AGENDA C-1

MARCH/APRIL 2012
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: Chris Oliver
. . Sne ESTIMATED TIME
Executive Director P 2 HOUS
DATE: March 16, 2012
SUBJECT: Cooperative Reports
ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Receive Amendment 80 Cooperative Reports
(b) Receive CGOA Rockfish Cooperative Reports
(c) Receive AFA Pollock Cooperative and IPA Reports

BACKGROUND

Three Cooperative programs subject to Council management require that cooperatives submit an annual
year-end cooperative report summarizing their fishing activities from the preceding year to the Council.
Due to the volume of these materials, a few copies of the complete reports from the various cooperatives
will be made available at the meeting, and full copies are available from our offices.

a) Amendment 80 Co-op reports '
Implemented in 2008, the Amendment 80 program is a limited access privilege program (LAPP) that

allocates a portion of total allowance catches (TACs) for Atka mackerel, Pacific ocean perch, and 3
flatfish species (yellow sole, rock sole, and flathead sole), along with an allocation of prohibited
species catch (PSC) quota for halibut and crab, in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, to the Amendment
80 sector. A single cooperative formed in 2010. A report from that cooperative will be provided at
the meeting.

b) CGOA Rockfish Co-op reports
Cooperatives participating in the Central GOA of Alaska rockfish pilot program also provide annual

reports of their fishing activities in that program. Several cooperatives formed in the offshore sector
and inshore sector. The LI.S.A. Rockfish Cooperative, North Pacific Rockfish Cooperative, OBSI
Rockfish Cooperative, Star of Kodiak Rockfish Cooperative, Trident Offshore Rockfish Cooperative,
Western Alaska Fisheries Rockfish Cooperative, FCA Cooperative, and Best Use co-op were mailed
to the Council in advance of the meeting. The USS Rockfish Cooperative and the Cascade Unimak
Rockfish Cooperative are attached as Item C-1(a) and C-1(b). Cooperatives will provide a summary
report to the Council at this meeting.

¢) AFA Co-op reports and JPA reports
Each year, the AFA Bering Sea Pollock fishery cooperatives submit year-end reports summarizing

their fishing activities from the preceding year and cooperative agreements for the upcoming year
(these were mailed to you on March 5). This requirement is interpreted such that the cooperatives



submit information only if and to what degree such agreements have been notified from existing
agreements. Co-op representatives will provide a joint, summary report to the Council at this
meeting. Under Amendment 91 to the BSAI Groundfish FMP, sector representatives are also now
required to provide an overview of their Chinook salmon bycatch reduction efforts under individual
incentive program agreements (IPAs). Representatives will provide their first IPA reports from the
2011 fishing year at this meeting. Written copies of these reports are not due until April 1.
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USS Rockfish Cooperative 2011 Annual Report to NPFMC

L Introduction and Cooperative Quota

In 2011, the USS Rockfish Cooperative (“USS Co-op”) was comprised of the vessels
ALLIANCE and LEGACY, license limitation program (“LLP”’) numbers LLG2905 and
LLG1802 respectively. David Wood is the authorized representative of the USS Co-op.
ALLIANCE and LEGACY assigned the rockfish pilot program (“RPP”) quota share
(“QS”) attached to their LLPs to the USS Co-op creating its initial annual fishing
cooperative quota (““CQ”) as accounted for in Table 1.

Table 1: Initial USS Co-op CQ (metric tons).

Initial CQ Allocation (mt)
GOA Pelagic Shelf Rockfish 52.68
GOA Rougheye Rockfish 10.31
GOA Shortraker Rockfish 1.97
GOA Thornyhead Rockfish 2.95
Northern Rockfish 22.05
Pacific Ocean Perch 50.87
Sablefish ' 4.11
Halibut 2.19

The annual report information required by 50 CFR 679.5 is included below. Descriptions
are very brief because the USS Co-op vessels did not harvest RPP CQ or participate in
any RPP sideboarded fisheries in 2011.

II. Inter-cooperative CQ Transfers

USS Co-op transferred all CQ for 2011 to the Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Best Use
Cooperative (“Best Use Co-op”) as allowed by 50 CFR 679.81 (4)(iii)(A-F). The transfer
of CQ led to USS Co-op having a fishable CQ of “0” as described in Table 2.

Table 2: Sum CQ Transfer Out and Resulting Fishable CQ of the USS Co-op for 2011.

Sum CQ Transfers Out Resulting Fishable CQ
(mt) (mt)

GOA Pelagic Shelf Rockfish | 52.68 0
GOA Rougheye Rockfish 10.31 0
GOA Shortraker Rockfish 1.97 0
GOA Thornyhead Rockfish | 2.95 0
Northern Rockfish 22.05 0
Pacific Ocean Perch 85.87* 0
Sablefish 4.11 0
Halibut 0 2.19




USS Rockfish Cooperative 2011 Annual Report to NPFMC

* The Pacific Ocean Perch CQ transfer out of 85.87 mt is higher than the initial CQ of
50.874 mt because an inter-cooperative agreement transferred 35 mt of QS into the USS
Co-op in 2011.

IIL Sideboard Limits for USS Co-op and by Vessel Harvest

The USS Co-op sideboard limits are accounted for in Table 3 and are not transferrable.
50 CFR 679.81(4)(iii)(E). Sideboard limits allow for vessels with a history in other Gulf
of Alaska (“GOA”) fisheries to harvest up to their historical average catch levels. '
Table 3: USS Co-op Rockfish Sideboards.

Sideboard Percentage = Metric Tons

WG Northern Rockfish 4.514% 4.5
Deep Water Complex Halibut 22.744% 22.7
Shallow Water Complex Halibut 22.363% 22.3
WG GOA Pelagic Shelf Rockfish 1.319% 1.3
WG Pacific Ocean Perch .097% 0.1

Vessel-by-vessel harvest data is unavailable and inapplicable because neither the
ALLIANCE or LEGACY participated in the GOA sideboard fisheries during 2011.

IV. Retained or Discarded Catch of CQ, Plus Sideboards by Area and Vessel
Actual retained or discarded catch of CQ, and sideboards by statistical area and
vessel are unavailable and inapplicable because the USS Co-op vessels did not
harvest RPP CQ or participate in the RPP sideboarded fisheries in 2011,

V. Methods Used To Monitor Vessel Participation In Fisheries

Neither the ALLIANCE or LEGACY participated in the Central GOA rockfish or
sideboarded RPP fisheries in 2011.

V1. Actions Taken In Response to Members Exceeding Their Allowable Catch.
None of the USS Co-op members exceeded their allowable catch in 2011.
VII. Conclusion

The transfer of all USS Co-op CQ in 2011 to the Best Use Co-op helped efficiently
harvest the resource.
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INTRODUCTION

The Cascade Unimak Rockfish Cooperative (Cooperative) was one of five catcher/processor
cooperatives that formed in 2011 under the Central Guif of Alaska Rockfish Pilot Program (RPP).
The Cooperative has two member vessels/licenses, the F/T Seafisher (LLG2014) and the F/T
Unimak (LLG3957). This was the first year these licenses participated in the RPP as part of a
cooperative. In previous years they fished as part of the limited access fishery or opted out of
the program. Implementation of Gulf of Alaska FMP Amendment 85, which removed the July
BSAI stand-down period for RPP catcher/processor participants, helped facilitate formation of
the Cooperative.

COOPERATIVE QUOTA HARVEST & RETENTION

The Cooperative was allocated quota for primary species (Pacific Ocean perch, northern
rockfish and pelagic shelf rockfish), secondary species (rougheye rockfish, sablefish, shortraker
rockfish and thornyhead rockfish), and halibut prohibited species quota in the central gulf. The
Cooperative completed quota transfers for four of its allocated species and the F/T Unimak was
used to harvest all cooperative quota in the central gulf (Table 1). The Alaska Region catch
accounting database and observer data were the sources for this information.

Species Initial Transfers | Transfers | Total CQ | Catch % of CQ
CQ Allocation in Out Harvested
Pacific Ocean Perch 566.660 - - 566.660 | 558.172 99%
Northern rockfish 120.753 - 19.0 |101.753 | 98.037 96%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish 128.565 - 91.7 36.865 | 21.405 58%
Rougheye rockfish 59.947 - - 59.947 | 12.341 21%
Sablefish 23911 - 5.0 18.911 9.175 49%
Shortraker rockfish 11.45 | 18.803 - 30.253 | 21.974 73%
Thornyhead 17.143 - - 17.143 3.168 18%
Halibut 12.717 - - 12.717 1978 16%

Table 1. CGOA CQ allocations, transfers, and harvest in Area 630 by species. Harvested by F/T
Unimak.
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For the RPP, fishing occurred in Areas 620 and 630 of the central gulf. Actual retained (product
weight) and discarded catch of CQ as reported in Sea-Landings is shown in Table 2. The RPP
regulations stipulate that no primary or secondary species be discarded while a vessel is fishing
under a CQ permit and all primary and secondary species were retained by the Cooperative.

Species 620 Retained | 620 Discarded | 630 Retained | 630 Discarded
Pacific Ocean Perch 270.081 0 38.451 0
Northern rockfish 53.928 0 0 0
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish 12.957 0 0.105 0
Rougheye rockfish 0.000 0 8.064 0
Sablefish 1.554 0 5.187 0
Shortraker rockfish | 0.105 0 22.596 0
Thornyhead 1.176 0 1.743 0

Table 2. F/T Unimak actual retained product weight and discarded catch from the central gulf

reporting areas.

COOPERATIVE SIDEBOARD HARVEST & RETENTION

In addition to the Cooperative’s allocations in the central gulf, it had sideboard limits for a
variety of rockfish species in the western gulf and West Yakutat and for deep-water and
shallow-water halibut throughout the gulf (Table 3). The F/T Unimak was used to harvest
sideboards in West Yakutat (Area 640) and the F/T Seafisher harvested sideboards in the

western gulf (Area 610). No sideboard limits were exceeded by the Cooperative.

Species Sideboard Catch % of Retained Discarded
Limit Sideboard
Harvested

Pacific Ocean Perch 275.789 168.540 61% 91.267 0.516
(WG - 610)
Northern rockfish 30.227 0.478 2% 0.040 0
(WG - 610)
Pelagic Shelf 12.071 1.068 9% 0.481 0
Rockfish (WG - 610)
Pacific Ocean Perch 1,061.871 1,040.812 98% 565.845 0
{WY - 640)
Pelagic Shelf 246.921 24.266 10% 15.057 0
Rockfish {WY - 640)
GOA Deep-water 10.222 3.146 31% n/a n/a
Halibut
GOA Shallow-water 0.249 0 0% n/a n/a
Halibut

Table 3. Cooperative’s western gulf and West Yakutat sideboard limit, catch, production, and

discards.
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HARVEST & AGREEMENT MONITORING

The Cooperative used custom software (E-Harvest and CatchPoint) to monitor each vessels
catch of quota and sideboard species. Each haul was sampled by onboard fishery observers and
their data imported into custom software that extrapolated the sample data to the entire haul.
In this manner, each vessel was able to monitor their catch on a haul-by-haul basis to ensure no
limits were exceeded. Daily reports were also sent to the Cooperative, who also monitored
catch and progress towards harvest limits. No violations of the Cooperative’s membership
agreement occurred and the Cooperative did not take any actions against any member.

SUMMARY

The RPP has been a successful program and participants have benefited from the rationalized
rockfish fisheries in the central gulf. As the RPP sunsets and we move to a new management
regime under the revised rockfish program we hope that participants continue to receive the
same benefits and operating flexibility that has been afforded under the pilot program and that
rationalization of the other groundfish fisheries in the gulf will someday be accomplished.
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Background

Closure zones were established for the Bering Sea pollock (Theragra calcogramma)
fishery to ensure that fishing vessels would avoid areas with the potential for substan-
tial bycatch of chum salmon (Oncorhynchus keta). Vessel Monitoring System (VMS)
units monitored the movement and location of fishing vessels, and fisheries observers
and vessel logbooks recorded whether vessels were actively fishing. Sea State, Inc.
establishes these closure zones and monitors vessel compliance of these zones using
VMS data. In addition to these requirements, The National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Fisheries, Alaska Region, requires “an external audit designed
to evaluate the accuracy of the approach used by Sea State to monitor compliance” be
prepared for the pollock fishery. The audit, which NOAA required be based on an
“[e]xamination of a randomly selected subset of vessel/days representing 10% of the
catch” was conducted by ABR, Inc.—Environmental Research and Services (hereafter,
ABR) for Sea State, Inc. This report presents the analytical methods used to evaluate
Sea State’s salmon closure zone compliance monitoring, and the results of the audit.

Study Objectives

The objectives of the audit were twofold: (1) assess the compliance of fishing ves-
sels within salmon closure zones by sampling 10% of the 2011 fishing effort, and (2)
compare the audit findings with Sea State’s conclusions regarding closure violations.

Assumptions

The audit is based upon the following assumptions, which we have not independently
verified:

1. Fishing observer data are always correct, and these sources never report
non-fishing activity when fishing actually was occurring, or fishing activity
when vessels were not fishing.

2. The following data provided by Sea State are free from errors: the table of
VMS locations; the tables of observer data indicating haul start and stop
times, and catch weights; the tables used to determine coop membership.

3. Allcoordinates specified in the VMS location tables and vessel closure an-
nouncements were in the same horizontal datum, namely World Geodetic
System 1984 (WGS1984).
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Audit Methods

Subset Selection

The pollack fishery has three major sectors (Cather / Processors, Catcher vessels sup-
plying motherships, and Catcher vesses supplying shoreside fish processors), but all
vessels now have fisheries observers on board, so we no longer distinguish between the
sectors in our analysis.

Although the NOAA Fisheries requirement stipulated that “vessel/days represent-
ing 10% of the catch” were to be audited, we did not interpret this literally because fish
catches were not reported by day. Catch was reported for each haul and/or for each
individual fishing trip. These catch totals might cover a portion of a day or portions of
multiple days. We believe our sampling method, described below, was consistent with
the intent of the permit stipulation.

Data collected by fisheries observers provided full coverage for the fishery with
start times, stop times, and catch weight for each haul. To randomly select vessel/days
representing 10% of the catch, individual hauls were selected without replacement until
the total number of hauls exceeded 10% (Appendix 1).

Identification of Candidate Closure Zone Violations

Before performing any analyses on the VMS location data, we verified the closure
locations and tier status information by examining all closure notification memos and
building closure polygons based on these memos. The dates that a closure applied for
each permit cooperative unit (coop) was also recorded from the original memos.

All VMS points (i.e., a ‘point’ is a specific latitude-longitude coordinate for the
fishing vessel) were then passed through a series of geoprocessing operations and
database filters to reduce the full set of data down to a limited number of potential
closure zone violations.

First, the VMS points were intersected with the dataset of closure polygons (i.e., the
geographic area of the closure zones) for all points that were within a closure when the
closure was operational. This overlay excluded all points that were outside of closure
zones, or were inside zones when the closure was not in effect. Each occurrence of a
point within a closure zone resulted in an output table row linking the VMS point with
the closure zone.

Next, these intersections of VMS points and closures were reduced by removing all
intersections that weren’t part of the 10% random sample of trips or hauls we generated
earlier. The remaining point / closure intersections represent the list of ‘candidate’ (i.e.
possible) violation points.

BUFFER FILTER

There were four data providers for VMS locations: Faria, SkyMate / Nobletec, CLS
America, and Thrane and Thrane. We only have information on the accuracy of the
Thrane and Thrane system. For these locations we applied a two-stage buffering oper-
ation, forming a polygon from each point by adding and subtracting a pair of data trans-
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mission error terms (+0.000333 degrees for rounding errors and +0.000667 degrees for
truncation errors) to each location, and then applying a second 30 meter buffer repre-
senting the positional accuracy of the satellite locations. For the other three systems,
we had no information on how the data was transmitted or the accuracy of individual
locations, so we applied a simple 30 meter buffer around each point.

The buffered polygon boundaries around each location point were next compared to
closure zone boundaries. When the buffer polygons were partially outside the closure
zone of interest, the corresponding points were flagged as “excluded by buffer” and
these points were eliminated from further consideration.

Because of the uncertainty surrounding the different systems, we performed an
analysis designed to characterize the quality of the data for each system. We made
a pass through the data to determine the speed and heading of each vessel from each
point to the next point along their path while the vessels were fishing, counting the
number of points where speeds exceeds a reasonable threshold (7 knots).

The results of this analysis are not adequate to characterize the accuracy of individ-
ual points and was not used in filtering process, but they useful in determining the data
quality of each VMS provider.

TIER STATUS FILTER

Location points that still remained as candidate violations were then compared to the
tier status reports to determine whether the vessel was exempt from the closure re-
strictions at the time of the candidate violation. Some closures applied to all vessels,
regardless of tier status, Other closures were advisory only, and so technically did not
apply to any vessels. The remainder of closures applied to only certain vessels—some
vessels were exempt, based on past performance of their coop at avoiding salmon by-
catch. Candidate violations that occurred when the vessel was exempt from closure
restrictions were flagged as “exempt from closure due to tier status™ and excluded from
further consideration.

At this point, all remaining observations with observer data were considered closure
zone violations. These observations were flagged as “‘possible violation.”

SPEED FILTER

For those locations that have been flagged as “possible violation,” we examined the
speed of those locations to identify any locations where the speeds were large enough
that they could indicate an inaccurate satellite position, or a vessel that was actually
running rather than fishing. We applied the simple speed threshold we developed for
our assessment of the 2006 season [MacanderDissing2007]. This is an automated way
to filter out many points that clearly corresponded to rapid vessel travel, rather than
potential fishing activity.

The speed filter applied several criteria to candidate violations to determine whether
they could be excluded on the basis of vessel speed. Locational points met the speed
test criteria and were excluded based on a high sustained speed, if they had 1) GPS
coordinates, 2) at least 5-min elapsed time from the previous point, 3) at least 5-min
elapsed time to the next point, 4) a calculated speed of >5.6 knots from the previous
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point, and 5) a calculated speed of >5.6 knots to the next point. Accuracy of the speed
filter was able to predict fishing activity correctly for 99.83% of examined points in
2006 [MacanderDissing2007]. The low failure rate of this method is acceptable, espe-
cially because visual examination of the points in question is likely to have a similar, if
not higher, failure rate.

To develop the data necessary to apply the speed filter, the minimum sustained
speed and the time interval to and from successive VMS locations was calculated for
all of the trips. Speeds were calculated from the difference in time and the distance
between successive VMS locations. These values corresponded to a minimum speed
because vessels traveling a zig-zag course between two observations would have a
speed higher than the calculated speed. Candidate violations from that met our speed
test criteria were flagged as “excluded due to high sustained speed.” These data were
excluded from further consideration.

VISUAL EXAMINATION

The remaining candidate violations were reviewed manually. In the past, we have
noted that some of the points that did not pass the conservative speed test corresponded
to non-fishing activity. For example, some points, which were just below the speed
threshold, were along a straight line with several other points that did meet the criteria
of the speed filter. Points that did not meet the speed test, but which were determined to
correspond to running out to the fishing ground (based on visual review), were flagged
as “excluded by manual review: vessel running.” These data were excluded from fur-
ther consideration.

Remaining points corresponded to fishing in closure zones, and will be flagged
as “possible violation.” Violations will be reported to Sea State and the North Pacific
Fisheries Management Council (NPFMC). A database containing the relevant attribute
data for these violations, and maps for each violation, would be provided to Sea State
and NPFMC.

Comparison with Sea State Determinations

A comparison of the violations reported by ABR was made to those reported by Sea
State. All of the location points that were part of ABR’s 10% selection were considered
in this assessment.

Results and Discussion

Identification of Candidate Closure Zone Violations

IDENTIFYING CANDIDATE VIOLATIONS

The identification of candidate violations was entirely automated, without any interpre-
tation or subjective thresholds (Table 1). This automated approach efficiently reduced
the number of points requiring closer examination from 562,155 for the total fishery to
the 25 locations that were assessed for potential closure zone violation. Many of the
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original set of VMS locations were for vessels not in the fishery, which is why the 10%
subset is smaller than would be expected.

Table 1: Number of vessel locations considered at different stages of the
closure violation audit, Bering Sea pollock fishery, 2011.

Category Locations
All VMS Locations 562,155
Select 10% of Hauls or Trips 13,712
Points in Closure when Closed (Candidate Violations) 25
Violations 25

CATEGORIZING CANDIDATE VIOLATIONS

A small degree of subjectivity is involved in setting the buffer distances and vessel
speed thresholds, as well as in the process of reviewing vessel tracks manually. We
believe, however, that cur approach was cautious, well-documented, and reasonable.
After applying the buffers, tier status, speed threshold, and a visual review, the number
of candidate violations remained at 25 (Table 2).

Table 2: Results of ABR review of candidate violations of the closure
zones, Bering Sea pollock fishery, 2011.

Category Total
Candidate Violations 25
Excluded by buffer 0
Excluded based on tier status 0
Excluded by speed filter 0
Excluded by visual review 0
Violations 25

We found 25 candidate violations that could not be exonerated by our processes.
These locations were for a single vessel, fishing in three chum salmon closure zones
that were in effect for their coop (Figures 1, 2, and 3).

Analysis of VMS location systems

Table 3 shows the results of our analysis of the accuracy of each of the VMS location
providers. Of primary concern in this result is the high frequency of points from the
SkyMate / Nobletec and CLS America systems where the speed calculated from one
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point to the next was greater than the likely maximum rate of travel while fishing. In
addition, the large difference between mean and median speed, and the high standard
deviation of fishing speeds calculated from SkyMate / Nobletec positions is further ev-
idence that the accuracy of the locations from this system are suspect. We recommend
the data providers be required to identify the accuracy of their systems, preferably in
such a way that the accuracy of individual points can be assessed, and that the reporting
interval be more frequent.

Table 3: Speed analysis of four different VMS location providers during fishing
activity, Bearing Sea Pollock fishery, 2011.

VMS location sys- Average Median Standard devia- Frequency of high

tem speeds (knots) speed tion speed locations
(knots)

Thrane and Thrane 3.28 3.38 1.25 0.22

CLS America 3.90 3.25 2.88 17.82

Faria 3.13 3.29 0.97 0.41

SkyMate / Nobletec 493 2.83 25.94 5.97

Comparison with Sea State Determinations

A complete list of candidate violations was compiled and for each candidate violation
we identified, our verdict and the verdict of Sea State are listed (Appendix 2). Of
the 13,712 candidate locations in our 10% sample, both Sea State and ABR excluded
13,687 positions as potential violations based on their not being in a closure zone when
it was closed, or because the vessel belonged to a coop whose tier status meant the
closure didn’t apply. We found 25 locations for a single vessel fishing in three separate
closure zones when the closures were in force for the coop they were a part of, and
none of our filters excluded these locations from being violations. Sea State identified
the same 25 violating locations.

We found that our verdicts agreed with Sea State’s determination in all cases. Our
10% subsample did not identify any errors in Sea State’s original determinations, and
we did not further investigate locations outside of our subsample.
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Closure 12 Violation, 20 July 2011
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Conclusions

ABR agreed with the determinations of Sea State for the 10% sample that we examined.
Of points examined, our determination agreed with Sea State for all 13,712 candidate
locations in our subsample. Minor discrepancies in the reason points were excluded
were found, but this is because our filtering methods differed. Despite differences
in methods, however, there was complete agreement by ABR and Sea State on final
verdicts.

With the exception of the closure zone data, which we reconstruct from the closure
documents, ABR’s assessment was based on our review and processing of data tables
developed and provided by Sea State, Inc. As a result, our audit does not systematically
assess any errors that might have occurred during Sea State’s data compilation process.
This could be addressed in the future by extending the compliance audit to include a
systematic comparison of raw data (such as the raw VMS files) with Sea State’s tables
for a fraction of each table.

Literature Cited

[MacanderDissing2007] Macander, M.J. and D, Dissing. 2007. Audit of salmon
closure zone compliance monitoring Bering Sea pollock fishery. ABR, Inc.-
Environmental Research & Services, Fairbanks, AK, 99708. pp. 48.

Bering Sea Pollock Fishery Audit, 2012 10



AGENDA C-1(a)
Supplemental
MARCH/APRIL 2012

Alaska Seafood Cooperative
Report to the North Pacific

Fishery Management Council
for the 2011 Fishery

March 23, 2012

Prepared by Jason Anderson and Beth Concepcion

~ ALASKA SEAFOOD
&7 COOPERATIVE

" WS fzrj'"?wd Harverted R@ﬁam}ﬁéf




Introduction

On September 14, 2007, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) published a final rule
implementing Amendment 80 to the Fishery Management Plan for Groundfish of the Bering Sea
and Aleutian Islands management area (BSAI). Amendment 80 provides specific groundfish and
prohibited species catch (PSC) allocations to the non-American Fisheries Act (AFA) trawl
catcher processor sector and allows the formation of cooperatives. Sector allocations and the
formation of cooperatives were intended to assist compliance with the Groundfish Retention
Standard (GRS) program.

On January 20, 2008, the Alaska Seafood Cooperative (AKSC) began fishing Amendment 80
allocations. This report summarizes AKSC, its catch for the 2011 fishing year, the processes
implemented to ensure that catch limits are not exceeded, and issues affecting AKSC members.



AKSC membership

During 2011, AKSC was comprised of the following six member companies, and sixteen non-

AFA trawl catcher processors.

Company Vessel Length Overall
M/V Savage Seafisher 211
Fishermen’s Finest, Inc. American No. 1 160
U.S. Intrepid 184
Iquique U.S., L.L.C. Arica 186
Cape Horn 158
Rebecca Irene 140
Unimak 184
Ocean Peace Ocean Peace 220
O’Hara Corporation Constellation 165
Defender 124
Enterprise 124
United States Seafoods, LLC Seafreeze Alaska 296
Legacy' 132
Alliance 107
Ocean Alaska 107
Vaerdal 124

! The Prosperity LLP is assigned to the Legacy.




Coop management

AKSC activities are governed by a Board of Directors, which is appointed by AKSC Members
(Members). Additionally, owners, captains, crew, and company personnel participate and
provide input to the cooperative management process. The Members executed a cooperative
agreement after extensive discussion and negotiation that outlines harvest strategies, harvest
shares, and agreement compliance provisions. The agreement is amended as necessary to
improve cooperative management of allocations and PSC, and to comply with regulatory
programs.

The AKSC Manager is responsible for day-to-day cooperative management. This includes
facilitating communication among the fleet, member companies, and AKSC staff; ensuring
compliance with the AKSC agreement and regulatory programs; tracking the AKSC budget;
coordinating Board meetings and AKSC activities; ensuring harvest shares are distributed in a
timely and accurate manner; and managing the AKSC office and staff. The Manager also
completes all cooperative reporting requirements in a timely manner, including applying for
annual AKSC catch allocations. Finally, the Manager coordinates with other staff on research,
protected species issues, and community outreach to provide catch and operational transparency.

AKSC also employs a full-time Data Manager. The Data Manager is responsible for tracking
individual vessel catch and bycatch information relative to allocations; providing regular reports
to the coop; securely archiving data; identifying and resolving data errors; and working with the
Alaska Region and Observer Program offices to ensure timely information streams. The Data
Manager also provides Geographic Information System support and analysis as needed.

Finally, AKSC members employ Seastate, Inc., which assists as a third party in management
activities. Seastate, Inc. is the direct observer data link for many of the processes and activities
described in this document, specifically, identifying bycatch issues and tracking historic catch
and bycatch trends.

Harvest strategy

AKSC has implemented several protocols and practices to maintain regulatory compliance and
ensure allocations are not exceeded. These are described below.

Subsequent to receiving annual cooperative allocations, AKSC and Seastate, Inc. staffs calculate
individual vessel harvest shares and PSC limits. For each internal harvest share and PSC
allocation, a reserve is established so that both individual vessels and AKSC as a whole have a
buffer that will be reached prior to the allocation limit. Vessels may not fish into their reserve
without Membership approval.



The AKSC agreement also establishes a mechanism for Members to transfer quota among
themselves, and other Amendment 80 cooperatives. These transfers must be approved by the
AKSC Manager, and may be facilitated by AKSC staff.

Catch monitoring

AKSC receives data from several different sources. Generally, this includes total catch and
species composition information from the North Pacific Groundfish Observer Program, Alaska
Fisheries Science Center; total catch and species composition information from the Alaska
Region; and production data from the Alaska Region. These data are used by NMFS to debit
quota accounts and calculate groundfish retention.

The AKSC Data Manager receives observer data, which are archived in a database. The
database allows the Data Manager to track various Amendment 80 quota accounts, bycatch
amounts, catch of other non-Amendment 80 targets, and transfers among Members. The Data
Manager uses the database to summarize catch information and distribute regular catch reports to
vessels and AKSC members. The Data Manager also performs routine data quality checks on
observer data, and resolves any discovered errors with individual vessels and NMFS.

NMFS Alaska Region quota catch information is provided to AKSC staff on a secure website.
As noted above, this information constitutes official AKSC catch. As a quality control measure,
the Data Manager compares these data with the corresponding observer data, and resolves
discrepancies.

In addition to receiving regular reports from AKSC staff, Seastate, Inc. provides each Member
and AKSC staff access to a secure website. This webpage provides vessel owners with vessel-
level catch information for Amendment 80 quota species, GOA sideboarded species, and other
species of interest. Additionally, the Seastate, Inc. website displays information on vessel and
cooperative GRS levels.

AKSC vessels submit daily production reports through a NMFS software program called
Elandings. AKSC also collects this information to keep a running tally of vessels’ Retention
Compliance Standard (RCS).

Observer information is transmitted from the vessel, to the Observer Program Office at the
Alaska Fisheries Science Center, then to the Alaska Region office. Data undergoes initial error
checking, and individual observer sample amounts are expanded to total catch amounts.

By the time Alaska Region catch information is available to AKSC staff, company
representatives, and vessel captains, it is two or three days old. To address this delay, companies
have purchased software packages that expand raw observer sample data to total catch amounts,
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and assign catch amounts to quota categories. These data expansions mirror NMFS algorithms
that expand raw observer sampling data. This software allows vessel captains to analyze catch
amounts on a real time basis, and make informed fishing decisions to maximize harvest amounts
while minimizing the possibility of vessel overages.

To help ensure accurate quota accounting and compliance, NMFS requires vessels to implement
an extensive monitoring package at their own expense:

* 200 percent observer coverage, nearly all hauls are sampled

* Motion-compensated observer scale

* Flow scale for weighing the entire catch

* No mixing of hauls

* No fish on the deck outside of the codend |

* Only one conveyor line at the point the observer collects a sample

* Each vessel must be certified to maintain one of three bin monitoring options
* Larger observer sampling station

* Vessel Monitoring System

The above list is collectively designed to improve data quality. High quality catch estimates are
important to AKSC members and provide increased confidence in NMFS management
information, thus facilitating intra-cooperative trades and quota management.

In addition to these extensive monitoring requirements, AKSC vessels and companies comply
with recordkeeping and reporting regulations. While recordkeeping and reporting requirements
are complex and create a significant burden to vessel captains and company representatives,
these efforts create an authoritative, timely, and unambiguous record of quota harvested.

The Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
prepared for regulations implementing Amendment 80 indicates that monitoring and catch
accounting challenges are greater and more complex than other quota programs. To address
these challenges and ensure quota limits are not exceeded, NMFS has required, and AKSC
vessels have implemented, the extensive and expensive monitoring program described above.

GOA sideboard management

Regulations limit Amendment 80 vessels to historic catch levels by establishing sideboard
amounts for several species. To help manage GOA sideboard fisheries, AKSC established a
GOA fishing plan. The 2011 GOA fishing plan described management measures AKSC utilized
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to ensure individual vessels had access to historical GOA catch amounts for certain rockfish
fisheries, and halibut PSC.

Rockfish Pilot Program management

In 2011, AKSC vessels participated in the Rockfish Pilot Program Limited Access fishery, and
others were members of two Rockfish Pilot Program cooperatives. For the Limited Access
fishery, AKSC staff communicated with NMFS to provide daily catch information to establish

~ appropriate closure dates for Amendment 80 rockfish sideboards and the Rockfish Pilot Program
catcher processor sideboards.

2011 AKSC Catch

The following tables provide AKSC catch. All data is rounded to the nearest whole number for
reading simplicity. AKSC catch during the 2011 fishing year fell within allocation levels, and
no overages occurred. It’s important to understand that fishing behavior and catch amounts
under any given year of cooperative operations may not reflect those of other years. Several
examples are provided below in the section titled OY, TAC setting, Amendment 80 operations,
and the need for increased flexibility.

AKSC initially apportions its annual NMFS-issued allocation to individual companies or vessels.
Subsequently, AKSC companies are able to engage in transfers with other AKSC companies or
vessels to maximize harvesting efficiencies. Additionally, AKSC engaged in trades with another
Amendment 80 cooperative. Because allocations are managed under hard caps, some portion of
each of AKSC’s allocations will be left unharvested to serve as a buffer prior to reaching
allocation amounts. '

Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands AKSC Allocated Quota and Catch Amounts

Species AKSC A80 AKSC Catch
Allocation (mt) (mt)
Cod (Total) 23,232 21,139
Yellowfin Sole *89,814 85,424
Rock Sole 55,576 42,388
Flathead 29,773 6,965
POP 541 2,095 2,045
POP 542 1,841 1,812
POP 543 3,436 3,403
Mackerel 541 13,694 13,558
Mackerel 542 3,809 3,765
Mackerel 543 545 17

Notes: AKSC received a yellowfin sole reallocation of 1,151 mt on Oct 5. Allocation amounts marked with an
asterisk “*” include those amounts. AKSC A80 Allocation amounts also include quota transferred to or from the
cooperative.



Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands AKSC PSC Limits and Catch Amounts

Species AKSC A80 | AKSC Catch
Allocation
Halibut Mortality (mt) 1,708 1,321
King Crab Z1 (#) *95,104 24,557
Bairdi Z1 (#) *410,906 167,238
Bairdi Z2 (#) *898,620 268,709
COBLZ Opilio (#) *3,538,834 204,540

Notes: Halibut mortality is reported as metric tons and crab mortality in numbers. AKSC received a Zone 1 red
king crab reallocation of 25,198, a Zone 1 Bairdi crab reallocation of 182,328, a Zone 2 Bairdi crab reallocation of
517,479, and an Opilio crab reallocation of 839,312. All of these reallocations occurred on Oct 19. Allocation
amounts marked with an asterisk “*” include those amounts. Additionally, AKSC A80 Allocation amounts include
quota transferred to or from the cooperative.

Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Salmon Catch Amounts

Species AKSC Catch
(#s)

Chinook 563

Non-Chinook 2,715

Notes: Salmon are reported as individual fish.
Northern Bristol Bay Trawl Area Yellowfin Sole and Halibut Catch Amounts

During presentation of the AKSC cooperative report at its April 2011 meeting, the Council
requested that the following year’s report include catch information from the Northern Bristol
Bay Trawl Area (NBBTA). The NBBTA fishery occurs in the summer, but ice conditions in
Bristol Bay affect the timing of that fishery. 2011 yellowfin sole and halibut catch amounts from
the NBBTA follow.

Species AKSC Catch (mt)

Yellowfin Sole 4,850

Halibut 1.67

Retention Compliance Standard

The Retention Compliance Standard (RCS) replaced the Groundfish Retention Standard (GRS)
beginning in 2011. Regulations implementing the GRS were removed by NMFS through

" "Emergency Rule (and pending proposed and final rulemaking) due t6 implementation and
enforcement issues that became evident after implementation of A80. Details of the GRS issues,
and the process for removing the GRS can be found in the EA/RIR/IRFA prepared for this action
(http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfinc/analyses/GRS211.pdf).



To continue high levels of groundfish retention in a transparent manner, the Amendment 80
sector proposed to internally monitor and enforce groundfish retention according the standards
established under Amendment 79. The RCS is implemented through a civil contract with
substantial non-compliance fines, and an annual third party audit report provided to the Council.
The implementation of the contract mirrors the details of Amendment 79 to avoid confusion, and
is calibrated to reflect differences between the calculation described in Amendment 79 and that
used to enforce the GRS standard.

The RCS agreement, including the calculation methodology, is appended to this report.

The RCS requires 2011 groundfish retention of 85 percent; AKSC achieved a groundfish
retention of 95.2%.

According to Council discussions at the February 2011 meeting, a critical component of the
industry monitored groundfish retention program is a third party audit. The results of this audit
are also appended to this report.

Findings and Future Issues

The following section highlights management programs and issues that concem AKSC members.
Most of these issues were described in previous cooperative reports and are available at:
http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/sustainablefisheries/amds/80/default.htm. Issues discussed in these
previous reports are briefly summarized in the bullets below. New issues are discussed
subsequent to this summary.

* For various reasons, Pacific cod has become a constraining species for Amendment 80
fishermen, and most Pacific cod is harvested as bycatch in other target fisheries. In
2011, only 1,189 mt of the 21,139 mt harvested by AKSC was reported in the cod
target. Addressing Pacific cod allocations and revising several management regulations
would increase Amendment 80 operational efficiencies.

*  On December 13, 2010, NMFS issued an interim final rule to implement additional SSL
protection measures (75 FR 77535). These protection measures significantly reduced
fishing opportunities for Atka mackerel and Pacific cod in the Aleutian Islands. These
closures are also expected to create spillover effects to other Amendment 80 fisheries.

* In 2008,2009, 2010, and 2011 AKSC was able to operate within PSC allocations using
70, 83, 81, and 80 percent of its halibut mortality allocation respectively. AKSC used a
lower portion of its crab limits during these years. However, fishing behavior, halibut
distribution, cooperative operations vary due to environmental and market conditions.
Additionally, total halibut biomass amounts are near record levels, and the current



biomass features a increasing numbers of smaller halibut. These small halibut are
difficult to exclude using traditional halibut excluders.

OY, TAC setting, Amendment 80 operations, and the need for increased flexibility

At its February 2011 meeting, the Council considered a concept that provided additional
harvesting flexibility for Amendment 80 flatfish species. Any approach adopted by the Council
would maintain it’s current 2 million mt optimum yield harvest policy, and individual species
harvest would remain below acceptable biological catch limits. To facilitate development of
such a concept, the Council asked industry to clarify operational constraints in this report.

As biomasses fluctuate over time, TACs are adjusted accordingly. During years where pollock,
Pacific cod, and flatfish biomasses are simultaneously high, industry and the Council must make
difficult allocation choices to remain below the statutory 2 million mt BSAI optimum yield (OY)
limit. During years when non-Amendment 80 species TACs are high, lowered Amendment 80
TAC:s result in reduced flexibility and may prematurely stop fishing, particularly with lower
yellowfin sole, rock sole, flathead sole, and Pacific cod TACs. The Amendment 80 sector must
support TAC amounts that allow for maximum harvest of all species in a wide range of
environmental conditions.

To ensure that cooperative quotas are not exceeded, AKSC distributes quota among each of its
active vessels, and vessel captains are required by internal agreement to remain below their
allocations. At the beginning of each year, companies establish fishing plans for their vessels
based on expected environmental conditions, bycatch limitations, and market conditions. In
practice, these can rarely be estimated with any precision, and actual fishing plans change
throughout the year.

Early in the year, many companies make strategic trades in an effort to maximize their quota
portfolio. However, bycatch rates, ice conditions, vessel breakdowns, markets, and other
variables are unpredictable. A prudent vessel operator balances these unknowns, and maintains
quota balances to increase operational flexibility throughout the year. Underharvesting
potentially limiting species early in the year allows maximization of others throughout the
remainder of the year.

For example, most AKSC companies participate in the late winter rock sole with roe fishery.
Because rock sole is hard capped, vessels must maintain a rock sole quota balance to support
fishing throughout the remainder of the year. In 2011, vessel captains were conservative and
intentionally left a portion of their rock sole unharvested, anticipating that these amounts would
be needed during the course of summer and fall yellowfin sole fisheries. This decision was
based on 2010 catch rates as a reasonable proxy for 2011. However, rock sole were less
aggregated later in the year than they had been at the same time in previous years, and AKSC left
24 percent of its allocation unharvested.
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The following table shows rock sole rates in the AKSC yellowfin sole fishery from 2008 through
2011. Rock sole rates vary greatly by year and month (e.g., September). Based on 2010 catch
rates from June through September, captains constrained their winter rock sole with roe fishery.
However, actual rates during this time were much less. This table illustrates the difficulty of
managing rock sole quota from year to year.

Percent Rock Sole in Yellowfin Sole Target (Rock sole to all Groundfish)

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec
2008 7% 9% 9% 4% 10% 3% 16% 5% 5% 5% 3% 3%
2009 0% 2% 6% 3% 4% 5% 14% 9% 6% 4% 1% 0%
2010 3% 6% 14% 5% 3% 9% 14% 16% 11% 5% 2% 0%
2011 0% 1% 4% 3% 8% 7% 12% 13% 4% 4% 2% 2%

The following figures show a comparison of rock sole rates in the yellowfin sole target for 2010
and 2011, and cumulative rock sole catch. By the beginning of August, cumulative rock sole
catch amounts were essentially equal. However, as shown above, 2011 rock sole rates decreased
significantly beyond what was experienced in 2010. The difference in catch rates resulted in
lower 2011 cumulative catch, and some AKSC rock sole went unharvested. Vessel captains
could not have predicted a decrease in rock sole rates in the 2011 fall yellowfin sole fishery. If
2011 rock sole rates would have been similar to 2010, AKSC rock sole catch would have been
almost 2,000 mt higher.

Rocksole Percentage in Yellowfin Target
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As of March 19, 2012, several AKSC vessels from one company have temporarily stopped
fishing due to several factors. First, rock sole were abundant and vessel managers curtailed rock
sole fishing in favor of maintaining rock sole quota balances to support later year flatfish fishing.
Second, ice cover extended into traditional yellowfin sole grounds, eliminating yellowfin sole
fishing opportunities. Finally, these vessels traditionally focus on flatfish fishing, and have
limited quota for other non-flatfish Amendment 80 species.

Other companies continue to target rock sole, also encountering high rock sole abundance.
These companies are essentially gambling that later year rock sole rates will be similar to 2011.
However, if rates during fall yellowfin sole fishing mirror those in 2010, some vessels may need
to prematurely cease targeting yellowfin sole.

Since AKSC began operations in 2008, AKSC companies have become increasingly adept at
maximizing quotas within the context of Amendment 80 hard caps and changing conditions.
Companies are less conservative, and internal and external trading has increased. However, due
to the current multispecies hard cap nature of Amendment 80 fisheries, these constraints will
continue to limit flatfish harvest because companies must maintain a balance of each flatfish
species that is sufficient to allow for both operational flexibility and annual fluctuations in actual
catch rates.

As noted above, Amendment 85 resulted in decreased cod allocation relative to other allocated
species. The following table reflects cod harvest during 2011. AKSC’s 2011 total cod allocation
was 23,232 mt, while its total allocation for all Amendment 80 species was 222,740 mt. Because
cod is harvested in all fisheries, most vessel captains aim for about 10 percent cod relative to all
other Amendment 80 species.
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2011 AKSC Pacific Cod Percentage Relative to Amendment 80 Flatfish Target

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov

Dec

Percent Cod 10% 11% 7% 12% 8% 6% 22% 16% 9% 16% 9%

11%

In July and August, cod rates in the summer yellowfin sole fishery jumped to 22 and 16 percent
respectively. Consequently, most captains chose to leave the yellowfin sole grounds until cod
rates decreased. These captains searched for other lower bycatch fisheries, such as arrowtooth
flounder.

As the season winds down and captains are better able to predict quota needs, companies may
intentionally increase cod harvest to the extent that aggregated cod can be found. However, cod
do not tend to aggregate later in the year, and cod bycatch rates in other fisheries vary widely by
year. Additionally, where cod aggregations can be found, captains are prohibited by Steller sea
lion regulations from directed fishing for cod beginning November 1.

Halibut PSC reflects a similar scenario. By regulation, the Amendment 80 halibut PSC
allocation has been reduced by 200 mt over four years. However, Amendment 80 allows
captains to leave areas of high halibut bycatch without losing fishing opportunities to other
vessels, and overall halibut bycatch has been reduced beyond regulatory allocation reductions.
The following table shows 2011 AKSC halibut bycatch by month and fishery. Blank cells
indicate that no target fishing occurred in that month.

2011 AKSC Halibut Rates (kg/mt)

Target

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov

Dec

Flathead sole 34 28 16 23 5 2 28 2

Yellowfin sole 0 2 4 1 7 14 7 2 5 10

34

Rock sole 6 7 4 8 7 18 9 7 7 23 66

Notice the relatively inconsistent halibut rates associated with flathead sole target fishery. For
the last several years, high halibut rates, high cod rates, and ice cover during typical flathead sole
fishing times have resulted in lower than average flathead sole harvest. However, these
conditions are impossible to predict during the TAC setting process. In any given year,
environmental conditions may change: halibut and cod bycatch in the flathead sole fishery may
decrease, and increase in the yellowfin sole fishery. If this occurs, flathead sole may become a
more viable target fishery, or flathead sole may be interspersed with other flatfish targets. In

13




either case, maintaining higher flathead sole quotas are important under the current Amendment
80 management scenario.

The Council is currently scheduled to review a discussion paper at its June 2012 meeting that
would address several of the issues described above. Providing additional inseason management
flexibility would allow Amendment 80 quota managers to address year-to-year variability within
the flatfish fisheries. This could provide relief for the Council TAC setting process by reducing
the need to fund quota categories at minimum levels to accommodate unpredictable

. environmental changes.

Research and Qutreach

In addition to harvesting and processing activities, AKSC is actively engaged in several projects
to improve the natural and human environment affected by fishing operations. These are briefly
described below.

Reducing halibut mortality

AKSC believes operating as a cooperative increases incentives for individual bycatch
accountability and optimal use of halibut bycatch mortality limits. AKSC vessels now have a
direct relationship between how they utilize their halibut bycatch mortality allowances and how
much of their allocated and non-allocated target species are harvested. Therefore, AKSC
companies continue to improve utilization of halibut excluders and how they avoid bycatch
hotspots through data sharing. Potential reductions in halibut mortality rates through improved
halibut handling procedures is another important part of the AKSC’s goal to make best use of its
halibut bycatch allowances. Increasing halibut survivability is critical to the development of an
adequate set of tools to accommodate Amendment 8 halibut PSC reductions.

During a 2009 EFP, AKSC explored alternative halibut handling procedures designed to return
halibut to the sea faster, and decrease halibut mortality rates. The average mortality rate for
halibut sorted on deck was 45 percent. This was a reduction of almost 50% relative to the
current average mortality rate assigned to the EFP target fisheries (75 percent is the current
average mortality rate applied to the BSAI flatfish fisheries). Average sorting time on deck for
the EFP overall was approximately 27 minutes from the time the net was brought aboard to the
time the last halibut was returned to the water or deck sorting was completed.

A subsequent Phase II to this EFP will be conducted in 2012. This EFP will explore additional
fisheries and vessels, and incorporate subsampling techniques that should allow sea samplers to
return halibut to the sea even quicker. Results of this second EFP will be provided at a
subsequent Council meeting.

14

(Aa\



Community outreach

AKSC representatives have traveled to western Alaska communities to engage with community
leaders. During several trips to Nome, Bethel, Dillingham, and Anchorage, AKSC met with
representatives from the Bering Sea Elders Group, Kawerak, the Association of Village Council
Presidents, the Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation, the Bristol Bay Native

~ Association, the Qayassic Walrus Commission, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service.
AKSC discussed operations under Amendment 80, provided catch information, and described
research to reduce trawl effects to the benthic habitat.

During 2011, AKSC has met several times with the Bering Sea Elders Group, Association of
Village Council Presidents, Trustees for Alaska, Native American Rights Fund, and Alaska
Marine Conservation Council to consider whether current closures adequately protect western
Alaska subsistence resources in the Etolin Strait/Nunivak Island area, while still maintaining
access to important flatfish fishing grounds.

Because careful halibut bycatch management is so important to AKSC’s ability to harvest its
target species allocations, AKSC captains avoid areas with high halibut rates as much as
possible. As high concentrations of yellowfin sole migrate across the Bering Sea shelf, AKSC
vessels follow these schools as they typically represent high catch per unit effort (CPUE) and
low halibut bycatch. As the ice clears, large yellowfin sole spawning schools congregate in very
shallow water. At certain times of the year, these may be the only low bycatch areas.
Displacement to other areas would result in higher CPUE, longer bottom times, increased costs,
and additional habitat effects. :

These shallow yellowfin spawning areas are sometimes adjacent to western Alaska communities.
Community members have expressed concern to AKSC and the Council about all vessel
activities, and their affects on local commercial and subsistence harvests. Our experience thus
far has shown that effective communication between communities and the industry is possible
and may preclude the need for the Council to take formal action in resolving disputes.

Looking forward

The following is a list of regulatory changes that would increase efficiencies, add flexibility, and
help AKSC vessels meet Amendment 80 goals. We welcome the opportunity to work with the
Council and NMFS to accomplish these changes.

Change the January 20 annual season start date

January 20 has traditionally been the regulatory start date for all trawl fisheries. This date was
established for several reasons, including providing trawl vessels with a single fair start date
several weeks after the holiday season. Because AKSC vessels are allocated most of their
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traditional target species, allocated PSC limits, subject to hard caps on these limits, and subject to
sideboards on non-traditionally harvested species, the Council has eliminated many of the
competition scenarios the January 20 start date was designed to mitigate.

This artificial start date creates stress on many of the vendors that we depend on, particularly the
shipyards, airlines, and hotels. By moving the January 20 start date back to January 1 for the
Amendment 80 sector, AKSC vessels would have additional flexibility to schedule fishing
operations around environmental and biological conditions of the fishery, and plan non-fishing
or shipyard times. It would also provide twenty additional fishing days, which would be
beneficial in allowing us to harvest our quotas.

Provide regulatory mechanism for inter-sector trades

With the formation of the freezer longline cooperative, inter-sector trades of allocated species
has become possible. Allowing Amendment 80 and freezer longliners to transfer cod and halibut
provides additional flexibility for both sectors.

Remove November 1 cod closure for trawl vessels

As noted above, SSL regulations designed to eliminate directed cod fishing later in the year
require NMFS to place cod on bycatch status, and result in discards as vessels operate later in the
year. Removing this closure will reduce waste of Pacific cod caused by forced discards, and will
also reduce the cost of avoiding cod that are an increasing fraction of the groundfish biomass.

Summary

The Council has designed, and NMFS has implemented, a well-designed program that provides
AKSC with the necessary tools to effectively manage Amendment 80 fisheries, minimize
bycatch to the extent practicable, and increase retention. AKSC and its member companies are
working hard to maximize the goals of Amendment 80 by implementing internal data
management and quality control measures that enable companies and vessel captains to
maximize allocations. Amendment 80 is arguably one of the most successful, highly regulated
rationalization programs to date. For 2011, AKSC catch amounts for this complex multi-species
fishery were well below regulatory limits, and the groundfish retention goals have been
exceeded. While AKSC companies are pleased with these successes, they have identified
management elements that could be improved, and look forward to addressing these with the
Council and NMFS.
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Attachment 1

Amendment 80 Sector
Retention Compliance Standard Agreement

The North Pacific Pishery Management Council established regulatory retention
levels based on historic retention performance for the Amendment 80 fleet.
However, while the Amendment 79 analysis in front of the Council examined
historic retention rates based on observer estimates in the blend and catch
accounting system, the Council ultimately chose to measure retention using
groundfish retention standard (GRS) methodology.

Implementation of the GRS resulted in the discovery that the retention
calculation methodologies used in the Amendment 79 analysis and the GRS were
notequal. As described in the Appendix to this Agreement, these differences
averaged nine (9) percent for the Alaska Scafood Cooperative (AKSC). In 2008,
the first year of the program, the AKSC retained 91 percent of its groundfish as
measured by the Amendment 79 calculation methodology, far beyond the 65
percent required by regulation. However, the GRS calculation methodology only
measured retention at 77 percent.

At its June 2010 meeting, the North Pacific Pishery Management Council
recommended that NMFS implement an emergency rule to temporarily remove
groundfish retention standard regulations. The emergency rule would be in
effect while a permanent FMP amendment solution is developed that addresses
issues associated with Amendment 79 implementation and enforcement.

To continue to meet Council bycatch reduction goals during development of an
alternative retention program, Amendment 80 participants have voluntarily
agreed to maintain current high groundfish retention levels by complying with
the following retention compliance standard (RCS). In this Agreement, the term

_ “parties” refers to any Amendment 80 coopcerative and individual entities

assigned to the Amendment 80 limited access fishery.

1. Retention Compliance Standard. Parties agree to meet or exceed an
annual RCS of 85 percent (see appendix) using the following calculation
methodology:

Retained Groundfi sh Catch (Production RWE)

RCS = = S served Total Groundf sh Catch (CAS) '

This is the same calculation methodology currently used by NMFS lo
calculate the GRS, and is annually calculated using the following data
inputs:
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* Retained groundfish catch is calculated as the total annual round weight
equivalent of all retained groundfish species as reported in production
data.

¢ Groundfish catch includes those species listed in Table 2a to 50 CFR 679.

* Observed total groundfish catch is calculated by flow scale measurements,
less any non-groundfish, PSC species or groundfish species on prohibited
species status.

The RCS is measured on an annual basis. Each Amendment 80
cooperative agrees to meet or exceed the RCS of 85 percent. Each entity
participating in the Amendment 80 limited access fishery agrees to
operate each of its vessels in such a manner that they meet or exceed the
RCS of 85 percent.

2. Monitoring Service. Parties agree that Seastate, Inc. will calculate each
vessel or cooperative’s annual RCS. Parties agree to take all actions and
execute all documents that may be necessary to enable the Monitoring Service
to calculate the RCS. In the event of a disputed RCS, an entity or cooperative
may verify that data and calculations are correct. However, parties agree to
Seastate, Inc. RCS calculations for purposes of compliance with this
agreement.

3. Liguidated Damages Calculation. Liquidated damages described below
arc based on the recommended range of penalties found in the Draft Policy for
the Assessment of Civil Administrative Penalties and Permit Sanctions, NOAA
Office of the General Council - Enforcement and Litigation. That document can be
found at http:/ / www.nunfs.noaa.gov/ole/draft_penalty_policy.pdf.

Number of Offenses Liquidated Damages Amount
1s $25,000
2nd $50,000
37 and every thereafter $100,000

4. Notice of Apparent Breach. The Monitoring Service shall monitor
compliance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement. The
Monitoring Service shall notify each party of any party who is out of
compliance with the RCS.

5. Liquidated Damages Collection and Related Bxpenses. A party will pay
liquidated damage amounts within ten (10) days of the notification
described above. Liquidated damages will be remitted to:

SeaShare

Macintosh HL: e Compli Standard Agmit Final 12-20.10.dac
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600 Erickson Avenue NE, Suite 310
Bainbridge Island, WA 98110

Liquidated damages amounts not paid when due shall accrue interest ata
rate of interest equal to the prime rate of interest announced by Bank of
America as of the last day of the voluntary compliance pcriod plus twelve
percent (12%). In addition to liquidated damages, parties shall be

entitled to an award of the reasonable fees and expenses, including
attorneys’ fees, a party incurs in conncction with any action the party
pursues to collect liquidated damages from the party in breach of this
Agreement.

. Annual third party audit. Each party agrces to conduct an annual audit of
the RCS calculation and the data used within the calculation. Results of
this audit will be reported to the parties, and the Council (see below.)

. NMEFS and Council reporting. Each party agrees to report its annual RCS
to the Council at cach April Council meeting. Cooperatives will include
the RCS in their annual cooperative report, and Amendment 80 limited
access participants shall create an RCS report. Each report will include the
results of the third party audit above.

. Agreement Term and Termination. This Agreement shall take effect
January 20, 2011 and shall remain in effect until replaced by regulations
implementing a Council approved groundfish retention program or until
amended by the partics.

. Miscellancous.

a. This Agreement contains the entire understanding of the parties as
to the matters addressed herein, and supersedes all prior
agreements related to the same. No amendment to this Agreement
shall be cffective against a party hereto unless in writing and duly
executed by such party.

b. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance
with applicable federal law and the laws of the State of
Washington. Venue for any action related to this Agreement shall
be in King County, Washington.

c. The parties agree to execute any documents necessary or
convenient to give effect to the intents and purposes of this
Agreement.

h HD:U: U , js:Desklop:R ton Compll Standand Agest Final 12-20-10.toc
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. All notices to be given hereunder shall be in writing and shall be

deemed given upon the earlier of when received or three days after
mailing addressed in accordance with the attached contact
information.

. This Agreement shall be binding on the successors and assigns of

all parties hereto.

In the event that any provision of this Agreement is held to be
invalid or unenforceable, such provision shall be deemed to be
scvered from this Agreement, and such holding shall not affect in
any respect whatsoever the validity of the remainder of this
Agreement.

. Any dispute related to this Agreement shall be submitted to

arbitration in Seattle, Washington upon written request of any
party. The party’s written request shall include the name of the
arbitrator selected by the party requesting arbitration. The other
party shall have twenty (20) days to provide written notice of the
name of the arbitrator it has selected. If the other party timely
provides such notice, the two arbitrators shall select a third
arbitrator within twenty (20) days. If the other party fails to select
an arbitrator within such period, then arbitration shall be
conducted by the single arbitrator originally designated. However,
if the other party responds within such period and designates an
arbitrator, the three arbitrators so selected shall schedule the
arbitration hearing as soon as possible thereafter. Every arbitrator,
however chosen, shall have experience in, or experiencc advising
entities that have experience in, thec commercial fishing industry of
the Bering Sea, shall have no material ties to either party to the
disputc, or to any other Amendment 80 Quota Share holder unless
the parties agree otherwise; and shall have executed a
confidentiality agreement satisfactory to the parties. The decision
of the arbitrator, or, in the case of a three-arbitrator panel, the
decision of the majority, shall be final and binding. The arbitrator,
or, in the case of a three-arbitrator panel, the majority of the
arbitrators, shall select the rules of arbitration.

. Nothing contained in this Agreement shall be construed to make

the parties to this Agreement partners, joint venturcrs, co-owners
or participants in a joint or common undertaking. The parties may
otherwise cngage in or possess an interest in other business
ventures of every nature and description, independently or with
others, including but not limited to the ownership, financing,

is:l Comnpli Standard Agint Final 12-20-10.doc
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management, employment by, lending to or otherwise
participating in businesses which are similar to the business of the
other parties, and no party shall have any right by virtue of this
Agreement in and to such independent ventures or to the income
or profits therefrom, nor shall any party by virtue of this
Agreement be subject to any obligations or liabilities arising out of
or related to such businecsses. The parties agree that their mutual
obligations under this Agreement extend only to their groundfish
retention activities, and nothing in this Agreement shall be
construed as permitting or obligating its parties to collaborate in
any other manner.

10. Faxed or Electronic Signatures; Coun'teg;arts. This agreement may be
executed in any number of counterparts, each of which shall be an

original, and all of which, taken together, shall constitute one and the
same instrument. Signatures transmitted by facsimile or electronic mail
are fully effective for all purposes.

EXECUTED as of December./ 7, 2010.

HL:L
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Appendix 1
Analysis of Proposed Retention Compliance Standards

Amendment 79 currently requires that the Amendment 80 sector mcct a retention
standard that incrcascs from 65% in 2008 to 85% in 2011. The Amendment 79 analysis
examined the changes in retention percentages by looking at historical data. Throughout
the analysis, computations of historical retention percentages and increased retention
tonnages were made using “blend” and/or catch accounting system (CAS) data. Total
calch and retained catch were derived from these data sources, both of which use a
mixture of production and observer data as the basis for calculations. Thus, retention
pereentage based on the blend (from here on “blend” refers to either the older blend
formula or the post-2003 CAS estimate) would be determined as:

Rb = Retained cateh (dlend)
T Total catch (blend) '

where (blend) indicates a data source that is compriscd of a mix of observer and
production data. The Council ultimately chose to definc a groundfish retention standard
expressed as the ratio of the round weight equivalent of retained product to total catch, or:

Retained catch (preducticn RIVE)

GRS = . —
Tora! catch (Hlend)

‘T'hroughout the Amendment 79 analysis, there exists an implicd assumption that the
retention percentage calculated by the new GRS method would be the same as the
retention percentage calculated by Rb. However, this assumption was not examined in
the analysis and no production round-wcight equivalents were presented that would allow
a reader Lo compute the GRS standard that was adopted. Data presented below indicate
that the GRS formula returns a significantly lower number than the Rb retention
percentage calculation used throughout the analysis. The cffcet of this diflerence is to
require much greater retention of catch by the Amendment 80 fleet than was anticipated
by the Council.

The Amendment 80 sector had, preparatory to coop lormation, requested blend, CAS,
and WPR information from NMFS. An analysis of those historic data shows a marked
contrast o results and conclusions on the cffects of the various Amendment 79
altcrnatives presented in the analysis. In the first ycar of operation under Amendment 79,
vessel operators werc able Lo increase both Rb and GRS dramatically. The GRS is
consistently less than Rb, and AKSC vessels were still only able to achieve 77% under
the GRS calculation. Using thc Amendment 79 analysis methodology (i.e., with Rb as a
proxy for GRS), Rb increascs from 77% to 91% between 2007 and 2008. Howevecr, the
feet’s apparent retention is still only 77% because it is now measured by GRS rather than
Rb.

Alacintosh HL:U: ! Ljs:DeshtopiR ion Comphance Stamlard Agmt Final 12-20-100.dac
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Harvest and retention by Blend/CAS and produce RWE for AKSC vessels. Tremont
(<125") excluded 2005-2007 because of incomplete data. Seastate data received

Jrom NMES.,

. Year:: ch- =(Rb) i ‘ S
1999 155,667 101,856 88,633 65% 57% %
2000 178,563 120,474 98,705 67% 55% | 12%
2001 158,781 116,455 102,434 73% 65% 2%
2002 190,247 132,061 116,800 69% 61% 8%
2003 188,257 129,620 114,116 69% 61% 8%
2004 217,658 145,767 130,801 67% 60% 1%
2005 201,586 153,673 136,311 76% 68% 9%
2006 196,360 151,422 133,929 7% 68% 9%
2007 211,325 163,437 147,119 7% 0% 8%
2008 260,296 235,580 200,161 91% 77% 14%
2009 251,602 226,886 203,673 90% 81% 9%
Average 200,940 152,476 133,880 5% 66% 9%

The average difference between the1999-2009 blend and GRS calculations is 9%.
Therefore, GRS percentages would nced to be adjusted downward to mect Council

intended retention goals as they understood them during deliberations of Amcndment 79.
These adjustments are reflected in the following table.

GRS Schedule Annual GRS Annual RCS
2010 80% 71%
2011 and each year 85% 76%
thereafter
[SIGNATURE PAGES FOLLOW]
Magintosh HD:L /s an,_js:D s n Compli, Stamdend Agmt Final 12-20-10.ctoc
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Attachment 2

FISHERIES INFORMATION SERVICES
413 SW Butterfield Place Corvallis, OR 97333
541-602-1609

Jason. Anderson
Manager, Alaska Seafood Coop

March 23, 2012
PROCEDURES FOR AUDIT OF RETENTION COMPLIANCE STANDARDS FOR ALASKA SEAFOOD CCOP

PURPOSE and DEFINITIONS:

The purpose was to provide an independent determination of annual retention rate of groundfish for Alaska
Seafood Coop (ASC) boats in Bering Sea/Aleutians (BSAI) groundfish fisheries in 2011, The rate is defined
as round weight equivalent of all retained groundfish (production) divided by observed total groundfish catch.

DATA SOURCES and CONFIDENTIALITY:

FIS agreed with ASC to keep all data confidential. All raw data is in the purview of National Marine Fisheries
Services (NMFS). After receiving permissions from each company, NMFS Alaska Region staff provided to
FIS data for each of the sixteen boats that participated in 2011 cooperative fisheries.

DATA SCOPE and FORMAT:

Data was received for 16 boats, There are two types of data. Production data was aggregated by species and
product type, converted to round weight equivalence. Observed total groundfish catch is from the NMFS
Catch Accounting System (CAS) and was aggregated by species group and round weight.

DATA PROCESSING:

Through the use of Excel Pivot tables, annual summaries by species for each boat were produced, including
all FMP groundfish species listed on table 2a of the regulations. For each boat, total production was divided
by total observed groundfish to determine its retention percentage. Total production for all boats was divided
by total observed groundfish for all boats to determine the cooperative’s retention percentage.

DATA RECONCILIATION AND EVALUATION

Rates that appeared to be outliers were flagged but no data errors were found. NMEFS actions requiring dis-
cards of skates and other rockfish occurred on Sept. 22 and Sept. 24 respectively. While required discards
should not be included in this exercise, estimated amounts were small enough that when they were discounted,
the fleet average retention percentage did not change (although retention percentages for several boats im-
proved very slightly).

DATA SUMMARY
The totals for all sixteen boats were 250,947 mt of production (in round weight) and 291,198 mt of observed
groundfish, for a Coop rate of 86.2 %.

Janet Smoker
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AGENDA C-1
Supplemental
MARCH/APRIL 2012

Report to the North Pacific Fishery Management Council
on the 2011

Bering Sea Pollock Intercooperative Salmon Avoidance
Agreement

Kar] Haflinger, Sea State Inc. - Intercoop Monitor
John Gruver, AFA Catcher Vessel Intercooperative Manager

This report is to the North Pacific Fishery Management Council and covers the Bering
Sea and Aleutian Islands Management Area (BSAI) Pollock Intercoop Salmon
Avoidance Agreement (“ICA”). During the course of the B season fishery, the pollock
Intercoop closed 67 areas to fishing based on high bycatch rates of chum salmon
experienced by vessels working in the area. Maps of the closures are shown in Appendix
1.

Under the terms of the ICA, applicants are to submit to the Council a report analyzing:

1. Estimated number of salmon avoided as demonstrated by the movement of fishing
effort away from salmon hot-spots.

2. A compliance/enforcement report that will include the results of an external audit
designed to evaluate the accuracy of the approach used by Sea State to monitor
compliance with the agreement, and a report on the effectiveness of enforcement
measures stipulated under the ICA in cases of non-compliance. Examination of a
randomly selected subset of vessel/days representing 10% of the catch during
each season will be used as the basis of the audit.

Number of non-Chinook salmon taken during the fishery:

For the sake of comparison we have included catch and bycatch amounts running back to
1993. These data are compiled from plant landing information for catcher vessels
delivering to shoreside processors, and observer data for mothership catcher vessels and
catcher-processors. The “other salmon” category includes all non-chinook salmon.

2011 Salmon ICA Report
To NPFMC 1 March 15, 2011



Observer data for both offshore and shoreside deliveries show that only very small
numbers of salmon other than chum in this category (for example, 152 unidentified, 31
pinks, and § silvers for the 2006B season EFP).

Table 1. Catch and bycatch of pollock and salmon in the directed pollock fishery by
season and for full years, 2000 — 2009.

B season other

B season salmon
Year pollock* bycatch
1993 740,569 242,473
1994 718,582 89,117
1995 647,865 17,625
1996 633,639 77,028
1997 546,988 64,504
1998 539,432 60,040
1999 511,211 44,261
2000 631,755 57,228
2001 813,022 50,948
2002 866,034 83,033
2003 876,784 170,688
2004 858,799 427,234
2005 878,618 637,957
2006 874,435 276,779
2007 775,261 82,641
2008 572,384 14,453
2009 469,128 38,040
2010 471,983 13,585
2010 681,480 191,517

* For the years 1993-1999, total groundfish from P and B targets, available on files from NMFS site
(below), were used instead of pollock.

Estimates of salmon bycatch for 1993-1999 are for all P and B trawl target fisheries,
including CDQ, and are available on the NOAA Fisheries, Ak Region web site.

(http./f'www.fakr.noaa.gov/sustainablefisheries/catchstats. htm)

Evaluation of salmon savings.

The evaluation of the number of salmon saved by the IC program is based on tracking
vessels that fished in a closed area before it closed, and then comparing their subsequent
bycatch to see if it was lower than expected if the area had not closed. Put more simply,
we perform a before-and-after comparison of the bycatch observed and expected from the
vessels that triggered the closure. The procedure is as follows:

2011 Salmon ICA Report
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1. Extract all observer data for haul locations falling inside a closure area, for a 5
day period preceding the closure. For shoreside catcher vessels, aggregate the
hauls that have the same “start fishing date” so that hauls with the same bycatch
rate are not artificially repeated. As an example, if 2 hauls from the same catcher
vessel trip show up in the closed area, they will have the same bycatch rate
because observers pro-rate bycatch evenly across all hauls. Consider them a
single observation with a value equal to the sum of the two hauls’ pollock and
salmon.

2. Consider all of independent offshore sector (C/P and mothership) hauls, and

combined “trip-level” hauls to be estimates of the bycatch ratio Ri = Z yil sz' ,

where y are counts of chinook or chum salmon, and x is the pollock catch from
individual hauls (offshore sector) or grouped, same-trip hauls (shoreside), and i
indicates a separate closure.

3. Extract the same haul or “grouped” haul information, for the same vessels, for the
duration of the closure (either 3 or 4 days). Their associated bycatch is available
from either observer or plant delivery information. Compute their expected
bycatch had they been able to stay and fish inside the now-closed area, by
summing the pollock catch of all vessels in this category, and multiplying this
summed pollock catch by the matching bycatch ration, Ri above.

4. Compute the standard error of this estimated Y (overall salmon bycatch if vessels
had stayed in the area and fished with bycatch rate R) treating R as a ratio
estimator (Snedecor and Cochran, Statistical Methods, 8" Edition, p 452).

Avoidance results from the 2010 Intercoop Agreement
Locations of the 2011 closuresl are shown in Figure 1.

Intercoop chum closures, 2011 B season

Figure 1. 2011 IC chum closures

2011 Salmon ICA Report
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Table 2 summarize of the results for both chum and chinook savings resulting from these
closures (Appendix Tables Ala-c show the underlying data, by closure, with associated
standard errors). An estimated 86,338 mt of observed groundfish was associated with
boats that fished inside areas before they were closed. These same vessels caught an
estimated 146,846 mt of groundfish in the five day interval following the respective
closure. An estimated 79,657 fewer chum were taken outside the closures than would
have been expected had the same amount of pollock been taken inside the closures, based
on the comparison of rates inside and outside closure areas. Chinook reduction were
minimal: 76 chinook fewer taken than the estimated 1,154 that would have been caught
at within-closure rates. These bycatch reductions represent a 63% decrease in expected
chum bycatch, and a 7% decrease in expected chinook bycatch.

Table 2. Chum salmon closure effectiveness

Closure statistic . Bycatch species

Chinook Chum
Pollock catch (inside, before closures) 86,338 86,338
Pollock catch (outside, after closures) 146,846 146,846
Actual bycatch (outside closures) 1,078 46,939
Expected bycatch (at pre-closure rate) 1,154 126,596
Savings 76 79,657
% reduction 7% 63%

A comparison with results from chum closures from previous years is shown in Table 3.
The “After-closure pollock” column shows the total tonnage of pollock harvested by
vessels that fished inside closures in the 5-day interval before they closed. This amount
of pollock can be viewed as having been moved from inside the closure area to outside
due to the closures. The 2011 amount (146,846 mt) is larger as an absolute amount, and
much larger as a percentage of the B season harvest, than we have seen in any other year
since the program began. The number is higher than in any previous year partly because
the ICA approved under the original Amendment 84 regulations was intended to protect
both Chinook and chum salmon, with Chinook bycatch reduction being the higher
priority. Therefore, chum RHS closures were discontinued once Chinook RHS closures
were triggered. The implementation of Amendment 91 removed all Chinook elements of
the original Amendment 84 regulations, thereby eliminating the replacement of chum
RHS closures for those protecting Chinook salmon. Consequently the number of chum
RHS closures, and therefore the associated pollock catch moved as a result of these
closures, has increased in 2011.

2011 Salmon ICA Report
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Table 3. Comparison of the effects of chum closures across years.

After- % of

closure harvest Chincok Chinook % Chum Chum %
Year pollock affected savings reduction savings reduction
2006 23,049 3% -97 21% 65,299 64%
2007 107,646 14% 2007 56% 75,970 82%
2008 3,448 1% 53 82% 768 73%
2009 5,701 1% 52 50% 6,270 76%
2010 12,637 3% 61 85% 1,808 84%
2011 146,846 22% 73 7% 79,657 63%

Compliance/ Enforcement

Ten apparent violations were referred to coops on November 2, 2009. The coops to
which these vessels belong have until May 28, 2012 to meet and decide on the validity of

these apparent violations.

An audit of Sea State compliance monitoring has again been awarded to ABR Inc of
Fairbanks, Alaska. ABR reviewed 10% of the coop fishing records and associated VMS

information. The draft report for this audit states that:

“We found that our verdicts agreed with Sea State’s determination in all cases. Our 10%
subsample did not identify any errors in Sea State’s original determinations, and we did
not further investigate locations outside of our subsample”

2011 Salmon ICA Report
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Appendix 1. Before-and-after closure fishing comparisons, by closure.

Estimated

“After” chinook|]  Chinook Estimated Chum Number of] Number of]

“Before” closure| "After” catch| reduction Std Err "After"| chum catch| ducti Std Err]  samples samples|

closure pollock closure without] (estimate- hi closure| without} (estimate-| chum prior to| after|

Date poliock cateh| chinook closure ectual)] estimate]chum catch closure} actual)]  estimate closure closure
0817/11 5,600) 1o,392| 19 7 -1 1.7 6,308 9,803 3,494 492.2) 37 41
06721111 22,103 10,576| 10 18 8 23 3,452 6,833 3,381 392.6] 138 45
06124111 3,207 5,600 3 9] 6 1.5 1,805 3,294| 1,489 271.2| 3 24
06,2811 326 2.035 1 [ 5 1.0 1,599 2.170) 571 103.8| 7 7
07/01/11 1,249 1,352 0 2] 2 0.2 114) 1,813 1,699 36.8 23] 4
07/05/11 403 1,499 1 6} 5 1.1 250] 2,352 2,102 169.2 8l 8
07/05/11 870 3,619 0 0f 0 0.0 120] 3,556 3,436 79.1 1] 4
07/08/11 3,003 3,506 3 o) [ 24 2.405| 5,252 2847 737.2 20| 18
07/12111 748 2,178| 5 of 5 0.0 383 4,69 4,313 7008 9| 10
07/15/11 1,283 1,832 0 4 4 2.2 1,677 1,856 180} 336.6) 11] 13
07/15/11 4,674 12,428 8 8 -1 1.0 2436 8,147 3,710 209.0] 56 36
07/19/11 382 7 0 0 0 0.0 883 329 -555 295.1] 5 2
07122111 4,420 5,352 17 2 -15] 1.0 751 2,190) 1,438 247.8| 32 29
07/22/11 5,519 13,104 10 2 0.2| 1,140 1,522 382 45.7 57, 13]
07/26/11 908 2,211 16 3 -13 0.6 158 397 239 21.5] 12 9|
07/26/11 720 5,150 19 0 -19 0.0} 2,229 1,894 -336 182.9) 7 ]
07/29/11 420{ 1,176 1 14 3 3.3] 327 288 -39 26.9 8 6

" 07729111 4,220| 9,747 4 [ 5 0.6 1,094 10,787| 9,693 270.7 47 9
080211 24] 22 0 1 [} 53, 10| 44 1 1
"08/02/11 30 152 1 1 0 17 6 11 1 2
" 08105/11 666 3517 4 0 -4 0.0 630 2,624 1,994 312.0) 8 6
" 08/09/11 2,889 4,420 7 14 7 24| 1,980 7,465 5,485 934.5| 32 28|
o811 3,276 8,977 53 7 -48 1.8 2,927 3,250 324 268.6 31 35
T 081211 886 5,597 10} 13 3 0.7 188 8.240 8,052 317.1 19 9
" 08/16/11 2,572 3,996 28| 1 -28| 0.2 1,026 2,021 995 61.7 48 16
" o191 5,220 4,419 56| 22 -34 26 1,403 3,168| 1,765 200.0] 65 34
" 08/23/11 217 538 4] [ 2 1.0| 23 353] 330 37.8 7 [
" 08/26/11 1,614 4,089 36| 53 17 4.4 2,304 2.224| 170 119.3 28 19
" o301 1,985 3,235 49] 10 -39 1.1 1,116 4976 3,860 489.5| 25 13
" 09/02/11 653 2,933 33 80 47 3.6 188, 7,018 6,830 133.1 15 5
'_'09 /06/11 197 150 5 0 -5 0.0] 87, 530 502 44.4 2 1
,-09/09/11 86 294 27 1 -26 152 1,040 889 A 2
, 0913111 58 69 19 2 -18 1.5 34 89 55 29 2 2
, 09/16/11 1,861 1,679 234 231 -3 29.0 1,241 1,683 442 179.7 25 18|
09/16/11 399 1,327) 41 80 39 32 138) 239 101 10.9 7 2

" 09/20111 241 719 114 165 52 6.9 151 709 557 69.2 5 5
7 00/2011 689 229 2 1 -1 0.6 979 485 494 125.9 15 4
7 09/27/11 830 1,263 2 50 48 1.8 37 5,306 5,269 252.3 24 [
:_0_9/30/11 94 1,325 63 58 -7 3.2 214 1,815 1,601 24.4 4 4
09/30/11 582 775 8 5 -3 0.7 24 1,157 1.133 115.4 10 3

7 10/04/11 198 2,509 30 141 11 5.3 793 1,949 1,156 30.6 4 4
" 10/07/11 174 1,521 43 98 53 55 253 1,029 776 18.4 3 3
7101111 23 348 4 0 -4 38 90 52| 1 1
101111 880 1,929 49 4 -45 0.6 il 2,475 2.398| 129.7] 11 5
10141 80 397 3 0 -3| 17 173 156| 1 1
102111 43 588 24 14 -10 0.7 3.628 1,235 -2,393 24.7 2 2

86,338]  146.846| 1,078 1,154 76 46,939] 126,596 79.657
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Appendix 2: Dirty 20 list appearances
Number of times each vessel was on a 2011 chum weekly dirty 20 list

; INﬁmes | G . 'Ntimes
Vessel | Vessel ‘ on list ; _ Vessal on list
AJ 0 Golden Alaska 0 PACIFIC CHALLENGER - MS 4
Alaska Ocean 3 GOLDEN DAWN 5 PACIFIC EXPLORER 3
ALASKA ROSE 3 GOLDEN PISCES 1 PACIFIC FURY 6
ALASKAN COMMAND 8 GREAT PACIFIC 4 Pacific Glacier 0
ALDEBARAN 3 GUN-MAR 5 PACIFIC KMIGHT 0
ALEUTIAN CHALLENGER 1 HALF MOON BAY 0 PACIFIC MONARCH 0
ALSEA 5 HAZEL LORRAINE 0 PACIFIC PRINCE 5
ALYESKA 0 HICKORY WIND 1 PACIFIC RAM 0
AMERICAN BEAUTY - INSHORE 2 Highland Light 0 PACIFIC VIKING 6
AMERICAN BEAUTY - MS 1 INTREPID EXPLORER 0 PAPADO Il 0
AMERICAN CHALLENGER 0 Island Enterprise 4 PEGASUS 3
American Challenger 0 Katie Ann 0 PEGGY JO 0
American Dynasty 3 Kodiak Enterprise 4  PERSEVERANCE 0
AMERICAN EAGLE 4 LESLIE LEE 1 POSEIDON 2
American Enterprise 0  LISA MELINDA 0 PREDATOR 1
American Triumph 1 MAJESTY 0 PROGRESS 4
ANITA J 3 MARCYJ 1 PROVIDIAN 0
ARCTIC EXPLORER 9 MARGARET LYN 0 RAVEN 0
Arctic Fjord 1 MAR-GUN 0 ROYAL AMERICAN 4
Arctic Storm 0 MARK | 7 ROYAL ATLANTIC 2
ARCTIC WIND 6 MESSIAH 0 SEA STORM 0
ARCTURUS 7 MISS BERDIE 0 Sea Storm 0
ARGOSY 4 MISTY DAWN 3 SEA WOLF 1
AURIGA 3 MORNING STAR 6 SEADAWN 6
AURORA 4 MS AMY 0  Seatlle Enterprise 2
BERING ROSE 6 MUIR MILACH 0 SEEKER 2
BLUE FOX 4 Muir Milach 0 SOVEREIGNTY 6
BRISTOL EXPLORER 5 NEAHKAHNIE 0 Starbound 3
CAITLIN ANN 5 Neahkahnie 0 STARFISH 6
CALIFORNIA HORIZON 3 NORDIC EXPLORER 0  STARLITE 3
CAPE KIWANDA 2 NORDIC FURY - INSHORE 1 STARWARD 4
CHELSEA K 7 NORDIC FURY - MS 5 STORM PETREL 1
COLLIER BROTHERS 6 NORDIC STAR 6 SUNSET BAY 0
COLUMBIA 3 Northern Eagle 2 TOPAZ 0
COMMODCRE 2 Northern Glacier 0  TRACY ANNE 0
DEFENDER 5 Northern Hawk 2 Tracy Anne 0
DESTINATION 3 Northern Jaeger 3 TRAVELER - INSHORE 0
DOMINATOR 3 NORTHERN PATRIOT 9 TRAVELER - MS 3
DONA MARTITA 0 NORTHWEST EXPLORER 0 US Enterprise 0
ELIZABETH F 1 OCEAN EXPLORER 2 VANGUARD - INSHORE 0
Endurance 0 OCEAN HARVESTER 0 VANGUARD - MS 2
EXCALIBUR i 2 Ocean Harvester 0  VESTERAALEN 7
Excellence 0 OCEAN HOPE 3 0 VIKING 8
EXODUS 0 OCEAN LEADER - INSHORE 1 VIKING EXPLORER i}
FIERCE ALLEGIANCE 3 OCEAN LEADER - MS 5 WALTER N 2
FORUM STAR 0 Ocean Phoenix 0 WESTERN DAWN - INSHORE 1
Forum Star 0  Ocean Rover 2  WESTERN DAWN - MS 1
GLADIATOR 2 OCEANIC 5 WESTWARD | 3
PACIFIC CHALLENGER -
GOLD RUSH 1 INSHORE 0

2011 Salmon ICA Report
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Section 1. Introduction

1.1 Purpose of the Catcher Vessel Intercooperative Report

The AFA Catcher Vessel Intercooperative Report is a summary of the eight catcher
vessel cooperative reports required by the American Fisheries Act (AFA) regulations.
While the individual coop reports track the annual activities of each cooperative at the
vessel level, a summary of AFA catcher vessel harvests in the Bering Sea and Gulf of
Alaska fisheries is useful as NMFS allocates the catcher vessel sideboard caps and PSC
caps & triggers in the aggregate, not by individual cooperatives. The Catcher Vessel
Intercooperative Report provides the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council, and
the public, with a simple means of evaluating the AFA catcher vessel fleet’s aggregate
fishing performance under the AFA regulations. Additionally, this report provides
information beyond the required regulatory elements of the individual coop reports to
provide a broader understanding of catcher vessel cooperative activities.

1.2 The 2011 Catcher Vessel Intercooperative Agreement

The eight AFA catcher vessel cooperatives renewed the Intercooperative Agreement for
2011 with no significant changes from the 2010 Agreement. The Agreement continues to
emphasize the commitment by all members towards reducing bycatch in each Bering Sea
and Gulf of Alaska groundfish fishery in which they participate.

Primary elements of the Intercoop Agreement:

1) Allocation, monitoring, and compliance of the BSAI and GOA sideboard limits
and PSC caps among the AFA catcher vessel cooperative members;

2) Allocation, monitoring, and compliance of BSAI pollock harvest inside the Steller
sea lion conservation area;

3) Establishment of penalties for coops that exceed pollock and sideboard
allocations;

4) Provides for the harvest of BSAI pacific cod by the “under 1700 mt” exempt
vessels while complying with PSC limits;

5) Establishment and monitoring of sideboard species transfers between
cooperatives;

6) Promotes compliance of the Council’s recommended sideboard measures and
PSC limits while allowing for the maximum harvest of AFA pollock and
sideboard allocations; and

7) Promotes reduction of prohibited species catch (PSC) in the Bering Sea pollock
fishery.

A copy of the 2011 Catcher Vessel Intercoop Agreement is found in Appendix I.
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1.3 AFA Pollock and BSAI/GOA Sideboard Enforcement Actions

No coop enforcement or penalty actions regarding the over-harvest of AFA pollock,
directly fished BSAI sideboard fishery caps, directly fished GOA sideboard caps, and
BSAI & GOA PSC limits occurred in 2011.

Section 2. Bering Sea Pollock Fishery

2.1 Allocations and Harvest

The 2011 Bering Sea pollock Total Allowable Catch (TAC) was initially set at 1,252,000
metric tons, with 10%, 125,200 mt, allocated to the CDQ pollock fishery and the
remainder to both the incidental catch allowance (ICA), 33,804 mt, and the AFA directed
pollock fisheries 1,092,996 mt. On March 1, 2011 the Regional Administrator
determined that 14,400 mt of pollock initially allocated to the Aleutian Island subarea
would not be harvested and moved 1,900 mt into the Bering Sea CDQ pollock fishery
and 12,500 mt into the AFA Bering Sea pollock fishery.

The final Bering Sea pollock TAC provided the CDQ Groups with 127,200 mt and, after
deducting the 33,804 mt ICA, the remaining 1,105,496 mt Directed Fishing Allowance
(DFA) is allocated among the three AFA harvest sectors. The inshore sector received
50% of the DFA, 552,748 mt, the mothership sector received 10%, 110,550 mt, and the
catcher/processor sector received 40%, 442,198 mt. Catcher vessels that historically
delivered pollock to the c/p sector (High Seas Catchers’ Coop) are allocated 8.5% of the
¢/p sector share, 37,587 mt. ’

There are a total of 111 AFA qualified catcher vessels at the start of the 2011 fishing
season. The inshore sector has 98 qualified vessels of which all 98 were members of the
6 active inshore cooperatives in 2011. Two inshore vessels that participated in the
Inshore Open Access Sector in 2010 are now members of inshore coops. The mothership
sector has a total of 19 qualified catcher vessels; all are members of the Mothership Fleet
Cooperative. Thirteen are “dual qualified” for both the mothership and inshore sector
fisheries. Seven catcher vessels are qualified for the catcher/processor sector and make
up the High Seas Catchers’ Cooperative.

The following information on Table 2.1 provides data for the number of members in each
catcher vessel cooperative; each coop’s allocation percentage; each coop’s pollock annual
allocation; each coop’s total directed pollock harvest; and the amount of pollock over or
under the annual allocation.
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Table 2.1a

Source: Annual Catcher Vessel Coop Reports & NMFS

2011 AFA CATCHER VESSEL COOPERATIVES' ALLOCATIONS
AND DIRECTED FISHING HARVESTS
Number Annual Harvest in Over/
coopormive. | vessan | Slocaler | alccaion | ST |\,
INSHORE CATCHER VESSEL COOPERATIVES
shutan Satcher 37 | 32263% | 178,332 | 172,220.00 | (6,112.00)
frclic Enterprise 0 0.000% 0 0.00 0.00
ggggg:gﬁ‘\fgw’ Fleet | 14 9.578% | 51837 | 51,808.00 | (31.00)
E‘;f;;ggv';'ee‘ 9 2347% | 12,974 | 11,782.00 | (1,192.00)
ggﬁf:r';?i‘fe'ee‘ 11 11.041% | 61,027 | 59,750.00 | (1,277.00)
gg‘ospeeia';'f:‘ 16 | 26483% | 146,384 | 133,349.50 (13,034.50)
‘é‘f:;‘gf;gv';'ee‘ 11 18.488% | 102,194 | 90,642.00 | (11,552.00)
Inshore Coop | 98 | 100.000% | 552,748 | 519,550 | (33,199)
OFFSHORE CATCHER VESSEL COOPERATIVES
st g 19 103’;’;‘“ 110,550 | 109,856 (694)
: Details of llock
Semeree |1 | g | srew | Bedavomedite

2.2 BS Pollock Harvest by GOA Exempt Vessels

There are 16 GOA Sideboard Exempt qualified vessels. Under the terms of the Catcher
Vessel Intercooperative Agreement GOA exempt vessels may not lease their annual
Bering Sea pollock allocation and harvest GOA groundfish in excess of their individual
catch history, 1995-1997, in those GOA fisheries. The Catcher Vessel ICA does,
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however, allow for small amounts of GOA exempt vessel pollock to be harvested by
others under typical “sweep up” harvesting conditions (amounts less than one trip).

All AFA GOA exempt vessels met the Bering Sea pollock harvest/leasing conditions in
2011 as demonstrated in the following Table 2.1b. Similar tables for 2010, 2009, and
2008 may be found in Appendix V.

Table 2.1b Source: Annual Coop Reports and
conversations with coop managers. _

2011 GOA Exempt Vessel Bering Sea Pollock Fishing

GOA EXEMPT COOP Pollocfk Pollock | Uncaught GOA Exempt Vessel

VESSEL Allocation | Harvest Pollock Harvest Status

CAPE KIWANDA AKUTAN 1268 8538 0 N/A

EXCALIBUR ii AKUTAN 2991 2870 121 Did Not Transfer

P INE AKUTAN 2147 795 1352 Did Not Transfer

LISA MELINDA AKUTAN 1185 1222 0 N/A

MARCY J AKUTAN 994 1013 0 N/A

PACIFIC RAM AKUTAN 1124 1079 45 Did Not Transfer

PEGGY JO AKUTAN 1835 1483 353 Did Not Exceed GOA History

COLLIER BRS. N. VICTOR 681 1772 0 N/A

GOLD RUSH N. VICTOR 2357 2177 180 Did Not Exceed GOA History

OCEAN HOPE 3 N. VICTOR 2305 0 2305 Did Not Fish GOA

ELIZABETH F PETER PAN 2128 1787 341 Did Not Transfer

TOPAZ PETER PAN ' 457 525 0 N/A

WALTER N PETER PAN 2225 2104 121 Did Not Transfer

LESLIE LEE UNALASKA 3029 2455 574 Did Not Transfer

MORNING STAR UniSea 2924 0 2924 Did Not Fish GOA

HICKORY WIND Westward 1591 1499 92 Okay for Sweep Up Fishing

2.3 Salmon Bycatch Reduction Measures

CHINOOK SALMON

1. Amendment 91 Incentive Plan Agreements

Beginning in 2011 new regulations for reducing Chinook bycatch in the Bering Sea
pollock fisheries were implemented under Amendment 91. For the first time a Prohibited
Species Catch (PSC) limit for the incidental catch of Chinook salmon by pollock fishers
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was in place. Reaching the limit (a.k.a. hard cap) would close directed fishing for
pollock. Under the provisions of Amendment 91 there are three levels of hard caps based
on a vessel’s willingness to participate in an Incentive Plan Agreement (IPA). The
general intent of an IPA is to reduce Chinook bycatch at all levels of abundance
encountered by a fishing fleet as opposed to a traditional hard cap management approach
that only alters fishing behavior when there is a danger of reaching the hard cap.

Vessels and/or CDQ groups opting to participate in an IPA would be allotted their portion
of a 60,000 Chinook limit. If no vessels or CDQ Groups chose to participate in an IPA
each pollock sector would receive its share of a 47,591 hard cap. Vessels and/or CDQ
Groups opting out of participating in an IPA when other vessels and/or CDQ had chosen
to participate in an IPA would operate under a hard cap based on those vessels share of a
28,496 Chinook limit.

The regulatory conditions of Amendment 91 do not dictate what specific types of
incentives an acceptable IPA must include, but rather the outcome the incentives chosen
by an IPA group must provide. Pollock fleets must submit, for approval by NMFS, an
IPA that meets the following criteria:

* Provide incentives at the individual vessel level

* Incentivize vessels to avoid Chinook bycatch at all levels of abundance in all
years

» Reward vessels that successfully avoid Chinook and/or penalize vessels that fail
to avoid Chinook

* Incentives must influence fishing decisions at levels below the hard cap

» Hold Bycatch to a performance standard of 47,591 in most years

» The IPA must describe how the IPA ensures each vessel will manage their
bycatch to keep total bycatch below the sector level regulatory performance
standard

NMEFS received, and approved, IPA applications from each of the three AFA sectors;
Inshore, Mothership, and C/P. For 2011 all CDQ Groups and AFA vessels participated
in an IPA. AFA catcher vessels participated in all three IPAs; all inshore vessels were
members of the Inshore Chinook Salmon Savings Incentive Plan Agreement, all
Mothership catcher vessels were members of the Mothership Salmon Savings Incentive
Plan, and all members of the High Seas Catchers Cooperative joined the Chinook Salmon
Bycatch Reduction Plan and Agreement.

o Each IPA is requlred to submit an annual report to the Council by April 1* of the
following year under a set of reporting requirements provided in the Amendment 91
regulations. The following Table 2.2 provides the Chinook bycatch by catcher vessels in
each IPA:
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Table 2.2 Source: Annual IPA Reports
2011 AFA Catcher Vessel Chinook Bycatch

IPA Group 2011 CV Chinook Bycatch
Inshore Chinook Salmon

Savings Incentive Plan 18,349
Agreement

Mothership Salmon Savings

Incentive Plan 2,426

Chinook Salmon Bycatch 0

Reduction Plan and (No HSCC vessels fished pollock
Agreement (HSCC only) in 2011)

2. Chinook Conservation Closure Area

Beginning in 2008 all AFA coops entered into a fixed closure area agreement for
reducing Chinook bycatch in the A season. Called the Chinook Conservation Area
Agreement, it closes an area located in the southeastern Bering Sea to all pollock fishing
during the A season. This area has been identified with a history of consistently high
Chinook bycatch during the winter season. Below is a chart of the Chinook Conservation

Closure Area. The full Agreement may be found in Appendix II. N
N B
R Bt

55°N

CHUM SALMON

1. Non-Chinook Salmon bycatch Management Agreement

In 2011 all nine AFA cooperatives and all CDQ Groups were members to the Salmon
Bycatch Management Agreement. Also known as the Rolling Hot Spot (RHS)
Intercooperative Agreement (ICA), the Agreement was re-written in 2010 for pollock N
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fishing beginning in 2011 due to implementation of Amendment 91 regulations (as
previously described). Pre-Amendment 91, the RHS ICA reduced the bycatch of both
Chinook and non-Chinook salmon (primarily chum salmon) via a series of closures that
reduced fishing effort in areas with high salmon bycatch. With the implementation of
Amendment 91 all Chinook elements of the original Amendment 84 regulations were
removed, leaving the RHS ICA as only a chum salmon reduction program.

Consequently, on December 1, 2010 the industry submitted an “Amended and Restated”
RHS Agreement for non-Chinook salmon to the Regional Administrator of the Alaska
Region, NMFS for approval. On December 28, 2010 the industry received approval of
the amended ICA. The Amended and Restated Non-Chinook ICA is found in Appendix
III.

The Amendment 84 regulations provide an exemption to the regulatory Chum Salmon
Savings Area (CSSA) for vessels that operate under an approved RHS ICA. As
previously mentioned the RHS ICA utilizes a series of rolling hot spot closures which,
twice weekly, identify areas being fished by the Bering Sea pollock fleet with the highest
bycatch rates and initiates “Savings Closures” for those areas over a trigger amount.
Each week individual coops, based on their member’s recent bycatch performance, are
assigned to a “tier level”. Tier 1 for coops with the best bycatch performance, tier 2 for
medium performance, and tier 3 for the lowest performance. A coop’s tier level
determines the amount of fishing area restriction the coop will operate under for the
following week. The agreement also incorporates an element of peer pressure on poor
performing vessels via three types of “Dirty Twenty Lists” that are updated and published
each week. These lists specifically name the vessels with the highest bycatch rates on: 1)
a weekly, 2) a 2 week rolling average, and 3) a seasonal basis. Additionally, the
agreement requires tow-by-tow bycatch reporting by all AFA pollock vessels. Sea State,
Inc. has been contracted to gather the data, compile it into useful information, determine
tier assignments and closure areas, and monitor closure compliance by the fishing
vessels.

Results of chum salmon avoidance under the Amendment 84 Rolling Hot Spot program
may be found in the required Amendment 84 annual report. Also required each year is a
“third party audit”. The audit was conducted by ABR, Inc.; copies of both that audit and
the Amendment 84 report are found in Appendix IV.

2. Additional 2011 Chum Salmon Avoidance Measures

The pollock fleet ran into chum bycatch very early in the 2011 B season and while there
have been other instances of high June chum bycatch, chum bycatch had been low since
the beginning of the current RHS ICA came into place. The June bycatch average for
2007-2010 is 2,750. The total B season chum bycatch average over the same time frame
is 41,200. By the end of June, 2011 the fleet had taken 37,500 chums; a number similar
to bycatch numbers in the very high chum bycatch years of 2005 and 2006. The June
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chum salmon bycatch in 2005 was 20,300 and the June bycatch in 2006 was 51,000.
Total B season bycatch for 2005 was 704,552 and 2006 was 309,630.

In response to the high chum numbers the industry immediately began meeting to find
additional measures to reduce bycatch. In an effort to reduce chum bycatch the
“Supplemental Chum Salmon Protection Agreement” was drafted and implemented as
quickly as possible. Also adopted was a “Bering Sea Pollock Harvesters’ Chum Salmon
RHS Program Policy Statement”.

2011 Supplemental Chum Salmon Protection Agreement

The Agreement, specific to 2011, authorized Sea State to use an additional 1,000 square
miles of possible closure are in the East Region as described in the RHS ICA through
August 15™, or unless extended through additional agreement by the Coops. August 15"
was chosen out of concerns that the additional closure area may have result in an increase
of Chinook bycatch if left in place too late into the B season.

The Agreement also limited the weekly increase in the RHS ICA Base Rate to no more
than 20%. The Base Rate controls both the areas eligible for RHS closure and the Tier
level assignment for each of the Coops. Because the weekly Base Rate calculation is the
result of a 3 week average bycatch rate, the 20% cap proved to be a very effective tool for
controlling bycatch when chum bycatch is trending upwards.

Policy Statement

The Coops determined that the enforceable “black and white” elements spelled out in an
bycatch reduction Agreement don’t always accomplish the complete desired outcome of
the Agreement. Reducing bycatch requires both black and white rules and recognition
that quite often there is a gray area that rules alone do not accomplish. Therefore the
Coops also adopted the following policy statement for the fleet.

The Coops agree that Tier 1 and Tier 2 vessels entering an RHS
closed area should do so only if they believe, in good faith, that fishing in the
area will result in low salmon bycatch despite the closure. Additionally, Tier
1 and Tier 2 vessels entering an RHS closed area, and any vessels entering
into a previously RHS closed area with little or no recent bycatch
information, will first conduct a test tow prior to beginning regular fishing
practices in the area. The results of the test tow will be reported to either the
vessel’s coop manager, other vessels in the vicinity, and/or Sea State. A test
tow is defined as a tow with significantly less catch than typically caught in a
full codend.
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Section 3. Sideboard Fishery Management

The American Fisheries Act directed the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
(NPFMC) to provide regulations aimed at protecting non-AFA vessels participating in
other groundfish and crab fisheries from adverse impacts that may occur due to the
rationalization of Bering Sea pollock fishery. This mandate brought about the
development of groundfish, crab, and prohibited species catch (PSC) sideboard limits by
the NPFMC for the AFA fleet. Prior to the NPFMC Crab Rationalization Program,
implemented in 2005, AFA catcher vessels eligible to participate in the Bristol Bay red
king crab fishery were sideboarded to 10.96% of the general fishery guideline harvest
level. However, under the Crab Rationalization program the AFA sideboards were lifted,
the AFA fleet was issued quota shares, and participated in the program the same as the
non-AFA crab fleet. Consequently the AFA coop reports no longer include details of
their member’s participation in the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery.

Vessels with less than 1,700 mt of historic catch in the BSAI pollock fishery and that
meet minimum landing requirements in either the BSAI and/or GOA are granted
exemptions to the BSAI cod fishery and/or GOA groundfish and PSC sideboards.
Vessels in the Mothership cooperative also become exempt to BSAI cod sideboards after
March 1. Exemptions to BSAI cod sideboards only apply to the directed fisheries; all
AFA BSALI cod boats are subject to the PSC sideboard limits associated with the fishery.

NMES restricts the non-exempt AFA catcher vessel fishing by an aggregate sideboard
cap for each groundfish species category, and an associated PSC bycatch limit. In turn,
the Intercoop Agreement manages the initial distribution, and re-distribution via
intercoop transfers, of the aggregate sideboard caps and associated PSC among the nine
catcher vessel coops based on their members catch history. In some cases the assigned
caps are so small that, without the harvest management and monitoring provided by the
Intercoop Agreement, NMFS would not open those fisheries to directed fishing by the
AFA non-exempt catcher vessels. BSAI cod exempt vessels must meet PSC bycatch
standards or face loosing their exempt status (see section 3.a. and 3.b. of the Intercoop
Agreement in Appendix 1.)

_ Tables covering the directed groundfish sideboard fisheries prosecuted by the AFA non-
exempt vessels in 2011 are located in Appendix VI. These tables provide information on
initial coop allocations of sideboard cap, the transfer of allocations between coops, the
directed harvest by each coop, and the amount of sideboard cap that was remained un-
harvested by the AFA non-exempt fleet.
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3.1 Groundfish Sideboards

The following tables 3.1a and 3.1b provide aggregate information regarding the
allocation and harvest of BSAI and GOA sideboard species by AFA non-exempt catcher
vessels. The tables report the aggregate harvest of each sideboard species taken as
directed catch and as incidental catch in other directed fisheries.

Table 3.1a Harvest data supplied by Annual Coop Reports & Sea State, Inc.
2011 BSAI AFA CATCHER VESSEL AGGREGATE GROUNDFISH SIDEBOARD
CATCH
Speci . Sideboard Agc?;tecgha;\te ngrl (Undder)
pecies Fishery Limit Directed & Sldl.ei?nc;?r
Non-Direct
| Jig Gear 0 0 0
Hook & Line 0 0 0
Pacific Cod Pot Gear 5 0 (5)
CV < 60" H&L or Pot 2 0 (2)
Trawl Gear CV 28,659 21,441 (7,218)
Sablefish BS Trawl 110 0 (110)
Al Trawl 26 0 (26)
Eastern AI&BS 58 935 877
Atka Mackerel ‘| Centrai Al 1 1 0
Western Al 0 0 0
Yellowfin Sole BSAI *n/a n/a n/a
Rock Sole BSAI 2,588 2,398 (190)
Greenland Turbot BS 192 2 (190)
Al 27 0 (27)
Arrowtooth BSAI 1,519 790 (729)
Kamchatka Flounder BSAI 1,038 6 (1,032)
Alaska Plaice BSAI 600 5 (595)
Other Flatfish BSAI 112 320 208
Flathead Sole BS 1,874 1,701 (173)
BS 485 164 (321)
POP Eastern Al 39 0 (39)
Central Al 11 0 {11)
Western Al 0 0 0
Northern rockfish BSAl 34 11 (23)
Shortraker BSAl 1 0 (1)
Rougheye EBA/EAI 1 0 (1)
CAIWAI 1 0 (1)
Other Rockfish BS 2 L4 5
Al 4 1 (3)
Squid BSAIl 138 110 (28)
Skates BSAI 759 810 51
Sharks BSAIl 2 16 14
Octopuses BSAI 7 6 1)
Sculpins BSAI 239 282 43
*no YFS sideboard limit in 2011
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Table 3.1b

Harvest data supplied by Annual Coop Reports & Sea State, Inc.

2011 GOA AFA CATCHER VESSEL AGGREGATE GROUNDFISH SIDEBOARD

CATCH
. Aggregate Over / (Under)
Species Fishery S'df;g:tard Catc?hg; D?rected Sidel(aoard
' & Non-Direct Limit
WYK 817 129 (688)
SEO 3,231 0 (3,231)
Pollock 610 AB,C,&D 16,346 1,650 (14,796)
620 A,B,C,&D 4,361 1,841 (2,520)
630 AB,C,&D 4,104 878 (3,226)
Pacific Cod WGOA Inshore A&B 2,799 504 (2,295)
WGOA Offshore A&B 234 0 (234)
CGAOQ Inshore A&B 2,503 528 (1,975)
CGOA Offshore A&B 291 0 (291)
EGOA Inshore
(annual) 14 0 (14)
EGOA Offshore
(annual) 2 0 2
WGOA 0 0 0
Deep-water Flatfish | CGOA 189 10 (179)
EGOA 27 0 (27)
WGOA 1 2 o1
Rex Sole CGOA 242 83 (159)
EGOA 3 0 (3)
WGOA 7 12 5
Flathead Sole CGOA 107 62 (45)
' EGOA 2 0 (2)
WGOA 70 5 (65)
Snalow-water CGOA 763 58 (705)
EGOA 15 0 (15)
WGOA 17 42 25
-frrowtooth CGOA 840 644 (196)
EGOA 1 0 (1)
WGOA Trawl 0 0 0
Sablefish CGOA Trawl 61 42 (19)
EGOA Trawl 11 0 (11)
WGOA 6 6 0)
POP CGOA 776 408 (368)
EGOA 90 0 (90)
WGOA 0 0 0
Shortraker CGOA 7 4 3)
EGOA 5 0 (5)
WGOA 0 0 0
Rougheye CGOA 21 4 (17)
EGOA 5 0 (5)
WGOA 1 0 1
Other Rockfish CGOA 86 0 (86)
EGOA 0 0 0
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Table 3.1b continued
2010 GOA AFA CATCHER VESSEL AGGREGATE GROUNDFISH SIDEBOARD

CATCH

WGOA 1 0 (1)

Northern Rockfish CGOA 63 52 (1)

. WGOA 0 0 0

) EGOA 3 0 (3)

WGOA 12 0 (12)

ryhead CGOA 18 8 (10)
EGOA 20 0 (20)

. WGOA 4 0 4

Big Skates CGOA 13 31 18
EGOA 4 0 (&)

WGOA 1 0 (1)

Longnose Skates CGOA 13 7 6
EGOA 5 0 (5)

Other Skates Gulfwide 13 4 9
DSR CGOA 1 0 M
Atka Mackerel Gulfwide 62 0 (62)
Squids Gulfwide 7 4 )]
Sharks Guliwide 39 2 37
Octopuses Gulfwide 6 0 (6)
Sculpins Gulfwide 35 8 (27)

The aggregate sideboard harvest tables report overages in several species not directly
fished by the AFA non-exempt vessels. The overages occurred in species taken as
incidental catch in directed fisheries such as Bering Sea pollock and BSAI cod. While
the coops have successfully managed the directed fisheries’ sideboard limits, the
incidental catch of species associated with those directed fisheries varies from season to
season and from year to year. Because the sideboard limits are based on a three-year
average it should be expected that the sideboard caps of species taken as incidental catch,
rather than directed catch, would at times be exceeded. Additionally, rises in species
abundance and changes in location may be different now than during the 3 year snapshot
of the AFA sideboard years causing increases in the incidental catch of some species.

Finally, overages in the GOA rockfish species are the result of transfers allowed by the
Rockfish Pilot Program. Further details are covered in that program’s report.
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3.2 PSC Catch

Tables 3.2a, 3.2b, and 3.2¢ cover prohibited species bycatch amounts taken by AFA
catcher vessels participating in BSAI and GOA groundfish fisheries. Due to reductions

in the halibut cap as a result of Amendment 80, the halibut sideboard exceeds the total
halibut now available to non-Amendment 80 trawl fleets. Therefore the halibut sideboard
cap no longer applies. However, the catcher vessel coops continue to allocate halibut
PSC limits to each of the catcher vessel cooperatives in an effort to minimize halibut

bycatch.
Table 3.2a Data supplied by SeaState and Annual Coop Reports
2011 BSAI AFA CATCHER VESSEL AGGREGATE PSC SIDEBOARD CATCH
Over/
. Aggregate
: . Sideboard (Under)
PSC Species Target Fishery Limit PSC_ Sideboard
Mortality Limit
Hg!ibut - Nolonger | pacific Cod, Traw! 887 157 (730)
B ow fahen it | Yellowfin Sole 101 0 (101)
Pollock/A.Mack/O.Species 5 98 93
Red King Crab, All AFA CV BSAI Fisheries
Zone 1 (except pollock) 52,600 0 (52,600)
" All AFA CV BSAI Fisheries
C.Opilio, COBLZ (except pollock) 1,246,771 1,863 (1,244,908)
T All AFA CV BSAI Fisheries
C.Bairdi, Zone 1 (except pollock) 244,593 4,249 (240,344)
TR All AFA CV BSAI Fisheries combined with
C.Bairdi, Zone 2 | (o, et poliock) 418,567 sone 1 data nfa
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Table 3.2b Data supplied by Sea State
2011 GOA NON-EXEMPT AFA CATCHER VESSEL PSC SIDEBOARD CATCH
Over / (Under)
PSC . . _ Aggregate :
Species Target Fishery Sideboard Limit PSC Catch Sldlﬁggtard
Trawl, 1st Season Allowance
Shallow water Targets 163 13 (140)
Deep water Targets 7 0 (7)
Trawl, 2nd Season Allowance
Shallow water Targets 34 6 (34)
. Deep water Targets 21 3 (18)
?n?(l)l?tgtlity i |Trawl, 3rd Season Allowance
metric tons) Shallow water Targets 68 0 (68)
Deep water Targets 28 0 (28)
Trawl, 4th Season Allowance
Shallow water Targets 51 16 (35)
Deep water Targets 0 1
Trawl, 5th Season Allowance
All Targets 62 4 | (58)
Shallow
. water
Targets | Pollock, cod, shallow-water flatfish, flathead sole, atka mackerel, and "other species".
Deep water
Targets | Sablefish, rockfish, deep-water flatfish, rex sole, and arrowtooth flounder.
Table 3.2¢ Data supplied by AFA CV Reports

2011 BSAI AFA CATCHER VESSEL HERRING BYCATCH

PSC Species Target Fishery Ag?;i?:r:e
Herring Pollock 305
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Appendix I

2011 AFA Catcher Vessel

Intercooperative Agreement
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2011 INTERCOOPERATIVE AGREEMENT

This 2011 INTERCOOPERATIVE AGREEMENT is entered into by and among
HIGH SEAS CATCHERS COOPERATIVE (“High Seas™), MOTHERSHIP FLEET
COOPERATIVE (“MFC”) and the “Inshore Coops”, i.e., AKUTAN CATCHER
VESSEL ASSOCIATION, NORTHERN VICTOR FLEET COOPERATIVE, PETER
PAN FLEET COOPERATIVE, UNALASKA FLEET COOPERATIVE, UNISEA
FLEET COOPERATIVE and WESTWARD FLEET COOPERATIVE, all of which are
Washington Fish Marketing Act corporations, as of , 2011, with
respect to the following facts:

A. High Seas, MFC, and the Inshore Coops (together, the “Coops™) are
composed of certain catcher vessels (the “Vessels”) eligible to harvest Bering Sea (“BS”)
pollock under the American Fisheries Act (the “AFA”). High Seas and the MFC are
composed of all of the catcher vessels eligible to harvest BS and Al pollock in the
“catcher/processor” and “mothership” sectors of such fisheries, respectively. The Inshore
Coops have each received an allocation of BS pollock in accordance with Section 210 of
the. AFA. The members of each of the Coops have allocated among themselves the
pollock available to their respective Coop, and have agreed that an over-harvest of its
allocation by any member shall subject such member to a penalty.

B. The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (the “Council”) has
adopted “trigger amounts” of non-Chinook salmon and herring (the “Trigger Amounts™).
Attainment of a Trigger Amount causes certain “savings areas” to be closed to trawling
for pollock for certain periods of time. The Coops are also subject to limits on their
incidental catch of Chinook salmon, halibut, and crab (the “PSC Limits”). Each Coop’s
members have agreed to exercise their best efforts to conduct their fishing efforts such
that their Coop operates within the Trigger Amounts and PSC Limits, and to comply with
the related management measures.

C. Pursuant to Section 211(c) of the AFA, the Council has adopted
certain measures to prevent the Vessels from exceeding in the aggregate their traditional
harvest levels in certain fisheries other than BS pollock (the “Sideboards™). The
members of each of the Coops have allocated the Sideboards limits among themselves,
and have agreed that an over-harvest of a Sideboard limit by any member shall subject
that member to a penalty.

B D. The Coops are subject to certain time and area limits on their harvest
of BS pollock in connection with Steller sea lion protection measures (the “RPAs”).

Now, therefore, the parties agree as follows:
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1. Trigger Amount Management. The Coops agree to exercise all
reasonable efforts to reduce their salmon and herring bycatch to the lowest commercially
practical levels, and specifically agree to coordinate their members’ fishing activities with
the goal of achieving the lowest practicable bycatch rates. For purposes of this Section,
Coop catch data produced by the Monitoring Agent (as identified in Section 6.a, below)
in conformance with NMFS catch accounting and bycatch estimation procedures shall be
presumed accurate.

a. Bycatch Reporting. Each Coop shall arrange to have each of
their members’ Vessels’ bycatch data (to the fullest extent available, with tow-by-tow
data being considered optimal) released directly from the NMFS Observer Program to the
Monitoring Agent and the Intercoop Manager (as identified in Section 8, below). The
Monitoring Agent and the Intercoop Manager are hereby authorized to release all such
data in forms and to parties as they reasonably deem appropriate to promote bycatch
reduction.

2. Sideboard Limits. Subject to applicable Sideboard exemptions
(including the “1700 metric ton” BS/AI cod and Gulf of Alaska (“Gulf”) groundfish
Sideboard exemptions and the mothership sector BS/AI cod sideboard exemption), the
Coops agree to limit their collective members’ Vessels’ aggregate annual harvest of each
Sideboard species to the amount that the Coop members’ Vessels’ collective catch
histories contribute to the annual Sideboard for such species, as calculated by the
National Marine Fisheries Service (“NMFS”) in accordance with 50 C.F.R. § 679.64(b).
To give effect to this provision, each Coop shall (i) limit its non-exempt members’
Vessels® aggregate annual harvest of each Sideboard species to the amount that such
Vessels contribute to the aggregate annual Sideboard for such species; or (ii) in the case
of two or more Coops entering into an intercooperative agreement under which the
parties have agreed to limit their collective non-exempt members’ Vessels’ aggregate
annual harvest of one or more Sideboard species to the amount that such Coops’
members’ Vessels’ collective catch histories contribute to the annual Sideboard for such
species, limit its members catch in compliance with such intercooperative agreement.

3. Sideboard Management. The Coops acknowledge and agree that
coordinated Sideboard management is essential to insure compliance with the aggregate
Sideboard limits established under the AFA. Therefore, the Coops agree to the
procedures set forth in this Section 3. For purposes of this Section, Coop catch data
produced by the Monitoring Agent in conformance with NMFS catch accounting and
bycatch estimation procedures shall be presumed accurate. Vessels having made an
observed trip may expedite the accounting of that trip’s tow-by-tow data by directly
submitting copies of the following NMFS forms, as filled out by the Observer, to the
Monitoring Agent: Vessel Haul Form, Observer Haul Form, and Species Composition
Form.

a. Sideboard and Sideboard-Related PSC Cap Allocation. The
Monitoring Agent will annually allocate the BS/AI Pacific cod Sideboard (the “Cod
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