AGENDA C-5
DECEMBER 1993

MEMORANDUM

TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
ESTIMATED TIME
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke
Executive Director 8 HOURS
DATE: December 3, 1993

SUBJECT: Comprehensive Rationalization Plan

ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Review actions from last meeting.

(b) Receive progress report.

(©) Review informational requests from last meeting.
(d) Review elements and options.

BACKGROUND

(a) Actions from last meeting

In September staff provided the Council with discussion papers to help provide clarification on
certain issues. The first dealt with consideration of skipper and crew members in an IFQ or License
program. The Council elected to include an option for setting aside a specific percentage of IFQs
for allocation to ’bona fide’ skippers, with the request that the representatives of this group come
back to the Council with suggestions for specific allocations within that group. A letter from Skippers
for Equitable Access (S.E.A.) is contained in your notebook, along with other comments, under Item
C-5(a)(1). This letter outlines their proposed alternatives for making such allocations, along with
their suggestions for how a skipper licensing program should work, in the absence of IFQs.

Another discussion paper from September addressed the issue of data availability in the absence of
official agency records on landings histories. Pre-1984 JV catch histories were a specific concern of
industry and the Council. Lacking individual catch history information for these years, we outlined
some possible alternatives for assigning catch histories. The Council decided to divide each year’s
catch history (by species) among the vessels participating in those fisheries in each year (prior to
1984). This will be used as a proxy for the catch history for each eligible QS recipient for those years.

A paper on processor considerations- was-also reviewed,-which-offered some options for including
processors in the IFQ program. The Council elected to include consideration of the 'two-pie’ system
whereby matching processor shares would be developed and allocated in conjunction with the
harvesting QS. The same sub-alternatives (for eligibility, allocation criteria, ownership, etc.) will be
used as are laid out for the harvest QS system.
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Finally, the Council reviewed a discussion paper dealing with the question of QS allocation to either
(1) vessel owners at time of landings, or, (2) current vessel owners. The Council decided to consider
only allocations to current vessel owners, with two options for defining current ownership. Option
A would be vessel owner as of June 24, 1992 while Option B is vessel owner at date of final Council
action. A letter, under Item C-5(a)(1), is addressed to the Council concerning the options for
defining current ownership. This letter, from the Coalition for Stability in Marine Financing,
expresses concern over Option A, and suggests that this Option will cause uncertainty and disruption
in the marine finance community. They suggest elimination of Option A.

The Council took public testimony, including specific proposals from a trawl group coalition and a
fixed gear coalition, and then addressed the specific elements and options for the overall IFQ
alternative. The Council also went through a similar exercise for the proposed crab License
Limitation program, fashioning options for each of the major provisions of the program. The Council
also voted to reinstate License Limitation as a major alternative for the groundfish fisheries, with
options for licenses for certain species within the IFQ alternative. These alternative programs are
summarized under Item C-5(a)(2) in your notebook and were distributed in October in a special
Council newsletter to the industry.

(b)  Progress report

Overview of Data Base Development

Development of the analysis database (ADB) is continuing, albeit slowly. Overall, this is proving to
be a more formidable task than we originally thought. Darrell Brannan has completed the basic
programming needed to put the datasets together. However, three major problems are apparent and
are described below. These problems not-with-standing, we anticipate completion of the ADB by
February 1, 1994.

1) Inconsistencies in the ADFG Crab data have not yet been resolved: Western Region Shellfish
reports and ADFG fish-tickets differ by nearly 30 million pounds over all years for all species. It
appears we will be forced to use existing data sets rather than wait longer for any possible corrections.
This may result in some misleading findings but it is assumed that the data problems could be
resolved before actual allocations would occur.

2) As expected, we are encountering difficulties linking the sets of information from different sources.
Vessel and processor identifiers used by one agency are not the same as those used by others.
Species codes and area codes are also different from each agencies. Without a consistent set of
identifiers linking data from different agencies, the potential for double counting and misleading
information is increased. LGL-Alaska, a private consulting firm, was recently awarded an S-K grant
to develop a prototype Comprehensive Data Base in which many of these problems could be worked
out. LGL’s contract is with NMFS however and the Council has little control over the projects
timing or it’s outputs.

3) Fish-ticket data for groundfish and halibut data for 1992 are not up to CFEC standards. These
data will likely not be available until after the January Council meeting. Halibut data are an
important factor in constructing the vessel and processor profiles because they allow us to track all
revenues and costs of participants. Without the 1992 data we would assume 1992 halibut landings
by participants in the groundfish and crab fisheries were the same as their 1991 halibut landings. The
groundfish data problems appear mainly in the at-sea sector. For at-sea landings we intend to use
other sources of data, specifically weekly processor reports and domestic observer reports.
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QSAM

A correction notice was sent to all QSAM recipients last month which identified a couple of errors
and quirks in the program. We are contemplating the idea of compiling and d.istn'buting.arf upd?ted
version, which might also include a database aggregated for an exclusive allocation scenario 1deqt1ﬁed
by the Council in September (must have fished in one of last three years); however, we are going to
hold off doing that until after the December meeting, or possibly until after the January 1994
meeting, so that we have the final list of alternatives to be considered.

Confidentiality Concerns

These concerns fall generally into two categories: (1) those which may affect the allocation of QS,
and (2) those which have to do with the various data bases held by different agencies which we or
other users need for analyses of CRP and other projects.

Regarding the first category, we have explained to the Council the confidentiality problems associated
with releasing catch information (i.e., QS amounts) to vessel owners who are not the permit holders.
This promises to be even more of a problem if allocating QS only to current vessel owners, who may
not even have owned the vessels, much less held the permit, at the time of landings. Nevertheless,
the Council has chosen to do just that in the Comprehensive groundfish/crab program. The problem
could arise in the allocation of sablefish/halibut QS in the immediate future and will likely arise later
in the CRP program. This will not inhibit our analyses of CRP, however any impacts predicted by
the analysis may be misleading if NMFS is unable to implement the program as analyzed. The
problem could be alleviated if the State’s and NOAA'’s confidentiality requirements were altered, and
the State of Alaska Attorney General’s interpretation of the confidentiality regulations changed.

The second area of concern may affect our ability to complete the SIA in a timely and satisfactory
manner. It appears that secondary data sources listed in our SIA solicitation may not be made
available to the contractor after all. A new law recently passed by the State of Alaska Legislature,
. appears to prohibit the release by the State to Federal agencies (including the Council) information
such as telephone numbers of permit holders, processors, and vessel owners. If the SIA contractor
needs to contact these individuals they will have to search for phone numbers, greatly increasing the
time involved in their surveys.

Representative Vessel and Processor Profiles

Development of vessel and processor profiles are behind schedule. Interagency data inconsistencies,
mentioned above, have made it very difficult to develop a concise placement of the vessels and
processors into appropriate categories. A first cut at this process has been completed for 1992 and
work is continuing on earlier years. This component of the analysis represents one of our greatest
areas of concern currently. This information is fundamental to our economic analyses and must be
completed by.the end of January if we are to have a chance of completing.the package on schedule.

LP model development

Development of the prototype and expanded version of the LP model is ongoing. Dr. Matt Berman
is working closely with the Council staff to document the model to meet the SSC’s requirements. A
fully documented working version of the prototype model is expected by the December Council
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meeting. Expansion of the prototype is progressing on several fronts. The following tasks have been

identified: /“\
Task 1: Finalize harvester/processor categories, and questions/problems to be addressed.

Task 2: Finalize vessel and processor profiles.

Task 3: Write documentation describing expanded programming for peer (and SSC) review.

Task 4: Describe entry-exit methodology based on short-run profits and capital costs.

Task 5: Implement expanded version using What’s Best!.

Task 6: Formulate specific linear programs/simulation to run.

Task 7: Simulate alternative using the model.

Task 8: Prepare and deliver analysis of results.

Dr. Berman, Dave Colpo (NMFS/AFSC), and Marcus Hartley will be working jointly on this project.
Tasks 1 has been completed. Task 2 is being developed by Dave Colpo. This task as mentioned
earlier is behind schedule. Tasks 3-6 will be done primarily by Dr. Berman, with assistance from
Marcus Hartley. Tasks 3 & 4 have been completed in the form of a draft paper for SSC review.
This paper will constitute the documentation of the LP model. Marcus Hartley will have primary
responsibility for Tasks 7 and 8, with Dr. Berman available for assistance. It should be noted that
work on Task 7 is dependent upon completion of Task 2.

Fishery Economic Assessment Models (FEAM)

A contract was signed by PSMFC and Dr. William Jensen for development of the FEAM models on
October 29, 1993. Since that time Dr. Jensen has completed the first phase of model development. Ve
At this time Dr. Jensen expects the work on the FEAM to be completed by January 1, 1994. Dr. '
Jensen has already submitted to the Council staff some preliminary documentation of the FEAM

model, IMPLAN, and input-output models in general. This will be distributed to the SSC prior to

the December meeting. An IMPLAN seminar has been scheduled for January 17-18, 1994, the
Monday and Tuesday following the Council meeting. IMPLAN is the basis for the FEAM model

being developed by Dr. Jensen. The seminar should provide participants with a more thorough
understanding of the IMPLAN system and Input/Output models in general. Agency economists
Darrell Brannan, Marcus Hartley, Steve Freese, Seth Macinko and Jeff Hartman have committed to

attend. Sally Bibb, Kurt Schelle, and Ben Muse have also shown interest, and are seeking approval

to attend.

Economic Base Models (EBMs)

Dr. Lee Huskey has finished his model runs and delivered a summary of his work. Dr.Huskey
indicates that although the results were not as robust as he had hoped, they do provide some insight
as well as some measure of the impacts on the support sector resulting from changes in production
levels in the basic sector. Dr. Huskey’s paper will be available to the SSC for the December meeting.
His final report.will be. submitted before.Christmas. . : .-

Administration and Enforcement ’Analysis’

Last July an initial meeting was held to discuss 'implementation’ issues surrounding the CRP program

envisioned by the Council. The purpose was to get a head start on these issues and possibly report

information to the Council which might help structure a preferred program. Representatives from -
the Council, NMFS Region, NMFS Center, NMFS Enforcement, NOAA GC, ADFG, and CFEC -
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were on hand and the meeting was chaired by Jay Ginter. A follow up meeting was conte.mplafed
for December, but has been postponed until sometime after the new year, possibly in conjunction
with the January 1994 Council meeting.

One specific product from this group which will be needed soon is an estimation of the costs of
implementing, monitoring, and enforcing the CRP. The catch, of course, is that we don’t yet know
exactly what the CRP is going to look like. By January we should at least have a final list of
possibilities as to what the program might look like; at that time we will have to take our best shot
at providing these estimates. These are required not just as informational items, but as part of the
formal cost/benefit analysis being conducted by Council staff.

Community Profiles

The Community Profiles contracted to Winterholm Press have basically been completed, though we
are still holding them in draft form to be released to the public with the rest of the analytical package
next spring. They will be made available to the contractor of our SIA work (see below) as secondary
source materials. The fisheries specific information is based on fish ticket records, which brings up
a problem with the data for the years 1930 and beyond: that is, this data will not contain weekly
processor reports and will therefore underestimate the total fisheries activities for some of the
communities, particularly those in the Pacific Northwest. That data will be compiled as part of our
Analytical Data Base (ADB) for the CRP, so it is possible that it could be included in the Profiles
sometime next spring for completeness. In the meantime, we may want to distribute the draft Profiles
to selected individuals or organizations for ’ground-truthing’ prior to finalizing them. If this is
desirable, we would need to initiate that review fairly soon, by the end of this year.

Social Impact Analysis

We developed a Request for Proposals (RFP) with the help of an invited group of experts in the
field of social/anthropological sciences in September, released that RFP in October, and have
received three (3) proposals. These proposals will be reviewed by Council staff, our Social Science
Steering Group, and the SSC and Council prior to awarding the contract at the December meeting.
The RFP calls for the compilation of baseline participation profiles by industry sector and a limited
social impact assessment, due by April 1, 1994. This package will complement the existing in-house
analyses as part of the overall CRP analytical package.

As noted above, we have some concerns about the confidentiality issues surrounding the release of
some of the secondary data sources listed in the RFP. We are still pursuing those concerns.

Environmental Assessment

We have not yet drafted any definitive outline for the EA. As noted previously, we expect it to
concentrate on identifiable changes in the alternatives from the current fisheries. As such, it seems
prudent to wait until the Council: has finalized its list of-alternatives before going very far with the
EA development. We will work in coordination with the AFSC to develop the EA for this package,
beginning after the December meeting.
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(c)  Information requests from September

1. Data Availability for Processor Allocations

Data reporting deliveries to processors is available only back through 1984. Although ADFG fish-
tickets are available prior to 1984, they do not contain usable references to processors. After 1984,
fish-tickets, catcher-processor reports, and weekly processor reports contain identifiers which link to
catch and deliveries to processors. There are however problems with the link itself, which in the case
of shore-based processors and some floating processors is the Alaska Fishery Business License.
(Processing vessels are identified using Federal Permit number or ADFG numbers in addition to the
Fishery Business License.) All processors operating within State waters or on-shore are required to
acquire fishery business licenses through the Alaska Department of Revenue. Unfortunately, any
changes in the business license results in the issuance of a new license number. Therefore the
processor identifier for a given facility may not be consistent through time. This problem will make
it difficult to assign credit for deliveries of fish to current owners of shore-based processing facilities.
It should be noted that this problem may be non-existent for processing vessels.

2. Analysis of Using Retained vs Reported (total) Catch

This issue arose at the September meeting where the Council requested additional information
regarding the availability of data on retained catch and on the possible implications of crediting only
retained, as opposed to total, catch. Item C-5(c)(1) is a discussion paper from staff which attempts
to shed some light on these issues.

3. Assessment of Analytical Requirements for Each Alternative

Some discussion was begun in September regarding the range of alternatives the Council wished to
have analyzed and the ability of staff to complete the analyses on the current CRP schedule (analysis
in April for a June decision). The original target date for an April analysis was based in large part
on back-tracking from a desired implementation date of 1996 for the CRP program. Based on
decisions from the January 1993 and April 1993 meetings we felt that this was an ambitious, yet
achievable, goal. At that time the major alternatives to the status quo identified by the Council for
formal analyses were: (1) IFQ program for all groundfish and crab species, including PSCs, and (2)
IFQs for all groundfish and a License Limitation Program for crab.

Based on Council action in September, the list of major alternatives has expanded considerably, each
with its own myriad of suboptions. The list of major alternatives, in addition to the Status Quo, now

includes:

(1) IFQ program for all groundfish and crab, including PSCs

(2) IFQs for all groundfish and a License Limitation program for crab,

(3) IFQs for all groundfish except BSAI Pacific cod, with a License Program for Pacific cod and crab,
(4) IFQs for pollock .and Pacific cod with License Limitation for everything else, and

(5) License Limitation for all groundfish and crab.

Additionally, we are incorporating the ’two-pie’ processor share alternative into each major IFQ
alternative, although complete assessments of both. (with allocations to processors and without) for
all alternatives will require additional time. These five alternatives are not merely subsets of one
another, but are each very different management systems requiring independent analyses. It should
be noted that we have not included in this list other possible configurations, such as IFQs for crab
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fisheries and License Limitation for all groundfish. These types of combinations would furt.her
expand the list. We are providing to the Council at this time an honest appraisal of the time
necessary to complete the analyses for these alternatives.

Ttem C-5(c)(2) is a detailed breakdown of the tasks and subtasks necessary for the analyses. This
breakdown includes a description of qualitative v. quantitative assessments. It also shows what will
be included in formal ’cost-benefit assessments’ or which will be included in *distributional
assessments’. Based on these estimates, which are on the ambitious side of what we can accomplish,
we could likely complete an of any three of the major alternatives listed above in time for
review by the April 1994 Council meeting. Delaying the analytical package uatil June would allow
us to incorporate any one additional alternative. The Council will have to weigh the breadth of
alternatives they wish to have analyzed against their deadline for a decision on CRP. If all of the
alternatives, or additional alternatives, are deemed necessary, much of the analyses will have to rely
on qualitative, comparative type of assessments.

(d)  Review Elements and Options

As mentioned, a list of the current alternatives with their attendant elements and options is included
under Ttem C-5(6)(2). This list is structured in such a way as to differentiate between *mutually
exclusive’ options, and those which are suboptions. We hope that this structure will provide for a
more thorough understanding of the elements and options and reduce any confusion over these
elements and options. One letter received by the Council since September (in your notebooks under
C-5(a)(1)) suggests an additional alternative for consideration by the Council. The Alaska Marine
Conservation Council is recommending a "Harvest Priority Solution” as an alternative to IFQs which
would reward fishing priority to those fishermen who minimize bycatch. The details are contained
in their proposal.

G5
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AGENDA C-5@(1)
DECEMBER 1993

A Discussion of 1992 Weekly Processor Report Data
in Terms of Retained Catch, Total Reported Catch, and Estimated Total Catch.

INTRODUCTION

During the September Council meeting a request was made of staff to outline the reporting of discards
in State and Federal fishery data through time. Data is available from the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game (ADFG) fish-tickets, weekly processor reports, and the observer program. An overview of each of
these data sources and their historical and present bycatch reporting requirements will be discussed (Table
1). In addition, information on the amount of bycatch needed to harvest the target fisheries for 1992-93
was also requested. Data for 1993 are not available at this time, so only information for 1992 will be
presented.

Allocation of quota shares based solely on reported catch would be the amount of retained catch or total
reported catch (retained and discarded) for which acceptable documentation is available. Calculations of
the estimated total catch, in the following tables, may provide a better estimate of the "bundles” of bycatch
species needed for fishers to prosecute their target fishery. The bundling concept should more closely
resemble the allocation mix fishers will need to prosecute their fisheries without needing to buy, sell, or
trade quota before they can fish.

The bundling concept was discussed in detail and selected as an alternative for analysis at the June

Council meeting. Tt is important to note that the tables in this paper do not incorporate the actual
"bundling algorithm" which would be applied to allocation scenarios.

REPORTING OF BYCATCH

Weekly Processor Reports

Weekly processor reports are collected by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and are
comprised of the Catcher/Processor data sets (1984-89) and the Weekly Processor Reports (1990-present).
Reporting discards has always been required. However, the collection of discard data was never enforced
before 1988 nor was the data used. In 1988 the reporting form was changed to enable discards to be
included in the reports to NMFS. By mid-year 1989 the quality of the discard data had improved but still
was not considered very precise. Discards in this form continued to be reported through 1992. Beginning
in 1993 a new method is being used to determine discards. This method incorporates blend data and
observer reports from shore-side delivery vessels. Shore-side delivery vessels are defined in this paper
as catcher vessels delivering to shore-side plants or motherships operating within State waters. Observed
shore-side delivery vessel discards by gear type, area, and target fishery will be applied to non-observed
shore-side delivery vessels to better estimate the at-sea discards. At-sea delivery vessels are not covered
under this program because they are delivering unsorted cod ends to motherships. Observers on board
the motherships are able to determine the bycatch levels of the whole haul once it is delivered. Whole
hauls discarded at-sea would not be accounted for under this system.
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Table 1. Reporting of groundfish discards by State and Federal data sources.

Year Fish-tickets Weekly Processor I Observer Program Notes®
Reported” | Quality | Reported | Quality | Reported | Quality

1978 | No N/A® N/A N/A N/A N/A

1979 | No N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

1980 | No N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

1981 | No N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

1982 | No N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

1983 | No N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

1984 | No N/A N/A N/A - No ‘N/A

1985 | Yes Poor N/A N/A No N/A FT: Delivery codes
used to track
discards (1985-93)

1986 | Yes Poor Yes Poor No N/A WPR: Only at-sea
processors, data
was not used (86-
88)

1987 | Yes Poor Yes Poor No N/A

1988 | Yes Poor Yes Poor No N/A WPR: Shore plants
added mid-year,
data wasn’t used

1989 | Yes Poor Yes Poor No N/A WPR: Enforced and
used mid-year (89-
92)

1990 | Yes Poor Yes Good Yes Good OBS: Weekly in-
season reports (90-
93)

1991 | Yes Poor Yes Good Yes Good

1992 | Yes Poor Yes Good Yes Good

1993 | Yes Poor Yes Good Yes Good WKP: Changed est.
method for catcher
vessel discards at-
sea.

"No" indicates the data were not reported; "yes indicates there were discards reported but 1S not

intended to verify accuracy of the data.
® Notes are relevant through time until new information is provided in the notes column.
¢ Not applicable or not available

Note: Jerry Berger from the Observer Program has written a paper on the reported and observed catch of

retained and discarded groundfish (Berger, 1993). The paper shows the differences between reported and
observed for 1990-91.
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ADFG Fish-tickets

Fish-tickets have been collected since 1976, and discard information was first listed on the fish-tickets in
1985. Groundfish discards are identified on the 1985 and later fish-tickets by delivery codes and, in the
case of crab, by dead-loss codes. The quality of the discard data reported from 1985 to the present is
unknown, but because fish-tickets are used as landings documents it is suspected that discards were not
usually reported.

Observer data

The Observer program has JV data from 1984-90 and data on deliveries from catcher-vessels to domestic
at-sea processors from 1990-present. Discard data are only available from 1990 forward. For the period
of time discard data are available, there is no easily accessible information on a haul-by-haul basis at the
delivery vessel level. This is because fish off-loaded to motherships is mixed with the harvest of other
catcher vessels and discarded fish cannot be traced back to the harvest vessel. Weekly in-season reports
provide information on estimated discards by motherships for species groups and serves as a rough
indicator of the amount of discards. Because the collection of discard data is one of many jobs that must
be performed by observers, in a restricted time period, Observer Program officials felt that errors in the
20% range would not be considered uncommon.

REPORTED CATCH VS ESTIMATED TOTAL CATCH

This section will attempt to show the difference between the catch reported on 1992 weekly processor

reports and the estimated catch composition using bycatch information provided by the Observer program.
" Weekly processor reports will be summed to calculate the tons of each target species along with it’s
attendant bycatch reported in terms of retained and discarded catch. Summing the retained and discarded
catch rows yields the total catch reported in the weekly processor reports for that target. The rows are
not totalled in the tables provided later in this paper due to space restrictions.

Retained catch will be calculated using weekly processor report data. This reported catch will be summed
by target species, gear type, area fished, and processor type. Target species will be determined based on
the total retained harvest for that week and will be assigned based on current NMFS PSC accounting
definitions. Specifically these target fishery assignments were made as follows:

L Midwater pollock fishery. A trawl gear haul that results in a catch of pollock that is 95 percent
or more of the total amount of groundfish.

IL BSAI Yellowfin sole, Rock sole or "other flatfish" fisheries. A trawl gear haul that results in a
catch of rock sole, "other flatfish," and yellowfin sole combined that is greater than the amount
of any other fishery category defined below. Within this grouping categories targets are
determined as follows:

A. Yellowfin sole fishery. The catch of yellowfin sole is 70 percent or more of the catch in
aggregate of rock sole, "other flatfish," and yellowfin sole.

B. Rock sole fishery. The fishery is not a yellowfin sole fishery and the catch of rock sole
exceeds the catch of "other flatfish."
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C. "Other flatfish" fishery. The fishery is not a yellowfin sole fishery and the catch of “other
flatfish" exceeds the catch of rock sole. N

III. All other fisheries. Aggregate species into groups as defined below. The group with the
maximum catch is defined as the target.

Bottom pollock
Pacific cod

Arrowtooth flounder

Pacific ocean perch

GOA Thomyheads
GOA Flathead sole

BSAI Sablefish

BSAI Atka Mackerel

BSAI Greenland Turbot

BSAI Squid

BSAI Northemn & Sharpchin Rockfish, where managed separately

BSAI Shortraker & Rougheye Rockfish, where managed separately

GOA Shortraker & Rougheye Rockfish, where managed separately.

BSAI Other Rockfish. Includes Sebastes and Sebastolobus except POP and “other red

rockfish” in K) and L) '

GOA Pelagic Shelf Rockfish, where managed separately.

GOA Demersal Shelf Rockfish, where managed separately.

GOA Other Rockfish, defined by management area.

GOA Deep water flatfish. Includes rex sole, Dover sole, Greenland turbot. 7~
GOA Shallow water flatfish. Includes all GOA flatfish not already specified. ‘
BSAI Other Groundfish. Includes all sculpins, sharks, skates, eulachons, smelts, capelin,

and octopus.

GOA Other Groundfish. Includes Atka mackerel, squid, sculpins, sharks, skates, smelts,

eulachons, capelin and octopus.

o HYEONWO ZEIR-rmompuowy

Gear types included in this report are pelagic trawl, non-pelagic trawl, longline, and pots. Bycatch was
calculated for each NMFS three digit management area listed in the 1992 data sets. Calculations based
on NMFS management areas should allow for a more accurate representation of the fishery assuming
bycatch rates differ in different areas. The calculation of bycatch totals for each area was accomplished
by calculating the total amount of each target species reported in the weekly processor reports and
multiplying them by the observed bycatch rates. This information was then aggregated to the larger GOA
and BSAI areas.

Reported Catch

Catch reported in weekly processor reports contains a field defining the product which was produced by
the processing industry. Product codes 99 (dockside discards), 98 (at-sea discards), and 96 (previously
discarded, decomposed) indicate that the fish were discarded. These three fields will be used to separate
catch that was retained from catch that was discarded:

The following text describes the data in Table 2 through Table 24. Each Table reports the catch 3
composition for a specific target fishery defined by target species, gear, and FMP area. Each table is
divided into two halves. The left half describes catch information from the 1992 Weekly Processor
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Reports. The reported catch data is broken out by mothership deliveries, catcher/processor, and shore-
based deliveries. The processing mode categories are then further sub-divided by retained and discarded
catch. To the right of the dividing line on the tables is the estimated catch using observer bycatch rates.
Estimated catch is also broken out by processing mode. Because the observer data did not specify if the
catcher vessels were making deliveries at-sea or shore-side those categories were combined into a single
catcher vessel category.

The remainder of this section will look at Table 11 in depth. Table 11 describes the catch composition
when pollock is targeted in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands using pelagic trawl gear.

Retained catch Catch reported in the "retained" catch columns of the table indicate the tons of species
that were retained when targeting pollock in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands using pelagic trawl gear.
Line two of the retained catch columns, for example, reflect in arrowtooth flounder that was retained in
this pollock fishery. The first column shows that no arrowtooth flounder was retained when delivered to
motherships as midwater pollock bycatch, catcher/processors retained 103.93 tons, and shoreside plants
retained 58.68 tons. Pollock is listed as the tenth species in the list. Because pollock is the target in this
table, this line indicates the amount of the targeted pollock that was retained. The pollock retained, as
a target, by motherships, catcher/processors, and shoreside plants was 204,330.89, 600,572.19, and
345,288.34 tons respectively.

Total catch Reported catch that was retained or discarded is listed in the "total" columns. Once again
looking at the arrowtooth flounder row, we can see that deliveries to motherships totaled 230.26 tons.
Because no arrowtooth was retained all 280.26 tons were discarded. Catcher/processors reported a total
of 3,004.13 tons of arrowtooth when targeting pollock using pelagic trawl gear, of which 2,900.20 were
discarded. Shoreside plants reported a total of 252.89 tons arrowtooth. The total reported catch of pollock
in this pollock fishery by motherships was 207,010.84. Of that total 679.95 tons were discarded. Dividing
the reported pollock catch by the reported catch of arrowtooth shows that the reported bycatch of
arrowtooth in the midwater pollock fishery was 0.14%.

Estimated Catch Based on Observed Bycatch Rates

Estimated catch is calculated based on bycatch information provided by the Observer program and retained
and discard catch of target species from the Weekly Processor Report data. Bycatch rates were estimated
by summing the total catch of a target species in each NMFS three digit management area by harvest
vessel type and gear. Based on the observer information it could not be determined if a catcher vessel
was delivering shoreside or at-sea. Therefore, there is catcher vessel and a catcher/processor category in
the estimated total catch portion of the tables. The catcher vessel category being an aggregate of the
shoreside and at-sea catcher vessels.

Bycatch needed based on Retained Catch Now working from the right hand side of Table 11, we see that
the pollock row in the retained column of the catcher vessel category has 549,619.23 tons. This is the
sum of the retained catch columns for shoreside and mothership deliveries in the retained catch section
of the left side of the table. Catcher/processor totals for pollock are the same in both sides of the table.
Using the amount of pollock retained in the "reported catch" section and observer bycatch information,
the bycatch needed to harvest the retained pollock was estimated. The results on the right hand side of
Table 11 indicate that catcher vessels and catcher processors would need 241.45 and 376.91 tons of
arrowtooth, respectively to harvest the pollock they retained.

Bycatch needed based on total Catch Estimating the bycatch needed to harvest the total reported catch
of pollock employs the same method as described for retained catch. The bycatch rates are the same in
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both instances only the denominator in the calculation changes. The denominator now is the total amount
of pollock that was reported in the left hand side of the table. In other words, the bycatch rate of
arrowtooth is 0.04% in both the estimated retained and total catch columns of the catcher vessel columns.

Conclusions

The data available through time are not good for discards. Improvements have been made in terms of the
quality of discard data in the 1990’s, and improvements continue to be made. However, it is clear that
no data source contains all the discards that take place in a year.

ALLOCATION OF QUOTA SHARES

The concepts of allocating quota shares based solely on reported, or solely on retained catch, are
inconsistent with the "bundling” concept. But, bundles can be done in conjunction with either method.
Allocation of quota shares based on reported catch would credit fishers with catch reported to NMFS and
the State. Bundles would grant fishers bycatch amounts that are needed to fish, i.e. at least a portion of
their discards. The greater the ratio of bycatch species to target species in the "bundles” the more
"discards" the fisher would be credited with. This assumes that if a fisher needs a given level of bycatch
to operate under an IFQ system, and he has not reported it as catch in the past, it must have been
discarded at some point.

Allocations based on retained catch only would allocate even less bycatch to fishers than an allocation
based on total reported catch. The reduction in bycatch in this case is due to fishers not receiving credit
for their reported discards.

Weekly processor reports are filled out by the processor and they determine what is reported. Catcher
processors would both harvest and report their catch. Catcher vessels harvest the fish but the processors
report what the catchers harvested. Under this reporting system the catcher processors would have greater
control over the catch reported to NMFS because of their vertically integrated structure. Shore-side and
at-sea catcher vessels would have less control over the species and amounts reported to NMFS.

Reported Catch To simplify the discussion I will assume that there is only one catcher vessel and it
delivers all the targeted midwater pollock to shore-side plants and motherships. This catcher vessel also
only fishes pelagic trawl gear for pollock in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands. ‘If an allocation of quota
shares was made to this catcher vessel based solely on the reported catch that he retained he would receive
only 2.00 tons of other flatfish and 313.57 tons of Pacific cod as bycatch to harvest 204,330.89 tons of
pollock delivered to motherships. It is unlikely this would cover his mothership delivery bycatch needs.
When delivering shore-side he would receive the retained bycatch which was reported for those deliveries.
In this case he would receive bycatch in the amounts listed in the fifth column(for example, 2130.50 tons
of Pacific Cod). This catcher vessel would receive more bycatch for his shore-side deliveries than for his
at-sea deliveries.

Crediting our fictional catcher vessel with his reported discards in addition to his retained catch would
provide additional bycatch for his fishing operation. For example, he would then receive 630.63 tons of
Pacific Cod, which reflects his total reported catch for mothership deliveries. Therefore, whether
allocations are based on total, or only retained, catch the quota share bundle would be adjusted based on
observed bycatch rates. When his allocation was based only on his retained catch the fisher received only
other flatfish and Pacific cod as bycatch. Adding his discards (i.e., basing the allocation on total catch)
to the allocation the fisher receives some bycatch of most of the species he may catch. However, no PSC
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quota would have been allocated to the catcher vessel in either case.

Bycatch "Bundles” Allocating quota shares in "bundles" would provide our catcher vessel with a mix of
bycatch species that should allow him to fish his initial allocation. Granting allocation rights in bundles
would allow him to fish, but it would also increase the quota share pool for each of his "bycatch" species.
Increasing the quota share pool for Pacific cod, for example, by allocating catch in bundles would reduce
the IFQ granted to fishers targeting Pacific Cod. Conversely, the Pacific cod fishers probably would not
have been able to fish if they were only issued quota shares for their retained catch because they wouldn’t
have the pollock bycatch they would need. These fishers are basically trading some of their target
species IFQ for bycatch IFQ.

Allocation of quota share bundles based on the amount of target species that was reported (retained or
retained and discarded) will basically credit fishers for a portion of what they discarded. Issuing quota
shares in bundles should also allow fishers to fish their initial allocation by foregoing some of their target
species IFQ in order to gain bycatch species IFQ. Basing the allocation on retained catch only, in
conjunction with the bundling concept, would reduce the overall portfolio of those who reported their
discards, relative to an allocation based on total reported catch.
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Table 2. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Pacific Cod
in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Using Pot Gear, 1992

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
(Weekly Processor Reports) On QObserved Bycatch Rates

Species Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
Harvested Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total

~ AtkaM. 0.00 0.20 0.00 60.28 0.00 0.24 2.39 249 6.34 6.60
-A'tooth 0.00 7.47 0.00 446.88 000 343.88 4.00 4.15 1.15 1.20
Turbot 0.00 1.49 0.00 50.93 0.00 -35.29 26.43 27.45 0.44 0.46
0. Rock 0.00 1.34 0.00 80.79 047 29.25 0.32 0.33 223 2.32
0. Ground 0.00 32.95 4993 1,910.93 1.12  282.11 30546  317.21 483.15  503.16
Rock Sole 0.00 2291 0.00 331.63 0.00 32994 0.12 0.13 091 0.95
O. Flat 0.00 31.13 0.00 580.50 000 37221 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
P. Cod 70092  701.23 8,485.86 8,837.33  4,005.80 4,186.63|] 4,706.72 4,887.86 8,485.86 8,837.33
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 115.85 120.31 60.10 62.59
Pollock 0.00 30.32 0.00 3,141.50 001  892.32 5.34 5.54 2.86 2.98
POP 0.00 0.00 0.00 11256 0.00 81.54 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.08
Sablefish 0.00 0.06 0.62 22.57 11.20 39.04 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.08
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sqid 0.00 0.00 0.00 471 0.00 2.11 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01
SR/Rougheye 0.00 1.61 0.00 4.05 0.00 37.91 9.97 10.36 0.85 0.89
SH/Northemn 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 1.11 1.15
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 24779  257.33 228.16  237.61
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 63.31 65.75 54.71 56.98
Y. Sole 0.00 27.89 0.00 1,436.53 0.00 16.45 1709 1508 15.71
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Table 3. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Pacific Cod

in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Using Longline Gear, 1992

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
(Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates

Species Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
Harvested Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total
Atka M. 0.00 0.00 18.84 1,505.69 0.00 . 0.42 0.50 124,31 126.77
A'tooth 0.00 38.41 50.93 4,130.99 0.38  184.39 11.98 1443  2,631.76 2,683.75
Turbot 0.00 0.02 86.34  221.79 2.12 29.13 3.19 3.84 46249  471.63
0. Rock 0.00 0.00 132.07 844.63 5.34 10.58 3.10 3.73 99.23 101.19
O. Ground 0.00 1.11 720.11 4,445.48 ©0.00 23396 73.67 88.73  18,788.47 19,159.61
Rock Sole 0.00 0.78 8.58 3,762.01 0.00 206.70 0.69 0.83 53.31 54.36
O. Flat 0.00 0.75 11.74 4,765.84 0.00 450.19 1.40 1.69 412.07 420.21
P. Cod 14.18 1471 88,998.03 90,756.08 53598  647.90 550.16 662.61 88,998.03 50,756.08
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 . 145.81 175.61 10,230.12 10,432.21
Pollock 0.00 80.65 70.93 10,183.60 0.00 864.12 11.39 13.72  5,731.34 5,844.56
POP 0.00 0.81 534 34845 0.72 . 0.00 0.00 91.97 93.78
Sablefish 0.00 0.00 112.02  229.01 31.03 35.96 1.64 1.98 42.28 43.12
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.72 0.74
Sqid 0.00 0.00 0.00 33.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02
SR/Rougheye 0.00 0.00 18399 274.42 0.78 5.80 6.99 52144  531.74
SH/Northemn 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.42 43.55 4441
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.92 1.11 11894  121.29
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 X 0.02 0.02 7.35 7.50
Y. Sole 0.00 0.00 0.36 5,515.35 0.00 914.07 0.06 0.08 101.25  103.25
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Table 4. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Sablefish
in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Using Longline Gear, 1992

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
(Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates
Species Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries ]r Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
Harvested - Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained _ Total Retained  Total

Atka M. 0.00 0.00 0.00 313.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
A'tooth 0.00 2.25 2.73  406.69 0.00 225.56 115.68  115.87 101,51  102.50
Turbot 0.00 0.28 87.85 91.55 84.83 85.85 398.52  399.20 460.72  465.20
O. Rock 3.12 3.13 9540 195.70 74.58 83.97 95.43 95.59 81.83 82.63
0. Ground 0.00 7.11 097 34325 0.00 175.37 16049  160.77 89.36 90.23
Rock Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 296.53 0.00  262.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
O. Flat 0.00 0.22 0.09 708.04 000 21179 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08
P. Cod 0.00 0.09 19.34 24443 20.52 10147 0.25 0.25 18.16 18.33
Halibut : 0.00 0.00 000 - 0.00 0.00 . 60.35 60.45 23152 233.78
Pollock ' 0.00 2.17 0.00 87755 0.00 294.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01
POP 0.00 0.00 0.00 66.47 0.33 21.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sablefish 56.44 56.44 962.29  971.65 70131  702.60| 75775  759.04 962.29  971.65
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sqid 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.08 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SR/Rougheye 0.00 0.00 8.93 14.69 0.20 4.22 16.47 16.50 23.88 24.11
SH/Northem 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.84
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 1.01 1.02

Y. Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00  872.81 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Table 5. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Greenland Turbot
in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands using Longline Gear, 1992

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
(Weekly Processor . Reported Catch On Observed Bycatch Rates

Species Mothershigetained Catch _Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
Harvested - Retained Total Retained Total Retained Total Retained  Total Retained  Total
Atka M. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
A'tooth 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.37 0.66 0.67 3.86 3.86
Turbot 0.00 27.05 27.05 6.96 7.05 6.96 7.05 27.05 27.05
0. Rock 0.00 1.52 1.52 0.05 0.10 0.07 0.07 3.86 3.86
O. Ground 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.05 0.05 2.26 2.26
Rock Sole 0.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
O. Flat 0.00 0.00 14.50 0.00 0.39 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
P. Cod 0.00 16.51 16.51 1.95 2.32 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.49
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.81 1.83 2.80 2.80
Pollock 0.00 0.00 6.80 0.00 45.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
POP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.15
Sablefish 0.00 17.95 17.95 0.56 0.56 0.40 0.41 11.74 11.74
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sqid 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SR/Rougheye 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.74 2.74
SH/Northem 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03
Y. Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Table 6. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Rock Sole
in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Using Non-Pelagic Trawl GearL1=5122

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
. (Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates

Species Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
Harvested Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total
Atka M. 0.00 0.00 2.68 25.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.06 444
A'tooth 0.00 0.00 024  329.03 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.13 247.86  270.79
Turbot 0.00 0.00 0.46 13.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.29 0.32
0. Rock 0.00 0.00 0.00 82.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.12
0. Ground 0.00 0.00 29.61  450.15 0.00 247 20.09 21.12 1,196.08 1,306.70
Rock Sole 38.66 39.63 11,825.99 12,919.68 26996  284.93 308.62 32456 11,825.99 12,919.68
O. Flat 0.00 0.39 2,434.17 3,064.41 4.46 11.78 10696 11249  2,860.06 3,124.56
P. Cod 32.53 3253 2,199.92 2,687.40 37.16 38.99 13426 14120 295139 3,224.34
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2240 23.56 459.38  501.87
Pollock 28.67 28.67 603.63 3,642.96 3.21 6.71 153.89 161.84 483135 5,278.16
POP 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.05
Sablefish 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.63 0.69
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.54 0.59
Sgid 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.21
SR/Rougheye 0.00 0.00 2.46 265 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SH/Northem 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.12
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.99 4.19 355.71  388.60
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.84 4.04 117.77  128.66
Y. Sole 0.00 0.00 1,925.33 2,790.18 30549 321.27 4,987.34 5,448.58
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Table 7. Species Catch Composition When Targeting Yellowfin Sole
in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Using Non-Pelagic Trawl Gj:__z_lj

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based

(Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates
Species Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
Harvested Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total
Atka M. 0.00 0.15 0.00 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.01 3.12
"A'tooth 0.00 44.83 17.63 1,135.75 0.36 2.14 28.98 31.35 568.79  587.96
Turbot 0.00 8.85 2.35 41.92 0.00 2.34 0.00 0.60 0.54 0.56
0. Rock 0.00 0.49 0.00 127.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.15 1.19
0. Ground 17.99 78.98 184.25 1,736.68 0.00 224.26 516.77  559.05 8,193.83 8,469.92
Rock Sole 28.27 118.21 3,929.72 4,854.95 7.61 8.51 811.65 878.06 14,613.45 15,105.85
O. Flat 7.74  139.08 2,434.17 4,193.87 9.14 14.20|| 1,529.34 1,654.46 16,216.91 16,763.33
P. Cod 2239 13943 3,799.92 4,535.94 23.70 40.67 688.08  744.37 10,004.59 10,341.69
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 36.65 39.65 94473  976.56
Pollock 28.03 47275 1,636.77 8,121.67 9399 157.58|| 1,400.08 1,514.63 14,101.76 14,576.92
POP 0.00 0.20 0.30 19.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.05
Sablefish 0.00 0.04 0.02 26.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 153.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.23 5.41
Sqid 0.00 0.07 0.00 15.42 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.47 1.52
SR/Rougheye 0.00 0.02 0.06 6.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SH/Northem 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 32724 35402  2,296.34 2,373.72
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.27 7.86 254.63  263.21
Y. Sole 4915.03 5,283.47 81,651.29 84,402.50 4494] 492544 5,328.41

81,651.29 84,402.50
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Table 8. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Arrowtooth Flounder
in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands using Non-Pelagic Trawl Gear,__l_g92

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
(Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates
Species Mothership Deliveries Catcher Processors Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
Harvested - Retained Total Retained Total Retained Total Retained Total
Atka M. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01
‘A'tooth 2.65 9.86 3.83 2.65 9.86 0.00 0.00
Turbot 0.00 0.00 2.27 0.04 0.15 0.00 0.00
0. Rock 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0. Ground 0.00 0.82 0.33 0.14 0.53 0.00 0.00
Rock Sole 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.00
O. Flat 0.00 31.00 2.00 0.93 3.47 0.00 0.00
P. Cod 1.38 1.38 3.83 0.57 2.13 0.00 0.00
Halibut . 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.08 0.00 0.00
Pollock ' 0.00 4241 0.00 0.85 3.18 0.00 0.00
POP 0.00 0.00 2.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sablefish 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sqid 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
- SR/Rougheye 0.00 0.00 0.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SH/Northem ' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.12 0.00 0.00
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Y. Sole 0.00 36.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 w 0.00
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Table 9. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Pacific Cod
in the Berigg___§ga/Aleutianls_lands Using Non-Pelagic Trawl Gear, 1992

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
. (Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates

Species Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
Harvested Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total
Atka M. 2408 213.73 918.26 1,749.53 3.03 20298 8.17 8.26 1,768.05 1,795.46
A'tooth 30.73 53440 71.18  977.92 093 94.29 75153  760.04  2,258.40 2,29341
Turbot 0.00 3.21 7.96 23.80 0.10 11.42 1.59 1.61 13484  136.93
0. Rock 243 122.68 1.56 24276 0.12 42.00 27.12 27.43 431.72 43841
0. Ground 0.00 263.79 25.23 1,077.24 506 179.53|| 1,871.36 1,892.54  2,416.51 2,453.97
Rock Sole 38.00 457.00 722.00 1,347.00 0.00 285.00|| 1,579.95 1,597.83 3,416.60 3,469.56
O. Flat 18.00 - 448.62 184.00 903.90 16.00 418.25|| 1,179.60 1,192.96 1,162.56 1,180.58
P. Cod 9,065.55 9,110.47 19,611.13 19,915.09 12,474.77 12,673.70} 21,540.32 21,784.17 19,611.13 19,915.09
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00|| 2,016.55 2,039.38 682.70  693.28
Pollock 32423 91697 929.89 3,462.65 17275  896.99|| 9,387.62 9,493.89 8,222.61 8,350.06
POP 1.29 15.85 383.58 54292 0.10 26.57 43.85 44.35 35458  360.07
Sablefish 0.00 0.00 1.13 14.63 0.00 0.40 0.95 0.96 242 2.46
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.84 16.02 24.98 25.36
Sqid 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.24 0.00 1.15 1.19 1.20 8.97 9.11
SR/Rougheye 0.00 0.00 54.21 86.56 0.00 7.14 0.26 0.26 19.16 19.46
SH/Northem 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.79 16.98 410.17  416.53
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 29.59 29.92 137.56  139.69
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.01 3.06
Y. Sole 0.00  263.00 43.00 941.00 0.00 871.00 11325  114.53 68.64 69.71
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Table 10. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Pacific Cod

in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Using Pelagic Trawl Gear, 1992

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
(Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates

Species Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
Harvested Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total || Retained  Total Retained  Total
Atka M. 0.00 0.00 0.00 69.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
A'tooth 0.00 0.02 0.00 5.90 0.00 0.97 0.97 5.80 6.44
Turbot 0.00 0.00 292 3.12 0.00 0.77 0.77 0.04 0.05
0. Rock 0.00 0.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 10069 11195
0. Ground 0.00 0.04 0.00 12.98 0.00 6.31 6.31 8.22 9.14
Rock Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 5.69 5.70 9.77 10.87
O. Flat 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,25 0.00 6.25 6.25 9.65 10.73
P. Cod 24040 24043 29152 32412 88.16 328.56  328.59 29152 324.12
Halibut - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.67 8.67 942 10.47
Pollock 0.00 0.00 11.25 4342 0.00 49.18 49.19 82.14 91.32
POP 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 18.13 20.16
Sablefish 0.00 0.00 8.89 8.89 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00
Sqid 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.00
SR/Rougheye 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.00
SH/Northem 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.69 11195
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 345 3.83
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Y. Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

——

12/4/93 Pg 16

DRBABYCATCH.WP



Table 11. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Pollock

in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Using Pelagic Trawl Gear, 1992

—

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
(Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates

Species Mothership Deliveries Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors

Harvested Retained Total Retained Total Retained Total Retained Total Retained Total

Atka M. 0.00 43.84 0.64 576.89 2.85 84.68 20.61 20.81 6.01 6.12
A'tooth 0.00 280.26 103.93 3,004.13 58.68 252.89 24145 243.86 376.91 384.04
Turbot 0.00 32.79 24.33 183.05 46.26 48.53 96.97 97.93 85.11 86.72
0. Rock 0.00 254.37 0.80 233.87 445 86.98 16.28 16.44 292 297
0. Ground 0.00 645.53 40.22 2,364.75 91.09 437.31 235.89 238.23 682.28 695.19
Rock Sole 0.00 1,007.00 126.00 3,335.00 15.00 877.00 80.54 81.34 470.33 479.23
O. Flat 200 1,210.53 160.00 3,275.88 368.00 1,178.40 570.77 576.45 1,127.77 1,149.10
P. Cod 313.57 630.63 2,184.69 3,970.72 2,130.50 2,480.91| 2,392.07 2,415.88 2,683.81 2,734.58
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 35.44 35.80 138.64 141.27
Pollock 204,330.89 207,010.84 600,572.19 611,933.96 345,288.34 348,077.95{1549,619.23 555,088.79 600,572.19 611,933.96
POP 0.00 57.49 9.57 507.63 10.20 51.36 36.99 37.36 17.27 17.60
Sablefish 0.00 48.61 0.19 10.74 3.09 6.89 8.50 8.59 0.71 0.73
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 173.90 175.63 56.41 57.47
Sqid 0.00 5.00 3.23 45.94 288.62 293.02 358.53 362.10 237.13 241.61
SR/Rougheye 0.00 13.24 0.00 48.71 0.81 3.61 7.82 7.89 6.94 7.07
SH/Northern 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.27 5.32 0.78 0.80
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 38.97 39.36 217.98 222.10
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.88 0.89 0.95 - 097
Y. Sole 0.00  765.00 _5.00 2,590.00 4.00 677.00 4.23 4.28 26.69 27.19
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Table 12. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Pollock

C

in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Using Non-Pelagic Trawl Gear, 1992

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based

) (Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates
Species Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
Harvested Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total
Atka M. 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.18 1.26
A'tooth 0.25 1591 29.33  236.82 0.30 3.82 0.16 0.17 12.14 12.97
Turbot 0.00 1.20 0.76 9.29 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.30
O. Rock 0.05 7.18 0.00 4.52 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.04
0. Ground 0.00 42.49 36.80 155.10 11.40 73.71 0.09 0.09 11.30 12.07
Rock Sole 128.00 287.00 657.00 873.00 0.00 90.00 2.09 222 71.88 76.79
O. Flat 8.00 33.71 11200 613.60 56.00 58.05 21.32 22.61 49.69 53.08
P. Cod 361.83  366.58 929.03 1,098.81 223.20 223.20 64.59 68.50 171.62  183.35
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.55 3.77 39.38 42.08
Pollock 3,010.07 3,311.33 13,581.59 14,510.16  4,768.65 4,937.28] 7,778.72 8,248.61 13,581.59 14,510.16
POP 3.44 12.84 29.98 34.22 25.19 25.41 34.82 36.92 0.11 0.12
Sablefish 0.00 0.74 0.76 11.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.15 474 5.07
Sqid 5.18 5.18 0.00 0.02 42.75 57.83 19.87 21.07 371 3.96
SR/Rougheye 0.00 0.02 0.40 5.26 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01
SH/Northem 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 2.85 3.04
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 242 2.58
Y. Sole 0.00 3400 2800 181.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 1.70 1.81
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Table 13. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Pacific Ocean Perch

in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands using Non-Pelagic Trawl Gear, 1992

Reported Catch " Estimated Catch Based
. (Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates

Species Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
Harvested Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total
Atka M. 0.08 0.08 1,223.27 1,253.88 31.66 31.66 1,353.05 1,359.07
‘A'tooth 0.00 0.00 1498  136.52 22.05 22.05 1,476.99 1,483.55
Turbot 8.34 8.34 178.08 187.09 0.49 0.49 25.40 25.51
O. Rock 0.00 0.00 26.53 84.10 19.19 19.19 834.64  838.35
0. Ground 0.00 22.92 693  234.08 11.54 11.54 667.50  670.47
Rock Sole 1.00 19.00 1200 164.00 1.57 1.57 70.50 70.81
O. Flat 0.00 15.00 92.00 379.28 0.35 0.35 166.26 167.00
P. Cod 1.38 5.36 753.70  839.22 33.19 33.19 1,582.98 1,590.01
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.86 8.86 44131  443.27
Pollock 0.00 8.00 83.12 635.01 31.93 31.93 1,589.42 1,596.49
POP 167.44 16744  9,252.60 9,293.73 16744 16744  9,252.60 9,293.73
Sablefish 4.05 4.05 18.69 18.70 0.17 0.17 8.53 8.56
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 241 242
Sqid 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.62 0.03 0.03 18.35 18.43
SR/Rougheye 0.00 0.00 51898 519.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SH/Northem 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.36 15.36 667.70  670.66
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.25 10.74 10.79
Y. Sole 0.00 17.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 1.19 1.20
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Table 14. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Pacific Cod

__in the Gulf of Alaska Using Pot Gear, 1992
Reported Catch “ Estimated Catch Based
Species (Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates
Harvested Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
: - Retained Total Retained Total Retained Total |{Retained Total Retained Total
~ A'tooth 0.00 5.33 0.00 0.00 0.02 847.06 3.15 3.63 0.00 0.00
~ "Deep Flats 0.00 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.04 17643 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60
D. Shelf Rock 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 '0.09 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.00
Flathead Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.08 0.00 0.00
0. Rock .0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03  226.68 1.91 2.20 0.00 0.00
O Ground 240 27.81 0.00 0.00 7430 1,22043| 16623  191.66 0.24 0.24
P. Cod 25446  263.80 51.91 5191 9,460.47 10,937.35|| 9,714.93 11,201.15 51.91 5191
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 170.22  196.26 0.70 0.70
P. Shelf Rock.. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 3.09 1.59 1.83 0.00 0.00
Pollock ' 0.00 62.69 0.00 0.00 1.34 4,359.24 241 2.78 0.00 0.00
POP 0.00 4.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 268.87 0.19 0.21 0.00 0.00
Sablefish 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 5.05 1.34 1.54 0.00 0.00
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Shallow Flats 0.00 169.94 0.00 0.00 0.38 2,024.40 0.58 0.67 0.00 0.00
SH/Rougheye 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.89 36.86 0.07 0.08 0.00 0.00
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.14 16.31 0.01 0.01
Thomyheads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.29 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00
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Table 15. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Pacific Cod
in the Gulf of Alaska Using Longline Gear, 1992

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
Species (Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates
Harvested Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
. Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total

A'tooth 0.00 88.17 0.31 665.74 0.27 598.21 0.00 0.35 0.02 36.84
Deep Flats 0.00 0.01 1.86 53.17 0.05 33.84 13.04 14.64 3.98 4.19
D. Shelf Rock 0.00 0.00 9.22 9.22 37.84 38.32 28.02 31.47 14.77 15.55
Flathead Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.92 11.14 2.80 2.95
0. Rock 0.00 0.00 0.50 58.67 6.18 47.24 7.47 8.39 11.02 11.59
O Ground 0.21 116.29 2.63  490.05 5.03 1,133.44 82.51 92.66 77.58 81.64
P. Cod 361.57 438.19 8,291.72 8,724.92  5,682.85 6,350.09|| 6,044.42 6,788.28 8,291.72 8,724.92
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00|| 1,884.25 2,116.13 3,716.59 3,910.76
P. Shelf Rock., 0.96 0.96 0.05 0.31 13.98 17.13 6.94 7.80 4.68 4.92
Pollock ' 0.00 150.09 0.00 1,671.60 9.12 3,950.85 4291 48.19 34.45 36.25
POP 0.00 11.05 0.00 25.66 0.00 187.14 0.01 0.01 0.13 0.14
Sablefish 0.00 0.00 30.05 31.11 26.75 28.51 145.15 163.02 57190 601.78
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Shallow Flats 0.00 56.85 0.00 1,032.73 0.00 2,330.80 5.53 6.21 7.19 7.56
SH/Rougheye 0.00 0.00 0.02 1.06 5.74 34.60 1.65 1.85 9.82 10.33
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.26 0.09 0.10
Thomyheads 0.00 0.00 0.36 0.36 21.42 22.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 __o.ot 0.01
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Table 16. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting
Shortracker/Rougheye in the Gulf of Alaska using Longline Gear, 1992

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
Species (Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates
Harvested Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
- Retained Total Retained Total Retained Total [{Retained Total Retained Total

‘A'tooth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.00 4.80 0.00 275 0.00 0.01
Deep Flats 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
D. Shelf Rock 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.26 3.26 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
Flathead Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0. Rock 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.44 0.10 0.10 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.07
O Ground 0.00 0.00 0.00 12,52 0.00 32.22 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
P. Cod 0.00 0.00 0.94 1.55 0.16 14.50 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.00
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
P. Shelf Rock.. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Pollock ' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 26.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
POP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sablefish 0.00 0.00 18.62 18.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.07 8.07
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Shallow Flats 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SH/Rougheye 000 000 86.36  103.31 4.99 6.69 4.99 6.69 86.36  103.31
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Thomyheads 0.00 0.00 2.60 2.60 3.56 3.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 _0.00 0.00
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Table 17. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Arrowtooth

Flounder in the Gulf of Alaska using | Non-Pelagic Trawl Gear, 1992

Reported Catch T Estimated Catch Based
Species (Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates
Harvested Mothership Deliveries Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
- Retained Total Retained Total Retained Total ||Retained Total Retained Total

A'tooth 0.00 0.00 126.66  126.66 144.68 159.90 144.68 159.90 126.66 126.66
Deep Flats 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.18 64.07 64.17 50.88 56.23 51.52 51.52
D. Shelf Rock 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.40 0.44 0.07 0.07
Flathead Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.05 21.06 3.16 3.16
0. Rock 0.00 0.00 14.34 14.34 0.00 0.00 3.30 3.65 4.62 4.62
O Ground 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.15 31.68 1.07 1.18 0.87 0.87
P. Cod 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 104.49 108.49 33.95 37.52 18.54 18.54
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 26.87 29.70 14.83 14.83
P. Shelf Rock. 0.00 0.00 5.38 5.38 0.00 0.00 0.53 0.59 0.50 0.50
Pollock ' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.70 74.33 2742 30.31 8.83 8.83
POP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 242 2.68 6.76 6.76
Sablefish 0.00 0.00 3.06 3.06 16.66 16.66 16.57 18.31 3.69 3.69
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.22 0.22
Shallow Flats 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.17 713.78  713.78 3.71 4.10 0.37 0.37
SH/Rougheye 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.29 3.29 2.02 2.23 5.17 5.17
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.19 0.10 0.10
Thomyheads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.05 1.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
King Crab 000  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 __0.00 0.00
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Table 18. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Other

Rockfish in the Gulf of Alaska using Non-Pelagic Trawl Gear, 1992

(

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
Species (Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates
Harvested Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries ||Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
- Retained Total Retained Total Retained Total ||Retained Total Retained Total

A'tooth 0.00 0.00 187.72  236.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 587.42 58743
Deep Flats 0.00 0.00 99.04  104.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 85.25 85.25
D. Shelf Rock 0.00 0.00 33.66 33.66 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 128.30 128.30
Flathead Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.09 8.09
0. Rock 0.00 0.00 5,711.54 5,711.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 571154 5,711.63
O Ground 0.00 0.00 92.38  236.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 335.18  335.18
P. Cod 0.00 0.00 225.65 254.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 599.40 59941
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 195.57 195.57
P. Shelf Rock.. 0.00 0.00 1,309.74 1,310.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,246.54 2,246.58
Pollock ‘ 0.00 0.00 99.75 198.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12790 12791
POP 0.00 0.00 59.87 59.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 753.75  753.76
Sablefish 0.00 0.00 89842  904.92 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 21450  214.51
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 479 479
Shallow Flats 0.00 0.00 69.31 331.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 44.81 44.81
SH/Rougheye 0.00 0.00 426.09  426.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 34.36 34.36
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.27
Thomyheads 0.00 0.00 134.63 134.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.02 1.02
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Table 19. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Pacific Cod
in the Gulf of Alaska Using Non-Pelagic Trawl Gear, 1992

Reported Catch “ Estimated Catch Based
Species (Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates
Harvested Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
. Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total | Retained  Total Retained  Total

A'tooth 20.70  562.18 1.85 167.42 258.06  538.61 F1,765.04 1,784.01 22532 228.92
Deep Flats 0.50 22.45 131.28 136.99 381.84 67.94 68.67 44.22 4493
D. Shelf Rock 0.50 1.04 0.00 0.05 1.92 9.50 9.60 3.26 3.31
Flathead Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 417.81  422.30 157.26  159.77
0. Rock 8.99 31.61 40.98 46.57 3.00 195.45 197.55 82.04 83.35
O Ground 0.08  280.54 348  136.99 24.04 1,382.48 1,397.34 135.06  137.22
P. Cod 7,590.05 7,621.70  2,689.79 2,732.85 35,382.53 42,972.58 43,43447  2,689.79 2,732.85
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,161.71 1,174.19 119.73  121.64
P. Shelf Rock. 0.50 9.05 4.13 4.13 66.81 98.90 99.97 9.71 9.86
Pollock 238.58  480.28 6.87  623.67 818.01 6,625.76 6,696.98 553.18  562.04
POP 0.12 65.52 343 29.54 573 27.11 27.40 37.93 38.54
Sablefish 0.00 2.76 27.22 27.22 53.96 22.01 22.25 4.58 4.65
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 21.97 22.20 1.95 1.98
Shallow Flats 694.83  750.71 483.00 732.61 2,294.27 5,937.07 6,000.88 29849  303.27
SH/Rougheye 0.00 4.93 26.43 29.26 35.70 0.40 0.40 441 448
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 19.69 19.90 1.24 1.26
Thomyheads 0.00 2.97 17.74 17.74 20.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60
King Crab 0.00 0.00 000 0.0 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
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Table 20. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Pollock

(

in the Gulf of Alaska Using Pelagic Trawl Gear, 1992

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
Species (Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates
Harvested Mothership Deliveries ~ Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
- Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total

A'tooth 0.00 36.74 0.00 12.95 92.15  237.21| 1,142.15 1,163.45 0.18 0.19
‘Deep Flats 0.00 3.55 0.60 0.00 12.90 34.40 92.30 94.02 0.00 0.00
D. Shelf Rock 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 '0.98 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
Flathead Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 105.22 107.19 2.57 2.59
0. Rock 0.00 2.04 0.00 0.00 0.27 11.10 27.02 27.52 0.02 0.02
O Ground 0.00 1.24 0.00 53.27 216.08 47343 344.33  350.75 12.10 12.19
P. Cod 0.02 0.24 0.45 4.80 204.88  476.11 876.76  893.11 0.06 0.06
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.04 11.25 0.00 0.00
P. Shelf Rock. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.51 0.61 8.90 9.07 0.00 0.00
Pollock 2,684.02 2,684.81 2,884.01 2,905.48 67,457.85 68,765.17|| 70,141.87 71,449.98 2,884.01 2,905.48
POP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 32.97 170.18 173.35 1.99 2.00
Sablefish 0.00 1.50 0.00 0.00 10.08 10.20 2.72 2.77 0.00 0.00
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 50.00 50.00 243.28  247.82 0.67 0.68
Shallow Flats "~ 0.00 0.00 0.86 19.86 60.06 985.63 5.67 5.78 0.37 0.37
SH/Rougheye 0.00 1.40 0.00 0.00 0.57 5.88 86.48 88.09 22.90 23.07
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.27 0.00 0.00
Thomyheads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.89 1.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Table 21. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Pollock
in the Gulf of Alaska Using Non-Pelagic Trawl Gear, 1992

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
Species (Weekly Processor Reports) | On Observed Bycatch Rates
Harvested Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
- Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total Retained  Total

A'tooth 0.00 31.66 2.00 246 47.76 91.28 166.00  193.81 0.00 0.00
Deep Flats 0.00 0.00 2.14 2.14 75.70 76.31 9.46 11.04 0.00 0.00
D. Shelf Rock 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.88 1.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Flathead Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 38.69 45.17 0.00 0.00
O. Rock 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.85 1.04 0.73 0.86 0.00 0.00
O Ground 0.29 6.85 0.66 0.66 7.76 1,408.18 3.67 4.29 0.00 0.00
P. Cod 48.64 51.60 443 5.55 45498  531.10 120.48 140.66 0.00 0.00
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 31.38 36.64 0.00 0.00
P. Shelf Rock. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.92 3.92 0.73 0.86 0.00 0.00
Pollock ' 16899  212.30 85.25 85.25 3,891.13 4,527.87}| 4,060.12 4,740.17 85.25 85.25
POP 0.00 0.00 1.48 1.48 0.44 3.65 1.61 1.88 0.00 0.00
Sablefish 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 15.80 15.80 0.07 0.09 0.00 0.00
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 29200 292.00 4.27 4.99 0.67 0.67
Shallow Flats 12.16 40.16 0.00 5.00 40146  647.62 6.21 7.25 0.00 0.00
SH/Rougheye 0.00 0.03 0.38 0.38 2.55 2.66 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00
Thomyheads 0.00 0.00 0.72 0.72 6.11 6.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
King Crab 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Table 22. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Pacific Ocean
Perch in the Gulf of Alaska using Non-Pelagic Trawl Gear, 1992
Reported Catch “ Estimated Catch Based
Species (Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates
Harvested Mothership Deliveries Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries ||Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
. Retained Total Retained Total Retained Total  ||Retained Total Retained Total
A'tooth 0.00 0.00 2427 10724 0.00 0.00 000  1,888.04 1,891.36
' Deep Flats 0.00 0.00 24.70 25.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 191.99 192.33
D. Shelf Rock 0.00 0.00 3.30 3.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.54 14.57
Flathead Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.04 9.06
O. Rock 0.00 0.00 10.25 10.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 617.73 618.82
O Ground 0.00 0.00 76.96 248.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 95.10 95.27
P. Cod 0.00 0.00 125.36  172.86 0.00 0.00 0.00 24221 24263
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 829.24  830.70
P. Shelf Rock., 0.00 0.00 51.10 51.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 92.66 92.82
Pollock ' 0.00 0.00 33.67 242.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 255.01 255.46
POP 0.00 0.00 4,101.26 4,108.47 0.00 0.00 0.00  4,101.26 4,108.47
Sablefish 0.00 0.00 177.84 177.84 0.00 0.00 0.00 621.23 622.32
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 60.23  60.34
Shallow Flats 0.00 0.00 5.37 350.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.27 7.28
SH/Rougheye 0.00 0.00 255.39 258.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 272.86 273.34
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01
Thomyheads 0.00 0.00 165.26 165.26 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
King Crab 0.00 0.00 __0.00 0.00 _ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.40
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Table 23. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Sablefish

in the Gulf of Alaska using Non-Pelagic Trawl Gear, 1992

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
Species (Weekly Processor Reports) “ On Observed Bycatch Rates
Harvested Mothership Deliveries  Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
- Retained Total Retained Total Retained Total [|Retained Total Retained Total

A'tooth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.29 0.78 0.78 0.00 0.00
Deep Flats 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.83 0.00 0.00
D. Shelf Rock 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
Flathead Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
0. Rock 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.48 0.48 0.00 0.00
O Ground 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.66 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00
P. Cod 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.00
P. Shelf Rock.. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Pollock ' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.06 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00
POP 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.00
Sablefish 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 222 2.22 2.22 2.22 0.00 0.00
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Shallow Flats 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SH/Rougheye 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Thomyheads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
King Crab 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0Q_
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Table 24. Species Catch Composition (tons) When Targeting Shortraker/Rougheye
in the Gulf of Alaska using Non-Pelagic Trawl Gear, 1992

C

Reported Catch Estimated Catch Based
Species (Weekly Processor Reports) On Observed Bycatch Rates
Harvested Mothership Deliveries Catcher Processors Shoreside Deliveries ||Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
- Retained Total Retained Total Retained Total ||Retained Total Retained Total

A'tooth 0.00 0.00 24,35 86.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 248.59  248.65
Deep Flats 0.00 0.00 8.51 12.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 77.22 77.24
D. Shelf Rock 0.00 0.00 3.32 3.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.19 3.19
Flathead Sole 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.30 3.30
0. Rock 0.00 0.00 82.72 90.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 129.12  129.15
O Ground 0.60 0.00 0.38 92.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 21.48 21.48
P. Cod 0.00 0.00 501 218.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.79 2.79
Halibut 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.31 16.31
P. Shelf Rock. 0.00 0.00 3.03 3.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.21 5.21
Pollock ' 0.00 0.00 0.00 466.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.70 13.70
POP 0.00 0.00 27.89 92.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 49.90 49.91
Sablefish 0.00 0.00 12395  123.98 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 123.95 123.98
Salmon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.31 0.31
Shallow Flats 0.00 0.00 086 274.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SH/Rougheye 0.00 0.00 675.28  675.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 864.18  864.39
Tanner Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11
Thomyheads 0.00 0.00 11199 11199 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
King Crab 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 __0.09 0.09
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AGENDA C-5(a)(2)
DECEMBER 1993

IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB

SPECIES FOR INCLUSION

Option A: All species under Council jurisdiction, including PSCs.

Option B: Pollock and cod only with PSC species (halibut, crab, and herring) issued as IFQs
based on historical portion of the caps for those fisheries. All other groundfish
species managed under License Limitation program (except sablefish and halibut).

Under this option, groundfish bycatch species would also be needed to support the pollock and cod IFQ

fisheries. These could be allocated individually (as with the PSCs) or as a set aside which would

constitute a common pool for the IFQ fisheries.

Option C: Under Option A or B above, a percentage (either 45% or historical split) of BSAI
Pacific cod would be set aside for a fixed gear License Limitation program.

AREAS

IFQs for all species and PSCs will be awarded based on current management areas.

CRITERIA FOR INTTIAL QS QUALIFICATION

Initial QS will be awarded to current vessel owners, based on the catch history of the vessel currently
owned. Options for defining ‘current ownership’ are:

Option A: define current as of June 24, 1992 (June 27 is actual date for end of reporting week).
Option B: define current as date of final Council action.
In addition to the options above, the Council is separately considering the following:

Suboption A: for GOA longline rockfish fisheries, allocate initial QS to owner at
time of landings. :

In addition to being a current vessel owner, the Council is considering a recent participation requirement
for QS qualification. The options to be considered are:

Option A: No recent participation requirement
Option B: Vessel must have fished in three-year period prior to June 24, 1992 or date of final

Council action (depending on option chosen for defining current ownership). If
vessel is lost during this period, owner at time of loss is still eligible.
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IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTA (CDQ) CONSIDERATIONS

In addition to allocating QS to current vessel owners, the Council may make initial allocations to CDQs
as shown below:

Option A:

Option B:

No allocations to CDQs.

Initially allocate 3%, 7.5%, 10%, or 15% (options range up to 15%) as CDQs; may
apply to any or all groundfish/crab species, but only for existing, eligible, BSAI
communities with one of the following suboptions:

Suboption A: Patterned after current pollock CDQ program.

Suboption B: One-time allocation convertible to IFQs.

SKIPPER/CREWMEMBER CONSIDERATIONS

The Council is also considering the following options for including skippers and crewmembers in the IFQ

program.
Option A:

Option B:

Option C:

No allocations to skippers or crewmembers.

Initially allocate 3%, 5%, or 10% (options range up to 10%) to "bona fide’ skippers
(as % of overall pie with specific allocation criteria to be identified later).

Under Option A or Option B above, 15% of any QS/IFQ sale is subject to first right
of refusal by 'bona-fide crewmen’.

PROCESSOR CONSIDERATIONS

Either or both of the following options are being considered relevant to processors:

Option A:

Option B:

Grish/Crab IFQs

Assign separate processor QS (2-pie system). See separate description for elements
of this program.

Require a percentage of harvest IFQs to be delivered shoreside (% will be based on
last two years’ average for each species).
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IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB

INITIAL QS CALCULATION
The following primary options are being considered for calculating QS of qualified recipients. Whichever
option is chosen, QS amounts for each species will be calculated based on catch, then adjusted based
on average bycatch rates to achieve initial ‘bundles’ of target/bycatch/PSC. The Council has discussed

the issue of basing QS calculations on retained, as opposed to reported, catch. Pending further
evaluation of this issue, basing the calculation on retained catch is not included as an option at this

time.

Option A: QS based on reported catch of vessel from 1976 to either June 24, 1992 or date of
final Council action (pre-1984 JV catch assigned based on average by fishery, by year
for vessels which participated).

For Option A, the following suboptions are being considered for weighting factors:

Suboption A: No weighting by sector.

Suboption B: Weight DAP 3.5:1 JV.

Suboption C: Weight DAP 2:1 JV.

Suboption D: For JV prior to 1986 and for DAP prior to 1989, weight at 2:1.

Option B: QS based on reported catch of vessel from date of full DAP (by species) to either
June 24, 1992 or date of final Council action.

Option C: QS based on reported catch of vessel from 1993 only.

In addition to the options shown above, the Council is considering the following possible alternatives
which are specific to Pacific cod in the BSAL If either of the options below is chosen, the calculation
alternatives shown above would still apply for the remaining fisheries.

Option A: Allocate Pacific cod QS at 45% for fixed gear recipients/55% for trawl gear.
Option B: Allocate Pacific cod QS by gear types based on historical split. We will examine: (1)
back to 1976, (2) back to date of full DAP for Pacific cod, and (3) 1993 only to

determine historical split.

Unless otherwise directed, same initial QS calculation options apply to divide QS among participants
in each sector.
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IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB
TRANSFERABILITY PROVISIONS
Any or all of the following options may apply:
Option A: No restrictions.
Option B: Two year restriction on sales only (could lease).
Option C: For groundfish only, non-transferable between fixed and mobile gear categories.

Option D: For crab fisheries only, non-transferable across catcher vs. catcher/processor
categories.

Option E: 15% of any QS/IFQ for sale is subject to first right of refusal by "bona-fide crewmen”
(this was also included under ' CREWMEMBER CONSIDERATIONS’).

USE/OWNERSHIP PROVISIONS
The following three options are being considered relative to accounting under the IFQ program. These
options will affect an operator’s ability to match IFQs to catch, and also relate to the ability to effectively
manage the program within the overall TACs.
Option A: Must control IFQs to cover expected catch before fishing.
Option B: Overage/Underage program as with sablefish and halibut program.
Option C: Must possess IFQs to cover catch within one month of harvest.
The following uselownership provisions may also be considered by the Council:
Option A: Require a percentage of harvest IFQs to be delivered shoreside (% will be based on
last 2 years’ average for each species). This option was also included under

'PROCESSOR CONSIDERATIONS’.

Option B: Ownership caps would be set at 1%, 5%, 10%, or any number in that range.

GENERAL PROVISIONS
* Allocations represent a use privilege; however, the Council could alter or rescind the program
without compensation.
* Council should pursue some level of administrative fee extraction to fund program, if

Magnuson Act is amended.
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PROCESSOR QUOTAS - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB

SPECIES FOR INCLUSION

Option A:  All species for which IFQs are issued, except longline sablefish, halibut, and PSCs.

Option B:  Pollock and Pacific cod only.

AREAS

Processor sharesfindividual processor quotas (PS/IPQs) are not area specific.

CRITERIA FOR INITIAL PS QUALIFICATION

Initial PS will be awarded to current processor (shorebased or at sea) owners, based on the processing
history of the processor currently owned. Options for defining 'current ownership’ are:

Option A:  define current as of June 24,1992 (June 27 is actual date for end of reporting week).

Option B:  define current as date of final Council action.

In addition to being a current processor owner, the Council is considering a recent participation
requirement for PS qualification. The options to be considered are:

Option A:  No recent participation requirement
Option B:  Processor must have processed groundfish/crab in three-year period prior to June 24, 1992

or date of final Council action (depending on option chosen for defining current
ownership). If processor is lost during this period, owner at time of loss is still eligible.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTA (CDQ) CONSIDERATIONS

In addition to allocating PS to current processor owners, the Council may make initial allocations to
CDQs as shown below:

Option A:  No allocations to CDQs.

Option B: Initially allocate 3%, 7.5%, 10%, or 15% (options range up to 15%) as CDQs; may apply
to any or all groundfish/crab species, but only for existing, eligible, BSAI communities
with one of the following suboptions:

Suboption A: Patterned after current pollock CDQ program.

Suboption B: One-time allocation convertible to IPQs.
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PROCESSOR QUOTAS - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB
FOREMEN/PLANTWORKER CONSIDERATIONS

The Council is also considering the following options for including plant foremen and workers in the TPQ
program.

Option A:  No allocations to plant foremen or workers.

Option B:  Initially allocate 3%, 5%, or 10% (options range up to 10%) to *bona fide’ plant foremen
(as % of overall pie with specific allocation criteria to be identified later).

Option C:  Under Option A or Option B above, 15% of any PS/IPQ sale is subject to first right of
refusal by ’bona-fide plant workers’.

INITIAL PS CALCULATION

The following primary options are being considered for calculating PS of qualified recipients. Whichever
option is chosen, PS amounts for each species will be calculated based on fish tickets and weekly

processor reports, then adjusted based on average bycatch rates to achieve initial ’bundles’ of
target/bycatch.

Option A:  PS based on activity by processor from 1984 to either June 24, 1992 or date of final
Council action.

Option B:  PS based on activity by processor from date of full DAP (by species) to either June 24,
1992 or date of final Council action.

Option C:  PS based on activity by processor from 1993 only.

TRANSFERABILITY PROVISIONS
Any or all of the following options may apply:
Option A:  No restrictions.
Option B:  Two year restriction on sales only (could lease).
Option C:  Non-transferable between fixed and mobile processors.

Option D:  15% of any PS/IPQ for sale is subject to first right of refusal by "bona-fide plant workers"
(this was also included under ’'PLANTWORKER CONSIDERATIONS’).
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PROCESSOR QUOTAS - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB

USE/OWNERSHIP PROVISIONS

Option A:  Must control IPQs to cover expected processing before activity.
Option B:  Overage/Underage program as with sablefish and halibut program.

Option C:  Must possess IPQs to cover processing within one month of activity.

Use/ownership caps may also be considered by the Council, and need to be defined.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

* Allocations represent a use privilege; however, the Council could alter or rescind the program
without compensation.

* Council should pursue some level of administrative fee extraction to fund program, if Magnuson
Act is amended.
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR BSAI KING AND TANNER CRAB FISHERIES

NATURE OF LICENSES

Alternatives include:

(1)  Asingle crab license applying to all species/areas.

(2)  Licenses for each species.

3 General license with endorsements for each species/area.

Suboption A: non-separable endorsements.
Suboption B: separable endorsements.

In addition to the three options above, the following two suboptions are being considered:

Suboption A: Separate licenses for catcher and catcher/processor operations.
Suboption B: Licenses for three catcher vessel size categories <60’, 60’ to 125, and >125"

WHO WILL RECEIVE LICENSES

Alternatives include:

(1)  Current vessel owners (“current” is defined as of June 24, 1992 or as of final Council action)
("Persons" as defined by Magnuson Act).

Suboption A: Vessel owners at the time of landings.
Suboption B: Permit holders.

These two suboptions are only relevant if licenses are not attached to vessels.

CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBILITY

Alternatives include issuing license to any vessel (or person) who made landings between:

¢)) January 1, 1978 and December 31, 1993
2) Must have made landings between January 1, 1990 and December 31, 1993.

Suboption:  Must have made at least 2 landings (per area/species combination) or made

total crab landings of 5,000, 10,000, or 20,000 pounds (3 options) in any one
year. (In addition to #1 or #2 above).
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR BSAI KING AND TANNER CRAB FISHERIES

TRANSFERABILITY AND OWNERSHIP

Alternatives include:

1)

(2)
()
“4)

Licenses could be transferred (sold or leased) only to "Persons” (as defined by Title 46), i.e.,
U.S. citizens or U.S. owned corporations.

A person may own more than three (3) licenses but may only fish three vessels in a year.
Vessels must be transferred with license.

License may be transferred without vessel (can apply to "new” vessel).

Suboption:  Non-transferable across size categories identified above.

BUYBACK PROGRAM (OPTIONAL)

A license buyback program using funds collected through a fee assessment on ex-vessel value of crab.
The buyback program would govern all transfers of licenses and would have first right of refusal on
licenses to be sold. All licenses purchased by the program would be permanently retired.
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR GROUNDFISH

NATURE OF LICENSES
Alternatives include:
(1) A single groundfish license applying to all species/areas.
(2)  Licenses for each species.

(3)  General license with endorsements for each species/area.

Suboption A: separable endorsements
Suboption B: non-separable endorsements

In addition to the three options above, the Council is considering the following suboptions:

Suboption A: Separate licenses for catcher and catcher/processor operations.
Suboption B: Licenses for three catcher vessel size categories <60’, 60’ to 125’ and >125".

Additionally, the Council is considering the following two specific options, which are related to the IFQ
alternatives described separately:

(1)  Licenses for BSAI Pacific cod fixed gear fishery only; would apply to 45% (or historical split)
of the TAC set aside for fixed gear.
(2) Licenses for all target groundfish fisheries except pollock and Pacific cod which would be
under IFQ program.
WHO WILL RECEIVE LICENSES

Alternatives include:

(1)  Current vessel owners ("current” is defined as of June 24, 1992 or as of final Council action)
("Persons” as defined by Magnuson Act). )

Suboption A: Vessel owners at the time of landings.
Suboption B: Permit holders.

These two suboptions are only relevant if license is not attached to vessel.

CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBILITY

Alternatives include issuing license to any vessel (or person) who made landings between:

¢)) January 1, 1978 and December 31, 1993
(2)  January 1, 1990 and December 31, 1993.

Suboption:  Must have made at least 2 landings (per area/species combination) or made

total groundfish landings of 5,000, 10,000, or 20,000 pounds (3 options) in any
one year. (In addition to #1 or #2 above).
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR GROUNDFISH

TRANSFERABILITY AND OWNERSHIP
Alternatives include:

(1)  Licenses could be transferred (sold or leased) only to "Persons” (as defined by Title 46), i.e.,
U.S. citizens or U.S. owned corporations.

(2) A person may own more than three (3) licenses but may only fish three vessels in a year.

(3)  Vessels must be transferred with license.

(4)  License may be transferred without vessel (can apply to "new” vessel).

Suboption:  Non-transferable across size categories identified above.

BUYBACK PROGRAM (OPTIONAL)

A license buyback program using funds collected through a fee assessment on ex-vessel value of
groundfish. The buyback program would govern all transfers of licenses and would have first right
of refusal on licenses to be sold. All licenses purchased by the program would be permanently
retired.
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AGENDA C-5(c)(2)

Outline and Timeline for the Economic Analysis of the
Comprehensive Rationalization Program

The process envisioned for the economic analysis of the Comprehensive Rationalization Program is very
complex. Completion of the economics section of the analysis will require work on many individual sub-
projects to be completed in a timely manner. In general these sub-projects include 1) preparatory work,
2) qualitative assessements, 3) quantative assessments. The amount of work required to be completed
depends a great deal on the alternatives to be analyzed. For example we estimate that for each
alternative management regime up to 41 analyst days will be required for the quantitative work and 20
days for qualitative work.

The sub-projects or tasks are described below. Included in the text are estimates of the time needed to
complete the task. It should be noted that all work times stated below represent standard 5-day work
weeks for a single analyst, and are calculated from December 13, 1993, the first work day following the
December meeting. In the margin we show the estimated days and the initials of the analyst assigned
to the project. In cases where ranges of days are stated the margin of error is included in parenthesis.
Analysts currently assigned to the CRP project are , Darrell Brannan (DB), Dave Colpo (DC), Jon
McCracken (JM), and Marcus Hartley (MH). Time requirements of contract apalysts have not been
included added to times in the margin.

I Preparatory Work: Five projects must be completed before the actual analysis may begin,
including: A) Complete the Representative Vessel / Processor Profiles, B) Finalize the Analysis
Database. C) Finalize the LP Model. D) Receive and prepare the Fishery Economic
Assessment Models. E) Receive and prepare the Economic Base Models. These projects are
described below. .

A. Complete Representative Vessel / Processor Profiles: The information gathered in these
profiles is absolutely critical to all of the economic analyses. This project is, however, behind
schedule. The completion of the fully documented representative vessel profiles is not
anticipated to be completed until April 1, 1994, requiring between 110 and 135 analyst days.
However, we expect summary information from this exercise to be available for use in the
LP and FEAM models by March 1, 1994, given current personnel assignments. Dave Colpo
is putting enormous energy into this task, but is obviously is going to require more work than
we had anticipated. If additional persons were made available for this part of the study, then
information could be made available earlicr. The Council staff very strongly recommends
that additional personnel be assigned to this project. The following tasks need to be
completed:

1. Develop preliminary summaries of cost and revenue information for each vessel class
using existing, albeit outdated information. This process is currently underway and
should not cause delay in the development of the Representative Vessel / Processor
Profiles.

05DC 2. Complete pre-testing of questionnaires and interview process. This should be
completed by December 17. A lot of progress should occur at the Seattle Council
meeting. Dave Colpo will be attending and will be discussing the questionnaire and the
interview process with attendees.

3.  Select participants for group interviews. This can occur concurrently with the pre-
testing process. We are hoping to have the selection complete by December 17.

05 DC 4.  Schedule interviews. Interviews can be scheduled only after participants are selected.
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It should be noted that once the participants for a given category are selected the
interview scheduling can begin. We would expect the interview scheduling to be
completed by December 24.

Conduct interviews. We anticipate each interview will last one day. There are 20
categories of vessels and processors, and therefore at least 20 interviews will have to
be conducted. This means 20 days of interviewing. We believe the interview process
could be shortened if more than one person were able to conduct and summarize
interviews. For each person involved the time for the interview process can be cut. It
should be noted that it is highly unlikely that the interviews can be scheduled to occur
on consecutive days. If only one interviewer is available this consideration could push
the time needed for interviews up to 40 days: - -

Summarize interview information. As for the interview process we anticipate one day
per category to summarize the information obtained in the interview. Again,
this process can be shortened by putting more people on the task. It should be noted
that having more than one interviewer could potentially result in some differences in
the information obtained. We believe this problem can be minimized if the interviewers
work closely together, sharing information regularly and discussing the process as it is
ongoing. Also it should be noted that even if a single person conducted the interviews
there would doubtless be some learning involved--the interviewer would be better able
to facilitate discussions and to extract the necessary information the more interview
experience was had. It should be noted that summary work does not need to wait until
all interviews are completed. If for example, interviews were scheduled every other
working day, and the information could be summarized in the interim, then the entire
interview process could conceivably be completed in 40 working days by a single
person.

Prepare summarized information for use in the LP simulation model. It is anticipated
that this will take up to one week. -

Classify qualifving vessels and processors-into the representative classes for each
vear of the allocation scenario. This exercise is not trivial, as vessels and processor
configurations and operations rarely fit into clear cut boxes. The process involves
making assessments of the vessel / processor classes for each year and then examining
the classification of each vessel over the years to place the particular operation into the
category that best describes it. This step is crucial in developing the final
Representative Vessel / Processor Profiles, and in allocating QS for use in the
economic and social impact assessments. We have completed assignments for
1992, and plan to use the same methodology to assign vessels and processors to
classes for earlier vears. Unfortunately, the assignment process is somewhat fuzzy,
as are some of the data involved. Therefore examination of individual operations
has been required; to this point we have not been able to computerize this process
completely. It is anticipated that completing the assignment process may take from
2 to 3 weeks. It should also be noted that only preliminary assignments are possible
until the ADB is finalized. Work on this particular portion of the analysis would
benefit if additional analvtical personnel were made available.

Apply other available data to the Representative Vessel / Processor Profiles. This
involves the use of data collected independently of the CRP process and will include
the following work.
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a.  An examination and compilation of the data available in the State of Alaska
Department of Environmental Conservation Waste Permit files. This data will
provide an independent assessment of the stated processing capacity of the
processors, and will provide information on within class variability. This
work is being done by Jon McCracken of the Council staff, and it is anticipated
it will be available by January 1, 1994. '

b. Collection and compilation of revenue data from PACFIN, NMFS Office of
International Trade Services, and ADFG Annual Operators Reports. These
data are in hand, or have been requested. Compilation of this data into
appropriate vessel and processor categories will take up to one week.

10. Write-up profile information. A formal write-up of the representative vessel/ processor
profiles will be included in the final analysis, as part of the overall fishery profiles. The
write-up is anticipated to take 20 days.

B. Finish the Analysis Database: Development of the Analysis Database (ADB) is
continuing, albeit slowly. Darrell Brannan has completed the basic programming needed
to put the datasets together. However, three major problems are apparent and are shown
below. These problems not-with-standing we anticipate completion of the ADB by February
1, 1994 requiring an estimated 30 analyst days.

1. Inconsistencies in the ADFG Crab data have not yet been resolved: Western Region
Shellfish reports and ADFG fish-tickets differ by nearly 30 million pounds over all
years for all species. It appears we will be forced to use existing data sets rather
than wait longer for any possible corrections. This may result in some misleading
findings but it is assumed that the data problems could be resolved before actual
allocations would occur.

2. As expected, we are encountering difficulties linking the sets of information from
different sources. Vessel and processor identifiers used by one agency are not the
same as those used by others. Species codes and area codes are also different from
each agencies. Without a consistent set of identifiers linking data from different
agencies, the potential for double counting and misleading information is increased.
LGL-Alaska a private consulting firm was recently awarded an S-K grant to develop
a prototype Comprchensive Database in which many of these problems could be
worked out. LGL's contract is with NMFS however and the Council has little control
over the project's timing or it's outputs. It is uncertain whether LGL's work will be
available for usc in the analysis, particularly since their scheduled completion date is
in the fall of 1994.

3. Fish-ticket data for groundfish and halibut data for 1992 are not up to CFEC
standards. These data will likelv not be available until after the January Council
meeting.  Halibut data arc an important factor in constructing the vessel and
processor profiles because they allow us to track all revenues and cost of participants.
Without the 1992 data we would assume 1992 halibut landings by participants in the
groundfish and crab fisherics were the same as their 1991 halibut landings. The
groundfish data problems appear mainly in the at-sea sector. For at-sea landing we
intend to use other sources of data, specifically weekly processor reports and domestic
observer reports.

C. Finish LP model: We anticipate the expanded version of the LP will be ready to receive
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the cost, revenue, and operational data from the representative vessel profiles no later than
January 14, 1994. The following steps must be completed:

1. Submit draft model documentation to the SSC. This was mailed on Thursday,
December 2, 1993.

2.  Receive comments on draft model documentation. These should be received at the
Council Meeting and will be forwarded to Dr. Berman.

3. Finalize model documentation. Dr. Berman anticipates completmg the final draft
of the documentation by December 24, 1993. -

4, Calculate bycatch and CPUE data for the target fisheries. This will be completed
by December 24, 1993, and is actually imbedded in the discard/retained catch report
being developed by Darrell Brannan.

5. Implement the expanded model. This should be completed by January 14, 1994.
It should be noted that in the absence of real data provided by the summarized
representative vessel / processor profiles, only dummy cost information can be used.
We will be able to specify actual numbers for TACs, and general CPUE and
bycatch information for all species and areas to be included in the model. This
phase will include preliminary testing of the full version.

6.  Receive and input summary data from the Representative Vessel / Processor Profiles,
and test and finalize the model. This should take additional 5 days from the date of
receipt.

Receive and prepare Fishery Economic Assessment Models (FEAM) from Dr. William
Jensen. Dr. Jensen indicates the completed models and documentation should be available
as early as December 10, 1993. Cost and revenue parameters for the FEAMs will come from
the Representative Vessel / Processor Profiles, and therefore any work using these models
will be contingent upon completion of the profiles. It is anticipated that once cost and
operational data are available, five to ten days will be needed to input data into the FEAMs

Receive and prepare EBMs. Dr. Huskey has indicated that the results of the EBMs are
not as good as expected. A summary of his work will be delivered to the SSC at the
December meeting. A final report by Dr. Huskey is expected by December 31, 1993. It
should be noted that the EBMs have never been considered absolutely necessary to the
completion of the CRF analysis. Their use has been anticipated to be as a check of the
results of the FEAM. Onc day will be necded to prepare the EBMs for use in the analysis.

II.  Analysis Components

A

Qualitative Assessment:. An initial qualitative assessment of the CRP was presented to
the Council in June 1992, in the paper titled "Potential Elements Individual Fishing
Quotas or License Limitation in the North Pacific Groundfish and Crab Fisheries." Since
that time additional discussion papers have been presented. We anticipate weaving these
together to form a qualitative assessment of the CRP alternatives. Several additional
sections of the qualitative assessment are anticipated. It is estimated that the additional
sections will require from 63 to 80 analyst days. The sections are outlined as follows:
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The use of retained catch versus reported catch for initial allocation. This report will
also discuss estimates of actual removals using observer bycatch data, and will touch
on some of the issues of "bundling" initial allocation to allow for unreported bycatch.
A preliminary draft of this report will be presented at the December Council meeting.
The final draft of this report will be available at the January Council Meeting. It is
anticipated this will take an additional 5 days to complete.

Economics/Dynamics of Open Access. A chapter on the economics and dynamics
of open access fisheries will be included in the analysis. This will briefly touch on
economic theory and will discuss the manifestations of the open access management
as implemented in the North Pacific. This will be a lead in to the quantitative
assessment of the status quo. Some of this is being developed in the documentation
of the LP model. However, further development will have to take place. We
anticipate this will take one week. -

Economics/Dynamics of IFQs. Much of the earlier discussion paper focusses on the
IFQ management regime, however further work on this IFQs in general will have
to be done. In addition to the three to four weeks needed for the specific discussions
shown below, we anticipate needing two weeks (up to six weeks altogether) to
finalize the qualitative discussion.

a.  Effects on Processors: The Council is concerned about the effects on processors
of an allocation of harvest IFQs. The 2-pie allocation system is therefore an
alternative the Council wishes to examine. Theoretical discussions of the effects
on processors of either a harvester only IFQ or a 2-pie allocation are not readily
available in the Economic literature. Therefore we anticipate devoting a
considerable amount of time to this issue. The Council has received a paper on
processor allocations from Dr. Scott Matulich of W.S.U. The SSC has been
asked to conduct a review of this paper utilizing the SSC economists and other
respected fishery economists. Additionally, a complete review of other pertinent
literature will be undertaken. It is anticipated that assimilation into a qualitative
assessment of the Matulich paper, the SSC review, and the literature review could
take from up to three weeks to complete.

b.  Skipper Shares: The Council has asked that an allocation of IFQs to skippers be
studied as a alternative. Because little quantitative data is available with
respect to skippers especially in the at-sea groundfish fisheries, it is anticipated
that much of the skipper share analysis will be qualitative. It is anticipated that
qualitative work on the skipper share altemative will take one week.

Economics/Dynamics of License Limitation. The qualitative assessment of the license
limitation presented in June was little more than a description of the possible
alternatives. Quantitative assessment of the ramifications of the alternative license
systems specified by the Council has not yet begun. There is an abundance of
economic literature available on license limitation programs so it is not expected that
much original work will need to be done. None-the-less the development of a
quantitative assessment of the license programs as applied to the Council's alternatives
will have to be undertaken. We anticipate this will take two weeks.

Economics/Dynamics of mixed regimes. The Council has specified several alternatives
which can be called "mixed management regimes." Most of the economics and fishery
management literature focuses on single management regimes, i.e. pure open access
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management, or management under IFQs. Because the Council has specified several
mixed regimes as alternatives to be analyzed, a quantitative assessment of the
ramifications of such systems will have to be undertaken. Some of the this work has
been completed in the documentation of the LP model, but additional work must be
done. Itis anticipated that from three to four weeks will have to be devoted to this part

of the analysis, depending on which regimes the Council wishes to examine. Currently

the following mixed regimes are implied by the Council's list of major alternatives.
Qualitative assessments for each will require from three to five days to develop:

a.  Open Access and License Limitation

b.  Open Access and IFQs T
c. -License Limitation and IFQs

d.  Open Access, IFQs and License Limitation.

CDQ Discussion. The Council has also indicated that regardless of the management
alternative, Community Development Quotas (CDQs) are to be analyzed. A qualitative
discussion of the interactions of CDQ programs with the various regimes will be
undertaken. Additionally, a qualitative assessment of different types of CDQ
programs will be included. This will take at least 5 days to complete.

Implementation, Management and Enforcement. While this component of the analysis
is not purely economic in nature, the implementation, management and enforcement of
the different alternative regimes will effect way the fisheries are prosecuted and
potentially effect the economic impacts. Additionally, all costs of implementation,
management and enforcement throughout the life of the program must be factored into
the net benefit assessment. We will need to have estimates of these costs by March 15,
if they are to be added into the cost-benefit assessment. NMFS Enforcement is
currently working on an enforcement plan for the various alternatives, although its
expected completion date is unknown. Plans for the development of implementation
and management proposal are also being considered.

Quantitative Assessment: The quantitative assessment may be divided into two parts: 1)
the Assessment of the Status Quo, and 2) the Assessment of the Alternatives. Overall the
assessment of the status quo is expected to require a minimum of 55 analyst days and
perhaps up to 75 days. The assessment of the alternatives will depend on the number of
alternative to be examined. It is estimated that alternative will require from 35 to 41
analyst davs. It appears there are nine such altenatives under possible consideration. To
study all nine would require from 315 to 369 analyst days.

1.

Description of the Status Quo. There are two main components in this section: a
description of the distribution and patterns of harvesting and processing over time, and
an assessment of the economic and social impacts of the current fishery. This will
represent part of the Base Case analysis against which alternative management
svstems will be compared. The different parts of the assessment are described below:

a. Describe current and historical distribution and patterns of harvesting and
processing . This assessment will rely almost entirely on the ADB. The
following level of detail is anticipated: '

(1) The distribution of total catch of each species broken down by vear, FMP

area, FMP sub-area, DAP/JVP, harvest vessel category, vessel homeport,

and vessel owner's hometown. If possible we will examine the homeport
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and vessel owner's hometown both at the time of the landing and as it is
currently. Implied in this level of detail are separate tables showing various
aggregations. In other words there could be a set of tables for each
combination of the parameters specified above. It is anticipated that the
programming necessary to produce the data to go into this set of tables will
take from one to two weeks, assuming the ADB is complete. Compilation
of the actual tables will take an additional one to two weeks.

(2) Anexamination of participation patterns of individual vessels in different
fisheries. It is anticipated the tables will depict the numbers of vessels
which have participated in various fisheries by the-number of years in each.

- . Given the large number of species, gears, and year under consideration,

these tables will be. presented at a high level of aggregation. It is
anticipated that the necessary computer programming and data
manipulation for this task will take from five to seven days. Compilation
of the actual tables will involve an additional five days.

(3) Because CDQs, Processor Shares, and Skipper Shares are options under
consideration, the participation of Western Alaska Communities,
processors, and skippers must also be assessed in the base case. This will
involve computer runs and compilation of tables depicting participation
patterns. Fifteen analyst days will be required.

Assess net benefits (quasi-rents) for 1992. The LP model with the
Representative Vessel / Processor Profile data will be used to estimate catch
and processing distributions for 1992 and then assess quasi rents accruing to
the open access fishery. This will serve as the Base Case against which all
other alternatives will be compared. It should be noted that the LP model
will show estimates of catch and processing distributions different to some degree
from the distributional tables in (1) above. The difference will be a measure of
the LP model's ability to predict catch and processing levels for various categories
of vessels under the CRP alternatives. -It is anticipated that this initial use of the
LP model will require at least two weeks. It should be noted that "net-benefits”
of the Base Case will include management and enforcement costs, and therefore
completion will be contingent on the receipt of these reports.

Assess economic impacts at each level (local, AK, WA/OR, USA.). Once the
Base Case estimation by the LP model of catch and processing distributions
and quasi-tents is completed, the FEAM may be used to assess economic
impacts. This initial use of the FEAM will require at least two weeks and will
provide estimates of:

(1) Direct employment
(2) Direct income

(3) Indirect Income
(4) Induced Income
(5) Total FTE impact

A check on the FEAM using the Economic Base Models will be used as
applicable to assess Base Case community economic impacts. This initial use of
the EBM is anticipated to take one day.
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Economic Analysis of Specific Alternatives. For each of the Council's alternatives,
described below, an assessment and comparison to the Base Case of the distribution
of fishing rights, net benefits (quasi-rents) and economic impacts will be undertaken.
Because of the nature of the models the assessment will be a stepwise procedure as
follows, (the numbers in brackets [#] indicated the estimate of days needed: Step a,,
describe the alternative [1]. Step b., calculate the distribution of fishing rights [5].
Step c., estimate long-run distribution of rights and benefits [5]. Step d., estimate
economic impacts [5]. Because each successive step cannot begin until its predecessor
is completed we estimate that at least 16 analyst days will be needed for the assessment
of each alternative. Detailed descriptions of each of the analytical steps are shown
below. :

Description of the.alternative including all sub-options. This will actually be
qualitative rather than quantitative but is placed here for clarity. The description
is anticipated to take one day for each alternative, and will include all possible
sub-options.

Calculation and description of the allocation and distribution of rights (IFQs or
Licenses). This will produce a set of tables in the same format as the tables in
the description of the status quo above. Each allocation scenario will be
described in terms of the species and gear involved, recipients home town, and
vessel class. Programming and manipulation of the ADB to produce the data
for all possible allocation scenarios is expected to take one week per major
alternative as described below. Compilation of the data into useable tables and
a comparison to the base case for each allocation scenario is expected to take an
additional five to seven days per alternative.

Assessment of Net Benefits (quasi-rents). An assessment of the potential quasi-
rents under the alternative will be completed using the LP model. As noted
previously the LP model will not be used to assess the differences between
allocation scenarios for a given alternative. Therefore only one of the possible
allocation scenarios for each alternative will be assessed--we will qualitatively
assess how different allocations will affect the results. Estimates will be made
of both the short-run and long-run solutions, which will include forecasts of the
distribution of catch and processing into vessel and processor categories. We
would hope that the Council can indicate a single allocation scenario which can
be consistently used for each alternative. It should be noted that "net-benefits"
of each alternative will include management and enforcement costs, and therefore
completion will be contingent on the receipt of these reports from NMFS. It is
anticipated that the assessment of quasi-rents using the LP model will take five
to seven days per alternative and will include a comparison to the Base Case.

Assessment of economic impacts using the FEAM and EBM and results from the
LP model assessment of the distribution of long-run catch and processing
will be undertaken. It is estimated that for each alternative five to seven days will
be needed to complete the assessment of impact and compare it to the base case.

Possible alternatives: The numbered alternatives shown below represent the major
alternatives implied by the Council's September action. Because the analytical tools
developed for use in the analysis are comprehensive in that they include all species vessels
and processors in the comprehensive planning process, and more importantly because the
management regime of one species affects the harvesting and processing effort for all
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other species, it is necessary to analyze each alternative in terms all affected species and
participants. Therefore an analysis of, for example, a crab license program cannot be
examined separately from an analysis of IFQs for pollock and Pacific cod.

It must also be noted that alternatives shown below each contain three general options:
CDQs, Processor Shares, and Skipper Shares. The analytical time needed may vary
considerably if complete "with and without" assessments are desired. These three major
sub-options are shown below, followed by the alternative management systems.

a.  Under any scenario with IQs the Council wishes to examine the impacts of
assigning either harvesting and processing rights or only harvesting rights. If
both "with and without" assessments are desired an additional seven analyst days
per alternative will be needed. .

b.  Allocating some percentage (up to 15%) of each species to Western Alaskan
Communities under a CDQ program. If both "with and without" assessments are
desired an additional analyst day per alternative will be needed.

¢. Under any scenario with IQs the Council wishes to examine the impacts of
assigning up to 5% of the rights (either harvesting or processing) to skippers
or plant/processing foremen. If both "with and without" studies for both
harvesting skippers and processing foremen are desired then an additional 6
analyst days per alternative will be needed.

Manage both crab and groundfish under license limitation

Manage both crab and groundfish under individual quotas (IQs).

Manage crab under license limitation and groundfish under IQs.

Manage pollock and Pacific cod under IQs and the remaining groundfish and crab

under license limitation.

5. Manage crab, pollock and Pacific cod under IQs and the remaining groundfish under
license limitation.

6. Manage crab and Bering Sea longline Pacific Cod fishery under license limitation, and
all other groundfish under IQs.

7. Manage Bering Sea longline Pacific Cod fishery under license limitation, and all other
groundfish and crab under IQs.

8 Manage pollock and trawl Pacific cod under IQs, and crab and all remaining groundfish
under license limitation.

9.  Manage crab, pollock and trawl Pacific cod under IQs, and all remaining groundfish

under license limitation.

B W=
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THE COALITION FOR STABILITY IN MARINE FINANCING -
December 1, 1993

1. introduction

The Coaltion for Stabiltty in Marine Financing (the *Coalition”) is an ad hoc group
of creditors, lenders and fishing boat owners who rely on the creditworthiness of vessel
assets and who are concerned about maintaining stability in the marine financing industry.
The Coalition was formed in response to the Council's published list of options in
connection with its consideration of crab and groundfish fimited entry atternatives &t the
September Council meeting. Sea Council Newsletter #6-93 *Comprehensive
Rationalization Planning" (October 15, 1983) (cited herein as "October Newsletter”).

2. The Coalition’s Concern

At the September Council mesting, the Council identified several different features
of a proposed Individual Fishing Quota [IFQ] program for crab and groundfish. For
purposes of analyzing each feature, the Council also proposed different options that
should be considered.

With respect to the "Criteria for Initial Quota Share [QS] Qualification,” the Councll
proposed an option that appears to be contrary to the Council's overall goals and would
inadvertently create unforeseen and unintended results. Specifically, the Council's
October Newsletter states that the Council decided at its September meeting that initial
QS “will be awarded to current vessel owners". However, the Newsletter then states that
the term “current.owner” is to be defined either retroactively as the owner of the vessel
on June 24, 1892 (Option A) or the owner on the date that the QS is awarded (Option B).
See October Newsletter, Attachment 1, p. 1.

Of these two choices, Option B is prospective and awards the QS to the owner at
the time of the final Council action at some point in the future. 1tis the originally proposed
implementation date and is the sound and logical choice. It should be adopted now.
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The Coalition's principal concern i with Option A. Althoughiitis the more recently
suggested alternative it Is certainly the more troublesome. It reaches back in time and
retroactively awards the QS to the owner of the vessel on June 24, 1892, the most recent
control date established by the Council. 58 Fed. Reg. 33798 (June 21, 1883). As is
evidenced below, there Is no strong argument as to why it should be selected and many
reasons why it should not. It offers no advamtage over Option B and instead creates
uncertainty and instability for all aspects of the industry. [tis this potential disruption of
conventional marine financing that has prompted the formation of the Coaltion and the
submission of these comments. i

The simple reason for this concem is the retroactive nature of Option A and what
members believe to be the unforeseen consequences of its adoption. It could have the
practical effect of unwittingly separating a vessel's fishing rights from the vessel itself. In
its most striking application, the purchaser of a vessel after June 24, 1892 could end up
in the following unenviable pesition: (1) paying market price for a boat fully qualified to
engage in fishing operations, (2) operating the boat for two or three years, (3) finding out
upon the date of adopticn of the IFQ plan that fishing must stop because the "owner” of
the fishing rights associated with the boat is the person from whom the boat was
purchased years earlier, and (4) having to pay that "owner" a ransom price to get the
rights back, or worse yet, having no ability to get the rights at any price because the
"owner" no longer exists.

As is discussed in more detail below, the consequences are much more far
reaching than simply disrupting those vessel sales that may have occurred since 1992,
The ability to use any fishing vessel as collateral will be impaired until those doing
business with the vessel can have reasonable assurance that the vessel's fishing rights
will not be retroactively shifted to @ previous owner. The mere fact that such a plan is
under consideration is likely to have a profound chilling effect on the availability of trade
credit for all fishing boat owners as well as for long-term financing. With declining product
prices, shrinking demand and no increase in stocks, the uncertainty created by Option
A could not come at a worse time in the industry. As the Council has properly
recognized, its overall objective is "comprehensive rationalization planning” yet the
instability and uncertainty created by the retroactive date of Option A is anything but that.

3. Option A appears to be contrary to the Council's goais and would
inadvertently result in unforeseen and unintended adverse consequences.

At-ts-September mesting the Council was clearty mindful of the procedural
importance of considering alternatives as it identified at least two aptions for every major
topic under consideration. With this opportunity for public comment, it is now time for the
Council to narrow the options and finalize the elements of the IFQ proposals so as to
begin the formal analysis. 58 Fed. Reg. 58843 (Nov. 4, 1893). We respectfully suggest
that the Council can and should make its task easier by eliminating the Option A
retroactive date from further consideration at this time.
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One reason to choose OpﬂonaovefepﬁonAnowismatmeundedying rationale
of Option A has recently besen rejected in the course of the Council's deliberations on the
basic ownership lssue. Until September, most observers believed that the question with
respect to initial QS qualification was whether the initial QS should be awarded to the
current vessel owner of, instead.tothevarietyofpeoplewhohaveeverownedan
interest in the vessel throughout its operating history. Because of the enormous
complications inherent in retroactively attempting to unravel the many possible ownership
changes and permutations of restructurings, dissolution of partnerships, deaths, divorces,
foreclosures and other events that would complicate the ownership picture over the years,
the Council dropped the idea. Instead the Councl opted for the simpier and more
practical approach of awarding the QS to the current owner. The very same issue is at
stake here. The rationale that led the Council to reject reaching back in history in
determining the QS in the first place is equally applicable with respect to the issue of
when the QS ownership rights should actually attach to the owner.

4. Since June 24, 1992 a variety of routine circumstances may have separated
a fishing boat's rights to catch fish from the boat itself.

There are a number of potential circumstances since June 24, 1892 that could

result in a vessel that historically participated in a fishery under the Council’s jurisdiction
being prematurely separated from its Qs rights. Consider, for example, the following:

a. Arms-ength vessel sale

Anyone Is potentially at risk if he or she purchased a fishing boat after June 24,
1992 and either used a standard form purchase contract or did not otherwise think to
include a provision in the contract seeking to capture fishing rights (attributable to the
vessel) that might be awarded at some time in the future to whomever owned the vessel
on June 24, 1892 (even though the current owner bought the boat well before the actual
IFQ implementation dats). Failure to account for such a possibility would certainly not be
unusual, but could be a fatal omission it the end result were that the fishing rights
associated with the vessel were lost.

Particularly vuinerable are those smaller operations invoiving one or two fishermen
who may not be aware of the full implications of these fishery management developments
or who did not consult experienced legal counsel who might have identified this Issue In
preparing a purchase contract. While most fishermen are very much aware of the highly
publicized moratorium cut-off dates, few appear to be aware of the problem created by
the proposed retroactive date in Option A. The Option A date was never even suggested
as a QS ownership cut off date until some 15 months after it was first identified as a
possible control date. And even now it is largely unrecognized as an issue in the
industry. Boat owners certainly would have had very little way of predicting the adoption
at some time in the future of a quota system that would reach back in time and award
quota shares to past owners.
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b. Intentional buginess restructuring

Given the recent economic, market and resource pressures on the fishing industry
many boat owners have had to restructure the ownership arrangements for their vessel
assets. This may have involved bringing in a new business partner, or separating from
an existing one. Either way, if the restructuring occurred after June 24, 1982 the fishing
rights could be with the old partnership and the vessel with the new one. Similarly, a
corporate restructuring could have the same result if, for example, a new corporation
were formed, even if the principal stockholders and officers and directors remained the
same. To the extent that the parties did not address the transfer of yet-to-be-established
quotas (or did not gffectively transfer them) they could end up with the fishing rights held
byoneenﬂtyandtheboatbyanom«.

¢. Unintentional business restructuring

A disruption of a vessel's “current ownership® as of June 24, 1992 could also occur
unintentionally with the death of a business partner, or spouse in @ community property
state. A divorce could also trigger a change in ownership structure. Similarly, a small
wholly-owned corporation whose corporate formalities had not been maintained could
have inadvertently dissolved or otherwise ceased its formal existencs. Unlike the
circumstances above, however, in these cases there is not even the possibility of having
the June 24, 1992 "owner" assign the fishing rights to the current boat owner because
that 1892 owner would have ceased to exist as a legal entity and could no longer transfer
the rights. ,

d. Bankruptcy and foreclosure sales

The most likely *unintentional® business risk involves those vessels that have not
generated encugh income to pay their debts, thus leading ultimately to foreclosure and
sale of the vesse! after June 24, 1882. For the unknowing buyer at such a marshall's
sale, the boat may be purchased without any right to fish, but presumably at a price that
reflects the potential income generating capability of a vessel with fishing rights.
Moreover, there is some real question as to whether the court in a foreclosure situation
would even have the ability to convey rights that had not yet come into existence.

As these examples illustrate, It is very possible that a number of fishing boats have
already undergons, or will undergo, some kind of change in ownership between June 24,
1892 and whatever date an IFQ or similar limited entry plan is finally adopted. To the
extent the retroactive date in Option A is part of that plan then there is a significant risk
that the owners of some boats on the date of adoption will find that they own a vessel,
but have no legal right to use it.
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5. The potential separation of fishing rights trom the fishing boat significantly
Impairs the creditworthiness of vescsal assats. .

It does not take a sophisticated creditor or lender to realize that a boat that can
not fish is not worth a lot as security for supplies advanced or funds loaned to the
vessel's owner. Once the mere potential for such a separation of the boat from its fishing
rights becomes known in the financlal community, suppliers and lenders will necessarily
have to reeveluate their credit and lcan decisions. iIn one way of ancther these suppliers
and lenders have historically relied on the creditworthiness of the vessel in making their
credit decisions. Once the collateral becomes worthless as a fishing vessel their credit

analysis must change.

As a trade creditor, for example, the supplier of the vessel's fuel knows that
ultimately he or she can attach a marttime lien to the vessel and use the threat of a vessel
sale as the basis for getting paid. Whether or not the supplier ultimately will force the sale
(which of course depends in large part on what other liens are on the vessel) is not often
a critical part of the credit decision. it, however, the supplier knows that the very change
in ownership inherent in a vessel foreclosure will leave the fishing rights with the debtor
while the purchaser of the boat can not use the boat to fish, the supplier is much less
likely to extend the credit. The supplier may well attempt to secure the fishing rights (if
they are still avallable), and/or look for other collateral. More than likely, however, the
supplier will simply not extend the credit and will instead require payment in advance.

Even more than the trade creditor, the long-term lender relies directly on the
inherent value in the vessel in making a loan decision, Vesssls that may not have fishing
rights associated with them will simply not be able to be used as collateral for long-term
loans, working capital lines, or any financing which relies on the value of the vessel as any
part of the loan security. Loans may still be obtained, but lenders are sure to require
additional security in the form of assets with demonstrable value, personal guarantees,
third party guarantees, etc. And where personal assets are related to the income
generating capability of the vessel, as they are likely to be in a small boat operation, then
gven the personal guarantee is worth less because it too is related to the ability of the
boat to fish.

The very fact that the retroactive date in Option A Is on the table and under
consideration by the Council will have a profoundly chilling affect on marine financing not
only for fishing industry vesseis but for related operations as wall Shore-based
processing plants, for example, could be hurt, particularly to the extent that they are
carrying receivables from affected vessel owners. Their own ability to obtain credit could
be impaired. Moreover, to the extent they refy on vessels for their supply of fish the shore
plants will be subject to a credit re-examination by lenders and creditors who will want to
be sure that whatever vessels are invoived have their fishing rights intact.
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6.  Adoption of the Option A retroactive date is unfalr and serves no legitimato
public policy purpose or figsheries management objective.

The use of a retroactive date for purposes of assigning quota shares is most .

clearly unfair to those innocent purchasers who bought their fishing boats, either directly
trom the previous owners, or at a foreclosure sale, after June 24, 1992. These boat
owners may have no realistic way of securing the fishing rights historically associated with
their vessel. Those previous owners who inadvertently retained the rights may now
extract an enormous "monopoly* price from the buyer who will simply have no other
cholce than to pay whatever i3 demanded. The public policy purpose here cught to be
in preventing such “windfall* profits, not inviting them as Option A’s retroactive date does.
in fact, Option A may well violate the Magnuson Act's National Standard No. 4 which
requires fisheries allocations to be "fair and equitable" to all fishermen. 16 U.S.C. 1851

(@)@)A)-

The entire purpose of the Council's present effort is to undertake a more rational
and comprehensive plan for the future of these fisheries. Such rationalization can not be
achieved unless there is predictability and stability in the management process. Only then
can logical choices be made. There is simply no public policy or fisheries management
purpose served by creating instability in the industry. The Council's aim should instead
be to remove Instability. Deletion of the retroactive date in Option A Is a good place to
start. The Council has been sensitive to these concerns in other fisheries. For example,
in the recent halibut/sablefish limited entry plan the Councll took care to honor security
agreements and made it clear that it sought to avoid disruption of existing financing
arrangements. See Pacific hafibut and sablefish final rule, 58 Fed. Reg. 59375 at 58407-8
(Nov. 8, 1993) (allows for exceptions from transfer restrictions where the QS or IFQ is
"legally acquired . . . through secuyrity agreement or other operation of law".)

An additional public policy reason for selecting Option B instead of Option A, is that
the U.S. government could end up footing some of the bill to the extent that adoption of
Option A results in the loss of vessel asset values. The government could potentially be
iable if the loss of value were determined to be a regulatory "taking" requiring
compensation under the Fifth Amendment of the Constitution. Moreover, many vesseis
in the U.S. fishing fieet are financed under the National Marine Fisheries Service "Fishing
Vessel Obligation Guarantee® program. To the extent these vessels have undergone a
transfer since June 24, 1892, or to the extent that they wil have before the final IFQ
adoption date, then they could subject the U.S. government to exposure under the loan
guarantee program. If the vessel's value dropped sharply and the vessel were sold for
less than the outstanding mortgage, the government would be required to make up the
difference under its loan gusarantee.



7. Conclusion

The Councll should select Option B and define "current ownership” to be current
as of the date of final Council action on the groundfish and crab IFQ pian. This is the
sound and rational choice and the cne that is fair to all concerned. Option A, on the
other hand, should be eliminated from further consideration now. There is no compeliing
reason why it should be selected and many reasons why It should not. R offers no
advantage over Option 8 and Instead creates problems for all aspects of the industry.
The fact that Option A Is even under discussion produces uncertainty for many and its
adoption would be nothing less than a catastrophe for others.

The Coalition for Stability in Marine Financing respectiully requests that the Councii
avold immediate uncertainty and disruption in the marine financing community and teke
a serious step toward rationalizing the planning process by eliminating Option A from
further consideration at the December Council meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

By g@@g ‘ LM
Willidm N. Myhre

PRESTON GATES ELLIS

& ROUVELAS MEEDS

1735 New York Avenue, N.W.
Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 628-1700

Counssl for
THE COAUITION FOR STABILITY
IN MARINE FINANCING
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council :
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SKIPPERS FOR EQUITABLE Access

Dear Mr. Lauber:

At the last several Council meetings S.E.A. has given
testimony expressing our concerns over the limited access
management methods which the Council is considering under
the general heading of Comprehensive Rationalization. Our
concerns have centered on the lack of recognition of
Captains in any of the plans. In response to those concerns
the Council directed staff to include allocations to
Captains in their analysis. The Council also requested that
S.E.A. submit proposals for both guota share and license
limitation management methods in addition to criteria for
Bona Fide Captain. These topics were taken up at the S.E.A.
general membership meeting on 10/15/93.

The proposals and criteria that accompany this letter
were developed at that meeting and subsequently refined by
both our crab and groundfish steering committees. Final
approval of the proposals and criteria was given by the
Board of Directors.

To the extent possible S.E.A. has tried to stay within
the general framework being looked at for vessels in the
hope of streamlining the entire process. In the S.E.A. IFQ
proposals for Captains, Gear Specificity, Eligibility, and
Qualification Periods go in kind with vessels. The main
points of departure are the percentages allocated to
Captains and the distribution of those shares. The reason
S.E.A. has included a range of percentage allocations is
that not all fisheries allocations will necessarily fall at
the same level.

The criteria for Bona Fide Captain relies heavily on
the criteria set out by the USCG for licensed masters.

The reason for this is to promote both the highest levels of
safety and professionalism possible in our fisheries. We
feel that adopting these criteria can only benefit those
involved. Additionally, we have included requirements for
fishing experience to demonstrate a history of involvement
in, and a level of commitment to, these fisheries.

S.E.A. would like to thank the Council for giving their
consideration and attention to these matters. If you have
any comments or suggestions please contact us at the address
or phone number listed below.

Y;Sincerely,
. | k// .'V, o 4
- e Yy v . L g v e -
. -, X './'//i"{‘.:"’ //L/ //z/-,— - ""./"
- Thomas M. Suryan 2

President, S.E.A.

1515 NW 515 Seatzle. Washington 98107 « Phone/Fax (206) 782-4454
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SKIPPERS FOR EQUITABLE ACCESS

QUALIFYING CRITERIA FOR BONA FIDE CAPTAIN

I Must be a U.S. Coast Guard licensed 1600 ton, or greater, fishing master.

I  Criteria for Bona Fide Captain is not gear specific.

I Must have at least three documented landings per year for a minimum of four
years.

IV A yearis defined as a calendar year. The landing requirement is for landings in the
subject fishery in a given year.

Addendum:

Requirements for USCG 1600 Ton Fishing Master License

I Sea time shall be at least 1440 days of which 360 days must have been as licensed
master or mate while holding a license. If sea time is on vessels less than 200
gross tons on which masters are not required to be licensed the master must still
have sailed under a mates license for 360 days of the required 1440.

[1  Firefighting (basic and advanced).

II1 Radar Training.

IV First Aid and CPR certification.

V  Complete Physical including a drug test.

VI Application.

1515 NWV 51%, Seattle, Washington 98107 - Phone/Fax (206) 782-4454






