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NOTE to persons providing oral or written testimony to the Council: Section 307(1)(I) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act prohibits any person * to knowingly and willfully submit to a Council, the Secretary, or the
Governor of a State false information (including. but not limited to, false information regarding the capacity and extent to which a
United State fish processor, on an annual basis, will process a portion of the optimum yield of a fishery that will be harvested by
fishing vessels of the United States) regarding any matter that the Council, Secretary, or Governor is considering in the course of
carrying out this Act.
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AGENDA C-4(a)

OCTOBER 2007
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: Chris O'Iiver. g ESTIMATED TIME
Executive Director 10 HOURS
DATE: September 24, 2007 (all C-3 items)

SUBJECT: Gulf of Alaska Pacific Cod Sector Split

ACTION REQUIRED
Preliminary review of EA/RIR/IRFA for the proposed GOA Pacific cod sector splits.
BACKGROUND

This agenda item addresses the potential action to divide the Western and Central Gulf of Alaska Pacific
cod TACs among gear and operation types based on historic dependency and use by each sector. At its
March/April 2007 meeting, the Council adopted a problem statement and preliminary components and
options for establishing sector allocations. Staff has prepared a preliminary analysis of the potential
components and options, which was mailed to the Council in advance of this meeting. An Executive
Summary is included as Item C-4(a)(1).

The preliminary analysis describes the Western and Central Gulf of Alaska Pacific cod fisheries during
1995 to 2006, discusses changes in participation and catch levels by the various sectors, and examines the
effects of seasonal allocations on timing of catch and overall catch levels. The analysis examines the
range of potential sector allocations that could be implemented depending on how the Council chooses to
define qualifying catch and which years are included in calculations of catch history. The analysis then
discusses options for rollovers of unused quota, options for accommodating incidental catch needs, and
provisions that would supplement allocations to the jig sector to allow for growth. Finally, the paper
identifies issues that the Council may wish to address to better define the alternatives. These issues
include:

o Refining catcher processor sector definitions, including consideration of vessel length and/or
inshore/offshore subdivisions.

o Defining qualified catch, including consideration of including meal or counting only directed or
only retained catch.



AGENDA C-4(a)(1)
OCTOBER 2007

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Gaulf of Alaska Pacific Cod Sector Split Draft EA/RIR/IRFA
October 2007

At its February 2007 meeting, the Council reviewed a discussion paper that outlined the goals,
objectives, elements, and options for dividing the Gulf of Alaska Pacific cod TACs among
various sectors and removing latent licenses from fisheries in the Gulf. After reviewing the
discussion paper, the Council decided to address these issues through separate actions and take
further public testimony before developing a statement of purpose and need and alternatives for
consideration. In April 2007, the Council adopted a problem statement and outlined draft
components and options for establishing Gulf Pacific cod sector allocations.

Purpose and Need Statement

The Gulf of Alaska Pacific cod resource is targeted by multiple gear and operation types,
principally by pot, trawl, and hook-and-line catcher vessels, and hook-and-line catcher
processors. Smaller amounts of cod are taken by other sectors, including catcher vessels using jig
gear. Separate TACs are identified for Pacific cod in the Western, Central, and Eastern Guif of
Alaska management subareas, but the TACs are not divided among gear or operation types. This
results in a derby-style race for fish and competition among the various gear types for shares of
the TAC. To address these issues, the Council adopted the following problem statement in April
2007:

Gulf of Alaska Pacific Cod Sector Split Purpose and Need Statement

The limited access derby-style management of the Western Gulf and Central Gulf Pacific cod fisheries has
led to competition among the various gear types (trawl, hook-and-line, pot, and jig) and operation types
(catcher processor and catcher vessel) for shares of the total allowable catch (TAC). Competition for the
GOA Pacific cod resource has increased for a variety of reasons, including increased market value of cod
products, rationalization of other fisheries in the BSAI and GOA, increased participation by fishermen
displaced from other fisheries, a reduced federal TAC due to the state waters cod fishery, and Steller sea
lion mitigation measures including the A/B seasonal split of the GOA Pacific cod TAC. Competition
among sectors in the fishery may contribute to higher rates of bycatch, discards, and out-of-season

incidental catch of Pacific cod.
.
‘ C Participants in the fisheries who have made long-term investments and are dependent on the fisheries face

) uncertainty as a result of the competition for catch shares among sectors. Allocation of the catch among

sectors would reduce this uncertainty and contribute to stability across the sectors. Dividing the TAC
among sectors may also facilitate development of management measures and fishing practices to address
Steller sea lion mitigation measures, bycatch reduction, and prohibited species catch (PSC) mortality issues.

The proposed action would divide the Western and Central Gulf of Alaska Pacific cod TACs
among gear and operation types based on historic dependency and use by each sector. This
action would enhance stability in the fishery, reduce competition among sectors, and preserve the
historic distribution of catch among sectors. Without sector allocations, future harvests by some
sectors may increase and impinge on the historic levels of catch by other sectors. Sector
allocations may be a first step toward stabilizing the GOA Pacific cod fishery, and may enable the
Council to begin developing a series of Gulf of Alaska management measures to address Steller
sea lion issues, halibut PSC usage, and bycatch reduction.




Preliminary Alternatives, and Draft Components and Options

In April 2007, the Council outlined the following preliminary components and options for the
proposed action:

ALTERNATIVE 1. No Action. The Gulf of Alaska Pacific cod TACs would not be
allocated to the various gear and operation types.

ALTERNATIVE 2.  Allocate the Western and Central Gulf of Alaska Pacific cod TACs to the
trawl, pot, hook-and-line, and jig catcher vessel and catcher processor
sectors based on catch history or other criteria.

Component 1: Areas for which allocations will be established
The Western and Central Gulf of Alaska Pacific cod TACs will be allocated among the various
gear and operation types, as defined in Component 2.

Component 2: Sectors for which allocations will be established
The Western and Central GOA Pacific cod TACs will be allocated among the following sectors:

Trawl catcher processors

Trawl] catcher vessels

Hook-and-line catcher processors
Hook-and-line catcher vessels

Pot catcher processors

Pot catcher vessels

Jig vessels

Inshore trawl catcher processors

Inshore hook-and-line catcher processors

Additional divisions could include:
Pot catcher vessels <60 ft

Pot catcher vessels >60 ft

All catcher processors <125 ft
All catcher processors >125 ft

Component 3: Definition of qualifying catch
The Council identified three options for defining qualifying catch:

Option 1 All retained legal catch of Pacific cod in the federal and paralle] waters fisheries in
the Western and Central Gulf of Alaska.

Option 2 All retained legal catch of Pacific cod in the federal and parallel waters fisheries in
the Western and Central Gulf of Alaska, excluding meal.

Option 3 All retained Pacific cod harvested during the directed federal fisheries in the
Western and Central Gulf, excluding meal.

Under all options, allocations to the trawl sectors will deduct incidental catch allocated to the
trawl sector for the Central Gulf Rockfish program.
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Component 4: Years included for purposes of determining catch history
The Council identified four options:

Option 1 Qualifying years 1995-2005: average of best 5 years
Option 2 Qualifying years 1995-2005: average of best 7 years
Option 3 Qualifying years 2000-2006: average of best 3 years
Option 4 Qualifying years 2000-2006: average of best 5 years

Component 5: Allocation of Pacific cod to jig sector

Options include setting aside 1%, 3%, 5%, or 7% of the Western and Central GOA Pacific
cod TACs for the jig catcher vessel sector, with a stairstep provision to increase the-FA€s if
90% of the allocation is fished.

The jig allocation could be set aside from the A season TAC, the B season TAC, or divided
between the A and B season TACs.

Component 6: Apportionment of Pacific cod to meet incidental catch needs'

Option 1 Reserve the amount of Pacific cod needed to support incidental catch of cod in all other
directed Gulf of Alaska fisheries off the top before allocating to the sectors; or

Option 2 Give each sector separate incidental catch allocations, and sectors will be responsible
for their own incidental catch needs.

Component 7: Rollover provisions among sectors

The traw] catcher processor (CP) and catcher vessel (CV) allocations would become available to
other sectors when the final trawl halibut PSC apportionment is reached. The final trawl halibut
PSC apportionment becomes available on October 1%,
1. The trawl CV allocation would become available to other CV sectors.
2. The trawl CP allocation would become available:
a) To other CP sectors, or
b) To both CP and CV sectors, but CV catch accounts to CV allocations first, and
when those allocations are fully used, they would begin accounting to the trawl
CP allocation.

The hook-and-line CP and CV allocations would become available to other sectors when the final
hook-and-line halibut PSC apportionment is reached. The final hook-and-line halibut PSC
apportionment becomes available on September 1"
1. The hook-and-line CV allocation would become available to other CV sectors.
2. The hook-and-line CP allocation would become available:
(a) To other CP sectors, or
(b) To both CP and CV sectors, but CV catch accounts to CV allocations first, and
when those allocations are fully used, they would begin accounting to the hook-
and-line CP allocation.

! Under regulation, 20 percent of the TAC of each Gulf species (including Pacific cod) can be held in
reserve for later allocation to accommodate bycatch. In recent years, NOAA fisheries has not set aside a
separate incidental catch allowance for cod, and has instead included the reserves as part of the GOA
Pacific cod TACs.
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Any quota not caught by the CV sector by November 1, November 15, or December 1 would
become available to either:

1. All CV sectors

2. All sectors

Any quota not caught by the CP sector by November 1, November 15, or December 1 would
become available to either:

1. All CP sectors

2. All sectors

The jig sector’s allocation would become available to other sectors on:
August 1, September 1, or October 1

Management of the Pacific cod fishery in the Gulf of Alaska

Three separate area TACs are identified for Pacific cod in the Western Gulf, Central Gulf, and
Eastern Gulf management subareas. Final 2006 harvest specifications apportioned 55% of the
Gulf catch to the Central Gulf (28,405 mt) and 39% to the Western Gulf (20,141 mt). The GOA
Pacific cod TACs are not divided among gear types, but are apportioned to the inshore and
offshore processing sectors, with 90 percent allocated to the inshore component and 10 percent to
the offshore component. In addition, the TACs are apportioned seasonally, with 60 percent of the
TACs allocated to the A season and 40 percent to the B season. The A and B seasons were
implemented in 2001 as a Steller sea lion protection measure. The A season begins on January 1%
for fixed gear vessels, and on January 20" for trawl vessels. The A season ends on June 10®, but
NMFS usually closes the season much earlier when the TAC has been fully fished. The B season
begins on September 1* for all gear types, and ends November 1* for trawl vessels and December
31* for non-trawl vessels. However, the B season usually closes much earlier for the trawl sector,
and often closes early for the hook-and-line sector as well, due to PSC halibut restrictions. Total
allowable catch (TAC), acceptable biological catch (ABC), and actual catch of Pacific cod in the
Federal and State fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Pacific cod catch in the Federal and State fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska, total
allowable catch (TAC), and acceptable biological catch (ABC), 1995-2006.

Yoar | Fodora | Fodorai | PUUTICHS | stmte | Towl | e | PCTARE"
harvested harvested
1995 | 68985 | 69,200 99.7 n/a 68,985 | 69,200 99.7
1996 | 68384 | 65,000 105.2 nia 68,384 | 65,000 105.2
1997 | esa4g2 | 69,115 99.1 8543 | 77,016 | 81500 94.5
1998 | 62101 | 66,060 94.0 10404 | 72523 | 77,900 93.1
1999 | 68607 | 67,835 101.1 13471 | 81,785 | 84,400 96.9
2000 54,492 58,715 92.8 12,031 66,560 76,400 87.1
2001 41,614 52,110 79.9 9,920 51,541 67,800 76.0
2002 42,345 44,230 95.7 12,137 54,482 57,600 94.6
2003 41,270 40,540 101.8 11,460 52,497 52,800 99.4
2004 43,183 48,033 89.9 12,921 56,194 62,810 89.5
2005 | 35031 | 44433 78.8 12,385 | 47416 | 58,100 81.6
2006 37,787 52,264 72.3 9,859 47,646 68,859 69.2

Source: NMFS Blend/Catch Accounting Databases, 1995-2006.



The Western and Central Gulf A season TACs are fully utilized, and vessels race for shares of the
TACs. Sector allocations would reduce competition among sectors for the A season TACs, but
may not reduce competition among vessels within sectors or slow down the fishery. The GOA
Pacific cod B season TACs are not typically fully fished due to halibut PSC closures, adverse
weather conditions, and difficulty finding cod. Trawl vessels, and to a lesser extent, hook-and-
line vessels, race against each other for shares of the GOA halibut PSC apportionments during the
B season, and halibut PSC limits often constrain B season catch by these sectors.

Summary of Retained Catch of Pacific cod by Sector

Estimates of total retained catch are summarized in Tables 2 and 3. Since 1995, the proportion of

catch taken by the various sectors has changed, in some cases substantially. In general, the

proportion of Central and Western Gulf Pacific cod caught by trawl catcher vessels has declined,

while the proportion caught by pot catcher vessels has increased. This trend is particularly

apparent in the Western Gulf.

Table 2. Retained catch of Pacific cod from the Western GOA, 1995-2006.

HAL CP HAL CV JigCV Pot CP Pot CV Trawl CP Trawl CV

var |casn P lcum P |cwn R | cwen PR | cwe TR | cwe POl con (R
1905 | 4875 255 25 0.1 36 0.2 . . 3209 173 | 602 32 10,188 533
1006 | 4188 180 | 147 0.6 32 01 0 00 |4448 180 | 632 27 13914 595
1997 | 3285 130 34 0.1 5 0.0 0 00 |38 152 | 263 10 17879 707
1008 | 2950 134 61 0.3 1 0.0 0 00 |3820 73 | 251 11 15007 679
1909 | 4947 215 70 03 0 00 |1347 58 |27m3 118 | 618 27 13384 580
2000 | 4532 220 54 03 5 0.0 193 09 |[4302 213 | 654 32 10770 523
2001 | 3857 262 31 0.2 157 14 | 1074 77 |2263 162 | 618 44 6,160  44.1
2002 | 5787 348 38 0.2 192 12 . . 4600 277 | 419 25 5073 305
2003 | 3923 256 46 03 48 0.3 . . 9540 822 | 317 24 1,361 89
2004 | 2811 186 28 0.2 183 12 . . 9715 642 | 425 28 1,717 114
2005 | 688 57 281 23 43 04 . . 8402 523 | 228 18 4441 383
2006 | 2473 18.1 106 0.8 . . . . 5779 423 | 206 15 4917 360
9505 | 3789 204 74 0.5 64 0.4 338 20 | 5003 205 | a57 2.5 9079 448
00-06 3,412 21.6 83 0.6 * * 633 4.3 6,100 40.9 409 2.6 4,920 31.3

Source: ADFG Fish Tickets and NMFS Weekly Production Reports.

Table 3. Retained catch of Pacific cod from the Central GOA, 1995-2006.

HAL CP HAL CV JgCv Pot CP Pot CV Trawl CP Trawl CV

Ver | Cach PO | oy Pemeeml | oy Peme |y P | ocan  foeent | o P of | can  Pecen
1905 | 218 05 |45 106 50 0.1 0 00 | 13760 322 [185 43 | 22330 522
1986 | 494 13 | 4488 114 34 0.1 0 00 | 10485 268 | 1867 48 | 21815 557
1907 | - . 6401 154 21 0.1 0 00 | 8418 203 | 788 19 | 25786 624
1908 | 107 03 | 5815 145 50 0.1 0 00 | 9205 220 |4155 103 | 20820 619
1909 | 314 07 |6145 144 23 01 |[2832 8o | 12043 281 | 1451 34 | 19881 465
2000 | 209 06 |[e6S29 203 38 0.1 781 24 | 1843 371 [1724 54 10071 3441
2001 . . 5684 207 1 0.0 572 21 | 3504 128 |2446 89 | 15169 554
2002 | 1201 57 |e6753 298 3 0.0 . . 3228 142 | 687 30 | 10568 466
2003 | 1,257 53 | 3497 147 16 0.1 . . 3200 134 | 1448 6.1 14405 605
2004 | 1383 52 | 5423 205 | 108 04 0 00 | 4887 185 | 934 35 | 13669 517
2005 | 284 12 4211 193 | 137 06 0 00 | 8169 368 | 752 34 8591 387
2008 | 838 37 |e182 274 93 04 0 00 | 8308 369 | see 39 6377 ___ 280
Av,
95-085 510 1.9 5,414 17.4 45 0.2 402 1.1 8,077 23.9 1,647 5.0 16,725 50.5
00-06 hd * 5,477 21.8 58 0.2 213 0.7 6,190 24.3 1,268 4.9 11,393 45.0

Source: ADFG Fish Tickets and NMFS Weekly Production Reports.




Potential Percent Allocations of the Pacific Cod TACs

Potential percent allocations of the Western and Central GOA Pacific cod TACs are summarized
in Tables 4 and 5. The qualification period that includes earlier years (1995-2005) generally
favors the trawl catcher vessel sector, particularly in the Western Gulf. The qualification period
that only includes more recent years (2000-2006) generally favors the pot catcher vessel sector,
and, to a lesser extent, the hook-and-line sectors. Using each sector’s best years reduces the
disparities among the options somewhat, but there are still strong differences depending on the
range of qualifying years selected by the Council. For example, depending on which definition of
qualifying catch is used, the traw] catcher vessel allocation could range from 30.9 percent to 47.7
percent of the Western Gulf TAC. Similarly, the pot catcher vessel allocation could range from
28.6 percent to 42.6 percent of the Western Gulf TAC. Differences among the various options
are generally much smaller for the Central Gulf. If directed catch is used by the Council to
allocate GOA Pacific cod among the sectors, a separate incidental catch allowance will need to be
set aside off the top to accommodate the incidental catch needs of each sector.

Table 4. Potential percent allocations of the Western Gulf Pacific cod TACs based on 3
options for defining qualifying catch and 4 options for selecting qualifying years.

HALCP HALCV  JigCV POTCP  POTCV  TrawlCP__ TrawlCV
All retained catch | 1995-2005: Best 7 years 194 0.5 0.5 24 29.5 24 45.3
1995-2005: Best 5 years 18.8 0.5 0.6 27 319 2.3 433
2000-2006: Best 5 years 20.7 0.6 0.7 25 40.6 24 325
2000-2006: Best 3 years 20.2 0.8 0.8 29 41.8 24 310
Retained catch, 1995-2005: Best 7 years 19.5 0.5 0.5 24 29.4 24 453
no meal 1995-2005: Best 5 years 18.8 0.5 0.6 2.7 318 23 432
2000-2006: Best 5 years 209 0.6 0.7 25 40.5 25 324
2000-2006: Best 3 years 204 0.8 0.8 29 41.7 2.4 30.9
Directed catch, 1995-2005: Best 7 years 189 04 0.5 23 28.6 1.5 477
no meal 1995-2005: Best 5 years 179 0.5 0.6 2.7 313 1.6 455
2000-2006: Best 5 years 203 0.5 0.7 25 41.6 1.1 333
2000-2006: Best 3 years 19.8 0.7 0.8 3.0 42.6 1.3 31.7

Table 5. Potential percent allocations of the Central Gulf Pacific cod TACs based on 3
options for defining qualifying catch and 4 options for selecting qualifying years.

HAL CP HAL CV JigCV POT CP POTCV Trawl CP Trawl CV
All retained catch | 1995-2005: Best 7 years 25 173 0.2 1.5 252 53 48.0
1995-2005: Best S years 3.0 177 0.2 19 258 57 457
2000-2006: Best $ years 3.7 208 03 0.9 252 49 43
2000-2006: Best 3 years 4.1 19.5 0.4 1.3 27.8 5.1 42.0
Retained catch, 1995-2005: Best 7 years 2.5 175 0.2 1.5 25.2 54 478
no meal 1995-2005: Best S years 3.0 17.8 0.2 19 258 5.7 455
2000-2006: Best 5 years 37 209 0.3 0.9 25.2 49 440
2000-2006: Best 3 years 4.1 19.6 0.4 1.3 278 52 41.6
Directed catch, 1995-2005: Best 7 years 2.7 19.1 0.2 1.1 26.8 4.1 459
no meal 1995-2005: Best 5 years 33 19.5 0.2 14 27.3 45 437
2000-2006: Best 5 years 4.1 23.1 0.3 0.5 283 34 40.2
2000-2006: Best 3 years 4.5 21.5 0.4 0.7 30.5 4.1 38.3




Other Issues
Sector definitions

The Council may wish to consider refining catcher processor sector definitions. In the draft
EA/RIR/IRFA, Tables 3-28 and 3-29 (p. 33) show the number of catcher processors participating
in the GOA Pacific cod fisheries tallied by inshore/offshore processing sector and by vessel
length (vessels <125 ft and >125 ft). Some of the catcher processor sector subdivisions proposed
in the draft components and options would result in sector allocations to a small number (<3) of
vessels.

Definition of Qualifying Catch

One option for defining qualifying catch being considered by the Council would exclude meal.
Meal is often excluded from catch estimates when certain sectors, such as smaller catcher
processors, would be disadvantaged by the inclusion of meal. In cases where meal has been
excluded from catch estimates, Weekly Production Reports have been used to calculate catch.
However, in the Gulf of Alaska no catcher processors produced meal from Pacific cod during
1995-2006. For this reason, the Council could consider using Blend and Catch Accounting data
rather than WPRs to calculate qualifying catch for catcher processors. A comparison of catch
estimates based on WPRs and Blend/Catch Accounting data is provided in Appendix B (attached
to this Executive Summary).

Incidental catch allowance

The Council is considering two options for accommodating incidental catch needs. Reserving an
incidental catch allowance (ICA) for Pacific cod off the top of the Western and Central Gulf
TACs (Option 1) is the less flexible option. If the ICA is too large, unused quota has to be
reallocated at some point during the season. If the ICA is too small, it may constrain participation
in other directed fisheries. Setting aside an ICA also complicates the harvest specifications
process and is more difficult to manage. Option 2 is relatively straightforward to implement and
manage. Each sector would receive a single allocation of cod based on historic catch levels that
is sufficient to accommodate incidental catch needs. Options 1 and 2 for defining qualifying
catch both include incidental catch. The Council could use either of these definitions of
qualifying catch to incorporate incidental catch needs into sector allocations.

Jig allocation

Currently, the jig sector catches less than one percent of the Western and Central GOA Pacific
cod TACs. The Council is currently considering an option to give the jig sector a base 1 percent
allocation of each TAC, with a provision to increase allocations if 90 percent of the quota is
fished during a given year. Jig catch has fluctuated considerably, and during recent years (2001,
2002, and 2004) the jig share exceeded 1 percent of the total retained catch in the Western Gulf.
Under options being considered by the Council, these catch levels would trigger a stairstep
increase in the Western Gulf jig allocation to 2 percent or more of the TAC. If there is concern
that fluctuations in effort by the jig sector may result in unharvested TAC, the Council may wish
to consider adding an option for a stairstep decrease in the jig allocation back to a base level of 1
percent if increased allocations (2 percent or more) are triggered but are not fully fished or nearly
so (90 percent or more) during a period of years.



Rollover Provisions

Rollover provisions would make unused quota available to other sectors. Based on participation
and catch levels in 2005 and 2006, it appears that earlier rollovers are more likely to be fished,
particularly in the Western Gulf. Options also include rollovers within operation type (i.e.,
catcher vessel to catcher vessel) or to all vessels. Restricting rollovers to a particular operation
type may result in unfished quota. For example, if both trawl and hook-and-line B seasons are
closed due to halibut PSC restrictions and no other catcher processors are participating in the
fishery, remaining catcher processor quota would not be fished.



APPENDIX B

Table B-1. Comparison between retained catch estimates of Western Gulf Pacific cod based on
Fish Tickets and Blend/Catch Accounting data, 1995-2006.

HAL Catcher Vessel Jig Catcher Vessel Pot Catcher Vessel Trawl Catcher Vessel
Yoar | piongicatcn Fish Percent | Blend/Catch Fish Percert | BlendCaich  poori..  Pewem | BlendiCatch Fish Percent
Accounting Tickets difference Accounting Tickets difference Acoounting difference Accounting Tickets difference

1995 18.8 248 316 323 35.8 11.2 2,360.1 3209.0 39.8° na 10187.5 na
1996 1324 146.7 10.8 451 32.2 -28.7 1,663.2 44476 167.4° 11,9417 13914.5 16.5
1997 51.7 336 -35.0 36 4.7 30.6 991.8 3837.9 287.0"° 18,053.4 17878.6 -1.0
1998 1124 60.8 -45.9 0.0 0.7 na 1,617.6 3820.0 136.2"° 14,381.9 15006.7 4.3
1989 36.6 69.8 $0.9 0.0 0.0 na 13126 27126 106.7° 14,334.8 13384.2 -6.8
2000 65.0 §3.8 -17.2 44 5.2 19.7 46703 4391.7 8.0 11,2838 10769.9 4.6
2001 252 313 241 130.4 157.2 206 19707 2263.3 148 6,143.4 6160.2 03
2002 8.6 378 3386 171.8 191.7 116 4,340.1 4599.7 6.0 5,025.6 50729 0.9
2003 76.0 46.5 -38.8 46.1 46.0 0.4 94916 9548.6 0.6 14216 1361.0 4.3
2004 39.8 27.8 -30.0 1779 183.4 3.1 9,680.0 97154 04 1,698.2 1716.9 11
2005 294.0 2810 4.4 519 431 -17.0 6,355.3 6401.8 0.7 4,386.5 4440.9 1.2

| 2006 _ 130.2 105.9 -18.7 * : * 5907.7 5779.0 -2.2 4813.1 4916.5 2.1
Total 980.8 919.7 -7.2 M * * 50360.8 60816.7 20.8 93483.9 94602.3 2 |

Source: ADFG Fish Tickets (1995-2006) and NMFS Blend (1995-2002) and Catch Accounting (2003-
2006) databases.

*Source agencies are aware of the discrepancies between the databases and are working to resolve any
€rrors.

Table B-2. Comparison between retained catch estimates of Central Gulf Pacific cod based on
Fish Tickets and Blend/Catch Accounting data, 1995-2006.

v HAL Catcher Vessel Jig Catcher Vessel Pot Catcher Vessel Trawl Catcher Vessel
U | pmwma e e | etanme e | St cenee g | QOGRS remee ST
1995 4,479.5 4546.0 15 41.2 50.1 216 12,862.1 13759.5 6.2 wa 22330.2 na
1996 4,433.5 4485.8 1.2 76 34.1 349.0 10,176.2 10485.1 3.0 23,481.1 21814.7 -7
1997 6,137.2 6400.8 43 132 21.2 60.8 7,563.3 8417.7 113 25,1349 25755.8 25
1938 5,852.3 5815.3 -0.6 16.0 49.7 209.7 §,689.8 9205.4 5.9 20,862.4 20819.9 -0.2
19988 6,152.8 61446 0.1 299 235 -214 12,778.8 12043.3 -5.8 19,506.3 19881.0 1.9
2000 6,341.8 6529.1 3.0 35.2 38.1 8.3 11,4234 11942.7 45 10,739.4 10971.2 22
2001 5,605.4 5683.8 14 19.6 114 -41.6 3,442.8 3503.7 18 13,749.2 15169.2 103
2002 6,423.3 6753.0 5.1 4.2 28 -32.9 2,578.6 32279 25.2 10,1121 10568.3 45
2003 3.204.0 3497.5 6.2 42.1 15.7 -62.7 3,049.7 32003 4.9 13,8774 14405.5 38
2004 5,509.8 5423.0 -1.6 165.7 108.3 -34.6 4,868.4 4887.4 04 13,6688.3 13669.0 0.0
2005 4,246.2 4271.0 0.6 155.4 136.7 -12.0 8,0325 8169.3 1.7 8,448.6 8501.3 1.7
’_2006 6.289.4 6182.5 17 1154 92.7 -19.7 8,272.7 8388.4 1.5 5.818.3 8376.7 9.6
Total 84765.0 65732.3 1.5 645.4 584.3 -9.5 93838.2 97240.8 3.6 165399.1 168022.7 1.6

Source: ADFG Fish Tickets (1995-2006) and NMFS Blend (1995-2002) and Catch Accounting (2003-
2006) databases.



Table B-3. Comparison between retained catch estimates of Pacific cod in the Western Gulf
based on Weekly Production Reports and Blend/Catch Accounting data, 1995-2006.

Year HAL Catcher Processor Pot Catcher Prc Trawl Catcher Pr r
T we | | ek v || e, | e v | o
1995 5632.0 4874.6 134 . . . 587.1 602.3 26
1996 4368.8 4199.1 39 d . . 787.3 631.6 19.8
1997 3837.2 3285.4 144 0.0 0.0 n'a 204.9 262.5 -11.0
1998 3167.5 2059.0 6.6 . . . 276.0 251.4 89
1899 5116.1 4947.1 33 14237 1346.7 5.4 623.2 618.2 08
2000 4706.5 4531.9 37 . . . 750.8 6654.1 129
2001 3969.4 3657.3 7.9 1038.1 1073.9 34 670.3 617.8 7.8
2002 6410.8 5787.1 9.7 g . . 327.5 419.2 28.0
2003 4242.1 3923.0 -7.5 . . . 339.9 317.2 6.7
2004 2893.5 2811.4 2.8 . . . 539.0 4245 212
2005 724.2 698.1 36 . . . 216.7 227.8 5.2
2006 2690.7 2473.4 8.1 . . . 218.1 205.7 5.7
Total 47758.8 44147.5 7.6 . . . 5630.7 _5232.4 7.1
Source: NMFS Weekly Production Reports (1995-2006) and NMFS Blend (1995-2002) and Catch
Accounting (2003-2006) databases.
Table B-4. Comparison between retained catch estimates of Pacific cod in the Central Gulf
based on Weekly Production Reports and Blend/Catch Accounting data, 1995-2006.
HAL Catcher Pr sor Pot Catcher Prc Trawl Catcher Processor
Vear BIendICa}ch WPR Percent Blend/Cgtch WPR l?eroen( BIendICgtch WPR l?eroent
Accounting difference Accounting difference Accounting difference
1985 133.6 216.1 61.7 0.0 0.0 nia 1860.0 1859.2 0.0
1996 710.2 494.2 304 0.0 0.0 na 27139 1866.6 31.2
1997 . . . 0.0 0.0 n/a 770.0 789.2 25
1998 175.5 107.3 -38.8 0.0 0.0 na 4447.1 41549 6.6
1999 3128 314.0 0.4 2937.9 20322 0.2 1595.3 1451.4 9.0
2000 209.1 209.2 0.0 809.8 781.2 -14.1 1386.8 1724.3 24.3
2001 . . . 588.1 §72.2 27 22411 2446.1 9.1
2002 1637.5 1200.7 21.2 d . . 835.4 686.8 178
2003 1461.8 1257.3 <140 . . . 1218.8 1447.8 18.8
2004 14527 1382.9 4.8 0.0 0.0 na 769.8 934.4 214
2005 266.5 264.1 09 0.0 0.0 n/a 719.4 7516 45
2006 866.6 836.5 .7 0.0 0.0 n/a 877.0 886.2 1.1
Total * . . . . M 19434.7 18998.4 2.2
Source: NMFS Weekly Production Reports (1995-2006) and NMFS Blend (1995-2002) and Catch

Accounting (2003-2006) databases.
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AGENDA C-4(a)
Supplemental
OCTOBER 2007

John Bundy, Acting Chair \ReFjember-2007_

North Pacific Fishcry Management Council (Y e

605 W.4" Ave. Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501 SEP 3 & 2007

Re: Agenda item C-4 GOA Groundfish Issucs
NPES G

Dear Members of the NPFMC,

We own and operatc the 42 foot commercial fishing vessel Patricia Sue, based out of
Kodiak, and participate in the saloaon, balibut, pacific cod, herring and Tanner crab
fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska.

As discussion continues in regards to the GOA sector split, we believe a fair and
equitable distribution of this valuable species may only be met by allocating history of
the ditected pacific cod landings. Only during the directed fishery did all gear types have
the opportunity to establish history in prosecuting the fishery.

In regards to bycatch concerns within the multiple species trawl fishery, we believe that jt
is important to note that the 20% incidental catch species was originally established to
reduce discards and was set as 20% of an individual tow or haul. At some point overtime,
this figure morphed into 20% of the load of all groundfish fisheries prosecuted with trawl
gear, with the exception of arrowtooth which remained at 5%. With the pacific cod
coming off the total allowable catch in order to fund the trawl sectors needs, in essence
all gear types have given up the opportunity to prosecute the cod fishery to facilitate the
peeds of this particular gear type.

To allocate this exclusive right would most likely result in excessive share of the
privilege which would violate the Groundfish FMP. At the very least, we believe the
Council should conduct a basis species profile for each species which has received 20%
incidental cod and work toward a better understanding of which fisheries genuinely
warrant this bycatch to potentially justify allocation. In our understanding of the
Rockfish Pilot Program, the pacific cod was harvested during a separate trip from the
rockfish and effectively negates the age old argument that P. cod bycatch was a necessary
comporent to reduce waste while prosecuting the rockfish.

Increased, reliable observer data would greatly facilitate policy and managerial decision
making abilities in regards to issues like a P. cod sector split. We encourage our Council
to utilize every available means to address and remedy this problem in conjunction with
analyzing a sector split. A non equitable sector split will have profound impacts on
communities dependent upon fishery resources in the Guif.

Sineerely,

U cadie anol Thoure ﬁ’(}

TOTAL P.01



Sep 26 07 04:32p Ron & Julie Kavanaugh 1-807-486-5061

North Pacific Fisheries Managem T~ —-— .
605 West 4'h, Suite 306 —_ y
Anchorage. Ak 99501 ' D

PH (907) 271-2809
FAX (907) 271-2817 - £007

NPEISC September 26, 2007

Agenda C-4A

Cod Sector Splits in the Gulf of Alaska. We are in favor of a sector split that
allocates the primary targeted species and identifies & maintains a balance for the cod
sectors in the GOA. A sector split should not be used to allocate bycatch (incidental
catch). The council should engage in a fair and equitable distrubution of resources.No
particular group should be awarded an excessive share. Bycatch history has an exclusive
historical catch record. The amount of bycatch needed to prosecute the fishery is
questionable and only through better observer coverage would the council be able to
determine the actual needs. The ability to redistribute this portion of the TAC must to be
reserved. Through improved fishing practices and reduced competition, the necessity for
bycatch will be further reduced. Therefore the future redistribution of bycatch would then
be possible and practical. Utilizing delivery patterns of the rock fish pilot program could
be beneficial in evaluating the need for bycatch in a fishery with these elements.
Therefore intial sector split allocations should be based on the primary species of
marketable size and quality (ie. no meal or discards)

Ron & Julie Kavanaugh
FV Sylvia Star LLC
PO Box 3890 Kodiak AK 99615

sylstar(@ak.net

* Kodiak Residents. pot fishing P-cod in Kodiak, Chignik, Sand Point, and Akutan with
groundfish history dating back to 1990.



94,26/1900 89353 FROM T0 19072712817 P.91

" North Pacific Fishery Management Council - “ID)

605 West 4th Ave., Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 995012252 SEP 2 6 2007
FAX (907)271-2817

N.PRIS.C.
Re: C-4 GOA Groundfish Issues

_ We own and operate the 72 &t F/V Point Omega, we live in Kodiak and fish in the GOA and have been
- doing so since the boat was new in 1970. Ourr sole source of incorme is fishing.

. We would like to see the improved fishing conditions that the secter split of the P. Cod resource in the
GOA is supposed to provide.
Some of these improved fishing conditions are supposed to result in:
1. Elimination of competition with other gear groups.
2 Increase the value of the targeted species through better fishing practices.
3. Helping to preserve the resource through reduction of bycatch and better retention of incidental
species due to the ability to use greater flexibility in managing bycatch needs.

[ this is the actual result, then there should be the potential to build into the program the equitable
redistribution of the cod resource to gear groups that demonstrate mainly single species catch. The
" GOA p. cod fishery seems to be beading into a decline and by the time this sector split is a done deal
we may be looking at a very much smaller TAC, in which case the adverse effects to those gear groups
who depend mainly on the p. cod will be substantial. With the pilot program for Rockfish taking their
BycatchoffthetopoftheTACandanyﬁmmaﬂocaﬁonsﬂWmaybedoneinﬂﬁsmanner, it is an unfair
- allocation to the smaller single species operation.

There needs to be bycatch reduction and there needs to be 100% observer coverage to supply the
necessary information to sec that the fish stocks are being responsibly managed for the futare health of
the fishery. Smaller operations could use video monitoring if their space doesn’t allow for an observer.

To make this sector split fair and equitable and not cause adverse effects to any gear group there needs

t0 be better use of existing data and more future data to make decisions from. Sharing of VMS data
between State and Federal agencies is necessary as is observer data. We feel that in a p. cod sector split
it should only be p. cod caught in the directed fishery that is included. We believe that “top off :
targeting” would be easy to identify with VMS data and that data needs to be available.

Insummary,Wewantthemrspﬁt,itneedstobefairandgoodforﬂ:ehealthofthestocksandwefeel
existing data and future data gathering is necessary. Observer coverage is necessary, there isn’t enough

'tomakegooddecisionsaﬂdmomanyloopholestogiveanacmnatepictmeofwhatisactuanybeing '
caught. Byeatchteducﬁonmedstobeaddmsedsothatwemayoontinuetomakethcbestuseofﬂ;e
resources we have in the GOA

Thanks for your time and considemation

Y + Ol Folllesd
Ken and Chris Holland
F/V Point Omega

PO Box 608
Kodiak, AK 99615

TOTRL P.01




Sep 26 07 11:54a p.2

211 Founh Straat. Suite 110
Juneau, Alaska 8S8Q1-1172
{907) 586-2820
{907) 463-25845 Fax
E-Mail: uta@uta-tish.org
www.ufa-tish.org

September 26, 2007

Alan Risenhoover,

Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS,
Attn: LAPP Guidance.

1315 East-West Highway, SSMC3,

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Fax: 301-713-1193

E-mail: LAP.Guidance@noaa.gov
Proposed Comments to NMFS request for LAPP Guidance

United Fishermen of Alaska is an umbrella organization representing 36 Alaska member
fishing associations representing virtually all of the fisheries in Alaska. In response to
NOAA request for comments regarding the need for guidance in developing a proposed
rule for the Limited Access Privilege Programs (LAPP) provisions in the reauthorized
Magnuson Stevens Act (MSA), United Fishermen of Alaska offers the following
comments.

We insist that new provisions for LAPPs not interfere with regional management
council’s (RFMCs) authority and ability to design programs that best fit the fisheries and
constituents within their regions. Additionally, allow the councils to build into their
programs the ability to modify LAPPs as they see fit in the future.

There is no need for NOAA to develop any new standards for determining eligibility, or
to mandate entry-level concerns, or to establish ownership caps. These concerns are all
elements that are integral to any rationalization program, and they will all be
automatically included in any future LAPP program. If programs are approved by
RFMC:s that fail to address existing National Standards or other existing U.S. law, those
shortcomings will certainly be identified during agency review leading to any future
proposed rules regarding new LAPPs. Any shortcomings will be identified and addressed
prior to publishing a final rule.

NOAA should follow the lead of Congress regarding LAPPs and give the RFMCs the
maximum flexibility to design and develop new LAPP programs for the future. RFMCs
are charged with developing management measures to ensure the sustainability of US

A
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fisheries within the bounds of existing National Standards. Reauthorization of the MSA is
no reason for the agency to begin developing new National Standards for LAPPs.

We have also attached a copy of UFA’s Decembet 2005 comments on Magnuson Stevens
reauthorization that pertain to LAPPs.

Best regards,
%.z/ﬂ Vs
Mark Vinsel

Executive Director

CC:

Chris Oliver, Executive Director, North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Cora Crome, Office of the Governor, State of Alaska

Commissioner Denby Lloyd, Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Enclosure
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December 7, 2005
Honorablc Ted Stevens
United States Senate
522 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0201

Dear Scnator Stevens,

The United Fishermen of Alaska (UFA) Board of Dircctors recently met and discussed draft legislation to
reauthorize the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conscrvation and Management Act. UFA has taken the following
positions regarding provisions in the draft legislation:

- UFA reaffirms its opposition to processor quota shares. We feel that fishermen should be able to deliver their
catch to whomever they choose, or retain the option of sclf marketing. However, UFA notes in this regard that
in important fishcries there is a close interrelationship berween harvesters, shore-based processors, and coastal
communities. These relationships should be carefully considered in the crafting of Limited Access Programs.

- UFA opposcs the concept of limited durability in Limited Access Programs. We feel that fishing privileges,
once granted or purchased, should not expire and they do not need to be renewed.

- UFA opposes auctions of fishing privileges. We have concerns that such auctions to grant fishing privileges to
the highest bidder bring the risk of loss of fishing privileges to Alaska fishermen and higher potential for
outmigration of fishing privileges from Alaska communities that depend on fishery income. Auctions of fishing
rights and privileges will Icad to large corporations bidding for ownership and control of the harvest rights to
Alaska's fishery resourccs.

We appreciate the tremendous amount of work that you have done to promote and protect Alaskass fisheries, and
we look lorward to the M-S Act reauthorization continuing the tradition of fisheries remaining a sustainable
economic cornerstonc of Alaska’s coastal communitics.

Sincerely,

) ) T =
/?;m//ﬂ Vn =
Mark Vinsel

Executive Director

MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS
Alaska Crab Coalition * Alaska Draggers Association * Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association « Armslrang Kela « Ai-cea Processors Association
Brslol Bay Reserve + Concerr:ed Area "M’ Fishermen « Cerdova District Fishermen United Douglas Island Pirk and Chum
Fishing Vasse! Owners Asscciation + Groundfish Forum » Kenai Peninsula Fishermen's Association - Kodiak Regiona! Aquacullure Association

North Pacific Fisheres Assatiation - Northem Southeasl Regionai Aquaculure Associalion « Old Harbor Fishermen’s Association
Petersburg Vessel Owners Association « Prince William Sound Aguaculture Corporation - Purse Seine Vessel Owner Associalion

Seafood Producers Cooperative « Southeas! Ataska Herring Seiners Markeling Association ~ Southeast Atagka Fisherman’s Alliance

Southeast Alaska Regional Dive Fisheries Association - Soulheast Alaska Seirars Association » Southern Southeast Regional Aguaculture Association
United Catcher Boats « United Salmon Association » United Southeast Alassa Gilinatters « Valdzz Fisheries Development Associalion
Western Gulf of Alaska Fishermen



Gulf of Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition (GOAC3)
PO Box 201236, Anchorage Alaska 99520
Phone: (866) 561-7633 or (907) 561-7633 Fax: (907)561-7634
Web: www.goac3.org Email: goaccc@alaska.net

TESTIMONY TO
THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
October 7, 2007
Regarding: C-4 GOA Groundfish

Chairman Olsen and members of the Council: My name is Gale Vick and I am the
Executive Director of the Gulf of Alaska Coastal Communities Coalition (GOAC3.) Also joining
me is Freddie Christiansen, Chairman of the GOAC3. Today we are addressing issue C4, Gulf
of Alaska groundfish, specific to the proposed Sector split of Pacific cod.

The GOACS3 is extremely concerned that the proposed sector split for Pacific cod is a
a potential preliminary step toward a rationalization of all the groundfish of the Gulf of Alaska
without benefit of adequate and required consideration of community impacts under the new
statutes enacted as part of the 2006 MSRA reauthorization.

We have heard it said that the sector split is “community neutral.” Nobody can say that is
- true, especially without any analysis performed to include the considerations required in the new
MSRA. In the long run, we suspect any move to change the status quo in the fishery in terms of
access and privileges will not be determined to be community neutral. We are especially
concerned about
(a) creating another closed class of fishermen by reallocating all the latent licenses for
the pot and jig sectors as an economic barrier to access’
(b) creating a climate for the unrestricted formation of coops without any community
provisions

We believe that the intent of Congress in the recent passage of the 2006 reauthorization
of the Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSRA) was quite clear:
Protect fishing communities in significant and meaningful ways. We interpret this to mean that
it is incumbent on the regional management councils to provide the most optimal provisions for
community protections under any management shift — either for a new management plan or for
amendments to an existing plan.

Under the banner of the revised MSRA National Standard #8% and other language
evident throughout MSRA and the accompanying Senate Report, (that explained the bill in its
Senate version and is carried over to the final conference report) we believe the Council

'p. 82; MSRA, January 12, 2007, May 2007 Second Printing Section 303A(c)3(B)(ii-iv)

4 104-297 NATIONAL STANDARD #(8) Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the
conservation requirements of this Act (including the prevention of overfishing and rebuilding of overfished stocks),
take into account the importance of fishery resources to fishing communities by utilizing economic and social data
that meet the requirements of paragraph (2), in order to (A) provide for the sustained participation of such



(a) must consider that a community may need access to a multi-species portfolio
of fishery resources (i.e. “combination fishing™) in order to be socio-
economically viable over long time periods, and

(b) must consider the sector split within the context of a cumulative impact
assessment’ of previous rationalization programs on Guif of Alaska fisheries-
dependent communities.

In retrospect, and in light of the new MSRA, the Council would have been ahead to have
re-instated a communities protection committee to examine the potential socio-economic impacts
and offer a broader range of options. In the absence of such a committee, we are asking the
Council to proceed with caution by respectfully requesting that the Council add to its analysis a
more complete socio-economic examination of both multi-species fishing access consideration
and of the cumulative impacts on traditional “combination fishing*’, as now required by the
MSRA, for fishing communities of areas 610-640, not connected to Anchorage by a road system,
with particular attention to those smaller communities whose economies of scale are extremely
dependent on combination fishing and who have suffered the most from cumulative impacts.

While it may be difficult to adequately redress the significant cumulative loss of fishing
effort that many Gulf of Alaska communities have experienced in the past — largely because of
decisions made by the Council - that doesn’t mean we should compound the past failures of
certain regulatory actions to protect communities from a multitude of unintended consequences.
Some particular ways that the P-cod sector split could redress cumulative loss and facilitate
community participation is by

(a) re-allocating a percentage of the latent LLP cod non-trawl licenses for community

ownership within the remote coastal communities’ of the endorsement areas and an
additional capability to purchase quota

(b) providing for protections against negative impacts of potential coops through

requiring any future coop to be an RFA® necessitating a strong community component

Finally, we remind the Council that communities are not individuals and that the needs of
communities are more complex — and fluid — than individual needs, requiring greater long-term
consideration to ensure that they will not be fatally wounded by lack of access to local resources.

We thank you for your time and consideration.

commuuities, and (B) to the extent practicable, minimize adverse economic impacts on such communities.
16 U.S.C. 1851-1852 MSA §§ 301-302

? 109-479 SECTION 303 (9) CONTENTS OF FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN “SHALL include a fishery
impact statement for the plan or amendment (in the case of a plan or amendment thereto submitted to or prepared by
the Secretary after October 1, 1990) which shall assess, specify, and analyze the likely effects, if any, including the
cumulative conservation, economic and social impacts, of the conservation and management measures on, and
possible mitigation measures for — (A) participant6s in the fisheries and fishing communities affected by the plan or
amendment; (B) participants in the fisheries conducted in adjacent areas under the authority of another Council,
after consultation with such Council and representatives of those participants, and (C) the safety of human life at
sea, including whether and to what extent such measures may affect the safety of participants in the fishery

4 fishing that is dependent on a variety of species within a small boat fleet

% 22 communities with populations under 1500 have been identified

8 regional fishery association



