4.1 Community allocations could be used by any person or entity.

Note: This option implies that the communities could lease their FQS or PQS to any person or entity
regardless of residence status.

3.2.4.2 Community allocations could only be used by residents of qualifying communities
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3.2.5 Sunset Dates for Allocations to Specific Communities

Allocations to specific communities could be established to continue for a specified period of years after
which they would be reallocation to other communities in a “drop-through” system.

3.2.5.1 Allocations to Specific Communities would not have a sunset.
3.2.5.2 Allocations to specific communities would continue for a fixed time-period.

Allocations would be revisited periodically with new community allocations developed to continue for a
specified period of years (i.e., “drop through” system). The following sub-options are proposed:

3.2.5.2.1 Allocations to specific communities would sunset after 20 years

3.2.5.2.2  Allocations to specific communities would sunset after 25 years

3.2.5.2.3  Allocations to specific communities would sunset after 30 years

3.2.6 Community Purchase of Additional FQS and PQS

3.2.6.1 Communities qualifying for community allocations could purchase additional FQS or PQS.

3.2.6.2 Communities qualifying for community allocations are prohibited from purchasing addition FQS or
PQS.
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D. Flowcharts of possible rationalization management approaches for GOA groundfish.
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E. Comparison of GOA Rationalization Committee “Strawman” and the “Draft WGOA Trial IFQ/IPQ” Rationalization
plans, in respect to adherence to the GOA Rationalization Problem Statement objectives.

GOA Rationalization Problem Statement
Objectives (adopted by NPFMC)
1. Meeting MSA conservation requirements
(bycatch avoidance, habitat conservation,
prevention of overfishing);

3. Improved ability of industry to adjust to
ecosystem measures such as spatial and
temporal management for sea lion
protection;

4. Promotion of safety at sea;

Increase utilization and improved product

quality;

v

6. Community stability, including fish tax
revenue;

7. Maintaining the character of an independent
harvester fleet while allowing for meaningful
reduction of excess capacity;
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GOA Rationalization Committee
“Strawman” Proposal
Establish BQS and PSQS as separate
QS from FQS.
Options include requirements:

2. Non-separable

3. Separable from FQS

4. Separable from FQS but only

90% transferrable separately

End of the “race for fish”

End of the “race for fish”

End of Olympic fishery will allow
slower paced harvest and focus on
value added possibilities
Regionalization:

Establishment of RDFQS and ODFQS.

Closed class for Harvesters.
FQS-FQSP-IFQ: some percentage is
deliverable to any processor and some
to designated closed class of
processors.
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Draft “WGOA Trial IFQ/IPQ”
Proposal
Allows Co-operative fishing regimes.
IFQ/IPQ allocations received after:

1. Profit sharing and

2. Fishing plan
agreements are made.

Mandatory fishing plan agreements prior
to annual IFQ/IPQ allocation.

Same
Same

Community ownership of IFQ and/or IPQ
allowed

There will be an “IFQ eligible” class of
harvester, but there will remain an “Open
class of harvester”.
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Fostering of a healthy, competitive
processing environment;

Protecting both the harvesting and primary
processing sectors from losing the relative
value of those existing investments and
maintain the existing marhet balance
between the two;

Provide opportunities for coastal
communities to directly participate in the
economic benefits of the fisheries

Recognize historic and recent participation;
and

Accountability through performance
reviews.

)

Closed processing class for a
percentage of the TAC

Open processing class for a percentage
of the TAC

1. Closed class for harvesters-IFQ
2. Partially closed class for
Processors
3. Regionalization requirement
that some pereentage of 1FQ be
deliverable only to processors
within a region.
Regionalization: Some percentage of
the TAC will nccessarily be delivered
and processed in specific regions
1. Participation criteria =
Recency requirement.
2. FQS and PQS Determination
years = qualifying years
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There will be an “IPQ eligible” processor
class, but there will not be a “Closed
class” for processors.

IFQ/IPQ eligible harvesters and
processors can receive symmetric
allocations after successful conclusion of

preseason:
I. Price sharing formula agreement,
and

2. Fishing plan
Community ownership of IFQ and/or IPQ
allowed.

1. IFQ and IPQ eligibilty determined
as the historic average
participation during the years
1995-1999.

2. For harvesters, there is the
additional requirement of a
minimum of 20 landings of p-cod
and/or pollock in the GOA during
the qualifying years.

1. Trial program will expire
automatically, two years after
implementation.

2. Requires 66 2/3 majority of IFQ
and IPQ eligible entities to initiate
reauthorization



F. Staff recommendations

(1) The Council should review and revise its problem and vision statements and extremely broad range of
alternatives. The current problem statement does not seem to frame the problems in the fishery in such
a way as to construct focused alternatives. The Council and its committees have expressed various, and
sometimes, conflicting recommendations in terms of prioritizing various approaches, such as LLP
species recency requirements vs. rationalizing Pacific cod with sideboards vs. a rockfish proposal vs. a
pilot program for 15 Western Gulf fishermen. An analysis of all these alternatives (including current
elements and options) could occupy key Council staff for 2 or more years.

(2) The Council should weigh the benefits of taking (a) a step-wise approach (e.g., gear allocations) or (b)
a comprehensive approach for either (i) a 1-pie/2-pie IFQ program, (ii) a species-specific cooperative
program with sideboards, or (iii) a comprehensive cooperative program. A myriad of suboptions for
community, bycatch, and skipper allocations, and leasing, ownership cap, transfer, etc. restrictions would
be incorporated under all the alternatives of approach (b). The Council may wish to specifically address
whether it prefers a comprehensive Gulf-wide approach or prefers to rationalize specific species with
sideboards.

(3) The Council could initiate a GOA plan amendment to set annual gear allocations and/or LLP recency
requirements for those groundfish species it wishes to rationalize and associated bycatch species as a first
and necessary step to rationalization. A rationalization amendment (IFQs or cooperatives) would follow.

(4) The Council should focus the alternative approaches to rationalization, and specifically identify those
it intends to analyze.

(5) The Council should focus its management priorities and staff tasking to accomplish reasonable goals in
atimeline to allow for adequate analysis and public comment, since the proposed actions result in totally
restructuring groundfish management under the GOA FMP.

(6) The Council may wish to provide guidance as to the role of the Gulf Rationalization Committee in
providing further recommendations and focus to this effort.
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1 Overview

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) is considering the possibility of adding
species endorsements with minimum landings requirements to the existing groundfish license
program. This report examine various approaches to GOA rationalization including minimum landings
requirements for trawl and fixed gear fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA). For trawl vessels the report
examines minimum landings requirements at three levels (50mt, 100mt, and 250mt) by summarizing
target species harvests made by catcher vessels (CVs) and catcher processors (CPs). Minimum landings
requirements for fixed gear vessels in the Pacific Cod fishery are examined at two additional levels—
5mt and 25mt. The main body of the report (Section 2) contains tables indicating the percentage of
licensed vessels in each sector (and various subsectors or vessel classes) that reported landings
exceeding each of the landings levels from 1995-2000. The report also contains line charts for each
sector/vessel class and species over those years. The charts show the average retained harvest for each
vessel ranked from least to greatest catch. The charts enable readers to assess the applicability of the
different landings levels to particular fisheries, and provide an indication of other potentially
applicable levels.

In the GOA trawl fisheries, the proposed minimum landings requirements would be effective in
reducing the number of vessels (Table 1). In the pollock fishery a 50mt minimum would have left 48
percent of the 235 active CVs in an average year (average of 1995-2000), while 44 percent would
have qualified under the 100mt requirement. In the GOA Trawl Pacific Cod fishery, 53 percent of
CVs had landings of 50mt or more in an average year, but just 28 percent would have met the 250mt
requirement. As in the BSAI, very few CVs would have met landings requirement in rockfish or
flatfish fisheries. For trawl CPs in the GOA, few vessels would meet the minimum landings
requirements for pollock or Pacific cod, but that is expected given inshore-offshore regulations that
generally exclude trawl catcher processors over 125’ in length. The minimum landings requirements,
even at the 50mt level, would effectively reduce the active Trawl CP fleet in the rockfish and flatfish
fisheries (Table 2). If the 50mt minimum were the rockfish applied then only 47 percent of the active
trawl CPs would have met the minimum during an average year (35 percent at the 250mt level). The
percent of active CP that would meet the 50mt requirement in the flatfish fisheries are 29 percent, 6
percent, and 14 percent in the deepwater flatfish (DFLT), shallow-water flatfish (SFLT) and flathead
sole (FSOL) fisheries respectively.

Table 3 examines minimum landing requirements in the GOA non-trawl Pacific cod' fisheries. A
separate report shows the effects of similar requirements in the BSAI non-trawl Pacific cod fisheries.?
Fewer than 40 percent of the 654 federally permitted non-trawl CVs had landings of 5mt or more in
an average year, while only 36 percent of the non-trawl catcher process met the 5mt standard during
an average year.

' Pacific cod is the only significant target fishery for non-trawl vessels, and therefore landings requirements for
other species were not examined.

2 Additional participation requirements were approved BSAIl non-trawl fisheries under Amendment 67.
Information for the BSAI fixed-gear fisheries is included only for comparison purposes and completeness.
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Table 1. Percentage of Trawl Catcher Vessels in GOA with Retained Harvests (235 Vessels Participating)

PLCK PCOD ROCK
95|96]97|98|99]00| [95|96/97]/98|99l00| [95[96[97]98]99]00
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet
\Vessels with 50mt | 58| 38|54 |54|50]36| {61]52]59]56]48]40 2 [12]12]11]13]14
IVessels with 100mt| 53 | 31| 50| 53[46]35] [51[47[52]51]46]34 1]88]10]11]14
Vessels with 250mt] 40 | 24 | 43| 45[37]30] [24]31[40[31]28] 15 olofl1]2]al7
DFLT SFLT FSOL
o5|96|97|98|99]|00| |o5(/96]/97|98|9a]00| [95]|96|97|98]99]00
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet
\Vesselswith50mt | 5[4 |87 ][4 ]2 10]15]15] 8 | 6 [11 1]2(la]l2]0]3
IVesselswith100mtl 1 [ 1|3 ]4[2]0 8 [11]10]5]3 ]9 olol1lolo]o
Vessels with 250mt| 0 {0 |1 |0f 0] 0 1]15/2]0]ol4 olololo]a]o

Table 2. Percentage of Trawl Catcher Processors in GOA with Retained Harvests (32 Vessels Participating)

PLCK PCOD ROCK
95(96]97/98/99]00| |[95]96]|97|98|99/00| [95]|96]|97]98]|99]00
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet
Ivesselswith 50mt | 0 | 0| 7| o4l o]| [30]19]11]26]26(26] [63]4a8]56]41]33]41
Vesselswith 100mt] 0 [ 0 | o [0 f o] o] [22]11]11]26]22]22] [s2]41[52]|30[33]30
Vessels with 250mt] 0 | 0 o o] o]0 11l 0] 4|7 [19]11] |a8]33]4a8]26]33]22
DFLT SFLT FSOL
95(96|97/98/99[00| [o5]96]|97|98|99/00| |[95|96]|97|98]99]00
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet
\Vessels with 50mt |33[37]26[22|30]{26] |7 [15]11]4]0] 0 19]22]15]11] 4 |14
\Vessels with 100mt| 30[30]19/19]26]/22] [o]11]l 7[00 ] 0 111717700
Vessels with 250mt| 1515| 7 |15]11| 15 0j]0]J]0f(0]0]0O 0(4|0]0]0]0

Table 3. Percentage of Non-Trawl Vessels in GOA with Retained Harvests of Pacific Cod

Catcher Vessels (654 vessels)

Catcher Processors (41 Vessels)

95 | 96 | 97 | 98 [ 99 | 0

95 | 96 | 97 | 98 [ 99 | o

Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet
[Vessels with 5mt 38 | 34 | 35 | 35 | 41 45 39 |1 34 | 32 | 17 | 54 | 41
[Vessels with25mt | 25 | 23 [ 28 | 27 | 32 | 32 27 [ 32 ] 29 | 10 [ 51 | 37
[Vessels with 50mt | 17 [ 14 [ 19 [ 17 [ 24 [ 25 27 | 29 [ 24 | 10 | 46 | 32
Vessels with 100mtl 10 | 8 | 11 [ 11 [ 16 | 17 22 | 24 | 221 10 [ 34 | 29
Vessels with 250mf 3 3 4 4 5 4 17 {15 1 12 | 10 | 17 | 17
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AN EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS AND MINiMUM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS 1N GOA GROUNDFiSH FISHERIES

1.1

Document Organization

The remainder of this report provides additional details by examining the minimum landings
requirements as they are applied to different vessel classes within the CV and CP sectors. Section 2
focuses on GOA fisheries. Additional tables containing information on a vessel-by-vessel basis are
provided in the two appendixes.

The vessel classes used in this report are the same vessel classes used in “Sector and Regional Profiles
of the North Pacific Groundfish Fisheries—2001” submitted to the NPFMC by Northern Economics
and EDAW in November 2001. Vessel classes in both this report and the sector profiles are based on
a combination of vessel characteristics and fishing patterns. Table 4 provides descriptions of the 9 CV
classes, while Table 5 provides descriptions of the 5 CP classes.

Table 4. Catcher Vessel Classes

Class Acronym Description )

Bering Sea Pollock TCV BSP Includes all vessels for which trawl catch accounts for more than 15% of

Trawl Catcher 2125 total catch value, value of Bering Sea pollock catch is greater than value of

Vessels Greater than catch of all other species combined, vessel length is greater than or equal

or Equal to 125 Feet to 125 ft., and total value of groundfish catch is greater than $5000. All of

in Length these vessels fishing after 1998 are AFA-eligible.

Bering Sea Pollock TCV BSP Includes all vessels for which trawl catch accounts for more than 15% of

Trawl Catcher 60-124 total catch value, value of Bering Sea pollock catch is greater than value of

Vessels 60 to 124 catch of all other species combined, vessel length is 60 ft. to 124 ft., and

Feetin Length total value of groundfish catch is greater than $5000. Al of these vessels
fishing after 1998 are AFA-eligible.

Diversified AFA- TCV Div. AFA | Includes all vessels that are AFA-eligible for which trawl catch accounts for

Eligible Trawl more than 15% of total catch value, value of Bering Sea pollock catch is

Catcher Vessels less than value of catch of all other species combined, vessel length is
greater than or equal to 60 ft., and total value of groundfish catch is greater
than $5000. _

Non-AFA Trawl TCV Non-AFA | Includes all vessels that are not AFA-eligible for which trawi catch accounts

Catcher Vessels for more than 15% of total catch value, value of Bering Sea pollock catch is
less than value of catch of all other species combined, vessel length is
greater than or equal to 60 ft., and total value of groundfish catch is greater
than $5000.

Trawl Catcher TCV <60 Includes all vessels for which trawl catch accounts for more than 15% of

Vessels Less than total catch value, vessel length is less than 60 ft., and total value of

60 Feet in Length groundfish catch is greater than $2500.

Pot Catcher Vessels | PCV Includes all vessels that are not trawl CVs for which value of pot catch is
greater than15% of total catch value, vessel length is greater than or equal
to 60 ft., and total value of groundfish catch is greater than $5000.

Longline Catcher LCV Includes all vessels that are not trawl CVs or pot CVs for which vessel

Vessels length is greater than or equal to 60 ft. and total value of groundfish catch
is greater than $2000, excluding halibut and state water sablefish.

Fixed Gear Catcher | FGCV 33-59 Includes all vessels that are not trawl CVs for which vessel length is 33 to

Vessels 33 Feet to 59 ft., and total value of groundfish catch is greater than $2000.

59 Feet in Length

Fixed Gear Catcher | FGCV <32 Includes all vessels that are not trawl CVs for which vessel length is less

Vessels Less Than
or Equal to 32 Feet
in Length

than or equal to 32 ft., and total value of groundfish catch is greater than
$1000.
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AN EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS AND MiniMuM LanipinGs REQUIREMENTS iN GOA GROUNDFISH FiSHERIES

Table 5. Catcher Processor Classes

Acronym

Description

ST-CP

Surimi Trawl Catcher Processor. These factory trawlers have the necessary processing
equipment to produce surimi from pollock and other groundfish. They are generally the largest of ali
CPs.

FT-CP

Fillet Trawl Catcher Processor. These trawl vessels have the processing equipment to produce
fillets from pollock, Pacific cod, and other groundfish. They are generally smaller than ST-CP
vessels.

HT-CP

Head And Gut Trawl Catcher Processor. These factory trawlers do not process more than
incidental amount of fillets. Generally, they are limited to headed and gutted products or kirimi. In
general, they do not focus their efforts on pollock, opting instead for flatfish, Pacific cod, and Atka
mackerel. HT-CP vessels are the smallest of the trawl CPs.

P-CP

Pot Catcher Processor. These vessels have been used primarily in the crab fisheries of the North
Pacific, but increasingly are participating in the Pacific cod fisheries. They generally use pot gear,
but may also use longline gear. They produce whole or headed and gutted groundfish products,
some of which may be frozen in brine rather than blast frozen.

L-CP

Longline Catcher Processor. These vessels, also known as freezer longliners, do not trawl or use
pot gear but use longline gear with a focus on Pacific cod. Most L-CP vessels are limited to headed
and gutted products, and in general are smaller than HT-CP vessels.
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AN EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS AND MINIMUM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS 1N GOA GROUNDFISH FISHERIES

2 Harvests Compared to Minimum Standards GOA Fisheries

This section provides information about the amounts harvested of each species caught in the Gulf of
Alaska (GOA) region, broken down into several CV and CP classes. The information by vessel class
includes all vessels with federal permits for GOA, and the aggregate information includes all vessels
that participated in one or more fisheries in the region. In all charts, the vessels with the top four
harvests have been omitted to protect confidentiality.

2.1  Trawl Catcher Vessels Harvests Compared to Minimum Standards

A total of 235 CVs participated in GOA fisheries using trawl gear. Of these vessels, 229 are federally
licensed. Table 6 shows the percentage of CVs operating in GOA with minimum catches of species.
Figure 1 and Figure 2 show the retained harvest by vessel rank.

As shown in Table 6, participation in the past several years has been focused on PCOD and PLCK,
with 30 percent of the vessels in 2000 landing at least 250mt of PLCK and 15 percent of the vessels
landing 250mt or more of PCOD. Participation in the PLCK and PCOD fisheries has declined slightly
over the past several years.

Figure 1 shows the retained harvest by species by CVs operating in GOA. The average catch of each
vessel is one point on the line with averages catches sorted from low to high. These figures provide a
graphical representation of the distribution of harvests during the average fishing year from 1995-
2000, and can be useful to determine natural breaks in harvest patterns, which are often the most
justifiable points to establish landing standards. Natural breaks will be found at inflection points
where relatively flat portions of the curves become relatively more steep. Natural breaks in the
amount caught exist between 10 and 25mt for all species. Figure 2 shows the retained harvest of
PLCK and PCOD by CVs. The catch of vessels gradually increases with vessel ranking.

Table 6. Percentage of Trawl Catcher Vessels in GOA with Retained Harvests (235 Vessels Participating)

PLCK ' PCOD ROCK
9596 o7[98]99 00| [95]96[97[98[99 00| [95]|96]|97]98] 9900
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet

Vessels with 50mt |58 (385454150 36 61152]59]|56(48]40 2 112{12|11113{14
"\/esselswith 100mt{ 53131150(53 14635 51[47(52]151146|34 818[10({11]14
Vessels with 250mt]| 40 | 24 |43 | 45|37 30 24131]40]31(28]15 0j0j1121417

-

DFLT SFLT FSOL
95[06[97]98[ea]00]| |95]96]97][98][99]00| [95]|96]|97 989900
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet
Vesselswith50mt | 5 |4 {87 [4]2 10[15]15] 8 | 6 [ 11 112lal2]0}3
Vessels with 100mt} 1 | 1 [ 3[4 [2]0 8 i{11{10/5]3 ]9 oloj1lolo]o
Vessels with 250mt| 0 | 0 |1 {000 1|/5(2]0]0]|4 ofolololo]o
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Figure 1. Average Retained Harvest by all Catcher Vessels Using Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alaska, by
species, 1995-2000 (235 Vessels Participating)
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality.

Figure 2. Average Retained Harvest of Pollock and Pacific Cod by all Catcher Vessels Using Trawl Gear in
the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-2000 (235 Vessels Participating)
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality, and the vertical scale of pollock has been
limited in order to focus on catches closer to proposed minimums.
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An EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS AKD MInIMUM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS 1N GOA GROUNDFISH FISHERIES

2.1.1  Bering Sea Pollock Trawl Catcher Vessels Greater than or Equal to 125 Feet in Length

This CV class includes all vessels for which trawl catch accounts for more than 15 percent of total
catch value, the value of Bering Sea pollock catch is greater than the value of the catch of all other
species combined, vessel length is greater than or equal to 125 feet, and the total value of groundfish
catch is greater than $5000. All of these vessels fishing after 1998 are AFA-eligible. There are 30
federally licensed CVs in this class. Participation in 1999 in the Gulf of Alaska was focused primarily
on pollock, although in 2000, because of AFA, only one vessel participated in any of the fisheries.

As shown in Table 7, participation of these vessels in all GOA fisheries in 2000 was very limited. In
1999, over one third of these vessels landed 250mt or more of PLCK, and 70 percent landed at least
50mt. In contrast, none of these vessels participated in the GOA in 2000 because of AFA.

Figure 3 shows the retained harvest by species of CVs operating in GOA, and Figure 4 shows the
retained harvest of PLCK and PCOD by CVs. The primary targets by these vessels in the region are
PLCK and PCOD. The catch of PLCK gradually increases with vessel ranking, although a slight break
occurs at 175mt. )

Table 7. Percentage of Bering Sea Pollock Trawl Catcher Vessels Greater than or Equal to 125 Feet in Length
in GOA with Minimum Catches (30 Vessels Total)

PLCK PCOD ROCK -
9596 [97/98]/ 99|00 95/96]97 /989900 95]96|97/98]99 |00

Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet

Vessels with 50mt |57 |33(50[57]|70] 0 20]27[20] 7713 slololofolo
Vessels with 100mt] 57 |20|50{57|50| 0 20(17[17] 7| 7] 3 3{oflojlofo}]o
Vessels with 250mt 50| 13]47]43[37] 0 7]13]10l0]0]o0 olofofofo]o

DFLT SFLT - FSOL

95{96 |97 /989900 95/96]97[98 /99|00 95|96 |97 {98 |99 (00

Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet

Messelswith50mt [0 [0 [0 ]0]0 |0 o[lofofolo]o oloJo]olo]o
[vessels with 100mf 0 [0 [0 |0 [0 |0 ojojolojolo olofofo]o]o
IVessels with 250md 0 |0 [0 [0 0] 0 olo|oflo]olo olololofo]o
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AR Examination oF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS AND MINIMUM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS IN GOA GROUNDFISH FISHERIES

Figure 3. Average Retained Harvest by Bering Sea Pollock Trawl Catcher Vessels Greater than or Equal to
125 Feet in Length in the Gulf of Alaska, by species, 1995-2000
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality.

Figure 4. Average Retained Harvest of Pollock and Pacific Cod by Bering Sea Pollock Trawl Catcher Vessels
Greater than or Equal to 125 Feet in Length in the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-2000
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality, and the vertical scale of pollock has been
limited in order to focus on catches closer to proposed minimums.

8 DRAFT NorTHERN EcoNomics, INC.



AN EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMERTS AND MIHIMUM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS IN GOA GROUNDFiSH FISHERIES

2.1.2  Bering Sea Trawl Catcher Vessels 60 to 124 Feet in Length

This CV class includes all vessels for which trawl catch accounts for more than 15 percent of total
catch value, the value of Bering Sea pollock catch is greater than the value of the catch of all other
species combined, vessel length is 60 feet to 124 feet, and the total value of groundfish catch is
greater than $5000. All of these vessels fishing after 1998 are AFA-eligible. There are 59 federally
licensed CVs in this class, with a harvest consisting primarily of pollock.

As shown in Table 8, participation in all fisheries has been limited in 2000, and the data suggests a
gradual decline in participation during the last six years. PLCK was a primary target, with 12 percent
of vessels in 200 landing 50mt or more, and 8 percent landed at least 250mt.

Figure 5 shows the retained harvest by species of CVs operating in GOA. Natural breaks in the
amount caught exist at 2 or 3mt for all fisheries. Figure 6 shows the retained harvest of PLCK and
PCOD by CVs. The catch of PLCK gradually increases with vessel ranking, although a slight break
occurs at 125mt.

Table 8. Percentage of Bering Sea Pollock Trawl Catcher Vessels 60 to 124 Feet in Length in GOA with
Minimum Catches (59 Vessels Total)

PLCK PCOD ROCK
95|96 |97 98|99 |00 95/96/97]98|99 {00 95|96|97 |98 |99 |00
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet

Vessels with 50mt [ 76{2936]29]27[12 39l19[19]27] 7 | 3 2]15]5[3[3]3
[Vessels with 100mt 69 | 1934 29(25] 12 31]15[15]22]| 5| 2 0/12]3[3(3]3

Vessels with 250m 44 | 8 [27]20[14] 8 14(3[3]o0[3]2 olo[2[3]0]3
DFLT SFLT FSOL
959697989900 95/96]/97]98|99]00| -|95]|96]97]98]99 |00
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet
Ivesselswith50mt | 3 |7 [5][3]0 ]2 3|10{3]2]0]2 o|[3]oflo]o]o

[Vessels with 100mtl 2 [ 3|23 ] 0] 0 5/3]0fo]2 ojlo|olo]o]o
Ivessels with 250mt 0 [0 [ 2|00 ] 0 2|3loflo]o]fo olololo]o]o

(i
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AN EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS AND MINIMUM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS IN GOA GROUNDFiSH FISHERIES

Figure 5. Average Retained Harvest by Bering Sea Trawl Catcher Vessels 60 to 124 Feet in Length in the
Gulf of Alaska, by species, 1995-2000
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality.

Figure 6. Average Retained Harvest of Pollock and Pacific Cod by Bering Sea Trawl Catcher Vessels 60 to
124 Feet in Length in the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-2000
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality, and the vertical scale of pollock has been
limited in order to focus on catches closer to proposed minimums.
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Ax EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMERTS AND MINIMUM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS IN GOA GROUNDFISH FISHERIES

2.1.3  Diversified AFA-Eligible Trawl Catcher Vessels Greater than or Equal to 60 Feet in
Length

The Diversified AFA-eligible Trawl Catcher Vessel Greater than or Equal to 60 Feet Class (TCV Div.
AFA) includes all vessels that are AFA-eligible for which trawl catch accounts for more than 15 percent
of total catch value, the value of Bering Sea pollock catch is less than the value of catch of all other
species combined, vessel length is greater than or equal to 60 feet, and the total value of groundfish
catch is greater than $5000. There are 36 federally licensed CVs in this class, with harvests consisting
primarily of pollock, Pacific cod, and rockfish.

As shown in Table 9, 58 percent of vessels landed at least 250mt of PLCK in 2000. In the PCOD
fishery, 47 percent of vessels landed at least 50mt, and 19 percent of vessels landed 250mt or more.
One third of the vessels landed at least 100mt of ROCK.

Figure 7 shows the retained harvest by species by CVs operating in GOA. Natural breaks in the
amount caught exist at about 10mt for all fisheries. Figure 8 shows the retained harvest of PLCK and
PCOD by CVs. The catch of vessels gradually increases with vessel ranking, although a slight break
occurs at 5 or 10mt of PLCK, and 100mt of PCOD.

Table 9. Percentage of Diversified AFA-Eligible Trawl Catcher Vessels Greater than or Equal to 60 Feet in
Length in GOA with Minimum Catches (36 Vessels Total)

PLCK PCOD ROCK
9596 |97 /98|99 | 00 95[96 97 (98|99 |00 95|96 | 97|98 |99 |00
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet

[Vessels with 50mt |47 (33|56 {6161 58 5012856150 (53(47 0 1171281333633

[IVessels with 100mt 47 | 33|56 [61]61 |58 47128[47147153144 0114(28(31[36[33

IVessels with 250mt] 42 | 31 |56 |61 [ 56 | 58 36119147147 (44119 0/0]13]|3]14]|17

DFLT SFLT FSOL
95]/96|97/98 (99|00 95|96 9798|9900 95|96 97|98 99]00
Percent of Fleet . Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet

Vessels with 50mt |11] 3 [19/19]14]| 0 19( 8 128(8 |6 [17 3|]0|11|8f0}8

Vessels with 100mt 3 | 0 [11/14/8 | 0 1116 |14{3 (3 [11 gjojojofoio

I\/esselswith250mti003000 3(3[3]|3)|01]6 ojof(ojojojo
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AN EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS AND MiNIMuM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS 1N GOA GROUNDFISH FiSHERIES

Figure 7. Average Retained Harvest by Diversified AFA-Eligible Trawl Catcher Vessels Greater than or Equal
to 60 Feet in Length in the Gulf of Alaska, by species, 1995-2000
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality.

Figure 8. Average Retained Harvest of Pollock and Pacific Cod by Diversified AFA-Eligible Traw] Catcher
Vessels Greater than or Equal to 60 Feet in Length in the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-2000
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality, and the vertical scale of pollock has been
limited in order to focus on catches closer to proposed minimums.
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AN EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMERTS AND MINIMUM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS 1N GOA GROUNDFISH FISHERIES

2.1.4  Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Vessels Greater than or Equal to 60 Feet in Length

This class includes all vessels that are not AFA-eligible for which trawl catch accounts for more than 15
percent of total catch value, the value of Bering Sea pollock catch is less than value of catch of all
other species combined, vessel length is greater than or equal to 60 feet, and the total value of
groundfish catch is greater than $5000. There are 40 federally licensed CVs in this class, with harvests
primarily consisting of pollock, Pacific cod, rockfish, and shallow water flatfish.

As shown in Table 10, over half of the vessels in 2000 landed 50mt or more of PLCK and PCOD, and
over one third of the vessels landed at least 50mt o ROCK and SFLT. PLCK remains a major target
fishery, with half of the vessels landing at least 250mt. Participation has been limited in DFLT and
FSOL.

Figure 9 shows the retained harvest by species of CVs operating in GOA. Natural breaks in the
amount caught exist at about 25mt for SFLT and 50mt for ROCK. Figure 10 shows the retained
harvest of PLCK and PCOD by CVs. The catch gradually increases with vessel ranking, although a
slight break occurs at 50 and 150mt of PLCK. .

Table 10. Percentage of Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Vessels Greater than or Equal to 60 Feet in Length in GOA
with Minimum Catches (40 Vessels Total)

PLCK PCOD ROCK -
95|96|97 |98 /9900 95[96]/97]98]99 |00 95|96 (97 (98|99 |00
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet

Vessels with 50mt |58]53]58170]58] 58 65[63]75[73]63]55 5 [20] 28233038
[\Vessels with 100mt| 48 | 48|58 |68 |58 | 55 58{58|65|60|60]|48 5 [10}10]20] 18]35
Vessels with 250mt 35|43 |45 |58]53 |50 35[43|53[33]40[20 0[3]|3[5]8][18

DFLT SFLT _ FSOL
95[96|97|98|99] 00 95[96[97]98 |99 |00 95)96]97/98]99 |00
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet

Vessels with 50mt |1311013]15]10| 8 23138133[28]20|35 5|18/1013 1318
Vessels with 100mti 3 | 3 | 5 [3 |3 |3 20)33125j20113]30 31315131013
Vessels with 250mt| 0]0J3[0]3]3 311318010113 0i0jo0j0jo1|0
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AN ExAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS AHD MINIMUM LANDINGS REGUIREMENTS IN GOA GROUNDFISH FISHERIES

Figure 9. Average Retained Harvest by Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Vessels Greater than or Equal to 60 Feet in
Length in the Gulf of Alaska, by species,1995-2000
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality.

Figure 10. Average Retained Harvest of Pollock and Pacific Cod by Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Vessels Greater
than or Equal to 60 Feet in Length in the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-2000
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality, and the vertical scale of pollock has been
limited in order to focus on catches closer to proposed minimums.
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AN EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS AND MINIMUM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS IN GOA GROUNDFISH FISHERIES

2.1.5  Trawl Catcher Vessels Less than 60 Feet in Length

This CV class includes all vessels for which trawl catch accounts for more than 15 percent of total
catch value, vessel length is less than 60 feet, and the total value of groundfish catch is greater than
$2500. There are 64 federally licensed CVs in this class, with harvests primarily consisting of pollock
and Pacific cod.

As shown in Table 11, vessels have focused primarily on PLCK and PCOD, with very limited
participation in other fisheries. In 2000, 61 percent landed 50mt or more of PCOD, and 22 percent
landed at least 250mt. One third of the vessels landed at least 50mt of PLCK, and 23 percent landed
250mt or more.

Figure 11 shows the retained harvest by species of CVs operating in GOA, and Figure 12 shows the
retained harvest of PLCK and PCOD by CVs. The catch of both species gradually increases with vessel
ranking, although slight breaks occur at 50 and 175mt of PLCK.

Table 11. Percentage of Trawl Catcher Vessels Less than 60 Feet in Length in GOA with Minimum Catches

(64 Vessels Total)
PLCK PCOD ROCK
95|96]97]98|99 |00 95|96|97]/98 |99/ 00 95|96 |97 |98 |99 |00
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet -
Vessels with 50mt |25{27]47139[30(33 80|80(83|75/73|61 ol2]ofo]o]o

Vessels with 100mt{ 20 | 22|38 (3928 31 63|75]|77173[69]50 012]0f0]0140

Vessels with 250mt 171930 [31]23(23 17155158152 (34122 ojolojojojo

DFLT SFLT FSOL
95[96[97]98]99 |00 95|96|97 /989900 95|96 |97 |98 (9900
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet -~ Percent of Fleet
IVesselswith5omt [0 [0 |20 0] 0 3[11]8|3[3]3 olololo]o]o
[Vessels with 100m{ 0 o (o [0 [0 ] 0 3l6[6]3[2]2 ololololo]o
[Vessels with 250m{ 0 [0 [0 [0 ] 0] 0 0|3]2]o]o]2 oloflo|oofo
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An EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REGUIREMENTS AND MINIMUM LAKDINGS REQUIREMENTS IN GOA GROURDFISH FISHERIES

Figure 11. Average Retained Harvest by Trawl Catcher Vessels Less than 60 Feet in Length in the Gulf of
Alaska, by species, 1995-2000
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality.

Figure 12. Average Retained Harvest of Pollock and Pacific Cod by Trawi Catcher Vessels Less than 60 Feet
in Length in the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-2000
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality, and the vertical scale of pollock has been
limited in order to focus on catches closer to proposed minimums.
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AN EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMEHTS AND MINIMUM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS tH GOA GROUNDFISH FISHERIES

2.2

Trawl Catcher Processors Harvests Compared to Minimum Standards

A total of 32 CPs participated in GOA fisheries using trawl gear. Of these vessels, 25 are federally
licensed. Table 12 shows the percentage of CPs operating in GOA with minimum catches of species.
Figure 13 shows the retained harvest by vessel rank. As shown in Table 12, participation in the past
several years has been focused on PCOD, ROCK, and DFLT. Over one quarter of the fleet had
retained harvests of at least 50mt of PCOD and DFLT in 2000, and 41 percent of vessels harvested at
least 50mt of ROCK. Participation in the ROCK, SFLT, and FSOL fisheries has declined significantly
over the past few years. Figure 13 shows the retained harvest by CPs operating in GOA. Natural

breaks in the amount caught exist at about 100mt for ROCK.

Table 12. Percentage of Trawl Catcher Processors in GOA with Retained Harvests (32 Vessels Participating)

PLCK PCOD ROCK
95|96|97|98|99] 00 95[96 /97| 98|99 00 95|96 |97 /98|99 |00
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet
Vesselswith 50mt [0 |0 |7 [0l 4]0 30/19[11|26|26]26 63]48|56141]33[41
Vessels with 100mtl 0 [0 | 0] oo o 22]11]11]26]22{22 52[41]52]30{33|30
Vessels with 250mtl 0 [0l o {0 [0 |0 11} o0lal7[19]11 48)33|48/26]33]22
DFLT SFLT FSOL
95/96|97]98{99] 00 95/96) 9798|9900 95|96 | 9798|9900
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet
Vessels with 50mt |33|37[26]22(30](26 7151111 4af0]0 19]22115[11] 4 |11
Vessels with 100mt] 30|30[19]19[26 22 ol11]7}ofo]o 1|717]7]0]o0
Vessels with 250mt{ 15[ 15[ 7 [15[11]15 0j|0]J]0J0}0]f0O 0j|4]0]0]0]0

Figure 13. Average Retained Harvest by all Catcher Processors Using Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alaska,
1995-2000 (32 Vessels Participating)
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality, and the vertical scale of ROCK has been
limited in order to focus on catches closer to proposed minimums.
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AN EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REGUIREMENTS AND MiNIMUM LANDINGS REQUIREMERTS IN GOA GROUNDFISH FISHERIES

2.2.1  Head and Gut Trawl Catcher Processors

Head and gut trawl CPs primarily produce headed and gutted products from the BSAI and GOA
groundfish fisheries. Flatfish is the primary target species for this vessel class, and important secondary
targets include Atka mackerel, all rockfish species, sablefish, other groundfish, and Pacific Cod. This
class was established for the following reasons:

¢ This class is the only trawl CP group that does not focus on pollock
e Vessels in this class are smaller than the surimi trawl CP or fillet trawl CP vessels
e This class primarily produces one product form—headed and gutted products

This focus on trawl fisheries other than pollock results in spatial and temporal differences in the
operating patterns of head and gut trawl CP vessels compared to surimi trawl CP and fillet trawl CP
vessels. There are 25 federally licensed CPs in this class, with participation primarily consisting of
Pacific cod, rockfish, and deepwater flatfish.

As shown in Table 13, these vessels have focused primarily on PCOD, ROCK, and DLFT, with limited
participation in other fisheries. In 2000, 28 percent of vessels retained at least 50mt of DLFT, and 20
percent harvested 250mt or more. Nearly one half of vessels harvested 50mt or more of ROCK, and
28 percent harvested at least 250mt. In the PCOD fishery, nearly one third of vessels retained 50mt
or more of PCOD, and 12 percent retained at least 250mt.

Figure 14 shows the retained harvest by species of CPs operating in GOA. Natural breaks in the
amount caught exist at about 60mt for DFLT and PCOD. Figure 15 shows the retained harvest of
ROCK by CPs. A natural break in the harvest exists at 100mt.

Table 13. Percentage of Head and Gut Trawl Catcher Processors in GOA with Minimum Catches (25 Vessels

Total)
PLCK PCOD ~  ROCK
95|96 |97 [98|99 | 00 95]/96 |97 {98 /99|00 95|96 |97 |98 [99 |00
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet
Vesselswith50mt [0 [0 ]olol4alo 3212 12|28 (28|32 6848|5644 |40/48
[Vessels with 100mtl 0 [0 oo fo0 ] 0 24| 8 |12]28(24]28 56|36]52]32(40(36
Vesselswith 250m§ 0 |0 o] o] o]0 8lolals]20]12 52{28|48|24[40]|28
DFLT SFLT FSOL
95|96 |97 98|99 00 95|96 (97|98 {9900 95|96 |97 |98 |99 (00
Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet Percent of Fleet

Vessels with 50mt [ 3636124283228 8|16112(4 10| 4 24124116112 4 |12

Vessels with 100m{| 32|32 [20/24 3228 0116/810i010 16[12)12]12]1 0 | 4

[IVessels with 250mi 16[20]12[20]20 20 ololo]Jojo]o ola]o]lo]o]o
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AN EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS AHD MINIMUM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS IN GOA GROUNDFiSH FISHERIES

Figure 14. Average Retained Harvest by Head and Gut Trawl Catcher Processors in the Gulf of Alaska, by
species, 1995-2000
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality.

Figure 15. Average Retained Harvest of Rockfish by Head and Gut Trawl Catcher Processors in the Gulf of
Alaska, 1995-2000
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality, and the vertical scale of ROCK has been
limited in order to focus on catches closer to proposed minimums.
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AN EXaMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS AND MinIMuM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS i GOA GROUNDEISH FISHERIES

2.3  Non-Trawl Catcher Vessel Harvests Compared to Minimum Standards

A total of 654 CVs participated in GOA fisheries using non-trawl gear, including 66 vessels that
primarily use trawl gear. Of these vessels, 648 are federally licensed. Table 14 shows the percentage
of CVs operating in GOA with minimum catches of species using non-trawl gear. Figure 16 shows the
retained harvest by vessel rank.

As shown in Table 14, 45 percent of vessels in 2000 landed at least 5mt, 25 percent landed 25mt or
more, and 4 percent of vessels landed at least 250mt.

Figure 16 shows the retained harvest of PCOD by CVs using non-trawl gear in GOA. The catch of
vessels gradually increases with vessel ranking.

Table 14. Percentage of Catcher Vessels in GOA with Retained Harvests (654 Vessels Participating)

95 | 96 [ 97 | 98 | 99 | 00
Percent of Fleet
Vessels with Smt 38|34 [35]35](41] 45
fVessels with25mt | 25 | 23 [ 28 | 27 | 32 | 32
IVessels with 50mt | 17 | 14 | 19 [ 17 | 24 | 25
Vessels with 100mt | 10 | 8 [ 11 [ 11 | 16 | 17
Vessels with 250mt | 3 3 4 4 5 4

Figure 16. Average Retained Harvest of Pacific Cod by all Catcher Vessels Using Non-Trawl Gear in the Gulf
of Alaska, 1995-2000 (654 Vessels Participating)
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality.
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A EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS AD MiniMUM LANDINGS REQUIREMERTS IN GOA GROUNDFISH FISHERIES

2.3.1  Pot Catcher Vessels Greater than 60 Feet in Length

This CV class includes all vessels that are not trawl CVs for which the value of pot catch is greater than
15 percent of total catch value, vessel length is greater than or equal to 60 feet, and the total value of
groundfish catch is greater than $5000. There are 89 federally licensed CVs in this class.

As shown in Table 15, 56 percent of vessels in 2000 landed at least 50mt, with participation dropping
to 45 percent for vessels landing at least 100mt. Only 17 percent of vessels landed 250mt or more.

Figure 17 shows the retained harvest of PCOD by CVs using non-trawl gear in GOA. The catch of
vessels gradually increases with vessel ranking, although natural breaks occur at 50 metrics tons, and
again at 75mt.

Table 15. Percentage of Pot Catcher Vessels Greater than 60 Feet in Length in GOA with Minimum Catches
of Pacific Cod (89 Vessels Total)

9596|9798 99|00

Percent of Fleet
Vessels with Smt 62142135]33146172
Vessels with 25mt 45134129|29]|38(63
Vessels with 50mt 38126]27124 (33|56
Vessels with 100mt 2212412012227 |45
[IVessels with 250mt 10[9]8]11]12]17

Figure 17. Average Retained Harvest of Pacific Cod by Pot Catcher Vessels Greater than 60 Feet in Length
Using Non-Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-2000
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Note: Top four vesseis have been omitted to protect confidentiality.
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AN EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REGUIREMENTS AND MiNtMUM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS IN GOA GROUNDFISH FISHERIES

2.3.2 longline Catcher Vessels Greater than 60 Feet in Length

This CV class includes all vessels that are not trawl CVs or pot CVs for which vessel length is greater
than or equal to 60 feet and the total value of groundfish catch is greater than $2000, excluding
halibut and state water sablefish. There are 68 federally licensed CVs in this class.

As shown in Table 16, participation has been limited in 2000. Only 6 percent of vessels landed 5mt
or more, 4 percent landed at least 100mt, and only 1 percent landed 250mt or more. Most
participation has been limited to landings of less than 5mt.

Figure 18 shows the retained harvest of PCOD by CVs using non-trawl gear in GOA. A natural break
in the amount harvested occurs at 5 or 10mt.

Table 16. Percentage of Longline Catcher Vessels Greater thun 60 Feet in Length in GOA with Minimum
Catches of Pacific Cod (68 Vessels Total)

95 | 96 | 97 | 98 [ 99 | 00 |
Percent of Fleet
Vessels with 5mt 1010 9 [ 3 | 7 | 6
|I\/essels with 25mt 9 9 6 3 4 4
IVesselswithsomt | 4 | 6 [ 6 | 1| 3 | 4
IVesselswith10omt| 3 | 3 | 6 [ 1 [ 1] 4
||Vessels with 250mt | 1 0 3 1 0 1

Figure 18. Average Retained Harvest of Pacific Cod by Longline Catcher Vessels Greater than 60 Feet in
Length Using Non-Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-2000
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Note: Top four vessels have been omitted to protect confidentiality.

22 DRAFT INORTHERN EcoNoMIcCS, INC.



AN EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS AND MIN(MUM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS IN GOA GROURDFISH FISHERIES

2.3.3  Fixed Gear Catcher Vessels 33 to 59 Feet in Length

This CV class includes all vessels that are not trawl CVs for which vessel length is 33 to 59 feet, and
the total value of groundfish catch is greater than $2000. There are 393 federally licensed CVs in this

class.

As shown in Table 17, 40 percent of vessels landed at least 5mt in 2000, and only 1 percent landed
250mt or more. Participation declines steadily as the minimum harvest increases.

Figure 19 shows the retained harvest of PCOD by CVs using non-trawl gear in GOA. The catch of

vessels gradually increases with vessel ranking, although a slight break occurs at 50mt.

Table 17. Percentage of Fixed Gear Catcher Vessels 33 to 59 Feet in Length in GOA with Minimum Catches of
Pacific Cod (393 Vessels Total)

95 [ 96 | 97 | 98 | 99 | 00

Percent of Fleet
Vessels with Smt 37134 ]|38}36]39}40
Vessels with25mt | 22 | 22 | 31 | 26 [ 29 | 25
Vessels with 50mt 13113119 (15120 | 18
Vessels with 100mt 916 |]9]|8(f12] 9
Vessels with 250mt 31213 (4]4]1

Figure 19. Average Retained Harvest of Pacific Cod by Fixed Gear Catcher Vessels 33 to 59 Feet in Length
Using Non-Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-2000
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AN EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REGUIREMENTS AND MINIMUM LANDINGS REQUIREMENTS IN GOA GROUNDFISH FISHERIES

2.3.4 Fixed Gear Catcher Vessels Less than or Equal to 32 Feet in Length

This CV class includes all vessels that are not trawl CVs for which vessel length is less than or equal to

32 feet, and the total value of groundfish catch is greater than $1000. There are 32 federally licensed
CVs in this class.

As shown in Table 18, 41 percent of vessels in 2000 landed 5mt or more, and 13 percent landed at
least 25mt. No vessels achieved landings of 250mt or more.

Figure 20 shows the retained harvest of PCOD by CVs using non-trawl gear in GOA. A natural break
in the harvest amount occurs at Smt.

Table 18. Percentage of Fixed Gear Catcher Vessels Less than or Equal to 32 Feet in Length in GOA with
Minimum Catches of Pacific Cod (32 Vessels Total)

95 | 96 | 97 | 98 [ 99 | 00
Percent of Fleet
Vessels with 5mt 31134141 34| 31] 41
Vesselswith25mt | 13 [ 13 |19 [ 22 16 | 13
Vessels with 50mt 16 | 13

0|3 316
Vessels with 100mt 010131313383
Vessels with 250mt 0jo0ojojo}jo}jo

-
-t

Figure 20. Average Retained Harvest of Pacific Cod by Fixed Gear Catcher Vessels Less than or Equal to 32
Feet in Length Using Non-Trawl Gear in the Guif of Alaska, 1995-2000
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2.3.5 Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Vessels Greater than or Equal to 60 Feet in Length

Although this class primarily uses trawl gear, several vessels had catches using non-trawl gear. For this
reason, the information is included in this section.

This class includes all vessels that are not AFA-eligible for which trawl catch accounts for more than 15
percent of total catch value, the value of Bering Sea pollock catch is less than value of catch of all
other species combined, vessel length is greater than or equal to 60 feet, and the total value of
groundfish catch is greater than $5000. There are 15 federally licensed CVs in this class.

As shown in Table 19, participation in 2000 was limited. Only 13 percent of vessels landed at least
5mt, 7 percent landed at least 25mt, and no vessels landed 50mt or more.

Figure 21 shows the retained harvest of PCOD by CVs using non-trawl gear in GOA.

Table 19. Percentage of Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Vessels Greater than or Equal to 60 Feet in Length in GOA
with Minimum Catches of Pacific Cod (15 Vessels Totat)

95| 96 | 97 | 98 | 99 | 00

Percent of Fleet
Vessels with Smt 33{20|27| 7 | 27
[Vessels with 25mt 272020 7 |27] 7
iVessels with 50mt 27120[13] 7 [20] o
iVessels with 100mt [ 20] 20| 202020 0
Vessels with 250mt 01010 0]01}10

-

3

Figure 21. Average Retained Harvest of Pacific Cod by Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Vessels Greater than or Equal
to 60 Feet in Length Using Non-Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-2000
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23.6  Trawl Catcher Vessels Less than 60 Feet in Length

Although this class primarily uses trawl gear, 51 had harvested Pacific cod using non-trawl gear
between 1995 and 2000. For this reason, the information on harvest by trawl catcher vessels is
included in this section.

This CV class includes all vessels for which trawl catch accounts for more than 15 percent of total
catch value, vessel length is less than 60 feet, and the total value of groundfish catch is greater than
$2500. There are 51 federally licensed CVs in this class.

As shown in Table 20, 78 percent of vessels in 2000 landed 5mt or more, and two thirds of all vessels
landed at least 100mt. Less than one half of the vessels landed at least 100mt, and only 8 percent
landed 250mt or more.

Figure 22 shows the retained harvest of PCOD by CVs using non-trawl in GOA. The catch of vessels
gradually increases with vessel ranking, although natural break occurs at 50mt and at 60mt.

Table 20. Percentage of Trawl Catcher Vessels Less than 60 Feet in Length in GOA with Minimom Catches of
Pacific Cod (51 Vessels Total, including harvests with non-trawl gear)

95 | 96 | 97 | 98 [ 99 [ 00
Percent of Fleet
Vessels with 5mt 33|39 |33[73]78] 78
IVesselswith 25mt | 25 [ 25 [ 27 | 57 [ 76 | 76
iVessels with 5omt | 16 [ 12 [ 22 [ 37 [ 69 [ 67
Vessels with 100mt | 6 | 6 | 12| 24 [ 40 [ 45
Vessels with 250mt 0] 212 )4]2]| 8

Figure 22. Average Retained Harvest of Pacific Cod by Trawl Catcher Vessels Less than 60 Feet in Length
Using Non-Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-2000
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2.4  Non-Trawl Catcher Processor Harvests Compared to Minimum Standards

A total of 41 CPs participated in GOA fisheries using non-trawl gear from 1995 through 2000. Of
these 37 are federally licensed. Table 21 shows the percentage of CPs operating in GOA with
minimum catches of species using non-trawl gear. Figure 23 shows the retained harvest by vessel
rank.

As shown in Table 21, 41 percent of the vessels in 2000 landed at least 5mt, 32 percent landed 50mt
or more, and 17 percent landed at least 250mt.

Figure 23 shows the retained harvest of PCOD by CPs using non-trawl gear in GOA. The catch of
vessels gradually increases with vessel ranking, although a slight break occurs at 125mt.

Table 21. Percentage of Catcher Processors in GOA with Retained Harvests (41 Vessels Participating)

95 | 96 [ 97 [ 98 | 99 | 00

Percent of Fleet
[Vessels with 5mt 3913413217 | 54 | 41
ﬂ\/essels with25mt | 27 [ 32 129 | 10 | 51 | 37
Vessels with 50mt | 27 | 29 [ 24 | 10 { 46 | 32
Vessels with 100mt | 22 | 24 | 22 | 10 | 34 | 29
Vessels with 250mt | 17 [ 16 | 12 [ 10 | 17 | 17

Figure 23. Average Retained Harvest of Pacific Cod by all Catcher Processors Using Non-Trawl Gear in the
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AN EXAMINATION OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS AND MINIMUM LARDINGS REQUIREMENTS 1N GOA GROUNDFISH FISHERIES

2.4.1  longline Catcher Processors

Vessels in this class range up to 200’ in length, harvest fish with longline gear and produce headed
and gutted products. Loadline regulations plus a lack of space to accommodate additional crew and
equipment preclude these vessels from more value added production. Pacific cod is the primary
target species, with sablefish and Greenland turbot as important secondary targets. The Longline CPs
class evolved because regulations applying to this gear type provide more fishing days than are
available to other gear types. These vessels are able to produce relatively high-value products that
compensate for the relatively low catch volumes associated with longline gear. There are 37 federally
licensed CPs in this class.

As shown in Table 22, 16 percent of vessels in 2000 landed 250mt or more, and 41 percent landed at
least 5mt. Nearly one third of the vessels landed at least 50mt. Figure 24 shows the retained harvest of
PCOD by CPs using non-trawl gear in GOA. Although the retained harvest increases gradually with
vessel rank, a natural break in the amount caught exists at about 110mt.

Table 22. Percentage of Longline Catcher Processors in GOA with Minimum Catches of Pacific Cod
(37 Vessels Total)

95 | 96 | 97 | 98 | 99 | 00
Percent of Fleet
Vessels with Smt 43 | 38 135119 |51 | 41
IVessels with25mt | 30 [ 35 [ 32 | 11 [ 49 [ 35
Vessels with 50mt | 30 | 32 | 27 | 11 | 43 | 32
Vessels with 100mt | 24 | 27 | 24 | 11 | 30 | 30
Vessels with250mt | 19 | 16 | 14 | 11 [ 14 | 16

Figure 24. Average Retained Harvest of Pacific Cod by Lengline Catcher Processors Using Non-Trawl Gear in
the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-2000 -
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Appendices

The appendices to this report contain a series of tables that summarize the number of vessels in each
class that have achieved various levels of harvest of each species. This introduction provides a brief
description of the tables and explains how to read them.

The tables are titled with the CV or CP class, the type of species, and the area in which the species
were harvested. The title also includes the number of vessels in that category. Only vessels that are
federally licensed for the region are included.

In all of the tables, the Vessel ID is a six-digit random number designed to mask the identity of the
CVs or CPs included in the table. CPs have been assigned numbers from of 100000 to 499999, and
CVs are given numbers from 500000 to 999999.

The summary tables showing trawl catcher contain six sub-tables—each sub-table covering one
species group. Each cell indicate the minimum harvest level in metric tons attained by the vessel in a
given year for the species—a “<50” in a cell denotes a harvest of less than fifty metric tons while
empty cells indicate that the vessel did not harvest any of that species in that year. Minimum harvest
levels attained are also indicated by the cell shading providing a visual summary of harvests as follows:

[ Unshaded cells indicate that the minimum harvest level was not attained

3 Light gray cells indicate that at least 50mt were harvested

jER® Dark gray cells indicate that at least 100mt were harvested
I Black cells indicate that at least 250mt were harvested

Along the right side of each sub-table is a total of the number of years in which that particular vessel
achieved a catch greater than or equal to the limit shown in the column heading (e.g. 50, 100, 250).
Along the bottom of each sub-table is a total of the number of vessels that achieved the given harvest
level in the year. In both totals (columns and rows), the harvest is counted at each level at which it
qualifies. For example, a vessel retaining 200 tons would be included in counts for 50mt and 100mt.

For the tables showing non-trawl catches of Pacific cod, the summary table contains sub-tables with
catch levels of 5, 25, 50, 100, and 250-metric tons, as well as a sixth table incorporating the
information from all of the tables. Cells with a Less than sign (Less than) indicate that the vessel
harvested less than the specified amount of the species.

Table 23 shows an example table as they appear in the appendices. The sub-table in the top left
portion indicates the number of vessels retaining catches of 50mt or more. Looking across the first
row, vessel 254416 retained at least 50mt in 1995, 1996, and 2000, a total of three years. Looking at
the column labeled “00,” four vessels caught at least 50mt in the year 2000. The bottom right portion
of the table indicates summary information for all vessels. Looking at vessel 254416 again, the
retained catch was 250mt or more in 1995 and 1996, and at least 100mt (but less than 250mt) in
2000. The three summary columns indicate that the vessel satisfied 50 and 100 metric ton limits
during three of the years, and the 250 metric ton limit during two of the years. Looking at the
summary rows, in the year 2000, four vessels satisfied the 50 and 100 metric ton limits, but only one
vessel retained 250mt or more.
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Table 23. Example Summary Table

50 Tons 100 Tons
Vessel ID 95/96| 97 |98]99| 00 | All Years _ AlYa |
254416 50(50 50 3 : i
151902 50(50]| <50 50| 50 4
477939 50|50 50 3
322779 50(50| 50 |50|50] 50 6
358622 50|50| 50 |50|50| 50 6
Vesselswith50mt | 5| 5] 2 |2 4| 4
esse 00
esSe 0
250 Tons 50, 100, and 250 Tons | All Years
Vessel ID 95|96| 97 |98|99| 00 | AllYears | |95|96| 97 | 98|99 | 00 |50 flefaipeisle
254416 0250 <250 0250 00 s}
151902 Wpasie]<250 9]<250 opelfs] <50 0100 KN 4
477939 0250 0 0250 0 3
322779 0250 250 250250 250 6 0250 250 250250250006 6
358622 0250 0 2502505248 0250 0 0250100 KR 6
\Vessels with 50mt Helebali 2020044
osse 00 424
N 0 y 4

The species indicated in the appendices use abbreviated species codes. The species groupings used in
the tables are shown in the following table.

Table 24. Species Groupings

Species Group Species Code  Species Included

Deepwater Flatfish DFLT Turbot, Deepwater Flatfish

Flathead Sole FSOL Flathead Sole

Pacific Cod PCOD Pacific Cod

Pollock PLCK Pollock

Rockfish ROCK Pacific Ocean Perch (POPA), Thornyheads (THDS), and Other
Rockfish

Shallow Water Flatfish SFLT Rock Sole, Yellowfin Sole, and Shallow Water Flatfish

The appendices divide CVs into nine separate classes, and CPs into five classes. The vessel classes
used in this report are the same vessel classes used in “Sector and Regional Profiles of the North
Pacific Groundfish Fisheries—2001" submitted to the NPFMC by Northern Economics and EDAW in
November 2001. Vessel classes in both this report and the sector profiles are defined based on a
combination of vessel characteristics and fishing patterns. Table 25 provides descriptions of the 9 CVs
classes and the 5 CP classes.
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Table 25. Vessel Classes

Vessels Class

Description

TCV BSP 2 125: Bering
Sea Pollock Trawl
Catcher Vessels
Greater than or Equal to
125 Feet in Length

Includes all vessels for which trawl catch accounts for more than 15% of total catch
value, value of Bering Sea pollock catch is greater than value of catch of all other species
combined, vessel length is greater than or equal to 125 ft., and total value of groundfish
catch is greater than $5000. All of these vessels fishing after 1998 are AFA-eligible.

TCV BSP 60-124;
Bering Sea Pollock
Trawl Catcher Vessels
60 to 124 Feet in
Length

Includes all vessels for which trawl catch accounts for more than 15% of total catch
value, value of Bering Sea pollock catch is greater than value of catch of all other species
combined, vessel length is 60 ft. to 124 ft., and total value of groundfish catch is greater
than $5000. All of these vessels fishing after 1998 are AFA-eligible.

TCV Div. AFA:
Diversified AFA-Eligible
Trawl Catcher Vessels

Includes all vessels that are AFA-eligible for which trawl catch accounts for more than
15% of total catch value, value of Bering Sea pollock catch is less than value of catch of
all other species combined, vessel length is greater than or equal to 60 ft., and total value
of groundfish catch is greater than $5000.

TCV Non-AFA: Non-

Includes all vessels that are not AFA-eligible for which trawl catch accounts for more than

AFA Trawl Catcher 15% of total catch value, value of Bering Sea pollock catch is less than value of catch of

Vessels all other species combined, vessel length is greater than or equal to 60 ft., and total value
of groundfish catch is greater than $5000.

TCV < 60: Traw! Includes all vessels for which trawl catch accounts for more than 15% of total catch

Catcher Vessels Less
than 60 Feet in Length

value, vessel length is less than 60 ft., and total value of groundfish catch is greater than
$2500. ’

PCV: Pot Catcher
Vessels

Includes all vessels that are not trawl CVs for which value of pot catch is greater than15%
of total catch value, vessel length is greater than or equal to 60 ft., and total value of
groundfish catch is greater than $5000.

LCV: Longline Catcher
Vessels

Includes all vessels that are not trawl CVs or pot CVs for which vessel length is greater
than or equal to 60 ft. and total value of groundfish catch is greater than $2000, excluding
halibut and state water sablefish.

FGCV 33-59: Fixed

Includes all vessels that are not trawl CVs for which vessel length is 33 to 59 ft., and total

Gear Catcher Vessels value of groundfish catch is greater than $2000. -

33 Feet to 59 Feetin

Length

FGCV s 32: Fixed Gear | Includes all vessels that are not trawl CVs for which vessel length is less than or equal to
Catcher Vessels Less 32 ft., and total value of groundfish catch is greater than $1000.

Than or Equal

to 32 Feet in Length

ST-CP Surimi Trawl

These factory trawlers have the necessary processing equipment to produce surimi from

Catcher Processor pollock and other groundfish. They are generally the largest of all CPs.
FT-CP Fillet Trawl These trawl vessels have the processing equipment to produce fillets from pollock,
Catcher Processor Pacific cod, and other groundfish. They are generally smaller than ST-CP vessels.

HT-CP: Head And Gut
Trawl Catcher
Processor

These factory trawlers do not process more than incidental amount of fillets. Generally,
they 