AGENDA C4

OCTOBER 2003
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: Chis gli"gw ESTIMATED TIME
Xecutive virector 6 HOURS
DATE: September 16, 2003

SUBJECT: IR/IU and related amendments

ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Receive Committee report

(b) Discuss implementation issues for Amendment C
©) Finalize alternatives for Amendment A

BACKGROUND

In October 2002 the Council voted to delay implementation of 100% retention requirements (IR/IU) for
flatfish in the BSAI, until June of 2004, in order to pursue alternative means of reducing bycatch/discards
of flatfish and other groundfish (Amendment 75). However, in May of 2003, that action was only “partially
approved” by the Secretary of Commerce (SOC), effectively eliminating any IR/TU requirements for flatfish
in the BSAI. Despite this action on Amendment 75, the Council is continuing to pursue two additional IR/TU
amendments in the BSAI, Amendment A and C, (now Amendment 80 and 79, respectively). In the GOA,
full retention of flatfish still applies; however, exemptions approved under Amendment D essentially exempt
every sector from these requirements due to low discard rates by the fleet.

Action on Amendment 79

In June 2003, the Council completed final action on Amendment 79, which establishes an overall minimum
groundfish retention standard for non-AFA trawl catcher/processors greater than 125'. The groundfish
retention standard program will be phased in over a four-year period starting in 2005 with the initial
minimum retention standard set at 65% of total groundfish catch. In 2006, the minimum retention rate will
increase to 75%, followed by 5% increases in both 2007 (80%) and 2008 (85%). At the same time, the
Council took final action on a separate regulatory amendment for adjusting the time period in which the
Maximum Retainable Allowances (MRA) for pollock is enforced. The MRA amendment changes the timing
of when pollock retention standards are enforced from any point during the trip to the time when the product
is offloaded from the vessel. Changing the enforcement period is anticipated to reduce pollock discards
since vessel operators will not be required to discard pollock if they exceed the retention standard early in
a trip. Both amendments are currently being finalized for NOAA review.
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During the June 2003 meeting, the Council requested the IR/IU Technical Committee review several issues
concerning implementation of the Amendment 79. These issues included: 1) review of the Council’s action
on Amendment 79 and discussion of implementation issues; 2) identification of options to achieve the
pollock MRA objectives; and 3) discuss and develop options for vessels under 125' in the non-AFA head and
gut sector. The Committee met in August to address these issues and the minutes of their meeting are
attached under Item C-4(a).

Action on Amendment 80

In April the Council reviewed a discussion paper and decision tree for proposed Amendment A (now
Amendment 80), that would develop a cooperative structure for the Non-AFA Trawl CP sector. At the April
meeting, Amendment 80 was expanded to include allocation alternatives for dividing BSAI groundfish and
PSC species among all BSAI fishing sectors. At the June 2003 meeting, the Council requested the IR/TU
Technical Committee review the components and options for both sector allocations and the Non-AFA Trawl
Catcher/Processor cooperative program and provide recommendations to the Council at their October 2003
meeting.

Currently, Amendment 80 is scheduled for initial review in February 2004 and final action in June 2004
(though initial review in April 2004 may not be a more realistic timeline). Based on input from the
Committee, the components and options for Amendment 80 have been revised to include the Committee’s
recommendations. The revised components and options for sector allocations (Appendix A), the revised
components and options for establishing a Non-AFA Trawl Catcher/Processor cooperative program
(Appendix B), and the preliminary identification of two alternative Non-AFA Trawl Catcher/Processor sector
cooperative structures that are proposed to be analyzed in the amendment package (Appendix C) are
included under Item C-4(b). In addition, two discussion papers have been prepared by staff. The first paper,
Item C-4(c), addresses three preliminary concerns by the IR/IU Committee using TAC as denominator in
calculating sector allocations. The second paper, Item C-4(d), addresses the PSC allocations alternatives.
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AGENDA C4(a)
OCTOBER 2003

IR/IU TECHNICAL COMMITTEE REPORT
(August 2003)

The NPFMC’s IR/IU Technical Committee (Committee) met at the Alaska Fishery Science Center in Seattle,
August 25-27, to discuss a number of issues stemming from the June 2003 Council meeting. The Committee
was chaired by Dr. Dave Hanson. Chris Oliver and Darrell Brannan (NPFMC), Marcus Hartley of Northern
Economics, Jeff Hartman of NOAA Fisheries, and Kenneth Hansen from the Enforcement Division served
as primary staff support for the Committee. Lauren Smoker (NOAA GC), Sue Salveson (SF), and Bill Karp
(Observer Program) were also in attendance.. Committee members present were Bill Orr, Susan Robinson,
Teressa Kandianis, Eric Olson, Dave Wood, Donna Parker, John Henderschedt, and Thorn Smith (for Gerry
Merrigan). Others in attendance included Arni Thomson, Eric Hollis, Jan Jacobs, Craig Cross, Ed Lutrell,
Bill Atkinson, Mark Lundsten, Terry Lietzel, Dave Benson, and Paul McGregor.

During the first half meeting the Committee addressed issues concerning implementation of the Groundfish
Retention Standard (GRS) under Amendment C (approved in June), and the enforcement period change for
pollock maximum retainable allowances (MRA)s. During the second half of the meeting the Committee
discussed Sector Allocations and Non-AFA Trawl Cooperatives (proposed under Amendment A). The
following summarizes the committee discussions and actions.

GROUNDFISH RETENTION STANDARD ISSUES

Certified Observer Stations

NOAA Enforcement clarified that there would be a requirement that all vessels that would have to comply
with the groundfish retention standard (GRS) would have to have a certified observer station in addition to
motion compensated flow scales, and the requirement that 100 percent of the tows would have to be observed
(see discussion below). Industry members indicated that they were fully aware of these requirements,
although there was some question on the specifics of the observer station requirements.

Discussion continued around the question of the variability among affected vessels, and the ability to
incorporate flexibility into the requirements. It was pointed out that only seven additional vessels would need
to be certified under the program. In general it was believed that all of the affected vessels could meet the
scale and observer station requirements, but the biggest expense would be the additional observer cost.

Requirement that 100 Percent of Tows be Observed

The Committee discussed the requirement that 100 percent of the tows will need to be observed to enforce
the GRS, which could be accomplished through ‘alternative catch monitoring plans’, as opposed to 200%
observer coverage. NOAA Fisheries reiterated that regardless of the ‘alternative plan’, the minimum
requirement would be that 100 percent of tows would be observed. A single observer might be acceptable,
but it was indicated that a single observer is limited to 9 hours per day of sampling and 12 hours per day of
active duty. Therefore if the fishing vessel wishes to fish and process throughout the day then it is likely that
two observers will be required. Committee members expressed a desire for NMFS to work with industry
members, either directly or through some committee process, to jointly develop alternative catch monitoring
plans that would be acceptable to NMFS.
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Industry members of the Committee pointed out that the additional observer costs are likely to be very
expensive and asked for clarification of the role of the observers. It was indicated that flow scales will
provide an estimate of total catch weight, and the observer’s species composition sample will provide an
estimate of the proportion of non-groundfish in the tow. Since the denominator of the GRS is total groundfish
catch, it is critical that the weight of non-groundfish be determined and subtracted from the denominator.
This point raised the suggestion that perhaps total catch should be used in the denominator rather than total
groundfish, thereby eliminating the need for observation of 100% of the tows. NOAA Enforcement however
indicated that the observers also served the function of monitoring whether all fish were being weighed and
that no tampering of the scales had occurred. NOAA Enforcement also indicated that even with two
observers in other fisheries, there have been reports of scale tampering.

The discussion then turned to the question of whether video monitoring of scales or the use of private
security guards might also be considered an alternatives to observer monitoring. It was acknowledged that
technology may exist to adequately monitor scales, but costs and feasibility of such a program were
unknown. It was also pointed out that a consultant is currently engaged by the NPFMC to investigate
technological issues such as video monitoring.

Benefits of 100 Percent of Tows Observed

Other benefits of having 100 percent of tows observed were briefly discussed. It was pointed out that this
level of observer coverage is likely to decrease the level of uncertainty in species composition estimates of
catches, and would likely increase the amount of biological information available for fishery scientists. It was
also indicated that the increased coverage would create a significant increase in the general public’s
perception of that the bycatch issue was being monitored.

However, from a statistical perspective it was noted that the improved accuracy of total catch estimates
resulting from an increase from 50 percent of tows observed to over 90 percent observed may not
significantly decrease the cumulative sampling error around the estimate of total groundfish catch. The lack
of improvement is due to the fact that the original sample size (up to 600 tows/year) is quite large.

Strategies to Comply with GRS in 2007 and Beyond

In response to a request by NOAA Fisheries, the Committee discussed potential operational strategies that
industry might employ to comply with the GRS. It was generally agreed that with the approval of the change
in pollock MRA enforcement periods, compliance to GRS in 2005 and 2006 will not be a major problem
(though 75% retention would be a challenge for some individual vessels), but meeting the 80 percent
standard in 2007 and 85 percent standard in 2008 is seen by many in the industry as difficult and costly.
Suggested strategies to meet the GRS requirements included switching to larger mesh, moving into the
Aleutians to target cod as a single species fishery, possibly fishing for more yellowfin sole in the early part
of the year, and perhaps limiting participation in the Atka mackerel fishery. The idea behind these strategies
would be to start the year in fisheries with relatively low discard rates, this would allow vessels to build up
a retention basis against which they could fish in less “pure” fisheries later in the year. Each of these
strategies were also noted as being likely to increase the costs of participating in the groundfish fisheries.

It was also suggested that changing the GRS enforcement period so that it runs from July through June could
make it easier for some vessels to comply. Boats that currently target the Atka mackerel fishery early in the
year might be better off with the existing accounting period. Finally, adjusting the current management

system to reduce regulatory discards (perhaps adjusting the MRA for all species) would, in and of itself,
increase the ability to meet the overall GRS standard.
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Incorporation of Small Vessels (<125') Under GRS

A list of potential options for incorporating small vessels under the GRS was distributed by staff to the
Committee. Discussion focused on the impracticality of using certified scales, observer stations, and
observers for 100 percent of tows on vessels < 125'. The Committee discussed and modified the list, finishing
with a recommendation to forward these to the Council as potential options for consideration. Some of these
options will work only if a less stringent monitoring program is deemed acceptable. No options were
included that required certified flow scales on these smaller vessels. The Committee stressed their consensus
that compliance with the GRS will be difficult and costly without a cooperative for the non-AFA trawl CP
sector, particularly the <125’ vessels. The Committee also indicated that the list was not exhaustive and that
other options could be developed. Finally the Committee noted that it might be reasonable to phase in the
GRS, as described in #6, for all vessels not just those < 125",

L. Use the same monitoring program as in Status quo—30% observer coverage, no scales.

2. Use the same monitoring program as in Status quo—30% observer coverage, no scales, but note that
FMP language applies to all vessels. The FMP language could include an agreement that in order
to participate in groundfish fisheries all discard data will be made public on an individual vessel
basis.

Rely on self reporting - and 30% coverage as currently used.

100% of hauls observed but no flow scales

Change from a groundfish retention standard to a total catch retention standard.

Phase in a program for vessels < 125 after an experimental program on vessels > 125' to correlate:

VAW

estimates variance between scale weight and volumetrics,

estimate error rates in groundfish and non-groundfish proportions,

estimate variance between actual PRRs and standard PRRs,

estimate variance in actual product weights and product weight from box counts.

o o

The experimental results would be used to modify enforcement requirements for vessels < 125, or
conceivably on larger vessels as well.

7. Consider the use of video monitoring for enforcement, noting a number of unresolved issues, paying
particular attention to confidentiality and FOIA-bility.

Maximum Catch Criteria for Continued Exemption of Small Vessels

The question of whether a maximum catch standard for the small vessel exemption should be reopened was
discussed. It was noted that vessels in the <125' class were not able to easily or efficiently modify catching
or processing capacity to increase removals or discards of groundfish. Therefore, it was not considered to
be necessary to incorporate an additional catch threshold to constrain catches of this vessel group beyond
the technical and economic constraints that presently exist. Some members of the Committee believed the

maximum catch criteria for exemption from GRS may have merit if applied to all vessels, not just those <
125"
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MAXIMUM RETAINABLE ALLOWANCE (MRA) ISSUES
Draft Proposed Regulations

Draft proposed regulations implementing the enforcement period change for the MRA were distributed by
NOAA Fisheries and discussed by the Committee. The Committee had no significant comment on the
proposed regulations.

Options to Insure That Total Pollock Catch by Non-AFA Trawl CPs Does Not Increase

The Committee discussed options to limit total pollock catch by the non-AFA Trawl, and were provided
detailed information by staff regarding catch and retention rates by quarter. The options discussed would
establish protocols for setting the Incidental Catch Allowance (ICA) for pollock and would impose a
prohibition against directed fishing for pollock (pollock exceeds 50 percent of catch in a tow) at any time
during a trip. The information provided by staff indicated that there is not currently a problem in this regard,
but that a specific DFS as proposed would not hurt anyone. There was lengthy discussion among the
committee members, but no consensus to forward the specific proposal to the Council. However, it was
recommended that an annual report on pollock incidental catch (bycatch and retention rates) be provided to
the Council, with the intent for a regulatory amendment change if warranted. Further, the committee
recommends that if changes are made to the ICA, over the current 3.5% for example, NOAA Fisheries
should document that such change was consistent with the intent of the Council’s MRA actions in June 2003,
and whether such changes were attributable to increased harvesting of pollock by a given sector, or other
factors.

AMENDMENT A

The Committee discussed the refinement of components and options for amendments that would create BSAI
sector allocations (Amendment A-1, or 80-a) and Non-AFA Trawl CP cooperatives (Amendment A-2, or 80-
b).

Sector Allocation Issues (A-1) - Amendment #80-a

Sector allocation issues were considered first. Sector allocation provisions were divided into two major
issues and provided to the Committee. The Committee discussed the provisions, made changes and
recommended they be forwarded to the Council (The approved provisions are included in Appendix A).
Issue 1 defines the sectors and the participation requirements a vessel must meet to qualify for a sector. The
Committee members reviewed the list of sectors and discussed the impacts of having separate allocations
to the Non-AFA Trawl CV sector and the AFA Trawl CV sector and decided not to alter the sectors being
considered for an allocation. They also agreed to retain the six options that define the years used to
determine whether a vessel met the minimum landings requirements. Three options (Omt, 50mt, and 250mt)
were added to the list of minimum landings requirements to qualify to participate in a sector. These
alternatives were added because the Committee felt that a broader set of options was needed to reflect the
historic participation of all sectors being considered for an allocation. The Committee also clarified that the
minimum landings requirements recommended in the package would be based on the vessel’s total catch over
the time period.

Given the minimum landing requirements being considered to qualify for a sector, the Committee discussed
what happens to vessels that do not qualify. It is envisioned that sector eligibility will be reflected as an
endorsement on a groundfish license. Persons that hold a license with no sector endorsements will not be
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allowed to participate in any sectors. Further discussion is needed regarding how vessels that are exempt
from the LLP will be treated. However, at a minimum, they would likely be required to obtain a permit to
fish in a sector so their harvest could be deducted from the appropriate sector.

The rules for defining the species being allocated to a sector and the amount of each sector’s allocation were
discussed under Issue 2. During that discussion, two options listing the species to be included in the sector
allocations were added to Component 4. The options are the same as those previously included in the Non-
AFA Trawl CP sector’s cooperative allocation. One of the options would only allocate target species. If
bycatch species are not allocated to sectors, those species will be harvested from an open access pool and
managed under the status quo. The Committee then requested that the analysis include a discussion of using
ICA’s to manage bycatch for all species except Pacific cod and pollock.

The Committee reviewed the methods for determining the percentage of total catch that each sector would
be allocated. Members of the Committee felt that retained catch divided by TAC was not an appropriate
allocation method, and recommends to the Council that it be removed from the list of options. Much
of the concern express by the Committee centered around potential “squid-box™ issues and management of
the portion of the TAC that is not assigned to a particular sector (unallocated fish).

The Committee noted that the analysis of alternatives changing CDQ percentages needs to be thorough.
Members were concerned that the CDQ portion of the analysis would be scaled back because of the
magnitude of the overall amendment package and the short time line for completion.

Members of the Committee recommended that the amendments for the sector allocation and Non-AFA
Trawl CP cooperatives be inextricably linked. However, they did agree that sector allocations could be
implemented first if that regulatory process works faster once both amendments are approved by the SOC.

Non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperatives (A-2) - Amendment #80-b

Alternatives for developing Non-AFA Trawl CP cooperatives were discussed next. Several changes were
made to the list of components and options that was provided to the Committee. Those changes are reflected
in the revised list of options that is attached in Appendix B. In addition to those changes the Committee
discussed whether vessels <125' LOA would be allowed to join the cooperative if they are not subject to the
IR/TU GRS. This issue will be discussed in the analysis, and will consider factors such as the use of flow
scales on a vessel and observer coverage levels.

A review of the “bookend” alternatives that are being considered to aid the analysis processes were discussed
next. Those alternatives were modified from their original construction and new alternatives are attached
to these minutes as Appendix C.

Committee review of non-coop alternatives

At NMFS’ request, the Committee provided several reasons why rationalization through the proposed
cooperative program designs constitute a reasonable range of alternatives for this analysis (as opposed, for
example, to an individual quota based program, including (1) the efficiency of cooperatives for privately
negotiating internal allocations; (2) the built in protections for processing investments; (3) the well
documented success of existing AFA cooperative program; (4) inability of a quota based program to create
tradeable quota for bycatch fisheries; (5) government costs associated with setting up and managing quota
based programs; and, (6) advantage of a cooperative to adapt and be flexible to new allocation problems.
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State Water Fisheries

Finally, the Committee considered the impacts of the Board of Fish implementing state-waters fisheries in
the BSAL. The primary concern was the development of structure that would prohibit persons from
harvesting their sector’s allocation and then moving into the state-water fishery and increasing their harvest.
Several options were discussed to prohibit that activity, but no alternatives to address that potential problem
were recommended by the Committee. A second concern was that the selection of any new BSAI state
waters fisheries for groundfish could eliminate the incentive for a sector to create a cooperative, thus
reducing the effectiveness of the proposed rationalization program. The Committee did recommend that if
a state-waters fishery is implemented in the BSAI the allocation to the state-waters fishery should be taken
out of the TAC before the sector allocations are made. That would result in all sectors proportionately
bearing the cost of funding that fishery. A visual representation of the recommended allocation process is

shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Recommended Allocation Process for State Water Fisheries
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AGENDA C-4(b)
OCTOBER 2003

Appendix A:

Notes on keys to reading this document: Bolded and underlined text represents an option that
the IRIU Committee recommends should be added to the list of components and options the
Council developed during their June meeting. The Committee recommends deleting
highlightéd text from the Council’s list of components and options.

Components and Options for Amendment 80.a—BSAI Sector Allocations

Introduction

The IR/TU analytical team recommends that the sector allocations of BSAI groundfish and PSC limits be
separated from the action of establishing a non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program, but packaged under
the same FMP amendment—Amendment 80.a would provide for sector allocations and Amendment 80.b
would establish a non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program. The reason for the separation is that the sector
allocations encompass all sectors in the BSAI, while the formation of the cooperative program pertains only
to the non-AFA Trawl CP sector.

Furthermore, the IRIU analytical team presumes that at a minimum sector allocations need to be approved
before at the same time as establishing a non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program. The timing of approval
is important because two conditions for the successful private negotiation of cooperatives are: 1) well-
defined sectors each consisting of a sufficiently small number of vessels, and 2) allocations of groundfish
and/or PSC limits that are available only to the vessels in each sector.

Amendment 80—BSAI Sector Allecations
Issue 1: Sector Definitions

For purposes of groundfish and PSC apportionment to sectors, the following sectors will be defined:

Non-AFA Trawl CPs AFA Trawl CPs Non-AFA Trawl CVs AFA Trawl CVs Longline CPs
Pot CPs Pot CVs Longline CVs Ji g CVs

Note that this action does not contemplate changing fixed gear sector definitions for Pacific Cod, which
were defined in Amendment 67.

Component 1 Determines whether a vessel because of its use of multiple gears over time may be part
of more than one sector.

Option 1.1 A vessel may qualify for more than one sector.

Suboption 1.1.1 Vessels will lose that catch history in sectors for which they
do not qualify, but the sector will retain that catch history.
Suboption 1.1.2 Vessels will retain that catch history in sectors for which

they do not qualify, and may assign that catch to any sector
for which they do qualify.
Option 1.2 A vessel will only be eligible to participate in one sector. Catches of vessels that
are not eligible for the sector will not be included in the sector’s apportionment.
Each vessel’s sector will be determined by:

Suboption 1.2.1 The sector in which it has the highest level of participation
during the years used for the sector definitions.
Suboption 1.2.2 The sector in which it most recently participated during the

years used for the sector definitions.
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Component 2 Vessels will be determined to be eligible for a given sector if they meet minimum
landings requirements (see the next component) in the years selected from the following:
Option 2.1 1995-1997
Option 2.2 1995-2002
Option 2.3 1997-2002
Option 2.4 1998-2002
Option 2.5 1999-2002
Option 2.6 2000-2002

Component 3 Vessels will be determined to be eligible for a given sector if, during the previously

specified sets of years, the vessel meets the minimum landings criteria selected from the
following:

Option 3.1 O0MT
Option 3.2 50MT
Option 3.3 100 MT
Option 34 250 MT
Option 3.5 500 MT
Option 3.6 1,000 MT

Issue 2: Sector Allocations of Groundfish in the BSAI

Sector-level apportionments of groundfish (excluding pollock and any other species for which an allocation
could create a “squid-box situation’) will be accomplished in the Bering Sea by choosing preferred options
(and suboptions) from each of the components listed below. NOTE: Inserting new components 4 and 5 has
changed the component numbers for the remaining components relative to previous Council documents.

Component 4 Identifies which species will be included in the sector allocations

Option 4.1 Include all groundfish species except pollock already allocated to AFA
fishery cooperatives.

Suboption 4.1.1 Exclude certain species to prevent allocations that are so
small that they preclude sectors from harvesting their
allocation of species typically taken in directed fisheries.
Allocations of species that are excluded would be allocated
as they are under status quo, and managed as in the
following component.

Option 4.2 Include only the following target species—Pacific cod, yellowfin sole. rock
sole, flathead sole. Atka mackerel, Greenland turbot. AI Pacific ocean
perch. Species could be added or deleted through an amendment process.
Allocations of species that are excluded would be allocated as they are
under status gquo, and managed as in the following component.

Suboption 4.2.1 (Added by staff) Sectors that do not participate in target
fisheries for a species in this option would not be allocated
sector specific apportionments for that species. These species
would be managed as in the following component.

Component 5 Management of non-target species.
Option 5.1 Use the current management system.
Option 5.2  Use ICAs for all non-target species—ICAs would be managed as soft caps.
Option 5.3 Use ICAs for all non-target species—ICAs would be managed as hard caps.

NOTE: Components 6 and 7 were restructured to capture both issues addressed under the old
Component 4
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Component 6 Sector Allocation Calculation (after deductions for CDQs):

Option 6.1 Allocations each species allocated to the sector, each sector shall be allocated the
percentage of the TAC that is equal to the average over the years specified in the
following component of the annual percentage of harvest by vessels in the
sector, relative to the amount of that species harvested by all vessels in all
sectors.!

Component 7 Sector Catch History Years
Option 7.1 1995-1997
Option 7.2 1995-2002
Option 7.3 1995-2002, excluding 2000 because of the injunction
Option 7.4 1998-2002
Option 7.5 1998-2002, excluding 2000 because of the injunction
Option 7.6 20002002

Component 8 For purposes of apportionments, annual catch percentages will be defined using one of
the following:

Option 8.1 Total catch of the sector over total catch by all sectors
Option 8.2 Retained catch of the sector over retained catch by all sectors

Option 83  Retained catch of the sector over the TAC
Option 8.4 Total catch of the sector over the TAC

Note: The Committee only recommends including Option 8.4 if the Council keeps
Option 8.3.

Component 9 Pacific cod allocations will be determined as follows:

Option 9.1 Pacific cod shall be allocated in the same method used to allocate the other
targeted species. This option would supercede all existing apportionments of
Pacific cod in the BSAI, including splits among the fixed gear sectors. It is
presumed this was the intent of the Council when approving this option of the
IRIU motion in April. If the Council’s intent was to modify allocations to fixed
gear as a single sector, then Council should provide additional guidance to the
analytical team.
Option 9.2 Pacific cod shall be allocated based on apportions in regulation with an
additional split of the Trawl CP apportionment as follows:
. Non-AFA Trawl CPs will be allocated 18.3 percent of the Pacific cod TAC
available for the after deduction for the CDQ program.
. AFA Trawl CPs will be allocated 5.2 percent of the Pacific cod TAC available
for the after deduction for the CDQ program.
Option 9.3 Pacific cod shall be allocated based on splits currently in regulation, but
reducing trawl CV and trawl CP apportionments and increasing the
apportionment to the fixed gear sector by the average of the percentages of the

"The equation shown describes the allocation for a given sector, species, and year: o
where: # z‘:
. nak, C“‘J
xis the sector, A(x,,2)=TAC, - —=_
y is the species, Ny =N, +1

z is the year for which the allocation is to be determined,

n is the year used in the allocation determination (starting with year N, and ending with year N,),
C.., is the catch of species y by vessels in sector x in year n,

TAC, is Total Allowable Catch for species y in year z, and

A(x,y,z) is the allocation for a given sector (x), species (y), and year (z).
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TAC (after CDQ apportionments) that were rolled over from trawl to fixed gear
during the years in the suboptions below. The increased allocation to the fixed
gear sector would be divided among fixed gear sectors according to trawl
rollover provisions in existing regulations.? Allocation of the remaining trawl
CV and CP apportionments would be based on either Option 9.1 or 9.2.

Suboption 9.3.1 1995-1997
Suboption 9.3.2 1995-2002
Suboption 9.3.3 1995-2002, excluding 2000 because of the injunction
Suboption 9.3.4 1998-2002
Suboption 9.3.5 1998-2002, excluding 2000 because of the injunction.
Suboption 9.3.6 20002002

Option 9.4 Pacific cod shall be allocated among fixed gear sectors based on the allocations

approved in BSAI Amendment 77 (see Table 3.27 on page 110 of the public
review draft of Amendment 77). Allocation of the Trawl apportionment between
AFA and non-AFA sectors would be based on Option 9.1 or 9.2.

Component 10 CDQ Allocations shall be removed from the TACs prior to allocation to sectors at
percentage amounts equal to one of the following.

Option 10.1
Option 10.2
Option 10.3
Option 10.4

Component 11

7.5% of the TAC of each species in the program
10% of the TAC of each species in the program
15% of the TAC of each species in the program
20% of the TAC of each species in the program

If, in the future, there is a specific allocation to a state water fishery in the
BSAL the allocation would be deduction from the TAC before the
allocations to specific sectors are calculated. (Added by staff based on
committee concerns—See Figure 1 in the committee minutes).

Issue 3: Sector Allocations of Prohibited Species Catch Limits in the BSAI

Sector allocations of PSC Limits in the BSAI will be accomplished by choosing preferred options and
suboptions from the following list of components.

Component 12 Prohibited speices bycatch allowances shall be initially assigned to fishery groups (e.g.
the rock sole/flathead sole/other flatfish group) based on the relative bycatch
apportionments for the years used to determine the groundfish sector apportionments,
expressed as a percentage of the total PSC allowance. (In other words a weighted
average of the of the PSC apportionment to each fishery group would be estimated and
express as a percentage of the the PSC)

Option 12.1

Each sector shall be initially assigned an amount of each PSC allowance by
fishery group based on each sector's historic rates during the period used to
determine groundfish apportionments, relative to the total use of the PSC
allowance during that same period. For example, if the Non-AFA Trawl CPs
used 40 percent of the halibut PSC used by the traw] fleet in the Pacific cod
fishery during the period used to determine groundfish apportionments, the Non-
AFA Trawl CPs would be initially assigned 40 percent of the halibut PSC
initially assigned to Pacific cod trawl fisheries. The overall PSC allocations

>The current regulation (approved under Amendment 64) apportions 95 percent of trawl rollover to Longline CPs and 5
percent to Pot vessels. Amendment 77 which is slated to supercede Amendment 64, proposes to continue the same split of trawl

rollovers.
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could be reduced or kept at current levels by applying one of the following
percentages to the overall PSC limit.

Suboption 12.1.1 60%
Suboption 12.1.2 75%
Suboption 12.1.3 90%
Suboption 12.1.4 95%
Suboption 12.1.5 100%

Option 12.2  Apportion PSC allowances to sectors in proportion to groundfish apportionments
to sectors determined above.

For example, if the Non-AFA Trawl CPs are allocated 33.9 percent of the trawl apportionment
of Pacific cod, the Non-AFA Trawl CPs would be allocated 33.9 percent of the halibut PSC
allowance made for trawl Pacific cod.
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Appendix B:
Amendment 80.b—Establishment of a Non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program

The Purpose of the Non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program

The purpose of the program is to reduce discards in the Non-AFA Trawl CP Sector by promulgating
regulations that facilitate private negotiation of fishery cooperatives among vessels in that sector. When the
race for fish is eliminated by the formation of a cooperative, fishermen are able to fish more cleanly, as they
can fish in a less hurried fashion and avoid or discontinue fishing in areas where the catch of unwanted
species is high without losing any competitive advantage. Furthermore, a cooperative may encourage
collective efforts by industry to reduce incidental catch. For example, a cooperative may restrict the harvest
of target species in areas of high incidental catch to member vessels with low retention rates as an incentive
to promote cleaner fishing practices. In addition, the infrastructure of a cooperatives facilitates the exchange
of fishing information (e.g., the location on “hotspots”) among fishermen, which can lead to reductions in
discards. Without the benefits offered by a cooperative it is unlikely that vessels in the Non-AFA Trawl CP
Sector will be able to meet Council discard reduction goals and still maintain economic viability.

This amendment divides the allocations of groundfish and/or PSC limits to the Non-AFA Trawl CP Sector
between two pools of vessels—one pool is for vessels in the Non-AFA Trawl CP Sector that join a
cooperative and the other is for vessels in the sector that choose to stay out of the cooperative system and
fish in an “open access” fishery. Vessels in a given pool will be allowed to continue to participate in target
fisheries subject to PSC limits as long as the pool’s PSC limits have not been attained. Similarly, vessels in
a given pool will be allowed to continue to participate in target fisheries subject to attainment of groundfish
catch limits. Once a pool has attained a particular PSC or groundfish catch limit, vessels in that pool will be
restricted as per existing regulations.

Components of a Non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program

NOTE: Bullets added to this section represent cooperative components that the commilttee felt did not need
additional alternatives. The addition of a bullet usually corresponds with the committee’s
recommendation to drop a component from the list of components and options that follow the bullets.

There are alternative ways to design a Non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program, but each way is made up
of a set of components that when taken together define a program. Some of the program components have
various options (under Component 1, for example, the groundfish species included in the program may vary),
but other components do not. These “single-option” components are common for any cooperative program
that might be developed, and are listed below.

L The Program would limit its scope to selected groundfish and prohibited species catches with trawl
gear by vessels in the Non-AFA Traw] CP Sector in the BSAI. Groundfish species not included in
the program as well as other non-specified fish species or marine resources would not be explicitly
managed within the Program, although other regulations regarding these other marine resouces
would not be superceded.

L The Program will not supercede pollock and Pacific cod IRIU programs, nor will it supercede the
Groundfish License Limitation Program. All vessels participating in the program will need to have
trawl endorsements with general licenses for BSAI Length limits within the license will also be
enforced such that any new vessel entering the fishery may not exceed the Maximum Length Overall
(MLOA) specified on the license.

L Any non-trawl or non-BSAI catches of vessel that are considered part of the non-AFA Trawl CP
Sector will not be included in the Program, but would not necessarily be excluded from other
rationalization programns.

° New PSC limits for the following species will be created and allocated to the non-AFA trawl catcher
Processor sector.
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o BSAI non-AFA trawl catcher processor multi-species halibut cap consisting of an
apportionment of species identified in Component 1.

o BSAI non-AFA trawl catcher processor multi-species red king crab cap consisting of an
apportionment of the current Pacific cod trawl cap and caps for the flatfish fisheries.
o BSAI non-AFA traw] catcher processor multi-species snow crab (C. opilio) cap consisting

of an apportionment of the current Pacific cod trawl cap and caps for the flatfish fisheries
(includes apportionments of the trawl sablefish/turbot/arrowtooth limits).

(o] BSAI non-AFA trawl catcher processor multi-species Tanner crab (C. bairdi) Zone 1 cap
consisting of an apportionment of the current Pacific cod trawl cap and caps for the flatfish
fisheries.

o BSAI non-AFA trawl catcher processor multi-species Tanner crab (C. bairdi) Zone 2 cap
consisting of an apportionment of the current Pacific cod trawl cap and caps for the flatfish
fisheries.

Disposition of groundfish species not allocated to the Non-AFA Trawl CP sector would not
change from the status quo.

Bycatch limits for non-specified species or marine resources specifically for this program
would not be established. However. should unreasonable bycatch or other interactions occure,
specific regulations to minimize impacts will be considered.

A Groundfish LLP is required for a Sector Eligibility Endorsement for the Non-AFA Trawl
CP Cooperative program.

Annual allocations to the cooperative that result from catch histories of participating vessel will be
transferable among cooperative members. Such transfers would not need to be approved by NOAA
Fisheries. Any member vessel of the cooperative will be eligible to use the catch history of any other
member vessel regardless of vessel length.

Permanent transfers of Sector Eligibility Endorsements would be allowed if transferred with the
associated Groundfish LLP. Sector Eligibility Endorsement and associated catch histories would not
be separable or divisible. All transfers must reported to NOAA Fisheries in order to track who owns
the Sector Eligibility Endorsements. The purchaser must be eligible to own a fishing vessel under
MarAd regulations or any person who is currently eligible to own a vessel. NOTE: This bullet is
the result of up cleaning up the language in two bullets from the old version.

The GRS would be enforced on the cooperative as an aggregate and on the open access vessels
as individuals. If the cooperative cannot meet the standard in the aggregate over a pericd of
two vears then the standard would be imposed on individual vessels within the cooperative.

Vessels participating in the open access portion of the program will be subject to all the same
regulations they would be without the Program including all restrictions of the LLP and the
Groundfish Retention Standards (Amendment 79) if they are approved.

A cooperative created under this program must have adequate internal rules. Evidence of
binding private contracts and remedies for violations of contractual agreements are required
tobe provided to NOA A Fisheries. The cooperative must demonstrate an adequate mechanism
for monitoring and reporting prohibited species and groundfish catch. Vessels participating
in the cooperative must agree to abide by all cooperative rules and requirements.

Specific requirements for reporting, monitoring and enforcement requirernents, and observer
protocols will be developed for vessels participating in the cooperative portion of the Program in
rulemaking process and will not be the purview of the cooperataive. The NPFMC and the Non-AFA
Trawl CP Sector need to specify their goals and objectives for in-season monitoring and for program
evaluation. Recordkeeping and reporting portions of the program can then be developed to ensure
that goals and objectives of the program are met in a cost effective manner.
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® Review of the non-Trawl CP program will be accomplished by requiring a detailed annual report
from any cooperative formed. Fishery managers will review the annual report and determine if the
program is functioning as desired. It is recommended that in-depth assessments of program could
be undertaken under the auspices of the Counci/NOAA Fisheries be undertaken periodically (every
three years, for example). Such in-depth studies will report the accomplishments of the program and
indicate whether any changes are necessary.

o Socioeconomic data collection programs have been included in AFA, and crab rationalization
programs, and are proposed in the GOA Rationalization program. Therefore the analytical team
assumes that a socioeconomic data collection initiative would be developed and implemented under
the Non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program. The collection would include cost, revenue,
ownership and employment data on a periodic basis to provide the information necessary to study
the impacts of the program. Details of the collection will be developed in the analysis of the
alternatives.

Specific Components & Options that Combine to Create Alternative Non-AFA Trawl CP Programs

By choosing options from each of the following 8 components, the Council can develop specific alternative
programs for the non-AFA Trawl CP Sector. The analytical team believes that the components and options
below are the minimum necessary for the successful development of the Program. It is possible that some
of the options listed could be eliminated by the Council, if it is determined that a particular option is
unreasonable or impractical. It is also possible for the Council to add other options to this list as they desire.
For comparison, the original decision point number is included for each of the remaining components.

Component 1 Identifies which species will be allocated among the non-AFA trawl catcher processor
sector.

Option 1.1 Include all groundfish species for which trawling is allowed, except pollock already
allocated to AFA fishery cooperatives.

Suboption 1.1.1 Exclude certain species to prevent allocations that are so small that
they preclude persons from harvesting their allocation of species
that are typically taken in directed fisheries. Allocations of
groundfish species that are excluded would be regulated as they are
under the status quo.

Option 1.2 Include only the following target species—Pacific cod, yellowfin sole, rock sole,
flathead sole, Atka mackerel, Greenland turbot, Al Pacific Ocean perch. Species
could be added or deleted through an amendment process. Allocations of groundfish
spec1es that are excluded would be regulated as they are under the status quo.

All groundfish s species allocations would be: regulated

been’ caug!lt, pollock can not be retained: by non-AFA vessels. In addition, NOAA
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Component 3 Establishes procedures for reducing prohibited species catch limits for the non-AFA Trawl
CPs Sector.
Option 3.1 No change in overall amount of the current PSC limits.

Option 3.2 Reductions in the PSC limit for halibut is accomplished by taxing in-season
non-permanent transfers of PSC within the cooperative. The halibut PSC limit is
restored to it original level the following year

Suboption 3.2.1 Transfers of PSC after August 1 are not taxed .
Suboption 3.2.2 Only un-bundled transfers of PSC are taxed.
Option 3.3 Reduce halibut PSC limits by 5% when PSC limits are linked to estimated biomass
levels.

Component 4 Determities ho
Option 4.1

Component 5 Identifies the vessels that are in the non-AFA trawl CP sector which would receive Sector
Eligibilty Endorsements. (It may be that some vessels identified as part of the sector in
Amendment 80.a, may not be issued Sector Eligibility Endorsements.) Owners of each

IRIU 9 September 2003



qualified vessel would be issued a Sector Eligibility Endorsement that will be attached to
that vessel’s LLP identifying it as a member of the non-AFA Trawl CP Sector.

Option 5.1 Non-AFA Fishing vessels registered under MarAd regulations and any other vessels

~ eligible to participate in fish harvesting in the Alaska EEZ are eligible for a sector
endorsement to be attached to their groundfish license.
Suboption 5.1.1 In addition, vessels must have caught 500 mt. of groundfish with
trawl gear and processed that fish between 1998-2002
Suboption 5.1.2 In addition, vessels must have caught 1,000 mt. of groundfish with
trawl gear and processed that fish between 1998-2002
Suboption 5.1.3 In addition, vessels must have caught 500 mt. of groundfish with
trawl gear and processed that fish between 1997-2002
Suboption 5.1.4 In addition, vessels must have caught 1,000 mt. of groundfish with

traw] gear and processed that fish between 1997-2002

The original list included 100 mt and 150 mt, but subsequent analysis indicates that
these lower levels have no impact on the number of qualified vessels.

Component 6 Establishes the percentage of eligible vessels that must join a cooperative before the
cooperative is allowed to operate. No later than December 1 of each year, an application
must be filed with NOAA fisheries by the cooperative with a membership list for the year.
In order to operate as a cooperative, members, as a percent of eligible non-AFA Trawl CPs,
must be:

Option 6.1 At least 51 percent
Option 6.2 At least 67 percent
Option 6.3 At least 75 percent
Option 6.4 At least 80 percent

o~ Option 6.5 At least 90 percent

Component 7 Determines the method of allocation of PSC limits and groundfish between the cooperative
and open access pools.

Option 7.1 Catch history is based on total catch
Option 7.2 Catch history is based on total retained catch

Component 8 Determines which years of catch history are used in the calculation. The allocation of
groundfish between the cooperative and open access pool is proportional to the catch history
of groundfish in the vessels included in each pool. Applicable PSC limits are allocated
between the cooperative and open access pool in same proportions as those species that have
associated PSC limits. The catch history as determined by the option selected under this
component will be indicated on the Sector Eligibilty Endorsement which indicates the
vessel’s membership in the Non-AFA Trawl CP Sector. The aggregate histories will then
applied to whichever either the cooperative or the open access pool.

Option 8.1 1995-2002

Option 8.2 1995-2002, but each vessel drops its lowest annual catch during this period

Option 8.3 1998-2002

Option 8.4 1998-2002, but each vessel drops its lowest annual catch during this period

Option 8.5 1999-2002

Option 8.6 1999-2002, but each vessel drops its lowest annual catch during this period
N Option 8.7  2000-2002.
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Component 11 Determines if excessive share limits are established in the non-AFA trawl catcher processor
sector.

Option 11.1  There is no limit on the consolidation in the non-AFA trawl catcher processor
sector.

Option 11.2  Consolidation in the non-AFA trawl CP sector is limited such that no single
company can harvest more than a fixed percentage of the overall sector

apportionment. Companies that exceed the cap in the initial allocation would be
grandfathered.

Component 12 Establishes measures to mitigate negative impacts of the cooperative on fisheries not
included in the cooperative program (e.g. fisheries in the GOA).

Option 12.1  Sideboards for cooperative members would be established by regulation using the
same years used to calculate the apportionment of PSC and groundfish between the
cooperative and open access pool until such time as these other fisheries are
rationalized, when the allocations determined in these newly rationalized fisheries.

Option 12.2  The cooperative is required to prohibit members in the aggregate from exceeding
their maximum percent of harvests in other target fisheries. Sideboards would not
be established by regulation. This restriction would be discussed in the annual
report of the cooperative submitted to the Council and NOAA Fisheries.
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Appendix C:

Preliminary Identification of Alternative Actions for Amendment 80.b

Based on various combinations of the program components described above, the IR/IU analytical team
identified a number of possible alternative actions that could be considered in an EA/RIR/IRFA for
Amendment 80.b. In addition to the status quo/no action alternative (Alternative 1), three alternatives were
identified that are designed to facilitate private negotiation of fishery cooperatives among vessels in the Non-
AFA Trawl CP Sector. Two of these alternatives (Alternative 2 and Alternative 3) are similar in that they
would both allocate groundfish as well as PSC limits to a cooperative, but the alternatives differ with respect
to the amount of flexibility offered in the formation and operation of a cooperative.

Both alternatives that facilitate the formation of a cooperative involve a two-step allocation of groundfish
and PSC limits. During the first step an allocation of the total allowable catches (TACs) for specified
groundfish and PSC limits are made to the Non-AFA Trawl CP Sector (Amendment 80.b). During the second
step allocations made to the Non-AFA Trawl CP Sector are divided between vessels that join a cooperative
and vessels that choose to stay out of the cooperative system and fish in an “open access” fishery.

The two alternatives facilitating the formation of a cooperative have this two-step allocation process in
common as well as all of the bulleted componenets listed above. The two alternatives differ in terms of:

- of the species allocated to a cooperative
- the eligibility criteria for cooperative membership
- mandated bycatch reductions for eligible vessels

- division of the allocation of groundfish and PSC limits between the cooperative and open access
pools

- the minimum percentage of eligible vessels that must agree to form a cooperative before a
cooperative is allowed to operate;

- excessive share provisions;
- imposition of sideboards.

The differences among the alternatives are summarized in Table 1. The table does not include components
that both alternatives have in common—these are listed as bulleted items beginning on page 1.

Table 1. Summary of Possible Alternatives in the EA/RIR/IRFA for Amendment 80.b.

Issue

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Groundfish species allocated to the Non-AFA
Trawl Catcher Processor Sector

Pacific cod, yellowfin sole, rock sole, flathead
sole, Atka mackerel, Greenland turbot, Al
Pacific Ocean perch. Species may be added
or deleted by a FMP amendment.All
groundfish species for which trawling is
allowed except pollock allocated under AFA.

Other species may be excluded to prevent
allocations that are so small that they preclude
persons from harvesting their allocation of
species that are typically taken in directed
fisheries.

Processor Sector (this component defines the
eligibility criteria for cooperative

PSC limits for the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher | No change from status quo The PSC limit for halibut is reduced by 5

Processor Sector percent when PSC limits are linked to
estimated biomass levels.

Definition of the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher | Non-AFA vessels that meet the AFA | Non-AFA vessels that meet the AFA

requirements for ownership of a US fishing
vessel as implemented in MarAd and USCG

requirements for ownership of a US fishing
vessel as implemented in MarAd and USCG

membership) regulations (including vessels that were | regulations (including vessels that were
exempted under MarAd regulations) and | exempted under MarAd regulations) and
caught with traw] gear and processed 1000mt | caught with trawl gear and processed 1000 mt
of groundfish between 1998-2002. of groundfish between 1997-2002.
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Issue

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Minimum percentage of eligible non-AFA
trawl catcher processors that must join a
cooperative before a cooperative is allowed to
operate.

A minimum of 51 percent. A cooperative
must annually submit an application with a
membership list to NOAA Fisheries prior to
December 1.

A minimum of 90 percent. A cooperative
must annually submit an application with a
membership list to NOAA Fisheries prior to
December 1.

Division of the allocation to the Non-AFA
Trawl Catcher Processor Sector between the
cooperative and open access pools

The historical catch of specified groundfish of
each vessel eligible to join a cooperative is
determined based on retained catch from
2000-2002, but each vessel drops its lowest
annual catch during this period. The
aggregate histories are applied to whichever
pool vessels choose. The allocations of PSC
limits and specified groundfish are
proportional to the aggregate histories in each
pool.

The historical catch of specified groundfish of
each vessel eligible to join a cocperative is
determined based om total catch from
1998-20602. The aggregate histories are
applied to whichever pool vessels choose. The
allocations of PSC limits and specified
groundfish are proportional to the aggregate
histories in each pool.

Restrictions on consolidation in the non-AFA
traw] catcher processor sector

No excessive share limits.

No single individual, corporation or other
entity may harvest, through a fishery
cooperative or otherwise, more than a fixed
percentage of the sector allocation. A
grandfather provision will be included for
companies that exceed the excessive share
Limit.

Measures to mitigate negative impacts of a
cooperative on other fisheries

A cooperative is required to prohibit members
in the aggregate from exceeding their
maximum percent of harvests in other target
fisheries. Sideboards are not established by
regulation.

Sideboards for cooperative members are
established by regulation using the same years
used to calculate the apportionment of PSC
limits and groundfish between the cooperative
and open access pools until such time as other
fisheries are rationalized, when the allocations
approved in the applicable rationalization
program will be used.
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AGENDA C-4(c)
OCTOBER 2003

Sector Allocations Calculated using TAC as Denominator
Prepared for the October 2003 Council Meeting

The Council added the option of calculating BSAI sector allocations by dividing each sector’s annual historic
retained catch by the TAC and averaging those percentages for the years selected at their June meeting.
Options that base quota allocations on retained catch have been included in other Council amendment
packages. Those options have typically been included so that persons would not be given catch history credit
for fish they discarded. Members of the IRTU Committee have reviewed that alternative and recommended
that the Council drop retained catch over TAC as an option. The committee also recommended that if the
Council keeps the option of retained catch over TAC, they should also add an option that would calculate
each sector’s allocation by dividing total catch over TAC. This paper discusses the issues associated with
using catch over TAC to calculate sector allocations, many of which were discussed during the August IRTU
Committee meeting, as well as providing tables that show preliminary estimates of the allocations to each
sector using this method.

Three primary areas of concern were discussed by the IRTU Committee relative to this allocation method.
The first issue related to what happens to the portion of the TAC that is not allocated to sectors. The second
is the impact that this method could have on the 2 million metric ton harvest limit set by the Council for the
BSAI Finally, the third is the squid-box issues that can arise whenever retained catch is used to determine
sector allocations.

Addressing the Portion of the TAC not Initially Assigned

There are at least three potential alternatives for assigning portions of the TAC that are not initially allocated
to sectors. The first option would not assign that portion of the TAC to any fishing group, and results in a
decrease in the amount of fish that can be harvested. A second option would assign that TAC to an open
access fishery. The third option would redistribute that portion of the TAC to the groundfish sectors
receiving allocations based on a formula that would need to be determined.

Under the first method of accounting for unassigned TAC described above, portions of the TAC would not
be assigned to any harvest sector. Depending on the years used in the allocation formula and species selected
for allocation, the quantity of unassigned TAC could be substantial. For example, if the Council selected
the alternative that would allocated all species based on the years 1995-2002 (see Table 2), more that 65
percent of the TAC would be assigned to sectors in the Atka Mackerel, Pacific cod, and Pacific Ocean perch
fisheries'. All of the remaining fisheries would be reduced by a minimum of 35 percent. Some fisheries, like
Alaska plaice, would have less than 15 percent of the TAC assigned to sectors. Other important fisheries
like rock sole (30 percent), yellowfin sole (60 percent), flathead sole (33 percent), and Greenland turbot (62
percent) would have limited amounts of their TAC allocated to sectors. Decreasing the TAC by that
magnitude will likely have a substantial impact on participants in those fisheries.

The second method would assign the unallocated portion of the TAC to an open access fishery. If the
objective of this amendment is to rationalize the BSAI groundfish fisheries, this option would work contrary
to that goal. Persons that hold licenses that are not assigned to vessels participating in a sector allocated

IRecall that pollock is excluded from this allocation discussion since it has been allocated under the AFA.
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harvest rights, could then use those licenses on vessels that fish in the open access fishery. Whether the mix
of fish assigned to an open access fishery would support a substantial number of vessels is dependent on
markets for products produced from those species and the costs of harvesting the fish. However, given
arguments made in the past by members of the yellowfin sole fishery that once a given level of products
reach the market their prices drop to levels that do not allow them to be profitable, itis likely that they would
want to discourage options that would allow new participants in that fishery. Other flatfish and rockfish
species may also have limited markets for their products which could be impacted by encouraging entry into
an open access fishery comprised of people that did not qualify for a sector. Also, in some cases the open
access fishery would be assigned almost as much or more than the sectors that has been historically
dependent on that species.

On the other hand, an open access fishery could provide an opportunity for those people that hold a
groundfish license, but do not qualify for a sector to continue fishing. Whether the species assigned to the
open access afford much of an opportunity for a vessel to be profitable might be questioned. Therefore, the
policy makers will need to weigh the benefits of creating this opportunity versus the costs imposed on other
sectors of the fleet and the fishery managers that must oversee this fishery.

The final option would assign the unallocated TAC to sectors receiving an initial allocation. The entire TAC
would be allocated and no open access fishery is created under this option. Only members of the sectors
defined by the Council would be allowed to harvest BSAI groundfish. Groundfish license holders that do
not qualify for a sector would no longer be eligible to participate in BSAI groundfish fisheries. There are
different ways to allocate the remaining TAC. That portion of the TAC could be assigned in proportion to
the sector’s allocation using retained (or total) catch over TAC. Alternatively, sectors could be given equal
portions of the remaining TAC. This method may assign fish to a sector that would be unable to use the
allocation. For example, it is doubtful that the Jig sector could harvest 6.5 percent of the rock sole fishery
(based on Table 2). Other allocation methods could also be devised. If the Council moves forward with this
option, they will need to construct the alternatives they wish to see analyzed.

Impacts of the Two Million Metric Ton Cap

Using retained catch over TAC to calculate sector allocations may alter the species distribution due to the
two million metric ton cap placed on BSAI harvests. Changes to the sector allocations would be greatest
when the full TAC is not assigned to the sectors, either by not allocating the unassigned portion of the TAC
or by assigning it to an open access fishery. The impact is likely going to be most pronounced in years when
the pollock and Pacific cod biomass is relatively large. In that instance, the TAC for some species could be
reduced to permit larger pollock and Pacific cod TACs to be set, or the pollock and Pacific cod TACs could
be constrained to allow other species TACs to be maintained. Sectors that rely on flatfish and rockfish
species are concerned about these potential trade-offs since their allocations would already be reduced by
allocating only the amount of catch that was historically retained relative to the TAC. The sectors that rely
primarily on pollock and Pacific cod would be concerned about limiting the size of those species TACs,
because they are certain those species would be harvested. Their view is that not allocating the maximum
amount of those species that is biologically appropriate would result in “fish being left on the table”. These
debates will likely make the December TAC setting process more contentious as sectors will try to maximize
the TAC levels of the species on which they are most dependent.

Bycatch Allocations Too Small to Harvest Target Species (Squid-Box)

In some cases, the amount of a species allocated to a sector, using retained catch as the numerator, is too
small to provide for the bycatch needs in their target fisheries. Historically, many bycatch species were



discarded while the target species was retained. These bycatch species were discarded primarily due market
limitations or the cost of retaining them simply outweighed the benefits derived from keeping them.
Regulatory discards may have also occurred and exacerbated the problem. This is true for all sectors.
Therefore, basing the allocation on retained catch could have negative impacts on both longline and trawl
fisheries since it changes the allocation distributions from those that traditionally occurred in the fisheries.

Basing the allocation on retained catch would result in sectors receiving small allocations of bycatch species
they retained limited amounts in the past. These small allocations would have the greatest impact if the
fisheries are managed using hard caps®. Under a management system that uses hard caps, the amount of
bycatch species allocated to the sector probably would not allow the members to harvest their entire suite
of target fisheries, given historic bycatch rates. If the allocations are managed as soft caps, using incidental
catch allowances (ICAs)?, this problem is reduced. Target fisheries will not be closed because a sector’s
harvest of bycatch species exceeds its allocation. Given that bycatch needs are met by the ICA, allocating
species to sectors is not necessary unless they wish to target that species.

Sector Allocation Estimates

The tables in this section report each sector’s percentage of the catch when the TAC is used as the
denominator. The information reported is averages of annual percentages calculated by dividing retained
catch by the TAC for each year in the qualifying period. The percentages have not been inflated/deflated
to equal 100. Adjustments to each sector’s percentages were not made so the reader could see the actual
percentage of the TAC that would be allocated with no adjustments. If the Council wishes to adjust the
allocations so that the entire TAC is allocated to those sectors (or so that the TAC is not exceeded), a method
for making that adjustment must be specified.

Retained catch is always less than total catch when any discards were reported because the sum of the
sector’s percentages have not been adjusted to equal 100. Tables provided in June showed that when
retained catch over total catch percentages are adjusted to equal 100 percent, some sector’s allocations are
greater when retained catch is used as the numerator. That result occurs because a sector retained a greater
percentage of a species relative to other sectors.

Allocation percentages reported for Alaska plaice and other flatfish are always equal in these tables. Alaska
plaice was not broken out from the other flatfish TAC until 2002. Therefore, for these calculations, Alaska
plaice and other flatfish have been combined for all years, and the resulting percentage has been applied to
both species groups.

Bullets regarding TAC groupings and changes in TAC groupings that have been made over the years being
considered are reported below. These bullets are provide so the reader can better understand the TAC
groupings used during the time periods under consideration.

. Alaska plaice was included in the Other Flatfish group until 2002, and had its own TAC set in 2002.
. Starry flounder and Rex sole comprise 89% of catch in the current other flatfish group (BSAI 2002

*The term hard caps in this case means that once a sector’s allocation of a species is harvested,
they must stop fishing in any fishery where that species would be taken as bycatch.

*Given the options currently before the Council it is likely that the caps will be managed using
ICAs.



SAFE). Other species in the other flatfish complex include Dover sole, longlead dab, Sakhalin sole,
butter sole, and English sole.
Atka Mackerel TAC was for the BSAI in 1995 and the Al only for 1996-2002
Pacific cod over the years being considered have been allocated among the following sectors:
1995-1996 trawl, fixed gear, and jig sectors.
1997-2000 trawl cp, trawl cv, fixed gear, and jig sectors.
2001-2002 trawl cp, trawl cv, HAL cp, HAL cv, and jig sectors.
Sharpchin/Northern rockfish complex is defined for the AI. Northern rockfish was separated from
the complex and assigned its own TAC in 2002. The sharpchin TAC was moved into the other
rockfish complex.
Shortraker/Rougheye in the Al included all gear types in 1995-1997, from 1998-2002 separate
allocations were made to fixed (30%) and trawl (70%) gear. A TAC was set for the BS only in
2001-2002 (99mt each year).
The Other Rockfish complex primarily consists of thornyheads.

It should also be noted that alternatives that would drop a person’s worst year are not included in these tables,
because it is not possible to adjust the TAC to reflect that option.
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Table 1: Projected Allocations Based on the Average of Annual Catch over TAC, 1995-1997

)

Species Catch AFA20 AFA9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV NON-AFA NON-AFA POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV| Total
HT-CP ST-FT-CP
AK-PLAICE |Retained Tons 3.70% 043% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 16.13% 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 5.36%| 25.73%
Total Tons 12.04%  2.55% 0.00% 0.09% 0.00% 47.85% 0.77% 0.00%  0.01%  9.63%| 72.93%
ARTH Retained Tons 0.15% 0.08% 0.00% 204% 0.00% 517% 0.22% 0.00% 0.00% 1.07%| 8.73%
Total Tons 3.94% 4.27%  0.00% 20.50% 2.32% 52.34% 1.38% 0.01%  0.12% 18.37%| 103.26%
ATKA-BSAI [Retained Tons 3.76% 9.56% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 71.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02%| 84.64%
Total Tons 414%  9.95% 0.01% _0.05%  0.00% 85.08% 0.00% 0.00%  0.07%  0.21%| 99.51%
FSOL Retained Tons 1.48% 0.87% 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 27.63% 0.14% 0.00% 0.00% 1.13%| 31.31%
Total Tons 565% 3.16%  0.00%  0.99%  0.00% 40.51% 1.04% 0.00%  0.01%  8.84%| 60.20%
OFLT Retained Tons 3.70% 043% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 16.13% 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 5.36%| 25.73%
Total Tons 12.04%  2.55% 0.00%  0.09% 0.00% _47.85% 0.77% 0.00% 0.01%  9.63%| 72.93%
ORCK Retained Tons 051% 025% 1.19% 881% 7.08% 6.75% 0.00% 0.01% 0.16% 0.90%| 25.67%
Total Tons 391% 1.13% 1.19% 12.65% 8.79% 15.25% 0.31% 0.06%  0.42% 2.86%| 46.57%
OTHER GF |[Retained Tons 0.85% 0.16% 0.00% 7.50% 0.00%  0.40% 0.05% 0.11% 0.09% 1.96%| 11.12%
Total Tons 6.63% 3.51% 0.00% 50.08% 1.06% 31.35% 1.16% 0.42%  2.04% 12.41%| 108.66%
PCOD Retained Tons 247% 270% 0.13% 39.14% 0.11%  7.96% 0.63% 207% 7.10% 19.78%| 82.09%
Total Tons 427% 381% 0.13% 40.54% 0.32%_ 12.28% 1.15% 2.10%  7.17% 22.16%| 93.92%
POP-AI Retained Tons 1.66% 0.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 80.78% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.12%| 82.62%
Total Tons 2.12% 1.61% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 96.93% 0.04% 0.00%  0.00% 0.21%]| 100.92%
POP-EBS |Retained Tons 0.22%  0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 67.89% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 7.72%| 75.86%
Total Tons 0.85% 091% 0.00% 0.34% _ 0.00% 74.66% 1.55% 0.01%  0.02% 14.40%| 92.74%
RSOL |Retained Tons 231% 0.85% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 29.51% 0.14% 0.00% 0.00% 1.62%| 34.44%
Total Tons 6.24% 2.83% 0.00% 0.08% 0.00% 62.07% 0.72% 0.00%  0.01% 12.05%| 84.00%
SABL |Retained Tons 0.06% 0.02% 0.00% 24.92% 25.46%  5.69% 0.07% 0.00% 0.17% 1.20%| 57.59%!
Total Tons 0.06% 0.03% 0.00% 30.26% 26.23%  6.43% 0.07% 0.00%  0.20% 1.44%| 64.72%
SCNO Retained Tons 0.02% 0.56% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 27.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02%| 27.81%
Total Tons 3.72% 5.25% 0.00% 0.40% _ 0.00% _86.99% 0.00% 0.00%  0.02% _ 0.64%| 97.02%
SRRE Retained Tons 169% 0.08% 0.00% 6.97% 1.64% 62.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.09%| 73.18%
Total Tons 3.29% 042% 0.00% 14.30% 4.54% 75.77% 0.03% 0.00%  0.00% 0.26%| 98.62%
TURB Retained Tons 052% 0.16% 0.00% 40.21% 3.23% 21.12% 0.17% 0.00% 0.00% 3.72%| 69.13%
Total Tons 0.99% 0.40% 0.00% 48.37% 14.85% 24.99% 0.48% 0.00%  0.01%  4.97%| 95.07%
YSOL Retained Tons 16.52% 2.66% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 38.69% 0.84% 0.00% 0.00% 6.83%| 65.54%
Total Tons 20.19% 3.67% 0.00%  0.09% _0.00% 49.95% 0.94% 0.02%  0.05%  7.42%| 82.33%!

Note: Data was based on Blend data provided by the Alaska Fisheries Science Center




Table 2: Projected Allocations Based on the Average of Annual Catch over TAC, 1995-2002

Species Catch AFA20 AFA9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV NON-AFA NON-AFA POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV| Total
HT-CP  ST-FT-CP

AK-PLAICE |RetainedTons | 1.97%  0.16% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 807% 003% 0.00% 000% 2.38%| 12.63%
Total Tons 560%  0.97% 0.00% 023% 0.00% 42.38% _ 0.29% 0.00% 0.00% 4.26%| 53.74%

ARTH Retaned Tons | 0.35%  0.04% 0.00% 1.18% 0.00% 11.19%  0.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.86% 13.72%
Total Tons 260%  1.93% 0.00% 11.91% 1.44% 47.45%  0.52% 0.02% 023% 8.93%| 75.03%
ATKA-BSA| |Retained Tons | 1.53%  5.27% 0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 72.75% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06%| 79.64%
Total Tons 1.68%  5.43% _ 0.00% 0.15% 0.00% 83.15% _ 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 0.24%| 90.69%

FSOL Retained Tons | 1.40%  0.33% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 29.69% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 1.16%| 32.69%
Total Tons 395%  1.24%  0.00% _0.85%  0.00% _38.92%  0.39% 0.00% 0.00% 5.11%| 50.46%

OFLT Retained Tons | 1.97%  0.16% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 8.07% 0.03% 000% 0.00% 2.38%| 12.63%
Total Tons 5.60%  097% 0.00% 0.23% 0.00% 42.38% _ 0.29% 0.00% 0.00% 4.26%| 53.74%

[ORCK Retained Tons | 0.36%  0.10% 0.68% 10.36% 7.02% 21.31%  0.00% 0.00% 0.06% 0.48%| 40.36%
Total Tons 206%  1.14% 0.68% 17.47% _9.88% _ 38.01%  0.12% 0.03% 043% 2.26%| 72.07%

[OTHER GF |Retained Tons | 0.89%  0.06% 0.00% 7.26% 0.00%  1.74%  0.02% 0.07% 0.07% 1.84% 11.96%
Total Tons 463%  1.49% 0.00% 49.96%  0.89%  34.42%  0.43% 0.36% 2.01% 8.97%| 103.16%

PCOD Retained Tons | 2.74%  1.46% 0.10% 4529% 0.18% 12.29% 023% 1.82% 7.27% 19.90% 91.30%
Total Tons 3.46%  1.89%  0.10% 46.50%  0.20% 14.22%  0.43% 1.84% 7.32% 20.92%| 96.98%

POP-A Retained Tons | 0.60%  0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 76.56% 001% 000% 0.00% 0.05% 77.26%
Total Tons 0.87%  0.64% _ 0.00% _ 0.02% _ 0.00% 88.99%  0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.11%| 90.65%

|POP-EBS |Retained Tons | 2.41%  0.01% 0.00% 001% 0.00% 33.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 10.01%| 45.84%
Total Tons 713% _ 0.42% _ 0.00% 0.17% _ 0.00% _39.32%  0.58% 0.00% 0.01% 14.84%| 62.48%

RSOL Retained Tons | 1.64%  0.32% 0.00% 0.0% 0.00% 26.37% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.88%| 29.26%
Total Tons 398%  1.11%  0.00% _0.06% _0.00% 51.74% _ 0.27% 0.00% 0.00% 6.60%| 63.75%

SABL Retained Tons | 0.03%  0.01% 0.01% 19.31% 21.90% 7.21% 0.03% 0.01% 206% 0.63%| 51.20%
Total Tons 0.04%  0.01%  0.01% 23.43% 22.58%  8.27%  0.03% 0.01% 2.10% 0.76%| 57.25%

SCNO Retained Tons | 0.10%  0.21% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 14.47%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02%| 14.84%
Total Tons 1.94%  3.58% _ 0.00% 0.99% 0.01% 91.74%  0.00% 0.00% 0.01% _0.81%| 99.09%

SRRE [Retained Tons | 1.05%  0.03% 0.00% 7.76% 0.89% 48.04%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05%| 57.83%
Total Tons 1.87%  0.22%  0.00% 20.88% 4.48% 57.17% _ 0.01% 0.02% 0.03% 0.14%| 84.83%

TURB Retained Tons | 0.30% ~ 0.06% 0.00% 40.52% 2.40% 17.04%  0.06% 0.00% 0.02% 1.47%| 61.88%
Total Tons 0.65%  0.17%  0.00% 45.07% 8.08% 21.06%  0.18% 0.00% 0.22% 2.04%| 77.48%

YSOL Retained Tons | 9.81% _ 1.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 45.85% 0.31% 0.00% 0.00% 2.91%| 59.89%
Total Tons 11.57% _ 1.40% _ 0.00% 0.27% _0.00% 56.22%  0.35% 0.03% 0.03% _3.26%| 73.13%

Note: Data was based on Blend data provided by the Alaska Fisheries Science Center
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Table 3. Projected Allocations Based on the Average of Annual Catch over TAC, 1995-2002 excluding 2000
Species Catch AFA20 AFA9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV NON-AFA NON-AFA POT-CP POT-CV TWL- | Total
HT-CP ST-FT-CP cv
AK-PLAICE |Retained Tons 217% 0.19% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 8.80% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 2.64%| 13.85%
Total Tons 6.24% 1141% 0.00% 0.24% 0.00%  45.45% 0.33% 0.00% 0.00% 4.76%| 58.13%
ARTH [Retained Tons 0.39%  0.05% 0.00% 1.34% 0.00% 12.21% 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.94%| 15.02%
Total Tons 293% 220% 0.00% 13.40% 1.63%  52.94% 0.59%_ _0.02% 0.26% 10.13%| 84.09%
ATKA-BSAI |Retained Tons 1.75%  6.03% 0.00% 0.03% 0.00%  74.46% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07%| 82.33%
Total Tons 1.92%  6.20% 0.00% 0.14% 0.00% __ 85.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06% 0.28%] 94.39%
FSOL Retained Tons 1.48%  0.38% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00%  29.60% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 1.09%| 32.65%
Total Tons 416% 142% 0.00% 0.88% 0.00% __ 39.09% 0.45% 0.00% 0.01% 5.30%| 51.30%
OFLT Retained Tons 217%  019% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 8.80% 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 264%| 13.85%
Total Tons 6.24%  111% 0.00% 0.24% 0.00%  45.45% 0.33%___0.00% 0.00% 4.76%| 58.13%
ORCK Retained Tons 0.34% 011% 0.75% 10.07% 7.18%  19.01% 0.00% 0.01% 0.07% 0.53%| 38.06%
Total Tons 212%  1.30% 0.75% 16.74% 10.20%  35.69% 0.13% 0.03% 0.36% 2.39%| 69.72%
OTHER GF |Retained Tons 0.94%  0.07% 0.00% 7.32% 0.00% 1.63% 0.02% 0.08% 0.08% 2.03%| 12.17%
Total Tons 477%  1.70% _0.00% 50.86% 0.89%  34.30% 0.50% . 0.38% 1.89% 9.54%| 104.82%
PCOD Retained Tons 285% 1.67% 0.10% 4524% 0.14%  11.83% 027% 1.87% 7.02% 19.44%| 90.44%
Total Tons 367% 216% 0.11% 46.42% 0.25%  13.99% 049% 1.89% 7.07% 20.58%| 96.63%
POP-AI Retained Tons 0.68%  0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 77.64% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06%| 78.45%
Total Tons 1.00%  0.74% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  90.95% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.12%| 92.83%
POP-EBS |Retained Tons 268% 001% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  36.82% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 11.36%| 50.90%
Total Tons 784%  048% 0.00% 0.19% 0.00%  42.48% 0.66% 0.00% 0.01% 16.82%| 68.49%
RSOL Retained Tons 1.70%  037% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  27.59% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.95%| 30.66%
Total Tons 418%  127% 0.00% _0.06% 0.00%  53.64% 031% 0.00% 0.00% 7.25%| 66.71%
SABL Retained Tons 0.03% 001% 0.01% 19.44% 22.71% 711% 0.03% 0.02% 1.91% 0.71%| 51.98%
Total Tons 0.04%  0.01% 0.01% 23.71% 23.46% 8.07% 0.03% 0.02% 1.95% 0.86%| 58.17%
SCNO Retained Tons 0.12%  0.24% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00%  15.70% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02%| 16.11%
Total Tons 213%  4.09% 0.00% 093% 0.01% __90.82% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.76%| 98.75%
SRRE Retained Tons 1.12%  0.03% 000% 7.53% 0.97%  50.15% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05%| 59.87%
Total Tons 1.97%  025% 0.00% 20.00% 3.96%  60.20% 0.01% 0.03% 0.03% 0.16%| 86.60%
TURB {Retained Tons 0.33%  0.07% 0.00% 39.42% 259%  16.80% 0.07% 0.00% 0.02% 1.67%| 60.96%
Total Tons 0.69%  020% 0.00% 44.13% 8.78%  21.00% 021% 0.00% 0.23% - 2.29%| 77.53%
YSOL Retained Tons | 10.13%  1.14% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  44.19% 0.36% 0.00% 0.00% 3.08%| 58.91%
Total Tons 12.05%  1.60% 0.00% 0.27% 0.00%  54.32% 0.40% 0.02% 0.04% 3.44%| 72.15%

Note:; Data was based on Blend data provided by the Alaska Fisheries Science Center




Table 4: Projected Allocations Based on the Average of Annual Catch over TAC, 1998-2002

Species Catch AFA20 AFA9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV NON-AFA NON-AFA POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV[ Total
HT-CP  ST-FT-CP

AK-PLAICE |Retained Tons | 0.92%  0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  3.23%  0.00% 000% 0.00% 0.60%| 4.77%
Total Tons 1.74% _ 0.02% _0.00% _ 0.32% 0.00% _ 39.10% _ 0.00% 0.00%  0.00%  1.04%| 42.22%

ARTH |Retained Tons | 0.48%  0.02% 0.00% 0.66% 0.00% 1481%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.74%| 16.71%
Total Tons 1.80%  0.52%  0.00%  6.75%  0.92%  44.52%  0.00% _ 0.02% _ 0.29% _3.28%| 58.09%

ATKA-BSAI |RetainedTons | 0.19%  2.70% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00%  73.62%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.09%| 76.65%
Total Tons 020%  271% _ 0.00% _ 0.20% _0.00% _ 81.99%  0.00%  0.00%  0.04% 0.27%| 85.41%

|FsoL Retained Tons | 1.35%  0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 0.00% 30.93%  0.00% 000% 0.00% 1.18%| 33.51%
Total Tons 2.93%  0.09% 0.00% 0.77% _0.00% _ 37.96% _ 0.00% _0.00%  0.00% 2.86%| 44.62%

OFLT Retaned Tons | 0.92%  0.00% 0.00% 001% 0.00%  3.23%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 060%| 4.77%
Total Tons 1.74% _ 0.02%  0.00% _ 0.32% 0.00% _ 39.10% _ 0.00% _ 0.00% _ 0.00% _ 1.04%| 42.22%

ORCK Retained Tons | 0.26%  0.00% 0.37% 11.28% 6.99%  30.04%  0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.22%| 49.17%
Total Tons 0.95%  1.15% 0.37% 20.37% 10.53%  51.66% _ 0.00%  0.02% _ 0.44% _1.90%| 87.38%

OTHER GF |Retained Tons | 0.92%  0.00% 0.00% 7.11% 0.01%  255%  0.00% 0.05% 0.06% 1.77%| 12.47%
Total Tons 3.43%  0.27% _ 0.00% 49.89% 0.79% _ 36.26% __ 0.00% _ 0.32%  1.99% 6.91%| 99.86%

PCOD Retained Tons | 2.90%  0.72% 0.07% 48.99% 0.23% 14.89%  0.00% 1.68% 7.37% 19.98%| 96.82%
Total Tons 2.98%  0.73%  0.07% 50.08% 0.28%  15.39%  0.00% 1.69% _ 7.41% 20.18%| 98.81%

POP-AI Retained Tons | 0.02%  0.00% 0.00% 0.0% 0.00% 74.02%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01%| 74.04%
Total Tons 0.12%  0.07% _0.00% _0.02% 0.00%  84.23% __ 0.00% _ 0.00% _ 0.00% _ 0.06%| 84.50%

POP-EBS |RetainedTons | 3.72%  0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 12.69%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 11.39%| 27.82%
Total Tons 10.80%  0.14% 0.00% 0.07% _0.00% _ 18.11% _ 0.00% _0.00% _0.01% 15.10%| 44.32%

|RSOL Retained Tons | 1.24%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 24.48%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.43%| 26.16%
Total Tons 262%  0.08% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00% _ 45.54%  0.00% _ 0.00% _ 0.00% _ 3.32%| 51.60%

SABL Retaned Tons | 0.02%  0.00% 0.01% 1594% 19.77%  8.3%  0.00% 002% 3.20% 0.29%| 47.37%
Total Tons 0.03% _ 0.00% 0.01% 19.34% 20.40%  9.37% __ 0.00% _ 0.02% _ 3.24% _ 0.36%| 52.76%

SCNO Retained Tons | 0.15%  0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 0.00%  6.84%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02%| 7.05%
Total Tons 0.87% _ 2.58% 0.00% _1.34% _ 0.01% _ 94.59% _ 0.00% _ 0.00% _ 0.01% _0.91%|100.32%

SRRE Retained Tons | 0.73%  0.00% 0.00% 8.23% 0.44%  39.19%  0.00% 000% 0.00% 0.02%| 48.62%
Total Tons 1.01% __ 0.10% _ 0.00% 24.83% 4.44% _ 46.02%  0.00% _0.04%  0.05%  0.06%| 76.56%

TURB Retained Tons | 0.17%  0.00% 0.01% 40.71% 1.91% 14.60%  0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 0.11%| 67.53%
Total Tons 0.45%  0.04% 0.01% 43.09% _4.02%  18.70% _ 0.00% _0.00% _0.35%  0.28%| 66.94%

YSOL Retained Tons | 5.78%  0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 000% 50.14%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.56%| 56.49%
Total Tons 6.40%  0.04% 0.00% 0.38% 0.00%  59.98%  0.00% _0.03% 0.02% 0.76%| 67.62%

Note: Data was based on Blend data provided by the Alaska Fisheries Science Center
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Table 5. Projected Allocations Based on the Average of Annual Catch over TAC, 1998-2002 excluding 2000

)

)

Species Catch AFA20 AFA9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV NON-AFA NON-AFA POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV[ Total

~ HT-CP  ST-FT-CP
AK-PLAICE |Retained Tons | 1.02%  0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00%  3.30%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.60%| 4.94%
Total Tons 1.88%  0.02% 000% 0.35% 0.00%  43.66% __ 0.00% 0.00% _ 0.00% 1.10%| 47.02%
ARTH Retained Tons | 057% _ 0.03% 000% 081% 000% 17.48%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.84%| 19.74%
Total Tons 217%  0.65% 0.00% 8.07% 1.11%  53.38%  0.00% _ 0.02%  0.36%  3.94%| 69.71%
ATKA-BSAI |Retained Tons | 0.23%  3.38% 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 76.83%  0.00% 0.0% 0.00% 0.11%| 80.61%
Total Tons 025%  3.39% 0.00% 0.20% 0.00% 86.34% _ 0.00% 0.00% _0.04%  0.33%| 90.56%
FSOL Retained Tons | 1.48% _ 0.00% 000% 0.05% 0.00%  31.08%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.05%| 33.66%
Total Tons 304% 011% 0.00% 0.80% 0.00%  38.02% __ 0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 2.64%| 44.61%
[oFLT Retained Tons | 1.02% _ 0.00% 000% 002% 000%  3.30%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.60%| 4.94%
Total Tons 1.88%  0.02% 0.00% 0.35% 0.00% _ 43.66% _ 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.10%| 47.02%
ORCK Retained Tons | 0.22% _ 0.00% 0.42% 11.01% 7.25% 28.19%  0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.26%| 47.36%
Total Tons 078%  1.43% 0.42% 19.81% 11.25%  51.02%  0.00%  0.02%  0.31% _ 2.03%| 87.08%
OTHER GF_|Retained Tons | 1.01% _ 0.00% 000% 7.18% 000%  255%  0.00% 0.06% 0.07% 2.08%| 12.95%
Total Tons 337%  0.34% 0.00% 51.45% 0.76%  3651%  0.00% 0.34% 1.77% _ 7.39%|101.94%
PCOD [Retained Tons | 3.12% _ 0.90% 0.08% 49.81% 0.16% 14.73%  0.00% 1.73% 6.96% 19.20%| 96.69%
Total Tons 322%  092% 0.08% 50.83% 0.20%  1527% __ 0.00% 1.74%  6.99% 19.40%| 98.67%
POP-AI Retained Tons | 0.02% _ 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  75.29%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01%| 75.32%
Total Tons 0.15%  0.08% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% _ 86.47% __ 0.00% 0.00% _ 0.00% 0.06%| 86.77%
POP-EBS  |Retained Tons | 4.53%  0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 1353%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 14.10%| 32.18%
Total Tons 13.08%  0.17% 0.00% 0.07% 0.00% _ 18.35% __ 0.00% _0.00% _ 0.01% 18.63%| 50.31%
RSOL Retained Tons | 1.24% _ 0.00% 0.00% 000% 0.00%  26.14%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.45%| 27.83%
Total Tons 263%  0.10% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00% _ 47.32% __ 0.00% _ 0.00% _ 0.00% 3.64%| 53.75%
SABL Retained Tons | 0.01% _ 0.00% 0.02% 15.33% 20.64%  8.17%  0.00% 0.03% 3.22% 0.35%| 47.77%
Total Tons 0.03%  0.00% 0.02% 1879% 21.38% _ 9.30% _ 0.00% 0.03% 3.27%  0.43%| 53.25%
SCNO Retained Tons | 0.19% _ 0.00% 000% 0.04% 0.00%  7.07%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03%| 7.33%
Total Tons 093%  3.23% 0.00% 1.32% 0.01%  93.68% __ 0.00% 0.00% _ 0.01% _ 0.85%|100.04%
SRRE [Retained Tons |~ 0.77% 0.00% 0.00% 7.94% 047%  40.68%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03%| 49.89%
Total Tons 097%  0.13% 0.00% 24.28% 3.52% _ 48.52% __ 0.00% 0.05% _ 0.05% _ 0.08%| 77.59%
TURB Retained Tons | 0.18% _ 0.00% 0.00% 38.83% 2.11% 13.56%  0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 0.12%| 54.84%
Total Tons 0.46%  0.04% 0.00% 40.96% 4.22%  18.02% __ 0.00% _ 0.00% _ 0.40% _ 0.27%| 64.38%
YSOL Retained Tons | 5.34% _ 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 000% 48.32%  0.00% 000% 0.00% 0.27%| 53.94%
Total Tons 595%  0.05% 0.00% 0.41% 0.00%  57.59% _ 0.00% 0.02% _ 0.03% _0.46%| 64.52%

Note: Data was based on Blend data provided by the Alaska Fisheries Science Center



Table 6: Projected Allocations Based on the Average of Annual Catch over TAC, 2000-2002

Species Catch AFA20 AFA9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV NON-AFA NON-AFA POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV| Total
HT-CP  ST-FT-CP
AK-PLAICE [Retained Tons [1.25% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 4.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.53%| 5.85%)
Total Tons 1.756% 0.00% 0.00%  0.49%  0.00% 56.49% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% _ 1.05%| 59.79%)
ARTH Retained Tons ]0.49% 0.00% 0.00% 0.70% 0.00% 18.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.83%| 20.41%
Total Tons 0.86% 0.00% 0.00% 5.81% 0.37%  45.58% 0.00% 0.03% 0.47%  3.30%| 56.54%)
ATKA-BSAI [Retained Tons [0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 0.00% 72.85% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.14%| 73.07%
Total Tons 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  0.24%  0.00% 81.39% 0.00%  0.00%  0.05% 0.22%| 81.91%
FSOL Retained Tons |1.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 38.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.73%| 42.37%
Total Tons 3.57% 0.00% 0.00% 1.00% 0.00%  47.50% 0.00% _0.00%  0.00%  3.71%| 55.78%
OFLT |[Retained Tons |1.25% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 4.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.53%| 5.856%
Total Tons 1.75% 0.00% 0.00%  0.49%  0.00% 56.49% 0.00% 0.00%  0.01%  1.05%| 59.79%
[ORCK Retained Tons |0.38% 0.00% 0.45% 10.47% 9.28%  40.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.15%| 60.74%
Total Tons 1.06% 0.00%  0.45% 19.56% 14.57% 59.41% 0.00%  0.02% 0.57% 1.25%| 96.88%
OTHER GF |Retained Tons |1.01% 0.00% 0.00% 8.64% 0.01% 3.78% 0.00% 0.06% 0.03% 2.17%| 15.70%
Total Tons 3.33% 0.00%  0.00% 51.20% 0.91% 39.47% 0.00% . 0.38% 2.06%  7.24%]|104.58%
PCOD Retained Tons |2.08% 0.00% 0.06% 49.57% 0.33% 15.75% 0.00% 1.58% 7.94% 19.27%| 96.58%
Total Tons 2.12% 0.00% 0.06% 50.65% 0.39% 16.24% 0.00% 1.60% 7.97% 19.49%]| 98.51%
POP-AI Retained Tons |0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 71.88% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 71.88%
Total Tons 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04% 0.00% _ 82.33% 0.00%  0.00%  0.00%  0.02%] 82.41%
POP-EBS [Retained Tons |2.37% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 9.21% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.04%| 16.65%
Total Tons 12.64% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% _ 0.00% 14.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 9.31%| 36.37%
RSOL Retained Tons |1.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 31.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.68%| 33.66%
Total Tons 2.44% 0.00% 0.00%  0.05%  0.00% 54.20% 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 2.89%| 59.58%
SABL Retained Tons 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 13.66% 21.27% 8.41% 0.00% 0.00% 5.06% 0.33%| 48.76%
Total Tons 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 16.57% 21.85% 9.53% 0.00% 0.00% 5.09% 0.44%| 53.52%
SCNO Retained Tons I0.0G% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 3.41% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03%| 3.52%
Total Tons 0.73% 0.00%  0.00%  1.39%  0.02% 83.64% 0.00%  0.00% 0.01% 0.86%| 86.64%
SRRE Retained Tons [0.85% 0.00% 0.00% 8.09% 0.64% 39.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02%| 48.98%
Total Tons 1.08% 0.00% _ 0.00% 23.35% 5.96%  46.60% 0.00% 0.06% 0.08% 0.06%| 77.18%
TURB Retained Tons [0.15% 0.00% 0.01% 36.42% 1.31% 16.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 0.12%| 54.17%
Total Tons 0.33% 0.00% 0.01% 38.72% 3.98%  20.31% 0.00% 0.00%  0.54%  0.24%| 64.13%
YSOL Retained Tons |4.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 64.47% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.62%| 69.42%
Total Tons 4.69% 0.00% 0.00% 0.56% 0.00%  75.77% 0.00% _ 0.03%  0.02%  0.88%| 81.96%

Note: Data was based on Blend data provided by the Alaska Fisheries Science Center
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AGENDA C-4(d)
OCTOBER 2003

PSC Allocations

Three separate PSC allocation alternatives are presented in this package. The first allocates PSC to sectors
based on their historic harvest of groundfish in a target fishery. The second method allocates PSC based
on the percentage of the groundfish species harvested, regardless of the target fishery the catch was assigned.
Finally, the third method allocates PSC based on the amount of PSC harvested. A description of how each
calculation was preformed is provided in the following text.

Method 1 (Tables 1-6): PSC allocations based on a sector’s historic harvest of groundfish within a target
fishery

The catch of all groundfish species was summed by target fishery, sector, and gear (trawl, non-trawl, and
both trawl and non-trawl combined). If a PSC complex has more than one groundfish target species, the first
step was repeated for each species in the complex. For PSC allocations that are assigned to only one
groundfish target, each sector's percentage of the total groundfish target harvested by gear type was
calculated. When a PSC complex covers more than one groundfish target fishery, each sector’s harvest of
groundfish in a target was multiplied by the percentage of the PSC complex allocation used to harvest that
target. Those percentages where then summed over all target species in the complex (e.g., rock sole/flathead
sole/other flatfish). The resulting percentages can then be multiplied by the current PSC allocations to
determine the amount of PSC assigned to a sector.

Method 2 (Tables 7-12): PSC allocations based on a sector’s historic harvest of groundfish. regardless of the
target fishery

The methods used to calculate the PSC allocation are the same as described in method 1, except that the total
groundfish harvests are based on species and not target fisheries. In other words, Method 2 is the amount
of Pacific cod harvested in all target fisheries as opposed to the total amount of groundfish harvested in the
Pacific cod target fishery (Method 1).

Method 3 (Tables 13-18): PSC allocations based on the amount of PSC harvested.

The amount of each PSC species harvested by sector, gear, and PSC target fishery was summed. Each
sector’s total, by gear and target fishery, was then divided by the total harvest by all sectors using that gear
in that PSC target fishery, to calculate the percentage each sector harvested during the various time periods
under consideration.

The PSC allocation results are presented as the percentage of the total allotment each sector would be issued.
The actual allocation amounts, based on 2003 PSC allotments, are not presented in this document due to the
number of tables that would be created. If the actual amounts were presented, a table for each PSC species
would be required. That would increase the number of pages of tables in this document from 18 to 80.

For reference, PSC allotments for the years 1995 through 2003 are included in Tables A through F below.



Table A: BSAI halibut PSC allocations (mt) for the years 1995 - 2003

PSC Species Complex 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Trawl Allocations

YellowfinSole 750 820 930 1,005 1,005 958 911 886 886

Rocksole/Other Flatfish' 690 730 795 795 795 842 854 779 779

Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 120

Rockfish 110 110 100 75 75 75 69 69 69

Pacific 1,550 1,685 1,600 1,550 1,550 1,550 1,334 1,434 1434

Pollock/Atak 555 430 350 350 250 250 232 232 232

Mackerel/O.Species

Pelagic Trawl Pollock

Trawl 3,775 3,775 3,775 3,775 3,675 3,675 3,400 3,400 3,400

Non-Trawl

Pacific cod 725 80 840 810 810 810 755 7715 775

Other 175 100 60 90 90 90 78 58 58

Non-Trawl Total 900 900 900 900 900 900 833 833 833

Total 4,675 4,675 4,675 4,675 4,575 4,575 4,233 4,233 4,233

1/Includes Flathead Sole after 2000

Table B: BSAI herring PSC allocations (mt) for the years 1995-2003

Species Group 11995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Trawl

Yellowfin Sole 315 287 267 268 254 169 139 139 139
ocksole/Other Flatfish 22 22 24 20 20 20
urbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 10 11 9 9 9
ockfish 8 7 7 8 8 9 7 7 7
acific cod 24 22 20 22 22 24 20 20 20
ollock/Atak Mackerel/O.Species 169 154 143 155 152 1616 146 146 146
elagic Traw} Pollock 1346 1227 1142 1239 1217 1184 1184 1,184
rawl Total 1,862 1,697 1,579 1,714 1,685 1.853 1,525 1,525 1,525




Table C: BSAI red king crab PSC allocations (# of Animals) for the years 1995-2003.

Species Group 11995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Trawl

'YellowfinSole 50,660 50,000 10,000 10,000 21,084 12,600 11,664 16,664 16,664

ocksole/OtherFlatfish 110,600 110,000 75,000 75,000 158,133 70,005 64,782 59,782 59,782

urbot/sablefish/arrowtooth

ockfish

acific cod 10,000 10,000 7,500 7,500 15,813 12,600 11,664 11,664 13,079

ollock/Atak Mackerel/O.Species | 30,000 30,000 7,500 7,500 1,970 1,795 1,615 1,615 200

Pelagic Trawl Pollock

Trawl Total 200,000 100,000 100,000 197.000 197.000 89,725 89,725 89.725

Table D: BSAI C. bairdi (Zone 1) allocations (# of Animals) for the years 1995-2003

Species Group | 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Trawl

Yellowfin Sole 225,000 250,000 276,316 276,316 274,526 312,163 253,894 340,844 340,844

Rocksole/Other Flatfish 475,000 425,000 296,052 296,052 294,134 334,407 272,126 365,320 365,320

Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth

Rockfish

Pacific cod 225,000 250,000 133,224 148224 147,263 167,411 136,400 183,112 183,112

Pollock/Atak Mackerel/O.Species| 75,000 75,000 44,408 29,408 14,077 16,019 12,830 17224 17224

Pelagic Trawl Pollock

Trawl Total 1,000,000 1.000.000 750,000 750,000 730,000 830,000 675,250 906.500 906,500 ]

Table E: BSAI C. bairdi (Zone 2) allocations (# of Animals) for the years 1995-2003

ocksole/Other Flatfish 510,000 510,000 357,000 357,000 399,635 545,832
urbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 5,000

ockfish 10,000 10,000 7,000 7,000 7,836 10,884
acific cod 260,000 260,000 195,000 195,000 218,288 298,116
ollock/Atak Mackerel/O.Species 690,000 690,000 470,000 470,000 20,335 27,720
elagic Trawl Pollock

Species Group |1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003|
Trawl
Yellowfin Sole 1,530,000 1,071,000 1,071,000 1,198,906 1,637,448 1,246,502 1,788,459 1,788,459

415,501 596,154 596,154

7,658 10,988 10,988
225941 324,176 324,176
19,148 27473 27473

3,000,000 2,100,060 2,100,000 1,845,000 2,520,000

1,914,750 2,747,250 2,747,250

Table F: BSAI C. opilio allocations (# of Animals) for the years 1995-2003

Species Group 11995-97 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003]
Trawl

Kellowﬁn Sole 3,248,821 3,109,815 2,876,981 2,776,981 2,776,981
ocksole/Other Flatfish 801,080 940,470 469,130 969,130 969,130

Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 44,504 44,370 40,238 40,238 40,238

Rockfish 44,504 44,370 40,238 40,237 40,237

[Pacific cod 133,513 133,545 524,736 124,736 124,736

Pollock/Atak Mackerel/O.Species 77,578 77,430 72,428 72,428 72,428

Pelagic Trawl Pollock

Trawl Total - 4.654,000 4,350,000 4,350,000 4,023.751 4,023,750 4,023.750




Table 1: PSC allocations based on relative percent of groundfish harvested within PSC target fisheries, 1995-1997.

NON-AFA NON-AFA

Data PSC Group AFA 20 AFA 9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV HT-CP ST-FT-CP POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV | Total
Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 7.32% 9.40% 0.00% 0.14% 0.00% 12.74% 1.56% 0.02% 0.00% 68.83%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 29.23% 9.81% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 18.28% 2.20% 0.00% 0.00% 40.48%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 2.50% 1.77% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 94.11% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.62%| 100%
Rockfish 31.43% 36.71% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 14.59% 8.67% 0.00% 0.00% 8.60%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 1.97% 0.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 77.13% 0.95% 0.00% 0.00% 19.15%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 26.08% 4.58% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 59.14% 1.11% 0.00% 0.00% 9.09%| 100%

Retained Catch  |Pacific Cod 7.71% 9.72% 0.00% 0.15% 0.00% 10.96% 1.61% 0.02% 0.00% 69.82%] 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 29.04% 9.80% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 17.87% 2.23% 0.00% 0.00% 40.94%| 100%
Rock solefflat.sole/other flatfish 1.77% 2.59% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 93.50% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 214%| 100%
Rockfish 31.43% 36.71% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 14.59% 8.67% 0.00% 0.00% 8.60%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 2.13% 0.84% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 76.34% 0.93% 0.00% 0.00% 19.77%]| 100%
Yellowtin Sole 26.07% 4.28% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 57.70% 1.25% 0.00% 0.00% 10.70% 100%

’ Non-Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.14% 0.00% 99.52% 0.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Traw! Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 78.52% 21.48% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%] 100%

Retained Catch | Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.14% 0.00% 99.57% 0.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Traw! Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 80.72% 19.28% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%

Combined Trawl and Non-Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 2.61% 3.41% 0.17% 52.17% 0.16% 4.52% 0.55% 2.71% 9.27% 24.43%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 29.22% 9.80% 0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 18.27% 2.20% 0.00% 0.01% 40.47%| 100%
Rock solefflat.sole/other flatfish 2.50% 1.77% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 94.11% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.62%| 100%
Rockfish 1.84% 0.00% 0.08% 0.03% 0.23% 97.82% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.59% 0.24% 0.00% 62.50% 8.06% 22.58% 0.28% 0.00% 0.01% 5.73%] 100%|
Yellowfin Scle 26.08% 4.58% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 59.14% 1.11% 0.00% 0.00% 9.09%| 100%

Retained Catch  |Pacific Cod 2.68% 3.43% 0.18%  52.74% 0.14% 3.78% 0.56% 2.80% 9.60% 24.10%| 100%
Total Pollock/Atka/other 29.03% 9.80% 0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 17.87% 2.23% 0.00% 0.01% 40.93%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 1.77% 2.59% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 93.50% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 214%| 100%
Rockfish 1.71% 0.00% 0.09% 0.04% 0.25% 97.91% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.64% 0.25% 0.00% 65.02% 559% 22.31% 0.28% 0.00% 0.01% 5.91%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 26.07% 4.28% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 57.70% 1.25% 0.00% 0.00% 10.70%| 100%
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Table 2: PSC allocations based on relative percent of groundfish harvested within PSC target fisheries, 1995-2002.

NON-AFA NON-AFA

Data PSC Group AFA 20 AFA 9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV HT-CP ST-FT-CP POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV | Total
Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 6.98% 5.58% 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 18.59% 0.72% 0.02% 0.00% 68.04%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 27.95% 5.40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 26.00% 0.75% 0.00% 0.00% 39.89%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 1.77% 0.73% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 96.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.70%| 100%
Rockfish 3251% 34.95% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 15.09% 6.87% 0.00% 0.00% 10.59%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.72% 0.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 91.56% 0.35% 0.00% 0.00% 7.08%| 100%
Yellowlin Sole 19.74% 2.44% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 71.93% 0.59% 0.00% 0.00% 5.29%| 100%

Retained Catch  |Pacific Cod 7.15% 5.62% 0.00% 0.07% 0.00% 17.92% 0.73% 0.02% 0.00% 68.50%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 27.91% 5.51% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 25.74% 0.75% 0.00% 0.00% 40.09%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 1.41% 1.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 96.64% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.90%| 100%
Rockfish 3251% 34.95% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 15.09% 6.87% 0.00% 0.00% 10.59%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.78% 0.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 91.23% 0.34% 0.00% 0.00% 7.33%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 20.04% 2.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 70.98% 0.65% 0.00% 0.00% 6.09%| 100%

Non-Trawl! Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 99.40% 0.38% 0.01% 0.00% 0.15% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Trawl Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 8251% 17.49% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%

Retained Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 99.43% 0.35% 0.01% 0.00% 0.15% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Traw! Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 83.46% 16.54% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%

Combined Trawl and Non-Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 2.36% 1.91% 0.12% 54.95% 0.21% 6.26% 0.24% 2.27% 8.78% 22.89%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 27.78% 5.37% 0.00% 0.53% 0.03% 25.87% 0.74% 0.00% 0.03% 39.65%]| 100%
Rock solefflat.sole/other flatfish 1.77% 0.73% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 96.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.70%] 100%
Rockfish 0.89% 0.00% 0.04% 0.04% 0.11% 98.90% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.19% 0.07% 0.00% 60.79% 517% 31.74% 0.09% 0.00% 0.13% 1.81%] 100%
Yellowfin Sole 19.74% 2.44% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 71.93% 0.59% 0.00% 0.00% 5.29%| 100%

Retained Catch  |Pacific Cod 2.39% 1.91% 0.13%  55.05% 0.20% 5.98% 0.24% 2.31% 8.98% 22.82%| 100%
Total Pollock/Atka/other 27.74% 5.47% 0.00% 0.51% 0.02% 25.62% 0.74% 0.00% 0.04% 39.85%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 1.41% 1.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 96.64% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.80%| 100%
Rockfish 0.82% 0.00% 0.05% 0.04% 0.12% 98.96% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtcoth 0.20% 0.08% 0.00% 62.13% 417% 31.37% 0.09% 0.00% 0.14% 1.83%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 20.04% 2.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 70.98% 0.65% 0.00% 0.00% 6.09%| 100%




Table 3: PSC allocations based on relative percent of groundfish harvested within PSC target fisheries, 1995-2002, excluding 2000.

NON-AFA NON-AFA

Data PSC Group AFA20 AFA9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV HT-CP ST-FT-CP POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV | Total
Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 7.33% 6.33% 0.00% 0.07% 0.00% 17.92% 0.82% 0.02% 0.00% 67.51%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 29.52% 5.96% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 21.53% 0.90% 0.00% 0.00% 42.08%| 100%
Rock solefflat.sole/other flatfish 1.88% 0.88% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 96.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.84%| 100%
Rockfish 3253% 35.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 15.02% 6.93% 0.00% 0.00% 10.22%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtcoth 0.88% 0.35% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 89.77% 0.42% 0.00% 0.00% 8.58%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 20.78% 2.71% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 70.23% 0.66% 0.00% 0.00% 5.63%| 100%

Retained Catch  [Pacific Cod 7.54% 6.40% 0.00% 0.08% 0.00% 17.14% 0.83% 0.02% 0.00% 68.00%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 29.47% 6.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 21.27% 0.90% 0.00% 0.00% 4231%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 1.30% 1.24% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 96.40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.06%| 100%
Rockfish 3253% 35.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 15.02% 6.93% 0.00% 0.00% 10.22%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.96% 0.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 89.28% 0.42% 0.00% 0.00% 8.97%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 20.97% 2.48% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 69.32% 0.72% 0.00% 0.00% 6.50%] 100%

Non-Traw! Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 99.47% 0.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.16% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Trawl Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 81.37% 18.63% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%] 100%

Retained Catch  {Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 99.50% 0.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.16% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Traw! Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 82.46% 17.54% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100%

Combined Trawl and Non-Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 2.46% 2.16% 0.13% 55.22% 0.16% 6.01% 0.28% 2.35% 8.60% 22.63%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 29.38% 5.93% 0.00% 0.40% 0.02% 21.46% 0.90% 0.00% 0.03% 41.89%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 1.88% 0.88% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 96.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.84%| 100%
Rockfish 0.99% 0.00% 0.05% 0.03% 0.12% 98.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtcoth 0.22% 0.09% 0.00% 60.97% 5.81% 30.53% 0.11% 0.00% 0.12% 2.15%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 20.78% 2.71% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 70.23% 0.66% 0.00% 0.00% 5.63%] 100%

Retained Catch  |Pacific Cod 2.50% 2.15% 0.14% 55.41% 0.15% 5.67% 0.27% 2.39% 8.81% 22.50%| 100%
Total Pollock/Atka/other 29.33% 6.02% 0.00% 0.37% 0.02% 21.21% 0.90% 0.00% 0.04% 42.11%| 100%
Rock solefflat.sole/other flatfish 1.30% 1.24% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 96.40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.06%| 100%
Rockfish 0.91% 0.00% 0.05% 0.03% 0.13% 98.87% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.23% 0.09% 0.00% 62.55% 4.67% 30.04% 0.10% 0.00% 0.13% 2.18%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 20.97% 2.48% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 69.32% 0.72% 0.00% 0.00% 6.50%| 100%
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Table 4: PSC allocations based on relative percent of groundfish harvested within PSC target fisheries, 1998-2002.

NON-AFA NON-AFA

Data PSC Group AFA 20 AFA 9 JIG-CV  LGL-CP LGL-CV HT-CP ST-FT-CP POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV | Total
Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 6.69% 2.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 23.67% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 67.36%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 25.70% 2.47% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 34.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 37.78%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 1.17% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 98.81% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02%| 100%
Rockfish 36.62% 28.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 17.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 18.14%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.94% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 12.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 86.56% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.94%| 100%

Retained Catch  |Pacific Cod 6.69% 2.28% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 23.59% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 67.42%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 25.70% 2.58% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 33.92% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 37.80%| 100%
Roack sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 1.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 98.90% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03%| 100%
Rockfish 36.62% 28.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 17.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 18.14%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtcoth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.94% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 13.45% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 85.49% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.06%| 100%

Non-Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.32% 0.43% 0.02% 0.00% 0.24% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Traw! Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 84.73% 15.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%] 100%

Retained Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.33% 0.42% 0.02% 0.00% 0.23% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Trawl Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 84.95% 15.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%

Combined Trawl and Non-Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 2.15% 0.73% 0.09% 57.14% 0.25% 7.63% 0.00% 1.92% 8.40% 21.68%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/cther 25.41% 2.45% 0.00% 1.03% 0.05% 33.70% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 37.35%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 1.17% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 98.81% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02%| 100%
Rockfish 0.14% 0.00% 0.01% 0.04% 0.02% 99.76% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtcoth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 54.52% 3.72% 41.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.25% 0.00%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 12.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 86.56% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.94%| 100%

Retained Catch  |Pacific Cod 217% 0.74% 0.09% 56.82% 0.24% 7.65% 0.00% 1.94% 8.50% 21.84%| 100%
Total Pollock/Atka/other 25.41% 2.55% 0.00% 1.00% 0.05% 33.61% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 37.37%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 1.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 98.89% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03%| 100%
Rockfish 0.15% 0.00% 0.02% 0.04% 0.02% 99.75% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 55.07% 3.45% 41.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0.25% 0.00%| 100%
Yellowtin Sole 13.45% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 85.49% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.06%] 100%




Table 5: PSC allocations based on relative percent of

roundfish harvested within PSC target fisheries, 1998-2002, excluding 2000.

NON-AFA NON-AFA

Data PSC Group AFA20 AFA9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV HT-CP ST-FT-CP POT-CP_POT-CV__TWL-CV | Total
Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 7.35% 2.91% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  23.68% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 66.06%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 28.90% 2.88% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  25.87% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 42.35%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 1.18% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  98.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03%| 100%
Rockfish 36.96%  29.62% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 16.75% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 16.67%] 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.91% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.09%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 13.11% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  86.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.63%] 100%

Retained Catch  |Pacific Cod 7.35% 2.92% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  23.60% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 66.11%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 28.80% 2.99% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 25.74% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 42.37%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 0.78% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03%| 100%
Rockfish 36.96% 29.62% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 16.75% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 16.67%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.91% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.09%]| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 13.93% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 85.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.69%| 100%

Non-Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.43% 0.28% 0.00% 0.00% 0.28% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Trawl Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 83.42% 16.58% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%

Retained Catch  |Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.45% 0.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.28% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Trawl Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 83.68% 16.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%] 100%

Combined Trawl and Non-Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 2.32% 0.92% 0.10% 58.25% 0.17% 7.47% 0.00% 1.99% 7.94%  20.856%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 28.62% 2.85% 0.00% 0.86% 0.05%  25.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 41.94%] 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 1.18% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 98.78% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03%| 100%
Rockfish 0.17% 0.00% 0.02% 0.03% 0.02% 99.76% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 51.95% 4.24%  43.54% 0.00% 0.00% 0.26% 0.00%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 13.11% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 86.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.63%| 100%

Retained Catch  |Pacific Cod 2.33% 0.93% 0.10% 57.99% 0.16% 7.49% 0.00% 2.01% 8.04% 20.97%| 100%
Total Pollock/Atka/other 28.62% 2.96% 0.00% 0.81% 0.06%  25.58% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 41.95%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 0.78% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 99.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03%| 100%
Rockfish 0.18% 0.00% 0.02% 0.03% 0.02%  99.75% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtcoth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 52.64% 3.96%  43.12% 0.00% 0.00% 0.27% 0.00%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 13.93% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  85.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.69%] 100%
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Table 6: PSC allocations based on relative percent of groundfish harvested within PSC target fisheries, 1998-2002.

)

IS

NON-AFA NON-AFA

Data PSC Group AFA 20 AFA 9 JIG-CV  LGL-CP LGL-CV HT-CP ST-FT-CP POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV | Total
Trawl Allocations
Total Catch Pacific Cod 4.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 29.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 66.71%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 24.85% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 37.86% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 37.29%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.scle/other flatfish 0.65% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04%| 100%
Rockfish 41.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 25.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 33.32%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 5.73% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 93.47% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.80%] 100%
Retained Catch  |Pacific Cod 4.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 28.80% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 66.84%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 24.85% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 37.86% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 37.29%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 0.95% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04%| 100%
Rockfish 41.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 25.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  33.32%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 6.48% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.61% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.91%| 100%
Non-Trawl Allocations
Total Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.11% 0.63% 0.02% 0.00% 0.24% 0.00% 0.00%] 100%
Other Non-Traw! Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 81.03% 18.97% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%] 100%
Retained Catch  |Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.13% 0.61% 0.02% 0.00% 0.24% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Trawl Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 80.92% 19.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%] 100%
Combined Trawl and Non-Trawl Allocations
Total Catch Pacific Cod 1.33% 0.00% 0.07% 57.50% 0.36% 9.05% 0.00% 1.81% 9.07%  20.80%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 24.44% 0.00% 0.01% 1.51% 0.07% 37.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 36.67%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 0.65% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04%] 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.04% 0.03% 99.88% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 52.50% 3.08% 43.98% 0.00% 0.00% 0.43% 0.00%]{ 100%
Yellowfin Sole 5.73% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 93.47% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.80%] 100%,
Retained Catch  |Pacific Cod 1.32% 0.00% 0.07% 57.24% 0.35% 9.06% 0.00% 1.83% 9.18%  20.93%| 100%
Total Pollock/Atka/other 24.44% 0.00% 0.01% 1.46% 0.08% 37.34% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  86.67%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 0.95% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.03% 0.03% 99.88% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05%] 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtcoth 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 52.68% 297% 43.91% 0.00% 0.00% 0.44% 0.00%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 6.48% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.61% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.91%| 100%




Table 7: PSC allocations based on relative percent of groundfish harvested regardless of target fishery, 1995-1997.

NON-AFA NON-AFA

Data PSC Group AFA 20 AFA 9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV HT-CP ST-FT-CP POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV | Total
’ Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 9.74% 8.57% 0.00% 0.09% 0.00% 28.08% 251% 0.01% 0.00% 50.99%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 4.75% 7.98% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 83.29% 0.24% 0.00% 0.00% 3.75% 100%
Rock solefflat.sole/other flatfish 9.53% 3.82% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 72.14% 0.94% 0.00% 0.00% 13.57%] 100%
Rockfish 4.26% 4.70% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 89.89% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 1.08%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtcoth 4.48% 4.44% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00% ©68.83% 1.56% 0.00% 0.00% 20.63%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 24.11% 4.54% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 61.32% 1.04% 0.00% 0.00% 8.99%| 100%!

Retained Catch |Pacific Cod 7.33% 7.88% 0.00% 0.11% 0.00% 23.69% 1.78% 0.02% 0.00% 59.19%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 3.80% 9.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 85.06% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 1.86%| 100%
Rock solefflat.sole/other flatfish 7.56% 2.57% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 83.97% 0.36% 0.00% 0.00% 56.53%| 100%
Rockfish 1.04% 1.57% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 96.87% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.52%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 1.95% 0.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 81.01% 1.30% 0.00% 0.00% 14.95%| 100%
Yellowfin Scle 24.63% 4,10% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 59.75% 1.16% 0.00% 0.00% 10.37%| 100%

Non-Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.11% 0.26% 80.55% 0.60% 0.00% 0.00% 417% 14.30% 0.00%| 100%
QOther Non-Trawl Total 0.00% 0.07% 0.07% 85.52% 10.92% 0.00% 0.00% 0.59% 2.83% 0.00% 100%.

Retained Catch |Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.11% 0.27% 80.49% 0.22% 0.00% 0.00% 4.26% 14.66% 0.00% 100%
Other Non-Trawl Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.17% 85.34% 13.68% 0.00% 0.00% 0.37% 0.44% 0.00%| 100%

Combined Trawl and Non-Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 4.52% 4.03% 0.14% 43.22% 0.32% 13.03% 1.17% 2.24% 767% 23.65%} 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 25.57% 9.44% 0.00% 0.49% 0.01% 26.95% 1.91% 0.00% 0.03% 35.59%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 7.87% 3.80% 0.00% 0.49% 0.00% 72.59% 0.96% 0.00% 0.01% 14.27%| 100%
Rockfish 2.48% 2.36% 0.06% 1.48% 0.66% 90.89% 0.19% 0.00% 0.03% 1.86%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtcoth 1.55% 1.15% 0.00% 4545% 13.57% 30.22% 0.62% 0.00% 0.04% 7.39%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 24.07% 4.53% 0.00% 0.11% 0.00% 61.20% 1.04% 0.02% 0.06% 8.97%| 100%

Retained Catch |Pacific Cod 2.99% 3.28% 0.16% 47.68% 0.13% 9.67% 0.73% 2.53% 8.68% 24.16%| 100%
Total Pollock/Atka/other 26.43% 9.90% 0.00% 0.31% 0.00% 24.43% 2.00% 0.00% 0.00% 36.91%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 6.05% 2.69% 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 86.25% 0.37% 0.00% 0.00% 459%| 100%
Rockfish 1.47% 0.36% 0.09% 1.15% 0.63% 94.91% 0.03% 0.00% 0.01% 1.36%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.87% 0.38% 0.00% 51.90% 469% 35.16% 0.63% 0.00% 0.01% 6.36%| 100%
Yellowfin Scle 24.63% 4.09% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 59.74% 1.16% 0.00% 0.00% 10.37%] 100%
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Table 8: PSC allscations based on relative percent of groundfish harvested regardless of target fishery, 1995-2002.

NON-AFA NON-AFA

Data PSC Group AFA 20 AFA 9 JIG-CV LGLCP LGL-CV HT-CP ST-FT-CP POT-CP POT-CV_TWL-CV| Total
Trawl Aliccations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 8.66% 5.27% 0.00% 0.04% 0.00% 33.60% 1.24% 0.01% 0.00% 51.17% 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 3.42% 4.90% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 88.36% 0.11% 0.00% 0.00% 3.22% 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 7.36% 1.85% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 80.64% 0.42% 0.00% 0.00% 9.73% 100%
Rockfish 2.22% 2.89% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 93.78% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 1.09% 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 3.57% 1.90% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 83.46% 0.53% 0.00% 0.00% 10.52% 100%
Yellowfin Sole 18.41% 2.46% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 73.24% 0.55% 0.00% 0.00% 5.34% 100%

Retained Catch Pacific Cod 7.45% 4.58% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 32.07% 0.78% 0.01% 0.00%  55.06% 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 2.46% 5.92% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 90.09% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 1.52% 100%
Rock 'sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 5.81% 1.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 88.93% 0.14% 0.00% 0.00% 4.09% 100%
Rockfish 1.33% 0.89% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 97.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.46% 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 2.19% 0.24% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 90.68% 0.31% 0.00% 0.00% 6.58% 100%
Yellowfin Sole 19.00% 2.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 72.33% 0.60% 0.00% 0.00% 5.93% 100%

Non-Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.05% 0.18% 82.64% 0.52% 0.01% 0.00% 3.40% 13.20% 0.00% 100%
Other Non-Trawl Total 0.00% 0.03% 0.04% 87.75% 8.41% 0.01% 0.00% 0.59% 3.18% 0.00% 100%

Retained Catch  |Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.05% 0.19% 82.53% 0.31% 0.01% 0.00% 3.46% 13.46% 0.00% 100%
QOther Non-Traw! Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% 85.99% 12.34% 0.00% 0.00% 0.26% 1.31% 0.00% 100%.

Combined Trawl and Non-Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 3.71% 2.28% 0.11% 47.26% 0.30% 14.40% 0.53% 1.95% 7.55% 21.92% 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 26.85% 5.23% 0.00% 0.56% 0.00% 27.88% 0.73% 0.00% 0.03% 38.71% 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 6.68% 1.77% 0.00% 0.50% 0.00% 80.65% 0.41% 0.00% 0.01%  10.00% 100%
Rockfish 1.90% 1.38% 0.04% 2.26% 0.74% 91.77% 0.08% 0.00% 0.03% 1.79% 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 1.30% 0.53% 0.00% 50.35% 9.11% 34.38% 0.24% 0.01% 0.36% 3.73% 100%
Yellowfin Sole 18.34% 2.45% 0.00% 0.28% 0.00% 72.97% 0.55% 0.04% 0.05% 5.32% 100%

Retained Catch  |Pacific Cod 3.00% 1.87% 0.11%  49.32% 0.19% 12.92% 0.31% 2.07% 8.04% 2217% 100%
Total Pollock/Atka/other 27.51% 5.40% 0.00% 0.47% 0.00% 26.33% 0.74% 0.00% 0.00% 39.55% 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 5.45% 1.05% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 90.08% 0.14% 0.00% 0.00% 3.23% 100%
Rockfish 1.03% 0.16% 0.06% 1.48% 0.65% 95.09% 0.01% 0.00% 0.01% 1.52% 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.86% 0.11% 0.00% 54.23% 4.09% 37.68% 0.13% 0.00% 0.14% 2.76% 100%
Yellowfin Sole 19.00% 2.13% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 72.32% 0.60% 0.00% 0.00% 5.93% 100%

Il




Table 9: PSC allocations based on relative percent of groundfish harvested regardless of target fishery, 1995-2002, excluding 2000.

NON-AFA NON-AFA

Data PSC Group AFA20 AFA9 JIG-CV  LGL-CP LGL-CV HT-CP ST-FT-CP POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV| Total
Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 9.10% 5.80% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 33.02% 1.39% 0.01% 0.00% 50.53% 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 3.49% 5.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 87.67% 0.12% 0.00% 0.00% 3.32% 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 7.71% 2.14% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 79.27% 0.49% 0.00% 0.00% 10.40%] 100%
Rockfish 2.40% 3.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 93.19% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 1.07%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 3.67% 2.19% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 82.16% 0.61% 0.00% 0.00% 11.35%] 100%
Yellowfin Sole 19.32% 2.73% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 71.66% 0.62% 0.00% 0.00% 5.67%| 100%

Retained Catch Pagcific Cod 7.79% 5.20% 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 31.25% 0.88% 0.02% 0.00% 54.81%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 261% 6.53% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 89.24% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 1.62%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 6.00% 1.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 88.51% 0.17% 0.00% 0.00% 4.13%| 100%
Rockfish 1.35% 0.98% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 97.17% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.49%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 2.33% 0.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 90.12% 0.39% 0.00% 0.00% 6.87%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 19.90% 2.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 70.73% 0.67% 0.00% 0.00% 6.32%| 100%

Non-Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.05% 0.20% 82.87% 0.46% 0.00% 0.00% 351% 12.80% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Traw! Total 0.00% 0.03% 0.04% 87.55% 8.73% 0.00% 0.00% 0.59% 3.04% 0.00%| 100%

Retained Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.05% 0.20% 82.79% 0.24% 0.00% 0.00% 356% 13.15% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Traw! Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.11% 85.43% 12.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.30% 1.27% 0.00%| 100%

Combined Trawl and Non-Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 3.91% 2.57% 0.11% 47.25% 0.26% 14.20% 0.60% 2.01% 7.35% 21.73%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 26.75% 5.84% 0.00% 0.55% 0.00% 27.66% 0.82% 0.00% 0.03% 38.35%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 6.81% 2.04% 0.00% 0.50% 0.00% 79.48% 0.47% 0.00% 0.01% 10.68%| 100%
Rockfish 2.06% 1.55% 0.04% 2.14% 0.72% 91.44% 0.09% 0.00% 0.03% 1.93%| 100%
Turbol/sablefish/arrowtooth 1.35% 0.61% 0.00% 49.59% 9.84% 33.87% 0.28% 0.01% 0.37% 4.08%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 19.25% 2.72% 0.00% 0.28% 0.00% 71.40% 0.61% 0.03% 0.05% 5.65%| 100%

Retained Catch Pacific Cod 3.12% 2.12% 0.12%  49.63% 0.14% 12.53% 0.35% 2.14% 7.88% 21.96%| 100%
Total Pollock/Atka/other 27.41% 6.04% 0.00% 0.46% 0.00% 26.03% 0.83% 0.00% 0.00% 39.22%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 5.47% 1.22% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 89.83% 0.17% 0.00% 0.00% 3.27%| 100%
Rockfish 1.13% 0.18% 0.06% 1.41% 0.65% 94.87% 0.01% 0.00% 0.01% 1.67%]| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.93% 0.13% 0.00% 54.04% 4.44% 37.25% 0.16% 0.00% 0.13% 2.93%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 19.89% 2.38% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 70.72% 0.67% 0.00% 0.00% 6.32%] 100%
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Table 10: PSC allocations based on relative percent of groundtish harvested regardless of target fishery, 1998-2002.

NON-AFA NON-AFA

Data PSC Group AFA 20 AFA 9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV HT-CP ST-FT-CP POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV | Total
Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 7.59% 2.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  39.02% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 51.34%] 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 2.25% 2.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.81% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.75%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 5.57% 0.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 87.61% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 6.58%| 100%
Rockfish 1.06% 1.86% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 96.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.09%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 3.10% 0.58% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 91.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.31%| 100%
Yellowfin Scle 11.97% 0.11% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 86.70% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.22%| 100%

Retained Catch |Pacific Cod 7.53% 2.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  38.54% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 51.88%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 1.26% 2.89% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 94.65% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.20%]| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 4.66% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.20% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.14%] 100%
Rockfish 1.70% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 97.92% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.38%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 2.26% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 93.74% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.94%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 12.91% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 85.97% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.12%]| 100%

Non-Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.00% 0.13% 84.21% 0.46% 0.01% 0.00% 2.82% 12.37% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Trawl Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 89.08% 6.92% 0.02% 0.00% 0.58% 3.39% 0.00%| 100%

Retained Catch |Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.00% 0.13% 84.05% 0.38% 0.01% 0.00% 2.86% 12.56% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Traw! Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.06% 86.35% 11.60% 0.00% 0.00% 0.21% 1.79% 0.00%| 100%

Combined Trawl and Non-Trawl Allccations

Total Catch Pagcific Cod 3.03% 0.81% 0.08% 50.66% 0.28% 15.55% 0.00% 1.70% 7.44% 20.45%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 27.46% 2.29% 0.00% 0.61% 0.00% 28.97% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 40.64%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 5.74% 0.23% 0.00% 0.50% 0.00% 86.83% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 6.70%| 100%
Rockfish 1.50% 0.69% 0.02% 2.82% 0.80% 92.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 1.74%]| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 1.14% 0.17% 0.01% 54.03% 599% 36.67% 0.00% 0.01% 0.58% 1.41%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 11.90% 0.11% 0.00% 0.48% 0.00% 86.21% 0.00% 0.05% 0.04% 1.22%| 100%

Retained Catch |Pacific Cod 3.00% 0.81% 0.08% 50.56% 0.23% 15.36% 0.00% 1.73% 7.56% 20.67%| 100%
Total Pollock/Atka/other 27.95% 2.40% 0.00% 0.57% 0.00% 28.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 41.08%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 4.94% 0.01% 0.00% 0.04% 0.00% 92.71% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.31%| 100%
Rockfish 0.68% 0.00% 0.03% 1.74% 0.67% 95.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.64%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.77% 0.02% 0.01% 57.23% 3.74% 36.87% 0.00% 0.00% 0.21% 1.15%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 12.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 85.95% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.12%| 100%
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Table 11: PSC allocations based on relative percent of groundfish harvested regardiess of target fishery, 1898-2002, excluding 2000.

NON-AFA NON-AFA
Data PSC Group AFA 20 AFA 9 JIG-CV  LGL-CP LGL-Cv HT-CP ST-FT-CP POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV| Total
Trawl Allocations
Total Catch Pacific Cod 8.31% 2.58% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 39.16% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 49.94%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 2.16% 2.65% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.87%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfi 5.73% 0.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 87.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 6.95%| 100%
Rockfish 1 1.08% 2.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 95.54% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.06%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtcoth 3.14% 0.73% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 90.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.33%] 100%
Yellowfin Sole 12.43% 0.14% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 86.55% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.88%| 100%
Retained CatchyPacific Cod 8.24% 2.58% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 38.65% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 50.52%] 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 1.29% 3.51% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 93.84% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.35%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfig 4.67% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.94%| 100%
Rockfish 1.86% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 97.68% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.45%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtcoth 2.50% 0.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 94.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.39%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 13.35% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 85.93% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.72%| 100%
Non-Trawl Allocations
Total Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.00% 0.14%  85.05% 0.33% 0.00% 0.00% 2.89% 11.59% 0.00%| 100%
) Other Non-Trawl Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 89.06% 7.11% 0.01% 0.00% 0.60% 3.21% 0.00%] 100%
Retained Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.00% 0.14% 84.91% 0.26% 0.00% 0.00% 292% 11.76% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Trawl Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.06% 85.50% 12.35% 0.00% 0.00% 0.25% 1.84% 0.00%] 100%
Combined Trawl and Non-Trawl Allocations
Total Catch Pacific Cod 8.31% 2.58% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 39.16% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 49.94%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 216% 2.65% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.87%| 100%
Rock solefflat.sole/other flatfig 5.73% 0.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 87.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 6.95%| 100%
Rockfish 1.08% 2.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 95.54% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.06%) 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 3.14% 0.73% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 90.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.33%] 100%
Yellowfin Sole 12.43% 0.14% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 86.55% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.88%| 100%
Retained CatchPacific Cod 8.24% 2.58% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 38.65% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 50.52%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 1.29% 3.51% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 93.84% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.35%] 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfig 4.67% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.38% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.94%]| 100%
Rockfish 1.86% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 97.68% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.45%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 2.50% 0.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 94.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.39%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 13.35% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 85.93% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.72%] 100%
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Table 12: PSC allocations based on relative percent of groundfish harvested regardless of target fishery, 2600-2002.

)

»

NON-AFA NON-AFA

Data PSC Group AFA 20 AFA 9 JIG-CV  LGL-CP LGL-CV HT-CP ST-FT-CP POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV| Total
Trawl Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 5.58% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 42.82% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 51.59%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 1.98% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 95.20% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.82%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.scle/other flatfish 4.63% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 90.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.24%]| 100%
Rockfish 1.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 97.92% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.03%| 100%
Turbol/sablefish/arrowtooth 2.16% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.54%| 100%
Yellowfin Scle 6.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.20%) 100%

Retained Catch Pacific Cod 5.59% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 42.35% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 52.05%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 1.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 97.55% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.38%] 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 4.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.77% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.23%| 100%
Rockfish 1.59% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 98.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.38%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 1.95% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 93.97% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 4.08%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 6.63% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  92.34% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.083%] 100%

Non-Traw! Allocations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.00% 0.09% 83.47% 0.64% 0.02% 0.00% 262% 13.15% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Trawl Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 88.18% 7.23% 0.02% 0.00% 0.61% 3.94% 0.00%| 100%

Retained Catch Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% 83.32% 0.56% 0.02% 0.00% 2.65% 13.36% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Trawl Total 0.00% 0.00% 0.06% 84.08% 13.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.20% 2.65% 0.00%] 100%

Combined Traw! and Non-Trawl Aliccations

Total Catch Pacific Cod 5.58% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 42.82% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 51.59%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 1.98% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  95.20% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.82%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 4.63% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 90.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.24%]| 100%
Rockfish 1.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 97.92% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.03%] 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 2.16% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.54%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 6.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.20%] 100%

Retained Catch Pacific Cod 5.59% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 42.35% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 52.05%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 1.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 97.55% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.38%| 100%
Rock sole/flat.sole/other flatfish 4.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.77% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.23%] 100%
Rockfish 1.59% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 98.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.38%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 1.95% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 93.97% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 4.08%| 100%
Yellowfin Sole 6.63% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.34% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.03%] 100%
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Table 13: PSC Allocations based on historic percentage of PSC harvests by sector, 1995-1997.
NON-AFA NON-AFA
GEAR Data PSC Group AFA20 AFA9 LGL-CP__LGL-CV _HT-CP___ ST-FT-CP POT-CP_ POT-CV TWL-CV | Total |
JLGL Halibut Mortality (mt) Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.09% 99.14% 0.71% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00%]| 100%
Other Species 0.00% 0.00% _85.33%  14.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
TWL |Halibut Mortality (mt) Pacific Cod 217% 3.34% 0.10% 0.00% 16.04% 1.70% 0.01% 0.00% 76.64%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 24.11% 13.69% 0.00% 0.00% 21.31% 2093% 0.00% 0.00% 19.96%| 100%
Rockfish 0.49% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.51% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.060%| 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 2.14% 1.67% 0.00% 0.00% 95.60% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.70%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 221% 10.16% 0.00% 0.00% 89.71% 8.96% 0.00% 0.00% 38.96%| 100%
_|Yellowtin sole 23.75% 4.67% 0.00% 0.00%  55.94% 1.94% 0.00% 0.00%  13.70%| 100%
Herring (mt) Pacific Cod 7.15%  46.98% 1.04% 0.00% 1.41% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  43.42%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 32.47% 4.10% 0.00% 0.00% 0.48% 0.40% 0.00% 0.00% 62.55%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 1.42% 2.10% 0.00% 0.00% 96.11% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.36%| 100%)
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 94.98% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.02%| 100%
Yellowfin sole 5.97% 4.98% 0.00% 0.00% _ 78.42% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  10.63%| 100%
Red King Crab (# of Animals) Pacific Cod 2.84% 3.69% 0.05% 0.00% 47.18% 14.34% 0.00% 0.00% 31.91%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 21.24% 30.34% 0.00% 0.00% 3504% 10.55% 0.00% 0.00% 2.83%| 100%)
Rockfish 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%)
Rocksole/Oth.flat/ilat sole 2.19% 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 96.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.49%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 49.43% 44.70% 0.00% 0.00% 5.81%| 100%
Yellowfin sole 11.38% 2.51% 0.00% 0.00% ___ 62.06% 2.56% 0.00% 0.00%  31.49%| 100%
|Bairdi Crab Zone 1 (# of Animals) |Pacific Cod 0.88% 5.34% 0.00% 0.00% 61.256% 5.28% 0.00% 0.00% 37.25%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 16.60% 19.20% 0.00% 0.00% 8.75% 52.86% 0.00% 0.00% 3.49%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/ilat sole 6.73% 0.36% 0.00% 0.00% 91.93% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.98%| 100%)
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0%
Yellowfin sole 43.51% 1.19% 0.00% 0.00% __ 38.35% 0.99% 0.00% 0.00%  15.97%| 100%|
Bairdi Crab Zone 2 (# of Animals) |Pacific Cod 6.22% 7.37% 0.57% 0.00% 27.36% 1.06% 0.18% 0.00%  58.25%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 15.79%  39.50% 0.00% 0.00% 1255% 13.29% 0.00% 0.00%  18.87%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 0.77% 1.02% 0.00% 0.00% 97.98% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.24%| 100%
TurboVsablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.55% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.45%| 100%
Yellowfin sole 15.82% 2.19% 0.00% 0.00%  72.66% 2.20% 0.00% 0.00% 7.13%| 100%
C. Opiio (# of Animals) Pacific Cod 1.35% 3.50% 0.20% 0.00% 46.00% 0.55% 0.09% 0.00% 48.31%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 31.28% 36.54% 0.00% 0.00% 15.00% 8.63% 0.00% 0.00% 8.56%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%} 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 0.47% 0.88% 0.00% 0.00% 98.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.33%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 2.60% 0.08% 0.00% 0.00% 82.23% 2.37% 0.00% 0.00% 12.72%| 100%
. Yellowfin sole 19.563% 3.09% 0.00% 0.00% 71.10% 0.95% 0.00% 0.00% 5.32%| 100%
LGL & TRW  |Halibut Mortalily (mt) Pacific Cod 1.18% 1.86% 44.37% 0.32% 8.74% 0.93% 0.21% 0.62% 41.77%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 24.10% 13.69% 0.03% 0.00% 21.30% 20.93% 0.00% 0.00% 19.95%| 100%
Rockfish 0.47% 0.00% 0.70% 4.65% 94.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 2.14% 1.67% 0.00% 0.00% 95.60% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.70%)] 100%)
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 1.07% 493% 45.18% 580% 19.28% 4.35% 0.00% 0.35% 18.92%{ 100%
Yellowfin sole 23.75% 4.67% 0.00% 0.00%  55.94% 1.94% 0.00% 0.00%  13.70%| 100%
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Table 14: PSC Allocations based on historic percentage of PSC harvests by sector, 1995-2002.

NON-AFA NON-AFA

GEAR Data PSC Group AFA20 AFAS LGL-CP_ LGL-CV__ HT-CP___ ST-FT-CP POT-CP_ POT-CV_ TWL-CV | Total
JLeL Halibut Mortality (mt) Pagific Cod 0.00% 0.04%  98.98% 0.82% 0.02% 0.00% 0.14% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
- Other Species 0.00% 0.00% 89.97%  10.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
TWL Halibut Mortatity (mt) Pacific Cod 1.76% 1.67% 0.04% 0.00% 24.03% 0.79% 0.01% 0.00% 71.70%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 24.36% 9.64% 0.00% 0.00% 31.00% 10.03% 0.00% 0.00% 24.97%| 100%
Rockfish 0.20% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.76% 0.00% 0.060% 0.00% 0.04%} 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 1.28% 0.60% 0.00% 0.00% 97.83% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.29%| 100%
Turbol/sablefistvarrowtooth 1.05% 4.83% 0.00% 0.00% 71.25% 4.26% 0.00% 0.00% 18.61%] 100%
Yellowfin sole 12.43% 1.68% 0.00% 0.00%__ 80.45% 0.66% 0.00% 0.00% 4.87%| 100%
Herring (mt) Pacific Cod 6.12% 3B.76% 0.86% 000% 13.66% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  40.60%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/cther 25.37% 2.65% 0.00% 0.00% 0.39% 0.23% 0.00% 0.00% 71.36%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%,
Rocksole/Oth.flat/fiat sole 1.22% 1.57% 0.00% 0.00% 96.94% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.27%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.61% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.49%| 100%
Yellowlin sole 4.77% 3.79% 0.00% 0.00%  83.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 8.13%| 100%)
Red King Crab (# of Animals) Pacific Cod 5.38% 1.33% 0.01% 0.00% 57.99% 3.33% 0.00% 0.00% 31.96%| 100%)
Pollock/Atka/other 14.70% 39.11% 0.00% 0.00% 30.02% 6.56% 0.00% 0.00% 9.61%| 100%
Rockfish 58.19% 0.00% 0.00% 000% 41.81% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%]| 100%
Rocksote/Oth.flatflat sole 0.88% 0.00% 0.00% 000% 98.72% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.39%} 100%
Turbol/sablefishvarrowtooth 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 55.69% 39.17% 0.00% 0.00% 5.09%| 100%
Yellowfin sole 6.86% 0.58% 0.00% 0.00%  83.63% 0.59% 0.00% 0.00% 8.34%| 100%
Bairdi Crab Zone 1 (# of Animals) |Pacific Cod 0.569% 3.19% 0.00% 0.00% 58.62% 3.15% 0.00% 0.00% 34.45%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 1696% 18.67% 0.00% 0.00% 10.78% 49.77% 0.00% 0.00% 3.83%| 100%)
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 5.04% 0.18% 0.00% 0.00% 94.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.560%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0%
Yellowfin sole 32.18% 0.69% 0.00% 0.00% 56.98% 0.57% 0.00% 0.00% 9.68%| 100%)
Bairdi Crab Zone 2 (# of Animals) |Pacific Cod 3.656% 3.39% 0.26% 0.00% 33.84% 0.49% 0.08% 0.00% 58.39%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 15.72%  50.57% 0.00% 0.00% 12.14% 8.27% 0.00% 0.00% 13.31%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.060% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Rocksote/Oth.flat/flat sole 0.26% 0.29% 0.00% 0.00% 99.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07%| 100%
Turbo¥/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.96% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04%| 100%
Yellowtin sole 11.30% 1.32% 0.00% 0.00% 81.46% 1.33% 0.00% 0.00% 4.59%| 100%
C. Opilio (# of Animals) Pacific Cod 1.06% 1.79% 0.08% 0.00% 55.69% 0.25% 0.04% 0.00% 41.07%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 3238% 34.80% 0.00% 0.00% 15.44% 6.84% 0.00% 0.00% 10.54%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.95% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05%|) 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 0.70% 0.45% 0.00% 0.00% 98.68% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.17%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 1.75% 0.05% 0.00% 0.00%  88.04% 1.59% 0.00% 0.00% 8.57%| 100%
Yellowfin sole 12.78% 1.71% 0.00% 0.00% _81.69% 0.52% 0.00% 0.00% 3.30%] 100%
LGL & TRW  [Halibut Mortality (mt) Pacific Cod 0.94% 091% 45.76% 038% 1281% 0.42% 0.16% 0.40%  38.21%| 100%)|
Pollock/Atka/other 24.21% 9.58% 0.61% 0.00% 30.81% 9.97% 0.00% 0.00% 24.82%| 100%
Rockfish 0.20% 0.00% 0.66% 227% 96.83% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04%| 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 1.28% 0.60% 0.00% 0.00% 97.83% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.29%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.47% 216% 49.14% 475% 31.89% 1.91% 0.060% 1.36% 8.33%| 100%
Yellowfin sole 12.43% 1.59% 0.00% 0.00%  80.45% 0.66% 0.00% 0.00% 4.87%| 100%|
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Table 15: PSC Allocations based on historic percentage of PSC harvests by sector, 1895-2002, excluding 2000.

NON-AFA NON-AFA
GEAR Data - PSC Group AFA20 AFA9 LGL-CP LGL-CV  HT-CP ST-FT-CP POT-CP__ POT-CV _TWL-CV | Total |
LGL Halibut Mortality (mt) Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.04% 98.98% 0.83% 0.00% 0.00% 0.15% 0.00% 0.00%] 100%
_ - Other Non-trawl 0.00% 0.00% 87.94% 12.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%]| 100%
TWL Halibut Mortality (mt) Pacific Cod 1.87% 1.85% 0.05% 0.00% 23.15% 0.88% 0.01% 0.00% 72.20%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 25.09% 10.90% 0.00% 0.00% 26.49% 11.34% 0.00% 0.00% 26.18%| 100%
Rockfish 0.21% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%] 100%
Rocksole/Oth. flat/flat sole 1.37% 0.69% 0.00% 0.00% 97.61% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.33%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 1.23% 5.62% 0.00% 0.00% 66.49% 4.86% 0.00% 0.00% 21.70%| 100%
Yeliowfin sole 13.93% 1.82% 0.00% 0.00% 77.96% 0.76% 0.00% 0.00% 5.53%) 100%
Herring (mt) Pacific Cod 596% 39.17% 0.87% 0.00% 13.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 40.87%| 100%!
Pollock/Atka/other 26.29% 2.91% 0.00% 0.00% 0.43% 0.256% 0.00% 0.00% 70.12%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%] 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 1.24% 1.59% 0.00% 0.00% 96.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.27%| 100%
TurboYsablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.48% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.52%| 100%
Yeilowfin sole 4.92% 3.93% 0.00% 0.00% 82.72% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 8.43%| 100%
Red King Crab (# of Animals) Pacific Cod 5.63% 1.44% 0.01% 0.00% 56.55% 3.61% 0.00% 0.00% 32.76%| 100%)
Poflock/Atka/other 14.70% 39.11% 0.00% 0.00% 30.02% 6.56% 0.00% 0.00% 9.61%| 100%
Rockfish 92.40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 7.60% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
|Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 1.05% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 98.46% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.49%| 100%)
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 54.82% 39.94% 0.060% 0.00% 5.19%| 100%
_ Yellowtin sole 4.21% 0.69% 0.00% 0.00%  85.68% 0.70% 0.00% 0.00% 8.72%] 100%
Bairdi Crab Zone 1 (# of Animals) |Pacific Cod 0.60% 3.37% 0.00% 0.00% 57.59% 3.34% 0.00% 0.00% 35.10%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 16.96% 18.67% 0.00% 0.00% 10.79% 49.78% 0.00% 0.00% 3.80%] 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0%
|Rocksole/Oth. flat/flat sole 4.66% 0.21% 0.00% 0.00% 94.57% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.57%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtcoth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%) 0%
Yellowfin sole 34.25% 0.74% 0.00% 0.00% 54.24% 0.61% 0.00% °0.00% 10.16%] 100%
Bairdi Crab Zone 2 (# of Animals) |Pacific Cod 3.46% 3.64% 0.28% 0.00% 33.74% 0.52% 0.09% 0.00% 58.27%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 16.72% 51.06% 0.00% 0.00% 11.63% 8.35% 0.00% 0.00% 13.34%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 0.28% 0.32% 0.00% 0.00% 99.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07%| 100%
Turbol/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.94% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06%| 100%
Yellowfin sole 12.31% 1.45% 0.00% 0.00% __ 79.77% 1.45% 0.00% 0.00% 5.02%] 100%
C. Opilio (# of Animals) Pacific Cod 0.80% 1.95% 0.10% 0.00% 54.77% 0.27% 0.05% 0.00% 42.06%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 32.40% 35.15% 0.00% 0.00% 15.37% 6.91% 0.00% 0.00% 10.18%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%|
Rocksole/Oth flat/flat sole 0.71% 0.48% 0.00% 0.00% 98.63% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.18%| 100%)|
TurboVsablefish/arrowtooth 1.83% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 87.51% 1.66% 0.00% 0.00% 8.94%| 100%
_ _ Yellowfin sole 14.76% 2.01% 0.00% 0.00% 78.78% 0.62% 0.00% 0.00% 3.84%] 100%
LGL & TRW jHalibut Mortality (mt) Pacific Cod 1.01% 1.02% 45.14% 0.38% 1247% 0.47% 0.18% 044% 38.89%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 2497% 10.84% 0.47% 0.00% 26.37% 11.29% 0.00% 0.00% 26.06%| 100%
Rocktish 0.20% 0.00% 0.47% 226% 97.07% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%)
Rocksole/Oth. flat/flat sole 1.37% 0.69% 0.00% 0.00% 97.60% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.33%| 100%
TurboVsabletish/arrowtooth 0.57% 2.60% 46.98% 6.56% 30.75% 2.30% 0.00% 1.21% 10.03%] 100%
Yellowfin sole 13.93% 1.82% 0.00% 0.00%  77.96% 0.76% 0.00% 0.00% 5.53%| 100%
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Table 16: PSC Allocations based on historic percentage of PSC harvests by sector, 1998-2002.
NON-AFA NON-AFA
GEAR Data PSC Group AFA20 AFA9 _ LGL-CP LGL-CV HT-CP _ ST-FT-CP POT-CP_ POT-CV_ TWL-CV | Total
WLGL Halibut Mortality (mt) Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.00% 98.85% 0.91% 0.04% 0.00% 0.20% 0.00% 0.00%] 100%
Other Species 0.00% _ 0.00% 93.19% _6.81% 0.00% 000% _ 000% 0.00%  0.00% 100%
TWL Halibut Mortality (mt) Pacific Cod 1.41% 022% 000% 000% 3097% 000% 000%  0.00% 67.40%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 24.89%  681%  000% 000% 3991%  0.00%  0.00%  0.00% 29.59%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.94% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06%| 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flavfiat sole 0.76%  0.00%  0.00%  0.00% 99.21%  000% 0.00%  0.00%  0.04%| 100%,
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00%  000%  000% 000% 99.80% 000% 000% 0.00%  0.20%| 100%
Yellowfin sole 6.56% _ 0.00% _ 000%  000% 93.15%  0.00% _0.00% 0.00% __0.29%| 100%
Herring (mt) Pacific Cod 1.26%  000% 000% 000% 71.40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 27.34%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 16.09% 0.75% 0.00% 0.00% 0.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 82.88%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00%  000% 000%  000% 100.00% 000% 000% 000%  0.00%| 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flatflat sole 0.62%  000%  000%  0.00% 99.34% 000% 000% 0.00%  0.03%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtocth 0.00% 000%  000%  000% 10000% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00%  0.00%| 100%
Yellowlin sole 0.86% 000% _0.00%  0.00% 98.84% _ 000% _ 0.00% 0.00% 0.20%| 100%|
|Red King Crab (# of Animals) Pacific Cod 6.14%  062%  000% 000% 61.26% 000% 0.00% 0.00% 31.98%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 3.98% 5350% 0.00% 0.00% 21.77% 000% 000%  000% 20.75%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 042%  0.00%  0.00%  0.00% 99.67% 000% 000% 000%  0.01%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00%  0.00%  000%  0.00% 100.00% 000% 0.00% 000%  0.00%| 100%
Yellowfin sole 651% _ 000% _0.00% 0.00% 93.04% 000% 0.00% 000% 145%| 100%
Bairdi Crab Zone 1 (# of Animals) [Pacific Cod 0.16%  0.00% 0.00%  0.00% 69.53% 000% 0.00% 0.00% 30.30%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 38.18% 10.26% 0.00% 0.00% 42.48% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 9.07%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0%
Rocksole/Oth.flatflat sole 336% 000% 000% 000% 96.62% 0.00% 0.00% 000%  0.02%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00%  0.00% 000% 000% 000% 0.00% 000% 000% 000%| 0%
Yellowfin sole 16.59% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 82.62% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.79%| 100%
Bairdi Crab Zone 2 (# of Animals) |Pacific Cod 213% 003% 000% 0.00% 39.34% 000% 000% 0.00% 58.50%] 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 16.60% 68.77%  000% 000% 1147% 000% 000% 000%  4.16%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00%  000%  000%  000% 100.00% 000% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00%] 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 0.06%  000%  000%  000% 99.95% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00%| 100%
TurboY/sablefistvarrowtooth 000%  000%  0.00%  0.00% 100.00% 0.00%  0.00%  0.00%  0.00%| 100%
Yellowfin sole 4.40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  94.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.70%] 100%,
C. Opilio (# of Animals) Pacific Cod 081% 035% 0.00% 000% 6388% 000% 0.00% 0.00% 34.96%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 36.57% 28.19%  0.00% 0.00% 17.12% 000% 0.00%  0.00% 18.11%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00%  000% 000% 0.00% 99.94% 000% 000% 000%  0.08%| 100%
Rocksote/Oth.flat/flat sole 093% 000% 000%  000% 99.06% 000% 000% 000%  0.01%| 100%
Turbol/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00%  0.00% 000% 0.00% 99.97% 000% 000% 000%  0.03%| 100%
Yellowlin sole 447% _ 000%  0.00%  0.00% 94.72%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.81%| 100%
LGL & TRW [Halibut Mortality (mt) Pacific Cod 074%  0.141% 48.93%  043% 1621% 000% 0.12%  0.22% 35.24%| 100%
Poltock/Atka/other 24.31% 5.84% 1.13% 0.00% 39.46% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  28.256%| 100%)
Rockfish 0.00%  000% 064%  0.52% 98.78%  000% 0.00%  0.00%  0.06%| 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/tlat sole 076%  000%  0.00% 0.00% 9921% 000% 0.00% 0.00%  0.04%| 100%
TurboVsablefish/arrowtooth 0.00%  000% 5222%  385% 41.71% 000% 0.00% 214%  0.08%| 100%
Yellowiin sole 6.56% __ 0.00% _ 0.00% _ 0.00% 93.15%  0.00%  0.00%  0.00%  0.29%| 100%
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Table 17: PSC Allocations based on historic percentage of PSC harvests by sector, 1998-2002, excluding 2000.

NON-AFA NON-AFA

GEAR Data PSC Group AFA20 AFA9 LGL-CP LGL-CV HT-CP___ ST-FT-CP__POT-CP__ POT-CV_ TWL-CV | Total
LGL Halibut Mortality (mt) Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.00% 98.81% 0.95% 0.00% 0.00% 0.23% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Other Non-Trawl Total 0.00% 0.00% _ 80.63% 9.37% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
TWL Halibut Mortality (mt) Pacific Cod 1.55% 0.27% 0.00% 0.00% 30.72% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 67.46%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 26.26% 7.59% 0.00% 0.00% 32.62% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 33.54%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 0.77% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.18% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05%| 100%
TurboV/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.73% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.27%| 100%
Yellowfin sole 7.64% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.30%| 100%
Herring (mt) Pacitic Cod 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 71.87% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 28.11%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 16.13% 0.94% 0.00% 0.00% 0.34% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 82.59%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 0.66% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01%] 100%
Turbol/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Yeltowfin sole 1.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 98.78% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.22%] 100%
Red King Crab (i of Animals) Pacific Cod 6.56% 0.68% 0.00% 0.00% 69.71% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 33.05%| 100%
Poilock/Atka/other 398% 53.50% 0.00% 0.00% 21.77% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 20.75%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%] 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 0.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.49% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01%| 100%
Turbol/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Yellowfin sole 1.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 98.35% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.15%] 100%
Bairdi Crab Zone 1 (# of Animals) [Pacific Cod 0.12% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 68.47% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 31.41%| 100%
Poltock/Atka/other 38.26% 10.33% 0.00% 0.00% 42.76% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 8.65%| 100%
[Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0%
Rocksole/Oth.flatfilat sole 1.91% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 98.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01%| 100%
TurboVsablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0%
Yellowtin sole 19.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 80.21% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.66%| 100%
Bairdi Crab Zone 2 (# of Animals) |Pacific Cod 1.76% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 39.91% 0.60% 0.00% 0.00% 58.30%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 15.61% 70.59% 0.00% 0.00% 9.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 4.00%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Rocksole/Cth flatfilat sole 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.94% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Yellowtin sole 5.48% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 93.62% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.80%| 100%
C. Opillio (# of Animals) Paclfic Cod 0.25% 0.41% 0.00% 0.00% 63.49% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 35.85%| 100%
Polloct/Atka/other 3691% 29.58% 0.00% 0.00% 16.86% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 16.65%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 0.99% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Turbot/sablefisarrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.97% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03%| 100%
| Yellowfin sole 5.93% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.95% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.11%|__100%
[CGL&TRW  |Halibut Mortality (mt) Pacific Cod 0.82% 0.14% 45.95% 0.44% 16.35% 0.00% 0.14% 0.25% 3591%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 26.00% 7.51% 0.98% 0.00% 32.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 33.21%| 100%
Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.30% 0.40% 99.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Rocksole/Cth.flat/ilat sole 0.77% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.18% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05%| 100%
TurboVsablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00%  49.00% 517% 43.54% 0.00% 0.00% 217% 0.12%| 100%
Yellowdin sole 7.64% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.30%] 100%
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Table 18: PSC Allocalions based on historic percentage of PSC harvests by sector, 2000-2002.

NON-AFA NON-AFA

GEAR Data PSC Group AFA20 AFA9 LGL-CP_LGL-CV HT-CP_ST-FT-CP_POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV | Total |
LGL Halibut Mortality (mt) Pacific Cod 0.00% 0.00% 98.41% 1.33% 0.06% 0.00% 0.21% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%
Other Species 0.00% 0.00% 97.34% 2.66% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%

TWL Halibut Mortality (mt) Pacific Cod 0.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 36.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 63.20%| 100%
Poliock/Atka/other 22.97% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 40.51% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  36.52%| 100%

Rocklish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10%| 100%

Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 0.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.60% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06%| 100%

TurboVsablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%] 100%

Yellowfin sole 1.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  98.43% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07%] 100%

|Herring (mt) Pacific Cod 1.64% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 83.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 15.40%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 14.76% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 85.15%| 100%

Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%!

Rocksole/Oth.flaVflat sole 0.69% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.28% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04%| 100%,

Turbol/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%

Yellowfin sole 1.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% _ 98.64% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04%| 100%,

Red King Crab (# of Animals) Pacific Cod 7.70% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 59.18% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 33.12%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 40.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 59.20% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%

Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%] 100%

Rocksole/Oth. flat/flat sole 0.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  99.89% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02%| 100%

TurboY/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%

Yellowfin sole 5.83% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.46% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.71%| 100%

Bairdi Crab Zone 1 (# of Animals) |Pacific Cod 0.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 63.25% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 36.67%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 4.89% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 89.69% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 6.42%] 100%

Rocklish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0%

Rocksole/Oth.flat/flat sole 3.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 96.96% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03%] 100%

Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0%

Yellowfin scle 1.27% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%__ 98.12% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.61%| 100%

Bairdi Crab Zone 2 (# of Animals) |Pacific Cod 2.42% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 42.66% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  54.92%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 48.34% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 44.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 7.37%| 100%

Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%

Rocksole/Cth.flat/flat sole 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.99% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%

Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 100%

Yellowdin sole 1.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 98.61% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%] 100%

C. Opilio (# of Animals) Pacific Cod 1.68% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 71.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 27.27%} 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 41.09% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  25.76% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 33.16%] 100%

Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.80% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10%| 100%

Rocksole/Oth flatilat sole 0.20% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.79% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01%] 100%

Turbol/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%} 100%

Yellowfin sole 2.56% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  97.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.12%| 100%

LGL& TRW  |Halibut Mortality (mt) Pacific Cod 0.38% 0.00% 51.39% 0.69% 17.15% 0.00% 0.12% 0.22%  30.06%| 100%
Pollock/Atka/other 22.59% 0.00% 1.66% 0.00%  39.84% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 35.91%| 100%

Rockfish 0.00% 0.00% 0.75% 0.69% 98.46% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10%] 100%

Rocksole/Oth.flavilat sole 0.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  99.60% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06%| 100%

Turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth 0.00% 0.00% 52.19% 1.26% 43.35% 0.00% 0.00% 3.20% 0.00%| 100%

Yellowfin sole 1.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  98.43% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07%| 100%
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PROWLER FISHERIES, INC.

Supplemental
Phone (907) 772-483
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October 1. 2003

i/ Mr. Depnis Austin
[ Interim Chairman, NPFMC '
605 W 4" Ste 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 ,
I
1
1

Re: C-4 (¢) IRAU: Finalize Alternatives for Amendment A
Mr. Chairman,

For the sectots that are fiot included under Atiendmerit C of IR/IU, the mmost Sighificant
portion of Amendment A is the sector allocations of BSAI groundfish. In particular,
Prowler Fisheries is particularly concerned with the allocation 6f BSAI p-¢od. Thé CP 1
hook-asd-line hias a considerable dependenicy on this resource based o AiStoric catch. |
Previois IR/IU docuerts show that BSAT p-cod cotipiises 80% the Wholesale valie
generated by the CP hook-and-line sector for all species and all areas (BSAI/GOA).

e

!
|
|
g
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|
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|
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!
|
1
i 1
| The construction of the present set of altematives is awkward and unnecassarily
t complieated. They range fiom straight forward and compreiensive (Alterniative 1) @ the |
-~ redundant and incomplete (Alternative 4). These alternatives should be re-structured, i
:  From a practical standpoint, the range of options (six sets of years) in Alternative 1 gives |
;  the Council a broad range of alternatives that capturss catch history, ie, use and !
i dependency. The remaining altetnatives (2, 3, and 4) appear to be designied With the goal
:  of reducing the allocation of those sectors with actual catch history and dependency on
i the resource. In particular, Alternatives 2 & 4 could be eliminated.

s

PR

1 \
‘g~The alternatives for the sector split for BSAI p-od can be found in Tssus 2@ Sestor §

| Allocations (Component 6 through 9). As presently written these alternatives are 3
{summarized as follows:

\

{ \
i 1.) Allecation based on cateh history o a see of years, i.e. iotinal Couméil y
procedure. 3
j 2.) Allocation based on apportionments in regulation (this would presumably A. 46 & 4
! A. 64) with an additional split of the CP trawl $8610F iittd AFA CP aiid noii-AF A
; CP. This does net reflect catch history. i
, 3.) Alloeation based on apporionmapts in regulation (A. 46 & A. 64) with the i
! following changes: l
| 8.) Adjust the fixed gear and trawl apportionments Tot trawl follovers based
/ Oft & 5t of Fears (Nete: this does not inelude jig rollovers). |

b.) Trawl rollovers to the fixed gear sector are 1 be apportioped as i ;
/ regulation (95% to CP H&L, 5% pot) as opposed to apportionment of ;’
tollover based on actital cateh history of that follover. R i
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4.) Allocation is based ag follows:
a.) Fixed gear: Allocation Based O PPOIHORMENES ifi A.77 (Which are
unichanged from A. 64)
b.) Trawl gear: Allocation between AFA and non-AFA (unspecified as to CP,
CV, or both) could be based on casch history 6t foF the traw] CP, use the

cod allocatiofis that ] have previously supplied the Coucil for fefereice,

2.) Alternative 2: Allocation based oii Clitent apportioninent in regilation
(presumably A. 46 and A. 64) with the additional split of the trawl CP sector into
AFA (5.2%) and non-AFA (183 %). This altemative raferencey existing Apportiontents

for & 47% trawl allocation which is 3plit 50/50 with CP & CV so that the overall CP trawl
allocation js 23.5%. This alternative further splits that allocation (18.3% non-AFA CP
trawh 5.2% AFA CP trawl=23.5% CP trawl).

This ahernative is based o# allocation fatheér than eatch history. This altetnative i§ based
what sectors were sllowed to hazvest but did not (due t PSC eaps o lack of effotE). An
allocation js the harvest opportunity given to a sector. Catch history is actual harvest, i.e.
whefe the fubbei teets the foad There is & latge discrepancy between the catch history
and alleeations peineipally due 1o follovers from the tawl sector due  halibig PSC.
There have also been large rollovers from the jig and pot sector to the CP HEL SEETOF.
The CP H&L sector has proven to be the only sector capable of harvesting unused TAC
late i the year and keep within PSC and bycateh limitations.

This alternative only reflects current regulation (with one addition) and does not represent
any catch history or cutrent harvest practices.

3.) Alternative 3: Allocation based on current apportionments in regulation (A. 456
and 77) but adjusted by the average rollovers from thie trawl 1o Gixed Zear Sector.
This alternative is a blend of allocation and some catch history. It includes: the
allocations in current regulations (as in Altermutive 2) with some modifications of thoss
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traw] rollover, the jig rollover js rolled over to the fixed gear sector and apportioped
within the fixed gear sector (Amendment 24, 46, and 64).

The rollovess ini the fixed Bear séctor froim the tawl sector will ot be split based on how
they were caught but rather on current regulation (95% to CP H&L, 5% 16 pot). The wawl
CP sector will either be as one sector or split as above less the amount of rollovers from
the approptiate sector

4.) Alternative 4: Allocation in the fixed gear sector is based on Amendment 77. This
alternative only deals with some Sectors aad is Mcomiplete. Additisnally, this altemative
is redundant to Alterpative 2 & 3 since the allocations in A. 77 are the same as in current
régilation. The regulations for A. 77 afe #ot as yet approved. This alferaative is baged
again on allocation and not history so it does not mecessarily reflect historic use and
dependency.

Recommendation:

1.) Retain Alternative 1.

2.) Delete Alternative 2. Alternatives should be based on actusl catch history.
Historic use and dependency come from catch history not necessarily from
an allocation, pattiealadly if the sllocation reiaaiis Uncaught oii a consistenit.
Delete Alternative 2 as it is based op allocation rather than actual catch
history. Integral elements (allocations) of Alternative 2 are tontained in
Alternative 3.

3.) Retaiin Alternafive 3. This alternative is a blend of allocation and cateh
history. It inclides: the allseations i régilations, somie medifications
(rollovers) of those allocations based om catch history and some modifications
(rollovers) to those allocations based on apportionments. Clarification is
needed oni the dispesition of the jig rollovers, |

4.) Delete Aleernative 4 as it reditidait shd incomniplete.

Thank lou o5t your consideration,

o/

Geiry Meitigan

Prowler| Fisheries
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History of BSAI Pacific Cod Allocations

L) Transition from the Foreipn Fishery t Joine Vensigps o thé Domestic Fishepy

In order to fulfill the objectives of the Magnuson Act, there was a trapsition in the BSAI
cod fishery from the foreign fleet to the joint ventire fleet afnd finally t6 the domestic
fleet. The foreign cod fishery (longline and trawl) was phased sut by 1988, The joint
venture trawl cod fishery peaked in 1988 (110,000 mt) and was phased out by 1990
(8,000mt). The resulting catch by sector for the time period after phase-out of the foreign
fishery and prior 1o Amendinent 24 is below:

YEAR | TONGLINE | POT |55 TTRAWL | 1IG
1990 [ 47,598 1386 [4898 [118.336 | 139
(28%) (1%) (29%) (71%) (0.08%)
1991 79,703 6673 86,376 | 131,688 | No report
(37%) (B3%) | (40%) | (60%)
1992 |101,182 13,680 | 113,862 | 90272 |15
(49%) (7%) | (56%) | (44%) | (0.06%)
. 1993 | 65,688 2,098 [67,786 99,051 |33
(39%) (%) _ | (d40%) | 66%) | (0.02%)
1990-92 0% 58%
1991-93 46% | 54%

Table 1: Anaual distribution of BSAT Pacific cod etch by Soster o fi, 1990-93 (From
Appendix A, Table A4, Amendment 24 EA/RIR/IRFA).

The increase in pot and longline harvest Was ifi part due 0 ¢od trawl closiies begitifig
in 1989 due to halibut PSC limits. There Was no allocation of cod between gear types nor
were there rollovers between sectors. The primaty management 1ol was appottichment
of PSC litnits by season. Sepatate halibut PSC allowasices were detetmiiied annually for
the eod longline and trawl fisheties, Cod Was beitig eaugh by longlise, Bot, Jig, and tiawl
(in both directed and incidental) fisherijes.

There were halibut PSC limit induced closures in the sod traw] fishery from 1990-92. By
1992, the fixed gear pottion of the cod hatvest was 56% and the traw] portion was 44%.
In 1992, the Council was requested to look at establishing allocations in BSAI p-cod.

IL.) Aniieidiment 24: BSAI Pacific Cod
June 1993. Implemented Februzry, 1994.

F TAC and Season: Finial action,

Problem Statement: “The BSAI p-cod fishery, through overcapitalized open access
mandgenment, exhibits nivierous probleiis whick include: compressed fishing sedsons,
periods ofk'igh by(."dléh, wdste of resource, geay conflicts and ds ovérall reduciion iv
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Amendment 24 included:

1.) Allocation of BSAI p-cod TAC ameng Sectofs: 44% fixed pear/54% wawl/2% jig
(allocation to run through 1996).

2.) Seasonal apportionment of BSAI p-cod TAC.

3.) Rellovers, j.e. reallocation foi one Sector 16 another ifi order 1 Rilly haivest the
allocation. Reallacation could £6 Fora taw] 10 fixed gear and Visa Versa as ficeded.

Allocation: The allocation was based on recent caich history. The exception was the
Substantial increase to jig gear in order to increase participation of small shore bused
vessels. The reeollection of most patticipants Was that the jis allocation came eqiially
from both fixed gear and trawl gear. However, according to the amendment summary in
the DPSEIS (Appendix A) the allocation was based “...on approximaiely the average
percent of Pacifie cod taken with these gear ppe in 1991-93.7

If the DPSEIS summary is correct, then the 2% Jig allocation came predominately from
fixed gear (and predominately from longline). The 1991-93 catch history was 46%
fixed/54% tawi and the resulting allocation was 44% fixed geat/54% wawl/2% jig. For
the same time period, longline comprised 92% of the fixed gear harvest. However,
institutional memory indicates that the Jig allocation came from fixed and trawi gear
equally. In either case, the important distinction is that when the Council chose to allocate
t 2 fiew fishery beyosnd its eatch history, that allocation was dotie when all BE4F 1S o the
table (and not a subset of gear types).

Following Amendment 24, the fixed gear proportion of catch increased primarily due to
rollovers from jig and trawl (due to halibut PSC cofistraifits) as well as an iicreass in pot
effort. The Council was sehediiled 1o revisit the allocalion prior t0 Decéfiber 31, 1996.

The resulting eatch by sector £t the time period after Amendmienit 24 and priot 16
Amendment 46 is below.

YEAR | LONGLINE [POT FIXED TRAWL | NG TOTAL ROLL- |
OVERS TO
FIXED GEAR
1994 | 85,573 8,184 93,757 99,313 730
(44.2%) (4.2%) (48.4%) (5 1.2%) (0.4%)
1995 102,600 20,299 122,899 [121,530 599 11,800
(41.9%) (8.3%) | (50.2%) | (49.6%) | (0335%
1996 | 94,701 32,617 127318 | 113,089 267 19.400
(39.3%) (13.6%) |(529% |@7%) | 0.1%)
1994. 49.3% 50.4%
95
1994- 50.5% 49.3%
96 L
Table 2: Annual distribution of BSAI Pacific cod catch by sector in mt, | 994:96. From

NMFS website: Groundfish

Catch Statistics and Information Bulletins
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IIL) Amendment 46: Pacific Cod Allocation (11), Final action, June 1996,
Implemented, January 1997.

Problem Seatemient: “The BSAI B-cod fishery contiviues o mdnifest wiany of the
Problems thar led the NPEMC 16 adops Amendment 24 i 1993, These Problems mcliide
compressed fishing seasons, periods of high bycaich, wasie of resource, and new entranits
COMPELing for the resource due to crossovers allovied inider the NPFMC’s Movdtoriigh
Progravi. Sivice the apportiorimert of BSAI cod TAC betiéer Jixed gear, jig, aid bail
Zear was implemented on Jan. 1, 1994, when Amendment 24 went ity éfect, the Irawi,
Jig, and fixed gear components have harvested the TAC with demonsirably differing
levels of PSC moitality, discards, and bycatch of vion-target species. Maicigenierit
measures are needed to ensure that the cod TAC is harvested in a manner which reduces
discards in the rarger fisheries, reduces PSC MOYIaliy, Fediices novi-largel bycateh of cod
and other groundfish, takes into account the social and economic aspects of the variable
dalloeations and addresses the impacts of the fishery o the kabitar In addition, ihe
amendmert will continue 1o promote Stability in the fishery as the NPEMC COntiTilies o
» the path towards comprenensive rationalizarion.” [etiphasis added]

Amendment 46 included:

1.) Allocation: The allocation between sectors was amended to 51% fixed/ 47%
trawl/2% jig (formerly 44% fixed/54% trawl/2% jig). Within the trawl sector, a 50/50
split between CV und CP was adopted.

2.) Rollovers: All unused jig queta Was 1o be reallocated to fixed peai on Septeinber 15
of each year. In a fishing year, if trawl, pot, and H&L gear were unable to catch thejr
allocations, the projected portion to be left unharvested would be reallocated to other gear
types as needed.

3.) Halibut PSC Mortality Caps: The traw] halibi PSC méitality cap for p-cod was
established to be no greater than 1,600 mt. The H&L halibut PSC mortality cap for p-cod
was established to be no greater than 900 mt.

4.) Review: There was no sunset Pprovision but the Council was seheduled 1o Feview this
agreetent in fout yeats following the date of ifplerentation. [Note: this review should
have then occurred on January 1, 2001 but did not.)

Allocation: The allocation Déreentages eane Fom an indiistiy égotiation and weie
subsequently adopted by the Council. However, the basis for the allocation ranges
considered in the alternatives largely revolved around catch history and differing halibut
PSC mortality by each sector. There was a specific focus on reducing PSC mortality,
reducing impacts on habitat, and reducing cod discards by the ditferent gear Seciors. The
exception apain was the jig fishery where the allocation was roughly eight times the
recent eatch history.
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g PSC use by sector and the resulting
xammple, the spalysis concluded under a 49%

PSC use in the traw] fishery, there
the wawl cod fisheries (directed and
ving any rollovers. The analysis

(as in Amendment 24),
m trawl. It was

in Amendment 46, thers has st been an averags
£11,416 ot annuall i

. The tesulting catel
after Amendment 46 to present is below:
YEAR | LONGLINE [POT  |FIXED | TRAVL 3G TOTAL ROLL.
OVERS TO
. . FIXED GEAR

1997 124,233 22,047 146,280 | 111,212 173 15,000
(48.2%) (8.6%) (56.8%) | (43 .2%) (0.07%)

1998 | 98094 13,657 111,751 81,308 192 11,500
(50.8%) (F1%) | (57.8%) (42.1%) | (0.1%)

1999 78,852 16,150 95.002 67.190 169 17,800
(48.6%) (9.9%) (58.5%) (41:4%) {0:1%)

2000 | 85,106 18,783 103,889 | 73,476 71 12,000
(48%) (10.6%) | (58.6%) (41.4%) (0.04%)

2001 96,874 16.507 113,381 50,752 71 27,000
(59.0%) (10.1%) | (69.1%) (30.9%) (0.04%)

2002 89,802 15,054 104,856 78,178 166 15,400
{49.0%) (8.2%) (57.2%) (42.7%) (0.09%)

1997. 59.6% 40.3%

02

1997- 57.7% 42.2%

99

2000- 61.6% 38.3%

02

Table 3: Annual disteibition of BSAT p-cod cateh by sector i mt (1 997-02). Fiom

NMFS website: Groundfish €'at

ch Statistics and Information Bulletins.
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Amendment 46 (and allocation split) was scheduled for review in January 1, 2001, but
this did net oesut. The fext action by the Council toward conprehiensive iationalization
was Amendment 64.

IV.) Amendment 64: BSAI Fixed Gesr Pacific Cod Allscations:

Final a¢tion, Ocrober
1999. Implemested July, 2000. Suiset date Decetnber 31, 2003.

Problem Statement: “The hook-and-line and pot fisheries Jor p-cod in the BSAJ are
Jully utilized, Competition for this resource has increased for a variety of reasons,
including increased market vaiue of cod products and a declining ABC/TAC, Longline
and pot fishermer who have made Sigriificant lohig-tépin investments, hiave long catck
histories, and are significantly dependent on the BSAI cod  fisheries need protection  from
others who have little or limited caich kistory and wish to increase their pariicipation in
the fishery. This requires Prompt action to promote stability in the BSAT Jived gear cod
Sishery iintil compreheiisive Fationalization is conipleted. ” [éimphiasis added).

Amendment 64 included:

1.) Allocation: The Cougeil adopted an allocation 6f 80% CP H&L, 0.3% CV H&L,

» 18.3% pet, 1.4% CV <60°. The allocation was roughly bassd oi 1995-98 with some
changes (pot and CV<60°). The CV < §0° sector received an allocation four times larger
than its eateh history along with the additional provision of béiig able to inttially harvast
offthe >60' CV pet and H&L allocation before aceruing harvest 1o the <60 quota.

2.) Rollovers: Any unused CV H&L and CV <60° are 1 foll 16 CP H&L i Seprember.

A1y jig and tawl rollovers will be appértioned o CP H&L and pét iii the propoition of
actual harvest of rollovers in 1996-98, [Nete: this is the 95/5).

3.) Bycatch of p-cod in other fixed gear fisheries comes off the top of the overall fixed
gear allocation before allocations before the directed fisheries ure set,

4.) Sunset December 31, 2003.

VL) Asiendinént 67: BSAI P-Cod eci¢s and Gear Endoisemeiis: Final action i
Aptil 2000. Implemented i Jafiuaty 2002, Probletn Stateimsnt: Same as Aimendinent 64.

This amendment is consistent with the NPFMC goal wward comprekensive
rationalization. Amendment 67 added an endorsement to the LLP license based on
ininimui landitg fequirements for all freezer longliners and pot and lergline CVs > 60°.
Catcher vessels under 60° were exempted from the minimum landing requirements. This
amendment limited the participars in the BSAJ fixed gear cod fisheries to those vessels
with reeency and eateh history.
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YEAR [CPH&L |[CV H&L POT (<& [CV<60° |G ROLL. | TRAWL
(BOTH< |>60") ONLY |OVERS ROLL-
& > 60%) OVERS

1995 [ 96,546 797 20,980 Conf. 4,000 10,000
(81.6%) | (0.7%) (17.8%)

1996 {91,113 187 31,727 172 4,400 15,000
(74.1%) | (0.15%) (25.8%) (0.14%)

1997 1120,068 | 206 22,101 Conf. 5,000 10,000
(84.3%) | (0.14%) (15.5%)

1998 | 94,879 17 12,634 Conf. 3,500 8,000
(88:2%) |(0.02%) | (11.8%)

1999 | 77,121 217 15,380 174 2,800 9,000
(83.2%) | (0.23%) (16.6%) (0.19%)

2000 | 81,494 358 19,963 564 3,000 9,000
(80.0%) | (0.36%) (19.6%) (0.55%)

2001 (94,463 613 18,055 1,046 3,000 24,000
(83.5%) [(054%) |q 6.0%) | (0.92%)

2002 {89,399 404 14,878 1,423 3,400 8,500

» (84.3%) | (0.4%) (14.1%) (1.3%)

1995- |182.3% 0.25% 17.5% Conf,

99

2000- | 82.6% 0:43% 16.6% 0:92%

02

Table 4: BSAT fixed gear cod catch and rollovers in directed cod fisheries iq mt, 1995-

02, Catch includes realloested quota. Does 1ot include ineldental catcl oOr discards

(éxeapt RoF 2002). Fro

1 Aimendineit 77

A, Tables 3.3, 3.26, and 3.27.
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Groundfish Forum

4241 21st Avenue West, Suite 200
Seattie, WA 98199

(206) 213-5270 Fax (206) 213-5272
www.groundfishforum.org

i

October 1, 2003

Mr. Dennis Austin

Interim Chairman

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W. 4" Ste 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Re: Agenda Item C-4: IR/IU

Dear Chairman Austin,

Groundfish Forum represents 15 ‘Head and Gut’ (H/G) Non-AFA traw! catcher processors,
which are the sector most impacted by passage of Amendment 79 (the groundfish retention
standard, or GRS) and potential passage of Amendments 80a and 80b (BSAl sector allocations
and formation of coops, respectively). We are writing to comment on the necessary connection
between these Amendments.

All of these programs were initially proposed as an alternative to full retention of yellowfin sole
and rock sole (IRIU, Amendment 49) for the H/G fleet. The Council recognized that full
retention of these species was not reasonable, and delayed implementation of the requirement;
the National Marine Fisheries Service, with agreement of the Secretary of Commerce, repealed
that portion of Amendment 49 in May of this year. The reason for the repeal is that the
requirement was not ‘practicable,’ as intended in the Sustainable Fisheries Act. (Per
Representative Don Young, “’Practicable’ requires an analysis of the cost of imposing a
management action; the Congress does not intend...to impose costs on fishermen and processors
that cannot reasonably be met.”). In other words, the benefit from the action could not be shown
to outweigh the costs.

While Groundfish Forum agrees that the original mandate of Amendment 49 was not
implementable under National Standards 7 and 9 (letter from NMFS to NPFMC, May 29, 2003),
we firmly support the establishment of a reasonable groundfish retention standard in tandem with
rationalization of the BSAI multi-species fisheries. Our sector has already achieved significant
improvements in retention, and this is a realistic means to continue those improvements and so
meet the public policy concerns regarding discards. By providing both the incentive (the
retention standard) and the tools (rationalization), the Council will create a situation where
vessels are able to retain more fish without incurring unreasonable economic hardship.
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As we have stated before, the H/G fleet has shown significant improvement in retention rates
(from an average of 58.8 percent in 1995, to an average of 75.1 percent in 2001: Amendment 79
EA/RIR/IRFA, page 18). Some vessels have improved to the extent that they will already meet
the first stage of the retention standard in Amendment 79. They have reached this leve] using
gear modifications, factory improvements, market development and more sophisticated fishing
techniques.

Our concern is that the Council may decide to allow implementation of the phased-in groundfish
retention standard withou rationalization of the BSAI multi-species fisheries. Using current
retention rates as a benchmark for further improvements essentially turns the “ceiling’ reached
through serious and continued refinements into the ‘floor’ from which vessels must continue (o
improve. There are few avenues left to explore while maintaining an economically viable
fishery, and even the current high level of retention can be affected by market changes, changes
in average fish size, etc, over which the fishermen have no control.

The final step of Amendment 79 (85% retention) actually goes beyond what would have been
imposed by Amendment 49 (Am. 79 EA/RIR/IRFA page xi). This aspect of Amendment 49 has
already been disapproved by NMFS, and the addition of new costs for monitoring the GRS (flow
scales and increased observer coverage) is clearly beyond the bounds of what is practicable.

The EA/RIR/IRFA for Amendment 79 (May, 2003) reports that purchase and installation of a
flow scale may cost up to $145,000 per vessel with an additional $1,500 to $2,000 per year in
maintenance costs (possibly higher given that these scales will be subject to more sand, mud, etc
than most of those currently in use). Further, addition of a second observer will cost around
$77,000 per vessel per year, on an ongoing basis. Thus, in the first year of implementation,
Amendment 79 may cost more than $220,000 per vessel. This cost will be incurred even by
vessels which already meet the first step of the relention standard (Amendment 79
EA/RIR/IRFA, page 46). In our opinion this expense cannot be justified in the current ‘race for
fish’ scenario.

However, if our sector is rationalized and given the ability to form coops, it is provided with
tools which can both decrease operating expenses and, potentially, increase the value of the fish
harvested. To the extent that these benefits counterbalance the costs incurred, the
implementation of Amendment 79 becomes more practicable. In this way, rationalization is the
key solution to meeting the public policy goal of increased retention.

The Council recognized this dynamic when it stated its intent to link the groundfish retcntion
standard (then Amendment C) with BSAI rationalization (then Amendment A) in April of 2003.
The IRIU committee also voiced this sentiment when it stated that ‘implementation of
Amendment C will be problematic without implementation of Amendment A’ (March 2003).
However, at the June 2003 Council meeting, the Council passed the retention standard without
tying implementation of it to rationalization of the H/G sector. We believe that this undermines
the ability of our fleet to meet the requirement, and could bring the approval of Amendment 79
into question.
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In short, we strongly encourage the Council to prioritize rationalization of the BSAI multi-
species fisheries for the H&G fleet, and to link this process to implementation of the groundfish

retention standard. Taken together, the programs can result in real improvement in groundfish
retention. The retention standard alone, without the tools with which to meet it, simply cannot

be justified.
»'/

Sincerely, .

Y
L

Ed Luttrell
Executive Director
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Amendment 80A: Comparison of Component 9.1 and 9.2 for BSAI Pacific Cod

There are -optionfor-defirifig annual catch-pereentage—

SECTOR | 9.2: 9.1: 1995-02 | 1995-02 TOTAL | 9.1: 1998-02 | 1998-02 TOTAL
TOTAL CATCH/CATCH | TOTAL CATCH/CATCH
CATCH/TAC CATCH/TAC
(TABLE 2) (TABLE 4)

Jig 2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.08% 0.1%

CcvV 23.5% {20.92% 22.1% 19.4% 20.5%

Trawl

AFACP | 5.2% 3.46% or 3.7% or 6% 3.22% or 3.0% or 3.8%

Trawl 5.35% 4.14%

Non- 18.3% | 14.22% 14.3% 15.27% 15.6%

AFA CP

Trawl

CP H&L |40.8% | 46.5% 47.6% 50.83% 50.7%

CV H&L | 0.153% | 0.29% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3%

CP Pot 1.683% | 1.84% 2.0% 1.74% 1.7%

CVPot |7.65% |7.32% 7.5% 6.99% 7.4%

<60’ CV | 0.714% | confidential | confidential confidential | confidential (99-

Pot/H&L 02 =0.38%)
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7 October 2003

Madam Chair Stephanie Madsen

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Re: IRIU Amendment 79: Groundfish Retention Standard
Dear Madam Chair Madsen:

I am encouraged by the progress made by the Council and NMFS to implement IRTU
Amendment 79 to address unacceptable discard levels in the Bering Sea. Implementing
the GRS phased-in provisions is an important step toward reaping the myriad ecological
benefits that this program may provide now and in future years.

Authors of the Magnuson Stevens Act reauthorization bill envisioned the potential
ecological and social benefits of discard reductions in 1996. Reducing discards was an
especially high priority for Senator Ted Stevens. “We have passed a bill to try to
eliminate waste in the fisheries off our shores. If these mechanisms through compromise
do not work, I intend to be back with a stronger bill. The waste has become just
unacceptable, totally unacceptable” (Congressional Record, Proceedings and Debates
September 19, 1996 CR S10933). Representative Young, who introduced the bill to
reauthorize the Act in the House, echoed this concern, when he said that “bycatch is one
of the most pressing problems facing the continuation of sustainable fisheries” and that
the high levels of bycatch and discard are “clearly unacceptable”.

National Standard 9 in the MSA provides:

“[c] onservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable, (A) minimize
bycatch and (B) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of such
bycatch.” With further subsections in the bill, Congress “emphasize[d] the reduction of
economic discards, or bycatch which fishermen choose not to retain,” with the goal of
“actual significant reduction in the total amount of economic discards in North Pacific
Fisheries” (MSA section 313 ().

Ecological Benefits of IRIU GRS

The North Pacific remains one of the most biologically productive oceans in the world,
.. supporting nearly 500 species of fish and a diversity of fish, sea mammals and
seabirds...” (NRC 1996). Every year, fisheries in the United States discard vast numbers
of invertebrates, fish, sea turtles, sea birds, and marine mammals that were caught
unintentionally (Alverson, 1998).

It is clear that bycatch significantly impacts individual species (Morgan and
Chuenpagdee 2003), whether the bycatch is killed and retained or discarded dead. In the
United States in 2001, the federal government proposed listing the sawtooth sawfish as



endangered under the Endangered Species Act solely because of bycatch mortality
(Federal Register 2001). Other species imperiled as a result of bycatch include the
barndoor skate in the North Atlantic Ocean and the leatherback sea turtle in the Pacific
(Morgan and Chuanpagnee 2003). Beyond these more conspicuous species, lesser
known species are also at risk under current bycatch and discard practices. “Some
species — even uncommon ones — are so important in their ecosystem that they merit
special attention in conservation efforts. Removal of these species might not even be
noticed, but would have profound effects on the composition, structure, and functioning
of their entire (biological) community” (Norse, 1993).

For example, scientists have demonstrated that harvesting and discarding juvenile fish
can turn what appears to be a sustainable fishing rate into an unsustainable one (Myers
and Mertz, 1998). A specific illustration of this is that the extinction of the common
skate in the Irish Sea was caused by fisheries that took too many juvenile skates as
bycatch (Brander, 1981).

In Alaska, significant efforts have been made to reduce discards in some fisheries,
particularly in the Bering Sea pollock fishery in recent years. However, discards in other
fisheries in the Bering Sea remain extremely high, with many vessels retaining less than
60% of fish harvested in some sectors. Discards resulting from Bering Sea fisheries
likely has numerous negative effects on the marine ecosystem. The trail of dead and
dying fish and invertebrates discarded from vessels at sea attracts seabirds, marine
mammals and fish to the discard path where they may become susceptible to predation,
vulnerable to capture by fishing gear, and are likely to experience disruption to their
migration routes and social behavior. In the water column and on the seafloor, discards
may lead to disruption in predator-prey relationships among managed and non-managed
fish, invertebrates, and contribute to the growth of scavenger species in seafloor
communities. As described for other areas cited above, the counted and unaccounted
mortality of a multitude of species caught and discarded may lead to widespread
ecological disruption in the marine ecosystem. Trophic pathways of energy transfer, or
flow among organisms in the Bering Sea food web are likely to be disrupted in areas
experiencing high levels of discards.

Net benefit to the Nation

Implementation of the GRS will promote better stewardship of fisheries resources by
reducing waste leading in increased net benefit of public resources to the Nation. These
benefits include economic and address other social values such as subsistence
philosophies. In the words of Siberian Yupik Annie Alowa of Savoonga (St. Lawrence
Island), “The people who make bycatch should think about what they are wasting is what
we need to catch for our food.” Clear benefits of leaving more live fish in the water for
growth and future harvest as well as increased use of each fish caught will be derived
under GRS. The econonomic, sociological and other positive implications of better
stewardship under the GRS cannot be overstated.




Cost vs. ecological benefits
As an IRIU technical committee, I have observed the emphasis of cost of flow scales and

other compliance requirements escalate in each iteration of the IRTU analyses. It appears
that although there may be costs involved in implementing this program, Congress was
aware that cost would be incurred in improving use of the Nation’s resources and most
vessels in the fleet already have much of the equipment and observer coverage required
to comply with this provision for monitoring.

I am empathetic to the concerns of industry that the costs of gearing up in the first two
years would result in little improvement in fish retention for some vessels that have
already reported marked improvements in their retention rates. However, the multiple
ecological benefits of implementing this program to reduce discards in the vessels which
lag sorely behind most of the fleet, while obtaining more accurate data on actual discards
through improved monitoring, and increasing utilization of each fish seems a reasonable
and prudent action for achieving conservation and other goals.

Sincerely,
etz ‘

Michelle Ridgway ﬁ\

NPFMC AP Member, Conservation Representative

119 Seward Street, Suite 9
Juneau, Alaska 99801
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