AGENDA C-5

JUNE 2003
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: ghl’is Qlng ) Q}g/ ESTIMATED TIME
xecutive Director 10 HOURS
DATE: June 6, 2003

SUBJECT: IR/IU and related amendments
ACTION REQUIRED

(@) Discuss relationship/timing of assorted IR/TU amendments, including response to Secretarial action
on Amendment 75 (to delay flatfish IR/IU until June 2004)

(b) Final action on Trailing Amendment C (groundfish minimum retention standard)

(©) Review alternatives and options for Trailing Amendment A (multi-species co-ops for the H&G CP
sector and species allocations)

BACKGROUND

Disapproval of Amendment 75 and relationship/timing of assorted amendments

In October 2002 the Council voted to delay implementation of 100% retention requirements (IR/IU) for
flatfish in the BSAI, originally scheduled for January 2003 implementation, in order to pursue alternative
means of reducing bycatch/discards of flatfish and other groundfish. That action, Amendment 75, would
have delayed implementation for flatfish IR/IU until June 2004, but that action was only “partially
approved”, effectively removing from the books any IR/IU requirements for flatfish in the BSAI (see letter
from NMFS under Jtem C-5(a)). Full flatfish IR/IU still applies in the GOA; however, exemptions approved
under Amendment D essentially exempt every sector from these requirements (though Amendment D does

contain an annual review mechanism to evaluate the 5% threshold and possibly change the list of fisheries
which are/are not exempt).

Meanwhile the Council is pursuing two additional amendments (A and C) which could, if approved, be
replacements for full flatfish IR/IU in the BSAI, thereby making the June 04 implementation date moot (and
Amendment D in the BSAI), at least for those sectors which would be subject to Amendment C, which would
establish an overall minimum groundfish retention standard. Implementation of Amendment C, if approved
in June, may be possible by June of 04, depending on the specific action taken. However, Amendment A,
which would establish multi-species cooperatives for the H&G CP sector, is viewed as integral to that
sector’s ability to live within the requirements of Amendment C, and the timeline for Amendment A does
not allow for implementation by June of 04. Amendment A could be reviewed in October 03, have final
action in December 03 (optimistically), and could possibly be implemented by 2005, assuming co-op
provisions apply only to the H&G CP sector. Amendment A was expanded in April 03 by the Council to
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include sector splits of all BSAI groundfish and PSC species. If co-ops are expected to be implemented for -
all sectors via Amendment A, in addition to just the H&G CP sector, the timelines for analysis and Council
action will be delayed, and implementation by 2005 is likely overly optimistic.

In determining an appropriate course of action, there are several questions which arise, including: (1) Will
Amendment C be applied to all sectors, or just the H&G CP sector? (2) If just applied to the H&G CP sector,
does that adequately address the bycatch/discard issue for flatfish? (3) Will the Council wish to resubmit
Amendment 75? (4) Can the H&G CP sector comply with Amendment C for some period of time while
Amendment A (the co-op) is being further developed and implemented? (5) What is the Council’s intent with
regard to Amendment A and the sector splits; i.e., are co-ops for all sectors assumed under Amendment A,
or just sector splits and a co-op for the H&G CP sector only? (6) What are the implications of the
disapproval of the June 04 implementation date for Amendment 75? (7) What is the status of Amendment

D, given disapproval of Amendment 757" (8) Do we maintain full flatfish IR/TU in the GOA if it is eliminated
in the BSAI?

Action on Amendment C

Related to the questions above, the Council’s action on Amendment C at this meeting would, at least
partially, inform action on related Amendments. The basic alternatives are to establish a minimum
groundfish retention standard, which could be applied to all sectors (at differential thresholds) or just to the
H&G CP sector, for example. There are additional options to adjust the way in which Maximum Retainable
Allowances for pollock and flatfish species are calculated, which would reduce bycatch/discards in and of
itself (though discard savings realized via the MRA adjustment may be primarily in further reductions of
pollock discards, rather than flatfish, depending on MRA adjustments for flatfish as well). Adjustments to
the MRA calculation could be approved for expedited implementation, or in conjunction with approval of
an overall GRS. The analysis for Amendment C was mailed to you in May. That analysis and the specific
alternatives will be reviewed by staff. The Executive Summary is attached as Item C-5(b). The Council’s
Enforcement Committee met earlier this week and will provide comments relative to monitoring and
enforcement aspects of Amendment C.

Action on Amendment A

In April the Council reviewed a discussion paper and decision tree for proposed Amendment A (co-op for
the H&G CP sector), and expanded Amendment A to include species allocations for BSAI groundfish among
all sectors. At that time you indicated your intent to revisit Amendment A at this meeting, and possibly
refine the alternatives and options as well as provide clarification to staff on certain components of those
alternatives and options. A discussion paper and revised alternative structure prepared by staff (and
contractor assistance), along with some initial data runs, are included under Item C-5(c) and will be presented
at this time.

For reference, the Council’s April actions on IR/IU are summarized under Item C-5(d). Public comments
received are under C-5 Supplemental.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service

P.O. Box 21668 ?U%EEDA C-5(a)
Juneau, Alaska 99802-1668 2003
May 29, 2003

David Benton .. e i :
Chairman ) T
North Pacific Fishery Management Council RS -~
605 West 4™ Avenue, Suite 306 : 5 Nes,
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-02252 ' MO

Dear Chairman Benton:

We have partially approved Amendment 75 to the Fishery Management Plan for the Groundfish
Fishery of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Area (Amendment 75 to the FMP). In October
2002, the Council adopted Amendment 75 to the FMP to delay from January 1, 2003, until

June 1, 2004, the effective date of the Improved Retention/Improved Utilization (IR/IU) Program
requirements for rock sole and yellowfin sole in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
Management Area (BSAI). Amendment 75 to the FMP would have extended the delay of
imposing the IR/IU requirements on rock sole and yellowfin sole catches that originally was
adopted by the Council and approved by the Secretary as part of Amendment 49 to the FMP.
The delay of flatfish IR/IU requirements effected by Amendment 49 to the FMP ended on
January 1, 2003.

The approved part of Amendment 75 to the FMP is the delay of imposing the IR/IU requirements
on catches of rock sole and yellowfin sole in the BSAIL The part of Amendment 75 not approved
is the date of June 1, 2004, on which this delay would have ended. The practical effect of
partially approving Amendment 75 to the FMP is that the proposed FMP text is modified by
removing reference to rock sole and yellowfin sole as IR/IU species in section 13.9.1 of the FMP
(see attachment) and in the regulations at 50 CFR 679.27(b)(3) and (b)(4). This action will delay
indefinitely the flatfish IR/IU program, but will not affect the continued effectiveness of IR/TU
requirements on catches of pollock and Pacific cod.

Full approval of Amendment 75 to the FMP would be inconsistent with National Standards 7 and
9 described in section 301 of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
(MSA). National Standard 7 requires that conservation and management measures shall, where
practicable, minimize costs. National standard 9 requires that such measures shall, to the extent
practicable, minimize bycatch. By using the term “practicable,” Congress did not intend for the
Council to impose costs on fishermen that could not be reasonably met. The administrative
record indicates that imposing the IR/IU requirements on

catches of rock sole and yellowfin sole could cause some fishermen to go out of business, but
does not show conservation and management benefits that outweigh those costs. Such costs,
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Under the Administrative Procedure Act (APA), a rational connection must exist between the
facts found and the choice made. Without such a connection, the choice made and implemented
could be deemed arbitrary and capricious. The administrative record for the proposed action
includes information showing that the significant adverse economic effects of implementing
IR/TU requirements on the catches of rock sole and yellowfin sole justify the continued delay of
these requirements. The administrative record does not include information or analysis,
however, that justifies or explains how or why imposing these requirements in June 2004, would
not result in the same adverse economic effects predicted in 2003 or that these effects will be
outweighed by overall benefits.

Under section 304(a)(4) of the MSA, if the Secretary partially disapproves a fishery management
plan amendment, the Council may submit a revised amendment to the Secretary for review. The
Council may submit a revised Amendment 75 for Secretarial review with an explanation and

analysis showing how the benefits of the flatfish IR/IU program outweigh the economic costs to
the industry.

If the Council chooses not to submit a revised Amendment 75 under section 304(a) of the MSA,
the Council could revise its action under proposed Amendment 76 to include pertinent elements
of the BSAI flatfish IR/IU program and associated effective dates. Again, this process would
require the Council to develop an adequate record on how the benefits of full retention of
yellowfin sole and rock sole in specified fisheries outweigh the costs to industry of doing so.

The Council also could choose to not pursue application of IR/IU requirements to catches of rock
sole and yellowfin sole and instead focus on further development of a groundfish retention
standard or maximum retainable amount adjustments to reduce overall groundfish discard
amounts. This approach would have the advantage of providing additional time to determine
how all the potential elements of the Council’s discard reduction program could be integrated,
including the concept of rationalizing the non-American Fisheries Act fishing sectors in the
BSAI through sector allocations and economic incentives.

I continue to be aware of and support the Council’s objective for maintaining effective incentives
for reducing discards in the flatfish fisheries. We remain committed to working with the
Council to identify viable approaches to achieving those objectives.

Sincerely,

James W. Balsiger

Administrator, Alaska Region
Attachment



Attachment

REVISIONS TO BSAI FMP FOR PARTIAL APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT 75 TO THE
FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE GROUNDFISH FISHERY OF THE BERING
AND ALEUTIAN ISLANDS AREA

Section 13.9.1 of the Fishery Management Plan for the Groundfish Fishery of the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands Area is revised to read as follows:

13.9.1 Minimum retention requirements

All vessels participating in the groundfish fisheries of the BSAI are required to retain all catch of all
IR/TU species (pollock and Pacific cod beginning January 1, 1998), androck-sole-and-yeHowfimrsote
beginningFune1;2604) when directed fishing for those species are open, regardless of gear type
employed and target fishery. When directed fishing for an IR/IU species is prohibited, retention of that
species is required only up to any maximum retainable bycatch amount in effect for that species, and
these retention requirements are superseded if retention of an IR/IU species is prohibited by other
regulations.

No discarding of whole fish of these species is allowed, either prior to or subsequent to that species being
brought on board the vessel. At-sea discarding of any processed product from any IR/IU species is also
prohibited, unless required by other regulations.
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IR/TU Trailing Amendment C: Draft for Public Review

Executive Summary

This analysis examines a groundfish retention standard (GRS) as an alternative to the IR/IU regulation
for flatfish scheduled to be implemented in the BSAI beginning June 1, 2004. This analysis concludes
that:

. GRS regulations would require NMFS certified scales and 200 percent observer coverage on
vessels under the program. While many of the vessels considered for this regulation already
have certified scales, others would have to purchase and installed them at an estimated cost of
$75,000. Additional expenditures would be required to maintain the scales and pay for
increased observer coverage (up to $70,000 per year).

. Enforcing a GRS at a level above 80%, without an increase in the Maximum Retainable
Allowance (MRA) for pollock, would result in stricter retention standards than IR/TU
regulations for yellowfin and rock sole and the potential for negative economic impacts. For
example, an 85% GRS, without an increase in the MRA would result in the HT-CP sector
being required to retain 15,000 mt more groundfish than they would under the IR/TU flatfish
regulation. With the additional scale and observer costs, a high percentage GRS program is
expected to create negative economic consequences compared to the status quo.

. Implementation of a GRS at a level below 80%, with an increase in the MRA, could result in
higher levels of retention than would be expected under the IR/IU flatfish regulations. Because
some of the additional retention would be pollock for which a market exists, it is expected that
additional retention by the fleet would be less of an economic burden than under IR/TU.
However, the additional cost of scales and observers means the GRS may have negative
economic consequences compared to the status quo.

. The MRA level and the period over which the retention rate is calculated are important factors
in determining the economic effects of a GRS on certain sectors. Higher MRAs and longer time
intervals (e.g. seasonal, yearly) are likely to result in higher retention rates—up to 5.1 percent
higher with a 50 percent MRA monitored at the end of the year.

. Because retention rates in the groundfish fisheries are vary during the year, there may be some
advantage to instituting different GRSs during different times of the year. Multiple GRS could
encourage consistent effort towards improving retention instead of concentrating all
improvements in one part of the year.

The two alternatives under consideration are:
Alternative 1: Status Quo/No Action

This alternative would allow the existing IR/TU regulations for flatfish in the BSAI to be implemented
beginning June 1, 2004. The IR/IU regulations would require that all rock sole and yellowfin sole in the
BSAI be retained and that processors create products that yield at least 15 percent from each fish
harvested.

In April, 2003, the NPFMC approved exemptions to the IR/TU regulations for flatfish in what has been
called Amendment D. As a result of the exemption only the fisheries for non-AFA Trawl CP fisheries
Rock sole, Flathead Sole, Yellowfin Sole and Pacific cod will be regulated by IR/IU flatfish regulations.

Alternative 2: Establish a Minimum Groundfish Retention Standard (GRS)

This alternative would add a minimum Groundfish Retention Standard (GRS) for all groundfish
fisheries (excluding pollock target fisheries) to the Goals and Objectives section of the BSAI
Groundfish FMP. In addition, a regulation establishing a GRS would be promulgated and enforced on
certain vessels and sectors in the groundfish fleet. The GRS regulation would not supercede the 100
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*

percent retention standard already set for pollock and Pacific cod under existing IR/IU regulations. In 7~
addition to establishing a GRS, the regulation would require that processors create products that yield

at least 15 percent from each fish harvested. A GRS regulation would consist of the following
components: '

Component 1. Establishes the GRS percentage.

Component 2. Specifies the vessels required to comply with the GRS.

Component 3. Sets the period over which the retention rate is calculated.

Component 4. Defines the seasonality of the GRS.

Component 5. Determines at which level of aggregation the GRS is applied.

Component 6. Considers revision of the maximum retainable bycatch allowance (MRA) for pollock.

Component 7. Determines how total catch is measured under GRS regulations (GRS is defined as the
percentage of total groundfish catch retained).

Component 8. Determines how retained catch is measured.

~

For purposes of this analysis, two bookend sub-alternatives were developed by varying the values of
these components. These sub-alternative are:

Alternative 2.1: Less Restrictive Measure

This alternative establishes a GRS of 70 percent. The standard applies to non-AFA trawl catcher
processors that are 125 ft and greater LOA as a fleet. Compliance with the GRS is determined at the end
of the fishing year. Pollock MRAs are relaxed to 35 percent for all non-AFA trawl catcher processors,
including vessels less than 125 ft, and compliance to pollock MR As are monitored and enforced on each
vessel at the end of each offload period. Certified scales and 200 percent observer coverage are used 7
to measure and verify total catch. Alternative scale monitoring plans approved by NOAA Fisheries ' ‘
could be substituted for 200 percent coverage. Retained catch is calculated using NMFS Standard PRRs.

Alternative 2.2: More Restrictive Measure

This alternative establishes a GRS of 85 percent for January through May, The GRS increases to 90
percent during the remainder of the year. The GRS applies to all catcher processors that are 125 ft and
greater LOA as individual vessels. Catcher processors less than 125 ft. are exempt if their weekly
production is less than 600 mt. Current pollock MRA standards are maintained. Compliance to the GRS
is monitored and enforced at the end of each week for each area and gear fished. Certified scales and
200 percent observer coverage are used to measure and verify total catch. Retained catch is calculated
using existing NOAA Fisheries standard PRRs. No alternative scale monitoring plans or retained catch
measurement plans are considered.

Comparison of Alternatives

It is instructive to note the overall retention rates that would be implied with Alternative 1 (the status
quo) and compare those to rates proposed under Alternative 2. Table E-1 shows the hypothetical
situation assuming all rock sole and yellowfin sole (IR/IU Flatfish) were retained by all sectors from
1995-2001. As seen in the table, the HT-CP sector had 36.3 mt of IR/IU Flatfish discards in 2000. Those
discards accounted for 12.3 percent of the sectors total catch. If the HT-CP had retained all of the IR/TU
Flatfish, the sector’s overall retention rate would have increased to 81.5 percent. This table then
provides an additional perspective regarding the GRS. For example setting the GRS at 80 percent would
be nearly equivalent to requiring 100 percent retention of IR/IU Flatfish. Additionally, it can be inferred
that the economic impacts of an 80 percent GRS would be approximately equivalent to imposing 160
percent retention of IR/IU flatfish. Setting the GRS at less than 80 percent would provide some relief (‘\
for the HT-CPs relative to IR/IU regulations slated to be imposed in June, 2004.

ii
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Table E-1. Retention Percentages if 100 Percent Retention of IR/IU Flatfish were Required

Target Fishery And Sector 1995 1956 1957 1998 1999 2000 2001
Surimi & Fillet Trawl Catcher Processors )

RSOL &YSOL Discards (1,000 mt) 12.1 13.9 16.4 6.0 1.8 26 0.7
Percent of Total Groundfish 14 1.8 2.3 0.9 0.4 0.5 0.1
Retention Percent if Retained 91.8 94.1 93.4 97.8 98.7 98.5 99.2

Head & Gut Trawl Catcher Processors
RSOL &YSOL Discards (1,000 mt) 415 34.1 47.6 32.9 31.3 36.3 15.0

Percent of Total Groundfish 13.7 104 13.5 12.1 11.7 12.3 5.6
Retention Percent if Retained 72.4 72.0 77.0 82.5 78.4 81.5 80.8
Pot Catcher Processors

RSOL &YSOL Discards (1,000 mt) 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
Percent of Total Groundfish 02 0 08 0.7 2.0 0.9 2.0 0.6
Retention Percent if Retained 96.6 96.6 99.2 99.1 96.9 97.9 94.1
Longline Catcher Processors

RSOL &YSOL Discards (1,000 mt) 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.7
Percent of Total Groundfish 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.5
Retention Percent if Retained 84.2 85.6 85.1 84.5 86.2 84.1 85.9
All Sectors and Fisheries

RSOL &YSOL Discards (1,000 mt) 61.2 55.5 72.0 41.9 38.1 41.4 17.4
Percent of Total Groundfish 3.2 3.0 3.9 26 - 27 2.6 1.0

890 898 807  oa4s 934  o4d  omg
Source: NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 2001

Alternative 2.1 which imposes a 70 percent GRS on HT-CP vessels > 125' as a fleet over the entire year,
while allowing a 35 percent pollock MRA is expected to result in a 5.2 percentage point improvement
in retention rates from 2001. While none of the affected vessels exceeded the GRS in 2001, the MRA
regulatory changes generate an improvement approximately equal to the improvement expected under
the status quo with IR/IU for flatfish. Table E-2 shows what might have occured in 2001 if Alternative
2.1 had been in place. The table also shows the results for Alternative 2.2. As seen in the table a GRS
at 85 percent in the A season and 90 percent in the B Season (Alt. 2.2) could result in higher retention
than under IR/TU for flatfish. Table E-2 shows that for the HT-CP sector (with catch as in 2001),
Alternative 2.2, an 85-90% GRS, would have required the retention of 30,477 metric tons, or roughly
15,000 metric tons more than IR/IU for flatfish. Table E-2 also shows the additional enforcement
outcome that are likely with a more restrictive GRS program such as Alternative 2.2 where rates would
be monitored each week.

Table E-2. Outcomes under Alternative 2.1 and 2.2 Using 2001 Catches

Vessel Exceedances Total Additional Increased
Enforcement (No. Of Exceedances Retained Retention
Sector Periods Vessels) (Number) (MT) (Pct. Points)
Outcomes under Alternative 2.1
HT-CP > 125’ 15 0] 0 13,344 5.4
HT-CP < 125 NA NA NA 623 26
All HT-CPs 15 0 0 13,967 5.2
Outcomes under Alternative 2.2
ST/FT-CP 29 - 2 1 173 23
HT-CP 842 15 603 30,477 13.3
P-CP 47 4 9 25 09
L-CP 1,066 23 617 5,554 58
All CPs 1,984 44 1,240 36,229 10.8

Source: NPEMC Sector Profiles Database, 2001

iii
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HT-CP Sector Summary

The HT-CP fleet consists of a relatively wide variety of vessels that ranges from 103 feet to 295 feet
in length. Approximately 33 percent of the 23-24 vessels from the fleet that have fished in the BSAI in
recent years are less than 125 feet. The remaining 67 percent are greater than 125' (Table E-3).-As
would be expected the smaller vessels are relatively less productive than the larger vessels. From 1995-
2001 the smaller vessels generated approximately 12 percent of both catch and product value. By
contrast the smaller vessels have accounted for roughly 18 percent of the total discards for the sector
from 1995-2001. Vessels less than 125' have discarded an average of 48 percent of their catch during
the seven year period, while vessels > 125' have discarded 38 percent. Industry sources indicate that the
smaller vessels are not able to keep as many fish as larger vessels because of limitations in hold size and
processing space.

Table E-3. Distribution of Activity between HT-CPs <125' and HT-CPs> 125'

Tength Class 1905 L -1 A -1 - T £ 1] 2000 2007
Number of Vessels
<125 9 8 1 8 9 8 7
> 125' 23 20 17 15 15 15 15
Product Value ($ Millions)
<125 8.1 17.2 18.3 16.4 18.8 234 114
> 125' 141.3 153.6 127.1 __ 882 96.6 103.3 122.0
Product Value as a Percent of HT-CP Value
< 125" 5.5 10.1 12.6 18.7 16.3 18.5 8.5
> 125 94.5 89.9 874 84.3 83.7 81.5 91.5
Total Catch (1,000 mt)
< 125' 20.5 40.0 55.6 41.8 38.3 457 20.9
> 125’ 282.8 287.4 __ 29841 229.3 230.0 248.3 244.5
Percent of HT-CP Total Catch
<125 6.7 12.2 15.7 15.4 14.3 15.6 7.9
> 125' 93.3 __ 878 843 __ 846 85.7 84.4 92.1
Discards as a Percent of Total Catch of Length Class
<125 58.7 5875 53.5 46.3 40.6 38.5 411
> 125' 40.0 35.7 33.2 26.6 32.0 29.4 27.9
Discards as a Percent of HT-CP Total Discards

<125 9.6 18.3 23.1 241 17.4 19.4 13.8
> 105" 904 817 76 9 759 825 20 & 26 2
Source: NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 2001

Impact of GRS Rates

The effectiveness of the various rates will depend on the distribution of retention rates among the
various vessels—the more vessels that have historically retained less than the standard, the greater the
improvement. Table E-4 provides insights into the distribution of retention among the various catcher
processor sectors in non-pollock fisheries and the additional tons that would need to be retained in order
to meet the standard based on catches in 2001. If for example the GRS is set at 70 percent enforced on
an annual basis, then 10 HT-CPs would need to improve their retention to comply with the standard,
as well as a single ST/FT-CP. At 70 percent approximately 6,032 mt more groundfish would have been
retained and overall, the HT-CP retention rate would have improved from 75.1 percent to 77.4 percent.

If the GRS is set at 80 percent then vessels in sectors other than the HT-CP sector would be affected.
The actual effectiveness of increasing retention will depend on whether regulation will be imposed on
all CPs or just HT-CPs. If the GRS regulations are imposed on all CPs in non-Pollock fisheries, then
based on 2001 results, 1 ST/FT-CP, 13 HT-CPs, 2 P-CPs and 6 L-CPs would be required to improve
their groundfish retention rates, and an additional 16,236 mt would be retained, 78 mt by ST/FT-CPs,
15,591 by HT-CPs, less than 1 mt by P-CPs and 566 mt by L-CPs. Overall an 80 percent GRS would
have increased the HT-CPs retention rate in 2001 from 75.1 percent to 81.2 percent.

iv
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Table E-4. Catcher Processors Below Specified Standards in 2001 and Additional Tons that
Would Have to be Retained to Meet the Standard

GRS Percentage

65 70 75 80 85 S0
Sector Number of Vessels Below Retention Standard
ST/FT-CP 1 1 1 1 1 1
HT-CP 7 10 11 13 18 20
P-CP o] 0 0 2 2 2
L-CP 0 0 0 6 19 29
All CPs 8 1 12 22 40 52

Additional Tons That Would Need to be Retained to Meet Standard
ST/FT-CP 61 67 72 78 83 88
HT-CP 2,715 5,965 10,082 15,591 25,582 37,537
P-CP 0 0 0 1 46 91
L-CP o] 0 0 566 2,296 6,139
All CPs 2,777 6,032 10,154 16,236 28,006 43,855
Retention Percentage if all Vessels Meet the Standard

ST/FT-CP 93 93.3 93.4 934 93.5 93.6
HT-CP 76.1 77.4 79.0 81.2 85.2 80.0
P-CP 93.3 93.3 93.3 93.3 94.4 95.6
L-CP 85.5 85.5 85.5 86.0 87.4 90.7
All CPs 79.5 80.4 81.4 83.1 86.2 90.3

Source: NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 2001

Within the HT-CP fleet there is considerable variation between larger and smaller vessels. (see Table
E-5), and it has been proposed that the GRS regulation exempt vessels < 125'. Table 1 shows how the
various retention standards would affect vessels by size class. As is demonstrated in the table, all of the
HT-CPs < 125' retained less than 65 percent of their groundfish catch in 2001, while only 3 of the 15
vessels > 125 retained less than 65 percent. If vessels < 125 are exempt then the effectiveness of the
GRS is diminished, but the ability of small HT-CPs to remain economically viable will continue.

Table E-5. HT-CPs by Length Below Specified Standards in 2001 and Additional Tons that Would
Have to be Retained to Meet the Standard

andar ercen ercen ercen ercen ercent ercen
HT-CP by Length Number of Vessels Below Retention Standard
< 1258' 6 6 6 6 6 7
> 125' 3 5 5 8 13 15
Additional Tons (1,000s) That Would Need to be Retained to Meet Standard
<125 2.1 34 47 6.0 7.3 8.9
Salal AR £0 100 100 308

Source: NPFMC Sector Profiles Database, 2001
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Frequently Asked Questions

The following series of questions and answers provides an additional summary of many of the issues
that have been raised during previous iterations of this document.

1. What is the Groundfish Retention Standard?

The groundfish retention standard, or GRS, is a standard created by the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council (NPFMC) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to measure how
much of the groundfish that fishing vessels are catching is being kept. The GRS requires that a certain
percentage of all groundfish a vessel catches must be kept. Vessels, or vessel pools, with retention rates
below the GRS could be subject to prosecution by NMFS enforcement.

2. How is the retention rate for the GRS calculated?

The retention rate is an estimate of how much of the groundfish a fishing vesse]’ s, or pool’s, caught was
kept for production. The GRS retention rate is calculated using the following equation:
(Groundfish Product Weight = Product Recovery Rate) + Total Groundfish Catch = GRS

The groundfish product weight is the total product weight produced by the boat during a set period. The
product recovery rate is the average percentage of a single fish’s total weight that a certain product
represents. For example, a headed and gutted fish might weigh 85 percent of the original fish’s weight.
Dividing the product weight by the product recovery rate provides an estimate of whole fish weight.
The total groundfish catch weight is the total weight of all groundfish the vessel caught in the same
period as the groundfish product weight was produced.

3. Are NMFS PRRs accurate and could they affect enforcement?

NMEFS PRRs are averages and do not account for variation in PRRs between fish sizes and producers.
However, NMFS has stated they will use these PRRs for enforcement and that producers who believe
they are meeting the GRS, but may have lower PRRs, will need to meet the standard or prove to NMFS
that they naturally have a lower PRR if or when they receive a notification of a violation. It will be up
to the vessels in question to provide all necessary records.

4, Why not just weigh discards rather than using PRRs to back calculate retention?

Weighing discards is probably impractical. Discard weighing would require a hopper scale in addition
to the flow scale already proposed under GRS. Many boats do not have room for two scales and there
would be additional costs associated with a second scale. In addition, the space requirement for
separating discards of groundfish and non-groundfish including PSC, rock, mud, tunicates from one
another might exceed the capacity of some boats.

If the GRS were redefined to equal total groundfish retention as a percent of total catch—where total
catch includes rocks, mud, PSCs etc.—then the need to differentiate between groundfish and non-
groundfish is eliminated, and with it the need to estimate species composition of discards. If the need
to estimate species composition is eliminated then it is likely that additional observer coverage may not
be necessary. Furthermore, redefining the GRS to include total catch increases incentives to reduce
catches of rocks, mud, tunicates, PSCs etc. Estimates from NMFS observer program indicate that non-
fish discard represented six percent of total catch weight in the HT-CP sector in 2002.

5. Can we be assured that flatfish discards will be reduced with the GRS?

If a GRS is set higher than the current retention rates, most vessels will have no choice but to improve
their groundfish retention rates. However, in order to be sure that flatfish discards are reduced the GRS
must be set high enough that vessels would not be able to make up the difference between the GRS and
the current retention rate by solely increasing retention non-flatfish groundfish species (e.g. pollock,
Pacific cod). If the GRS is set high enough then vessels, or vessel pools, would have no choice but
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reduce flatfish discards. Alternatively it may be possible to redefine the GRS so that only flatfish
catches are contained in the numerator and denominator. This is contrary to the current definition of the
GRS, would complicate enforcement of the program, and expand the role of observer catch composition
estimates in the calculation of the GRS.

6. How much would discards by the HT-CP sector be reduced if 100 percent retention of
IR/IU Flatfish was required?

The analysis shows that in 2001, IR/IU would have reduced flatfish discards by roughly 15,000 mt or
5.6 percent of total catch by the HT-CP sector. This amount is roughly equivalent to discard reductions
attained by choosing Alternative 2.1, which uses a GRS of 70% and also changes the rate and the way
that pollock MRAs are calculated. Alternative 2.1 would probably not reduce flatfish discards by 15,000
metric tons because some of the reduced discards would probably come from non-flatfish species.

7. How does the maximum retainable allowance(MRA) affect retention rates?

The maximum retainable allowance is the maximum amount of a given species that a vessel is allowed
to keep if that species is closed to directed fishing. The MRA for a species closed to directed fishing
is a predetermined percentage of the total retained amount of species that remain open for directed
fishing. For example, the MRA for pollock in the HT-CP fleet is 20 percent. Pollock on board can be
no more than 20 percent of the retained catch of groundfish species that remain open. Any catch over
the 20 percent MRA must be discarded. Because the MRA is enforced instantaneously, instead of over
a period of time, high catches of species closed to directed fishing—especially if those catches come
early in a trip—can lead to higher discard levels.

8. Could adjusting the MRA help retention levels without creating a GRS standard?

Yes, adjusting the MRA and MRA enforcement timing has the potential to increase retention rates
without the imposition of a GRS. MRAs apply to both pollock and non-pollock flatfish species. Thus,
any global change in MRAs and MRA enforcement would help both pollock and non-pollock retention.
For more information on this discussion, see Chapter 4.

9. Why is the GRS being applied only to non-pollock fisheries?

Vessels in the pollock fisheries are exceptionally efficient with retention rates greater than 98 percent
in each of the last five years. Non-pollock fisheries have much lower retention rates as a group.
However, some vessels that participate in pollock fisheries also participate in other non-pollock fisheries
and it was felt that these vessels should not be allowed to use their exceptionally high retention in
pollock to mask lower retention rates in non-pollock fisheries.

10. If the Amendment C (GRS) and the proprosed Amendment A creating co-ops for the non-
AFA trawl CP sector are linked, won't scales be required on HT-CPs anyway?

"While the Amendment C and Amendment A are linked, there is no guarantee that Amendment A would
actually be implemented. If Amendment A and C are both approved and eventually implemented at the
same time then it possible that the added costs of scales and observers would be offset by additional
benefits of participating in a cooperative. Without a cooperative however, it does not appear that the
benefits to the the HT-CP sector will outweigh the additional costs of the GRS program. It may be
possible to phase in implementation of the GRS—with adjustments to the MRA rates and enforcement
periods implemented in 2004, and the remainder of the GRS program with observers and scales
implemented if and when the non-AFA trawl cooperative program is implemented.
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AGENDA C-5(c)
JUNE 2003

A Discussion of Analytical Issues and Potential Changes in the
Specification of Alternatives for Amendement A

Introduction

The IR/IU analytical team recommends that the sector allocations of BSAI groundfish and PSC limits be
separated from the action of establishing a non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program and that the two actions
be addressed in separate FMP amendments—Amendment A-1 would provide for sector allocations and
Amendment A-2 would establish a non-AFA Traw] CP Cooperative Program. The reason for the separation
is that the sector allocations encompass all sectors in the BSAI, while the formation of the cooperative
program pertains only to the non-AFA Trawl CP sector.

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

The IR/IU analytical team also recommends that several of the components (formerly Decision Points) of
the non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program be eliminated. This discussion paper contains a revised set of
components that accomplishes the aforementioned separation of actions and reduces the number of
components. To cross reference previous documents, we indicate for each component the corresponding
Decision Point (DP) number(s) from the IR/IU motion approved by the Council in April 2003.

The remainder of this discussion paper contains recommendation for the respecification of Amendment A
into two separate actions Amendment A1 and Amendment A2. Specification of the Sector Allocations is
found beginning on this page through page 4. Specification of the the Non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative
Program is contained on pages 5 - 16. Information on the vessels that would qualify for the Non-AFA Trawl
CP Cooperative program is found on page 16, and a discussion of squid-box issues is on page 17. Finally a
separate Appendix is attached beginning on page 18 that shows preliminary information regarding the sector
allocations.

Amendment A-1 Sector Allocations
Issue 1: Sector Definitions

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

Non-AFA Trawl CPs AFA Trawl CPs Non-AFA Trawl CVs AFA Trawl CVs Longline CPs

Pot CPs Pot CVs Longline CVs Jig CVs

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

Component 1 (Adapted from DP 12.) Determines whether a vessel because of its use of multiple gears
over time may be part of more than one sector.

Option 1.1 Yes, if the vessels qualifies for any sector then its catch history is part of that
sector’s apportionment.

Option 1.2 No, the vessel will only be eligible to participate in one sector. Catches of
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vessels that are not eligible for the sector will not be included in the sector’s
apportionment. Each vessel’s sector will be determined by:

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

years used for the sector definitions.

Component 2 (Adapted from DP 26) Vessels will be determined to be eligible for a given sector if they

meet minimum landings requirements (see the next component) in the years selected
from the following:

Option 2.1 1995-1997
Option 2.2 1995-2002
Option 2.3 1997-2002
Option 2.4 1998-2002
Option 2.5 1999-2002
Option 2.6 2000-2002

Component 3 (Adapted from DP 8) Vessels will be determined to be eligible for a given sector if,
during the previously specified sets of years, the vessel meets the minimum landings
criteria selected from the following:

Option 3.1 100 mt
Option 3.2 500 mt
Option 3.3 1,000 mt

Issue 2: Sector Allocations of Groundfish in the BSAI

Sector-level apportionments of groundfish (excluding pollock and any other species for which an allocation
could create a “squid-box situation”) will be accomplished in the Bering Sea by choosing preferred options
(and suboptions) from each of the four components listed below.

Component 4 (DP 26.1) For species other than pollock (allocated under AFA) and Pacific cod (see
component 6), each sector shall be allocated the percentage of the TAC-after CDQ
allocations have been deducted from the TACs—of each allocated species that is equal to
the average over the years-specified in the options below—of the annual percentage of
harvest by vessels in the sector, relative to the amount of that species harvested by all
vessels in all sectors.

'"The equation describing the Total Allowable Catch for a given sector, species, and year
is shown in the equation at right,

% Cn,x,y
where: n=Ny iC
x is the sector, : =
y is the species, Alx,3,2) =TAC,, N,-N, +1

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

n is the year used in the allocation determination (starting with year N, and ending with year N,),
C., ., 1s the catch of species y by vessels in sector x in year n,

TAC,, is Total Allowable Catch for species y in year z, and
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Option 4.1
A Option 4.2
Option 4.3

Option 4.4
Option 4.5

Option 4.6

The average of annual catch percentages from 1995-1997 will be used.
The average of annual catch percentages from 1995-2002 will be used.

. The average of annual catch percentages from 1995-2002 will be used,

excluding 2000 because of the injunction.
The average of annual catch percentages from 1998-2002 will be used.

The average of annual catch percentages from 1998-2002 will be used,
excluding 2000 because of the injunction.

The average of annual catch percentages from 2000-2002 will be used.

Component 5 (DP 26.5) For purposes of apportionments, annual catch percentages will be defined
using one of the following:

Option 5.1
Option 5.2

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

Component 6 (DP 26.2) Pacific cod allocations will be determined as follows:

Option 6.1

Option 6.2

Option 6.3

Pacific cod shall be allocated in the same method used in Component 4. This
option would supercede all existing apportionments of Pacific cod in the BSAI,
including splits among the fixed gear sectors. It is presumed this was the intent
of the Council when approving this option of the IRIU motion in April. If the
Council’s intent was to modify allocations to fixed gear as a single sector, then
Council should provide additional guidance to the analytical team.

Pacific cod shall be allocated based on apportions in regulation with an
additional split of the Trawl CP apportionment as follows:

Non-AFA Trawl CPs will be allocated 18.3 percent of the Pacific cod TAC
available for the after deduction for the CDQ program.

AFA Trawl CPs will be allocated 5.2 percent of the Pacific cod TAC available
for the after deduction for the CDQ program.

(DP 26.2.2) Pacific cod shall be allocated based on splits currently in regulation,
but reducing trawl CV and trawl CP apportionments and increasing the
apportionment to the fixed gear sector by the average of the percentages of the
TAC (after CDQ apportionments) that were rolled over from trawl to fixed gear
during the years in the suboptions below. The increased allocation to the fixed
gear sector would be divided among fixed gear sectors according to trawl
rollover provisions in existing regulations.? Allocation of the remaining trawl
CV and CP apportionments would be based on either Option 6.1 or 6.2.

Suboption 6.3.1 The average of annual catch percentages from 1995-1997 will

be used.

Suboption 6.3.2 The average of annual catch percentages from 1995~2002 will

be used.

A(x,y,z) is the allocation for a given sector (x), species (y), and year (z).

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

-~

3



Suboption 6.3.3 The average of annual catch percentages from 1995-2002 will ’

be used, excluding 2000 because of the injunction. /‘.\
Suboption 6.3.4 The average of annual catch percentages from 1998-2002 will

be used, excluding 2000 because of the injunction.
Suboption 6.3.5 The average of annual catch percentages from 2000-2002 will

be used.

Option 6.4 (DP 26.2.3) Pacific cod shall be allocated among fixed gear sectors based on the
allocations approved in BSAI Amendment 77 (see Table 3.27 on page 110 of the
public review draft of Amendment 77). Allocation of the Trawl apportionment
between AFA and non-AFA sectors would be based on Option 6.1 or 6.2.

Component 7 (DP 26.3) CDQ Allocations shall be removed from the TACs prior to allocation to
sectors at percentage amounts equal to one of the following.

Option 7.1 7.5% of the TAC of each species in the program
Option 7.2 10% of the TAC of each species in the program
Option 7.3 15% of the TAC of each species in the program
Option 7.4 20% of the TAC of each species in the program

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

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

Component 8 (DP 27.1 paragraph 1) Prohibited speices bycatch allowances shall be initially assigned
to fishery groups (e.g. the rock sole/flathead sole/other flatfish group) based on the
relative bycatch apportionments for the years used to determine the groundfish sector 7~
apportionments, expressed as a percentage of the total PSC allowance. (In other words a '
weighted average of the of the PSC apportionment to each fishery group would be
estimated and express as a percentage of the the PSC)
Option 8.1 (DP 27.1 paragraph 2) Each sector shall be initially assigned an amount of each
PSC allowance by fishery group based on each sector's historic rates during the
period used to determine groundfish apportionments, relative to the total use of
the PSC allowance during that same period. For example, if the Non-AFA Trawl
CPs used 40 percent of the halibut PSC used by the trawl fleet in the Pacific cod
fishery during the period used to determine groundfish apportionments, the Non-
AFA Trawl CPs would be initially assigned 40 percent of the halibut PSC
initially assigned to Pacific cod traw] fisheries. The overall PSC allocations

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

Suboption 8.1.1 60%
Suboption 8.1.2 75%
Suboption 8.1.3 90%
Suboption 8.1.4 100%

Option 8.2 (DP 27.2) Apportion PSC allowances to sectors in proportion to groundfish
apportionments to sectors determined above.

For example, if the Non-AFA Trawl CPs are allocated 33.9 percent of the trawl apportionment

of Pacific cod, the Non-AFA Trawl CPs would be allocated 33.9 percent of the halibut PSC
allowance made for trawl Pacific cod.



Amendment A-2: Establishment of a Non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program

For the sake of simplicity, the IR/IU analytical team removed several components (formerly Decision Points)
that were deemed non-essential for initiating the non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program and by moving
those components that do not have multiple options (DP 3 for example) to a preamble section that describes
the purpose of the program.

The Purpose of the Non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program

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

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

Components of a Non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program

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

o The Program would limit its scope to selected groundfish and prohibited species catches with trawl
gear by vessels in the Non-AFA Trawl CP Sector in the BSAI Groundfish species not included in
the program as well as other non-specified fish species or marine resources would not be explicitly
managed within the Program, although other regulations regarding these other marine resouces
would not be superceded. (These features was previously included as DP 3 and DP 7.)

o The Program will not supercede pollock and Pacific cod IRTU programs, nor will it supercede the
Groundfish License Limitation Program. All vessels participating in the program will need to have
trawl endorsements with general licenses for BSAIL Length limits within the license will also be
enforced such that any new vessel entering the fishery may not exceed the Maximum Length Overall
(MLOA) specified on the license. (These features were previously referenced in DPs 18-20.)

L Any non-trawl or non-BSAI catches of vessel that are considered part of the non-AFA Trawl CP
Sector will not be included in the Program, but would not necessarily be excluded from other
rationalization programs. (This feature was previously DP 12.)
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New PSC limits for the following species will be created and allocated to the non-AFA trawl catcher
processor sector. (This feature was previously DP 4.)

o BSAI non-AFA trawl catcher processor multi-species halibut cap consisting of an
apportionment of species identified in Component 1. ,

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

o BSATnon-AFA trawl catcher processor multi-species snow crab (C. opilio) cap consisting

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

o BSAI non-AFA trawl catcher processor multi-species Tanner crab (C. bairdi) Zone 1 cap

consisting of an apportlonment of the current Pacific cod trawl cap and caps for the flatfish
fisheries.

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

Because it is one of the fundamental reasons to form a cooperative, it is presumed that annual
allocations to the cooperative that result from catch histories of participating vessel will be
transferable among cooperative members. Such transfers would not need to be approved by NOAA
Fisheries. (This feature was previously DP 17.) Any member vessel of the cooperative will be
eligible to use the catch history of any other member vessel regardless of vessel length. (This feature
has been adapted from DP 19.) Permanent transfers of catch histories are less fundamental to the
cooperative, and therefore options regarding permanent transfers are included in the alternatives.

A cooperative created under this program must have adequate internal rules. Evidence of binding
private contracts and remedies for violations of contractual agreements are required to be provided
to NOAA Fisheries. The cooperative must demonstrate an adequate mechanism for monitoring and
reporting prohibited species and groundfish catch. Vessels participating in the cooperative must
agree to abide by all cooperative rules and requirements. (This feature was previously DP 23.1.)

Vessels participating in the open access portion of the program will be subject to all the same
regulations they would be without the Program including all restrictions of the LLP and the
Groundfish Retention Standards (Amendment C) if they are approved. (This feature was previously
DP23.2.)

Specific requirements for reporting, monitoring and enforcement requirements, and observer
protocols will be developed for vessels participating in the cooperative portion of the Program in
rulemaking process and will not be the purview of the cooperataive. Components recordkeeping and
reporting portion of the program should be developed to ensure that goal and objectives of the
program are met in a cost effective manner. The NPFMC and cooperatives need to specify their
goals and objectives for in-season monitoring and for program evaluation. (This feature was
previously DP 24.)

Review of the non-Trawl CP program will be accomplished by requiring a detailed annual report
from any cooperative formed. Fishery managers will review the annual report and determine if the
program is functioning as desired. It is recommended that in-depth assessments of program could
be undertaken under the auspices of the Council/NOAA Fisheries be undertaken periodically (every
three years, for example). Such in-depth studies will report the accomplishments of the program and
indicate whether any changes are necessary. (This feature was previously DP 25.)

Socioeconomic data collection programs have been included in AFA, and crab rationalization



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

alternatives.

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

By choosing options from each of the following 12 components, the Council can develop specific alternative
programs for the non-AFA Trawl CP Sector. The analytical team believes that the components and options
below are the minimum necessary for the successful development of the Program. It is possible that some
of the options listed could be eliminated by the Council at the June meeting in Kodiak, if it is determined that
a particular option is unreasonable or impractical. It is also possible for the Council to add other options to
this list as they desire. For each of comparison, the original decision point number is included for each of
the remaining components.

Component 1 Identifies which species will be allocated to the non-AFA trawl catcher processor sector.
(Formerly DP 1.)

Option 1.1

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

Suboption 1.1.1 Exclude certain species to prevent allocations that are so small that

Option 1.2

Option 1.3

they preclude persons from harvesting their allocation of species
that are typically taken in directed fisheries. Allocations of
groundfish species that are excluded would be regulated as they are
under the status quo.
Include only the following target species—Pacific cod, yellowfin sole, rock sole,
flathead sole, Atka mackerel, Greenland turbot, Al Pacific Ocean perch, Alaska
plaice. Species could be added or deleted through an amendment process.
Allocations of groundfish species that are excluded would be regulated as they are
under the status quo.
Include only PSC species. All groundfish species allocations would be regulated
as in the status quo.

Component 2 Determines the disposition of incidental catch allowances of pollock for the Non-AFA
Trawl CP Sector. (Formerly DP 2.)

Option 2.1

Option 2.2

Status Quo: A predetermined percentage of the pollock TAC is set aside for use as
incidental catch. Up until the point the incidental catch set-aside has been caught,
all pollock must be retained up to the MRB amount. After the incidental catch
set-aside has been caught, pollock can not be retained by non-AFA vessels. The
MRA is monitored and enforced such that a violation at any point in time can be
prosecuted.

A predetermined percentage of the pollock TAC is set aside for use as incidental
catch. Up until the point the incidental catch set-aside has been caught, all pollock
must be retained up to the MRB amount. After the incidental catch set-aside has
been caught, pollock can not be retained by non-AFA vessels. In addition, NOAA
Fisheries manages ICA for pollock as it does now (Option 2.1) but adjusts the MRB



Option 2.3

percentage to insure that the historical bycatch requirements of pollock in the
non-pollock fisheries are not exceeded. MRB percentage adjustments can be made
by NOAA Fisheries either in-season or inter-annually to discourage increased

“bycatch (incidental catch) of pollock should pollock harvest amounts indicate that

this is occurring. The MRB percentage could be 0 - 49% subject to the stipulation
that non-AFA vessels are not engaged in directed fishing for pollock at any point
in their fishing trips. The intent of this approach is to allow increased retention of

pollock without increasing the relative bycatch requirements of the non-pollock
fisheries.

A predetermined percentage of the pollock TAC is set aside for use as incidental
catch. Up until the point the incidental catch set-aside has been caught, all pollock
must be retained up to the MRB amount. After the incidental catch set-aside has
been caught, pollock can not be retained by non-AFA vessels. In addition, NOAA
Fisheries manages ICA for pollock as it does now (Option 2.1) but adjusts the MRB
percentage to insure that the historical bycatch requirements of pollock in the
non-pollock fisheries are not exceeded. MRB percentage adjustments can be made
by NOAA Fisheries either in-season or inter-annually to discourage increased
bycatch (incidental catch) of pollock should pollock harvest amounts indicate that
this is occurring. The MRB percentage could be 0 - 49% subject to the stipulation
that non-AFA vessels are not engaged in directed fishing for pollock at any point
in their fishing trips. The intent of this approach is to allow increased retention of
pollock without increasing the relative bycatch requirements of the non-pollock
fisheries. In addition, the way MRB compliance is accounted for in fishing trips
could be modified. Currently, it is enforced at any point in a trip. Alternatively,
enforcement of MRB compliance could occur at other time periods. The intent of
this approach is to allow increased retention of pollock without increasing the
relative bycatch requirements of the non-pollock fisheries.

Component 3 Establishes procedures for reducing prohibited species catch limits for the non-AFA Trawl
CPs Sector. (Formerly DP 5.)

Option 3.1 No change in overall amount of the current PSC limits.

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

Suboption 3.2.1 Transfers of PSC after August 1 are not taxed .
Suboption 3.2.2 Only un-bundled transfers of PSC are taxed.
Suboption 3.2.3 Reduce halibut PSC limits by 5% when PSC limits are linked to

estimated biomass levels.

Component 4 Determines how a GRS (Amendment C) is applied. (Formerly DP 6.)

Option 4.1

Option 4.2

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

Impose a GRS on all individual vessels in the non-AFA Trawl CP sector from the
outset.

Component 5 Identifies vessels in the non-AFA trawl CP sector. (Formerly DP 8.) Owners of each



qualified vessels would be issued a Sector Eligibility Endorsement that will be attached to
the vessels LLP identifying it as a member of the non-AFA Trawl CP Sector.(Formerly DP
10.)

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

Component 6

Option
Option
Option
Option

Component 7

Option
Option

Component 8

Option
Option
Option
Option
Option
Option

eligible to participate in fish harvesting in the Alaska EEZ.

Suboption 5.1.1 In addition, vessels must have caught with trawl gear and
processed between 1998-2002

5.1.1.1 500 mt

5.1.1.2 1000 mt
Suboption 5.1.2 In addition, vessels must have caught with trawl gear and
processed between 1997-2002
5.1.2.1 500 mt :
5.1.2.2 1000 mt
The original list of sub-options included 100 mt and 150 mt, but subsequent

analysis indicates that these lower levels have no impact on the number of qualified
vessels and have therefore been dropped by the analytical team.

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

6.1 At least 51 percent.

6.2 At least 67 percent.

6.3 At least 75 percent.

6.4 At least 80 percent.

Determines the method of allocation of PSC limits and groundfish between the cooperative
and open access pools. (Formerly DP 13.1.)

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

Determines which years of catch history are used in the calculation. (Formerly DP 13.2.)
The allocation of groundfish between the cooperative and open access pool is proportional
to the catch history of groundfish in the vessels included in each pool. Applicable PSC limits
are allocated between the cooperative and open access pool in same proportions as those
species that have associated PSC limits. The catch history as determined by the option
selected under this component will be indicated on the Sector Eligibilty Endorsement which
indicates the vessel’s membership in the Non-AFA Trawl CP Sector. The aggregate histories
will then applied to whichever either the cooperative or the open access pool.

8.1 1995-2002.

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

8.3 1998-2002.

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

8.5 1999-2002.

8.6 1999-2002 but each vessel drops its lowest annual catch during this period.



Option 8.7 2000-2002 will be used in the calculation.

Option 8.8 Catch history from 2000-2002 will be used in the calculation—each vessel will drop
_its lowest annual catch during this period.

Component 9 Establishes restrictions on permanent transfers of Sector Eligibility Endorsements.
(Formerly DP 15.) It is presumed that annual allocations within a cooperative may be
transferred among participating vessels.

Option 9.1 Sector Eligibility Endorsements are transferable with the associated Groundfish
LLP. All transfers must reported to NOAA Fisheries in order to track who owns
endorsements for purposes of determining cooperative and open access pool sizes.

Option 9.2 Sector Eligibility Endorsements and associated LLPs are not transferable for the
first three years of the program. (This option may be critical if a sector
apprortionment is not attained and an interim Program based only on PSCs is
created.)

Component 10 Determines who may purchase a Sector Eligibility Endorsement. (Formerly DP 16.)

Option 10.1  The purchaser must be eligible to own a fishing vessel under MarAd regulations or
any person who is currently eligible to own a vessel.

Option 10.2  The purchaser must own a vessel that is eligible to join the cooperative.

Component 11 Determines if excessive share limits are established in the non-AFA trawl catcher processor
sector. (Formerly DP 21.)

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

Option 11.2  Consolidation in the non-AFA trawl CP sector is limited such that no single
company can harvest more than a fixed percentage of the overall sector
apportionment. Companies that exceed the cap in the initial allocation would be
grandfathered.

Component 12 Establishes measures to mitigate negative impacts of the cooperative on fisheriesnot
included in the cooperative program (e.g. fisheries in the GOA). (Formerly DP 22.)

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

Option 12.2  The cooperative is required to prohibit members in the aggregate from exceeding
their maximum percent of harvests in other target fisheries. Sideboards would not
be established by regulation. This restriction would be discussed in the annual
report of the cooperative submitted to the Council and NOAA Fisheries.
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Preliminary Identification of Alternative Actions for Amendment A-2

Based on various combinations of the program components described above, the IR/IU analytical team
identified a number of possible alternative actions that could be considered in an EA/RIR/IRFA for
Amendment A-2. In addition to the status quo/no action alternative (Alternative 1), three alternatives were
identified that are designed to facilitate private negotiation of fishery cooperatives among vessels in the Non-
AFA Trawl CP Sector. Two of these alternatives (Alternative 2 and Alternative 3) are similar in that they
would both allocate groundfish as well as PSC limits to a cooperative, but the alternatives differ with respect
to the amount of flexibility offered in the formation and operation of a cooperative. The third alternative
(Alternative 4) would allocate only PSC limits to a cooperative.

All three alternatives that facilitate the formation of a cooperative involve a two-step allocation of groundfish
and /or PSC limits. During the first step an allocation of the total allowable catches (TACs) for specified
groundfish and PSC limits are made tothe Non-AFA Traw! CP Sector (Amendment A-1). During the second
step allocations made to the Non-AFA Trawl CP Sector are divided between vessels that join a cooperative
and vessels that choose to stay out of the cooperative system and fish in an “open access” fishery.

While the three alternatives facilitating the formation of a cooperative have this two-step allocation process
in common, they differ in terms of the species allocated to a cooperative; the eligibility criteria for
cooperative membership; mandated bycatch reductions for eligible vessels; division of the allocation of
groundfish and /or PSC limits to the non-AFA trawl catcher processor sector between the cooperative and
open access pools; the minimum percentage of eligible vessels that must agree to form a cooperative before
a cooperative is allowed to operate; transferability of eligibility permits; excessive share provisions; and
imposition of sideboards. The differences/similarities among the alternatives are summarized in Table 1.

11



Table 1. Summary of Possible Alternatives to be Considered in an EA/RIR/IRFA for Amendment A-2.

Alternative 2: More Flexible Measure

Alternative 3: Less Flexible Measure

Alternative 4: Prohibited Species Specific
Measure

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

All groundfish species for which trawling is
allowed except pollock allocated under AFA.
Other species may be excluded to prevent
allocations that are so small that they preclude
persons from harvesting their allocation of
species that are typically taken in directed
fisheries.

Pacific cod, yellowfin sole, rock sole, flathead
sole, Atka mackerel, Greenland turbot, Al
Pacific Ocean perch, Alaska plaice. Species
may be added or deleted by a FMP amendment.

None

Disposition of incidental catch allowances of
pollock

No change from status quo cxcept NOAA
Fisherics may make in-season or inter-annually
adjustments of the MRB percentage to insure
that the historical bycatch requirements of
pollock in the non-pollock fisheries are not
exceeded. The MRB percentage could be 0 - 49
percent subject to the stipulation that non-AFA
vessels arc not engaged in directed fishing for
pollock at any point in their fishing trips.
Additionally, the way MRB compliance is
accounted for in fishing trips could be
modified.

No change from status quo

Same as Alternative 2

Disposition of groundfish species not allocated
to the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processor
Sector

No change from status quo

No change from status quo

No change from status quo

PSC limits allocated to the Non-AFA Trawl
Catcher Processor Sector

Multi-species halibut, red king crab, snow crab
(C. opilio), Tanner crab (C. bairdi) Zone 1 and
Tanner crab (C. bairdi) Zone 2 limits
consisting of an apportionment of the current
Pacific cod traw! limits and limits for the
flatfish fisheries.

Same as Alternative 2

Same as Alternative 2

Reductions in bycatch of species such as forage
fish, grenadiers, corals, etc. and interactions
with other marine resources and habitats

No bycatch limits for non-specified species or
marine resources established. Howcever, should
unreasonable bycatch and interactions occur,
specific regulations to minimize impacts will
be considered.

Same as Alternative 2

Same as Alternative 2




)

)

Altemative 2: More Flexible Measure

Alternative 3: Less Flexible Measure

Alternative 4: Prohibited Species Specific
Measure

PSC limits for the Non-AFA Trawl Catcher
Processor Sector

No change from status quo

The PSC limit for halibut is reduced by 5
percent when PSC limits are linked to
estimated biomass levels.

The PSC limit for halibut is accomplished by
taxing in-scason un-bundled transfers of PSC
limits within a cooperative. The halibut PSC
limit is restored to it original level the
following year. Transfers of PSC limits after
August 1 are not taxed .

Application of proposed groundfish retention
standard

The groundfish retention standard, if approved
by the Council and Secretary, is applied to
vessels in a cooperative as a group. For vessels
that are eligible but choose not to join a
cooperative, the standard is applied to each
vessel. If a cooperative cannot meet the
standard in the aggregate over a period of two
years, the standard would be applied to each
vessel in the cooperative.

The groundfish retention standard is applied to
each vessel cligible to join a cooperative.

Same as Alternative 2

Definition of the Non-AFA Traw! Catcher
Processor Sector (this component defines the
eligibility criteria for cooperative membership)

Non-AFA vessels that meet the AFA
requirements for ownership of a US fishing
vessel as implemented in MarAd and USCG
regulations (including vessels that were
exempted under MarAd regulations) and
caught with trawl gear and processed 1000 mt
of groundfish between 1998-2002.

Non-AFA vessels that meet the AFA
requirements for ownership of a US fishing
vessel as implemented in MarAd and USCG
regulations (including vesscls that were
exempted under MarAd regulations) and
caught with trawl gear and processed 1000 mt
of groundfish between 1997-2002.

Non-AFA vesscls that meet the AFA
requirements for ownership of a US fishing
vessel as implemented in MarAd and USCG
regulations (including vessels that were
exempted under MarAd regulations) and
caught with trawl gear and processed 500 mt of
groundfish between 1997-2002.

Issuance of a Sector Eligibility Endorsement
to vessels eligible to join a cooperative

Yes

Samc as Alternative 2

Same as Alternative 2

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

A minimum of 67 percent. A cooperative must
annually submit an application with a
membership list to NOAA Fisheries prior to
December 1.

A minimum of 80 percent. A cooperative must
annually submit an application with a
membership list to NOAA Fisheries prior to
December 1.

A minimum of 75 percent. A cooperative must
annually submit an application with a
membership list to NOAA Fisheries prior to
December 1. R

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

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

The historical catch of specified groundfish of
each vessel eligible to join a cooperative is
determined based on total catch from
1998-2002, but each vessel drops its lowest
annual catch during this period. The aggregate
histories are applied to whichever pool vessels
choose. The allocations of PSC limits and
specified groundfish are proportional to the
aggregate histories in each pool.

The historical catch of specified groundfish of
each vessel eligible to join a cooperative is
determined based on total catch from
1995-2002, but each vessel drops its lowest
annual catch during this period. The aggregate
histories are applied to whichever pool vessels
choose. The allocation of PSC limits is
proportional to the aggregate histories in each
pool.
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Altemative 2: More Flexible Measure

Alternative 3: Less Flexible Mcasure

Alternative 4: Prohibited Species Specific
Measure

Restriclions on transfers of annual allocations
within a cooperative

Annual allocations are transferable within a
cooperative and need not be approved by
NOAA Fishcries

Same as Alternative 2

Same as Alternative 2

Relationship between Scctor  Eligibility
Endorsement and catch history of all
groundfish

Catch history of the original cligible vessel is
attached to a Scctor Eligibility Endorscment .

Same as Altemative 2

Same as Allernative 2

Groundfish LLP license required for a Sector
Eligibility Endorsement

Yes

Same as Alternative 2

Same as Alternative 2

Application of LLP length designations and
area endorsements

LLP length designations and area endorsements
do not apply to vessels in a cooperative. LLP
length designations and area endorsements
apply to vessels that are cligible but choose not
1o join a cooperative.

LLP length designations and arca endorsements
apply to all vessels eligible to join a
cooperative.

Same as Alternative 2

Restrictions on permanent transfers of Sector
Eligibility Endorsements

Scctor  Eligibility Endorsements are
transferable. Purchasers must own a vessel that
meets the AFA requirements for ownership of
a US fishing vessel as implemented in MarAd
and USCG regulations (including vessels that
were exempted under MarAd regulations). LLP
licenses and endorsements must be transferred
together. All transfers must be reported to
NOAA Fisheries in order to delermine
cooperative and open access pool sizes.

Sector Eligibility Endorsements are
transferable. Purchasers must own a Sector
Eligibility Endorsement and a vessel that meets
the AFA requirements for ownership of a US
fishing vessel as implemented in MarAd and
USCG regulations (including vessels that were
exempted under MarAd regulations). LLP
licenses and endorsements must be transferred
together. All transfers must be reported to
NOAA Fisheries in order to determine
cooperative and open access pool sizes.

" Scctor Eligibility Endorsements are not

transferable for the first three years of the

' program.

Restrictions on consolidation in the non-AFA
trawl catcher processor sector

No excessive share limits.

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

Not applicable as Sector Eligibility

Endorsements are not transferable
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Alternative 2: More Flexible Measure

Alternative 3: Less Flexible Mecasure

Alternative 4: Prohibited Species Specific
Mecasure

Measures to mitigate negative impacts of a
cooperative on other fisheries

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

Sideboards for cooperative members are
established by regulation using the same years
used to calculate the apportionment of PSC
limits and groundfish between the cooperative
and open access pools until such time as other
fisheries are rationalized.

Same as Alternative 2

Reporting, monitoring and enforcement
requirements and observer protocols in a
cooperalive

Specific requirements for monitoring and
enforcing PSC and groundfish limits including
obscrver coverage, sampling protocols, and
vessels reporting and recordkeeping
requircments will be developed in rulemaking
processes by NOAA Fisheries and the Council.

Same as Alternative 2

Same as Alternative 2

Internal rule-making in a cooperative

A cooperative must provide evidence of
binding private contracts and remecdies for
violations of contractual agreements to NOAA
Fisheries.

Same as Alternative 2

Same as Altemative 2

Mandatory data collection initiative would be
developed and implemented. The collection
would include cost, revenue, ownership and
employment data on a periodic basis to provide
the information necessary to study the impacts
of the program.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Cooperative program review

A cooperative must submit a detailed annual
report to NOAA fisheries and the Council. An
in-depth assessment of the cooperative program
will be undertaken by the Council and NOAA
Fisheries after the third year of the program.

Same as Alternative 2

Same as Alternative 2




The EA/RIR/IRFA will examine the expected effects of each alternative relative to the baseline (what is
likely to occur in the absence of the proposed action, i.e., the status quo).

In order to provide additional information on the predicted effects of the alternative actions considered, “finer
scale” analyses will be performed for key components that constitute the alternatives. These additional
analyses will be in the form of sensitivity analyses, that is, the values of key components will be
systematically varied one at a time and the impact on expected effects evaluated. Specifically, the analysis
will examine the impact of varying the following variables:

pollock maximum retainable bycatch allowance.

L tax level applied to in-season un-bundled transfers of halibut PSC limits within a cooperative.

L minimum tonnage to be eligible for cooperative membership and years for determining catch history.

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

® years for determining the catch history in the division of the allocation to the non-AFA trawl catcher
processor sector between the cooperative and open access pools.

L maximum percentage of the sector allocation a single individual, corporation or other entity may

harvest, through a fishery cooperative or otherwise.
Vessels That Appear to Qualify in the Non-AFA Trawl CP Sector

ALASKA JURIS ALASKA WARRIOR | BEAGLE ENTERPRISE PROSPERITY 2
ALASKA RANGER BERING

ALASKAN ROSE ENTERPRISE 2 GOLDEN FLEECE | REBECCA IRENE

HARVESTER

ALASKA SPIRIT ALLIANCE CAPE HORN ENTERPRISE 2 SEA POWER
ALASKA VICTORY | AMERICAN NO | CONSTELLATION LEGACY SEAFISHER'
ALASKA 1 1 SEAFREEZE
VOYAGER ARICA DEFENDER OCEAN PEACE ALASKA
U.S. INTREPID UNIMAK VAERDAL

Notes: 1) Grey shaded cells indicate vessels that are grandfathered in as US fishing vessels under MARAD and AFA.

2) Three vessels, Harvester Enterprise, and Bering Enterprise, Prosperity participated at level that could qualify them as
part of the sector in 1997, but from 1998 until now these vessels have not participated.

3) Six Non-AFA vessels had trawl CP landings during 1997-2002, but did not qualify at 100mt (two were classified as Pot
CPs - the others were from the Non-AFA HT-CP sector.

4) One Non-AFA vessel had trawl CP landings during 1998-2002, but did not qualify.
5)None of the vessels in the Non-AFA ST-FT CP class fished after 1997 and, therefore, would not qualify.

Qualified Non-AFA Trawl CPS Under Alternatives in Component 5 (and Former Decision Point 8)

- Minimum Reguirement of 1ons Landed/Processed
Qualifying Years 100mt 150mt 500mt 1,000
1998-2002 25 25 25 24
1997-2002 28 28 28 27

Note: 100mt and 150mt levels have no impact on the number of vessels, and could be eliminated as options. This is the change
contemplated in Component 5.
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A Discussion of Squid-Box Issues

The Non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program under development contains alternatives that would
include different suites of groundfish species in the initial allocation. One reason identified for excluding
some groundfish species is the concern that allocations of small amounts of a bycatch species could
preclude cooperative members from harvesting their entire allotment of target species. Cooperative
members would use up the small allotment with incidental catches, before the target species allotments
could be harvested. In the CDQ program this became known as the “squid box”, since the CDQ groups
would finish their squid allotment before they could harvest all of the other more valuable target species
that have a “natural” level of squid bycatch. This problem also surfaced again in the AFA cooperatives
when squid was allocated to the pollock cooperatives based on retained catch. Because relatively small
levels of squid bycatch are unavoidable in the pollock fishery and all most no squid was retained during
the years used to determine the allocation, the necessary amount of squid needed to harvest the pollock
allocation was not allocated to the cooperatives. The squid box problem would have been much less
acute (or would have gone away completely) if the allocation had been based on total catch instead of
retained catch.

In the Non-AFA Trawl CP Cooperative Program under consideration, the squid box problem will likely
be an issue for some species if the allocation is based in retained catch. If allocations are based on total
catch, sectors will be given credit for all of their catch during the qualifying years. Assuming, fishing
patterns and bycatch rates are similar during the years used to determine the allocation and the future
fishing years, the natural levels of bycatch needed prosecute a fishery should be issued when the
allocation is based on historic total catch. Based on the information presented in Table A-1 of Appendix
A, it appears that the Alaska plaice, other groundfish, and other flatfish categories would represent the
most cause for squid box concerns for the Non-AFA Trawl CP Sector. The Non-AFA Trawl CP Sector
would be allocated at least 8 percent less of the TAC when retained catch was used versus total catch.
Species like squid were not explicitly included in those tables, and may also represent squid box
problems if they are allocated individually based in retained catch.

The squid-box issue could be also be significant problem in the sector allocations if retained catches
rather than total catches are used in the allocation. For example, the longline CP sector in their Pacific
cod target fishery catch small amounts (less than 5 percent of total groundfish catch) of rock sole and
yellowfin sole—discarding almost all of it. If the longline CP sector is allocated rock sole and yellowfin
sole in the sector allocation based retained catch, and they were required to have sufficient amounts of
these flatfish to cover their incidental catch, a squid-box situation would be created.

It appears that it is possible to overcome squid-box type problems with the judicious use of incidental
catch allowances (ICAs) for each sector and maximum retainable allowances (MRAs).

17



Appendix A: Preliminary IRIU Amendment A Data

The tables presented in this section are intended to provide background mfbnnaﬁon on BSAI groundfish
harvests by vessel sector over the years 1995-2002. This information may be useful when con31der1ng
various cooperative alternatives, however, these tables should be considered drafts.

The data in these tables is based on a compilation of data sets developed by staff at the NMFS Alaska
Fisheries Science Center (AFSC). AFSC staff used ADF&G fishticket data for catcher vessels and
NMFS Weekly Production Reports and Observer data for catcher/processors. The following bullets are
presented to help the reader interpret the data:

1.

2
3.
4

CDQ harvests were excluded from all tables.
BSAI pollock harvests were excluded frqn_l all tables.
Only BSAI harvests are included in the tables.

Vessels were given a sector classification each year; and all of their catch (regardless of gear
type used) was included in that class. Some tables show only the harvest by sector when trawl
gear was used. Those annual catch tables note in the title that they are based on trawl gear
harvests only.

Vessels were annually assigned to a sector. Therefore, the same vessel’s catch could be included
in different sectors if they were reclassified from one sector to another during the time period
considered.
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Translation table for the species codes included in the Appendix A tables.

Species Group Definition of Species Group
AK-PLAICE - |Alaska Plaice (BSAI)
ARTH I Arrowtooth Flounder (BSAI)
IATKA-BSAI Atka Mackerel (for the entire BSAI)
[FSOL Flathead Sole (BSAI)
OFLT Other Flatfish (BSAI)
ORCK Other Rockfish (BSAI)
OTHER GF Other Groundfish (BSAI)
PCOD acific Cod (BSAI)
POP-AI acific Ocean Perch (Al only)
OP-EBS acific Ocean Perch (BS only)
RSOL ock Sole (BSAI)
SABL Sablefish (BSAI)
SCNO Sharpchin and Northern Rockfish (BSAI)
SRRE Shortraker and Rougheye Rockfish (BSAI)
URB Greenland Turbot (BSAI)
YSOL Yellowfin Sole (BSAI)

Translation table for the sector codes included in the Appendix A tables.

Sector Definition of Sector
AFA 20 The 20 AFA catcher/processors
AFA 9 The 9 catcher/processors retired by the AFA
JIG-CV Jig gear catcher vessels
GL-CP Longline Catcher/processors (freezer longliners)
GL-CV Longline catcher vessels

ON-AFAHT-CP  [Non-AFA Head and Gut trawl catcher/processors
ON-AFA ST-FT-CP {Non-AFA surimi and fillet catcher/processors
OT-CP Pot gear catcher/processors

OT-CV Pot gear catcher vessels

-CV Trawl catcher vessels

Note: Vessels are annually reclassified based on their participation that year. They will be assigned to a
sector for an entire year. However, in all sectors except “AFA 20", “AFA 9", and “Non-AFA ST-FT-CP”
vessels could be assigned to more than one sector over the 1995-2002 time period considered in this

Appendix.
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Table A.1: Annual Percentage of Total Catch (When Harvests by All Gear Types are Included) by
Non-AFA HT-CP Sector, 1995-2002.

Species Data . YEAR
Group 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 Avg. |
AK- % of Tons Reported | 27.52% 55.00% 56.62% 83.92% 67.02% 76.78% 95.00% 96.55%|69.80%
PLAICE |% of Tons Retained | 18.81% 39.13% 30.59% 99.58% 5.56% 25.83% 19.64% 9.54%|31.08%
ARTH |% of Tons Reported | 45.97% 53.18% 51.08% 70.17% 81.03% 77.94% 83.00% 78.91%}{67.66%
% of Tons Retained | 32.62% 65.93% 64.09% 84.17% 88.42% 88.92% 92.66% 87.72%|75.57%
ATKA- |% of Tons Reported | 85.02% 90.85% 80.68% 84.81% 98.56% 99.64% 99.36% 99.18%{92.26%
BSAI _ [% of Tons Retained | 83.39% 89.96% 79.78% 84.01% 98.81% 99.99% 99.71% 99.48%]91.89%
FSOL  {% of Tons Reported | 61.04% 67.34% 73.63% 83.89% 85.95% 84.54% 86.19% 84.77%|78.42%
% of Tons Retained | 84.14% 88.30% 92.26% 94.31% 94.93% 92.23% 90.84% 91.76%]91.10%
OFLT |% of Tons Reported | 68.24% 69.15% 65.05% 77.32% 92.69% 94.60% 95.90% 86.63%|81.20%
% of Tons Retained | 71.32% 72.05% 56.22% 67.70% 61.05% 85.61% 87.45% 88.37%|73.72%
ORCK [% of Tons Reported | 31.06% 45.52% 23.14% 34.54% 69.17% 61.22% 65.07% 57.73%|48.43%
% of Tons Retained | 17.86% 40.29% 23.54% 24.16% 64.45% 66.33% 64.68% 66.68%|46.00%
OTHER |[% of Tons Reported | 26.39% 31.02% 29.18% 31.38% 38.25% 38.53% 35.31% 39.85%|33.74%
IGF % of Tons Retained 4.18% 221% 4.39% 11.23% 5.72% 24.22% 26.16% 22.18%|12.54%
PCOD |% of Tons Reported | 14.75% 12.43% 11.94% 13.31% 15.14% 1597% 15.40% 18.02%|14.62%
% of Tons Retained | 10.67% 9.29% 9.16% 13.37% 14.62% 1593% 15.16% 17.76%|13.25%
POP-AI |% of Tons Reported | 93.36% 97.66% 97.00% 98.90% 99.76% 99.84% 99.91% 99.96%|98.30%
% of Tons Retained | 95.42% 98.59% 99.25% 99.91% 99.95% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%|99.14%
POP-  |% of Tons Reported | 78.80% 87.43% 38.31% 35.58% 59.07% 84.17% 35.87% 14.71%|54.24%
EBS % of Tons Retained | 95.41% 94.15% 30.40% 36.54% 52.08% 89.76% 55.71% 26.11%|60.02%
RSOL  |% of Tons Reported | 70.55% 73.69% 77.83% 78.88% 85.30% 89.26% 90.93% 91.81%}82.28%
% of Tons Retained | 82.20% 88.75% 86.44% 84.78% 96.71% 91.70% 93.15% 96.25%|90.00%
SABL |% of TonsReported | 13.16% 10.36% 6.11% 11.43% 23.28% 18.97% 20.02% 14.47%(14.73%
% of Tons Retained | 12.86% 10.54% 5.91% 11.35% 22.12% 17.37% 20.29% 13.93%|14.30%
SCNO [% of Tons Reported | 89.15% 93.14% 81.32% 84.35% 97.49% 96.83% 95.86% 97.12%|91.91%
% of Tons Retained | 95.23% 99.32% 96.12% 99.15% 95.50% 99.49% 92.91% 93.79%|96.44%
SRRE |% of Tons Reported | 68.62% 70.00% 88.42% 56.29% 64.60% 49.72% 64.81% 65.78%)|66.03%
% of Tons Retained | 75.98% 81.52% 96.80% 80.87% 81.01% 76.33% 80.38% 84.47%|82.17%
TURB |% of Tons Reported | 33.89% 23.16% 16.89% 15.39% 29.88% 27.74% 39.38% 27.11%|26.68%
% of Tons Retained | 41.82% 25.48% 18.83% 12.35% 26.54% 27.45% 36.78% 23.74%|26.62%
YSOL |% of Tons Reported | 55.93% 55.15% 69.09% 77.61% 80.24% 86.88% 94.96% 95.28%]|76.89%
% of Tons Retained | 51.39% 52.99% 69.64% 76.62% 78.05% 86.09% 95.95% 96.14%|75.86%

Source: Data set developed by AFSC from Blend and Fishticket files.
Notes: Pollock and CDQ harvests are excluded.
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Table A.2: Annual Percentage of Total Catch (Made with Trawl Gear Only)

by Non-AFA HT-CP Sector,

1995-2002.
Species Data YEAR
Group 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 Avg,|
AK- % of Tons Reported | 27.52% 55.00% 56.62% 83.92% 67.02% 76.78% 95.00% 96.56%| 69.80%
PLAICE |% of Tons Retained | 18.81% 39.13% 30.59% 99.58% 5.56% 25.80% 19.64% 9.54%| 31.08%
ARTH |% of Tons Reported | 60.68% 64.98% 73.41% 84.16% 94.12% 90.79% 93.71% 89.52%| 81.42%
% of Tons Retained | 55.87% 79.49% 84.89% 89.03% 93.28% 90.65% 94.59% 92.43%| 85.03%
ATKA- |% of Tons Reported | 85.17% 90.93% 80.79% 84.98% 98.72% 99.99% 99.86% 99.40%| 92.48%
BSAI _ |% of Tons Retained | 83.39% 89.96% 79.78% 84.02% 98.82% 100.00% 99.96% 99.48%| 91.93%
FSOL  |% of Tons Reported | 62.13% 68.45% 74.86% 85.23% 87.20% 85.81% 87.45% 86.75%| 79.74%
% of Tons Retained | 84.27% 88.41% 92.52% 94.51% 95.03% 92.32% 90.93% 91.90%| 91.24%
OFLT |% of Tons Reported| 68.34% 69.25% 65.20% 77.54% 93.44% 95.59% 97.26% 90.54%| 82.14%
% of Tons Retained | 71.32% 72.07% 56.22% 67.70% 61.19% 85.66% 88.57% 88.79%| 73.94%
ORCK |% of Tons Reported | 62.64% 84.09% 48.14% 67.04% 95.61% 94.77% 97.87% 95.90%| 80.76%
% of Tons Retained | 67.06% 90.78% 79.74% 94.15% 98.17% 98.68% 98.44% 98.99%| 90.75%
OTHER % of Tons Reported| 56.98% 53.31% 61.95% 72.89% 77.24% 80.25% 76.25% 80.52%| 69.93%
GF % of Tons Retained | 18.28%  5.62% 15.04% 33.28% 15.68% 70.49% 47.29% 55.49%| 32.64%
PCOD |% of Tons Reported | 29.85% 26.55% 27.71% 31.61% 36.56% 38.49% 49.82% 42.34%| 35.37%
% of Tons Retained | 25.67% 22.37% 23.15% 31.50% 35.64% 38.14% 49.30% 41.82%| 33.45%
POP-AI |% of Tons Reported | 93.37% 97.67% 97.00% 98.91% 99.76% 99.94% 99.95% 99.97%| 98.32%
% of Tons Retained | 95.42% 98.59% 99.25% 99.91% 99.95% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%| 99.14%
POP-  |% of Tons Reported| 80.01% 87.47% 38.34% 35.59% 59.14% 84.46% 35.94% 14.78%| 54.47%
EBS % of Tons Retained | 95.42% 94.15% 30.41% 36.54% 52.12% 89.91% 55.71% 26.26%| 60.06%
RSOL  |% of Tons Reported | 70.61% 73.80% 77.88% 78.98% 85.42% 89.32% 91.03% 91.88%| 82.36%
% of Tons Retained | 82.23% 88.76% 86.45% 84.79% 96.72% 91.70% 93.15% 96.26%| 90.01%
SABL |% of Tons Reported | 66.78% 88.92% 96.29% 95.69% 98.15% 99.14% 94.82% 91.33%| 91.39%
% of Tons Retained | 65.33% 97.79% 97.59% 95.48% 97.83% 99.05% 95.53% 93.24%| 92.73%
SCNO |% of Tons Reported | 89.34% 93.48% 82.09% 85.69% 98.19% 98.24% 98.09% 98.06%] 92.90%
% of Tons Retained | 95.28% 99.34% 96.20% 99.61% 95.69% 99.73% 94.59% 94.41%| 96.86%
SRRE |% of Tons Reported | 91.51% 91.72% 99.41% 98.60% 95.81% 96.85% 98.99% 96.43%| 96.17%
% of Tons Retained | 93.28% 96.88% 99.85% 99.86% 96.68% 98.30% 99.14% 95.78%| 97.47%
TURB |% of Tons Reported | 69.86% 91.96% 88.20% 86.27% 98.04% 96.65% 97.68% 97.43%| 90.76%
% of Tons Retained | 72.03% 98.88% 99.24% 94.88% 98.78% 98.97% 98.20% 97.52%| 94.81%
YSOL |% of Tons Reported| 55.99% 55.32% 69.19% 77.90% 80.51% 87.25% 95.96% 96.06%| 77.27%
% of Tons Retained | 51.39% 52.99% 69.65% 76.63% 78.06% 86.11% 95.98% 96.16%| 75.87%

Source: Data set developed by AFSC from Blend and Fishticket files.

Notes: Pollock and CDQ harvests are excluded.
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Table A.3: Non-Trawl harvests included in each sector, 1995-2002 (harvest is reported in metric tons).

)

}

Species Group Data SECTOR

AFA 20 AFA9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV NON-AFA NON-AFA POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV
HT-CP ST-FT-CP

AK-PLAICE |[Total Tons 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 Conf. 0 o
Retained Tons 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ARTH Total Tons 0 7 Conf. 14,452 2,005 0 0 20 272 0
Retained Tons 0 0 1,376 4 0 0 0 3 0
ATKA-BSAI |[Total Tons 0 0 13 746 2 0 0 12 271 0
Retained Tons 0 0 0 150 0 0 0 3 0 0
FSOL Total Tons 0 3 0 2,389 2 0 0 3 10 0
Retained Tons 0 0 0 146 0 0 0 0 3 0
|OFLT Total Tons 0 0 0 552 1 0 0 2 9 0
Retained Tons 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 2 0
ORCK Total Tons 0 0 50 1,281 717 0 0 2 32 0
Retained Tons 0 0 50 761 513 0 0 0 5 0
OTHER GF |Total Tons 0 38 Conf. 94,162 1,678 11 0 673 3,831 0
Retained Tons 0 0 13,811 7 0 0 134 143 0
PCOD Total Tons 0 436 1,704 765,710 4,828 73 0 31,523 122,294 0
Retained Tons 0 430 1,695 744,809 2,827 73 0 31,188 121,433 0
POP-AI Total Tons 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0
Retained Tons 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
POP-EBS Total Tons 0 0 0 25 Conf. 0 0 0 1 0
Retained Tons 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
RSOL Total Tons 0 0 0 334 0 4 0 2 17 0
Retained Tons 0 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0
SABL Total Tons 0 Conf 2 4,847 4,835 0 0 3 568 0
Retained Tons 0 2 4,004 4,697 0 0 2 560 0
SCNO Total Tons 0 Conf. 0 384 3 0 0 1 5 0
Retained Tons 0 ' 0 9 0 0 0 0 0. 0
SRRE Total Tons 0 Conf. 0 1,447 314 0 0 2 2 . 0
Retained Tons 0 0 543 65 0 0 0 0 0
TURB Total Tons 0 Conf. 2 30,439 5,139 0 0 2 137 0
Retained Tons 0 2 27,650 1,683 0 0 0 14 0
YSOL Total Tons 0 0 0 2,340 0 0 0 303 400 0
Retained Tons 0 0 0 87 0 0 0 9 7 0
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Table A.4: Comparison of the Options under Component 4 for the Non-AFA HT-CP Sector (the H&G CP sector).

Species Data Options Under Component 4 (based on Avg. of sector’s percent of annual harvest)

Group Option4.I  Option4.2  Option4.3 Option4.4  Option4.5  Option 4.6
AK-PLAICE % of Tons Reported 46.32% 69.67% 68.68% 83.78% 85.55% 89.44%
% of Tons Retained 29.51% 31.08% 31.83% 32.03% 33.58% 18.34%
ARTH % of Tons Reported 49.73% 65.40% 64.19% 76.77% 76.93% 79.95%
% of Tons Retained 53.27% 72.40% 70.74% 87.97% 87.86% 89.77%
ATKA-BSAI |{% of Tons Reported 85.51% 87.40% 87.06% 86.35% 86.16% 99.39%

% of Tons Retained 84.37% 86.52% 86.15% 85.48% 85.29% 99.72
FSOL % of Tons Reported 66.74% 75.29% 74.74% 84.04% 84.23% 85.17%
% of Tons Retained 88.02% 89.71% 89.70% 92.78% 92.92% 91.61%
OFLT % of Tons Reported 67.21% 79.20% 77.54% 89.00% 87.73% 92.38%
% of Tons Retained 66.45% 73.08% 71.47% 78.01% 76.12% 87.14%
ORCK % of Tons Reported 33.15% 47.12% 45.50% 53.52% 52.89% 61.34%
% of Tons Retained 27.23% 45.82% 42.95% 57.25% 54.98% 65.89%
OTHER GF |% of Tons Reported 28.71% 3291% 32.32% 36.33% 35.88% 37.89%
% of Tons Retained 3.59% 12.42% 10.77% 17.90% 16.32% 24.19%
PCOD % of Tons Reported 12.97% 14.15% 14.01% 15.12% 15.05% 16.47%
% of Tons Retained 9.67% 12.91% 12.57% 14.93% 14.82% 16.28%
POP-AI % of Tons Reported 95.99% 97.61% 97.49% 99.35% 99.33% 99.90%
% of Tons Retained 97.74% 99.04% 98.93% 99.97% 99.96% 100.00%
POP-EBS  |% of Tons Reported 65.06% 50.82% 46.90% 45.57% 36.08% 44.92%
% of Tons Retained 73.31% 60.01% 55.76% 52.04% 42.61% 57.19%
RSOL % of Tons Reported 73.72% 80.45% 79.66% 86.56% 86.10% 90.67%
% of Tons Retained 85.63% 88.79% 88.69% 92.49% 92.70% 93.70%
SABL % of Tons Reported 9.86% 14.67% 14.07% 17.60% 17.27% 17.82%
% of Tons Retained 9.74% 14.24% 13.80% 16.98% 16.89% 17.20%
SCNO % of Tons Reported 87.87% 88.53% 88.32% 85.76% 85.68% 96.60%
% of Tons Retained 96.89% 95.56% 95.26% 96.11% 95.29% 95.39%
SRRE % of Tons Reported 75.65% 65.79% 68.14% 59.90% 62.54% 60.00%
% of Tons Retained 84.74% 82.13% 82.97% 80.61% 81.68% 80.39%
TURB % of Tons Reported 24.60% 26.51% 26.37% 27.84% 27.88% 31.40%
% of Tons Retained 28.68% 26.54% 26.43% 25.37% 24.85% 29.329%
YSOL % of Tons Reported 59.69% 74.61% 73.45% 86.71% 86.76% 92.37%
% of Tons Retained 57.60% 73.60% 72.39% 86.57% 86.69% 92.739%

A-24

)



)

)

Table A.5: Component 4.1 - Average of annual harvest percentage by sector based on 1995-1997 catch.

)

Species Group Data SECTOR

AFA 20 AFA9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV NON-AFA NON-AFA POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV

HT-CP ST-FT-CP
AK-PLAICE |% of Tons Reported 6.82% 0.41% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  46.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 46.45%
% of Tons Retained 0.19% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 29.51% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  70.30%
ARTH % of Tons Reported 3.91% 4.18% 0.00%  21.06% 290%  49.73% 2.09% 0.01% 0.13% 15.99%
% of Tons Retained 1.65% 0.87% 0.00% 27.21% 0.03%  53.27% 5.20% 0.00% 001% 11.75%
ATKA-BSAI |% of Tons Reported 4.16% 9.98% 0.02% 0.05% 000% 8551% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 0.21%
% of Tons Retained 4.36% 11.24% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  84.37% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% . 0.02%
FSOL % of Tons Reported 9.38% 5.13% 0.00% 1.63% 0.00%  66.74% 2.67% 0.00% 0.02% 14.44%
% of Tons Retained 4.77% 2.65% 0.00% 0.18% 0.00%  88.02% 0.71% 0.00% 0.01% 3.65%
OFLT % of Tons Reported 17.21% 4.06% 0.00% 0.16% 0.00% 67.21% 1.22% 0.00% 001% 10.15%
% of Tons Retained 18.43% 1.59% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00%  66.45% 0.37% 0.00% 0.00%  13.15%
ORCK % of Tons Reported 8.48% 2.52% 271%  27.60% 1795%  33.15% 0.86% 0.13% 0.92% 5.70%
' % of Tons Retained 2.01% 1.03% 4.82% 3431%  26.65% 27.23% 0.00% 0.05% 0.64% 3.25%
OTHER GF  |% of Tons Reported 6.02% 3.17% 000%  45.98% 097%  28.71% 1.54% 0.38% 1.85% 11.37%
% of Tons Retained 7.54% 1.34% 0.00%  67.57% 0.01% 3.59% 0.63% 0.98%. 0.82%  17.53%
PCOD % of Tons Reported 451% 4.03% 0.14%  42.86% 032% 1297% 1.76% 2.25% 7.66%  23.51%
% of Tons Retained 3.01% 3.30% 0.16%  47.36% 0.13% 9.67% 1.16% 2.54% 8.68%  23.99%
POP-AI % of Tons Reported 2.12% 1.61% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  95.99% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 021%
% of Tons Retained 1.91% 0.15% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  97.74% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.14%
POP-EBS % of Tons Reported 1.18% 0.81% 0.00% 0.49% 0.00%  65.06% 6.86% 0.00% 0.03%  25.56%
% of Tons Retained 0.16% 0.02% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  73.31% 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%  26.49%
RSOL % of Tons Reported 7.41% 3.33% 0.00% 0.09% 0.00%  73.72% 1.20% 0.00% 001% 14.24%
% of Tons Retained 6.69% 2.47% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  85.63% 0.57% 0.00% 0.00% 4.61%
SABL % of Tons Reported 0.10% 0.05% 0.00%  46.30%  40.77% 9.86% 0.33% 0.00% 031% 2.28%
% of Tons Retained 0.11% 0.03% 0.00% 42.71%  44.60% 9.74% 0.36% 0.00% 0.30% 2.14%
SCNO % of Tons Reported 4.97% 5.99% 0.00% 0.48% 0.00%  87.87% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.67%
% of Tons Retained 0.37% 241% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00%  96.89% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.28%
SRRE % of Tons Reported 3.56% 0.49% 001% 14.87% 505%  75.65% 0.05% 0.00% 0.02%. 031%
% of Tons Retained 2.52% 0.09% 0.02% 9.78% 2.68%  84.74% 0.01% 0.00% 0.02% _ 0.13%
TURB % of Tons Reported 0.92% 0.37% 0.00%  53.18% 15.75%  24.60% 0.62% 0.00% 0.01% 4.56%
% of Tons Retained 0.64% 0.19% 0.00%  60.69% 4.98%  28.68% 0.31% 0.00% 0.00% 4.51%
YSOL % of Tons Reported 25.02% 4.33% 0.00% 0.10% 0.00%  59.69% 1.81% 0.02% 0.07% 8.94%
% of Tons Retained 26.02% 3.95% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  57.60% 2.08% 0.00% 0.00%  10.34%
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Table A.6: Component 4.2 - Average of annual harvest percentage by sector based on 1995-2002 catch.

Species Group Data SECTOR
AFA 20 AFA9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV NON-AFA NON-AFA POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV|
HT-CP ST-FT-CP

AK-PLAICE % of Tons Reported  [11.69% 0.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 69.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 18.33%
% of Tons Retained  |38.43% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  31.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% _ 30.49%

ARTH % of Tons Reported  |3.04% 3.62% 0.00%  14.64% 2.06%  65.40% 2.04% 0.02% 0.28% 8.90%
% of Tons Retained  |2.28% 0.78% 0.00%  12.29% 0.02%  72.40% 5.07% 0.00% 0.01% 7.15%

ATKA-BSAI % of Tons Reported  |1.61% 10.51% 0.02% 0.16% 0.00%  87.40% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 0.24%
% of Tons Retained  |1.68% 11.69% 0.00% 0.03% 0.00%  86.52% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% . 0.07%

FSOL % of Tons Reported  |7.41% 4.09% 0.00% 1.57% 0.00%  75.29% 2.58% 0.00% 0.01% 9.03%
% of Tons Retained  [4.13% 1.98% 0.00% 0.15% 0.00% 89.71% 0.70% 0.00% 0.00% 3.33%

OFLT % of Tons Reported  [8.22% 3.13% 0.00% 1.00% 0.00% 79.20% 1.19% 0.00% 0.02% 7.24%
% of Tons Retained  |8.66% 1.19% 0.00% 0.24% 0.00%  73.08% 0.36% 0.00% 0.02%  16.45%

ORCK % of Tons Reported  [3.76% 4.13% 1.25% 25.09% 13.48% 47.12% 0.84% 0.06% 0.64% 3.62%
% of Tons Retained  |1.05% 0.77% 230% 29.66%  18.55%  45.82% 0.00% 0.02% 0.25% 1.57%

OTHER GF % of Tons Reported  |4.36% 2.62% 0.00% 47.06% 0.84% 32.91% 1.51% 0.34% 1.99% 8.36%
% of Tons Retained  |8.08% 1.01% 0.00%  61.44% 0.03% 12.42% 0.62% 0.62% 0.87%  14.90%

PCOD  |% of Tons Reported  [3.47% 3.83% 0.10% 46.35% 029% 14.15% 1.72% 1.85% 7.33%  20.90%
% of Tons Retained  |2.93% 3.32% 0.11%  48.25% 0.19% 1291% 1.14% 1.99% 7.83% 21.34%

POP-AI % of Tons Reported  [0.88% 1.30% 0.00% 0.02% 000% 97.61% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.12%
% of Tons Retained  10.73% 0.11% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  99.04% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.06%

POP-EBS % of Tons Reported  |15.46% 0.79% 0.00% 0.30% 0.00% 50.82% 6.74% 0.00% 003% 25.85%
% of Tons Retained  |9.48% 0.01% 0.00% 0.10% 0.00%  60.01% 0.01% 0.00% 0.01%  30.38%

RSOL % of Tons Reported  |6.14% 2.69% 0.00% 0.09% 0.00% 80.45% 1.18% 0.00% 0.00% 9.45%
% of Tons Retained  |6.18% 1.84% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  88.79% 0.56% 0.00% 0.00% 2.62%

SABL % of Tons Reported  [0.07% 0.04% 007% 4027% 3937% 14.67% 0.33% 0.05% 3.86% 1.27%
% of Tons Retained  |0.06% 0.02% 0.08% 37.16% 42.67% 14.24% 0.36% 0.06% 4.18% 1.17%

SCNO % of Tons Reported  |2.29% 7.33% 0.00% 0.99% 0.01% 88.53% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.83%
% of Tons Retained  {1.55% 1.81% 0.01% 0.43% 0.00%  95.56% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.65%

SRRE % of Tons Reported  |2.25% 0.51% 001% 25.41% 5.68%  65.719% 0.05% 0.07% 0.07% 0.16%
% of Tons Retained  |2.00% 0.07% 001% 14.15% 1.55%  82.13% 0.01% 0.00% 0.01% . 0.08%

TURB % of Tons Reported  [0.75% 0.34% 0.02% 59.73% 9.66% 26.51% 0.62% 0.00% 0.40% 1.97%
% of Tons Retained  ]0.42% 0.14% 0.02%  66.82% 3.88%  26.54% 0.31% 0.00% 0.04% 1.82%

YSOL % of Tons Reported  }15.90% 3.27% 0.00% 0.35% 0.00% 74.61% 1.77% 0.04% 0.05% 4.01%
% of Tons Retained  {16.99% 2.90% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  73.60% 2.03% 0.00% 0.00% 4.47%
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Table A-7: Com

)

onent 4.3 - Average annual harvest by sector based on 1995-2002 catch, minus the 2000 catch.

)

Species Group Data SECTOR
AFA 20 AFA9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV NON-AFA NON-AFA POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV
HT-CP ST-FT-CP

AK-PLAICE % of Tons Reported 10.46% 0.31% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  68.68% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 20.54%
% of Tons Retained 35.56% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 31.83% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 32.61%

ARTH % of Tons Reported 3.10% 3.63% 0.00% 15.03% 2.16%  64.19% 2.05% 0.02% 0.32% 9.49%
% of Tons Retained 2.35% 0.78% 0.00% 13.82% 0.02%  70.74% 5.09% 0.00% 0.02% 7.19%

ATKA-BSAI % of Tons Reported 1.86%  10.59% 0.02% 0.14% 0.00% 87.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.05% 0.28%
% of Tons Retained 1.94% 11.79% 0.00% 0.04% 0.00%  86.15% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% . 0.09%

FSOL % of Tons Reported 7.713% 4.11% 0.00% 1.60% 0.00% 74.74% 2.59% 0.00% 0.01% 9.21%
% of Tons Retained 4.37% 1.98% 0.00% 0.15% 0.00%  89.70% 0.70% 0.00% 0.00% 3.09%

OFLT % of Tons Reported 9.31% 3.13% 0.00% 1.00% 0.00% 77.54% 1.19% 0.00% 0.02% 7.80%
% of Tons Retained 9.82% 1.20% 0.00% 0.27% 0.00% 7147% 0.36% 0.00% 0.01% 16.87%

ORCK % of Tons Reported 4.05% 4.14% 1.41% 2521% 1426%  45.50% 0.84% 0.06% 0.59% 3.94%
% of Tons Retained 1.09% 0.77% 2.59% 30.80% 19.71% 42.95% 0.00% 0.02% 0.28% 1.78%

OTHER GF % of Tons Reported 4.43% 2.62% 0.00% 47.26% 0.82%  32.32% 1.52% 0.36% 1.85% 8.82%
% of Tons Retained 8.51% 1.01% 0.00% 61.11% 0.02% 10.77% 0.62% 0.70% 0.92% 16.35%

PCOD . |% of Tons Reported 3.70% 3.85% 0.11%  46.58% 025% 14.01% 1.72% 1.92% 7.15% 20.72%
% of Tons Retained 3.07% 3.33% 0.12%  48.73% 0.15% 12.57% 1.14% 2.07% 7.68% 21.14%

POP-Al % of Tons Reported 1.00% 1.31% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 97.49% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.13%
% of Tons Retained 0.83% 0.11% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  98.93% 0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07%

POP-EBS % of Tons Reported 16.27% 0.79% 0.00% 0.30% 0.00%  46.90% 6.75% 0.00% 0.03% 28.94%
% of Tons Retained 10.14% 0.01% 0.00% 0.09% 0.00%  55.76% 0.01% 0.00% 0.01% 33.97%

RSOL % of Tons Reported 6.20% 2.69% 0.00% 0.10% 0.00%  79.66% 1.18% 0.00% 001% 10.17%
% of Tons Retained 6.17% 1.85% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 88.69% 0.56% 0.00% 0.00% 2.72%

SABL % of Tons Reported 0.07% 0.04% 0.07% 40.01% 4039% 14.07% 0.33% 0.05% 3.54% 1.43%
% of Tons Retained 0.06% 0.02% 0.08% 36.76% 43.72%  13.80% 0.36% 0.06% 3.82% 1.32%

SCNO % of Tons Reported 2.54% 7.37% 0.00% 0.94% 001% 88.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.79%
% of Tons Retained 1.73% 1.81% 0.00% 0.46% 0.00%  95.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.74%

SRRE % of Tons Reported 2.34% 051% 001% 23.73% 4.89%  68.14% 0.05% 0.07% 0.07% 0.18%
% of Tons Retained 2.10% 0.07% 001% 13.09% 1.66% 82.97% 0.01% 0.00% 001% . 0.09%

TURB % of Tons Reported 0.78% 0.34% 002% 58.80% 1045% 26.37% 0.62% 0.00% 0.43% 2.19%
% of Tons Retained 0.46% 0.14% 0.02%  66.33% 420%  26.43% 0.31% 0.00% 0.04% 2.07%

YSOL % of Tons Reported 16.81% 3.28% 0.00% 0.35% 0.00% 73.45% 1.78% 0.03% 0.05% 4.25%
% of Tons Retained 17.90% 2.90% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00%  72.39% 2.04% 0.00% 0.00% 4.76%
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Table A.8: Component 4.4 - Avera

98-2002 catch.

%e of annual harvest percentage by sector based on 19

Species Group Data SECTOR
AFA 20 AFA 9 JIGCV  LGL-CP LGL-CV NON-AFA  POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV
HT-CP
AK-PLAICE |% of Tons Reported 14.64% 0.11% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 83.78% 0.00% 0.00% 1.47%
% of Tons Retained 61.37% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 32.03% 0.00% 0.00% 6.60%
ARTH % of Tons Reported 2.61% 2.30% 0.00% 11.31% 1.62% 76.77% 0.03% 0.39% 4.98%
% of Tons Retained 2.79% 0.57% 0.00% 3.89% 0.02% 87.97% 0.00% 0.02% 4.74%
ATKA-BSAI |% of Tons Reported 0.21% 12.93% 0.00% 0.22% 0.00% 86.35% 0.00% 0.04% 0.26%
% of Tons Retained 0.21% 14.16% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 85.48% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10%
FSOL % of Tons Reported 6.59% 1.52% 0.00% 1.61% 0.00% 84.04% 0.00% 0.00% 6.24%
% of Tons Retained 3.84% 0.05% 0.00% 0.13% 0.00% 92.78% 0.00% 0.00% 3.21%
|OFLT % of Tons Reported 3.10% 0.60% 0.00% 1.54% 0.00% 89.00% 0.00% 0.02% 5.74%
% of Tons Retained 2.90% 0.03% 0.00% 0.38% 0.00% 78.01% 0.00% 0.03% 18.64%
ORCK % of Tons Reported 1.00% 8.75% 0.40% 22.93% 10.57% 53.52% . 0.01% 0.47% 2.35%
% of Tons Retained 0.48% 0.02% 0.80% 27.05% 13.81% 57.25% - 0.00% 0.01% 0.57%
|OTHER GF  |% of Tons Reported 3.49% 1.14% 0.00% 49.01% 0.78% 36.33% 0.33% 2.13% 6.80%
% of Tons Retained 8.52% 0.05% 0.00% 58.62% 0.04% 17.90% _ 0.42% 0.92% 13.54%
PCOD % of Tons Reported 2.93% 3.59% 0.07% 49.29% 0.27% 15.12% . 1.66% 7.29% 19.77%
% of Tons Retained 2.90% 3.60% 0.07% 49.20% 0.23% 14.93% 1.68% 7.40% 19.98%
POP-AI % of Tons Reported 0.14% 0.41% 0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 99.35% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07%
% of Tons Retained 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.97% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01%
POP-EBS % of Tons Reported 25.47% 0.83% 0.00% 0.21% 0.00% 45.57% 0.01% 0.03% 27.88%
% of Tons Retained 15.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.15% 0.00% 52.04% 0.00% 0.02% 32.72%
RSOL % of Tons Reported 5.54% 0.97% 0.00% 0.10% 0.00% 86.56% 0.00% 0.00% 6.83%
% of Tons Retained 6.00% 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 92.49% 0.00% 0.00% 1.47%
SABL % of Tons Reported 0.05% 0.00% 0.14% 36.78% 38.66% 17.60% 0.10% 6.00% 0.66%
% of Tons Retained 0.03% 0.00% 0.16% 33.95% 41.66% 16.98% 0.11% 6.52% 0.60%
SCNO % of Tons Reported 0.74% 11.35% 0.00% 1.23% 0.02% 85.76% 0.00% 0.01% 0.88%
% of Tons Retained 2.28% 0.07% 0.01% 0.66% 0.00% 96.11% 0.00% 0.00% 0.87%
SRRE % of Tons Reported 1.47% 0.58% 0.00% 31.70% 6.05% 59.90% 0.14% 009% - 0.07%
% of Tons Retained 1.69% 0.00% 0.00% 16.78% 0.87% 80.61% 0.01% 0.00% 0.04%
TURB % of Tons Reported 0.65% 0.26% 0.02% 64.08% 6.08% 27.84% 0.01% 0.64% 0.42%
% of Tons Retained 0.30% 0.00% 0.02% 70.80% 3.23% 25.37% 0.00% 0.06% 0.21%
YSOL % of Tons Reported 11.08% 0.40% 0.00% 0.51% 0.00% 86.71% 0.05% 0.04% 1.20%
% of Tons Retained 12.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 86.57% 0.00% 0.00% 1.12%
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Table A-9: Component 4.5 - Catch fractions by sector based on 1998-2002 catch, minus 2000 catch.

)

Species Group Data SECTOR

AFA 20 AFA9 JIG.CV  LGLCP LGL-CV NON-AFA  POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV
HT-CP

AK-PLAICE |% of Tons Reported 13.21% 0.11% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 85.55% 0.00% 0.00% 1.12%|
% of Tons Retained 62.08% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 33.58% 0.00% 0.00% 4.34%
ARTH % of Tons Reported 2.59% 2.30% 0.00% 11.03% 1.69% 76.93% 0.03% 0.47% 4.96%
% of Tons Retained 3.01% 0.57% 0.00% 4.40% 0.01% 87.86% 0.00% 0.02% 4.12%
ATKA-BSAI |% of Tons Reported 0.26% 13.01% 0.00% 0.20% 0.00% 86.16% 0.00% 0.04% 0.32%
% of Tons Retained 0.26% 14.26% 0.00% 0.06% 0.00% 85.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.13%
FSOL % of Tons Reported 6.87% 1.52% 0.00% 1.66% 0.00% 84.23% 0.01% 0.00% 5.72%
% of Tons Retained 4.16% 0.05% 0.00% 0.14% 0.00% 92.92% 0.00% 0.00% 2.73%
OFLT % of Tons Reported 3.68% 0.60% 0.00% 1.67% 0.00% 87.713% 0.00% 0.03% 6.29%
% of Tons Retained 3.48% 0.03% 0.00% 0.47% 0.00% 76.12% 0.00% 0.03% 19.87%
ORCK % of Tons Reported 0.83% 8.78% 0.46% 22.83% 11.26% 52.89% . 0.02% 0.34% 2.59%
% of Tons Retained 0.41% 0.02% 0.93% 28.34% 14.62% 54.98% - 0.00% 0.01% 0.69%
OTHER GF  |% of Tons Reported 3.36% 1.14% 0.00% 49.48% 0.73% 35.88% 0.36% 1.89% 7.15%
% of Tons Retained 9.35% 0.05% 0.00% 57.08% 0.02% 16.32% 0.49% 1.00% 15.69%
PCOD % of Tons Reported 3.17% 3.60% 0.08% 50.21% 0.20% 15.05% . 1.72% 6.91% 19.06%
% of Tons Retained 3.14% 3.60% 0.08% 50.19% 0.16% 14.82% ° 1.74% 7.02% 19.25%
POP-AI % of Tons Reported 0.18% 0.41% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 99.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07%
% of Tons Retained 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 99.96% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01%
POP-EBS % of Tons Reported 29.22% 0.84% 0.00% 0.18% 0.00% 36.08% 0.01% 0.03% 33.65%
% of Tons Retained 17.63% 0.00% 0.00% 0.15% 0.00% 42.61% 0.00% 0.02% 39.60%
RSOL % of Tons Reported 5.44% 0.97% 0.00% 0.11% 0.00% 86.10% 0.00% 0.00% 7.37%
% of Tons Retained 5.90% 0.03% 0.00% 0.01% 0.00% 92.70% 0.00% 0.00% 1.36%
SABL % of Tons Reported 0.05% 0.00% 0.14% 35.42% 40.24% 17.27% 0.10% 5.97% 0.80%
% of Tons Retained 0.03% 0.00% 0.16% 32.42% 43.21% 16.89% 0.11% 6.47% 0.72%
SCNO % of Tons Reported 0.79% 11.42% 0.00% 1.23% 0.01% 85.68% 0.00% 0.01% 0.85%
% of Tons Retained 2.78% 0.07% 0.00% 0.77% 0.00% 95.29% . 0.00% 0.00% 1.09%
SRRE % of Tons Reported 1.44% 0.58% 0.00% 30.35% 4.77% 62.54% 0.14% 0.09% - 0.09%
% of Tons Retained 1.78% 0.00% 0.00% 15.58% 0.90% 81.68% 0.01% 0.00% 0.05%
TURB % of Tons Reported 0.68% 0.26% 0.02% 63.42% 6.56% 27.88% 0.01% 0.75% 0.43%
% of Tons Retained 0.32% 0.00% 0.02% 70.86% 3.64% 24.85% 0.00% 0.06% 0.24%
YSOL % of Tons Reported 11.30% 0.40% 0.00% 0.55% 0.00% 86.76% 0.04% 0.04% 0.90%
% of Tons Retained 12.54% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.00% 86.69% 0.00% 0.00% 0.76%
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Table A.10: Component 4.6 - Average of annual harvest percentage by sector based on 2000-2002 catch.

Species Group Data SECTOR
AFA 20 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV  NON-AFA POT-CP POT-CV  TWL-CV
HT-CP

AK-PLAICE % of Tons Reported 9.56% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 89.44% 0.00% 0.00% 0.99%
% of Tons Retained 75.64% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 18.34% 0.00% 0.00% 6.02%

ARTH % of Tons Reported 2.00% 0.00% 10.97% 0.87% 79.95% 0.04% 0.60% 5.57%
% of Tons Retained 2.29% 0.00% 2.98% 0.02% 89.77% 0.00% 0.01% 4.93%

ATKA-BSAI % of Tons Reported 0.01% 0.00% 0.30% 0.00% 99.39% 0.00% 0.06% 0.24%
% of Tons Retained 0.00% 0.00% 0.09% 0.00% 99.72% 0.00% 0.00% 0.19%

FSOL % of Tons Reported 6.40% 0.00% 1.73% 0.00% 85.17% 0.01% 0.00% 6.70%
% of Tons Retained 4.11% 0.00% 0.11% 0.00% 91.61% 0.00% 0.00% 4.17%

{OFLT % of Tons Reported 0.88% 0.00% 2.21% 0.00% 92.38% 0.01% 0.03% 4.49%
% of Tons Retained 1.45% 0.00% 0.59% 0.00% 87.14% 0.00% 0.01% 10.81%

ORCK % of Tons Reported 1.13% 0.45% 2041% 14.75% 61.34% 0.02% 0.60% 1.29%
% of Tons Retained 0.63% 0.72% 17.40% 15.11% 65.89% 0.00% 0.01% 0.24%

OTHER GF % of Tons Reported 3.23% 0.00% 48.78% 0.90% 37.89% 0.36% 2.03% 6.80%
% of Tons Retained 6.22% 0.00% 56.15% 0.07% 24.19% 0.31% 0.26% 12.81%|

PCOD % of Tons Reported 2.16% 0.06% 51.52% 0.40% 16.47% 1.63% 8.10% 19.68%
% of Tons Retained 2.16% 0.06% 51.42% 0.35% 16.28% 1.64% 8.22% 19.86%

POP-AI % of Tons Reported 0.02% 0.00% 0.05% 0.00% 99.90% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03%
% of Tons Retained 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%|

POP-EBS % of Tons Reported 30.10% 0.00% 0.32% 0.00% 44.92% 0.01% 0.01% 24.65%
% of Tons Retained 10.76% 0.00% 0.25% 0.00% 57.19% 0.00% 0.00% 31.80%

RSOL % of Tons Reported 4.43% 0.00% 0.08% 0.00% 90.67% 0.00% 0.00% 4.82%
% of Tons Retained 4.13% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 93.70% 0.00% 0.00% 2.17%

SABL % of Tons Reported 0.08% 0.00% 31.26% 40.59% 17.82% 0.01% 9.45% 0.80%
% of Tons Retained 0.05% 0.00% 28.40% 43.36% 17.20% 0.00% 10.33% 0.65%

SCNO % of Tons Reported 0.79% 0.00% 1.52% 0.02% 96.60% 0.01% 0.02% 1.06%
% of Tons Retained 2.32% 0.01% 0.88% 0.00% 95.39% 0.00% 0.00% 1.39%

SRRE % of Tons Reported 1.50% 0.00% 29.74% 8.32% 60.00% 0.26% 0.11% 0.07%
% of Tons Retained 1.87% 0.00% 16.49% 1.21% 80.39% 0.00% 0.00% 0.04%

TURB % of Tons Reported 0.50% 0.02% 60.41% 6.29% 31.40% 0.02% 1.00% 0.37%
% of Tons Retained 0.27% 0.02% 67.70% 2.37% 29.32% 0.00% 0.07% 0.25%

YSOL % of Tons Reported 5.77% 0.00% 0.69% 0.00% 92.37% 0.04% 0.03% 1.10%
% of Tons Retained 6.32% 0.00% 0.03% 0.00% 92.73% 0.00% 0.00% 0.93%
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Table A.11: Pacific cod allocations with Non-AFA HT-CP sector allocated 18.3 percent of TAC and other TRAWL sectors adjusted

proportionally.

Species Group Data SECTOR

AFA 20 AFA9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV NON-AFA NON-AFA POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV

HT-CP_ST-FT-CP
Component 4.1 |% of Tons Reported 3.80% 3.39% 0.14%  42.86% 032%  18.30% 1.48% 2.25% 7.66%  19.80%
% of Tons Retained 2.19% 2.39% 0.16%  47.36% 0.13%  18.30% 0.84% 2.54% 8.68% 17.41%
|Component 4.2 |% of Tons Reported 2.99% 3.30% 0.10%  46.35% 029%  18.30% 1.48% 1.85% 733%  18.00%
% of Tons Retained 2.38% 2.70% 0.11%  48.25% 0.19%  18.30% 0.92% 1.99% 7.83% 17.34%
|Component 4.3 |% of Tons Reported 3.17% 3.30% 0.11%  46.58% 0.25% 18.30% 1.47% 1.92% 7.15% . 17.75%
% of Tons Retained 2.46% 2.67% 0.12%  48.73% 0.15%  18.30% 0.91% 2.07% 7.68%  16.92%
|Component 4.4 |% of Tons Reported 2.57% 3.16% 007%  49.29% 027%  18.30% 0.00% 1.66% 729%  17.38%
% of Tons Retained 2.53% 3.14% 0.07%  49.20% 023%  18.30% 0.00% 1.68% 740%  17.44%
|Component 4.5 |% of Tons Reported 2.77% 3.14% 0.08%  50.21% 020%  18.30% 0.00% 1.72% 691%  16.66%
. % of Tons Retained 2.72% 3.12% 0.08%  50.19% 0.16%  18.30% 0.00% 1.74% 7.02%  16.67%
Component 4.6 |% of Tons Reported 1.98% 0.00% 0.06%  51.52% 040%  18.30% 0.00% 1.63% 8.10% 18.02%
% of Tons Retained 1.96% 0.00% 0.06%  51.42% 0.35%  18.30% 0.00% 1.64% 8.22%  18.04%

Table A.12: Changes in Pacific cod allocations when Non-AFA HT-CP sector is allocated 18.3 percent of TAC and other TRA WL, sectors
adjusted proportionally. '

Species Group Data SECTOR

AFA 20 AFA9 JIG-CV LGL-CP LGL-CV NON-AFA NON-AFA POT-CP POT-CV TWL-CV
HT-CP_ST-FT-CP

Component 4.1 |% of Tons Reported -071%  -0.64% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.33% -0.28% 0.00% 0.00% -3.71%
% of Tons Retained -0.83%  -0.90% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 8.63%  -0.32% 0.00% 0.00%  -6.58%
|Component 4.2 |% of Tons Reported -048%  -0.53% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 4.15%  -0.24% 0.00% 0.00%  -2.90%
% of Tons Retained -0.55% _ -0.62% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.39% -0.21% 0.00% 0.00%  -4.00%
Component 4.3 |% of Tons Reported -053%  -0.55% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 429%  -0.25% 0.00% 0.00%  -2.96%
% of Tons Retained -061%  -0.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 5.73% -0.23% 0.00% 0.00%  -4.22%
Component 4.4 |% of Tons Reported -0.35% -0.43% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.18% 0.00% 0.00% 000%  -2:39%
% of Tons Retained -0.37%  -0.46% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.37% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% _ -2.55%
|Component 4.5 |{% of Tons Reported -040%  -045% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.25% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% - -2.40%
% of Tons Retained -042% _ -0.48% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.48% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  -2.58%
Component 4.6 {% of Tons Reported -0.18% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.83% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  -1.65%
% of Tons Retained -0.20% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  -1.82%
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Table A.13: Average annual percentage of Pacific cod harvested with trawl gear by sector.

DP 26 Options Data AFA 20 AFA9 LGL-CP NON-AFA NON-AFA POT-CP TWL-CV|
HT-CP  ST-FT-CP
|Component 4.1 % of Tons Reported 9.56% 8.43% 0.26% 27.65% 3.55% 0.04% 50.51%
% of Tons Retained 7.29% 7.81% 0.34% 23.45% 2.77% 0.05% 58.29%
[Component 4.2 % of Tons Reported 7.83% 8.02% 0.25% 32.97% 3.36% 0.05% 47.52%
% of Tons Retained 7.04% 7.62% 0.32% 31.41% 2.63% 0.06% 50.93%
|Component 4.3 % of Tons Reported 8.36% 8.08% 0.25% 32.78% 3.38% 0.05% 47.11%
% of Tons Retained 7.44% 7.67% 0.32% 30.98% 2.65% 0.06% - 50.89%
|Component 4.4 % of Tons Reported 7.12% 8.20% 0.00% 37.13% 0.00% 0.06% 47.48%
% of Tons Retained 7.07% 8.15% 0.00% 36.70% 0.00% 0.06% 48.01%
Component 4.5 % of Tons Reported 1.79% 8.23% 0.00% 37.59% 0.00% 0.06% 46.33%
% of Tons Retained 1.73% 8.19% 0.00% 37.12% 0.00% 0.06% 46.90%
Component 4.6 % of Tons Reported 6.32% 0.00% 0.00% 46.06% 0.00% 0.07% 47.55%
% of Tons Retained 6.34% 0.00% 0.00% 45.54% 0.00% 0.07% 48.05%
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Table A-14: Allocation, Catch and Rollovers of Pacific Cod, 1995-2002

Ttem 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 20601 2002
Allocation {Initial)
CDQ (7.5%) 0 0 0 15,750 13,275 14,475 14,100 15,000
Fixed Gear (51%) 110,000 118,800 137,700 99,068 83,500 91,048 88,689 94,350
Longtine (C-P) . . - - - 70,851 75,080
Longline (C-V) - . - : 265 282
Pot - - - - 16,139 - 17,175
Other - - . - 1,735 1,813
Jig (2%) 5,000 5,400 5,400 3,885 3,275 3,571 3,478 3,700
Trawl (47%) 135,000 145800 126900 91,298 76,951 83,907 81,733 86,950
Catcher-Processor 63450 45,649 38475 41,953 40,867 43475
Catcher-Vessel 63450 45649 38475 41,953 40,867 43475
TAC 250,000 270,000 270,000 210,000 177,000 193,000 188,000 200,000
Allocation (Year-End)
cba 0 0 15,750 13,275 14,475 14,100 15,000
Fixed Gear 121,800 138,200 152,700 110,567 95300 103,048 113,855 104,437
Longtine (C-P) R o - - - - 95821 89,920
Lengline (C-V) - - - - 665 482
Pot - - - - 17,469 14,035
Jig 400 1,000 400 385 475 5N 478 300
Trawl 127,200 130,800 116900 83,298 67950 74,906 57,734 78,450
Catcher Processor 51,450 42,649 31,475 32,953 30,867 36,975
Catcher-Vessel 65450 40,649 36,475 41,953 26,867 41,475
Total 249,400 270,000 270,000 210,000 177,000 193,000 186,267 198,187
Total Catch (Fixed Gear) ‘
Longline (C-P) . . - - : . 96,032 89,397
Longline (C-V) - - - - - - 637 404
Longline subtotal 102,600 94,701 124,233 98,094 78,852 85,106 86,669 89,801
Pot 20,299 32617 22,047 13,657 16,150 18,783 16,460 15,054
Total 122,899 127,318 146,280 111,751 95,002 103,889 113,129 104,855
Total Catch (Trawl)
Catcher-Processor 0 0 48177 41,639 31,11 31,883 29,397 36496
Catcher-Vessel 0 0 63035 39669 36,079 41,593 21,354 41,683
Trawl Total 121,530 113,089 111,212 81,308 67,180 73,476 50,751 78,179
Total Catch {Jig) 599 267 173 192 169 n sl 166
BSAI All Gear Total Catch (Excludes CDQ) 245,028 240674 257,665 193,251 162,361 177,436 163,951 183,200
Quota Rollover Amounts
Fixed Gear 11,800 19,400 15,000 11,500 11,800 12,000 25266 11,900
Longline (C-P) . - . - . - 24870 14,840
Longline (C-V) - - - - - - -843 200
Pot - - - - - - 1,239 -3,140
Trawl -7,800 15,000  -10,000 -8,000 -9,000 9,000 -23,999 -8,500
Trawt (C-P) - - -12,000 -3,000 -7,000 9,000  -10,000 6,500
Trawl (C-V) - - 2000  -5000  -2,000 0 14000  -2,000
Jig -4,000 4400 5000  -3500 2800  -3000  -3000  -3,400
Net Rollover 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1733 0
Estimated Quota Rollover Amounts Harvested: (Total catch in all Target Fisheries Minus Initial allocation)
Fixed Gear (From Trawl and Jig) 11,800 8,518 8,580 11,500 11,502 12,000 ERR 10,505
Longtine (C-P) - - - - - - 24,870 14,317
Longtine (C-V) - - - - - - 372 122
Pot - - - - - - ?? 0
Quota Rollover Amounts Harvested In Pacific Cod Target Fisheries (Estimates taken from BSAI FMP Amendment 77)
Fixed Gear 8,568 3,923 4,729 3,666 10,681 13,868 26,056 10,505
Longline (C-P) 7,109 3,161 4,686 3,655 10,176 10,936 23,912 14,317
Longline (C-V) 37 2 0 0 28 98 355 122
Pot (C-P) 0 136 14 11 28 430 820 0
Pot (C-V) 1,422 624 29 0 449 2404 969 0

Notes:

1/ The "Estiamted Quota Rollover Amounts Harvested" were constrained to be no greater than the total amount rolled over to that sector.

2/ The 2002 estimtates are based on the total Pacific cod catch reported on the NMFS Website (www.fakr.noaa.gov/2002/bas02b.txt)

dated 04/21/03
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AGENDA C-5(d)
JUNE 2003

SUMMARY OF COUNCIL ACTIONS
ONIR/IU '
TRAILING AMENDMENTS A, C ANDD
AT THE APRIL 2003 MEETING

Amendment A (Multi-Species H&G Coops and Sector Allocations) and Amendment C
(Minimum Groundfish Retention) Linkage

Amendments A and C will be linked and integrated at the earliest possible time, with
implementation to occur concurrently. (Intent is to take final action on Amendment C in June
2003, then determine specific timeline for action on Amendment A.)

Amendment A (Multi-Species H&G Coops) Proposal — Alternatives, Elements and Options

The purpose of this amendment is to reduce discards in the multi-species trawl fisheries by
promulgating regulations that facilitate the creation of Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Non-
AFA Trawl Catcher Processor Cooperatives (NATCPCs or CO-OPs) in the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands. The problem with the pending flatfish IRIU regulations, or proposed minimum
bycatch retention standards, is that they require significant and costly actions by participants in
an environment that precludes innovative solutions. In the current derby-style management
regime, an individual fisher incurs the full costs of reducing his or her bycatch by deploying
more expensive gear, searching for cleaner fishing grounds, etc., while the benefits of that
individual’s efforts to decrease bycatch are spread across all participants in the fishery even
though others may not be incurring those same costs. Without the operational flexibility offered
by cooperative style management it is unlikely that this sector will be able to meet proposed
bycatch/discard reduction goals and still maintain economic viability.

The goal of this amendment is to create operational flexibility for participants to reduce bycatch
of prohibited species and target species. It accomplishes this goal by allocating Groundfish Catch
Limits (GCLs) of selected species and PSC limits between two pools of vessels—one pool is for
vessels wishing to participate in CO-OPs, and the other pool is for non-AFA trawl catcher
processors wishing to remain under the current “race for fish” regime. Vessels in a given pool
will be allowed to continue to participate in target fisheries subject to PSC limits as long as the
pool’s PSC limits have not been attained. Similarly, vessels in a given pool will be allowed to
continue to participate in target fisheries subject to attainment of GCLs. Once a pool has attained
a particular PSC limit or GCL, vessels in that pool will be restricted as per existing regulations.

The decision tree that follows examines the various issues that must be addressed when
developing a complete non-AFA Trawl CP (NATCP) program. It should be noted that the same
general format can be used to describe cooperatives in other fisheries in the BSAI.

In developing this decision tree, the IR/IU technical committee focused most of their effort on
the various elements and options and spent relatively little time on the issue of dividing target
fisheries between the NATCPs and various user groups including AFA Trawl CPs, AFA and
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non-AFA Trawl CVs, Longline CPs, Longline CVs, Pot CPs, and Pot CVs. This decision point,
which along with the splits of PSCs and has been the subject of ongoing industry meetings, is
described in the last two points of the decision tree (Decision Point 26 and Decision Point 27).

Decision Point 1. Which groundfish species will be included within the scope of the amendment
and be specifically allocated as GCLs to the non-AFA Trawl CP sector?

1.1 All species for which trawling is allowed, excluding pollock that is already allocated to
the AFA cooperatives.

1.1.1  Certain species could be excluded from the program at the outset to prevent
potential “squid-box” situations.

1.2 Include only the following target species—Pacific cod, Yellowifn Sole, Rock Sole,
Flathead sole, Atka Mackerel, Greenland Turbot, AI Pacific Ocean Perch, Alaska
Plaice. Species could be added or deleted through an amendment process.

1.3 Include only PSC species, in the event that sector allocations have not been
accomplished or do not appear to be on the horizon. (The option creates PSC Bycatch
Cooperative as per the original Amendment A. The committee included this as a fall-
back option in case sector splits cannot be accomplished.)

The document assessing Amendment A will need to discuss the disposition of species that are not
specifically allocated to specific sectors.

Decision Point 2. What is the disposition of incidental catch allowances of pollock?

2.1 Status Quo: A predetermined percentage of the pollock TAC would be set aside for
use as incidental catch. Up until the point the incidental catch set-aside has been
caught, all pollock must be retained up to MRB standards. After the incidental catch
set-aside has been caught, pollock could not be retained by non-AFA vessels.

The following two sub options could augment the status quo and are not mutually
exclusive. Insert NMFS language that defines directed fishing.

2.1.1 Status Quo Plus: NMFS manages ICA for pollock as it does now (i.e. 2.1),
but adjust MRB rates to insure that the historical bycatch requirements of
pollock in the non-pollock fisheries are not exceeded. MRB rate adjustments
can be made by NMFS managers either in-season or inter-annually to
discourage increased bycatch (incidental catch) of pollock should pollock
harvest amounts indicate that this is occurring. MRB rate adjustments could be
made between 0 and 49% subject to the stipulation that non-AFA vessels are
not engaged in directed fishing for pollock at any point in their trip. The intent
of this approach is to allow increased retention of pollock without increasing
the relative bycatch requirements of the non-pollock fisheries.

(Bycatch requirements are defined as the amounts of bycatch needed to harvest
the species subject to cooperative management defined in Decision Point 1.
Consideration must be given to historic bycatch rates and total bycatch levels,
as well as changes in comparative biomass levels of the species involved.
Bycatch requirements would be funded by the current pollock ICA.)

2.1.2 Status Quo Plus 2: Additionally, the Council might consider action that would
change the way MRB compliance is accounted for in fishing trips. Currently, it
is enforced at any point in the trip. Other options for consideration would be
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enforcement of MRB compliance on other time periods. The intent of this
approach is to allow increased retention of pollock without increasing the
relative bycatch requirements of the non-pollock fisheries.

(Other periods to be analyzed would include trips as defined by NMF'S, weekly
reporting periods, or trips as defined as the period of time between port calls.
This portion of the analysis would also include the issue of dealing with this
issue as part of an inter-coop agreement.)

Decision Point 3. What is the disposition of groundfish species not included in Decision Point 1
3.1 Status quo for any species not allocated
Overall catches of non-allocated groundfish are controlled by TACs/OFLs
For other sectors adjustments for the MRB status might be considered as in 2.1.2.

Decision Point 4. Which PSC limits will be included within the scope of the amendment?

4.1 BSAI Non-AFA Trawl CP Multi-Species Halibut Cap consisting of an apportionment
species allocated in Decision Point 1.

4.2 BSAI Non-AFA Trawl CP Multi-species Red King Crab Cap consisting of an
apportionment of the current Pacific cod traw] cap and the caps for the flatfish
fisheries.

4.3 BSAI Non-AFA Trawl CP Multi-species Snow crab (C. opilio) Cap consisting of an
apportionment of the current Pacific cod trawl cap and the caps for the flatfish fisheries
(includes apportionments of the trawl sablefish/turbot/arrowtooth limits).

4.4 BSAI Non-AFA Trawl CP Multi-species Tanner crab (C. bairdi) Zone 1 Cap
consisting of an apportionment of the current Pacific cod trawl cap and the caps for the
flatfish fisheries.

4.5 BSAI Non-AFA Trawl CP Multi-species Tanner crab (C. bairdi) Zone 2 Cap

consisting of an apportionment of the current Pacific cod trawl cap and the caps for the
flatfish fisheries.

The IRIU Technical Committee recommended that the program be limited to species
allocated in Decision Point 1, and therefore only PSC limits that are relevant to those
fisheries would be included. The committee recognized that the PSC limits for halibut in the
Pacific cod fishery would need to be explicitly divided (at a minimum) between non-AFA
trawl catcher processors and all other trawl harvesting vessels—this second class would
include AFA catcher processors and all trawl catcher vessels. The analysis will address
potential implications of not having further splits of PSC (ie. between trawl catcher vessels
and AFA catcher processors.)

The committee indicated the need to create an aggregate PSC limit that would combine
apportionments of the halibut cap that are currently made for the various flatfish fisheries
and a new CP apportionment for Pacific cod—the newly created aggregate limit would be
applied to the non-AFA trawl CP multi-species fisheries. Similar changes would be made for
crab PSC limits, as appropriate. Salmon and herring limits would not be affected because
they do not constrain the affected fisheries. If, salmon and herring PSC limits constrain the

multi-species fisheries at some point in the future, those PSC limits should be considered for
inclusion.
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The IRIU technical committee assumes that the current process used by the Council to
apportion various PSC limits to various fisheries will continue. The fisheries in the BSAI are
dynamic enough that the halibut apportionment need be fairly fluid as embedded in the
current process. Once such apportionments are approved by the Council, specific sub-
apportionments would be made to the CO-OP and to the open-access fisheries.

Decision Point 5. Will there be predetermined reductions in prohibited species catch limits?
5.1 Status quo.
5.2 Reductions in halibut prohibited species catches will be accomplished by taxing in-

season non-permanent transfers of PSC within the CO-OP. The halibut PSC limit will
be restored to it original level the following year

5.2.1 Transfers after August 1 would not be taxed (allows clean-up fishing without a
tax).
5.2.2  Only un-bundled transfers of PSC would be taxed.

5.3 Reduce halibut PSC limits by 5 percent when a program to link PSC limits to
estimated biomass levels is implemented.

Decision Point 6. How will the amendment accomplish actual reductions in groundfish
discards?

6.1 Impose Amendment C standards on the cooperative as an aggregate and on other
vessels that are eligible to participate in the cooperative as individuals. If the
cooperative cannot meet the standards in the aggregate over a period of two years then

Amendment C regulations would be imposed on individual vessels within the
cooperative.

6.2 Impose Amendment C standards on all individual vessels that are eligible to participate
in the cooperative from the outset.

Decision Point 7. How will the amendment accomplish reductions in bycatch of other species

such as forage fish, grenadiers, corals, etc, and interactions with other marine resources and
habitats?

7.1 No specific limits for non-specified species or marine resources will be incorporated in
the initial amendment. However, should unreasonable bycatch and interactions occur,
specific regulations to minimize impacts will be considered.

Decision Point 8. What are the requirements for being considered part of non-AFA trawl CP
sector.

8.1 The vessel owner must be eligible to own a fishing vessel under Marad, and ...

8.1.1 To be eligible a vessel must have caught with trawl gear and processed
between 1998-2002.

8.1.1.1 100 MT
8.1.1.2 150 MT
8.1.1.3 500 MT
8.1.14 1000 MT

8.1.2 To be eligible a vessel must have caught with trawl gear and processed
between 1997-2002.
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8.1.2.1 100 MT
8.1.2.2 150 MT
8.1.2.3 500 MT
8.1.24 1000 MT

Second generation owners of eligible vessels remain eligible as long as they can register
under Marad regulations for fishing vessels.

“Catch history” of the boats that are found eligible will determine the “catch history”
applied when making sector apportionments in Decision Point 26.

Decision Point 9. What is the mechanism for determining which vessels of the eligible vessels
are participating in the Cooperative?

9.1 Application by a cooperative with final membership lists would be submitted annually
to NMFS prior to December 1.

Decision Point 10.  Will a new permit be issued to vessels eligible to participate in the CO-
OP?

10.1 Yes, A new non-AFA Trawl CP permit (CO-OP Eligibility Permit) will be issued.

Decision Point 11.  What percentage of the CO-OP Eligibility Permit of eligible non-AFA
Trawl CPs in the sector must join the CO-OP before the cooperative is allowed to operate?

11.1 At least 51 percent of the eligible non-AFA Trawl CPs must participate in a
cooperative.

11.2 At least 67 percent of the eligible non-AFA Trawl CPs must participate in a
cooperative.

11.3 At least 75 percent of the eligible non-AFA Trawl CPs must participate in a
cooperative.

11.4 At least 80 percent of the eligible non-AFA Trawl CPs must participate in a
cooperative.

11.5 100 percent of the eligible non-AFA Trawl CPs must participate in a cooperative.

Decision Point 12.  Will non-trawl catches of eligible vessels be considered part of the vessels
catch history for determining the overall apportionment to the non-AFA trawl sector.

12.1 At the time of determining eligibility each eligible vessel must declare whether its non-
trawl catches will count as part of the non-AFA trawl CP apportionment. (See also
Decision Point 20 which discusses whether non-trawl gear may be used to harvest non-
AFA Trawl apportionments.)

Some vessels that are primarily non-AFA trawl CPs have landings with non-trawl gear, and
some vessels that are considered Pot CPs or Longline CPs have trawl landings that could make
them eligible to participate in a CO-OP.

Decision Point 13. How will the allocation of PSC limits and GCLs between non-AFA Trawl
CP CO-OP pool and the non-AFA traw] open access pool be determined? This allocation is
completely independent of a sector split that determines the total amount of groundfish and PSCs
that are allocated to the non-AFA Trawl CP sector.
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13.1 The allocation of GCLs between pools would be proportional to the catch history of
groundfish in the multi-species target fisheries of the vessels included in each pool.
PSC will be allocated between the cooperative and open access pools in same
proportions as those species that have associated PSC limits. The catch history of each
vessel that has the option of joining the CO-OP will be determined and fixed at the
time the CO-OP is established (see Decision Point 13.2). The aggregate histories will
then be applied to whichever pool or cooperative the vessel chooses.

13.1.1 Catch history will be based on total catch
13.1.2 Catch history will be based on total retained catch

There is some concern that using retained catch may skew catch histories toward

larger vessels. It is requested that the use of retained and total catch be thoroughly
examined.

An hypothetical example of apportionments of halibut PSC between open access and
the CO-OP is shown in the table below. The table of assumes that the split of
groundfish species between non-AFA trawl CPs and all other sectors has already been
made and assumes that that 2/3" of the eligible non-AFA trawl CPs have decided to
join the CO-OP.

Table 1. Hypothetical Example of Apportionment of Groundfish and PSC to CO-OP and Open
Access Pools

Non-
AF PostNon- Non-AFA Trawl CP Pool
TrawlOther CDQAFA Apportionments
CPSectors TACTCP CO-OPOpen CO-OPOpen
Groundfish (percentage) (metric tons) _ percentage (metric tons)
Pacific Cod 15 85 186,750 28,013 61 39 17,118 10,894
Yellowfin Sole 87 13 75,375 65,576 69 31 45411 20,165
Rock Sole 85 15 39,600 33,660 63 37 21,082 12,578
Flathead Sole 81 19 18,000 14,580 63 37 9,117 5,463
Other Flatfish 88 12 11,700 10,296 71 29 7,356 2,940
Halibut PSC Apportionments
Trawl PCOD 32 68 1,434 458 61 39 280 178
Yellowfin Sole 87 13 886 771 69 31 534 237
Rock Sole, Flathead
Sole, O. Flatfish 86 14 779 667 65 35 432 236
Notes:
1) Non-AFA Trawl CP percent of groundfish are approximates from data supplied
by NMFS-AFSC

2) TAC and PSC limits are from 2003

3) Tons and PSC limits apportioned to Non-AFA Trawl CPs are estimated by
multiplying Non-AFA Trawl CP percentage by TAC

4) CO-OP and Open Access percentages are hypothetical and assume approximately
2/3 of Non-AFA Trawl CP participate in the CO-OP.

5) CO-OP and Open Access pool amounts are estimated by multiplying CO-OP and
Open percentage by the non-AFA Trawl CP apportionment.
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13.2 Which years of catch history should be used in the calculation?
13.2.1 Catch history from 1995-2002 will be used in the calculation.
13.2.2 Catch history from 1995-2002 will be used in the calculation—each vessel will
drop its lowest annual catch during this period. :
13.2.3 Catch history from 1998-2002 will be used in the calculation.
13.2.4 Catch history from 1998-2002 will be used in the calculation—each vessel will
drop its lowest annual catch during this period.
13.2.5 Catch history from 1999-2002 will be used in the calculation.
13.2.6 Catch history from 1999-2002 will be used in the calculation—each vessel will
drops its lowest annual catch during this period.
13.2.7 Catch history from 2000-2002 will be used in the calculation.
13.2.8 Catch history from 2000-2002 will be used in the calculation—each vessel will
drop its lowest annual catch during this period.
Decision Point 14.  Will the CO-OP Eligibility Permit have a specific catch history associated
with it?
14.1 Yes, the catch history of the original eligible vessel will be attached to the permit
The catch history will be used only to determine the apportionment of the sector’s
allocation that goes into the cooperative’s pool. The catch history will not be a guarantee

that the owner of the permit will be entitled to a certain percentage of the total allowable
catch.

If no catch history is attached to the CO-OP Eligibility Permit what is the point of the CO-
OP Eligibility Permits other than voting privileges. Further, with no catch history attached
to the CO-OP Eligibility Permit, there is no vehicle for permanently transferring
apportionments and no apparent means to indicate how much should be allocated to the
open access pool and how much goes to the cooperative.

Decision Point 15. What, if any restrictions shall there be on permanent transfers of CO-OP
Eligibility Permits?

15.1 CO-OP Eligibility Permits are transferable. All transfers of CO-OP Eligibility Permits
must reported to NMFS so that NMFS may track who owns permit for purposes of
determining cooperative and open access pool sizes.

15.2 CO-OP Eligibility Permits are not transferable.
Decision Point 16. 'Who may purchase a CO-OP Eligibility Permit?

16.1 The purchaser must be eligible to own a fishing vessel under MARAD regulations or
any person that is currently eligible to own a vessel.

16.2 The purchaser must own a vessel that is eligible to participate in the CO-OP.

Decision Point 17.  Within a cooperative, are annual catch allocations that result from
qualified catch histories (CO-OP Eligibility Permit) transferable?

17.1.1 Yes, annual catch allocations that result from CO-OP Eligibility Permits are
infinitely transferable. Such transfers need not be approved by NMFS.
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17.1.2 No, annual catch allocations that result from CO- OP Ehglblhty Permits are not
transferable.

The committee viewed the in-season transfers of allocations as essential for the proper
function of the cooperative, but include the no transfer option for completeness.

Decision Point 18.  Within the CO-OP, will a groundfish LLP will be required.
18.1 Yes.

18.2 No. (No, implies any US fishing vessel of any length may harvest CO-OP groundfish.)

Decision Point 19. Do CO-OP Eligibility Permits supercede Groundfish LLP length
designations and area endorsements?

19.1 Groundfish LLP length designations and area endorsements w1th1n CO-OP

19.1.1 Within a CO-OP, groundfish LLP length designations and area endorsements
will not apply. Any LLP qualified vessel of any length may harvest CO-OP
groundish as long as the vessel qualifies for either BS or Al area endorsement.

19.1.2 Within a CO-OP, groundfish LLP length designations and area endorsements
will apply.

19.2 Groundfish LLP length designations and area endorsements in the open access pools.

19.2.1 Within the open access portion of the Non-AFA trawl cather-processor

apportionment, all groundfish LLP length designations and area and gear
endorsements will apply.

Decision Point 20. Do CO-OP Eligibility Permits supersede Groundfish LLP gear
endorsements?

20.1 Groundfish LLP gear designations will be maintained. Only vessels with non-trawl
gear endorsements will be allowed to use non-trawl gear. All groundfish harvests

regardless of gear used will be counted against apportionments made to the non-AFA
Trawl CP Sector.

20.2 Groundfish LLP gear designations will be maintained. Only vessels with non-trawl
gear endorsements will be allowed to use non-trawl gear. All groundfish harvests with
traw] gear will be counted against apportionments made to the non-AFA Trawl CP
Sector. Non-trawl harvests by eligible vessels will not be counted against
apportionments made to the non-AFA Trawl CP Sector.

(See also Decision Point 12 which determines whether non-trawl catches of eligible vessel count
as part of the non-AFA trawl CP apportionments. The document will examine gear crowding,
price factors, sea-lion issues, sea-bird issues, and PSC spilts relative to other gears, particularly
effects in the fixed-gear Pacific cod fisheries.)

Decision Point 21.  Will there be excessive share limits in the non-AFA Trawl CP Sector
21.1 There will be no limit on the consolidation of the non-AFA trawl CP fleet.

21.2 Consolidation of the non-AFA trawl CP sector will be limited such that no single
company can harvest more than a fixed percentage the overall sector apportionment.
Companies that exceed the cap would be grandfathered. (Companies are defined using
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a 51 percent ownership rule. The analysis will show percentages that currently exist in
the fishery, and suggest a potential range of excessive share limits.)

Decision Point 22. - Is it likely that the CO-OPs will have negative impacts on fisheries that are

not included in the program (e.g. fisheries in the GOA)? If so, what measures will be used to -
curtail or mitigate these impacts?

22.1 Sideboards on harvesting in for CO-OP members would be established by regulation
using the same years as used to calculate the apportionment of PSC and GCLs

between the CO-OP and the race for fish pools, until such time as these other fisheries
are rationalized.

22.2 Require the CO-OP to prohibit members in the aggregate from exceeding their
maximum percent of harvests in other target fisheries. Sideboards would not be
established by regulation. This restriction would be discussed in the annual report of
each CO-OP and would be reviewed by the Council and NOAA Fisheries.
(Implementation of GOA Rationalization may imply that sideboards need to be
changed.)

Decision Point 23. ' What would be the procedure for assuring that CO-OPs have adequate
internal rules?

23.1 Evidence of binding private contracts and remedies for violations of contractual
agreements must be provided to NOAA Fisheries. Each CO-OP must demonstrate an
adequate mechanism for monitoring and reporting PSC and GCL catch.

23.1.1 Vessels participating in the CO-OP will agree to abide by all cooperative rules
and requirements.

23.2 Vessels participating in the open access pool will be subject only to applicable
regulations

Decision Point 24. What Reporting, Monitoring and Enforcement Requirements and Observer
Protocols need to be established?

24.1 Specific requirements for monitoring and enforcing PSC limits and GCLs including
observer coverage, sampling protocols, and vessels reporting and record-keeping
requirements will be developed in rulemaking processes and will not be the purview of
CO-OPs. Components of the program will be developed in separate processes to
ensure that goal and objectives of the program are met in a cost effective manner. The
NPFMC and cooperatives need to specify their goals and objectives for:

24.1.1 In-season monitoring
24.1.2 Program evaluation

In earlier committee meetings it was generally agreed that is not clear that any changes will
be necessary to the current observer program, but if it is determined that, for example,
additional observer coverage will be necessary, then options will be developed as
appropriate. The committee was advised that the appropriate way to determine observer
coverage was to first determine the goals and objectives of the observer program for the CO-
OP Program. Following the determination of goals and objectives it is appropriate to
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examine the costs and benefits of any additional observer coverage. It may be appropriate to

examine observer coverage requirements from two different perspectives: N

1) Observer coverage rules would be based, as in the current system on a boat-by-boat
basis, in which each vessel is required to have observers on board for fixed percentage of
the time (i.e. 30%, 100%, or 200%--2 observers).

2) Observer coverage rules would be based on an objective that a pre-determined
percentage of the aggregate catch would be observed. For example, the program
objective might be that 67 percent of the hauls within the CO-OP program are observed,
and deployment of observers would be developed to meet that objective.

The committee discussed the use of alternative monitoring methods. For example, rather than

requiring observers to monitor whether or not PSCs or groundfish were being discarded,

video systems could be developed that would automatically transmit recordings on a real-
time basis.

Decision Point 25. Review of the CO-OP program

Review of the CO-OP program will be accomplished by requiring a detailed annual report
from the CO-OP. NOAA fisheries and the NPFMC will review the annual report and
determine if the program is functioning as desired. An in-depth assessment of program will
be undertaken under the auspices of the Council/NOAA Fisheries after the third year of the
program implementation. The study will report the accomplishment of the program and
indicate whether any changes are necessary.

The technical committee considered review of the CO-OP program mandatory.

Decision Point 26. How will sector-level apportionments of groundfish for use in the CO-OP A
Program be determined.

26.1 The CO-OP Program shall be allocated the percentage of the TAC of each species of
groundfish from Decision Point 1, that is equal to the average of the annual percentage
of harvest by CO-OP Eligible vessels in the years specified in the sub-options below,
relative to the amount of such species harvested by all vessels during the same period
(after CDQ allocations). In other words: ‘

e Catch of CO-OP Eligible Vessels + Catch of All Vessels = CO-OP Percent

e CO-OP Percent x TAC = CO-OP Program Apportionment

26.1.1 The average of annual catch percentages from 1995-1997 will be used.

26.1.2 The average of annual catch percentages from 1995-2002 will be used.
26.1.2.1 Optionally exclude 2001 because of the injunction.

26.1.3 The average of annual catch percentages from 1998-2002 will be used.
26.1.3.1 Optionally exclude 2001 because of the injunction.

26.1.4 The average of annual catch percentages from 2000-2002 will be used.
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26.2 Pacific cod allocations will determined using one of the following methods:

26.2.1 The CO-OP Program will be allocated a no less than 18.3 percent of the Pacific
cod TAC available after deduction for the CDQ program. (This allocation
equals the Trawl CP apportionment of Pacific cod less the 5.2 percent that has
been established and AFA-CP harvest sideboard.)

26.2.2 Pacific cod shall be apportioned in the same method used in 26.1 for all other
allocated species.

26.2.3 Fixed gear
26.2.3.1 Allocations with rollover
26.2.3.2 Allocations without rollover

Use apportionments outlined in Table 9, “Percentages of Allocations,” found
on page 104 of Amendment 77.

26.3 CDQ Allocation
26.3.1 7.5%
2632 10%
2633 15%
2634 20%

26.4 Other Traw] Allocation
26.4.1 For AFA Vessels: Allocate to Coops, subject to AFA rules
26.4.2 For Non-AFA Vessels: Sector allocation

26.5 For purposes of apportionments, harvests will be defined using one of the following:
26.5.1 Total Catch over Total Catch
26.5.2 Retained Catch over Retained Catch

The analysis will discuss the disposition of the nine trawl CPs retired under AFA.

Decision Point 27. How will sector-level apportionments of PSC to the non-AFA Trawl
sector for use in the CO-OP Program be determined.

27.1 Prohibited speices bycatch allowances shall be initially assigned to fishery groups (e.g.
the rock sole, flathead sole, other flatfish group) based on the relative bycatch
apportionments for the years used to determine the groundfish sector apportionments
(see Decision Point 26), expressed as a percentage of the total PSC allowance.

The CO-OP Program shall be initially assigned an amount of each PSC allowance by
fishery group based on the CO-OP Eligible sector’s historic rates during the period
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used to determine groundfish apportionments, relative to the total use of the PSC
allowance during that same period. >

For example, if the CO-OP Eligible vessels used 40 percent of the halibut PSC used by
the trawl fleet in the Pacific cod fishery during the period used to determine '
groundfish apportionments, the CO-OP Program would be initially assigned 40
percent of the halibut PSC initially assigned to Pacific cod trawl fisheries.

Options to apply relative historic usage at the following percentages:
27.1.1 60%
27.1.2 75%
27.1.3 90%

27.1.4 The PSC bycatch allowances referred to above should also be analyzed using
the years 2000-2002.

27.2 Apportion PSC allowances to sectors in proportion to groundfish apportionments to
sectors determined in Decision Point 26. '

For example, if the CO-OP program is are allocated 33.9 percent of the trawl
apportionment of Pacific cod, the CO-OP Program would be allocated 33.9 percent of
the halibut PSC allowance made for trawl Pacific cod.

Amendment C (Minimum Groundfish Retention)

Description of the Alternatives
The following alternatives are under consideration for initial review.

Alternative 1: (Status Quo/No Action) Allow the existing IR/IU regulations for flatfish in the
BSALI to be implemented beginning June 1, 2004. The improved retention regulations
would require that all rock sole and yellowfin sole in the BSAI be retained and that
processors create products that yield at least 15 percent from each fish harvested.

Alternative 2: Add a minimum Groundfish Retention Standard (GRS) for all groundfish
fisheries (excluding the pollock target fisheries) to the Goals and Objectives section of
the BSAI Groundfish FMP. The GRS would apply in principle to all vessels harvesting
groundfish in the BSAL The GRS would be set at a point within the range of 65 percent
to 90 percent of the total amount of groundfish caught. The specific GRS percentage will
be determined by the Council in it final decision. The GRS would not supercede the 160
percent retention standards already set for pollock and Pacific cod under existing IR/TU
regulations. In addition to meeting the GRS, all groundfish retained would have to be

processed into primary products that comprise 15 percent or more of the round weight of
each fish retained.

In additional to changes in the FMP Goals and Objectives, regulations would be
promulgated and enforced on certain vessels and sectors in the fleet based on the
guidance from NMFS that certified scales and 100 percent observer coverage will be
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required to enforce GRS regulations. The following decision pomts will determine the
scope of the content of the GRS regulations. :

Decision Point 1. To which sectors should the GRS enforceable regulatio'ns.apply.

A. All Catcher Processors
B. All Catcher Processors > 125"
C. All Trawl Catcher Processors including AFA trawl catcher processors

participating in non-pollock target fisheries

D. All Trawl Catcher Processors > 125' including AFA trawl catcher processors
participating in non-pollock target fisheries

Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processors > 125'

F. Non-AFA Trawl Catcher Processors (Head and Gut Trawl Catcher Processors)
with exemptions and production limits for vessels < 125'.

What are maximum production levels for exempt (< 125") non-AFA trawl CPs?
1. Total catch in any week shall not exceed 600 mt.
2. Total catch in any week shall not exceed 700 mt.-
3. Total catch for the year shall not exceed 13,000 mt
4, Total catch for the year shall not exceed 17,000 mt

The decision to include a specific sector under regulation implies that certified scales
and 100 percent observer coverage will be required.

Decision Point 2. At what level of the fleet would the GRS be enforced?
A. Enforcement of standard across vessel pools.
B. Enforcement of standard by individual vessels.
Decision Point 3.  Will there be a single GRS or multiple GRS for different seasons?
A. Establish a single standard for all fishing activity.
B. Establish different standards for the “A” Season and the “B” Season.
Decision Point 4. Over what period will attainment of the GRS for the vessel be calculated?

tm

At the end of each fishing season
At the end of each year
Decision Point 5. At what percentage of total groundfish caught should the GRS be set?
A. 65 percent of all groundfish caught must be retained
B 70 percent of all groundfish caught must be retained
C. 75 percent of all groundfish caught must be retained
D 80 percent of all groundfish caught must be retained

A. At the end of each week for each area and gear fished

B. At the end of each week over all areas and gears fished

C. At the end of fishing trip as defined by the offloading of fish
D. At the end of each month

E. At the end of each quarter

F.

G.
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E. 85 percent of all groundfish caught must be retained
F. 90 percent of all groundfish caught must be retained
Decision Point 6. What is the disposition of incidental catch allowances of pollock?

A. Status Quo: A predetermined percentage of the pollock TAC would be set aside
for use as incidental catch. Up until the point the incidental catch set-aside has
been caught, all pollock must be retained up to MRB standards. After the
incidental catch set-aside has been caught, pollock could not be retained by non-
AFA vessels.

The following two suboptions could augment the status quo and are not mutually
exclusive. Insert NMFS language that defines directed fishing.

B. Status Quo Plus: NMFS manages ICA for pollock as it does not, but adjusts
MRB rates to insure that the historical bycatch requirements of pollock in the no -
pollock fisheries are not exceeded. MRB rate adjustments can be made by NMFS
managers either in-season or inter-annually to discourage increased bycatch
(incidental catch) of pollock should pollock harvest amounts indicate that this is
occurring. MRB rate adjustments could be made between 0 and 49% subject to
the stipulation that non-AFA vessels are not engaged in directed fishing for
pollock at any point in their trip. The intent of this approach is to allow increased
retention of pollock without increasing the relative bycatch requirements of the
non-pollock fisheries.

(Bycatch requirements are defined as the amounts of bycatch needed to harvest the
species subject to cooperative management defined in Decision Point 1 of Amendment A.
Consideration must be given to historic bycatch rates and total bycatch levels, as well as
changed in comparative biomass levels of the species involved. Bycatch requirements
would be funded by the current pollock ICA.)

C. Status Quo Plus 2:Additionally, the Council might consider action that would
change the way MRB compliance is accounted for in fishing trips. Currently, it is
enforced at any point in the trip. Ohter options for consideration would be
enforcement of MRB compliance on other time periods. The intent of this
approach is to allow increased retention of pollock without increasing the relative
bycatch requirements of the non-pollock fisheries.

(Other periods to be analyzed would include trips as defined by NMFS, weekly reporting
periods, or trips as defined as the period of time between port calls. This portion of the
analysis would also include the issue of dealing with this issue as part of an inter-coop
agreement.)

Amendment D (5% Retention)

NMEFS will forward annually to the Council the most recent information on discard rates in the
BSAI and GOA fisheries, and based on that information using a 3-year rolling average of
discards at the 5% threshold rate, a regulatory amendment process would be initiated to change
the list of exempted fisheries. The assessment will be conducted on an annual basis and
rulemaking would commence only if the list of exempt and non-exempt fisheries changes.
NMEFS will examine the possibility of using the annual specifications process as the vehicle for
potential regulatory change. ‘
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DATE: June 10, 2003
MEMORANDUM FOR: Enforcement Committee
FROM: Kenneth D. Hansen  <YoW—

Assistant Special Agent in Charge, Western Alaska

SUBJECT: Enforcement concerns with current incarnation of
Minimum Groundfish Retention Standard (Amend. C)

Non-inclusion of PSC and “non-groundfish’ weight in catch/retention calculations -

An important operational issue is the treatment of prohibited species under a GRS. In the flatfish
fisheries, Pacific halibut and king crab PSC frequently constitute a component of the total catch.
The January 22, 2003 Amendment C Draft Discussion Paper is silent on the treatment of -
prohibited species. While they are a “regulatory discard”, their treatment as a “non-groundfish™
component of total catch is a question. The October 2002 decision framework document -
indicated prohibited species were included in “total catch” for purposes of GRS compliance and -
enforcement, and recognized this would provide for a disincentive for PSC catch, as ahigh PSC
catch would require a corresponding higher retention of groundfish to meet a GRS. Recent: - -
discussions with Marcus Hartley revealed his assumption was that PSC would net be included
in the calculations for GRS compliance and enforcement, and the analysis to date had been made
on this assumption. Recent discussions indicate the current thought is to exclude PSC from GRS
calculations.

Under existing regulations, all PSC is required to discarded in a timely manner. If PSC is to be
excluded from GRS groundfish catch, these items would either need to be sorted prior to going
over a scale, or their weight obtained from sorting and weighing separately after passing over the
scale, or their weight estimated by species composition basket sampling methods.

Clearly, under any GRS system, there would also need to be additional sorting of items from the
“total catch”, such as rocks, corals, derelict gear and other debris, and potentially other benthic
invertebrates which may not be defined as “GRS groundfish”. Frequently in the flatfish fisheries,
when vessels are fishing and processing in close proximity to each other, previously discarded
fish heads and offal are “re-caught”, and sometimes comprise a significant portion of the catch.
These items would also need to be sorted from the catch prior to weighing or their percentage
composition of the catch similarly computed and deducted from the total catch.



This sorting and weighing must occur with observer oversight to meet enforceability concerns.
Ideally, these items would be sorted from the GRS groundfish catch prior to passing over a
scale, which would relieve the need for their accurate re-weighing after passing over a flow
scale, for the purposes of GRS compliance.

However, in practice, it is very unlikely flatfish vessels would be able to efficiently sort these
various items prior to weighing of the catch. Thus, the most viable existing means of
determining the accurate weight of these items would be extrapolation of weights of PSC and
non-GRS groundfish based upon species composition observer sampling, and subtracting these
amounts from the total catch scale weight. In the cases of very “clean” hauls, vessels might be
given the opportunity, on a case by case basis, to pre-select between a “whole haul” and “basket
sampling” method, prior to the observer beginning sampling duties?

Several issues arise when using observer basket sampling data for compliance and enforcement
purposes. As was found when attempting to prosecute violations of the “VIP” standards, which
were principally based upon observer sampling data, the establishment of statistically valid
sampling protocols and observer adherence to these protocol will likely be a screening criteria
and a necessary element of any successful prosecution.

Pollock and Pcod excluded from “groundfish” for numerator and denominator of: catch

and retention calculations Dt

Recent indications are that pollock and Pacific cod, species already addressed by ex1stmngRlIU

requirements, will not be included in the calculations of “total catch” for GRS comphance
These species are required to be retained up to the lawful MRA applicable to the vessel. :

Required retention of MRA amounts of IR/IU pollock and/or Pcod is measured as a pe;centage . S

of retained catch of basis species (species for which directed fishing is open). Under the: -+

proposed minimum GRS program, compliance monitoring of required retention of IR/IU. pollock SOTIRE

and/or Pcod is not foreseen to be problematic.

Many of the previously discussed sorting and sampling issues are germane when discussing
IR/IU pollock/Pcod. If these species are excluded from GRS groundfish “total catch”
calculations, they would also have to be sorted prior to weighing, or estimated by basket
sampling methods.

Necessity to use after-the-fact “database’ approach to monitor compliance with GRS

Given the necessity of having to rely upon observer sampling data to determine the denominator
of the GRS equation, compliance monitoring by NMFS Enforcement or USCG will be
impossible to conduct in the field. Similar to the past VIP Program, to generate the total catch
amounts, observer species composition sampling data would be required to be turned in
subsequent to an observer’s deployment, debriefed for accuracy, keypunched, then the necessary
reports generated, to compute total catch of “GRS groundfish”, per applicable definitions. The
delay in being able to make these calculations would likely be months. This delay would be
exacerbated when an observer leaves a vessel in the middle of a voyage, and goes on to another



vessels, taking the data with them, delaying debriefing of the data.

If GRS compliance is desired to be monitored on an other than after-the-fact, spot-check basis,
or in response to suspected violations (however that might occur), then there would be a need to
generate reports of total catch, on a vessel by vessel basis, and compare that to retained catch
data, which, currently, could only be derived from Weekly Production Reports or Product
Transfer Reports. As a result, a sophisticated data entry and tracking program would be required
to.effectively be able to monitor GRS compliance and identify potential violators.

A possible solution might lie with the vessel receiving the embarked observer’s species
composition sampling forms, and, similar to the CDQ fishery, compiling this sampling data into
a daily report totaling receipts of “GRS groundfish”. This data could be recorded in a logbook
and/or reported to the agency, and could be used for compliance monitoring, as it was “vessel
reported”. If this data was available aboard the vessel, and was able to be used in a real time
basis by Enforcement during a boarding (at offload), effective field compliance monitoring or
investigation of suspected violations of a minimum GRS might be possible.

Individual vessel vs. multiple vessel compliance basis

The complexity of monitoring or enforcing a GRS would vary dramatically dependirig upon the
level of the fleet the standard was applied to. Generally speaking, if the “total catch” and -
retained catch data were developed, maintained and/or submitted by the individual vessel in a -
somewhat “real-time” manner, the GRS compliance calculations for an individual vessel would
be a rather straightforward exercise, and could be conducted in the field.. As indicated-above, -

. the retained catch (numerator) component of the GRS calculation is assumed to be the WPR and
PTR, and already exists in a format appropnate for GRS comphance monitoring. ‘

- If GRS compliance were enforced ona multlple 'vessel or pool basis, no field enforcemient.of
the GRS would be feasible. It would be necessary to develop software applications to monitor
compliance by the applicable time period. Suspected violations of a GRS could then be referred
to Enforcement for investigation.

“Reporting period” for compliance with a GRS

Given the number of calculations involved, and the complexity of the calculations, Enforcement
is not prepared to conduct other than spot checks of individual vessels for compliance with any
GRS in the field. The degree to which NMFS Enforcement or USCG at-sea enforcement units
could effectively determine compliance with a GRS would depend upon the period the GRS
applied to.

Retained catch is currently available via the Daily Cumulative Production Logbook (DCPL) and
the resultant Weekly Production Report (WPR). This report, however, is limited in it’s use for
GRS compliance for several reasons. First, the weekly reporting period covered by a WPR does
not correspond to any other period aboard the vessel. Restated, today’s production aboard a
vessel may be from catch made this morning, the previous day, or two days prior, and may be



from mixed hauls. It is very difficult at best, and frequently impossible, to try to relate daily /‘\
cumulative production or amounts in the DCPL/WPR to specific hauls. ‘ ’

For enforceability, a “trip” basis would clearly be the most effective opportunity for field
enforcement personnel to be able to determine compliance with a GRS. (In this case, “trip” is
not meant to be the regulatory definition of a trip, but the period of fishing and processing
between offloads of product.) At an offload, the vessel has had the opportunity (and regulatory
requirement) to have the DCPL updated and completed, thereby recording all of the fish most
recently processed. The vast majority of groundfish processor vessels conduct complete offloads
of all groundfish at each offload. If a vessel did not offload all groundfish product at the
previous offload, there is a requirement to report on the Product Transfer report for the previous
offload the types and amounts of any product remaining aboard the vessel. Thus, at offload,
there is a method to accurately determine which product by type and amounts is attributable to
the most recent trip.

It is at the point of transfer of fish product at the end of a processing trip that the only opportunity
exists where the DCPL and WPR’s accurately reflect the product aboard the vessel. This is the
numerator of the GRS equation. It is also only at offload that Enforcement is able to actually
audit the reported amounts of product, to insure the vessel is actually accurately reporting :

- product, and thus complying with a variety of record keeping/reporting, MRA and other :.
regulatory requirements, including a minimum GRS. .. - = : o






