DRAFT

Regulatory Impact Review/Environmental Assessment
for Proposed Amendment 122
to the Fishery Management Plan for Groundfish of the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands Management Area

BSAI PACIFIC COD TRAWL
COOPERATIVE PROGRAM

November 2022

Lead Agency: National Marine Fisheries Service, Alaska Region
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Responsible Official: Jonathan M. Kurland, Administrator
Alaska Regional Office, National Marine Fisheries Service

For further information contact: ~ Stephanie Warpinski, NMFS Sustainable Fisheries
P.O. Box 21668, Juneau, AK 99802
(907) 586-7228

Abstract: This Environmental Assessment and Regulatory Impact Review analyzes a proposed Pacific
cod trawl catcher vessel program and considers allocations of quota shares to groundfish License
Limitation Program licenses based on the harvest of targeted Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Pacific cod
during the qualifying years. The action also considers allocating harvest shares to a processor permit
based on processing history of BSAI Pacific cod during the qualifying years. This would yield an
exclusive harvest privilege allocation for use in a BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod catch share program
cooperative. The purpose of this action is to improve the prosecution of the fishery by promoting safety
and stability in the harvesting and processing sectors, increasing the value of the fishery, minimizing
bycatch to the extent practicable, providing for the sustained participation of fishery dependent
communities, and ensuring the sustainability and viability of the resource.



List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronym or
Abbreviation

AAC

ABC

ADF&G

ADP

AFA

AFSC

Al

AKFIN

AMP

Council
C/P or CP
CPUE
cQ
CR
Ccv
CVRF
DFA
DPS
DFL
EA
EBS
EDR
EEZ
EFH
EFP
EIS
ELB
EM
E.O.
ESA
ESU
FCMA
FFP
FLPR
FMA
FMP
FPP
FONSI
FR
FRFA
ft

Meaning

Alaska Administrative Code
acceptable biological catch

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Annual Deployment Plan

American Fisheries Act

Alaska Fisheries Science Center
Aleutian Islands

Alaska Fisheries Information Network
Adaptive management program
Advisory Panel

Administrative Procedure Act

Aleutian Pribilof Island Development Association
Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation

Alaska Board of Fisheries

Bering Sea

Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands

Catch Accounting System

Central Bering Sea Fishermen'’s Association
Community Development Quota

Council on Environmental Quality
Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission

Commercial Fishing Incident Database
Code of Federal Regulations

Catch Monitoring and Control Plan
Commercial Operators Annual Report
C. opilio Bycatch Limitation Zone
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
catcher/processor

Catch per unit effort

Cooperative quota

Crab Rationalization

catcher vessel

Coastal Villages Region Fund
Directed fishing allowance

distinct population segment

Daily Fishing Logbook
Environmental Assessment

Eastern Bering Sea

Economic Data Report

Exclusive Economic Zone

essential fish habitat

Exempted Fishing Permit
Environmental Impact Statement
Electronic Logbook

Electronic Monitoring

Executive Order

Endangered Species Act
endangered species unit
Fishermen'’s Collective Marketing Act
Federal Fisheries Permit

Floating processor

Fisheries Monitoring and Analysis
fishery management plan

Federal Processor Permit

Finding of No Significant Impact
Federal Register

Final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
foot or feet

Acronym or
Abbreviation
GHL
GOA
HAL
IAD
ICA
ICE
IRFA
IPA
ITAC
JAM
LAPP
Ib(s)
LEI
LLP
LOA
m
MSA or
Magnuson-
Stevens Act
MMPA
MS
MSST
mt
NAICS
NAO
NEPA
NIOSH
NMFS
NMFS NAO
NOAA
NPFMC
NPPSD
NSEDC
Observer Program
OFL
OMB
PBR
PCTC
PFMC
POP
PSC
PA
PPA
PRA
PSEIS

QS

RFA
RFFA
RIR
RPA
SAFE
SAR
SBA
SBPR
Secretary
SIA
SPLASH

SRKW
TAC
TLAS

Meaning

Guideline Harvest Level

Gulf of Alaska

Hook-and-Line

Initial Administrative Determination
Incidental catch allowance
Inter-Cooperative Exchange

Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
Incentive Plan Agreement

Initial Total Allowable Catch
jeopardy or adverse modification
Limited Access Privilege Program
pound(s)

long-term effect index

license limitation program

length overall

meter or meters
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act

Marine Mammal Protection Act

Mothership

minimum stock size threshold

Metric ton

North American Industry Classification System
NOAA Administrative Order

National Environmental Policy Act

National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
National Marine Fishery Service

National Appeals Office

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

North Pacific Pelagic Seabird Database

Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation
North Pacific Observer Program

Over Fishing Level

Office of Management and Budget

potential biological removal

Pacific Cod Trawl Cooperative

Pacific Fishery Management Council

Pacific ocean perch

prohibited species catch

Preferred alternative

Preliminary preferred alternative

Paperwork Reduction Act

Programmatic Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement

Quota share

Regulatory Flexibility Act

reasonably foreseeable future action

Regulatory Impact Review

reasonable and prudent alternative

Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation

stock assessment report

Small Business Act

Shore-based processor

Secretary of Commerce

Social Impact Assessment

Structure of Populations, Levels of Abundance, and
Status of Humpbacks

Southern Resident killer whales

total allowable catch

Trawl Limited Access Sector

PCTC Program, November 2022



Acronym or . Acronym or .
Abbrev!g:;ion Azl Abbrev!g:;ion Azl
u.s. United States VMS vessel monitoring system
USCG United States Coast Guard YDFDA Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Table of Contents
N |11 (o Yo 73 Lo o T 29
RegquIatory IMPQACEt REVI@W ...........oceeeeeeeeeeeesesesesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssses 30
D S = (01 (o] YA AN Ui a1 1 4P PRSP 30
2.2. PUIPOSE @NA NEEA.......cc oottt e e e ettt e e e e e et e et e e ae e e st beaeeeeeessansbsaeeaaeeeaasssaeeeaeeesansnrneneens 31
2.3, HiStOry Of thiS ACHON ....cciiiie ettt e e et e e st e e e nnn e e e s naneeeeas 32
2.3.1. February 2019 ...t e e nnees 32
D B © o1 (o o 1Y 2 0 Ly 1 SRR 33
D TR TR B 1ot =Y 131 o= T 20 2 O R EEP 34
B TR SN 11 ] =024 0 2 PR
2.3.5. October 2021
2.4. Elements, Options, and AREINALIVES .........ccoiiiiiiiie et e e e e e a e e e e et rae e e e e e e sesaeaeeeeas
2.4.1. Description of the Preferred Alternative
2.5. Rationale for Council’s Preferred AREINALIVE ...........ooiiiiiiiii e
2.6. Alternatives and Option Considered but Removed from Consideration............cccccvoveeiiiiiiciniiii e 61
2.7. Methods Used for the IMpact ANAIYSIS. .......o it e e e e e et e e e e e e e nnnreeeans 62
D O T O - = W N 4 1 2= L[] o P EEP 63
2.8. DesSCription Of FISNEIIES ......ccoiiiiiiei et e et e et r e e s e s 63
2.8.1.  Description 0f ManagemENt............uiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e e eaaas 63
2.8.2. Management of BSAI trawl CV incidental catch allowance...........c..cccoocciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 69
2.8.3. Reallocations AMONG GEAI TYPES ...eviiiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e s antbaeeeaaeessnnraseeeens 70
2.8.4. Overview of State Water GHL FiSheries ...........cooiiiiiiiiiii e 79
2.8.5. License Limitation Program ... e e e e e e e ae s 84
2.8.6. Overview of Al Pacific Cod Set-aside for Al Shoreside Processors............cccccoeiiiiiiiieeieenicciiieenn. 85
A T S T=Ted (o (= [ 4] o =T (=T H SRR 88
2.8.8. Product Composition and Flow of Pacific Cod.............cceviriiiiiiiiiicc e 123
2.8.9.  FiShing COMMUNITIES ......vviiiiiiiiiiiiiie et e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e sntaaeeeeaeeeeensnrseeeeas 125
2.9. Elements @nd OPtiONS..........uuiiiiiiii ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s aa e ——eeaeeeaanrraaaaaaeaaanran 173
2.9.1. Element 1 — Cooperative Style SYStEmMS.........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 173
2.9.2. Element 2 — Allocation t0 LLP LICENSES.........coiiiiiiiiiiiee e 175
2.9.3. Element 3 — Prohibited Species Catch LimitS ...........ccociiiiiiiiiiii e 202
2.9.4. Element 4 — GOA SideD0Oards..........cooii ittt e e e e e e e e e ans 223
2.9.5. Element 5 — Processor and Community ProViSiONS ............coocuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 244
2.9.6. Element 6 — Aleutian Islands Processor ProviSioONns............ooocuuiiiiia i 264
2.9.7. Element 7 — Transferability .............oooiiiiiiii s 282
2.9.8. Element 8 — Ownership and USE Caps.........uueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt e e 289
2.9.9. Element 9 - Cooperative ProVISIONS.........cc.uuiiiiiiii it a e e e ae e 301
2.9.10. Element 10 - Share dUration ...........c..oiiiiiiiiiiiiiee et e e e e eneeas 303
2.9.11. Element 11 — MONIOMING .....coiiiiiiiiiiie et 304
2.9.12. Element 12 - Reporting and Program REVIEW. ............ccuiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 310
2.9.13. EIemMent 13 - COSEFECOVEIY ......viiiiiiii ittt e et 315
2.9.14. Element 14 - GEar CONVEISION ........coiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e et ee e e e e e e et e et e e e e e e aaaebeeeaaaeesaansaneeeeaeaeaannseeeeans 319
2.10. Expected Effects of the AREINALIVES .........coouiiiiiiie e e e e e e e ennaes 327
2.10.1. Effects on Harvester Participation and Fishing Practices .............cccccoeciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 327
2.10.2. EffECES ON PrOCESSOIS ... . eiiieiiiiee ettt et e e e e et e e st e e s enbe e e e aneeeeennneeas 354
2.10.3. Effects on Bycatch Management (PSC and Groundfish)...........ccceeiiiiiiiiiiii e 378
2.10.4. Effects on Other Groundfish FISheries............cooiiiii e 391
2.10.5. Effects on Fishing COMMUNILIES ........cooiiiiiiiiiiie et 400
2.10.6. Effects on Fishing and ProCesSiNg CreW .........cooiciiiiiiiiieiiiii et 407
2.10.7. Effects on Monitoring, and Enforcement........ ... 410
2.10.8. EffECtSs ON SAFELY....cooiiiiiee s 430
2.10.9. EffECtS ON CONSUMETS ......uiiiiiiiiie ittt ettt e sttt ettt e e e et e e ettt e e ene e e e s ambeeeeanneeeennneeas 431

PCTC Program, November 2022 iii



(<)

2.10.10.Effects on Environmental/Non-use BENETItS ........c.coovvviiiiiiiiiee e 432

2.10.11.Effects on Net Benefits 10 the Nation .............ooi e 433
2.10.12. Affected Small ENLHIES ......oooi et e e e e 433
2.10.13.Summary of Effects of AREINAtIVES..........ccuuiiiiii e 435
Environmental ASSE@SSMENL ...t n e e e e ssmm e e e e e e e s s s e samnrneeeesssesannnrnneens 435
B R 1Y o1 1 T £SO 447
3.1.1.  Documents Incorporated by Reference in this Analysis...........cccccouiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 448
3.1.2. Resource Components Addressed in the AnalysiS..........ccccuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 449
3.1.3.  Cumulative EffeCts ANGIYSIS........cciiiiiiiiiiiiie it e e e e e st aa e 450
B = oo o Yo [ SRR 452
K0y TS - | (1 PR 452
3.2.2. Effects of the AREINAtIVES ..........e et ea e e 453
3.3. Prohibited Species Catch in the Pacific Cod Target FiShery..........ocoviiiiiiiiii e 455
B R s - (1 [ RSO UURTR 455
3.3.2.  Effects of the AEINAtIVES ..........e e ea e 455
3.4. Incidental Catch in the Pacific Cod Target FIShEry ............cooiiiiiiiiiii e 461
Ky TS - | (1 TP 461
3.4.2. Effects of the AREINAtIVES .........ooiiiiiie e 465
3.5. Maring MaIMIMAIS .......ooieiiiiee ettt e ettt e e e e ettt e e e e e e st e e e e e e e enneneee s 470
B T s - (1 [ RSO UURRRN 470
3.5.2.  Effects on Marine MammMalS .........cooooi ittt e e et e e e e e eeeaaa e e 480
Magnuson-Stevens Act and FMP CONSIAerations ..............ccccccuurerssesssssmmsssssssessssnensssssssssssssnsnsenes 484
4.1. Magnuson-Stevens Act National Standards ..............ooooiiiiiiiiiii e 484
4.2. Section 303(a)(9) Fisheries Impact Statement.............coooiiiiiiiii i 484
4.3. Council’'s Ecosystem Vision Statement............oooiiiiiiiiiiii e 487
PaperworK REAUCHION ACH..........oeeeeeeeeeeeeeesesesessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 489
Preparers, Contributors, and Persons CONSUILEd...............oceeeeeererererescscscsescsssesssssssssssssssssssssssssens 492
L =T =7 =T o =L 494
A R (== 101 = 1 (=Y SRR 494
APPENAICES ......eessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsnsnsssnsssnsnsnsnsnsnsnsnsnansnsnansnsnnnanannnnnanes 498
8.1. Final October 2021 CoUNCIl MOTION.........uiiiiiiiiei et s e e e et e e s e e e snneeeean 498
8.2, IMRA TADIES ...ttt e ekt e e e ae e e et e e e e b et e e e ne et e e ann e e e e e bee e e eaneeeeennneeeean 506
8.3. Additional EDR CreW TabIES ......couuiiiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt ettt e e st e e e smb e e e ebee e e eneeeeeanneeeean 509
8.4. Additional BSAI Pacific Cod Hook-and-Line and Pot Catcher Vessels <60' Community Engagement Tables
514
8.5. Supplement to the Environmental Assessment: Result of Inclusion of the 2018 Red King Crab (Zone 1) PSC
catch from the BSAI Pacific cod pot CV 2 60 ft Sector in the Analysis of Impacts. ..........ccccceirieieiiinens 516

PCTC Program, November 2022 4



Executive Summary

This Environmental Assessment (EA) and Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) analyzes a proposed Pacific
Cod Trawl catcher vessel (CV) Program (PCTC Program) considers allocations of quota shares (QS) to
groundfish License Limitation Program (LLP) licenses based on the harvest of targeted Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands (BSAI) Pacific cod during the qualifying years. From this point forward, all references to
LLP licenses throughout the document refer to groundfish LLP licenses, unless otherwise noted. The
action also considers allocating harvest shares to a processor permit based on processing history of BSAI
Pacific cod during the qualifying years. Those harvest shares would yield an exclusive harvest privilege
for use in a BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod catch cooperative(s). The intent of this action is to improve the
prosecution of the fishery by promoting safety and stability in the harvesting and processing sectors,
increasing the value of the fishery, minimizing bycatch to the extent practicable, providing for the
sustained participation of fishery dependent communities, and ensuring the sustainability and viability of
the resource. !

Purpose and Need

It is generally understood that current regulations that limit harvest directly through limitations on total
allowable harvest and input controls can make the harvesting and processor sectors less efficient.
However, management that relies on catch share programs is expected to result in improved technical
efficiency through retirement of redundant capital, more efficient use of retained capital and other inputs,
and quota transfers from less efficient to more efficient trawl CVs (Marine Policy, 2015).

Recognizing the benefits of a catch share program in addressing increasing inefficiency in the BSAI trawl
CV Pacific cod fishery, the Council at its February 2019 meeting adopted a purpose and need statement as
part of a request for a scoping paper that considers development of a cooperative based program for the
BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV fishery.? At the October 2019 meeting, the Council, while conducting a
review of the scoping paper, adjusted the purpose and need statement to reflect the Council’s intent to
provide stability in the harvesting and processing sectors and to provide for sustained participation of
fishery dependent communities while ensuring the sustainability and viability of the BSAI Pacific cod
resource. In December 2020, the Council further modified the purpose and need statement to include
minimizing bycatch to the extent practicable. The Council noted that participants with exclusive shares of
BSALI Pacific cod will have time to be more selective in determining when, where, and how to harvest
their allocation and thereby potentially reduce their halibut and crab prohibited species catch (PSC) usage
and rates. Recognizing the increased opportunity to minimize bycatch as a benefit of catch share
programs, the Council included minimizing bycatch to the extent practicable as part of the purpose and
need statement. Provided below is the revised purpose and need statement:

Over the last several years, total allowable catch for Pacific cod in the Bering Sea Aleutian
Islands has steadily decreased. The pace of the fishery has contributed to an increasingly
compressed season, resulting in decreased ability to maximize the value of the fishery and
negatively impacting all fishery participants (catcher vessels, motherships, shoreside processors,
and communities). This race for fish also discourages fishing practices that can minimize bycatch
and threatens the sustained viability of the fishery. The Council is considering the development of

! This EA is being prepared using the 1978 CEQ NEPA Regulations. NEPA reviews initiated prior to the effective date of the
2020 CEQ regulations may be conducted using the 1978 version of the regulations. The effective date of the 2020 CEQ NEPA
Regulations was September 9, 2020. This review began on [insert DATE prior to September 14, 2020] and the agency has
decided to proceed under the 1978 regulations.

2 Motion from February 2019: https://meetings.npfimc.org/CommentReview/DownloadFile?p=68547653-a558-4b6e-8318-
70444670bca5.pdf&fileName=C4%20MOTION%20BS AI1%20Pc0d%20Trawl%20CV %20Scoping%20Document.pdf

PCTC Program, November 2022 5


https://meetings.npfmc.org/CommentReview/DownloadFile?p=68547653-a558-4b6e-8318-70444670bca5.pdf&fileName=C4%20MOTION%20BSAI%20Pcod%20Trawl%20CV%20Scoping%20Document.pdf
https://meetings.npfmc.org/CommentReview/DownloadFile?p=68547653-a558-4b6e-8318-70444670bca5.pdf&fileName=C4%20MOTION%20BSAI%20Pcod%20Trawl%20CV%20Scoping%20Document.pdf

a cooperative-based program to improve the prosecution of the fishery, with the intent of
promoting safety and stability in the harvesting and processing sectors, minimizing bycatch to the
extent practicable, increasing the value of the fishery, providing for the sustained participation of
fishery dependent communities, and ensuring the sustainability and viability of the resource.

The Council’s October 2021 preferred alternative (PA) addresses the stated purpose and need to improve
the prosecution of the fishery by slowing the pace of the fishery and increase the season length as
harvesters will no longer be competing for a share of the fishery and processors will not need to add
capacity to keep up with a frenzied pace of deliveries. The pace of the derby fishery puts economic
pressures to fish in weather conditions that could be unsafe, but this economic pressure can be reduced or
avoided in a rationalized fishery. Safety in the fishery is also improved by reducing overcrowding on the
fishing grounds which reduces the potential for gear interactions.

Stability: Catch share programs in Alaska have resulted in stable harvesting and processing sectors,
especially as the programs have matured. We anticipate similar results will occur under the Council’s PA,
which meets the goal of providing stability to sector participants. Several components of the PA are
designed to promote stability including allocations to harvesters and processors to balance market power,
cooperative-style management which allows transfers between cooperatives to ensure that full harvest of
Pacific cod cooperative quota (CQ) can occur, and ownership and use caps that limit consolidation and
prevent acquisition of excessive shares.

Some components of the PA result in tradeoffs between the goals and objectives in the purpose and need.
For example, reducing PSC levels could result in greater instability for the sectors but may better achieve
the objective of minimizing bycatch to the extent practicable. Limitations on the catcher/processor (C/P)
sector action as motherships may be slightly more disruptive to their operations creating more uncertainty
for the C/Ps and the CVs that have traditionally delivered offshore, but this slight C/P disruption will
provide for the sustained participation of fishery dependent communities.

Minimize bycatch: The objective to minimize bycatch, consistent with the purpose and need and MSA
National Standard 9, is met by individual and cooperative accountability of PSC usage which will
increase incentives to avoid PSC to the extent practicable. PSC apportionments within cooperatives and
across cooperatives will have a high value as the limited availability of those species could constrain the
value derived from the Pacific cod fishery and result in enforcement actions and associated fines if
exceeded. Reduction in the PSC limits available to the sector/cooperatives will help ensure that harvesters
utilize fishing practices that minimize bycatch to the extent practicable.

Increased value: The objective to increase the value of the fishery is expected to be met by slowing the
pace of the fishery and allowing harvesters to deliver higher quality Pacific cod to the processors.
Processors also have the ability under the PA to slow throughput at the plants and produce higher quality
fillets or value-added products.

Sustained participation: Providing for the sustained participation of fishing communities objective is met
in a few ways. Gulf of Alaska (GOA) sideboards are designed to protect Gulf community fleets from
increased competition resulting from rationalization of the BSAI trawl CV fishery. Limits on C/P
processing and processor allocations could serve to stabilize landings in communities that have
historically depended on BSAI Pacific cod processing. Additionally, the Aleutian Islands (Al) processor
provisions under Element 6 could have beneficial impacts to communities in the western Al region (and
potentially have adverse impacts to communities in other regions). Finally, the inability to sever catch
histories from LLP licenses and setting ownership and use caps helps to limit consolidation of harvesting
and processing activity between communities.

Sustainability and viability of the resource: NMFS and the Council will continue to utilize the best
science available to establish harvest levels in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery. Individuals and cooperatives
will need to ensure they do not exceed their available quota or risk being subject to fines by the
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cooperatives or Office of Law Enforcement (OLE) enforcement actions. Together these will help ensure
that the trawl CV sector apportionment is not exceeded on an annual basis.

Description of Alternatives, Elements, and Options

To address the problem statement, the Council selected a PA that includes a suite of elements, and options
to manage the BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod sector. The alternatives proposed included no action
(Alternative 1) and implement a cooperative style LAPP for the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV sector
(Alternatives 2a and 2b and Alternative 3 which is the Council’s PA) that are described in Table 2-1. In
general, the preferred cooperative style LAPP considers allocations of QS to groundfish LLP licenses
based on the legal landings of targeted BSAI Pacific cod in a federal fishery during a range of qualifying
years included in the options. The PA also considers allocating QS to a processor permit based on
processing history of targeted BSAI Pacific cod harvested in a federal fishery and deducted from the
BSAI trawl CV sector apportionment during the qualifying years. The PA would yield an exclusive
harvest privilege for a portion of the trawl CV sector’s BSAI Pacific cod initial total allowable catch
(ITAC) allocation, after the deduction of any incidental catch allowance (ICA) required to support other
directed fisheries, for use in a PCTC Program cooperative.

The preferred PCTC Program would be a voluntary harvester cooperative in association with a legally
permitted processor (Element 1). Any vessel assigned to an LLP license that authorized the vessel’s legal
landings of targeted BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod during the qualifying years would be eligible to receive
QS (Element 2.1).

To determine the amount of QS allocation to be assigned under the PA, the Council selected 2009 to 2019
(Option 2.2.2) with one drop year of targeted BSAI Pacific cod landings from a federal fishery that was
deducted from the BSAI trawl CV sector apportionment. In December 2020, the Council clarified that
catch history to determine QS will not be considered beyond December 31, 2019 (see Section 2.9.2). In
the case of stacked LLP licenses that authorized qualifying catch history when no agreement is provided
by the vessel owner/license holders at the time of application, qualifying catch history would be assigned
to an LLP license by the owner of the vessel that made the catch (Option 2.3.2). NMFS would issue CQ
to cooperatives by season (Element 2.4), and the recommended program would allocate only A season
and B season QS, leaving the C season (15 percent) as a limited access fishery available to any trawl CVs
with an eligible groundfish LLP license and appropriate endorsements (Element 2.5).

The Council clarified in their PA that the annual halibut and crab PSC limits available to the BSAI trawl
CV Pacific cod sector would be established through the annual specifications process. The Council
recommended establishing a trawl CV BSAI halibut PSC apportionment for the Pacific cod fishery based
on historical use of halibut between trawl CV sector and the AFA C/P sector, while for BSAI crab PSC,
the apportionments would be based on the proportion of BSAI Pacific cod allocated to the two sectors
(Element 3). The Council’s PA would reduce the PSC apportionment to the BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod
sector by 25 percent for halibut and 35 percent for crab (Element 3, Option 3.3). Any reduction of halibut
and crab PSC associated with Option 3.3 would not be reapportioned to other Trawl Limited Access
Sector (TLAS) fisheries. The reduction to the halibut PSC limit would be phased in over 2 years
(Suboption 3.3.3). Element 3.4 would establish a separate C season halibut and crab PSC apportion of 5
percent before applying PSC limit reductions. Finally, PSC limits would be transferable between
cooperatives.

The Council’s PA includes GOA sideboard limits for PCTC Program qualified LLP licenses. Option 4.1
will change the AFA non-exempt GOA groundfish and halibut PSC sideboard limits for all non-exempt
AFA LLP licenses and CVs based on 2009-2019 qualifying years (Option 2.2.2). AFA non-exempt GOA
halibut PSC sideboard limits would be managed as an annual limit. Option 4.2 would restrict AFA CVs
that are exempt from AFA GOA sideboards, non-AFA trawl CVs, and CVs assigned to LLP licenses
endorsed for less than 60’ length overall with an Aleutian Islands (Al) transferable endorsement from
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leasing their BSAI Pacific cod CQ as a condition of being exempt from GOA sideboards in the proposed
Pacific cod LAPP. Vessels assigned a qualified GOA exempt LLP license that does not fish in the GOA
during the calendar years, except for the CGOA Rockfish Program, would be able to lease their BSAI
Pacific cod CQ generated by the LLP license for that calendar year. In addition, vessels with LLP licenses
less than 300 mt of average annual qualifying BSAI Pacific cod catch history would be able to lease their
BSAI Pacific cod CQ.

Element 5 is included to address community and processing sector issues associated with the creation of
the proposed LAPP. The PA allows all processors with an eligible Federal Processor Permit (FPP) or
Federal Fisheries Permit (FFP) to process BSAI Pacific cod (subject to eligibility requirements under
BSAI FMP Amendment 120 to limit catcher/processors acting as motherships (Element 5.1); limit the
amount of trawl CV targeted BSAI Pacific cod that can be delivered to trawl C/Ps acting as a mothership
(Element 5.2), and allocates harvest shares to eligible processors for use in a PCTC Program cooperative
(Element 5.4). Under Element 5.4, the Council selected an allocation of 22.5 percent of total harvest QS
to eligible processors based on their processing of qualifying deliveries (Options 5.4.5). The Council
determined that processors that are no longer active (no longer hold an FPP) would not be issued QS. The
processing history associated with these processors would be deducted from the total amount of eligible
processing history.

The Council recommended PA includes Option 6.1 which would require cooperatives to reserve 12
percent of the BSAI A season trawl CV sector CQ as a set-aside for delivery to an Al shoreplant if the
communities of Adak or Atka file a notice of intent to process that year (Option 6.1). The set-aside would
be in effect during the A and B seasons and any remaining portion of the AI CQ reserve would be
reallocated to cooperatives in the same proportion as the initial allocation if the intent to process is
withdrawn during the A or B seasons by the Al shoreplant(s). The PA requires an intercooperative
agreement that describes how the set-aside will be administered by the cooperatives to ensure that
harvests from the Bering Sea (BS) and Al CQ reserve do not exceed the minimum set aside, how the
cooperatives intend to harvest the set-aside, and how cooperatives would ensure that CVs less than 60 feet
LOA assigned to an LLP license with a transferable Al trawl endorsement have the opportunity to harvest
10 percent of the Al set-aside for delivery to Al shoreplants. A cooperative intending to harvest any
amount of the set-aside would be required to provide the cooperative’s plan for coordinating harvest and
delivery of the set-aside with an Al shoreplant in the annual cooperative application.

Element 7 defines the transferability provisions and states that QS are attached to the LLP license and are
non-severable from the LLP license. Transfer of an LLP license eligible for this program would result in
the transfer of any program eligibility, QS associated with the LLP, and sideboard limitations (Element
7.1). Included as part of the PA is a suboption to authorized holders of eligible LLP licenses that would
authorize BSAI non-exempt AFA CVs the ability to transfer QS between LLP licenses to accommodate
private lease agreements during the qualifying period. The window for transferring QS is 90 days from
the publishing of the Final Rule. The 5 percent ownership cap from Element 8.1 would apply. Transfers
of QS outside the 90-day period due to an operation of law would also be permitted. As part of that
element, the newly created processor permits under the PCTC Program may only be transferred to another
processor and shoreside processor permits could only be transferred to another shoreside processor that
holds an FPP. Quota shares assigned to these processor permits would be non-severable except in the case
of a transfer to another eligible processor results in exceeding the use cap under Option 8.3. The portion
of QS over the use cap could be severed from permit and transferred to another eligible processor permit.

Element 8 of the Council’s PA defines ownership and use caps. The Council included ownership and use
caps of 5 percent for harvester-issued (Element 8.1) QS and processor-issued QS of 20 percent (Element
8.3), vessel use cap of 5 percent (Element 8.2), and a company level processing cap of 20 percent
(Element 8.4). The PA will create a legacy provision for persons over the harvester-issued and processor-
issued use caps, vessel use caps, and processing cap.
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Element 9 addresses cooperative provisions. A cooperative shall be formed by holders of qualified LLP
licenses with trawl CV Pacific cod QS. Each LLP license may be assigned to one cooperative. A list of
trawl CVs eligible to harvest a portion of that cooperative’s CQ must be identified in the annual
cooperative application.

The Council included in the PA elements to address share duration (Element 10), monitoring (Element
11), reporting and program review (Element 12), and cost recovery (Element 13). These elements are
unchanged or have relatively minor changes from the analysis presented in October 2020.

Description of Alternatives

Given the myriad ways to combine the many elements and options in the proposed action to form an
alternative, two alternatives (2a and 2b) were developed early in the process for purposes of analysis.
These alternatives are supplemented with a Council developed PA selected during its October 2021
meeting. The combination of these action alternatives in addition to Alternative 1 represent a reasonable
suite of alternatives to assess the impacts of the PA. Table 2-1 provides a summary of the current
alternatives including the Council’s PA. Each of the action alternatives in the analysis address the
problem statement by providing an allocation of BSAI Pacific cod to the trawl CV sector and allow for
the sector to form cooperatives, which are expected to facilitate a more reasonable paced fishery that
would lengthen the seasons, resulting in an increased ability to maximize the value of the fishery and
reduced the impacts of a compressed fishery on all fishery participants. The action alternatives would also
likely encourage fishing practices to minimize bycatch and improve the sustained viability of the fishery.
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Table ES-1 Comparison of the action Alternatives

Alternative 2a

Alternative 2b

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Cooperative
Style
(Element 1)

Voluntary cooperative with no minimum
number of LLP license holders or eligible
catch history in association with a licensed
processor. Inter-cooperative formation is
allowed.

Voluntary cooperative with no minimum
number of LLP license holders or eligible
catch history in association with a licensed
processor. Inter-cooperative formation is
allowed.

Option: A minimum of three LLP licenses are
needed to form a cooperative

Voluntary cooperative with no minimum
number of LLP license holders or eligible
catch history in association with licensed
processor. Inter-cooperative formation is
allowed.

Option: A minimum of three LLP licenses are
needed to form a cooperative.

Allocation to
LLP Licenses
(Element 2)

Element 2.1 - No minimum threshold
percentage for eligibility to receive harvest
shares.

Element 2.2 - Harvest allocation would be
based on targeted BSAI Pacific cod catch
history during 2014-2019 no dropped years
(Option 2.2.1). Harvest allocation would be
for the A and B seasons only (Element 2.5)
with C season remaining as a limited access
fishery.

Option 2.2.4 — For AFA non-exempt BSAI
Pacific cod sideboarded vessels, allocations
are based on a 50/50 (Suboption 2.2.1)
blend of 2014-2019 no dropped qualifying
years and 1997 BSAI Pacific cod sideboard
history.

Option 2.3.2 — When multiple licenses
authorized catch by one vessel qualifying
catch history would be assigned to an LLP
license by the owner of the vessel that
made the catch.

Element 2.1 Option - Establish a minimum
threshold percentage of 1% by LLP license
holder for eligibility to receive harvest shares.
Does not apply to the 8 LLP licenses with a
transferable Al endorsement.

Element 2.2 - BSAI Pacific cod harvest
allocation would be based on targeted BSAI
Pacific cod catch history during 2004-2019
drop 2 years (Option 2.2.3). Harvest
allocation would be for A, B, and C seasons.
Option 2.3.1 When multiple licenses
authorized catch by one vessel qualifying
catch history would be divided equally
between those licenses.

Element 2.1 - No minimum threshold
percentage for eligibility to receive harvest
shares.

Element 2.2 - Harvest allocation would be
based on targeted BSAI Pacific cod catch
history during 2009-2019 with one drop year
(Option 2.2.2). Harvest allocation would be
for the A and B seasons only (Element 2.5)
with C season remaining as a limited access
fishery.

Option 2.3.2 — When multiple licenses
authorized catch by one vessel qualifying
catch history would be assigned to an LLP
license by the owner of the vessel that made
the catch.

PCTC Program, November 2022
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Alternative 2a

Alternative 2b

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Prohibited
Species Catch
Limits
(Element 3)

Option 3.2 - Establish trawl CV cod halibut
PSC apportionment based on historical use
of halibut by the trawl CV sector and AFA
C/P sector using the 2014-2019 qualifying
years. Establish trawl crab PSC
apportionment based on the proportion of
BSAI Pacific cod allocated to the trawl CV
and the AFA C/P sectors.

Option 3.3 - Reduce halibut and crab PSC
apportionment to BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod
sector by 35% (Suboptions 3.3.1 & 3.3.2).

Option 3.4 — Establish a separate C season
halibut and crab PSC apportionment at 15%
before applying PSC limit reduction.

Halibut and crab PSC will be apportioned to
cooperatives based on members’ Pacific
cod qualifying catch history.

Option 3.1 - Establish trawl CV cod halibut
PSC apportionment based on historical use
of halibut by the trawl CV sector and AFA C/P
sector using the 2004-2019 qualifying years.
Crab PSC will be maintained at the BSAI
TLAS level.

Option 3.2 - Reduce halibut PSC
apportionment to BSAI trawl CV cod sector
by 10% (Suboption 3.3.1).

Halibut PSC will be apportioned to
cooperatives based on members’ Pacific cod
qualifying catch history.

Option 3.2 - Establish trawl CV cod halibut
PSC apportionment based on historical use
of halibut by the trawl CV sector and AFA C/P
sector using the 2009-2019 qualifying years.
Establish separate trawl crab PSC
apportionment based on the proportion of
BSAI Pacific cod allocated to the trawl CV
(90.6%) and the AFA C/P sectors (9.4%).
Option 3.2 - Reduce halibut PSC
apportionment to BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod
sector by 25% (Suboption 3.3.1) and crab
PSC apportionment by 35% (Suboption
3.3.2). Halibut PSC limit reduction will be
phased in over 2 years (Suboption 3.3.3)

Option 3.4 — Establish a separate C season
halibut and crab PSC apportionment at 5%
before applying PSC limit reduction.

Halibut and crab PSC will be apportioned to
cooperatives based on members’ Pacific cod
qualifying catch history.

PCTC Program, November 2022
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Alternative 2a

Alternative 2b

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Gulf of Alaska
Sideboards
(Element 4)

Option 4.1 — All GOA non-exempt AFA CVs
would be restricted by new GOA groundfish
sideboard limits based on 2014-2019 GOA
aggregate retained catch divided by TAC.
CGOA rockfish Program fishing activity was
not included in sideboard calculations.
Option 4.2 - AFA GOA exempt vessels and
non-AFA vessels are restricted from leasing
their BSAI cod QS to be exempt from any
GOA sideboard limits implemented under
this program. If the vessel assigned a GOA
exempt LLP license does not fish in the
GOA during the calendar year, except for
CGOA Rockfish Program, the BSAI CQ
generated by the LLP license can be leased
that calendar year.

Suboption 4.2.1 — AFA GOA exempt and
non-AFA CVs with LLP licenses initially
assigned less than 200 mt of average
annual qualifying BSAI cod history may
lease their BSAI cod history and continue to
be exempt from GOA sideboards.

Option 4.1 — All GOA non-exempt AFA CVs
would be restricted by new groundfish GOA
sideboard limits based on 2004-2019 GOA
aggregate retained catch divided by TAC.
CGOA rockfish Program fishing activity was
not included in sideboard calculations.
Option 4.2 - AFA GOA exempt vessels and
non-AFA vessels are restricted from leasing
their BSAI cod QS to be exempt from any
GOA sideboard limits implemented under this
program. If the vessel assigned a GOA
exempt LLP license does not fish in the GOA
during the calendar year, except for CGOA
Rockfish Program, the BSAI CQ generated
by the LLP license can be leased that
calendar year.

Suboption 4.2.1 — AFA GOA exempt and
non-AFA CVs with LLP licenses initially
assigned less than 600 mt of qualifying BSAI
cod history may lease their BSAI cod history
and continue to be exempt from GOA
sideboards.

Option 4.1 — All GOA non-exempt AFA CVs
would be restricted by new GOA groundfish
and halibut PSC sideboard limits based on
2009-2019 GOA aggregate retained catch
divided by TAC. Halibut PSC limits will be
managed at an annual level. CGOA rockfish
Program fishing activity was not included in
sideboard calculations.

Option 4.2 - AFA GOA exempt vessels, non-
AFA vessels, and CVs assigned to under 60’
LLP licenses with Al transferable
endorsements are restricted from leasing
their BSAI cod QS to be exempt from any
GOA sideboard limits implemented under this
program. If the vessel assigned a GOA
exempt LLP license does not fish in the GOA
during the calendar year, except for CGOA
Rockfish Program, the BSAI CQ generated
by the LLP license can be leased that
calendar year.

Suboption 4.2.1 — AFA GOA exempt and
non-AFA CVs LLP licenses and CVs
assigned to under 60’ LLP licenses with Al
transferable endorsements initially assigned
less than 300 mt of average annual qualifying
BSAI cod history may lease their BSAI cod
history and continue to be exempt from GOA
sideboards.
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Alternative 2a

Alternative 2b

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Processor
and
Community
Provisions
(Element 5)

Element 5.1 — No closed class of
processors (C/Ps acting as motherships
would be subject to eligibility requirements
under BSAI FMP Amendment 120).
Element 5.2 - Limit BSAI Pacific cod
processing for eligible C/Ps acting as a MS.
Only C/Ps that are eligible may process
BSAI Pacific cod as a MS that is harvested
from the directed BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV
fishery. Eligible trawl C/Ps processing limit
when acting as a MS for BSAI Pacific cod is
based on processing history under Element
2. Processor limits are established for each
company.

Element 5.4 - Allocate processors 30% of
the harvest shares based on their
processing history under Element 2. All
processors with processing history under
Element 2 will qualify. The processor
allocation of BSAI Pacific cod harvest
shares will be assigned to a newly created
processor permit that is transferable.

No restrictions on use of processor issued
harvest shares by processor
owned/controlled CVs.

Element 5.1 — No closed class of processors
(C/Ps acting as motherships would be subject
to eligibility requirements under BSAI FMP
Amendment 120).

Element 5.3 — Only CVs that are 75% owned
by a C/P eligible for the offshore sector as of
12/31/2019 may delivery any or all of the CQ
derived from the LLP assigned to the vessel
to an eligible C/P acting as a MS. Council will
develop qualification criteria for CVs that may
deliver offshore if they are not 75% owned by
a C/P eligible to act as a MS in the directed
BSAI trawl CV sector.

Element 5.4 - No initial allocation of harvest
shares to processors.

Element 5.1 — No closed class of processors
(C/Ps acting as motherships would be subject
to eligibility requirements under BSAlI FMP
Amendment 120).

Element 5.2 — Limit BSAI Pacific cod
processing for eligible C/Ps acting as a MS to
process up to 125% of the eligible C/P’s
qualifying processing history.

Element 5.4 - Allocate processors 22.5% of
the harvest shares based on their processing
history under Element 2. All processors with
processing history under Element 2 will
qualify except processors that are no longer
active. The processor allocation of BSAI
Pacific cod harvest shares will be assigned to
a newly created processor permit that is
transferable.

A cooperative cannot assign a greater
proportion of the harvest shares allocated to
a processor to an LLP license owned by that
processor than the LLP license would have
brought into the cooperative absent any
processor held shares.

Al Processor
Provisions
(Element 6)

Option 6.1 - 25% set-aside of BSAI A
season harvest amount assigned to PCTC
cooperatives that must be harvested from
the Al and delivered to an Al shoreplant
during the A season. Amount is reduced by
any allocation they receive under Element
5.

Option 6.2 - Allocate 10% of the BSAI trawl
CV sector allocation to an entity representing
the Al community any year at least one
community files an intent to process.
Allocations are equally divided between
qualified entities and are not transferable. A
minimum of 25% of the Al shoreplant
allocation will be set aside and may only be
harvested by trawl CVs less than 60' LOA
with a valid LLP license assigned a
transferable Al endorsement (Suboption
6.2.3).

Option 6.1 - 12% set-aside of BSAI A season
harvest amount assigned to PCTC
cooperatives that must be harvested from the
Al and delivered to an Al shoreplant during
the A and B seasons. Amount is reduced by
any allocation the active processor(s) receive
under Element 5.
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Alternative 2a

Alternative 2b

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Transferability
(Element 7)

Option 7.1 - Catch history would be
attached to the LLP license and would be
non-severable. QS is transferable with the
LLP license.

Option 7.2 - Allocations based on
processing history would be issued as
separate permit. Allocations to processors
may only be sold to another processor and
the attached QS are only severable from the
processor permit if the buyer of the permit
would be over the ownership cap after
purchasing the permit and all of the QS.

Annual cooperative allocations (CQ) of
Pacific cod, halibut, and crab PSC are
transferable within and between
cooperatives.

Post-delivery transfers would be permitted
through the end of the B season.

Option 7.1 - Catch history would be attached
to the LLP license and would be non-
severable. QS is transferable with the LLP
license.

Annual allocations (CQ) of Pacific cod and
halibut PSC are transferable within and
between cooperatives.

Post-delivery transfers of CQ are permitted,
but must be completed by December 31 (i.e.,
prior to annual CQ expiring).

Option 7.1 - Catch history would be attached
to the LLP license and would be non-
severable. QS is transferable with the LLP
license.

Suboption 7.1.1 — For the LLP licenses
associated with the non-exempt AFA CVs,
within 90 days of initial issuance of harvest
quota shares (except for those transfers
supported by an operation of law), the owners
of the LLP licenses that are associated with
AFA non-exempt CVs that had engaged in
fish transfers agreements during the
qualifying years may transfer the quota
shares between other LLP licenses
associated with AFA non-exempt vessels.

Option 7.2 - Allocations based on processing
history would be issued as separate permit.
Allocations to processors may only be sold to
another processor and the attached QS are
only severable from the processor permit if
the buyer of the permit would be over the
ownership cap after purchasing the permit
and all of the QS.

Annual cooperative allocations (CQ) of
Pacific cod, halibut, and crab PSC are
transferable within and between
cooperatives.

Post-delivery transfers of CQ are permitted,
but must be completed by August 1 (i.e., prior
to annual CQ expiring).
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Alternative 2a

Alternative 2b

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Ownership
and Use Caps
(Element 8)

Element 8.1 - Harvester issued QS/CQ
ownership and use caps will be based on
the individual and collective rule and set at
7% of QS/CQ issued with grandfather
provision set equal to initial allocation.
Element 8.2 - Vessel use caps are 3% of
CQ with a grandfather provision that is
transferable if vessel is replaced.

Element 8.3 - Processor issued cooperative
shares have an ownership and use cap at
the entity level of 20% with a grandfather
provision equal to initial allocation. The cap
will be calculated using the 10% ownership
threshold rule.

Element 8.4 - No processing facility may
process more than 25% of the CQ allocated,
with a grandfather provision

Element 8.1 - Harvester issued QS/CQ
ownership and use caps will be based on the
individual and collective rule and set at 10%
of QS/CQ issued with grandfather provision
set equal to initial allocation

Element 8.2 - Vessel use caps are 5% of CQ
and the grandfather provision is not
transferable if vessel is replaced.

Element 8.3 — Processors are not issued
cooperative shares but have a use cap at the
entity level of 10% with a grandfather
provision equal to initial allocation. The cap
will be calculated using the individual and
collective rule.

Element 8.4 - No processing facility may
process more than 30% of the CQ allocated,
with a grandfather provision.

Element 8.1 - Harvester issued QS/CQ
ownership and use caps will be based on the
individual and collective rule and set at 5% of
QS/CQ issued with grandfather provision set
equal to initial allocation.

Element 8.2 - Vessel use caps are 5% of CQ
with a grandfather provision that is
transferable if vessel is replaced.

Element 8.3 - Processor issued cooperative
shares have an ownership and use cap at the
entity level of 20% with a grandfather
provision. Cap will be calculated using the
individual and collective rule.

Element 8.4 - No company may process
more than 20% of the CQ allocated, with a
grandfather provision.

Cooperative

Annual cooperative application must be filed on or before November 1 of the year prior. Cooperatives shall be formed by holders of qualified
LLP license with trawl CV Pacific cod QS. Each LLP license may be assigned to one cooperative. A list of trawl CVs eligible to harvest a
portion of that cooperatives CQ must be identified in the annual cooperative application.

Efz"ﬁ;z{‘;) Cooperatives are intended to conduct and coordinate harvest activities and are not FCMA cooperatives.

Membership agreements will specify that processors affiliated members cannot participate in any price setting negotiations, except as

permitted by antitrust laws.

All allocations and allowances under this program are revocable privileges that 1) may be revoked, limited, or modified any time, 2) shall not
Share c.onfer.any right of compensation Fo the holder, if'the'y are revoked, limited, or modified, and 3) shall not create or be construed to create any
Duration right, title, or interest in or to any fish before the fish is harvested by the holder.

(Element 10)

The duration of harvest shares and associated PSC is 10 years. Permits will be renewed before their expiration, unless revoked, limited, or

modified.

Monitoring
(Element 11)

All vessels harvesting CQ will be in 100% observer coverage category except CVs delivering to a MS or the current at-sea observer data
transmission requirements for non-AFA trawl CVs for the first 3 years after implementation. NMFS will develop monitoring and enforcement
provisions necessary to track quota, harvest, and use caps.

Reporting and

Cooperatives will annually produce a report to the Council describing its membership, cooperative management, and performance in the
preceding year including use of processor issued harvest shares, if applicable.

Program

:Ti‘alzlrﬁgnt 12) As per MSA, a formal detailed program shall be undertaken 5-years after implementation, with subsequent reviews each 7-years after.
Cost A fee, not to exceed 3% of the ex-vessel value, will be charged on all program landings to cover the actual costs directly related to the
Recovery management, data collection, and enforcement of the program.

(Element 13)
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Table ES-2 Summary of Effects of Alternative 1 and action alternatives

Effects on Harvesters

Alternative 1
(No Action)

Harvest participation and fishing practices in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery for the trawl CV sector are
likely to be similar to current participation and fishing practices.

In total, 110 LLP licenses and 115 trawl CVs reported targeted BSAI Pacific cod landings during the
2004 - April 10, 2020. Of the total catch of BSAI Pacific cod during that period, 88% was from target
while 12% was from incidental. The pollock fishery had the highest incidental catch of Pacific cod.

BS contributed 76% of the target catch, while the Al contributed 24% of the target catch during the

2004 through April 10, 2020. In total, 32 LLP licenses and 57 trawl CVs reported targeted Al Pacific

cod, while 107 LLP licenses and 105 trawl CVs reported targeted BS Pacific cod during the 2004 -
April 10, 2020 period.

Of the total target catch during the 2004- April 10, 2020 period, 89% was from the A season, 10% from

the B season, and 2 percent from C season.

The length of the BSAI Pacific cod fishery for the trawl CV sector has compressed in recent years.

Of the TLAS halibut PSC limit during 2004-2020, both trawl CV sector and the AFA C/P sector utilized
56%, with trawl CV sector accounting for 97% and the AFA C/P sector accounting for 3%. Halibut PSC
limits could constrain the TLAS Pacific cod fishery if a race for fish were to continue in the future.

Crab PSC limits were generally not a constraint for the TLAS sectors during 2004-2020 and would
likely not be constraining in the future.

Alternative
2a

Like Alternatives 2b and 3, cooperative harvest privileges under this alternative would be expected to
result in an incentive to reduce the “race for fish” and to optimize harvest of CQ. But this alternative
relative to the other alternatives has the largest reduction of halibut PSC limit (35%) which could inhibit
cooperatives from harvesting all their CQ. This alternative, as well Alternative 3, requires a 35%
reduction in the crab PSC limits. Of the reduced crab PSC limits, red king crab (Zone 1) likely has the
greatest potential to inhibit cooperatives from harvesting all their CQ.

The total number of qualified LLP licenses based on 1997 sideboard history and 2014-2019 A and B
seasons catch history would be 119, with 33 qualifying from 1997 sideboard history and 86 qualifying
from 2014-2019 history. Also qualifying are 5 LLP licenses that have transferable Al endorsements.

Members of cooperatives would have the flexibility of delivering to multiple cooperatives, but likely
established relationships with processors will have an important influence on harvester delivery
choices. The 30% allocation of harvester shares to processors under this alternative would also

provide a stronger negotiating position for processors since these shares could be used as an
incentive for harvester deliveries.

Since each of the 2 qualified C/Ps acting as motherships would be restricted by processor limits
unique to that C/P, they would need to determine which CVs could deliver to them while staying under
their limit thus they would likely prioritize deliveries by vessels using LLP license held by the C/P firm.

By prioritizing their own LLP licenses, the C/Ps may not be able to provide a market for all CVs that
are designed for offshore deliveries which could result in those CV operators leasing out their CQ.

Not allocating C season as CQ may reduce the impacts of trawl CV harvesting more of their allocation
in the BS thus benefitting those sectors fishing in the Pacific cod fishery later in the year. However,
requiring cooperatives to set aside 25% of their A season for Al shoreplants could negatively impact

those sectors that historically fish Pacific cod in the Al greater than Alternative 3.

Additionally, leaving C season as limited access fishery would likely result in some TAC and ICA being
reallocated to other sectors later in the year.

Alternative
2b

Like Alternatives 2a and 3, cooperative harvest privileges are expected to result in less motivation to
race for fish and to optimize harvest of CQ, but this alternative requires only a 10% reduction in the
halibut PSC limit so the alternative likely provides the greatest opportunity for cooperatives to harvest
all their CQ.

No or minimal impact on cooperatives that could form that are similar in membership to AFA
cooperatives. May negatively impact new LLP license holders that are unable to attract two additional
LLP license to form a cooperative.

Total qualified LLP licenses based on 2004-2019 history for all three seasons would be 108.
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Effects on Harvesters

Alternative requires a person to hold LLP licenses in aggregate at least 1% of total QS, so of the 108
LLP licenses eligible, 41 of those LLP licenses do not meet the 1% threshold leaving 67 LLP licenses
qualified not including the 8 LLP licenses with transferable Al endorsements that would also qualify.

Members of cooperatives would have the flexibility of delivering to multiple cooperatives, but it is likely

that established relationships with processors would have an important influence on harvester delivery

choices. Unlike Alternative 2a and Alternative 3, this alternative provides processors less influence
and market power since it does allocate harvester shares to processors.

10 LLP licenses are held by three firms could qualify CVs to deliver to 2 qualified C/Ps acting as
motherships. These LLP licenses accounted for 15.3% of the qualifying catch during 2004-2019 all of
which could be delivered to these C/Ps. The alternative would allow these C/Ps firms to have greater
control over the CQ and/or CVs they own. Alternative does not address concerns by CV operators
whose vessels are not designed to deliver shoreside and are not 75% owned by a qualified C/P firm.
Owners of these CVs/LLP licenses would likely need to lease their CQ.

This alternative likely provides greater opportunity for specialization amongst the different groundfish
fisheries relative to Alternatives 2a and 3 since ownership and use cap is 10% and vessel cap is 5%.

Any increase in effort in the BS relative to status quo could increase the possibility that the BS will
close on TAC.

Allocating all three seasons as CQ would likely result in a smaller portion of any remaining cooperative
CQ and ICA being reallocated to other sectors later in the year.

Alternative 3
(PA)

Like Alternatives 2a and 2b, cooperative harvest privileges are expected to reduce motivation to race
for fish and to optimize harvest of CQ, but the halibut PSC limit reduction (25%) for this alternative is
more favorable to PCTC harvesters than Alternative 2a but less than Alternative 2b. As a result, this
alternative relative to Alternative 2a could provide more potential for cooperatives to harvest all their
CQ. This alternative, as well as Alternative 2a, have a 35% reduction in the crab PSC limits. Of the
reduced crab PSC limits, red king crab (Zone 1) likely has the greatest potential to inhibit cooperatives
from harvesting all their CQ.

Minimal impact on cooperatives that could form that are similar in membership to AFA cooperatives.
May negatively impact new LLP license holders that are unable to attract two additional LLP license to
form a cooperative.

Total qualified LLP licenses based on 2009 — 2019 A and B seasons history would be 92 not including
7 LLP licenses with transferable Al endorsements that would also qualify.

Members of cooperatives will have the flexibility of delivering to multiple processors, but likely
established relationships with processors will have an important influence on harvester delivery
choices. An allocation of harvester shares to processors under this alternative will provide a stronger
negotiating position for processors since these shares could be used as an incentive for harvester
deliveries.

The alternative would limit BSAI Pacific cod processing for eligible C/Ps acting as a mothership. The

Council selected the limit of 125 percent of each eligible C/Ps processing during the qualifying period

as part of its PA. The impact of that limit is expected to fall within the range described under
Alternative 2a and Alternative 2b.

Leaving C season as a limited access fishery may reduce impact of trawl CV harvesting more of their
allocation in the BS and potentially allowing other sectors to fish their allocation in the BS. However,
requiring cooperatives to set aside 10% of their A season CQ for delivery to Al shoreplants could
negatively impacts those sectors that historically fish Pacific cod in the Al but less than Alternative 2a.

Additionally, leaving C season as limited access fishery would likely result in some TAC and ICA being
reallocated to other sectors later in the year.

The PA would allow for greater predictability for fishery participants and would provide for increased

operational, spatial, and temporal flexibility in response to a range of potential changes in short- and

long-term fishery conditions. This flexibility has the potential for decreasing vulnerability to adverse
conditions and increasing resilience following adverse events or accompanying adverse trends,

including adverse effects of climate change, for involved individuals, entities, and communities.
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Effects on Processors

Alternative 1
(No Action)

Processors will continue to compete for deliveries but will not have the capacity to offer markets to all
CVs that may want to deliver because of the compressed fishing season and the large deliveries by
their traditional fleet. There may be entry or exit into the fishery, but the vast majority of the processing
is expected to take place in Akutan or Dutch Harbor/Unalaska.

Processors will be allowed to enter the fishery if they can attract CV deliveries. The only limit would be
on C/Ps that are allowed to act as a mothership. Eligible C/Ps are not limited in the amount of Pacific
cod they may process as a mothership or which CVs may deliver to them. The vast majority or
processing is expected to take place in Akutan and Dutch Harbor/Unalaska. Shifts in processing
locations are determined by the processors with consultation and negotiation with the communities’
leaders where they operate. The hurried pace of processing will create economic conditions that favor
processing quickly and producing more H&G products and relatively less fillets.

Production quality is expected to be less than under the PCTC Program due to harvesting and
delivery pace and the rush to process high volumes of Pacific cod by the plants.

Cost of production in the Pacific cod fishery is higher than necessary due to the need to have high
levels of capacity to process peak delivery amounts.

Shorter processing season results in need to have more processing crew to handle peak processing
levels.

Compliance costs are assumed to be about the same as past years and are determined by current
and future monitoring and enforcement requirements.

Consolidation could occur due to low or negative profit margins in the fishery caused by the market,
biological, and regulatory conditions.

Al deliveries to an Al shoreplant are less likely to occur without a set-aside or allocation to the
community.

Processors will compete for deliveries of Pacific cod. The processors will compete on price and
delivery terms and conditions, but the past relationships between harvesters and processors,
especially those in AFA cooperatives, are expected to play a role in where CV operators deliver
Pacific cod in the future.
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Effects on Processors

Alternative
2a

Creates greater stability for processors by ensuring they have a certain amount of quota, and it allows
them to offer incentives to their fleet that will help maintain deliveries from the fleet that had delivered
to them during the qualifying years.

Most of the impacts of these elements will be the same as the No Action alternative with the exception
of the impacts of the C/P processing limits on the various processing sectors and communities.

The two eligible C/Ps processing of Pacific cod as a mothership would be limited to their aggregate
Pacific cod processing as a MS as a ratio of all Pacific cod processing of qualifying trawl CV
deliveries. If a C/Ps allocation of QS results in a greater percentage, they would be allowed to process
up to 125% of their calculated limit based on processing history. The C/P processing limit would
constrain C/P to an average of their history meaning that they would not be allowed to process as
great a percentage of the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV sector apportionment as they did some years
during the qualifying period, but more than other years during the period. The PCTC would eliminate
they operational advantage of being close to the fishing grounds and allowing CVs to make relatively
quick deliveries without being required to bleed the cod on the CV.

The C/P firm that would receive a larger limit based on processing history as opposed to LLP license
QS the firms is allocated (Alternative 2b) would benefit more from this PCTC option but be worse off,
in terms of a processing limit, than the No Action alternative.

Processors would be allocated 30 percent of the PCTC harvest QS. The allocation should result in
more stability for processor’s Pacific cod operations relative to the No Action Alternative or Alternative
2b.

Processor would hold 30 percent of the QS as a result of Element 5.4 and would hold the underlying
asset value of those shares.

Processors would still need to offer sufficient CQ, a competitive ex-vessel price, or better delivery
terms to retain CVs, since CVs are allowed to move between cooperatives annually.

At a 30 percent allocation to processors, processors will have difficulty offering sufficient
compensation to entice additional CVs to deliver to it. The CV may determine that they can maximize
profits by delivering to the old processor.

Not allocating the C season will have a minimal impact on processors overall. Processors will continue
to be allowed to take deliveries from CVs that want to fish during the C season under a limited access
fishery.

Past relationships between harvesters and processors, especially those in AFA cooperatives, are
expected to continue to impact where CV operators deliver Pacific cod.

The ownership and use caps will not have a substantial impact on processing firms if the grandfather
provision is included. Processors will be limited to the level of participation in the Pacific cod fishery
they realized on average during in the recent past. A facility limit of 25 percent would be based on the
total amount of CQ issued. It would allow four or fewer plants to process the entire sector allocation.

There is no processing limit at the firm level in the current suite of alternatives, so it is not included
under Alternative 2a, Alternative 2b, or the PA. Not implementing a limit could allow a firm that has
multiple plants to increase their processing of Pacific cod beyond historical levels, but it would be
necessary to utilize plants that may be less efficient or further from the fishing grounds because of the
facility cap.

PCTC Program, November 2022 19




Effects on Processors

Alternative
2b

Creates less stability for processors than the other alternatives in terms of Pacific cod deliveries.
Processors will negotiate with harvesters and compete with each other for deliveries of Pacific cod.
Harvesters, especially those with no ownership or affiliation linkage with their processor, will change

cooperatives depending on who is able to offer the most attractive suite of benefits.

This option would provide processors less market power than they would have relative to either the
No Action Alternative or Alternative 2a. Processors will still be allowed to enter the fishery, but only
eligible C/Ps are allowed to act as a mothership. Eligible C/Ps are limited by the QS they owned 75%
of as of December 31, 2019. This would allow one of the C/Ps to process more QS than they could
under Alternative 2a and the two C/Ps combined to process more Pacific cod as motherships, and the
C/Ps would have separate limits under both Alternative 2a and Alternative 2b.

Production quality is expected to be similar to Alternative 2a and the PA with shorebased processors
focusing on fillet production for the domestic market. C/Ps will produce lower valued H&G or round
products. Depending on the relative production costs the C/Ps acting as a MS may be less
competitive on ex-vessel price than shorebased processors because of the lower first wholesale
prices they receive. However, one firm would be unable to process all the Pacific cod CQ that is
assigned to their LLP license and would not be in the market to attract additional deliveries. The other
firm would hold CQ derived from LLP licenses they hold to attract deliveries.

Compliance costs are assumed to be higher than the No Action Alternative but about the same as
Alternative 2a and the PA.

Processors would not be allocated QS based on their processing history. Some processors will be
issued QS based on the LLP licenses they own. Ownership of LLP licenses varies by firm and ranges
from firms owning no LLP licenses to owning up to the limit.

This alternative will provide processors less stability than either Alternative 2a or the PA. Processors
will not be able to use a processor allocation of CQ to compensate harvesters for staying with their
cooperative. As a result, ex-vessel price and other market incentives are expected to play a greater

role in retaining vessels. The AFA linkages are expected to impact a CVs decision to deliver to a
processor. However, the annual ability to move between cooperatives will require that a processor
offer similar compensation to CVs for their Pacific cod or risk having them move to a different PCTC
cooperative the following year.

Al shoreplants would have greater control over the use of a direct allocation of 10 percent of the CQ
than a set-aside controlled by other cooperatives and would likely receive greater benefits. The
requirement that CVs <60’ LOA using a transferable Al endorsement harvest a minimum of 25 percent
of the Al shoreplant allocation would reduce the benefits the plant receives from that portion of the
allocation relative to allowing the plants to select the vessels that deliver.

Processors would not be issued QS so they would not be subject to an ownership/use cap under
Element 8.3. Processors that own LLP licenses would still be subject to the smallest CQ ownership
cap (10 percent of harvester CQ) and largest processing facility use cap (30 percent). The relatively
small CQ ownership cap would not have a substantial impact if the grandfather provision is included.

The largest facility use cap would allow fewer and likely more efficient plants to process the deliveries
to a single firm. Processors that operate a single plant would likely continue to take deliveries at that
plant and not make arrangements for another plant to process Pacific cod harvested by members of

the cooperative they are associated with unless the processors had or establish a close business
relationship that would allow custom processing of their Pacific cod.
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Effects on Processors

Alternative 3
(PA)

Any processors with an FPP or FFP take deliveries of CQ if they can attract CV deliveries, except
C/Ps that are allowed to act as a mothership is limited under BSAI Amendment 120. The Council
selected a processing limit of 125 percent of each C/Ps historical average during the qualifying period
as part of its PA. The impact of that limit is expected to fall within the range described under
Alternative 2a and Alternative 2b.

The Council selected 22.5 percent of harvest shares to be allocated to processors under its PA. The
impact of allocating harvest shares to processors is expected to help provide stability to the harvesting
and processing sectors and create incentives for both sectors to work together so they both benefit
from the program. The allocation will grant the underlying long-term asset value of those QS to the
processing sector. The CVs will still increase their underlying asset value based on the QS they are
allocated as will the processors. Processors could use that asset value to obtain loans or to increase
the value of their operation if they sell.

As discussed under Alternative 2a some processors will also benefit from owning LLP licenses that
are assigned QS, but not all. Processors that do not hold LLP licenses may be more dependent on a
processor allocation of harvest shares to compete with other processors. It may also create an
incentive for greater vertical integration of firms as allowed under the MSA.

The percentage of QS allocated to processors will impact the ability of harvesters to be fully
compensated for changing cooperatives. For example, if processors were compensating CVs at a
percentage equal to the processor allocation, harvesters may be able to re-coop percent tied to a

smaller processor allocation but have a more difficult time finding a processor that would make up the
difference at the upper range considered. It may also be difficult for the new processor to make up
that difference in ex-vessel price or cost saving.

The 30% allocation to processors would provide greater stability than the 5% allocation, but that
stability could result from CVs having fewer options to move markets. The Council determined, based
in part on an industry agreement, that 22.5 percent was the appropriate amount. The Council
indicated its intent to monitor how well the program is meeting its objectives by requiring annual
reports as well as the program reviews required under Section 303A of the MSA.

Larger percentage allocations of harvest shares to processors that have qualifying processing history
may give them a market advantage relative to processors trying to enter the fishery. The relative size
of the allocation will impact the extent of the barrier. The Council determined that the 22.5 percent
allocation would not unduly limit entry.

The Al set-aside will benefit the Al shoreplant(s) during years the Al set-aside is in place if it (they)
can offer a competitive ex-vessel price to attract deliveries from CVs associated with cooperatives
formed around BS processors. If they are unable to compensate CVs to account for the higher costs
of fishing in the Al, the CVs may choose not to deliver the CQ. However, because the set-aside
covers both the A and B seasons, the CVs would need to forgo harvest of the CQ if they could not
reach an agreement. Any deliveries to Al shoreplants will reduce the benefits of the program for the
BS processors that are not associated with the Al shoreplants.

The ownership and use caps will not have a substantial impact on processing firms if the grandfather
provision is included. Processors will be limited to the level of participation in the Pacific cod fishery
they realized on average during in the recent past. However, a company limit of 20 percent, even with
a grandfather provision, could prevent at least one firm from increasing their processing activity in the
PCTC program. The PA would be more restrictive than Alternatives 2a or 2b, which considered the
limits at the plant level.
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Effects on Bycatch

Alternative 1
(No Action)

Halibut and crab PSC will continue to be apportioned at the TLAS level via regulations and at the
fishery level during the harvest specification process.

Given the importance of reducing halibut PSC, the trawl CV sector will likely continue to utilize halibut
PSC avoidance measures in addition to continually seeking better ways to reduce halibut PSC.

Alternative
2a

96% of halibut PSC allocated to trawl CVs and 4% to AFA C/Ps.

Assuming a trawl CV sector halibut PSC limit of 377 mt for Pacific cod, the C season limit would be 57
mt, while A and B seasons limit with the 35% reduction included would be 208 mt. The remaining 112
mt of halibut PSC would stay in the water. Despite the benefit of harvest specifications and the use of
pot gear to reduce halibut PSC, there is a potential that a 35% halibut PSC reduction could limit
cooperatives from harvesting all their CQ during periods of high TACs.

Factoring in a 35% reduction for the red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit would result in 1,479 animals for
cooperative fishing during A and B seasons. The use of pot gear to harvest CQ could increase the
risk of cooperatives being constrained by red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit while fishing in Zone 1 crab
savings area relative to 2b but the same as Alternative 3.

The remaining crab PSC limits factoring in a 35% reduction are likely sufficient to not constrain
cooperative fishing for Pacific cod in the associated crab savings areas.

Alternative
2b

97% of halibut PSC allocated to trawl CVs and 3% to AFA C/Ps.

Assuming a trawl CV sector halibut PSC limit of 379 mt for Pacific cod, a 10% reduction would be 342
mt. The remaining 37 mt of halibut PSC would stay in the water. Under this alternative, relative to
Alternatives 2a and 3, cooperatives are likely to adjust to the 10% reduction in halibut PSC using the
benefits of cooperative management. However, there is some potential at very high Pacific cod TAC
levels that the 10% reduction could constrain some cooperatives.

Under this alternative, crab PSC limits would continue to be apportioned at the TLAS level and
therefore would likely not constrain the BSAI Pacific cod fishery for the trawl CV sector or the AFA
C/P sector.

Alternative 3
(PA)

98% of halibut PSC allocated to trawl CVs and 2% to AFA C/Ps.

Assuming a trawl CV sector halibut PSC limit of 382 mt for Pacific cod, the C season limit would be 19
mt, while A and B seasons limit with the 25% reduction would be 272 mt. The remaining 91 mt of
halibut PSC would stay in the water. Despite the benefit of harvest specifications and the use of pot
gear to reduce halibut PSC, there is a potential that a 25% halibut PSC reduction could limit
cooperatives from harvesting all their CQ during periods of high TACs.

Factoring in a 35% reduction of red king crab (Zone 1) PSC would result in 1,652 animals for
cooperative fishing during A and B seasons, which could constrain the sector to fish some portion of
its CQ outside Zone 1 crab savings area but less than under Alternative 2a.

The remaining crab PSC limits factoring in a 35% reduction are likely sufficient to not constrain
cooperative fishing for Pacific cod in the associated crab savings areas.
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Effects on other groundfish fisheries

Alternative 1
(No Action)

Sideboards are the primary management tool. Given the continued seasonal conflicts between BSAI
Pacific cod fishery and the GOA groundfish fisheries. Given these continued seasonal conflicts, it is
likely harvest of GOA AFA trawl CV sideboard fisheries would continue under this alternative.

Harvest participation and fishing practices in the BSAI TLAS fisheries for the trawl CV sector are likely
to be similar to current participation and fishing practices.

Alternatives
2a, 2b, 3
(PA)

Relatively to the existing GOA AFA sideboard limits, the revised GOA AFA sideboard limits for all three
action alternatives are lower compared to the existing limits due to the limited fishing activity. Although
not always the case, the narrower the set of years used to determine the revised sideboard limits the
smaller the revised sideboard limit.

The alternatives also prohibit AFA GOA sideboard exempt vessels and non-AFA vessels assigned to
LLP licenses with QS from leasing their CQ on the condition from benefiting from GOA sideboard
exemption unless the vessel did not fish in the GOA during the calendar year (except for the CGOA
Rockfish Program). This provides greater flexibility for those GOA exempt vessels that are not designed
to deliver Pacific cod shoreside and have a limited offshore market.

An option is included to allow leasing of BSAI Pacific cod CQ for GOA exempt vessels assigned to LLP
licenses with less than 200 mt of average annual qualifying BSAI Pacific cod catch history for
Alternative 2a and less than 600 mt of average annual qualifying BSAI Pacific cod catch history for
Alternative 2b. Alternative 3 would allow leasing if the LLP license has less than 300 mt average annual
qualifying BSAI Pacific cod catch history. Under Alternative 2a, 8 GOA exempt vessels had LLP
licenses with less than 200 mt of average annual qualifying BSAI Pacific cod catch history, while
Alternative 2b had 23 GOA exempt vessels with less than 600 mt of average annual qualifying BSAI
Pacific cod catch history. Alternative 3 had 18 GOA exempt vessels with less than 300 mt of average
annual qualifying BSAI Pacific cod catch history. Note that the 1% minimum threshold option in Element
2.1 that is included in Alternative 2b would eliminate all 23 of the GOA exempt vessels with less than
600 mt of average annual qualifying BSAI Pacific cod catch history.

For other TLAS fisheries, the yellowfin sole fishery was likely the only TLAS fishery that could be
impacted from the PCTC Program. However, since AFA C/Ps are already cooperatively managed the 8
trawl CVs authorized to deliver BSAI yellowfin sole to C/Ps acting as motherships will be cooperatively
managed once the PCTC Program is implemented, and there is no inshore yellowfin sole market at this

time, sideboard limits for 8 PCTC Program qualified trawl CVs are likely not necessary.
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Effects on fishing communities

Alternative 1
(No Action)

Existing patterns of community engagement in and dependency on the fishery are unlikely to
fundamentally change under this alternative.

LLP license and CV ownership would remain concentrated in the Seattle MSA, Newport, and Kodiak.
Shore-based processing would remain concentrated in Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan, given their
proximity to the Bering Sea fishing grounds; in Adak (when a local shore-based processor is operating),

given its proximity to the Al fishing grounds; and, in more limited amounts and in some years, in King
Cove and Sand Point.

Private sector support services within the BSAI region itself would remain largely concentrated in
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor.

Alternatives
2a, 2b, 3
(PA)

Consolidation of CV effort in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery is expected to occur under any of the
action alternatives, as not all vessels owned, operated, or controlled by cooperative members that
fished during the historical qualification period would be needed to efficiently harvest the cooperative
quota. It is likely, however, that consolidation of vessels themselves (that is, vessels exiting all
commercial fishing) would be limited by catch history being attached to the LLP license and being non-
severable under all three action alternatives. For a large majority of relevant CVs, BSAI Pacific cod
represents a relatively modest proportion of their overall fishing portfolio and, from a community
perspective, retention of active local vessels focused on other fisheries in their annual round portfolio
would be a key to minimizing adverse effects of the consolidation of CV effort in the BSAI Pacific cod
trawl fishery as crew would still be employed, fish would still be delivered, and support service
businesses would still have those vessels as a part of their customer base. Harvester issued QS/CQ
ownership and use caps and vessel use caps, included in each of the action alternatives, would also
tend to reduce quota ownership and use consolidation across communities both in Alaska and in the
Pacific Northwest. Alternatives 2a and Alternative 3 contain an option (2.2.4) and suboption (7.1.1),
respectively, that would protect, at least in part, those CDQ entities with ownership interests in CVs that
have as a practice leased their AFA sideboarded BSAI Pacific cod history during the respective
qualification periods of these two alternatives.

An important distinction for several Alaska local community fleets between the action alternatives is that
under Alternatives 2a and 3, which do not include C season allocations, reallocations from the BSAI
Pacific cod trawl sector to the <60’ HAL and pot sector would be more likely to continue, more likely to
continue at higher levels, and would occur earlier in the year than would be the case under Alternative
2b. These reallocations have accounted for a substantial portion of total reallocations received by the <
60’ HAL and Pot sector and these have been particularly important for the Unalaska/Dutch Harbor
community fleet. Alternatives 2a and 3 would also potentially provide more new entry opportunities than
Alternative 2b. Conversely, under Alternative 2b, which includes C season allocations, those individuals,
entities, and communities in Alaska and the Pacific Northwest directly engaged in BSAI Pacific cod trawl
CV sector would have a greater chance to realize more of the full potential value of the existing overall
sector allocation than has historically been the case under status quo conditions.

Under Alternative 2a and Alternative 3, processors would be allocated a percentage of harvest shares
based on their processing history that would function to promote stability for qualifying processors. For
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan, ownership and operation of the relevant plants have been relatively
stable, so changes that may take place under a CV cooperative system at the plants in those
communities would likely be minor (and beneficial) from the community perspective. The community of
Adak, with a more complicated history of local shore-based processing operational ownership (and
intermittent operations) is more at risk of experiencing adverse community impacts from an allocation
based strictly on processing history, absent Al processor provisions under Element 6 (variations of
which are included in each action alternative) that could benefit Adak, Atka, or both in any given year.
Trawl-caught deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod made to the Sand Point plant during the various historical
qualifying periods have been characterized by company management as occurring in relatively small
amounts and typically only when their Akutan plant was otherwise at maximum capacity during peak
race-for-fish conditions, circumstances that are not expected to occur under any of the action
alternatives. Given the minor contribution of trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod deliveries to the overall
operations of the Sand Point plant, no adverse community level impacts are anticipated for Sand Point
under any action alternatives, aside from a minor decline in city raw seafood tax and shared state
fisheries business tax revenues, even if local deliveries were to be discontinued. Processing of trawl-
caught BSAI Pacific cod has varied considerably from year to year during the historical qualifying
periods, but in general the value of deliveries of trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod were modest compared
to other deliveries from other fisheries accepted at the King Cove plant. One of the potentially important

PCTC Program, November 2022 24



differences between the action alternatives from the King Cove perspective, however, would be the
“drop two years” feature of Alternative 2b, which would allow the dropping of 2010 and 2014, the only
two years over the 2004-2019 span when no trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod deliveries were made to the
King Cove plant. The King Cove plant, unlike the Sand Point plant, is home base for one of the AFA
cooperatives, which likely would provide additional impetus for the continuation of BSAI Pacific cod CV

trawl landings in the community. There is no closed class of processors under any of the action

alternatives and, while potential new entrants would likely be at a competitive disadvantage under
Alternative 2a and Alternative 3, as qualifying processors would be allocated a percentage of harvest
shares, under Alternative 2b there would be no initial allocation of harvest shares to processors. Interest
has been expressed in recent years in increasing local fishery diversification into the BSAI Pacific cod
fishery in multiple CDQ communities, including Atka, St. Paul, False Pass, Nome, and Savoonga in both
local harvesting and processing sectors. These communitie, to varying degrees, face a range of
challenges to entry in the BSAI Pacific cod CV trawl shore-based processing sector unrelated to
implementation of a BSAI trawl CV cooperative program and are at different stages in potentially

addressing these challenges.

Fishery support service businesses could be adversely affected by CV and/or shore-based processor
consolidation of effort under a cooperative system if vessels and/or processors formerly active in the
BSAI Pacific cod CV trawl fishery do not increase their participation in alternate fisheries. While the
amount of BSAI Pacific cod harvested would not be directly impacted, fewer vessels involved in the
harvest and fewer plants involved in the processing would equate to a lower demand for some types of
support services. Many support service suppliers are in the Seattle MSA as well as in and around
Newport, Oregon, including suppliers of a range services (and a scale of services) not available in
Alaska. Support services in the BSAI region itself are largely concentrated in Unalaska/Dutch Harbor.
Many of the same support service businesses in Unalaska/Dutch Harbor that support the BSAI Pacific
cod trawl CV fleet also support the < 60’ HAL/pot fleet and could experience adverse impacts from a
loss of revenue by that fleet if reallocations from the trawl sector were to decrease in frequency or
amount under a cooperative system. Similar decreases in service provision demand due to
consolidation of the trawl fleet or adverse impacts to the < 60’ HAL/pot fleet could impact municipalities
through declines in sales tax revenues or usage fees for waterfront infrastructure-based services.
Similarly, municipal harbor infrastructure fee-based public revenue may decline in relation to the fewer
CVs participating in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery but, like support service business private sector
revenues in any given community, only to the extent that those vessels no longer active in the BSAI
Pacific cod trawl CV fishery due to consolidation of harvesting effort within a cooperative system are not
active in other fisheries in the same area.

Given the history-based nature of the initial allocations under each of the action alternatives, no
substantial shifts in patterns of fishery landings between communities are anticipated, nor are
substantial shifts in the accompanying patterns of revenue accruing to municipalities in Alaska from
local raw fish taxes or shared state fishery business taxes. Overall, the management of the fishery
under any of the action alternatives would allow for greater predictability for fishery participants and
would provide for increased operational, spatial, and temporal flexibility in response to a range of
potential changes in short- and long-term fishery conditions. This flexibility has the potential for
decreasing vulnerability to adverse conditions and increasing resilience following adverse events or
accompanying adverse trends, including adverse effects of climate change, for involved individuals,
entities, and communities.
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Effects on crew

Alternative 1
(No Action)

Existing trends would continue. Short seasons on crowded fishing grounds under race-for-fish
conditions would continue to yield variable results for fishing crew.

Shore-based and floating processor crews are engaged in processing BSAI Pacific cod harvested by
trawl CVs for a relatively short period of time at the end of January and the beginning of February.

Because the BS Pacific cod fishery currently coincides with the BS pollock fishery, some plants must
employ substantially larger crews that are juggled between lines/plants to process landings from both
fisheries.

Processing landings from non-rationalized fisheries hinder the ability of plants to develop employment

schedules that require fewer processing crew being brought into Alaska communities for relatively short
periods of time.

2a, 2b, 3
(PA)

Alternatives

Fewer vessels are expected to fish for Pacific cod and that would result in a decrease in captain and
crew jobs in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV fishery, while those jobs that do remain are expected to
result in more stable employment in the Pacific cod fishery at higher overall levels compensation per
crew member per season than under status quo conditions. Vessels that leave the Pacific cod fishery
would likely specialize in their other fisheries that they currently participate in during the year, especially
the BS pollock and GOA fisheries.

Crew would likely work longer seasons and crew compensation per unit effort could be negatively
impacted if crew shares were adjusted to cover costs of leasing harvesting quota.

The remaining crew jobs could feature better working conditions, be safer with a discontinuation of race-
for-fish conditions, provide better season-to-season employment potential, and allow for compensation
predictability.

The non-severability of quota from the LLP licenses is expected to minimize overall crew job losses,
especially aboard BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs with Alaska ownership addresses, as those vessels are
primarily focused on GOA fisheries.

Crew members on Alaska ownership address vessels that no longer participate directly in the BSAI

Pacific cod fishery may still participate in other fisheries in the GOA pursued by the vessels on which

they work. These crew positions may also be perceived by a substantial portion of the crew as more
desirable due to fishing closer to home.

Although the Pacific cod fishery is a relatively small portion of the processing portfolio of most of the
qualified processors, the cooperative program alternatives are likely to contribute to stability in
processing crew employment. This increased stability could lead to fewer processing jobs at peak
times, but the remaining jobs should provide more stable and consistent employment and allow workers
to move between processing different species as needed. If similar hiring conditions remain in place
after a cooperative program is implemented, overtime hours would likely continue to be available to
processing workers.

Effects on safety

Alternative 1
(No Action)

Current BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod fishery requires vessel operators to compete for a share of the BSAI

trawl CV sector apportionment of Pacific cod during a brief A season and to a lesser extent the brief B

season and the C season. This can result in vessel operators fishing when conditions are poor, if others

are fishing, to avoid a reduction in harvest and income. BSAI weather conditions during the A season

(the end of January and beginning of February) can be unpredictable and dangerous, especially for
smaller CVs.

(PA)

Alternatives
2a, 2b, 3

Management of the BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod fishery under the PCTC Program is expected to extend
the A season from about 2-weeks at the end of January and early February to fishing the second week
in February through the end of March which could improve safety at-sea by allowing vessel operators to
not fish in bad weather. The B season could also be selectively fished in better weather after the end of

the A season. The C season will remain a limited access fishery, but the pace of that fishery has been
slow and it should continue to allow vessel operators to avoid fishing during unsafe weather conditions.
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Effects on Monitoring and Enforcement

Alternatives | See Table 2-185 in Section 2.10.7 for a summary of the types of impacts of monitoring and enforcement
2a, 2b, 3 requirements to implement the proposed PCTC Program.
(PA)

Effects on net benefits to the Nation

Alternatives | It is expected that any PCTC Program action alternative will result in greater net benefits to the Nation
2a, 2b, 3 compared to Alternative 1. The increase in net benefits is a result of increases in both producer and
(PA) consumer surplus (see Section 2.10.11).

Summary of Environmental Assessment

Overall, the Environmental Assessment (EA) of the current alternatives did not identify any significant
effects on the biological, physical, or human environment. The current fishery management program was
analyzed in detail in the Groundfish Programmatic Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.

The EA analyzes the cumulative effects of each alternative and the effects of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions (RFFA). The cumulative effects on the other resources have been analyzed in
numerous documents and the impacts of this proposed action and alternatives on those resources is minimal,
therefore there is no need to conduct an additional cumulative impacts analysis for those resources.

The sections presented in this EA focus on Pacific cod (Section 3.2), Prohibited Species Catch (Section 3.3),
incidental catch (Section 3.4), and marine mammals (Section 3.5). No significant effects are presumed for
ecosystem component species, seabirds, habitat, or the ecosystem because harvest limits (TACs), habitat
protections (such as closed areas), and current or proposed fishing regulations as described in previous
documents (NMFS 2005; NPFMC and NMFS 2017; NPFMC 2018) would not be changed by any of the
alternatives.

The alternatives, including the preferred alternative selected by the Council in October 2021, have the
potential to affect BSAI groundfish, prohibited species, marine mammals, and social and economic
components. For groundfish, increased seasonal flexibility is not likely to increase overall fishing pressure.
The intensity of trawling would remain unchanged because current regulations define the methods that may
be used, areas in which trawling is allowed, and restrict the maximum amount of trawling to TAC levels.
Even if there is a redistribution of effort, the fishery will likely remain within the established footprint of the
trawl fishing grounds. In addition, rationalized fisheries have been shown to be beneficial to resource
components by reducing the race for fish. The fishery has been closing quickly due to race for fish and
getting to the TAC limit very shortly after the season opens. However, the fishery season would remain the
same, so therefore timing would remain the same. If the TAC increased substantially, the season would
remain open for the duration.

PSC rates may decrease slightly from the status quo if fishing effort moves away from periods with
relatively high PSC rates or the fleet implements fishing practices that are known to reduce PSC rates (i.e.,
eliminating night fishing and using halibut escapement devices in the fishing nets).

No change in the number of incidental takes for Steller sea lions (SSL) is expected under either alternative.
As compared to the status quo, Alternatives 2a, 2b and 3 (PA) may have potential impacts on a portion of the
western DPS of SSL in the BSAI due to any changes in availability of Pacific cod due to spreading catch
over a longer period of time, but not in a way that may be measurable or discernable separate from all the
other variables that affect fishery operations and natural variation.
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Any effects to habitat continue to be limited by the amount of the groundfish TACs and by the existing
habitat conservation and protection measures. Overall, the combination of the direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects on habitat complexity for both living and non-living substrates, benthic biodiversity, and
habitat suitability is not likely to be significant under any of the alternatives.

Relevant past and present actions are described in several documents and are incorporated by reference.
These include the PSEIS (NMFS 2004), the EFH EIS (NMFS 2005), the harvest specifications EIS (NMFS
2007), and the EA/RIR/IRFA to implement Amendment 85 (72 FR 50787) to the BSAI FMP (NPFMC
2007). This analysis provides a brief review of the RFFAs that may affect environmental quality and result in
cumulative effects. Future effects include harvest of federally managed fish species and current habitat
protection from federal fishery management measures, harvests from state managed fisheries and their
associated protection measures, efforts to protect endangered species by other federal agencies, and other
non-fishing activities and natural events.

Considering the direct and indirect impacts of the proposed alternatives when added to the impacts of past
and present actions previously analyzed in other documents that are incorporated by reference and the
impacts of the RFFAs listed above, the cumulative impacts of the proposed alternatives are determined to be
not significant.
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1 Introduction

This Environmental Assessment (EA) and Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) analyzes a proposed Pacific
Cod Trawl catcher vessel (CV) Program (PCTC Program) considers allocations of quota shares (QS) to
groundfish License Limitation Program (LLP) licenses based on the harvest of targeted® Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands (BSAI) Pacific cod during the qualifying years.* From this point forward, all references
to LLP licenses throughout the document refer to groundfish LLP licenses, unless otherwise noted. The
action also considers allocating harvest shares to a processor permit based on processing history of BSAI
Pacific cod during the qualifying years. This QS would yield an exclusive harvest privilege for use in a
BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod catch cooperative. The intent of this action is to improve the prosecution of
the fishery by promoting safety and stability in the harvesting and processing sectors, increasing the value
of the fishery, minimizing bycatch to the extent practicable, providing for the sustained participation of
fishery dependent communities, and ensuring the sustainability and viability of the resource.

This RIR/EA addresses the statutory requirements of the Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (MSA), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Presidential Executive Order
(E.O.) 12866, and some of the requirements of the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA). An RIR/EA is a
standard document produced by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council or NPFMC) and
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Alaska Region to provide the analytical background for
decision-making. The RIR describes the benefits and costs of the alternatives, the distribution of impacts,
and identification of the small entities that may be affected by the alternatives. This RIR also integrates an
analysis of the social and fishing community impacts of the proposed action typically found in a Social
Impact Assessment (SIA). The EA section of the document provides assessments of the environmental
impacts of a proposed action and its reasonable alternatives. However, this integrated document as a
whole is considered to be the EA prepared for this action, since some NEPA requirements for the EA are
included in the RIR sections.

This EA is being prepared using the 1978 Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Regulations.
NEPA reviews initiated prior to the effective date of the 2020 CEQ regulations may be conducted using
the 1978 version of the regulations. The effective date of the 2020 CEQ NEPA Regulations was
September 14, 2020.°

3 The analysis includes a brief discussion of whether the initial allocation should include all BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV
sector Pacific cod catch and not just targeted Pacific cod catch attributed to that sector. Impacts on incidental catch of
Pacific cod in other directed fisheries and management considerations are the focus of those discussions.

4 The map provided in Figure 2-1 illustrates the BSAI reporting areas in which this action would occur.

5 This review began on prior to September 9, 2020 and the agency has decided to proceed under the 1978
regulations.
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2 Regulatory Impact Review

This RIR examines the economic benefits and costs of a proposed regulatory amendment that authorizes
the owners/operators of CVs targeting Pacific cod in the BSAI to develop harvesting cooperatives that are
grated access to a specific amount of the sector’s apportionment. This RIR also integrates an analysis of
the social impacts and fishing community impacts of the proposed action typically found in an SIA. The
purpose of this action is to improve the prosecution of the fishery with the intent of promoting safety and
stability in the harvesting and processing sectors, increasing the value of the fishery, minimizing bycatch
to the extent practicable, providing for the sustained participation of fishery dependent communities, and
ensuring the sustainability and viability of the resource.

The preparation of an RIR is required under E.O. 12866 (58 FR 51735, October 4, 1993). The
requirements for all regulatory actions specified in E.O. 12866 are summarized in the following statement
from the E.O.:

In deciding whether and how to regulate, agencies should assess all costs and benefits of
available regulatory alternatives, including the alternative of not regulating. Costs and
benefits shall be understood to include both quantifiable measures (to the fullest extent
that these can be usefully estimated) and qualitative measures of costs and benefits that
are difficult to quantify, but nevertheless essential to consider. Further, in choosing
among alternative regulatory approaches agencies should select those approaches that
maximize net benefits (including potential economic, environmental, public health and
safety, and other advantages, distributive impacts; and equity), unless a statute requires
another regulatory approach.

E.O. 12866 requires that the Office of Management and Budget review proposed regulatory programs that
are considered to be “significant.” A “significant regulatory action” is one that is likely to:

e Have an annual effect on the economy of $100 million or more or adversely affect in a material
way the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, competition, jobs, the environment,
public health or safety, or State, local or tribal governments or communities;

o C(Create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned by another
agency;

e Materially alter the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs or the
rights and obligations of recipients thereof; or

e Raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of legal mandates, the President’s priorities, or the
principles set forth in E.O. 12866.

2.1. Statutory Authority

Under the MSA (16 U.S.C. 1801, ef seq.), the United States has exclusive fishery management authority
over all marine fishery resources found within the exclusive economic zone (EEZ). The management of
these marine resources is vested in the Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) and in the regional fishery
management councils. In the Alaska Region, the Council has the responsibility for preparing fishery
management plans (FMPs) and FMP amendments for the marine fisheries that require conservation and
management, and for submitting its recommendations to the Secretary. Upon approval by the Secretary,
NMEFS is charged with carrying out the Federal mandates of the Department of Commerce with regard to
marine and anadromous fish.

The groundfish fisheries in the EEZ off Alaska are managed under the FMP for Groundfish of the Bering
Sea and Aleutian Islands Management Area (BSAI FMP) and the Fishery Management Plan for
Groundfish of the Gulf of Alaska (GOA FMP). The proposed action under consideration would amend
both FMPs and Federal regulations at 50 CFR §679. Section 303A of the MSA (16 U.S.C. 1853a)

PCTC Program, November 2022 30



authorizes the creation of limited access privilege programs (LAPPs). Actions taken to amend FMPs or
implement regulations governing these fisheries must meet the requirements of applicable Federal laws,
regulations, and executive orders.

2.2. Purpose and Need

It is generally understood that current regulations that limit harvest directly through limitations on total
allowable harvest and input controls can make the harvesting and processor sectors less efficient.
However, management that relies on catch share programs is expected to result in improved technical
efficiency through retirement of redundant capital, more efficient use of retained capital and other inputs,
and quota transfers from less efficient to more efficient trawl CVs (Marine Policy, 2015).

Recognizing the benefits of a catch share program in addressing increasing inefficiency in the BSAI trawl
CV Pacific cod fishery, the Council at its February 2019 meeting adopted a purpose and need statement as
part of a request for a scoping paper that considered development of a cooperative based program for the
BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV fishery.® At the October 2019 meeting, the Council, while conducting a
review of the scoping paper, adjusted the purpose and need statement to reflect the Council’s intent to
provide stability in the harvesting and processing sectors and to provide for sustained participation of
fishery dependent communities while ensuring the sustainability and viability of the BSAI Pacific cod
resource. In December 2020, the Council further modified the purpose and need statement to include
minimizing bycatch to the extent practicable. The Council noted that participants with exclusive shares of
BSALI Pacific cod will have time to be more selective in determining when, where, and how to harvest
their allocation and thereby potentially reduce their halibut and crab prohibited species catch (PSC) usage
and rates. Recognizing the increased opportunity to minimize bycatch as a benefit of catch share
programs, the Council included minimizing bycatch to the extent practicable as part of the purpose and
need statement. Provided below is the revised purpose and need statement:

Over the last several years, total allowable catch for Pacific cod in the Bering Sea-Aleutian
Island has steadily decreased. The pace of the fishery has contributed to an increasingly
compressed season, resulting in decreased ability to maximize the value of the fishery and
negatively impacting all fishery participants (catcher vessels, motherships, shoreside processors,
and communities). This race for fish also discourages fishing practices that can minimize bycatch
and threatens the sustained viability of the fishery. The Council is considering the development of
a cooperative-based program to improve the prosecution of the fishery, with the intent of
promoting safety and stability in the harvesting and processing sectors, minimizing bycatch to the
extent practicable, increasing the value of the fishery, providing for the sustained participation of
fishery dependent communities, and ensuring the sustainability and viability of the resource.

The Council’s October 2021 preferred alternative (PA) addresses the stated purpose and need to improve
the prosecution of the fishery by slowing the pace of the fishery and increase the season length as
harvesters will no longer be competing for a share of the fishery and processors will not need to add
capacity to keep up with a frenzied pace of deliveries. The pace of the derby fishery puts economic
pressures to fish in weather conditions that could be unsafe, but this economic pressure can be reduce or
avoided in a rationalized fishery.” Safety in the fishery is also improved by reducing overcrowding on the
fishing grounds which reduces the potential for gear interactions.

Stability: Catch share programs in Alaska have resulted in stable harvesting and processing sectors,
especially as the programs have matured, where stability means (predictable number of participants and
fishery pace, for example). We anticipate similar results will occur under the Council’s PA, which meets

% Motion from February 2019: https://meetings.npfimc.org/CommentReview/DownloadFile?p=68547653-a558-4b6e-8318-
70444670bcas.pdf&fileName=C4%20MOTION%20BS AI1%20Pcod%20Trawl%20CV %20Scoping%20Document.pdf

7 A rationalized fishery allocated fishery resources among participants like harvesters and processors through limiting
access that balances the interests of several groups that depend on these fisheries.
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the goal of providing stability to sector participants. Several components of the PA are designed to
promote stability including allocations to harvesters and processors to balance market power, cooperative-
style management which allows transfers between cooperatives so full harvest of Pacific cod cooperative
quota (CQ) can occur, and ownership and use caps that limit consolidation and prevent acquisition of
excessive shares.

Some components of the PA result in tradeoffs between the goals and objectives in the purpose and need.
For example, reducing PSC levels could result in greater instability for the sectors but may better achieve
the objective of minimizing bycatch to the extent practicable. Limitations on the catcher/processor (C/P)
sector action as motherships may be slightly more disruptive to their operations creating more uncertainty
for the C/Ps and the CVs that have traditionally delivered offshore, but this slight C/P disruption will
provide for the sustained participation of fishery dependent communities.

Minimize bycatch: The objective to minimize bycatch consistent with the purpose and need and National
Standard 9 is met by individual and cooperative accountability of PSC usage which will increase
incentives to avoid PSC to the extent practicable. PSC apportionments within cooperatives and across
cooperatives will have a high value as the limited availability of those species could constrain the value
derived from the Pacific cod fishery and result in enforcement actions and associated fines if exceeded.
Reduction in the PSC limits available to the sector/cooperatives will help ensure that harvesters utilize
fishing practices that minimize bycatch to the extent practicable.

Increased value: The objective to increase the value of the fishery is expected to be met by slowing the
pace of the fishery and allowing harvesters to deliver higher quality Pacific cod to the processors.
Processors also have the ability under the PA to slow throughput at the plants and produce higher quality
fillets or value-added products.

Sustained participation: Providing for the sustained participation of fishing communities objective is met
in a few ways. Gulf of Alaska (GOA) sideboards are designed to protect Gulf community fleets from
increased competition resulting from rationalization of the BSAI trawl CV fishery. Limits on C/P
processing and processor allocations could serve to stabilize landings in communities the historically
depend on BSAI Pacific cod processing. Additionally, the Aleutian Islands (Al) processor provisions
under Element 6 could have beneficial impacts to communities in the western Al region (and potentially
have adverse impacts to communities in other regions). Finally, the inability to sever catch histories from
LLP licenses and setting ownership and use caps helps to limit consolidation of harvesting and processing
activity between communities.

Sustainability and viability of the resource: NMFS and the Council will continue to utilize the best
science available to establish harvest levels in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery. Individuals and cooperatives
will need to ensure they do not exceed their available quota or risk being subject to fines by the
cooperatives or Office of Law Enforcement (OLE) enforcement actions. Together these will help ensure
that the trawl CV sector apportionment is not exceeded on an annual basis.

2.3. History of this Action

2.3.1. February 2019

The Council, while completing an initial review at their February 2019 meeting of an action to limit
certain Amendment 80 and American Fisheries Act (AFA) C/Ps acting as motherships when receiving
non-community development quota (CDQ) BSAI Pacific cod deliveries from trawl CVs, initiated the
cooperative program analysis as a separate action. At that meeting, the Council bifurcated its action into
two separate actions: 1) alternatives that would constrain when C/Ps can act as a mothership
(implemented under the BSAI FMP Amendment 120) and 2) trawl CV management structure alternatives
(the current alternatives under consideration are included in this proposed amendment). The Council
noted that bifurcating the C/P mothership limitations from the trawl CV management alternatives was
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necessary to control offshore processing activity to protect critical revenue streams and economic
development in coastal Alaska communities. The Council also noted that the trawl CV management
alternatives did not capture the full scope of the issues faced by the BSAI Pacific cod participants.

During the February 2019 meeting, the Council initiated an action to address the numerous concerns
being encountered in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV fishery, which superseded the previous trawl CV
management alternatives that were evaluated in the initial review document noted above. The Council
requested the development of a scoping paper that considers methods to rationalize the BSAI Pacific cod
trawl CV fishery.® The Council requested a scoping document instead of a discussion paper, because it
felt a scoping document indicates that the issue is farther along than the discussion paper stage. The
Council also stated that this scoping paper signals that the Council has a greater intent to move forward on
the issue. At the same time the Council approved development of the scoping document, it encouraged
stake holders to begin a parallel process of working to develop approaches to developing a catch share
program for the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV fishery that address their concerns.

Specifically, the Council requested that staff address the following issues so they could be incorporated
into a comprehensive BSAI cod trawl CV management program:

e allocation of BSAI Pacific cod quota share to BSAI LLP licenses

e cstablishing trawl CV cooperative(s) for Pacific cod

e recognition of historical AFA cooperative-based cod harvest arrangements since the
implementation of pollock cooperatives under the AFA

e recognition of historical harvest of AFA cod exempt boats
e recognition of historical harvest of non-AFA boats
e protections for harvesters, processors, and communities

e use caps, transfer requirements, and other administrative requirements that apply to quota
programs

e cstablishing sideboard limits to protect limited access GOA and BSAI fisheries
e consideration of management changes on CV crew; and

e implications for bycatch management, including halibut savings to benefit the health of
halibut resource.

The Council also established a control date of February 7th, 2019, that may be used as reference for any
future management action to address trawl CV participation in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery. For more
discussion concerning the control date and its impacts, see the text immediately following the description
of Element 2 in Section 2.9.2.

2.3.2. October 2019

At the October 2019 meeting, the Council received the scoping paper, revised its purpose and need
statement, and provided alternatives, elements, and options for a proposed PCTC Program style LAPP.
The Council is currently considering a cooperative program where any LLP license assigned to a vessel
that authorized that vessel’s legal landings of targeted BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod during the qualifying
years is eligible to receive harvest shares.’

9 Motion from October 2019: https://meetings.npfmc.org/CommentReview/DownloadFile?p=8ec692b1-f98b-4195-
808a-11cabded71f0.pdf&fileName=D2%20MOTION.pdf
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2.3.3. December 2020

At the December 2020 meeting, the Council completed an initial review of the PCTC Program. After
reviewing the analysis, Advisory Panel (AP) recommendations, and listening to public testimony, the
Council modified the purpose and need statement to include minimizing bycatch to the extent practicable
and adjusted several of the elements and options under consideration. Section 2.4 provides a description
of the elements and options as well as the complete motion. '

2.3.4. June 2021

At this meeting, the Council conducted a second initial review of an analysis for a BSAI Pacific cod trawl
CV LAPP. After reviewing the analysis, Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) recommendations,
AP recommendations, and listening to public testimony, the Council recommended releasing the analysis
for final action during the October 2021 meeting after addressing comments from the SSC to the extent
practicable. The Council selected a preliminary preferred alternative (PPA) and adjusted several of the
elements and options. Section 2.4 provides a description of the elements and options as well as the
complete PA.!!

2.3.5. October 2021

The Council reviewed the final analysis for a BSAI Pacific cod CV LAPP, SSC and AP
recommendations, and listened to public testimony. After careful consideration of all the information
presented, the Council selected its PA, which is described in Section 2.4.1. A copy of the final October
2021 Council motion is provided in Appendix 8.1.

2.4. Elements, Options, and Alternatives

2.4.1. Description of the Preferred Alternative

To address the problem statement, the Council selected a PA that includes a suite of elements and options
to manage the BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod sector. The alternatives proposed include no action (Alternative
1) and implement a cooperative style LAPP for the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV sector (Alternatives 2a
and 2b and Alternative 3 which is the Council’s PA) that are described in Table 2-1. In general, the
preferred cooperative style LAPP considers allocations of QS to groundfish LLP licenses based on the
legal landings of targeted BSAI Pacific cod in a federal fishery during a range of qualifying years
included in the options. The PA also considers allocating QS to a processor permit based on processing
history of targeted BSAI Pacific cod harvested in a federal fishery and deducted from the BSAI trawl CV
sector apportionment during the qualifying years. The PA, if approved by the Secretary of Commerce,
would yield an exclusive harvest privilege for a portion of the trawl CV sector’s BSAI Pacific cod initial
total allowable catch (ITAC) allocation, after the deduction of any incidental catch allowance (ICA)
required to support other directed fisheries, for use in a PCTC Program cooperative.

The preferred PCTC Program would be a voluntary harvester cooperative in association with a legally
permitted processor (Element 1). Any vessel assigned to an LLP license that authorized the vessel’s legal
landings of targeted BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod during the qualifying years would be eligible to receive
QS (Element 2.1).

To determine the amount of QS allocation to be assigned under the PA, the Council selected 2009 to 2019
(Option 2.2.2) with one drop year of targeted BSAI Pacific cod landings from a federal fishery that was
deducted from the BSAI trawl CV sector apportionment. In December 2020, the Council clarified that

0 Motion from December 2020: https://meetings.npfmc.org/CommentReview/DownloadFile?p=92f64c83-c2cd-4a56-
b707-834ae92c3ab7.pdf&fileName=C5%20Motion.pdf

" https://meetings.npfmc.org/CommentReview/DownloadFile ?p=3cb4fcde-cb4f-4fae-8256-
¢5ff230f8697.pdf&fileName=C4%20Council%20Motion.pdf
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catch history to determine QS will not be considered beyond December 31, 2019 (see Section 2.9.2). In
the case of stacked LLP licenses that authorized qualifying catch history when no agreement is provided
by the vessel owner/license holders at the time of application, qualifying catch history would be assigned
to an LLP license by the owner of the vessel that made the catch (Option 2.3.2). NMFS would issue CQ
to cooperatives by season (Element 2.4), and the recommended program would allocate only A season
and B season QS, leaving the C season (15 percent) as a limited access fishery available to any trawl CVs
with an eligible groundfish LLP license and appropriate endorsements (Element 2.5).

The Council clarified in their PA that the annual halibut and crab PSC limits available to the BSAI trawl
CV Pacific cod sector would be established through the annual specifications process. The Council
recommended establishing a trawl CV BSAI halibut PSC apportionment for the Pacific cod fishery based
on historical use of halibut between trawl CV sector and the AFA C/P sector, while for BSAI crab PSC,
the apportionments would be based on the proportion of BSAI Pacific cod allocated to the two sectors
(Element 3). The Council’s PA would reduce the halibut PSC apportionment to the BSAI trawl CV
Pacific cod sector by 25 percent for halibut and 35 percent for crab (Element 3, Option 3.3). Any
reduction of halibut and crab PSC associated with Option 3.3 would not be reapportioned to other Trawl
Limited Access Sector (TLAS) fisheries. The reduction to the halibut PSC limit would be phased over 2
years (Suboption 3.3.3). Element 3.4 would establish a separate C season halibut and crab PSC apportion
of 5 percent before applying PSC limit reductions. Finally, PSC limits would be transferable between
cooperatives.

The Council’s PA includes GOA sideboard limits for PCTC Program qualified LLP licenses. Option 4.1
would change the AFA non-exempt GOA groundfish and halibut PSC sideboard limits for all non-exempt
AFA LLP licenses and CVs based on 2009-2019 qualifying years (Option 2.2.2). AFA non-exempt GOA
halibut PSC sideboard limits would be managed as an annual limit. Option 4.2 would restrict AFA CVs
that are exempt from AFA GOA sideboards, non-AFA trawl CVs, and CVs assigned to LLP licenses
endorsed for less than 60 length overall with an Aleutian Islands (Al) transferable endorsement from
leasing their BSAI Pacific cod CQ as a condition of being exempt from GOA sideboards in the proposed
Pacific cod LAPP. Vessels assigned a qualified GOA exempt LLP license that does not fish in the GOA
during the calendar years, except for the CGOA Rockfish Program, would be able to lease their BSAI
Pacific cod CQ generated by the LLP license for that calendar year. In addition, vessels with LLP licenses
less than 300 mt of average annual qualifying BSAI Pacific cod catch history would be able to lease their
BSAI Pacific cod CQ.

Element 5 is included to address community and processing sector issues associated with the creation of
the proposed LAPP. The PA allows all processors with an eligible Federal Processor Permit (FPP) or
Federal Fisheries Permit (FFP) to process BSAI Pacific cod (subject to eligibility requirements under
BSAI FMP Amendment 120 to limit catcher/processors acting as motherships (Element 5.1); limit the
amount of trawl CV targeted BSAI Pacific cod that can be delivered to trawl C/Ps acting as a mothership
(Element 5.2), and allocates harvest shares to eligible processors for use in a PCTC Program cooperative
(Element 5.4). Under Element 5.4, the Council selected an allocation of 22.5 percent of total harvest QS
to eligible processors based on their processing of qualifying deliveries (Options 5.4.5). The Council
determined that processors that are no longer active (no longer hold an FPP) would not be issued QS. The
processing history associated with these processors would be deducted from the total amount of eligible
processing history.

The Council recommended PA includes Option 6.1 which would require cooperatives to reserve 12
percent of the BSAI A season trawl CV sector CQ as a set-aside for delivery to an Al shoreplant if the
community of Adak or Atka file a notice of intent to process that year (Option 6.1). The set-aside would
be in effect during the A and B seasons and any remaining portion of the AI CQ reserve would be
reallocated to cooperatives in the same proportion as the initial allocation if the intent to process is
withdrawn during the A or B seasons by the Al shoreplant(s). The PA requires an intercooperative
agreement that describes how the set-aside will be administered by the cooperatives to ensure that
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harvests from the Bering Sea (BS) and Al CQ reserve do not exceed the minimum set aside, how the
cooperatives intend to harvest the set-aside, and how cooperatives would ensure that CVs less than 60 feet
LOA assigned to an LLP license with a transferable Al trawl endorsement have the opportunity to harvest
10 percent of the Al set-aside for delivery to Al shoreplants. A cooperative intending to harvest any
amount of the set-aside would be required to provide the cooperative’s plan for coordinating harvest and
delivery of the set-aside with an Al shoreplant in the annual cooperative application.

Element 7 defines the transferability provisions and notes that QS are attached to the LLP license and are
non-severable from the LLP license. Transfer of an LLP license eligible for this program would result in
the transfer of any program eligibility, QS associated with the LLP, and sideboard limitations (Element
7.1). Included as part of the PA is a suboption to authorized holders of eligible LLP licenses that would
authorize BSAI non-exempt AFA CVs the ability to transfer QS between LLP licenses to accommodate
private lease agreements during the qualifying period. The window for transferring QS is 90 days from
the publishing of the Final Rule. The 5 percent ownership cap from Element 8.1 would apply. Transfers
of QS outside the 90-day period due to an operation of law would also be permitted. As part of that
element, the newly created processor permits under the PCTC Program may only be transferred to another
processor and shoreside processor permits could only be transferred to another shoreside processor that
holds an FPP. Quota shares assigned to these processor permits would be non-severable except in the case
of a transfer to another eligible processor results in exceeding the use cap under Option 8.3. The portion
of QS over the use cap could be severed from permit and transferred to another eligible processor permit.

Element 8 of the Council’s PA defines ownership and use caps. The Council included ownership and use
caps of 5 percent for harvester-issued (Element 8.1) QS and processor-issued QS of 20 percent (Element
8.3), vessel use cap of 5 percent (Element 8.2), and a company level processing cap of 20 percent
(Element 8.4). The PA will provide a legacy provision (grandfather!'?) persons over the harvester-issued
and processor-issued use caps, vessel use caps, and processing caps.

Element 9 addresses cooperative provisions. A cooperative shall be formed by holders of qualified LLP
licenses with trawl CV Pacific cod QS. Each LLP license may be assigned to one cooperative. A list of
trawl CVs eligible to harvest a portion of that cooperative’s CQ must be identified in the annual
cooperative application (the Council did not selected Element 14 in its preferred alternative, so only trawl
CVs are eligible to harvest a cooperative’s CQ).

The Council included in the PA elements to address share duration (Element 10), monitoring (Element
11), reporting and program review (Element 12), and cost recovery (Element 13). These elements are
unchanged or have relatively minor changes from the analysis presented in October 2020.

The following elements and options were adopted by the Council in October 2021 as the PA. The
Council’s PA is shown in bold. A copy of the clean PA is provided in Appendix 8.1.

Element 1. Cooperative Style System
Voluntary harvester cooperatives.

Holders of qualified trawl catcher vessel (CV) License Limitation Program (LLP) licenses under
Element 2 must join a cooperative annually in association with an eligible licensed processor
(Federal Fisheries Permit (FFP) or Federal Processing Permit (FPP)) to harvest their trawl CV
Pacific cod cooperative quota (CQ). Harvesters may change cooperatives and cooperative
associations may change annually without penalty.

12 Legacy provision will be used in place of grandfather provision. They are interchangeable and mean the exact
same thing.

PCTC Program, November 2022 36



No limitation on the number of LLP license holders or qualifying catch history (legal landings)
needed to form a cooperative.

No limitation on the number of cooperatives that may form.
Inter-cooperative formation is allowed.

Option: A minimum of three LLP licenses are needed to form a cooperative.

Element 2: Initial Allocation to LLP Licenses

Catch history to determine initial quota share (QS) allocations under this management action will
not be considered beyond December 31, 2019.

2.1. Eligibility — Any LLP license assigned to a vessel that made qualifying catch history (legal
landings) of targeted trawl CV BSAI Pacific cod during the qualifying years (or an LLP license as
of December 31, 2019, assigned to an American Fisheries Act (AFA) trawl CV that had BSAI
Pacific cod catch in 1997)" and any transferable Aleutian Islands (AI) endorsement is eligible to
receive QS.

Option: Establish a minimum threshold percentage range of 0.25%-1% by LLP holder for eligibility
to receive QS. Partial ownership of LLP licenses counts toward the minimum threshold using the
individual and collective rule. Does not apply to those 8 LLP licenses with a transferable Al
endorsement.

2.2. Harvester Allocations — Eligible LLP licenses must be assigned to a cooperative for the
cooperative to receive annual Pacific cod CQ. The initial allocation of QS will be made to eligible
LLP licenses or transferable Al endorsements, with each LLP license’s or transferable Al
endorsement's QS based on the Pacific cod qualifying catch history (legal landings) of targeted
BSAI Pacific cod authorized by that LLP license or a transferable Al endorsement'* during the
following qualifying years:

Option 2.2.1: 2014 - 2019

Option 2.2.2: 2009 — 2019

Option 2.2.3: 2004 —2019

Option 2.2.4: Allocations based on a blend of catch history and AFA sideboard history '

Suboptions to credit catch history/sideboard at:
Suboption 2.2.1: 50%/50%
Suboption 2.2.2: 80%/20%
Suboption 2.2.3: 20%/80%

Suboptions (applicable to Options 2.2.1 —2.2.4):
Suboption 2.2.1. Drop 1 Year
Suboption 2.2.2. Drop 2 Years

2.3. For the initial allocation of QS, qualifying catch history is attached to the LLP license at the
time of harvest. If multiple LLP licenses authorized catch by a vessel, in the absence of an

8The latter criteria (LLP assigned to an AFA trawl CV that had BSAI Pacific cod catch in 1997) is only applicable if
one of the blend options is selected under Option 2.2.4.

4 Landings of targeted Al Pacific cod in the parallel fishery prior to receiving a transferable Al endorsement
(2004 through September 13, 2009) in addition to legal landings of targeted Pacific cod in the parallel and
federal fishery after receiving a transferable Al endorsement would qualify under the Council’s criteria for
catch history.

15 Using staff approach of blending 1997 sideboard history with qualifying year option catch history attached to the
eligible LLP license at the time of implementation of the trawl CV LAPP.
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agreement provided by the LLP license holder at the time of application, qualifying catch history
will be:

Option 2.3.1: divided equally between those LLP licenses.
Option 2.3.2: assigned to an LLP license by the owner of the vessel that made the catch.

2.4. Annual CQ will be issued to each cooperative by NMFS based on the aggregate QS attached to
LLP licenses that are assigned to the cooperative. NMFS will issue CQ by season and rely on the
cooperatives to ensure the seasonal limits are not exceeded. Unused A season CQ may be rolled
over to the B season. QS will not be designated for harvest in a management area (i.e., BS or Al)
but may be harvested from either area.

2.5. Option to allocate A and B season BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod only:

A and B season trawl CV Pacific cod sector allocations (after deduction of the ICAs) will be
allocated to cooperatives as CQ. Annual CQ attributable to each LLP license will be that LL.P
license’s proportional share of the total QS.

The C season trawl CV Pacific cod allocation will remain 15 percent and remain a limited access
trawl CV fishery and will be available to any trawl CV with an eligible groundfish LLP license with
an applicable area endorsement. The C season limited access fishery will be managed as currently
by NMFS, including management of incidental catches of Pacific cod in other directed fisheries. C
season trawl CV sector apportionments (including A and B season ICAs and CQ remaining after
June 10) that NMFS projects to go unused are subject to reallocation to other sectors under current
reallocation rules.

2.6. All groundfish species not allocated to cooperatives will be managed by maximum retainable
amounts (MRASs), as under current management.

2.7 The BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limit for AFA trawl CVs at 50 CFR 679.64(b)(3)(ii) is removed
for the A and B season upon implementation of this program. The BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limit
for AFA trawl CVs at 50 CFR 679.64(b)(3)(ii) is maintained for the C season upon implementation
of this program.

The BSAI halibut PSC sideboard limit for AFA trawl CVs at 50 CFR 679.64(b)(4)(i) and Table 40
is removed upon implementation of this program.

The BSAI crab PSC sideboard limit for AFA trawl CVs at 50 CFR 679.64(b)(4)(i) and Table 41 is
maintained upon implementation of this program.

Element 3. Prohibited Species Catch Limits

The annual crab and halibut PSC limits available to the BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod sector will be
established through the annual specification process as follows:

Option 3.1: Crab PSC limits will be maintained at the BSAI trawl limited access sector level.

Option 3.2: Establish separate PSC limits for the BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod sector. Halibut
PSC limit will be apportioned based on historical use (using qualifying years selected under
Element 2) between the trawl CV sector and the AFA catcher processor (C/P) sector. Crab PSC
limits will be apportioned based on the proportion of BSAI Pacific cod allocated to the trawl
CV sector and the AFA C/P sector.

Option 3.3: Reduce PSC limit to BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod sector.
Suboption 3.3.1: Reduce halibut PSC limit by 10%; 25%; 35%.
Suboption 3.3.2: Reduce crab PSC limits by: 10%; 25%; 35%; 45%.
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Red king crab Zone 1: (80% reduction from 2019 limit)
C. opilio Bycatch Limitation Zone: (69% reduction from 2019 limit)
C. bairdi Zone 1 and Zone 2: (48% reduction from 2019 limit)

Suboption 3.3.3: Phase in halibut PSC limit reduction over 3 years or 2 years'®, One third or
one half'” of the total halibut PSC limit reduction is implemented each year.

Option 3.4: If Element 2.5 is selected, establish separate C season halibut and crab PSC
apportionments (5%-15%) before applying PSC limit reductions for the PCTC program.

Each cooperative will receive annual CQ of Pacific cod and apportionments of PSC limits based on
members’ qualifying catch histories (and processing histories, if applicable) to be harvested in
accordance with the harvest cooperative agreement. The sector’s PSC limits will be apportioned to
cooperatives in proportion to its initial Pacific cod CQ apportionment and will be monitored at the
cooperative level, resulting in a prohibition on directed fishing for Pacific cod (halibut PSC limit) or
a prohibition on directed fishing for Pacific cod in a specified area (crab PSC limits) by that
cooperative if the cooperative PSC limit apportionment is reached. PSC limits are transferable
between cooperatives based on the same rules established for Pacific cod CQ.

Element 4: Gulf of Alaska (GOA) Sideboards

Option 4.1: All GOA non-exempt AFA CVs and AFA LLP licenses will be sideboarded (in
aggregate for all GOA groundfish fishing activity) and for halibut PSC (on the annual amount
of the total trawl halibut PSC limit), except for vessels when participating in the Central GOA
Rockfish Program, based on their GOA catch history during the BSAI Pacific cod qualifying
period.

Prohibit directed fishing in regulations for the GOA non-exempt AFA CVs and LLPs
for Southeast Qutside pollock, Western shallow-water flatfish, and both Central and Eastern
deep-water flatfish, and Eastern Pacific Ocean perch.

Option 4.2: AFA GOA-exempt and non-AFA CVs assigned to LLP licenses and CVs assigned to
under 60’ LLP licenses with Al transferable endorsements that receive annual BSAI Pacific cod
CQ will not be permitted to lease their BSAI Pacific cod CQ as a condition of benefiting from a
GOA sideboard exemption. If the vessel assigned to the qualified GOA exempt LLP license does
not fish the GOA during the calendar year, except for the Central GOA Rockfish Program, the
BSALI Pacific cod CQ generated by the LLP license can be leased that calendar year.
Cooperatives will be required to monitor GOA AFA exempt and non-AFA vessels and vessels
assigned to under 60’ LLP licenses with Al transferrable endorsements to ensure they do not
lease their BSAI Pacific cod CQ and implement a penalty structure for violations. Cooperatives
will be required to report leasing activities and penalties issued in the BSAI Pacific cod
cooperative annual report.

Suboption 4.2.1: AFA GOA-exempt, and non-AFA CVs, and CVs assigned to under 60’
LLP licenses with Al transferable endorsements with LLP licenses of less than 200 mt, 300
mt'8, 400 mt, or 600 mt of average annual qualifying BSAI Pacific cod history may lease
their BSAI Pacific cod CQ _and benefit from the GOA sideboard exemption.

Element 5: Processor and Community Provisions

6 Council added 2 years as its preferred alternative. The addition of 2 years is within the scope of the analysis.
7 Council added one half as its preferred alternative. The addition of one half is within the scope of the analysis.
'8 The Council added 300 mt as its preferred alternative. The addition of 300 mt is within the scope of the analysis.
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5.1. No closed class of processors; all processors with an eligible FPP or FFP are eligible to process
BSAI Pacific cod CQ under this program (subject to eligibility requirements under BSAI FMP
Amendment 120 to limit C/Ps acting as motherships).

5.2. Limit (sideboard) on directed BSAI Pacific cod CQ_that can be delivered by trawl CVs to
eligible C/Ps acting as motherships. The sideboard would be based on BSAI Pacific cod processing
history by eligible C/Ps during qualifying years under Element 2. The sideboard will be assigned to the
LLP license authorizing the C/P to act as a mothership in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery.

Option 5.2.1: Each eligible C/P acting as a mothership may process up to the higher of 1) 125%
of the eligible C/P’s processing history (percentage based on qualifying years selected in
Element 2.2 no drop year); or 2) the history (percentage based on qualifying years selected
under Element 2.2) from LLP licenses that are owned (in excess of 75%) directly or indirectly
by the owner of a C/P LLP eligible for the offshore sector of the target non-CDQ BSAI Pacific
cod trawl CV fishery (as of December 31, 2019), not to exceed 125% of the eligible C/P’s
processing history (percentage based on qualifying years selected in Element 2.2 no drop year).

Option 5.2.2: Each eligible C/P acting as a mothership may process up to the eligible C/P’s
processing history (percentage based on qualifying years selected in Element 2.2).

5.3. Limit number of trawl CVs in the directed BSAI Pacific cod fishery that can deliver to eligible C/Ps
acting as motherships. Trawl CVs can qualify for the offshore sector in one of two ways:

An LLP license that is owned (in excess of 75%) directly or indirectly by the owner of a
C/P LLP eligible for the offshore sector of the target non-CDQ BSAI Pacific cod fishery
(as of December 31, 2019)

An LLP license in which a) 90% or b) 75% or more of the quota arising from the history
of the LLP license qualifying for the non-CDQ BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod fishery was
delivered offshore during the qualifying years selected in Element 2.2.

Only initial quota arising from the history of an LLP license qualifying for the offshore sector will be
permitted to be delivered offshore. Only vessels that are assigned LLP licenses that qualify for the
offshore sector will be permitted to make offshore deliveries. Vessels using LLP licenses that are
permitted to deliver offshore may also deliver any or all of the quota derived from the LLP license to
shorebased or floating processors.

5.4. Allocation of QS to processors (this option is only applicable to Bering Sea processors and
eligible C/Ps if Al provisions are selected under element 6):

Onshore and offshore processors with an eligible FFP or FPP (subject to eligibility requirements
under BSAI FMP Amendment 120 to limit C/Ps acting as motherships) that have history of
processing in the federal BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV fishery will be eligible to receive a percentage
of total QS based on each onshore processor’s and offshore processor’s processing history. To be
used, the processor’s CQ would be transferred to the CV cooperative.

If a processor holding QS does not associate with a cooperative, that processor’s CQ will be divided
among cooperatives in the same proportion as the processor’s CQ assigned to individual
cooperatives by the associated processor that year relative to total processor derived CQ that was
issued that year.

If a processor associated with more than one cooperative during a year, the CQ derived from their
processor permit would be divided between the cooperatives in the same proportion as the CQ
derived from LLP licenses.
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Option: A cooperative cannot assign a greater proportion of the CQ resulting from processor held
QS to an LLP license owned by that processor for harvest by a vessel owned by that processor than
the LLP license would have brought into the cooperative absent any processor held QS. The
cooperative will monitor this provision and include reporting on harvest of CQ resulting from
processor held QS in the BSAI Pacific cod cooperative annual report.

Percent of QS to be allocated to eligible processors:

Option 5.4.1: 5%

Option 5.4.2: 10%

Option 5.4.3: 15%

Option 5.4.4: 20%

Option 5.4.5: 22.5%"

Option 5.4.6: 25%

Option 5.4.7: 30%

Processing history years (including any drop year option selected in element 2.2) to receive QS are
the same as harvester years in Element 2.

Processors that are no longer active (no longer hold an FPP) would not be issued QS. The
processing history associated with those processors would be deducted from the total amount of
eligible processing history during the qualifying years when calculating the distribution of QS to
processors.

Element 6: Aleutian Islands Processor Provisions

Options 6.1 and 6.2 are mutually exclusive.

Under this element:

An Al shoreplant is defined consistent with vacated Amendment 113 regulations.

An Al shoreplant operating under the provisions of this element is exempt from the processing
faeility use cap in element 8.4.

All cooperatives will be required to establish an intercooperative agreement that describes how
either the set-aside provision in option 6.1 or the annual Al community shoreplant QS in option 6.2
will be administered by the cooperatives to ensure that harvests in the Bering Sea do not exceed the
minimum set aside or shoreplant allocation amounts. This intercooperative agreement must
establish how the cooperatives intend to harvest the set-aside or shoreplant QS in years when it
applies. This intercooperative agreement must be provided as part of the annual cooperative
application and is required before NMFS can issue CQ. A cooperative intending to harvest any
amount of the set-aside must provide the cooperative’s plan for coordinating harvest and delivery
of the set-aside with an Al shoreplant in the cooperative application.

Option 6.1: In any year when the community of Adak and/or Atka files a notice of intent to
process, require the cooperative(s) to reserve a set-aside for delivery to an Al shoreplant. The
amount of the set-aside (AI CQ reserve) will be 10, 12%2, to 25% of the BSAI CV trawl
directed A season CQ and is in effect during the A and B season. Any remaining portion of the
Al CQ reserve will be reallocated to cooperatives in the same proportion as the initial CQ if
Adak and/or Atka withdraws its intent to operate notice during the A or B season.

The intercooperative agreement must establish how cooperatives would ensure that CVs < 60
feet LOA assigned to an LLP license with a transferable Al trawl endorsement have the

19 Council added 22.5% as its preferred alternative. The addition of 22.5% is within the scope of the analysis.
20 Council added 12% as its preferred alternative. The addition of 12% is within the scope of the analysis.
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opportunity to harvest a percentage of the AI CQ reserve for delivery to an Al shoreplant.
Option 1: 50%, option 2: 25%, or option 3: 10% of the AI CQ reserve.

NMFS will establish a separate Al Incidental Catch Allowance (ICA) and Al Directed Fishing
Allowance (DFA) to support the AI CQ reserve.

When the AI CQ reserve is set equal to the AI DFA, directed fishing for Pacific cod in the Al
may only be conducted by PCTC Program vessels that deliver their catch of Al Pacific cod to
Al shoreplants for processing.

When the AI DFA is greater than the AI CQ reserve amount, the difference between the Al
DFA and the AI CQ reserve will be available for directed fishing by all non-CDQ fishery
sectors with sufficient A-season allocations and may be processed by any eligible processor.

Option 6.2: In any year when the community of Adak and/or Atka files a notice of intent to process,
annual QS shall be issued to the plant operator designated in that notice of intent. In the event one
community issues a notice (option 1: 5.5%, option 2: 10%) of the total BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod
CQ (prior to QS based on harvesting or processing histories) shall be issued to the plant. In the event
both communities issue a notice, the CQ shall be divided equally between two plants. Adak or Atka
may withdraw its intent to operate notice during the season if necessary. In that case, the unharvested
portion of the CQ will be reissued to the other Al shoreplant if it is operating.

Suboption 6.2.1: If no Al shoreplants are operating, the amount of annual CQ equivalent to
unharvested portion will be reissued to cooperatives (holders of LLP licenses with BS and/or Al
harvest history in proportion to their initial CQ).

Annual Al community shoreplant allocations shall be transferable to any cooperative(s) (and between
cooperatives) for harvest by member vessels that are assigned an Al trawl CV LLP license eligible under
this program. CQ shall be harvestable exclusively in the Al and landed in the Al management region.

Suboption 6.2.2: If the community of Adak and/or Atka files a notice of intent to process, annual
CQ should be issued to an entity representing the community designated in the notice of intent.

Suboption 6.2.3: Al trawl CVs less than 60 assigned to an LLP license with a transferable Al
endorsement will be eligible under the program to be assigned to a cooperative annually in
association with the Adak and/or Atka plant regardless of whether they otherwise qualify for the
program. Option 1: 50%, option 2: 25%, or option 3: 10% of the annual Al community shoreplant
allocation must be harvested by these vessels.

Element 7. Transferability

7.1. Initially issued QS are attached to trawl CV LLP licenses and are non-severable from the LLP
licenses. Transfer of an LLP license eligible for this program results in the transfer of any program
eligibility and QS associated with the LLP license.

Suboption 7.1.1: For the LLP licenses associated with the non-exempt AFA vessels, within
ninety (90) days of initial issuance of QS, the owners of the LLP licenses that are associated
with AFA non-exempt CVs that had engaged in fish transfer agreements during the
qualifying periods and whose QS allocation at initial issuance does not exceed the ownership
cap in element 8.1 may transfer the QS between other LLP licenses associated with AFA
non-exempt vessels subject to the ownership cap in element 8.1. After these transfers are
approved by NMFS, the BSAI Pacific cod QS will no longer be severable from the LLP
license to which it was reassigned unless modification is supported by an operation of law.

7.2. QS based on processing history are issued as separate permits, and the permit is only
transferable to another processor. Permits issued to shoreside processors can only be transferred to
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other shoreside processors that hold an FPP. The QS is non-severable from the permit except in the
case that transfer of the permit to another eligible processor would result in exceeding the use cap
under Option 8.3. In that case, the portion of the QS over the cap is allowed to be severed from the
permit and transferred to another eligible processor permit or shoreside processor that holds an
FPP.

7.3. Annual Pacific cod CQ and PSC limits (whether derived from harvesting or processing
histories) are transferable between cooperatives.

7.4. Post-delivery transfers of CQ are permitted but must be completed by December 31 or August
14,

Element 8: Ownership and Use Caps

8.1. Harvester-issued QS. Processor-issued QS does not count toward this use cap. No person may
hold or use more than option: 5%- 10% of the Pacific cod QS issued:

Option 8.1.1: using the individual and collective rule or

Option 8.1.2: using 10% ownership threshold or management and control for assigning QS to a
holder’s/entity’s cap.

Suboption 8.1: Persons over the cap at the time of QS issuance are grandfathered.

8.2. No vessel may harvest more than option: 3%; 4%; 5% of the annual Pacific cod CQ issued in
the fishery.

Option 8.2.1: Vessels over the cap at the time of QS issuance are grandfathered. The
grandfather provision is applied to the vessel designated on an LLP license that yields more
than 5% of the annual Pacific cod CQ at the time of initial allocation. This grandfather
provision is not transferrable if the LLP license is transferred to a new owner.

8.3. Processor-issued QS??: No person may hold or use more than option: 15% - 20% of the Pacific
cod QS:

Option 8.3.1: using the individual and collective rule or

Option 8.3.2: using 10% ownership threshold or management and control for assigning QS to a
holder’s/entity’s cap.

Suboption 8.3: Persons over the cap at the time of QS issuance are grandfathered.
8.4. No company may process more than 20%-30% of the Pacific cod CQ.
Option 8.4.1: using the individual and collective rule

Option 8.4.2: Company over the cap at the time of QS issuance are grandfathered.

Element 9. Cooperative Provisions
Annual cooperative applications must be filed on or before November 1 of the preceding year.

Cooperatives shall be formed by holders of qualified LLP licenses with trawl CV Pacific cod QS.
Each LLP license may be assigned to one cooperative. A list of CVs (both trawl and pot gear vessels

21 The Council added August 1 as its preferred alternative to align with the Council’s preferred alternative to allocate
only A and B season BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod (Element 2.5).
22This cap refers to any QS initially issued to processors on a processor permit under Element 5.3.
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if Element 14 is selected) eligible to harvest a portion of that cooperative’s CQ must be identified in
the annual cooperative application.

Cooperatives are intended only to conduct and coordinate harvest activities of members and are
not Fishermen’s Collective Marketing Act (FCMA) cooperatives.

Membership agreements will specify that processor affiliated members cannot participate in any
price setting negotiations, except as permitted by antitrust laws.

Element 10. Share duration

All QS and allowances under this program are revocable privileges that 1) may be revoked, limited
or modified at any time; 2) shall not confer any right of compensation to the holder, if they are
revoked limited, or modified, and; 3) shall not create or be construed to create any right, title or
interest in or to any fish before the fish is harvested by the holder.

The duration of all QS and associated PSC apportionments is 10 years. These permits will be
renewed before their expiration, unless revoked, limited, or modified.

Element 11. Monitoring

All vessels harvesting CQ will be in 100% observer coverage category. This element is not intended
to modify the observer coverage exception provided for CVs delivering unsorted codends to a
mothership or the current at-sea observer data transmission requirements for non-AFA trawl CVs
for the first 3 years after implementation. Monitoring and enforcement provisions will be
implemented to track quota, harvest, PSC, and use caps. Shoreside processors will be required to
operate under a NMFS-approved Catch Monitoring and Control Plan. The Council authorizes
NMEFS to report weekly vessel-level PSC information as authorized under Magnuson-Stevens Act
(MSA) Sec 402(b)(2)(A).

Element 12. Reporting and Program Review

Each cooperative shall annually produce a report for the Council describing its membership,
cooperative management, and performance in the preceding year including use of CQ derived from
processor issued QS and harvest and delivery of the AI CQ reserve, if applicable.

Per the MSA, a formal detailed review of the program shall be undertaken 5 years after
implementation, with additional reviews, at a minimum, each seven years thereafter.

Element 13. Cost recovery

A fee, not to exceed 3% of the ex-vessel value, will be charged on all program landings to cover the
actual costs directly related to the management, data collection, and enforcement of the program.

Element 14. Gear Conversion

Pacific cod CQ associated with trawl CV LLP licenses may be fished annually by a CV using pot gear. A
pot endorsement is not required, but the LLP license used by a CV must have the appropriate area
endorsement. Harvest would be deducted from the annual trawl CQ account to which the LLP license is
assigned and will not affect sector allocations. CQ harvested by a pot CV is not permanently designated as
pot CV CQ. If Option 2.5 is selected, gear conversion only applies to the A and B seasons based on the
start and end dates for the trawl fishery. Pot CV's harvesting CQ would be subject to 100% coverage and
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PSC use would be deducted from the PSC limit allocated to the cooperative. NMFS will develop
monitoring and enforcement provisions necessary to track quota, harvest, PSC, and use caps.

Given the myriad ways to combine the many elements and options in the proposed action to form an
alternative, two alternatives (2a and 2b) were developed early in the process for purposes of analysis.
These alternatives are supplemented with a Council developed PA selected during its October 2021
meeting. The combination of these action alternatives in addition to Alternative 1 represent a reasonable
suite of alternatives to assess the impacts of the PA. Table 2-1 provides a summary of the current
alternatives including the Council’s PA. Each of the action alternatives in the analysis address the
problem statement by providing an allocation of BSAI Pacific cod to the trawl CV sector and allow for
the sector to form cooperatives, which are expected to facilitate a more reasonable paced fishery that
would lengthen the seasons, resulting in an increased ability to maximize the value of the fishery and
reduced the impacts of a compressed fishery on all fishery participants. The action alternatives would also
likely encourage fishing practices to minimize bycatch and improve the sustained viability of the fishery.
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Table 2-1

Comparison of action alternatives

Alternative 2a

Alternative 2b

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Cooperative
Style
(Element 1)

Voluntary cooperative with no minimum
number of LLP license holders or eligible
catch history in association with a licensed
processor. Inter-cooperative formation is
allowed.

Voluntary cooperative with no minimum
number of LLP license holders or eligible
catch history in association with a licensed
processor. Inter-cooperative formation is
allowed.

Option: A minimum of three LLP licenses are
needed to form a cooperative

Voluntary cooperative with no minimum
number of LLP license holders or eligible
catch history in association with licensed
processor. Inter-cooperative formation is
allowed.

Option: A minimum of three LLP licenses are
needed to form a cooperative.

Allocation to
LLP Licenses
(Element 2)

Element 2.1 - No minimum threshold
percentage for eligibility to receive harvest
shares.

Element 2.2 - Harvest allocation would be
based on targeted BSAI Pacific cod catch
history during 2014-2019 no dropped years
(Option 2.2.1). Harvest allocation would be
for the A and B seasons only (Element 2.5)
with C season remaining as a limited access
fishery.

Option 2.2.4 — For AFA non-exempt BSAI
Pacific cod sideboarded vessels, allocations
are based on a 50/50 (Suboption 2.2.1)
blend of 2014-2019 no dropped qualifying
years and 1997 BSAI Pacific cod sideboard
history.

Option 2.3.2 — When multiple licenses
authorized catch by one vessel qualifying
catch history would be assigned to an LLP
license by the owner of the vessel that
made the catch.

Element 2.1 Option - Establish a minimum
threshold percentage of 1% by LLP license
holder for eligibility to receive harvest shares.
Does not apply to the 8 LLP licenses with a
transferable Al endorsement.

Element 2.2 - BSAI Pacific cod harvest
allocation would be based on targeted BSAI
Pacific cod catch history during 2004-2019
drop 2 years (Option 2.2.3). Harvest
allocation would be for A, B, and C seasons.
Option 2.3.1 When multiple licenses
authorized catch by one vessel qualifying
catch history would be divided equally
between those licenses.

Element 2.1 - No minimum threshold
percentage for eligibility to receive harvest
shares.

Element 2.2 - Harvest allocation would be
based on targeted BSAI Pacific cod catch
history during 2009-2019 with one drop year
(Option 2.2.2). Harvest allocation would be
for the A and B seasons only (Element 2.5)
with C season remaining as a limited access
fishery.

Option 2.3.2 — When multiple licenses
authorized catch by one vessel qualifying
catch history would be assigned to an LLP
license by the owner of the vessel that made
the catch.
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Alternative 2a

Alternative 2b

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Prohibited
Species Catch
Limits
(Element 3)

Option 3.2 - Establish trawl CV cod halibut
PSC apportionment based on historical use
of halibut by the trawl CV sector and AFA
C/P sector using the 2014-2019 qualifying
years. Establish trawl crab PSC
apportionment based on the proportion of
BSAI Pacific cod allocated to the trawl CV
and the AFA C/P sectors.

Option 3.3 - Reduce halibut and crab PSC
apportionment to BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod
sector by 35% (Suboptions 3.3.1 & 3.3.2).

Option 3.4 — Establish a separate C season
halibut and crab PSC apportionment at 15%
before applying PSC limit reduction.

Halibut and crab PSC will be apportioned to
cooperatives based on members’ Pacific
cod qualifying catch history.

Option 3.1 - Establish trawl CV cod halibut
PSC apportionment based on historical use
of halibut by the trawl CV sector and AFA C/P
sector using the 2004-2019 qualifying years.
Crab PSC will be maintained at the BSAI
TLAS level.

Option 3.2 - Reduce halibut PSC
apportionment to BSAI trawl CV cod sector
by 10% (Suboption 3.3.1).

Halibut PSC will be apportioned to
cooperatives based on members’ Pacific cod
qualifying catch history.

Option 3.2 - Establish trawl CV cod halibut
PSC apportionment based on historical use
of halibut by the trawl CV sector and AFA C/P
sector using the 2009-2019 qualifying years.
Establish separate trawl crab PSC
apportionment based on the proportion of
BSAI Pacific cod allocated to the trawl CV
(90.6%) and the AFA C/P sectors (9.4%).
Option 3.2 - Reduce halibut PSC
apportionment to BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod
sector by 25% (Suboption 3.3.1) and crab
PSC apportionment by 35% (Suboption
3.3.2). Halibut PSC limit reduction will be
phased in over 2 years (Suboption 3.3.3)

Option 3.4 — Establish a separate C season
halibut and crab PSC apportionment at 5%
before applying PSC limit reduction.

Halibut and crab PSC will be apportioned to
cooperatives based on members’ Pacific cod
qualifying catch history.
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Alternative 2a

Alternative 2b

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Gulf of Alaska
Sideboards
(Element 4)

Option 4.1 — All GOA non-exempt AFA CVs
would be restricted by new GOA groundfish
sideboard limits based on 2014-2019 GOA
aggregate retained catch divided by TAC.
CGOA rockfish Program fishing activity was
not included in sideboard calculations.
Option 4.2 - AFA GOA exempt vessels and
non-AFA vessels are restricted from leasing
their BSAI cod QS to be exempt from any
GOA sideboard limits implemented under
this program. If the vessel assigned a GOA
exempt LLP license does not fish in the
GOA during the calendar year, except for
CGOA Rockfish Program, the BSAI CQ
generated by the LLP license can be leased
that calendar year.

Suboption 4.2.1 — AFA GOA exempt and
non-AFA CVs with LLP licenses initially
assigned less than 200 mt of average
annual qualifying BSAI cod history may
lease their BSAI cod history and continue to
be exempt from GOA sideboards.

Option 4.1 — All GOA non-exempt AFA CVs
would be restricted by new groundfish GOA
sideboard limits based on 2004-2019 GOA
aggregate retained catch divided by TAC.
CGOA rockfish Program fishing activity was
not included in sideboard calculations.
Option 4.2 - AFA GOA exempt vessels and
non-AFA vessels are restricted from leasing
their BSAI cod QS to be exempt from any
GOA sideboard limits implemented under this
program. If the vessel assigned a GOA
exempt LLP license does not fish in the GOA
during the calendar year, except for CGOA
Rockfish Program, the BSAI CQ generated
by the LLP license can be leased that
calendar year.

Suboption 4.2.1 — AFA GOA exempt and
non-AFA CVs with LLP licenses initially
assigned less than 600 mt of qualifying BSAI
cod history may lease their BSAI cod history
and continue to be exempt from GOA
sideboards.

Option 4.1 — All GOA non-exempt AFA CVs
would be restricted by new GOA groundfish
and halibut PSC sideboard limits based on
2009-2019 GOA aggregate retained catch
divided by TAC. Halibut PSC limits will be
managed at an annual level. CGOA rockfish
Program fishing activity was not included in
sideboard calculations.

Option 4.2 - AFA GOA exempt vessels, non-
AFA vessels, and CVs assigned to under 60’
LLP licenses with Al transferable
endorsements are restricted from leasing
their BSAI cod QS to be exempt from any
GOA sideboard limits implemented under this
program. If the vessel assigned a GOA
exempt LLP license does not fish in the GOA
during the calendar year, except for CGOA
Rockfish Program, the BSAI CQ generated
by the LLP license can be leased that
calendar year.

Suboption 4.2.1 — AFA GOA exempt and
non-AFA CVs LLP licenses and CVs
assigned to under 60’ LLP licenses with Al
transferable endorsements initially assigned
less than 300 mt of average annual qualifying
BSAI cod history may lease their BSAI cod
history and continue to be exempt from GOA
sideboards.
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Alternative 2a

Alternative 2b

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Processor
and
Community
Provisions
(Element 5)

Element 5.1 — No closed class of
processors (C/Ps acting as motherships
would be subject to eligibility requirements
under BSAI FMP Amendment 120).
Element 5.2 - Limit BSAI Pacific cod
processing for eligible C/Ps acting as a MS.
Only C/Ps that are eligible may process
BSAI Pacific cod as a MS that is harvested
from the directed BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV
fishery. Eligible trawl C/Ps processing limit
when acting as a MS for BSAI Pacific cod is
based on processing history under Element
2. Processor limits are established for each
company.

Element 5.4 - Allocate processors 30% of
the harvest shares based on their
processing history under Element 2. All
processors with processing history under
Element 2 will qualify. The processor
allocation of BSAI Pacific cod harvest
shares will be assigned to a newly created
processor permit that is transferable.

No restrictions on use of processor issued
harvest shares by processor
owned/controlled CVs.

Element 5.1 — No closed class of processors
(C/Ps acting as motherships would be subject
to eligibility requirements under BSAI FMP
Amendment 120).

Element 5.3 — Only CVs that are 75% owned
by a C/P eligible for the offshore sector as of
12/31/2019 may delivery any or all of the CQ
derived from the LLP assigned to the vessel
to an eligible C/P acting as a MS. Council will
develop qualification criteria for CVs that may
deliver offshore if they are not 75% owned by
a C/P eligible to act as a MS in the directed
BSAI trawl CV sector.

Element 5.4 - No initial allocation of harvest
shares to processors.

Element 5.1 — No closed class of processors
(C/Ps acting as motherships would be subject
to eligibility requirements under BSAlI FMP
Amendment 120).

Element 5.2 — Limit BSAI Pacific cod
processing for eligible C/Ps acting as a MS to
process up to 125% of the eligible C/P’s
qualifying processing history.

Element 5.4 - Allocate processors 22.5% of
the harvest shares based on their processing
history under Element 2. All processors with
processing history under Element 2 will
qualify except processors that are no longer
active. The processor allocation of BSAI
Pacific cod harvest shares will be assigned to
a newly created processor permit that is
transferable.

A cooperative cannot assign a greater
proportion of the harvest shares allocated to
a processor to an LLP license owned by that
processor than the LLP license would have
brought into the cooperative absent any
processor held shares.

Al Processor
Provisions
(Element 6)

Option 6.1 - 25% set-aside of BSAI A
season harvest amount assigned to PCTC
cooperatives that must be harvested from
the Al and delivered to an Al shoreplant
during the A season. Amount is reduced by
any allocation they receive under Element
5.

Option 6.2 - Allocate 10% of the BSAI trawl
CV sector allocation to an entity representing
the Al community any year at least one
community files an intent to process.
Allocations are equally divided between
qualified entities and are not transferable. A
minimum of 25% of the Al shoreplant
allocation will be set aside and may only be
harvested by trawl CVs less than 60' LOA
with a valid LLP license assigned a
transferable Al endorsement (Suboption
6.2.3).

Option 6.1 - 12% set-aside of BSAI A season
harvest amount assigned to PCTC
cooperatives that must be harvested from the
Al and delivered to an Al shoreplant during
the A and B seasons. Amount is reduced by
any allocation the active processor(s) receive
under Element 5.

PCTC Program, November 2022

49




Alternative 2a

Alternative 2b

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Transferability
(Element 7)

Option 7.1 - Catch history would be
attached to the LLP license and would be
non-severable. QS is transferable with the
LLP license.

Option 7.2 - Allocations based on
processing history would be issued as
separate permit. Allocations to processors
may only be sold to another processor and
the attached QS are only severable from the
processor permit if the buyer of the permit
would be over the ownership cap after
purchasing the permit and all of the QS.

Annual cooperative allocations (CQ) of
Pacific cod, halibut, and crab PSC are
transferable within and between
cooperatives.

Post-delivery transfers would be permitted
through the end of the B season.

Option 7.1 - Catch history would be attached
to the LLP license and would be non-
severable. QS is transferable with the LLP
license.

Annual allocations (CQ) of Pacific cod and
halibut PSC are transferable within and
between cooperatives.

Post-delivery transfers of CQ are permitted,
but must be completed by December 31 (i.e.,
prior to annual CQ expiring).

Option 7.1 - Catch history would be attached
to the LLP license and would be non-
severable. QS is transferable with the LLP
license.

Suboption 7.1.1 — For the LLP licenses
associated with the non-exempt AFA CVs,
within 90 days of initial issuance of harvest
quota shares (except for those transfers
supported by an operation of law), the owners
of the LLP licenses that are associated with
AFA non-exempt CVs that had engaged in
fish transfers agreements during the
qualifying years may transfer the quota
shares between other LLP licenses
associated with AFA non-exempt vessels.

Option 7.2 - Allocations based on processing
history would be issued as separate permit.
Allocations to processors may only be sold to
another processor and the attached QS are
only severable from the processor permit if
the buyer of the permit would be over the
ownership cap after purchasing the permit
and all of the QS.

Annual cooperative allocations (CQ) of
Pacific cod, halibut, and crab PSC are
transferable within and between
cooperatives.

Post-delivery transfers of CQ are permitted,
but must be completed by August 1 (i.e., prior
to annual CQ expiring).
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Alternative 2a

Alternative 2b

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative)

Ownership
and Use Caps
(Element 8)

Element 8.1 - Harvester issued QS/CQ
ownership and use caps will be based on
the individual and collective rule and set at
7% of QS/CQ issued with grandfather
provision set equal to initial allocation.
Element 8.2 - Vessel use caps are 3% of
CQ with a grandfather provision that is
transferable if vessel is replaced.

Element 8.3 - Processor issued cooperative
shares have an ownership and use cap at
the entity level of 20% with a grandfather
provision equal to initial allocation. The cap
will be calculated using the 10% ownership
threshold rule.

Element 8.4 - No processing facility may
process more than 25% of the CQ allocated,
with a grandfather provision

Element 8.1 - Harvester issued QS/CQ
ownership and use caps will be based on the
individual and collective rule and set at 10%
of QS/CQ issued with grandfather provision
set equal to initial allocation

Element 8.2 - Vessel use caps are 5% of CQ
and the grandfather provision is not
transferable if vessel is replaced.

Element 8.3 — Processors are not issued
cooperative shares but have a use cap at the
entity level of 10% with a grandfather
provision equal to initial allocation. The cap
will be calculated using the individual and
collective rule.

Element 8.4 - No processing facility may
process more than 30% of the CQ allocated,
with a grandfather provision.

Element 8.1 - Harvester issued QS/CQ
ownership and use caps will be based on the
individual and collective rule and set at 5% of
QS/CQ issued with grandfather provision set
equal to initial allocation.

Element 8.2 - Vessel use caps are 5% of CQ
with a grandfather provision that is
transferable if vessel is replaced.

Element 8.3 - Processor issued cooperative
shares have an ownership and use cap at the
entity level of 20% with a grandfather
provision. Cap will be calculated using the
individual and collective rule.

Element 8.4 - No company may process
more than 20% of the CQ allocated, with a
grandfather provision.

Cooperative

Annual cooperative application must be filed on or before November 1 of the year prior. Cooperatives shall be formed by holders of qualified
LLP license with trawl CV Pacific cod QS. Each LLP license may be assigned to one cooperative. A list of trawl CVs eligible to harvest a
portion of that cooperatives CQ must be identified in the annual cooperative application.

Efz"ﬁ;z{‘;) Cooperatives are intended to conduct and coordinate harvest activities and are not FCMA cooperatives.

Membership agreements will specify that processors affiliated members cannot participate in any price setting negotiations, except as

permitted by antitrust laws.

All allocations and allowances under this program are revocable privileges that 1) may be revoked, limited, or modified any time, 2) shall not
Share c.onfer.any right of compensation Fo the holder, if'the'y are revoked, limited, or modified, and 3) shall not create or be construed to create any
Duration right, title, or interest in or to any fish before the fish is harvested by the holder.

(Element 10)

The duration of harvest shares and associated PSC is 10 years. Permits will be renewed before their expiration, unless revoked, limited, or

modified.

Monitoring
(Element 11)

All vessels harvesting CQ will be in 100% observer coverage category except CVs delivering to a MS or the current at-sea observer data
transmission requirements for non-AFA trawl CVs for the first 3 years after implementation. NMFS will develop monitoring and enforcement
provisions necessary to track quota, harvest, and use caps.

Reporting and

Cooperatives will annually produce a report to the Council describing its membership, cooperative management, and performance in the
preceding year including use of processor issued harvest shares, if applicable.

Program

:Ti‘alzlrﬁgnt 12) As per MSA, a formal detailed program shall be undertaken 5-years after implementation, with subsequent reviews each 7-years after.
Cost A fee, not to exceed 3% of the ex-vessel value, will be charged on all program landings to cover the actual costs directly related to the
Recovery management, data collection, and enforcement of the program.

(Element 13)
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2.5. Rationale for Council’s Preferred Alternative

Element 1- Cooperative Style System

The Council has many years of experience with cooperative style management. These programs have
demonstrated success with respect to improved management of a fishery, increased efficiency and value,
reduced bycatch, and provided timelier, finer-scale monitoring and oversight than the Council and NMFS
can provide.

The cooperative management proposed would provide flexibility for cooperatives to form and operate
through inter-cooperative agreements. Experience with the BS pollock fishery under the AFA and other
similar programs indicates that the structure proposed would be efficient and effective by placing a
portion of administrative and monitoring obligations on the cooperatives with NMFS oversight.
Generally, the proposed management approach would provide a good balance of minimizing management
costs by NMFS while maintaining appropriate monitoring and enforcement for the program.

Section 2.8.1.1 of the analysis indicates that no minimum number of LLP licenses to form a cooperative
could result in just one LLP license holder with one eligible LLP license in association with a licensed
processor forming a cooperative. While this may be unlikely in practice, the Council’s experience with
cooperative management programs indicate that multiple parties need to be in a cooperative to achieve the
benefits of cooperative fishing, and therefore the Council recommends a minimum number of LLP
licenses to balance the Council’s objective to achieve the benefits from cooperative fishing with providing
a relatively low cooperative formation threshold, which would increase the opportunity for trawl CV LLP
license holders, particularly those with less commonly held views of fishery operations, to join a
cooperative and benefit from the program. The Council noted the analysis indicates that even with the
three LLP license minimum threshold, it is likely there would be fewer cooperatives than the maximum
number possible given the potential ease of intra-cooperative transfers among members of the
cooperative.

Element 2 — Initial Allocation of LLP Licenses

In its PA, the Council recommended that catch history after December 31, 2019, not be considered for
purposes of the program, consistent with its previous PPA. Also consistent with the PPA, the Council
recommends establishing eligibility for the program using LLP licenses that were assigned to a vessel, or
a transferable Al endorsement, that made legal landings of targeted trawl CV BSAI Pacific cod during the
qualifying years 2009-2019 (Option 2.2.2) in its PA. These qualifying years would establish catch history
for purposes of initially allocating harvest QS to eligible LLP licenses or transferable Al endorsements.
The harvest shares would be allocated to eligible LLP licenses or transferable Al endorsements based on
legal landings of BSAI Pacific cod from 2009 through 2019. Eligible LLP licenses would have to be
assigned to a cooperative to receive annual Pacific cod quota. These qualifying years represent what the
Council considers an appropriate balance for considering current and historical participation for purposes
of a rationalization program and is consistent with the Council’s approach to awarding catch history in
other rationalization fishery programs. Option 2.2.1 (2014-2019) would consider the most recent five
years of history in the BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod fishery but not long-term participation, which the
Council felt is an important consideration for this program. Option 2.2.3 (2004-2019) was determined by
the Council as not an appropriate range of years since it includes several years of catch history before
implementation of the current sector allocations established by Amendment 85 and the BS and Al Pacific
cod TAC split that together, along with a decline in the BSAI Pacific cod stock in recent years, have
substantially changed fishery management and operations.

The Council did not recommend allocations based on a blend of catch history and AFA sideboard history
(Option 2.2.4). This approach would have awarded catch history in the program to LLP licenses assigned
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to vessels that did not make legal landings of BSAI Pacific cod during the qualifying years. The approach
would have awarded catch history based on BSAI Pacific cod from 1997 that contributed to a sideboard
limit for all AFA Pacific cod sideboarded vessels. The Council felt it was important to maintain their
long-standing policy that sideboard limits are not allocations. Instead, the PA would maintain the
Council’s past practice of awarding catch history to LLP licenses based on legal landings that were
reported by the vessel assigned to the LLP license.

The Council recommended a change from the PPA to include Suboption 2.2.1, drop one year, in its PA.
The Council received written comment and testimony at the October 2021 meeting that favored including
the drop one year option in its PA. The comments in support of this option noted that the catch history
eligibility period is 11 years and unforeseen events have occurred for many trawl CV Pacific cod fishery
participants over that period that would reduce the amount of catch history awarded to their LLP license.
Including a one year drop provision would allow all participants to benefit from removing a non-
representative participation year from the catch history used to issue their quota share. The Council
considered this a reasonable approach and one that is consistent with Council’s practice in previous
rationalization programs because it recognized contingencies in fishing behavior over the qualifying
years.

The Council recommended that if LLP licenses owned by different entities were assigned to a vessel that
made targeted Pacific cod landings during the qualifying years, absent an agreement provided by the
license holder at the time of application, then the owner of the vessel that made the catch would determine
how the qualifying catch history would be divided (Option 2.3.2). This approach was considered
appropriate since it is consistent with NMFS’ approach for assigning legal landings in all previous North
Pacific Council rationalization programs. In addition, the Council received public comment in support of
this approach.

The Council recommended incorporating NMFS’ recommendation to issue CQ by season in its PA
(Element 2.4). As described in the analysis and discussed during the staff presentation and testimony,
under this approach, NMFS would issue CQ by season as a tool to monitor compliance with the seasonal
limits that are in place to provide protections to Steller sea lions as thoroughly described in the analysis.
The Council noted that while originally there was some concern expressed by industry about this
approach, the Council believes those concerns have been addressed by NMFS and the Council’s
recommended PA. The PA also specifies that unused A season CQ may be rolled over to the B season,
which is consistent with current management practices as described in the analysis.

The Council’s PA is consistent with the PPA in only allocating A and B season BSAI trawl CV Pacific
cod (Element 2.5). The C season would remain a limited access fishery and maintain current NMFS
management. The Council recognized that participants in the trawl CV BSAI Pacific cod fishery
supported full rationalization for all seasons, but the Council believed it is important to 1) recognize that
the trawl CV sector has historically harvested only a limited amount of the C season allocation, and 2)
mitigate potential temporal expansion of the trawl CV fishery that would negatively impact other sectors
by reducing the potential for historically common rollovers. The Council has considerable experience
with the ability of rationalized fishery participants to leverage the advantages of increased efficiencies
from cooperative management. While rationalizing the C season would provide additional benefits to the
trawl CV fishery participants, the analysis is clear that harvesting a larger proportion of the trawl CV
allocation (in A and B season) relative to recent years would negatively impact other sectors that have
received rollovers from the unharvested trawl CV allocation. Leaving the C season unrationalized in this
program and maintaining the current management and rollover structure would provide what the Council
considers an appropriate balance for providing benefits to the trawl CV fleet within the seasonal footprint
of the current fishery and minimizing negative impacts to other sectors.

Element 2.6 specifies that all groundfish species not allocated to cooperatives would be managed by
maximum retainable amounts as under current management. This approach would provide NMFS with
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flexibility to manage bycatch in the Pacific cod fishery as well as Pacific cod harvested in other
groundfish fisheries using ICAs and MRAs as under the status quo. This flexibility is important for
providing inseason management the ability to annually adjust the ICA based on changes in BSAI
groundfish TACs and expected incidental catch rates in trawl CV fisheries.

At its October 2021 meeting, for its PA the Council revised Element 2.7 of the PPA by adding intent
relative to sideboard regulations. The PA clarifies that if the Council adopts Element 2.5 and only the A
and B seasons are rationalized in this program, the BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limit for AFA trawl CVs
is no longer necessary during the A and B season but should be maintained for the unrationalized C
season. In addition, the PA would clarify Council intent for removing the AFA halibut PSC sideboard
limit since they are no longer constraining and maintaining the AFA crab PSC sideboard limit in
regulations since they are not managed at a fishery level.

Element 3 — Prohibited Species Catch Limits

The Council’s PA for Option 3.2 to establish an apportionment of halibut and crab PSC limits between
the trawl CV sector and the AFA C/P sector is consistent with the PPA. This provision subdivides the
TLAS PSC limits and establishes a separate PSC limit for the BSAI trawl CV sector for halibut and crab
PSC. The Council did add language to the first part of Element 3 to help clarify that the apportionment
will not be fixed in regulation but rather it applies the PSC reduction to the PSC limit that occurs once the
halibut and crab PSC is apportioned to the trawl CV sector.

The analysis describes that under the PA, halibut and crab PSC limits would continue to be managed at
the TLAS level in regulations and at the fishery level during harvest specifications process. Following the
apportionment of halibut and crab PSC at the fishery level via the harvest specifications, the PSC
apportioned to the Pacific cod fishery would then be apportioned to the trawl CV sector and the AFA C/P
sector based on Option 3.2. This approach maintains the Council’s ability to adjust halibut and crab PSC
limits for the Pacific cod fishery relative to the other fisheries to accommodate changes from year to year.

The analysis describes potential impacts of leaving PSC limit apportionments at the TLAS fishery level,
resulting in the need for annual negotiations to take place regarding apportionment of PSC. This could
serve to reduce benefits from cooperative fishing and potentially bring other Pacific cod fishery sectors
into the process. Based on this potential increased uncertainty and for consistency with previous Council
rationalization programs, the Council believed it appropriate to establish separate PSC limit
apportionments for the trawl CV and AFA C/P sectors.

Option 3.3 addresses PSC limit reductions for the trawl CV sector under the PA. The Council’s
experience with rationalization programs shows that as the race for fish ends, fleets can make operational
choices that promote PSC savings. This is an important benefit of the program and reflects that substantial
amount of testimony highlighting the importance of minimizing bycatch to the extent practicable in this
rationalization program consistent with the purpose and need statement and National Standard 9.

The Council maintained a 25 percent reduction in halibut PSC limits for the PA (Suboption 3.3.1),
consistent with the PPA. The Council reviewed the analysis carefully to provide a recommendation for a
halibut PSC limit and noted that under the recommended qualifying years of 2009-2019, a 25 percent
reduction would result in a PSC limit apportionment of 272 mt using the 2019 halibut apportionment to
Pacific cod fishery category. This is compared to 382 mt for the trawl CV Pacific cod under the status
quo, a savings of 91 mt after apportioning 19 mt of halibut PSC for the unrationalized C season. This
savings of 91 mt of halibut PSC would stay in the water and will not be reallocated for use in other
fisheries.

The analysis indicates that this reduced PSC limit would have been constraining in five years during 2009
through 2019. While the Council recognized there is some uncertainty regarding the fleet’s ability to
reduce halibut PSC under the PA, the Council noted that it should not limit its consideration only to
historical levels of PSC by the trawl CV sector to determine what level of reduction is practicable. Under
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a cooperative fishing program, the fleet would have more flexibility to avoid periods of high PSC rates
and can implement additional measures to minimize halibut bycatch such as changes to gear configuration
and eliminate the need for restricting night fishing when halibut PSC rates are historically higher.

A majority of the CV trawl fleet has substantial experience with rationalization programs and have
demonstrated that when the race for fish is eliminated, bycatch avoidance measures become increasingly
successful. Table 2-104 and Figure 2-6 in the analysis show that under the derby fishery, some of the
lowest PSC rates occurred in recent years (2017, 2018, and 2020). Once rationalized, the fleet would have
to maintain average halibut PSC rates that are similar or lower than these recent years to not be
constrained by the halibut PSC limit. The Council believes this is achievable with the tools provided in
the PA.

If Pacific cod TACs increase to pre-2018 levels, the proposed PSC limit is high enough to provide the
flexibility to accommodate fluctuations in Pacific cod and halibut abundance. The Council noted that the
maximum potential reduction of 35 percent would not provide the needed flexibility for periods of high
Pacific cod TACs and wants to avoid creating a race for bycatch amongst the cooperatives which would
undermine the key goals of this PA. Overall, the Council recommends that a 25 percent reduction would
provide the appropriate balance of minimizing bycatch to the extent practicable while recognizing that
bycatch encounters are variable from year to year and some buffer between the PSC limit and expected
PSC use in most years is appropriate to accommodate these conditions.

The Council recommends a 35 percent reduction for all crab PSC limits. As reported in the October 2021
crab addendum, changes in stock status of crab, most notably red king crab, results in lower PSC limits
for all sectors starting in 2022. When compared to the 2019 PSC limits, the 35 percent reduction
represents a 48 percent reduction in the Chionoecetes opilio (C. opilio) limit, a 69 percent reduction in the
Chionoecetes bairdi (C. bairdi) limit, and an 80 percent reduction in the red king crab PSC limit from the
2019 limits. For red king crab, this reduction results in a PSC limit of 545 red king crab (Zone 1) animals
being apportioned to the trawl CV Pacific cod fishery for cooperative fishing.

The PSC reductions included in the PA would occur after 5 percent is taken off the top for the C season.
These C season apportionments are expected to be sufficient based on information in the analysis in Table
2-121 that shows the average PSC usage during the trawl Pacific cod C season and ensure that the C
season is not preempted if a PSC limit is reached under the PA. The smallest PSC limit considered for the
C season appears to be appropriate given that any unused PSC in the PA can roll into the C season.

The Council included Suboption 3.3.3 as part of its PA and amended it to apply to the halibut PSC limit
only and phase in the reduction over two years instead of three years. Phase-in provisions were included
for halibut in the Amendment 80 program and in the GOA halibut PSC reductions under Amendment 95
and the Council believes providing some flexibility is warranted as the fleet gains experience under the
new program.

Element 3 includes a balance of considerations with respect to ensuring we establish a rationalization
program that provides the fleet with tools to minimize bycatch to the extent practicable.

Element 4 — Gulf of Alaska Sideboards

The Council’s PA includes GOA sideboard limits for PCTC Program qualified LLP licenses. All AFA
non-GOA exempt CVs and AFA LLPs would have revised sideboards for all GOA groundfish fishing
activity and halibut PSC, except when fishing in the Central GOA Rockfish Program. Table 2-126 shows
the revised sideboard limits, by species, for the non-GOA exempt AFA fleet. Several of these revised
sideboard limits are too small to manage efficiently, so the PA includes a prohibition on directed fishing,
in regulations, for SE outside pollock, western shallow-water flatfish, both central and eastern deep-water
flatfish, and eastern GOA POP. Table 2-128 shows the aggregated sideboard halibut PSC limit would be
set at 123 mt. If the halibut PSC sideboards are split seasonally, the limits become unmanageably small
and so the Council is recommending they are managed as an annual limit. The recommended revised
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halibut sideboard limit is a 44 percent reduction from the total current limit (219 mt) but provides a
similar amount of halibut at the beginning of the year as shown in Table 2-127 (140 mt total during the
first season split 131 mt shallow and 9 mt deep). Revising both the groundfish and halibut PSC
sideboards is more comprehensive and ensures that CVs subject to the sideboards have an incentive to
reduce halibut PSC.

The Council also included Element 4.2 and Suboption 4.2.1 in the PA which, unlike the PPA, includes the
under 60” LLP licenses and the Al transferrable endorsements to both provisions so that all participants
that are GOA-exempt are managed consistently. In addition to the seven transferrable LLPs that would
qualify for QS, Tables 2-135 and 2-136 show that, up to eight AFA GOA exempt CVs and five non-AFA
CVs would qualify for the exemption at a 200 mt threshold and could lease their BSAI CQ and fish in the
GOA. The Council’s PA also modifies the 200 mt threshold of the PPA to 300 mt, which resulted in an
additional five more LLP licenses qualifying to lease their BSAI CQ and fish in the GOA. The Council
considered including the Suboption and providing an exemption at 300 mt appropriate since these vessels
are likely GOA-dependent and should continue to be allowed to focus on their GOA fishing activity,
while still being able to derive some economic benefits from small amounts of BSAI Pacific cod QS that
they may receive. Using the 136 mt trip limit imposed on the GOA pollock fishery as a proxy for trip
size, LLP licenses that qualify for the exemption will receive average QS history that equates to less than
1.5 fishing trips.

The language in Option 4.2 makes clear that the cooperatives are responsible for monitoring this
provision and implementing/enforcing a penalty structure for violations. This option prohibits PCTC
cooperatives from leasing CQ generated by vessels that benefit from a GOA sideboard exemption. The
cooperatives are responsible for tracking the fishing effort of those vessels in the GOA if the cooperative
leases their CQ. OLE is not expected to enforce this provision, and therefore it will not be included in
regulations implementing this program. The Council would monitor this limitation through the annual
cooperative reports to ensure it is being monitored and enforced at the cooperative level.

Overall, the Council felt the recommended sideboard revisions would provide an adequate level of
protection for GOA community fleets from increased participation that may result from the PA.

Element 5 — Processor and Community Provisions

Options under Element 5 were selected to provide community and processor stability under the proposed
program. Stability is anticipated to be achieved through continued Pacific cod landings to historical
processors in the communities where they have traditionally operated. Communities are expected to
realize tax revenues that are similar to those described in Section 2.7.9.2 of the analysis to help cover
operating revenue for communities. Excessive redistribution or consolidation of Pacific cod processing
could negatively impact other dependent communities. The structure of the program is expected to allow
some consolidation, but processing is expected to continue in the same communities that processed
Pacific cod prior to implementation of the LAPP.

Element 5.2 was included as a limitation on eligible C/Ps acting as a mothership in the BSAI Pacific cod
trawl CV sector fishery. The option selected under the PA allows two C/Ps to process up to 125 percent
of their individual average processing history over the qualifying period selected under Element 2 but
does not allow the firms to drop a year when calculating the limit. The analysis cannot show deliveries or
processing of these two C/Ps due to data confidentiality constraints. Because the amount is a limit and not
an allocation, the program does not require that this amount to be delivered to C/Ps, but it provides an
upper bound on how much may be delivered. This is consistent with the Council’s intent under BSAI
Amendment 120, which closed a loophole on unlimited mothershipping of Pacific cod by C/Ps that had
excess processing capacity due to their participation in other rationalization programs, in a fishery that has
historically been primarily an inshore fishery and critically important to shoreside processors historically
dependent on Pacific cod and the communities that benefit from those Pacific cod deliveries. This action
further builds on BSAI Amendment 120 that limited the number of C/Ps that could act as a mothership in

PCTC Program, November 2022 56



the BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod fishery. The analysis for BSAI Amendment 120 showed that the BS trawl
CV Pacific cod fishery was shifting away from being a predominantly inshore fishery (3.2 percent of the
target Pacific cod fishery was delivered to C/Ps in 2016 as compared to 30.5 percent delivered to C/Ps in
the 2019 A season). The increase in this mothershipping activity, starting in 2016 and increasing each
year through 2019, was eroding shoreside cod landings. Those landings historically comprised almost the
entire fishery. The reduction in shoreside landings eroded tax and other support service benefits from this
fishery on which coastal Alaska communities depend. The analysis of community dependence and the tax
revenue the communities receive underscores the importance of this Pacific cod fishery to certain rural
Alaskan communities.

Under Amendment 120, the Council reduced the number of eligible C/Ps but did not include a limit on
the amount of BSAI Pacific cod the eligible C/Ps may process, because the fishery was still managed
under a race for fish. Under that open access system the Councildid not think that any one processor
could increase their capacity significantly. As a result, the Council simplified its action by not including a
processing limit on the eligible C/Ps. However, the Council determined that under a rationalized, slowed
down, cooperative fishing scenario, it would be possible for continued offshore growth beyond historical
patterns and recommended the processing limit option. Option 5.2.1 gives each C/P a processing limit
greater than its historical average, so it also provides some opportunity, on average, for growth. The PA
was selected as a way to balance the need to continue to provide for vessels that want to (or in some cases
only can) deliver offshore, the historical C/P platforms, shoreside processors, and the communities
dependent on those landings.

The Council determined that an allocation of harvest shares to processors would be necessary to provide
stability to the sectors involved in the fishery after it transitions from a limited access fishery to a LAPP.
The information presented in the analysis does not provide a point estimate of the optimal percentage of
QS that should be allocated to processors to provide stability for harvesters and processors. However, if
processors are issued a 30 percent allocation and they compensate harvesters with the same amount of
quota foregone to fund the processor allocation, a harvest vessel may need to forego all or some of that
CQ to change cooperatives. If CVs could not make up that revenue difference in ex-vessel price with any
other processor, leaving the cooperative would not make economic sense even if another processor was
able to offer a slightly higher price than they were receiving. Alternatively, a 5 percent allocation to
processors would provide processors less market power to retain the independent vessels in their fleets.
CV operators may find another processor that could offer enough CQ to make up the 5 percent difference
or offer a slightly higher ex-vessel price or other market incentives. As the percentage of QS allocated to
the processors changes within the continuum considered, the leverage that each sector would have also
changes and the effects would likely be most realized by firms that have less leverage outside the Pacific
cod fishery.

Based on the information presented in the analysis and a broadly supported industry agreement for a 22.5
percent allocation of harvest shares to processors, the Council ultimately selected that percentage. This
percentage was supported by groups representing the trawl and processing sectors as a compromise
position.

Element 6 — Aleutian Islands Processor Provisions

The Council selected Option 6.1, creating a set-aside of 12 percent of the trawl CV sector directed A
season CQ for delivery to Al shoreplants. The set-aside is designed to be in place during the trawl CV
sector Pacific cod A and B seasons. Cooperatives would be responsible for submitting a plan to
coordinate the harvest and delivery of the set-aside.

An inter-cooperative agreement would be required that describes how the set-aside would be managed by
the cooperatives. The purpose of adding this provision is to ensure annual coordination between the
PCTC cooperatives and shoreplants that are operating in the Aleutian Islands and to guarantee that the Al
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CQ reserve selected by the Council is harvested in the Aleutian Islands. This takes the management
burden from NMFS and uses the cooperatives under the program to organize the annual fishing activity.

Whether Pacific cod would be delivered to the Al shoreplant(s) depends on the willingness of the
cooperatives (through the inter-cooperative agreement) to work with the communities/processors to
ensure that Pacific cod CQ is harvested under the set-aside and the willingness of the Al shoreplant
operator(s) to offer competitive exvessel prices and delivery terms.

The 12 percent allocation is based on historical use to treat the Al shoreplants more like everyone else in
the program. The Council did not select Option 6.2 based, in part, on concerns about ability to lease CQ,
which was not the intent of the Council in providing processing opportunities for the Al communities. A
specific objective is to provide opportunity for Al cod harvests to support a shoreplant that could be used
in conjunction with other fishery landings and allocations to benefit Al communities, including Adak.
The Council determined that Option 6.1 best met their objective to achieve this outcome. It also creates a
“prove up concept that is common in our North Pacific management” or notify NMFS that they intend to
process. The Council’s intent was to start with set-aside program and evaluate whether changes are
needed to improve operations.

The Council also noted that Al shoreplants are different from the non-Al shoreplants and therefore, a
different management structure is appropriate, and the allocation was not based on the same structure
used under Element 5.4. The allocations of harvest shares to processors under Element 5.4 were based on
the historical processing activity of active processors. Such a structure would not work well for Al
communities based on the erratic and impermanent operation of the plant by firms in Adak.

Element 7 — Transferability of QS and CQ

QS would be assigned to LLP licenses (or transferable Al endorsements) and processor permits and
would not be severable, except under very specific conditions. Limiting the severability of the QS is
expected to decrease consolidation of the ownership of the QS. If QS were severable without limits, a
person would not be required to divest of their LLP license to transfer QS. An LLP license is needed to
participate in other federal fisheries off Alaska, so without this limitation the person could sell their
Pacific cod QS to another QS holder and continue to participate in other fisheries - perhaps increasing
effort in those fisheries beyond what was intended.

Suboption 7.1.1 would provide a 90-day window of time for QS to be transferred between LLP licenses
associated with non-exempt AFA vessels to accommodate agreements for the use of Pacific cod within
AFA cooperatives. After the 90-day window the QS would be non-severable from the LLP license to
which it is assigned, except if the transfer is supported by an operation of law.

CQ would be transferable within and between cooperatives to provide greater flexibility to participants in
the program. It also would allow cooperatives to consolidate small amounts of CQ at the end of the
fishing year that would not support a full trip to better achieve OY. The use of CQ would still be limited
by the caps established under Element 8.

Element 8 — Ownership and Use Caps

Maximum ownership and use caps are required elements of a LAPP and are intended in part to prevent
any person from acquiring an excessive share of the total limited access privileges. The Council’s PA
would establish maximum ownership caps for harvester- and processor-issued QS and use caps on the
total amount of CQ a vessel or person can annually use. The Council included grandfather provisions that
would allow persons to exceed the maximum amounts selected by the Council based on the person’s
historical use of the fishery. However, the grandfather provisions would not allow a person to acquire or
use an excessive share of the fishery as defined by the Council for this LAPP. Therefore, the proposed
maximum ownership and use caps are set at levels below what the Council considers an excessive share
of the fishery.
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Under 8.1, using the individual and collective rule, no person may hold or use more than 5 percent of the
harvester-issued QS. At this cap level, Table 2-155 shows that 40 LLP license holders would be subject to
the 5 percent cap and up to six LLP license holders would be grandfathered at their initial allocation.
Selecting the lowest cap limits the amount of consolidation among LLP license holders and prevents
excessive consolidation. Including the grandfather provision ensures that LLP license holders who are
above the 5 percent cap can continue to operate at their current average level, but they will not be able to
increase their ownership of LLP licenses with PCTC quota share. The maximum holding and use cap that
would be allowed under this program is the level at which an entity is grandfathered at their average
historic use at the time of program implementation. Future holdings above this level are thereby
considered excessive shares and would not be allowed.

Element 8.2 would establish a vessel use cap. Based on public testimony and the AP motion, the Council
selected a cap of 5 percent. The cap was increased from that of the PPA of 4 percent to allow for more
specialization of cod-dependent boats when the TACs are low and to allow for more flexibility within the
cooperatives. The cap would implicitly establish a minimum number of about 20 vessels. Figure 2-15 in
the analysis shows that very few vessels have ever harvested more than 5 percent of the annual total
Pacific cod target fishery. Recognizing the Pacific cod fishery has operated as a limited access fishery
focusing more on the race for fish and that cooperative management of the Pacific cod fishery would
allow cooperatives to optimize their vessels by shifting Pacific cod fishing effort to more efficient vessels,
it seems there could be potential for a 4 percent vessel limit to be constraining. The analysis notes that
applying the 4 percent limit without accounting for a grandfather provision would allow a vessel to make
four or five trips per year before hitting the vessel use cap. This could limit the number of trips by vessels
that want to focus more heavily on the Pacific cod fishery while allowing other vessels to focus on
pollock. Therefore, the Council felt it was reasonable to provide additional flexibility by raising the vessel
use cap to 5 percent as analyzed in Alternative 2b.

Further, Section 2.8.8.2 of the analysis that describes Element 8.2 states that the Council could apply the
grandfather provision to the LLP license or the vessel assigned to that LLP license. The PA specifies that
the Element 8.2 grandfather provision would be applied to the vessel designated on an LLP license that
yields more than 5 percent of the annual Pacific cod CQ at the time of initial allocation. Consistent with
other rationalization programs recommended by the Council, this grandfather provision would not be
transferrable if the LLP is transferred to a new owner. Allowing a limited number of LLP licenses
assigned to vessels to harvest more than the 5 percent limit would ensure that current LLP owners can
continue to operate at their historic average level in the Pacific cod trawl fishery while also preventing
anyone from using an excessive share.

Using the individual and collective rule, the Council specified that no person may hold or use more than
20 percent of the processor-issued QS under Element 8.3. The Council increased the PA relative to the
PPA amount of 15 percent based on public testimony, the AP motion, and information in Table 2-157 in
the analysis that shows the average percentage of processing history of the top four processing firms is
18.7 percent. Setting the cap slightly higher than this average percentage would minimize the number of
processors that may be above this cap and subject to the grandfather exception.

Data confidentiality constraints limited the Council’s ability to know exactly how many processors may
be issued quota share above the 20 percent cap — it could be none or up to two based on the analysis. The
Council recommended including the provision so that persons above the limit would be able to maintain
investments at their historical average. Persons at the cap or above the cap who receive their historical
average would not be able to acquire more processor-issued QS and could never own an excessive share
of the processor-issued QS.

The Council modified language under element 8.4 and applied the processing cap at the person level as
suggested in public comment and in the AP’s motion. Language was also added that applies this cap
using the individual and collective rule so it would be consistent with the other options that apply to
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ownership caps under this program. Applying the processing cap at the company level provides more
flexibility and economic efficiency for companies that have operated more than one processing platform.
It also would prevent persons that operate multiple plants from using what the Council may consider an
excessive share of the fishery. The information in the analysis is already provided at the company level
due to confidentiality constrains, so this change is consistent with what has been analyzed.

In selecting the PA of 20 percent, the Council considered whether the minimum number of processing
companies should be four or five. Given that the current number of shoreside processors is seven and
there are two offshore platforms, the Council felt that limiting consolidation in the processing sector, even
by just one company made sense. Pacific cod is an important species for all sectors and a 20 percent use
cap maintains the needed flexibility to accommodate historical participation in the fishery, and provides
stability for the future, which promotes investment in value-added products to increase the value of the
fishery.

Ownership and use caps selected by the Council, along with the grandfathering exceptions, were
determined to largely maintain the status quo levels of participation and prevent disrupting fishery
stability. These limits and exceptions would prevent excessive consolidation because the fishery cannot
compress below a minimum number of participating LLP license owners, vessels, or processors. These
limits prevent the acquisition of excessive shares in the future and are therefore consistent with NS 4 and
MSA 303(A)(c)(5).

Element 9 — Cooperative Provisions

The Council indicated that cooperative applications must be filed on or before November 1. NMFS
determined that submissions by this date would allow sufficient time to process the applications and issue
CQ to cooperatives for the upcoming fishing year.

Cooperatives would be formed by the holders of LLP licenses assigned Pacific cod trawl CV QS.
Limiting the cooperative membership to those persons is intended to better allow the formation and
function of the cooperatives.

Cooperatives are intended to only conduct and coordinate harvest activities of members and are not
FCMA cooperatives. The structure would allow the cooperatives to operate as intended to improve
efficiency of harvesting and processing Pacific cod without the need for meeting the requirements for
exemptions from anti-trust laws that are afforded under the FCMA.

Element 10 — Share Duration

All QS and allowances under this program are revocable privileges that 1) may be revoked, limited or
modified at any time; 2) shall not confer any right of compensation to the holder, if they are revoked
limited, or modified, and 3) shall not create or be construed to create any right, title or interest in or to any
fish before the fish is harvested by the holder. This is consistent with requirements under the MSA.

The duration of all QS and associated PSC apportionments is 10 years. These permits would be renewed
before their expiration, unless revoked, limited, or modified. The Council could have required that a
future Council take action to renew the permits after 10 years or sooner. However, the Council understood
that a future Council reserves the right to alter or remove the program at any time. It also understood the
additional time and cost burden that could fall on a future Council if the program had a sun-set date. For
those reasons, it selected the share duration provisions as allowed under the MSA.

Element 11 — Monitoring

NMFS would implement any necessary monitoring and enforcement provisions. Shoreside
processors would be required to have a Catch Monitoring and Control Plan (CMCP) approved by
NMES to accept deliveries of PCTC CQ. To accommodate concerns by small vessel operators the
Council determined that for the first three years after implementation the current at-sea observer data
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requirements would be maintained. The Council delayed implementation of certain at-sea data
transmission requirements as a compromise. The Council assumed that most of the vessels that do
not currently have data transmission capability can realize the benefits from this program, obtain the
technology (that will likely decrease in price over time), or would not be participating in the fishery;
therefore, this exemption to at-sea data transmission requirements is less likely to be needed once the
program matures.

Element 12 —Reporting and Program Review

To better understand how well the program, once implemented, is meeting the Council’s goals and
objectives, each cooperative would be required to annually produce a report for the Council describing its
membership, cooperative management, and performance in the preceding year including use of CQ
derived from processor issued QS and harvest and delivery of the Al CQ reserve, if applicable. The
reports to the Council would provide it a scheduled, annual opportunity to review the program and
address in a timely manner any issues that may arise.

Per the MSA, a formal detailed review of the program would be be undertaken five years after
implementation, with additional reviews, at a minimum, each seven years thereafter. The Council notified
industry of its intent to follow the review schedule outlined in the MSA.

Element 13 —Cost Recovery

The MSA requires that any new LAPP include cost recovery. As a result, the Council notified industry
that a fee, not to exceed 3 percent of the ex-vessel value, would be charged on all program landings to
cover the actual costs directly related to the management, data collection, and enforcement of the
program.

2.6. Alternatives and Option Considered but Removed from Consideration
Gear Conversion

During selection of the Council’s PA in October 2021, the Council did not include Element 14 which would
have authorized BSAI Pacific cod quota associated with trawl CV LLP licenses to be fished annually by a
CVs using pot gear. The gear conversion element would have applied to the seasons covered by the PCTC
Program and the season dates would be based on the start and end dates for the trawl fishery. PSC use
would have been deducted from the PSC allocated to the cooperative and pot CVs harvesting CQ would
have been subject to 100 percent coverage. In the end, the Council did not include Element 14 in its PA due
to new stock information concerning red king crab (Zone 1) and C. opilio and the potential high PSC from
the gear conversion to pots on these crab stocks.

AFA and non-AFA Cooperative Option

During the December 2020 meeting, the Council removed from consideration the AFA and non-AFA
cooperative approach due to challenges in developing a BSAI Pacific cod cooperative program based on an
AFA and non-AFA structure and because of how this approach would integrate processors if allocated QS.
This approach would have authorized an AFA trawl CV cooperative and non-AFA trawl CV cooperative.
An eligible LLP license would have been required to join a single cooperative based on the vessel that is
named on the LLP license and its AFA/non-AFA authorization. A cooperative under this option would have
been formed if at least 80 percent of the total eligible catch history assigned to the eligible LLP license
joined the cooperative. The AFA vessels and non-AFA vessels would have formed their cooperative
independently of each other. A person owning both an AFA vessel and non-AFA vessel would have been
required to join the AFA cooperative for the AFA vessel and the non-AFA cooperative for the non-AFA
vessel. The option would not have required a processor association to form the cooperatives.

Under this approach, trawl CVs and the eligible LLP licenses to which the vessel is assigned that do not
join the cooperative would have been eligible to fish in the limited access fishery based on the QS assigned
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to the eligible LLP license authorizing the vessel. Halibut and crab PSC limits for the trawl CV limited
access sector would have depended on how the PSC limits were apportioned to the trawl CV sector. This
approach included a reduction in halibut and crab PSC apportioned to the limited access fishery for those
trawl CVs and their attached eligible LLP licenses that would not have joined an AFA or non-AFA
cooperative. The PSC reductions that were under consideration ranged from 25 percent to 40 percent of the
amount assigned to the limited access fishery. Allowing only an AFA and non-AFA cooperative was
rejected by the Council after considering the obstacles it would create under the various program elements
being considered by the Council and withdrawal of industry support for the option. For example, under the
options that would allocate quota to processors it would create a situation where multiple processors would
assign CQ to a cooperative and would require that through the cooperative would need to negotiate the
terms and conditions of the harvest of those Pacific cod. This would have raised antitrust concerns that
would need to be carefully navigated. Integrating multiple processors, the potential limitation in
competition, and reduced cooperative formation choice, were ultimately the issues associated with the two
cooperative approach that lead to it being removed from consideration. The PA allows a cooperative to
associate with one processor. This model has been used successfully in the AFA program and CGOA
Rockfish Program and reduces antitrust concerns that were raised to the Council under the AFA and non-
AFA cooperative structure.

2.7. Methods Used for the Impact Analysis

The costs and benefits of this action are described in the sections that follow, comparing the no action
Alternative 1 with the action alternatives.?* The analysis then provides a qualitative assessment of the net
benefit to the Nation of each alternative, with “no action” as a baseline.

This analysis was prepared using data from the NMFS Catch Accounting System (CAS), which is the best
available data to estimate total catch and PSC in the groundfish fisheries off Alaska. Total catch estimates
are generated from information provided through a variety of required industry reports of harvest and at-
sea discard, and data collected through an extensive fishery observer program. In 2003, NMFS changed
the methodologies used to determine catch estimates from the NMFS blend database (1995 through 2002)
to the catch accounting system (2003 through present). Currently, the catch accounting system relies on
data derived from a mixture of production and observer reports as the basis of the total catch estimates.
This analysis relies solely on total catch and PSC estimates. For the most part, this analysis relies on
fishery data beginning in 2004. BSAI Pacific cod catch data for AFA CVs for 1997 was utilized for
Element 2, Option 4.

Fishery data are provided through the Alaska Fisheries Information Network (AKFIN). AKFIN has
access to the CAS data, Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC) Fish Ticket data, and Alaska
Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) Commercial Operators Annual Report (COAR) data from
which it can supply catch and discard records, as well as estimates of gross ex-vessel and first wholesale
revenues.

Fishing vessel safety data are provided by the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
(NIOSH) who manages the Commercial Fishing Incident Database (CFID). CFID is a national
surveillance system that contains information on work-related fatalities and vessel disasters in the U.S.
fishing industry. For Alaska, CFID contains fatality data from 2000 through 2018 and vessel disaster data
from 2000 through 2018.

23 The evaluation of impacts in this analysis is designed to meet the requirement of E.O. 12866, which dictates that
an RIR evaluate the costs and benefits of the alternatives, to include both quantifiable and qualitative considerations.
Additionally, the analysis should provide information for decision makers “to maximize net benefits (including potential
economic, environment, public health and safety, and other advantages; distributive impacts; and equity), unless a
statute requires another regulatory approach.”
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2.7.1. Data Limitations

Certain data and information would have been useful if it could have been included as part of this
analysis. The following is a list of this unavailable information.

e Ownership data that would allow better estimates of ownership and use caps. Data used in the
analysis was based on address which may over or underestimate the true values.

e Data on product flow after it first leaves the U.S. Data on product that is reimported or receives
secondary processing in the U.S. would help refine the analysis of Net National Benefits.

e Consistent cost and employment data across all sectors. Currently data are collected using
Economic Data Reports (EDRs) that have different levels of information for some sectors and not
at all for other sectors. The piecemeal approach to data collection limits its usefulness.

e Comparable first wholesale value data for all species. AKFIN staff have advised the analysts that
direct comparisons of groundfish first wholesale values are appropriate but comparing groundfish
first wholesale values with non-groundfish species may be misleading. Therefore, the analysis
compares ex-vessel values for processors (the amount they spend buying fish) and not first
wholesale values (the amount they receive for their product) in the diversification discussion.

o Systematically collected time series data on fisheries support service sector entities and
community patterns of CV, C/P, and shore-based processor expenditures. If these data were
available, more detailed social and economic analyses of sector and community impacts would be
possible, including a more accurate picture of local multipliers for fishery related expenditures.
Additionally, this type of information would help in associating vessels with particular
communities based on quantitative data for the purposes of social impact assessment as a
supplement to, if not a replacement for, assigning vessels to communities based on other factors,
such as ownership address, homeport, or LLP license ownership address which are currently used
as proxies for revenue flows.

2.8. Description of Fisheries

2.8.1. Description of Management

Each year, the Council’s BSAI groundfish plan team and SSC establish an overfishing level (OFL) and
acceptable biological catch (ABC) for Pacific cod for the BS subarea of the BSAI and a separate OFL
and ABC for the Al subarea of the BSAI (see Figure 2-1 for a map of the BS and Al operating area and
the reporting areas). Before the Al and BS Pacific cod total allowable catches (TACs) are established at a
more localized level, the Council and NMFS consider social and economic factors, and management
uncertainty, as well as two factors that are particularly relevant to BSAI Pacific cod: 1) Pacific cod
guideline harvest level (GHL) fisheries that occur in the State waters of the BSAIL, and 2) an overall 2
million mt limit on the maximum amount of TAC that can be specified for all BSAI groundfish. The
process for establishing Pacific cod catch limits and sector allocations is illustrated in Figure 2-2.
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Figure 2-1 Map of the BSAI reporting areas
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Pacific cod TACs are specified at reduced levels that take into account the GHL fisheries?* so that the
combined harvest limits from GHL fisheries and the TACs do not exceed the ABCs specified for the BS
or Al The State manages three GHL fisheries for Pacific cod?’, two that occur within State waters in the
BS and one that occurs within State waters in the Al. Under current State regulations in the BS, the Dutch
Harbor Subarea (DHS) GHL fishery for pot gear equal to or less than 58 feet overall length in the BS is
set at 10 percent (for 2021) of the BS ABC with an annual 1 percent increase in that GHL allocation if 90
percent of the GHL allocation is harvested, until it reaches 15 percent of the BS ABC. A second BS GHL
fishery began in 2019 allocating approximately 45 mt (100,000 Ibs.) to the jig sector in the DHS. In the
Al the GHL fishery was set at 27 percent of the 2018 ABC specified for Al Pacific cod, with annual
“step-up” provisions that would increase the amount of the GHL fishery if at least 90 percent in the
previous year’s GHL was harvested. The 2021 AI GHL was increased to 34 percent but limited by the
6,804 mt maximum Al GHL. If the GHL fishery continues to be nearly fully harvested it can continue to
increase annually by 4 percent up to a maximum of 39 percent of the Al ABC or to a maximum of 6,804
mt (15 million 1bs.), whichever is less. Allowable gear in the Al GHL fisheries include trawl, longline,
pot, and jig gear.

Once the individual Al and BS TACs are established, regulations at 50 CFR §679.20(a)(7)(i) allocate
10.7 percent of the BS and Al Pacific cod TAC to the CDQ Program. The remaining portion of TAC,
after deducting the 10.7 percent allocation for CDQ Program, is the ITAC. Table 2-2 provides ABCs,

24 http:/lwww.adfg.alaska.gov/FedAidPDFs/FMR18-18.pdf
25 hitp://www.adfg.alaska.gov/index.cim?adfg=commercialbyareaaleutianislands.groundfish
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TACs, and ITACs of BSAI Pacific cod from 2003 through 2013, and ABCs, TACs, and ITACs for BS
Pacific cod and Al Pacific cod for 2014 and 2020.

Table 2-2 BSAI Pacific cod ABC, TAC, and ITAC 2003 to 2013 and BS and Al Pacific cod ABC, TAC, and
ITAC 2014 and 2020 (amounts in metric tons)

BSAI BS' AP?

ABC TAC ITAC ABC TAC ITAC ABC TAC ITAC
2003 223,000 207,500 191,938
2004 223,000 215,500 199,338
2005 206,000 206,000 190,550
2006 194,000 194,000 174,067
2007 176,000 170,720 157,916
2008 176,000 170,720 152,453 N/A
2009 182,000 176,540 157,650
2010 174,000 168,780 150,721
2011 235,000 227,950 203,559
2012 314,000 261,000 233,073
2013 307,000 260,000 232,180

Year

2014 255,000 246,897 220,479 15,100 6,997 6,248
2015 255,000 240,000 214,320 17,600 9,422 8,414
2016 255,000 238,680 213,141 17,600 12,839 11,465
2017 N/A 239,000 223,704 199,768 21,500 15,695 14,016
2018 201,000 188,136 168,005 21,500 15,695 14,016
2019 181,000 166,475 148,662 20,600 14,214 12,693
2020 137,000 124,625 111,290 20,600 14,214 12,693

Source: NMFS Final Specifications
'The BS Pacific cod TAC accounts for the GHL in State w aters of the BS, w hich is 8% of the BS ABC as of 2019.
2The Al Pacific cod TAC accounts for the GHL in State w aters of the Al, w hich is 31% of the Al ABC as of 2019.

After subtraction of the CDQ allocation from each TAC, NMFS combines the remaining BS and Al
ITACs into one BSAI non-CDQ TAC, which is available for harvest by nine non-CDQ fishery sectors.
Regulations implemented under BSAI Amendment 85 at 50 CFR §679.20(a)(7)(ii)(A) define the nine
Pacific cod non-CDQ fishery sectors in the BSAI and specify the percentage allocated to each. The non-
CDQ fishery sectors are defined by a combination of gear type (e.g., trawl, hook-and-line (HAL)),
operation type (i.e., CV or catcher/processor), and vessel size categories (e.g., vessels > to 60 ft in length
overall). Through the annual harvest specifications process, NMFS allocates an amount of the combined
BSAI non-CDQ TAC to each of these nine non-CDQ fishery sectors. The nine non-CDQ fishery sectors
and the percentage of the combined BSAI non-CDQ TAC allocated to each sector are shown in Figure
2-2 below. Using the information shown in Figure 2-2, a chart showing the percent of BSAI Pacific cod
ABC allocated to the Al and the BS GHL fisheries, the CDQ fisheries, and the nine non-CDQ federal
sectors (Figure 2-3).
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Figure 2-2 BSAI Pacific cod specifications and sector allocations
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Figure 2-3 Distribution of BSAI Pacific cod ABC by user group/sector
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Notes: Al= Aleutian Islands, BS= Bering Sea, GHL= guideline harvest limit, CDQ= community development quota, HAL= hook-and-
line, CV= catcher vessel, C/P= catcher/processor, AFA= American Fisheries Act, Amend 80= Amendment 80

NMFS manages each of the non-CDQ fishery sectors to ensure harvest?® of Pacific cod does not exceed
the overall annual allocation made to each of the non-CDQ fishery sectors. NMFS monitors harvests that
occur while vessels are directed fishing for Pacific cod (specifically targeting and retaining Pacific cod
above specific threshold levels) and harvests that occur while vessels are directed fishing in other
fisheries and incidentally catching Pacific cod (e.g., the incidental catch of Pacific cod in the pollock
directed fishery). NMFS allocates exclusive harvest privileges to the non-AFA trawl C/P sector
(Amendment 80 sector) that is prohibited from being exceeded. For the other eight non-CDQ fishery
sectors, NMFS carefully tracks both directed and incidental catch of Pacific cod. NMFS takes appropriate
management measures, such as closing directed fishing for a non-CDQ fishery sector, to ensure that total
directed fishing and incidental fishing harvests do not exceed that sector’s allocation.

An allocation to a non-CDQ fishery sector may be harvested in either the BS or the Al, subject to the non-
CDQ Pacific cod TAC specified for the BS or the AL If the non-CDQ Pacific cod TAC is or will be
reached in either the BS or AI, NMFS will prohibit directed fishing for Pacific cod in that subarea for all
non-CDQ fishery sectors. The other area will remain open to directed fishing for all sectors as long as

26 Pacific cod is managed under Improved Retention/Improved Utilization regulations that prohibit the discard of
Pacific cod, except under very limited circumstances. Those regulations have caused the harvest and total catch
(harvest plus at-sea discards) to be about equal. NMFS manages the fishery to account for total removals of Pacific
cod and not only harvest.
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Pacific cod TAC is available in that area and the sector has Pacific cod available from their BSAI

allocation.

BSAI non-CDQ Pacific cod allocation are managed at the BSAI level. Because there are no non-CDQ
sector allocations specific to each area, there are not gear specific seasonal allowances by area. While the
overall guideline for the BSAI Pacific cod fishery continues to be a 70:30 percent seasonal split, the
seasonal allowance varies by gear type taking into account changes to the season dates from the Steller
sea lion protection measures implemented in 2015. For the trawl CV sector, the A season apportionment
is 74 percent, B season apportionment is 11 percent, and the C season apportionment is 15 percent. Figure

2-4 demonstrates how those seasons vary by non-CDQ sector.

The allocation of Pacific cod among the CDQ Program and the nine non-CDQ fishery sectors, as well as
the seasonal apportionment of those allocations, creates a large number of separate sector seasonal
allocations. Table 2-3 provides the BSAI Pacific cod apportionment and BSAI Pacific cod seasonal
allowance for the 2021 fishing year. To help ensure the efficient allocation management, NMFS may
rollover any unused portion of a seasonal apportionment from any non-CDQ fishery sector (except the jig
sector) to that sector’s next season during the current fishing year (§ 679.20(a)(7)(iv)(B) and (C)).

Figure 2-4 BSAI non-CDQ Pacific cod seasonal apportionments by gear type
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Table 2-3 BSAI non-CDQ Pacific cod sector apportionment and BSAI non-CDQ Pacific seasonal allowance

for 2021
Sector BSAI Sector Apportionment (mt) BSAI Season allowance (mt)
A B C
H&L/pot < 60’ 1,888 No seasonal allowance
H&L CV= 60’ 189 96 93 n/a
H&L CP 45,965 34,347 22,523 n/a
Pot CV=60' 7,928 4,043 5,692 n/a
Pot CP 1,416 722 694 n/a
Jig vessels 1,331 799 266 389
AFAtrawl CP 2,186 1,640 547 0
Amendment 80 12,736 13,964 4,655 0
Trawl CV 21,004 15,543 2,310 3,151

Source: NMFS Final Specifications

2.8.2. Management of BSAI trawl CV incidental catch allowance

NMEFS determines the directed fishing allowance (DFA) for the seasonal apportionments of the BSAI
trawl CV TAC by first determining the projected incidental catch allowance (ICA) of Pacific cod by
BSAI trawl CVs in other groundfish directed fishing targets during that season. For example, Pacific cod
caught incidentally by BSAI trawl CVs in other target fisheries (usually pollock, yellowfin sole, Atka
mackerel, Pacific ocean perch (POP)) contribute to the Pacific cod ICA. After deducting the ICA, the
remaining TAC is the DFA. The DFA is the amount allowed to be fully retained. Also, Pacific cod is an
improved retention/improved utilization species and required to be fully retained by all trawl vessels
when directed fishing is open for that sector (see §679.27).

Directed fishing closes once the DFA is reached. A directed fishing closure limits retention of that species
to a percentage of the retained catch of other species open to directed fishing and retained. This
percentage is called the maximum retainable amount (MRA). The MRA percentage relates to the
expected incidental catch rate of Pacific cod in other fisheries and is used as a tool to allow some
retention of Pacific cod to avoid regulatory discards. Because Pacific cod is an improved
retention/improved utilization species, a vessel may not discard Pacific cod when directed fishing is
closed for that vessel unless they catch more than the MRA allowed.

If the total Pacific cod apportionment of the TAC for the BSAI trawl CV sector is caught before the end
of the year, then retention of Pacific cod is prohibited. Prohibiting retention removes any incentive to
increase incidental catch. If the BS or AI ABC is reached and the incidental catch indicates the BS or Al
OFL may be approached, additional closures are imposed. To prevent reaching the OFL, specific fisheries
identified by gear and area that incur the greatest incidental catch are closed. If the rate of catch is not
sufficiently slowed, then closures expand to other fisheries. In general, overfishing level closures are rare.

The BSAI Pacific cod incidental catch is managed differently depending on the sector. For the BSAI
trawl CV sector (also the AFA trawl C/P and jig sectors), the ICA is estimated during each season and is
the amount estimated as incidental catch. In some prior years, the trawl CV season closed late in the A
season and the amount needed for incidental catch after the directed fishing closure was low. In recent
years, the A season has closed in early February and incidental catch from the A season allocation is
needed for pollock, yellowfin sole, and Atka mackerel. Trawl CVs directed fishing for these species are
required to retain Pacific cod up to 20 percent of these retained species. In 2020, this incidental catch was
slightly greater than 7,000 mt.

PCTC Program, November 2022 69



For BSAI trawl CV B season, catch under or over the A season allocation is added to or subtracted from
the B season allocation. The trawl CV B season is the lowest seasonal allocation (11 percent) of the
annual allocation and therefore more difficult to manage to the TAC available. If the incidental catch set
aside in the A season was too low, then even less Pacific cod is available for the B season. Catch rates in
the beginning of April are usually high but start to decrease after the first week or so. Therefore, NMFS
has not reallocated unused trawl CV A season allocations to other sectors. In the B season, most of the
AFA CVs concentrate on BS pollock. Also, incidental catch of Pacific cod in the B season pollock fishery
is usually lower than the A season. In 2020, the trawl CV Pacific cod B season TAC available did not
support directed fishing and B season directed fishing was closed. Also, 2020 B season incidental catch
exceeded the B season TAC available. In other recent years, the B season has opened for only 24 to 48
hours because of the limited TAC available for the B season. The incidental catch in the trawl CV Pacific
cod B season is usually less than the A season as the pollock fishery is winding down for the A season,
but yellowfin sole, Atka mackerel, and POP fisheries may be occurring.

The BSAI trawl CV C season is 15 percent of the annual allocation. Although directed fishing for trawl
CV Pacific cod in the C season is important part of the annual fishing plan for some trawl CVs, most of
the trawl CV C season catch is incidental to other directed fishing. In August, before directed fishing
opens September 1 for the hook-and-line and pot sectors, NMFS starts to estimate if any BSAI trawl CV
C season allocation may be available for reallocation to other sectors. In some years, it is clear that there
will be projected unused trawl CV TAC available to reallocate and NMFS may process a reallocation in
late September or October. In other years, it is less clear, and NMFS waits until after directed fishing for
pollock and Pacific cod for the trawl CV sector closes. Then reallocations would occur in November or
December. When the BS and Al Pacific cod TACs are higher, it is usually the case that some trawl CV C
season Pacific cod will be unused and reallocated to other sectors. Also, in some years the other fisheries
for trawl CVs are done for the year in October or there are no trawl CVs directed fishing for C season
Pacific cod.

For Pacific cod in a catch share program or most CDQ fisheries, allocations are granted to cooperatives or
particular groups. In exchange, the recipients actively monitor their fisheries and limit their catch rather
than NMFS issuing directed fishing closures. In some catch share programs, such as Amendment 80, the
cooperatives are required to manage their directed fishing and incidental catch to remain under their
Pacific cod allocation and therefore Amendment 80 Pacific cod is considered a hard cap allocation.

For the BSAI Pacific cod hook-and-line and pot gear sectors, the Regional Administrator will specify an
amount of Pacific cod that NMFS estimates will be taken as incidental catch while directed fishing for
groundfish other than Pacific cod by the hook-and-line and pot gear sectors. This amount will be the ICA
specified in the harvest specifications and will be deducted from the aggregate portion of Pacific cod TAC
annually allocated to the hook-and-line and pot gear sectors before the allocations are made to these
sectors. Since Amendment 85 implementation, this amount has been 400 to 500 mt. Currently, the
regulations have no provisions for this Pacific cod ICA to be reallocated to the hook-and-line and pot gear
sector’s DFAs, or vice versa, toward the end of the year if the ICA was set too high or too low.

2.8.3. Reallocations Among Gear Types

BSALI Pacific cod TAC reallocation decisions are based on the hierarchy described at §679.20(a)(7)(iii)
and take into account the capability of a sector to harvest both their initial Pacific cod TAC and any
reallocations they may receive. There are no reallocations to or from the CDQ TAC allocations except
transfers between CDQ groups. Also, for the Amendment 80 catch share program allocations transfers
between cooperative(s) or reallocations from the Amendment 80 limited access sector to Amendment 80
cooperative(s) are allowed. Starting in 2018, there is one Amendment 80 cooperative and starting in 2011
there has been no Amendment 80 limited access sector, so no transfers or reallocations within this sector
have occurred in recent years. However, the Amendment 80 sector is eligible to receive a reallocation
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from other non-CDQ sectors. There is no regulatory provision to reallocate from the hook-and-line and
pot incidental catch allowance or the C/P HAL sector.

In general, the projected unused allocations in any sector delivering inshore, i.e., CV sectors, would be
reallocated primarily to other inshore sectors before being reallocated to any offshore, i.e., C/P, sector,
and, secondarily, within a gear type before being reallocated to another gear type. Any reallocation of
Pacific cod requires publication in the Federal Register before it is effective. This process may take about
a week.

In the BSAI most sector’s A season allocations are fully harvested, and if not, any remaining A season
allocation rolls over to the next season for that sector. Therefore, reallocations of A season TAC are rare.
One exception is for the BSAI jig sector where any projected unused portion of a seasonal allowance of
Pacific cod is required to be reallocated to the HAL/pot CV less than 60’ sector. The HAL/pot CV less
than 60’ sector does not have seasonal allocations under Steller sea lion protection measures. Instead, the
annual allocation is available on January 1 and this sector is reliant on reallocations from other sectors to
have directed fishing reopen later in the year once their annual allocation has been harvested.

In recent years, NMFS has reallocated most of the jig sector’s A season allocation to the HAL/pot CV
less than 60’ sector during January to March. For most other sector’s, reallocations occur from late
August to December since some sectors often are projected not to reach their fall allocations (B season for
the BSAI HAL and pot sectors and C season for BSAI trawl sectors). Starting late August, more
information becomes available on amounts of remaining Pacific cod in each sector and which sectors may
be able to use more Pacific cod before the end of the fishing year.

Although there are regulations that allow for reallocations of projected unharvested Pacific cod between
most sectors or allocations in the BSAI there are some years when the total catch is under the total TAC
at the end of the year. In the fall, for some sectors or allocations, fishing effort may decrease or stop for
several reasons. These reasons include, but are not limited to; poor weather, low catch rates, directed
fishing closures due to attainment of prohibited species catch limits, low Pacific cod prices, high fuel
prices, vessel breakdowns or maintenance, or closure of directed fishing for all non-CDQ Pacific cod
sectors in the BS subarea or Al subarea. These factors can be difficult to predict when NMFS considers
whether to make Pacific cod reallocations.

NMES strives to reallocate projected amounts of unharvested Pacific cod to sectors that may be able to
harvest these amounts; however, the decision to reallocate these amounts are complex and factor in many
considerations. The primary consideration is not to reallocate Pacific cod from a sector that may have the
capacity to catch their allocation. This consideration means NMFS must first determine a sector’s
remaining Pacific cod apportionment and the capacity for the sector to catch the remaining amount. This
requires communication with vessel operators and processors. If any vessel operator or processor
indicates that they will remain active or become active in the fishery before the end of the year, NMFS
will tend to be more conservative in leaving amounts of Pacific cod available for that sector. As a result,
Pacific cod sometimes remains uncaught at the end of the year because these vessels either do not actually
participate or their actual catch rates are insufficient to catch a sector’s remaining Pacific cod.
Additionally, NMFS considers that catch data may change over time. To prevent exceeding TAC or ABC,
NMEFS typically leaves small amounts of TAC as a buffer to account for changes that may occur when
catch data changes, which may occur for a variety of reasons.

In recent years, the BSAI Pacific cod TAC has decreased and therefore less Pacific cod TAC is remaining
for the sectors that have historically provided reallocated Pacific cod. As result, NMFS has to be more
conservative in completing reallocations. The sectors that have provided relatively consistent Pacific cod
for reallocations are the jig gear, HAL CV > 60°, pot CVs > 60°, trawl CVs, and AFA trawl C/Ps.

Examples of considerations for fall reallocations include:
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e Jig sector - determine the jig sector’s plans for Pacific cod and how much seasonal allocation may
be reallocated to the HAL/pot less than 60’ sector.

e HAL CV > 60’ - For many years there has been little to no Pacific cod directed fishing by this
sector and usually all the remaining Pacific cod is reallocated to the HAL/pot CV less than
60’sector.

e Pot CVs > 60" - In most years from 2008 to 2017, there was significant amounts of projected
unharvested Pacific cod from this sector that was reallocated to the HAL/pot less than 60° sector
and other sectors (mostly pot C/Ps). In recent years, the projected unused Pacific cod amounts
have decreased.

e Trawl CV and AFA trawl C/P sectors — depending on the amount of TAC remaining near the
closure date of November 1, NMFS determines if the trawl CV sector and AFA C/P sector will
have remaining C season Pacific cod TAC and what sectors may be able to use the projected
unharvested TAC. In 2020, Pacific cod overages by the AFA C/Ps were covered by trawl CV
reallocations.

Table 2-4, Table 2-5, and Table 2-6 were prepared to show annual reallocation amounts of BSAI Pacific
cod by sector and the proportion of reallocations by sector during the 2004 through 2020. These tables
show annual initial allocation, final allocation, reallocations, all in metric tons, and final allocation as a
percent of initial allocation and annual percent of total reallocation for each sector. Table 2-4 are those
sectors that annually were initially allocated BSAI Pacific cod during the 2004 through 2020 period that
was all or partially reallocated to other sectors later in the year. These sectors include trawl CV, pot CV >
60’, jig, and HAL CV > 60°. Of these four sectors, the trawl CV sector on average had the largest portion
of total BSAI Pacific cod that was reallocated at 43 percent of the all the Pacific cod reallocated from
2004 through 2019. Next was the jig sector at 27 percent, the pot CV > 60’ at 19 percent, and the HAL
CV =60’ at 3 percent of all the Pacific cod reallocated from 2004 through 2019. The trawl C/P sector
shown in Table 2-6 also averaged 26 percent of the total reallocation from 2004 through 2007, but once
Amendment 80 was implemented in 2008, both the Amendment 80 sector and the AFA C/P sector, which
make up the trawl C/P sector, were on average net receivers of reallocated BSAI Pacific cod. Table 2-5 is
composed of sectors that were, on average, net receivers of reallocated BSAI Pacific cod during the 2004
through 2020 years. The HAL/pot CV less than 60 sector on average received the largest share at 40
percent of the BSAI Pacific cod reallocated during the 2004 through 2020 years followed by the HAL C/P
sector at 36 percent, and the pot C/P sector at 8 percent.
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Table 2-4

the trawl CV, pot CV 2 60’, jig, and HAL CV 2 60’ sectors from 2004 through 2020

Initial allocation, final allocation, reallocations, final allocation as a percent of initial allocation, and annual percent of total reallocation for

Trawl CV Pot CV 260 Jig HAL CV 260
Year Initial Final ’ Final allocation Initial Final . Hr.1al Annual %of || Initial Final . Hn.a : Annual %of | Initial Final . |Final allocationas a| Annual % of
) \ Reallocations ... | Annual %of total . .| Reallocations |allocation as a ) .| Reallocations | allocation as ) . |Reallocations s
allocation | allocation as a %of initial . allocation | allocation L total allocation | allocation o total allocation | allocation %of initial total
(mt) . reallocation (mt) %of initial . (mt) a %of initial . (mt) . .

(mt) (mt) allocation (mt) (mt) allocation reallocation (mt) (mt) allocation reallocation (mt) (mt) allocation reallocation
2004 46,844 40,717 6127 87% -33% 15174 | 11,735 -3439 7% -19% 3,987 442 -3,545 1% -19% 303 303 0 100% 0%
2005 44779 35,847 -8,932 80% -38% 145502 | 12,828 -1,674 88% -1% 3811 166 -3,645 4% -15% 290 230 -60 79% 0%
2006 41,251 33,824 1421 82% -46% 13,354 | 13,880 526 104% 3% 3510 214 -3,296 6% -20% 267 267 0 100% 0%
2007 37,110 34,110 -3,000 92% -50% 12,006 | 12,129 123 101% 2% 3,158 126 -3,032 4% -50% 240 240 0 100% 0%
2008 33,692 30,842 -2,850 92% -A4% 12,737 | 11422 1,315 90% -20% 2,134 180 -1,954 8% -30% 303 0 -303 0% -5%
2009 34,841 29,740 -5,101 85% -35% 13173 | 6,373 -6,800 48% -47% 2,207 25 2,182 1% -15% 314 2 312 1% 2%
2010 33,309 28,175 -5,134 85% -63% 12,591 | 11576 1,015 92% -12% 2,110 350 -1,760 17% -21% 300 1 299 0% -4%
2011 44,987 39,897 -5,090 89% -65% 17,030 | 17,030 0 100% 0% 2,850 510 -2,340 18% -30% 405 15 -390 4% -5%
2012 51,509 47,749 -3,760 93% -28% 19,509 | 13,209 -6,300 68% -47% 3,263 463 -2,800 14% -21% 465 30 -435 6% -3%
2013 51,312 43,812 -7,500 85% -A4% 19434 | 13434 -6,000 69% -35% 3,251 51 -3,200 2% -19% 463 13 -450 3% -3%
2014 50,107 43,107 -7,000 86% -47% 18976 | 14476 -4,500 76% -30% 3174 101 -3,073 3% -20% 452 25 421 6% -3%
2015 49,224 37,854 11370 7% -50% 18641 | 11891 -6,750 64% -30% 3,118 100 -3,018 3% -13% 444 20 424 5% 2%
2016 49,638 45,138 -4500 91% -28% 18,798 | 12,098 -6,700 64% -02% 3,144 ) -3,050 3% -19% 448 0 -448 0% -3%
2017 47,246 44,163 -3,083 93% -2%% 17889 | 13889 -4,000 78% -37% 2,993 13 -2,980 0% -28% 426 0 -426 0% -4%
2018 40,227 38,027 -2,200 95% -43% 15,235 | 15235 0 100% 0% 2,549 149 2,400 6% -47% 363 0 -363 0% -%
2019 35,660 31,690 -3,970 89% -57% 13499 | 13499 0 100% 0% 2,259 159 -2,100 7% -30% 321 0 321 0% -5%
2020 30,707 29,693 1,014 97% -32% 11616 | 11616 0 100% 0% 1,945 18 -1,927 1% -60% 21 3 274 1% 9%
Average | 40,690 31317 -5,180 88% -43% 15,539 | 12,725 -2,990 8% -19% 2,910 186 -2,894 6% 21% 358 68 -308 2% -3%

Source: NMFS; file name is Annual BSAI cod reallocations 2004_2019
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Table 2-5

Initial allocation, final allocation, reallocations, final allocation as a percent of initial allocation, and annual percent of total reallocation for
the HAL C/P, HAL/pot CV < 60’, and pot C/P sectors from 2004 through 2020

HAL C/P HAL/Pot CV < 60 Pot C/P
Initial Final Final allocation Initial | Final Final Annual%of | Initial | Final Final Annual %of

Year . 0, . . o . . o
allocation | allocation Reallocations as a %of initial Annual /°°f. total allocation | allocation Reallocations all‘t’)catllorl'n-as 2 total allocation | allocation Reallocations aII:)catl.OI?.as total

(mt) . reallocation (mt) % of initial . (mt) a %of initial .

(mt) (mt) allocation (mt) (mt) . reallocation (mt) (mt) . reallocation
allocation allocation
2004 80,930 97,795 16,865 121% 91% 1,416 2,961 1,545 209% 8% 3,338 3,452 114 103% 1%
2005 77,344 99,519 22,175 129% 94% 1,354 2,601 1,247 192% 5% 3,190 3,352 162 105% 1%
2006 71,218 84,709 13,491 119% 84% 1,246 3,242 1,996 260% 12% 2,938 3,053 115 104% 1%
2007 64,030 68,105 4,075 106% 68% 1,121 2,928 1,807 261% 30% 2,641 2,668 27 101% 0%
2008 73,844 76,074 2,230 103% 35% 3,033 5,210 2,177 172% 34% 2,274 3,089 815 136% 13%
2009 76,375 84,075 7,700 110% 53% 3,137 4434 1,297 141% 9% 2,352 3,550 1,198 151% 8%
2010 73,000 73,190 190 100% 2% 2,998 5,509 2,511 184% 31% 2,248 3,350 1,102 149% 13%
2011 98,733 99,853 1,120 101% 14% 4,055 9,005 4,950 222% 63% 3,041 3,041 0 100% 0%
2012 113,106 118,106 5,000 104% 38% 4,645 8,880 4,235 191% 32% 3,484 4,284 800 123% 6%
2013 112,671 115,171 2,500 102% 15% 4,627 9,177 4,550 198% 27% 3,470 6,070 2,600 175% 15%
2014 110,016 111,516 1,500 101% 10% 4,518 12,018 7,500 266% 50% 3,389 5,889 2,500 174% 17%
2015 108,071 118,871 10,800 110% 47% 4,438 10,630 6,192 240% 27% 3,329 6,829 3,500 205% 15%
2016 108,983 114,283 5,300 105% 33% 4476 10,674 6,198 238% 39% 3,357 6,607 3,250 197% 20%
2017 103,712 107,589 3,877 104% 36% 4,259 9,271 5,012 218% 47% 3,194 4,999 1,805 157% 17%
2018 88,324 88,324 0 100% 0% 3,627 8,748 5121 241% 100% 2,720 2,720 0 100% 0%
2019 78,260 78,260 0 100% 0% 3,214 9,800 6,586 305% 95% 2,410 2,745 335 114% 5%
2020 67,346 67,346 0 100% 0% 2,766 4,967 2,201 180% 68% 2,074 2,074 0 100% 0%
Average | 88,586 94,282 5,695 107% 36% 3,148 6,888 3,831 219% 40% 2,909 3,987 1,078 135% 8%
Source: NVFS; file name is Annual BSAI cod reallocations 2004_2019
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Table 2-6 Initial allocation, final allocation, reallocations, final allocation as a percent of initial allocation, and annual percent of total reallocation for
the trawl C/P, AFA C/P, and Amendment 80 sectors from 2004 through 2020
Trawl C/P AFA C/P AMS80
Final
0, 0,
Year Initial Final Final allocation Annual % Initial . allocation | Annual % of Initial Final : Hn.all Annual %
. . . L of total . Final Reallocations . . Reallocations | allocation as | of total
allocation | allocation | Reallocations (mt) |as a % of initial . || allocation . as a %of total allocation allocation - .
. reallocati allocation (mt) (mt) L . (mt) a %of initial | reallocati
(mt) (mt) allocation (mt) initial reallocation (mt) (mt) .
on . allocation on
allocation
2004 46,844 41,431 -5,413 88% -29%
2005 44,779 35,506 -9,273 79% -39%
' ' ’ ’ N/A N/A
2006 41,251 35,845 -5,406 87% -34%
2007 37,110 37,110 0 100% 0%
2008 3,506 4,706 1,200 134% 19% 20,429 20,429 0 100% 0%
2009 3,626 4,826 1,200 133% 8% 21,125 24125 3,000 114% 21%
2010 3,467 4,041 574 17% 7% 20,197 24,028 3,831 119% 47%
2011 4,682 6,432 1,750 137% 22% 27,277 27,277 0 100% 0%
2012 5,361 6,621 1,260 124% 9% 31,232 33,232 2,000 106% 15%
2013 N/A 5,340 6,740 1,400 126% 8% 31,112 37,212 6,100 120% 36%
2014 5,215 5,465 250 105% 2% 30,381 33,631 3,250 111% 22%
2015 5123 3,823 -1,800 75% -8% 29,846 32,216 2,370 108% 10%
2016 5,166 3,816 -1,350 74% -8% 30,097 31,397 1,300 104% 8%
2017 4917 4,712 -205 96% -2% 28,647 28,647 0 100% 0%
2018 4,186 4,028 -158 96% -3% 24,391 24,391 0 100% 0%
2019 3,711 3,181 -530 86% -8% 21,622 21,622 0 100% 0%
2020 3,196 4,210 1,014 132% 32% 18,619 18,619 0 100% 0%
Average | 42,496 37,473 -5,023 89% -26% 4,423 4,815 354 110% 6% 25,767 27,448 1,681 106% 12%
Source: NMFS; file name is Annual BSAI cod reallocations 2004_2019
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Table 2-7 provides information on the number of directed fishing days by season and total catch of BSAI
Pacific cod for the trawl CV sector relative to BSAI Pacific cod allocations along with reallocations of
BSAI Pacific cod and remaining allocations by season from 2004 through 2019. As a reminder, seasonal
allowances for trawl gear, including the trawl CV sector, is 74 percent for the A season, 11 percent for the
B season, and 15 percent for the C season as regulated by the Steller sea lion protection measures.

Looking at 2004 as an example, the A season was open for 62 days and the allocation was 32,791 mt with
a total catch for the season of 34,801 mt, which exceeded the seasonal allocation by 2,010 mt. The B
season was open for 3 days and the allocation was 4,684 mt with a total catch of 2,547 mt, leaving 2,137
mt unharvested. The C season was open the entire regulation period (144 days) with an initial allocation
019,369 mt but 6,127 mt was reallocated to other sectors leaving a revised allocation of 3,242 mt while
the total catch for the season was 3,749 mt which resulted in total catch exceeding the revised allocation
by 507 mt. Overall, the trawl CV sector in 2004 exceeded its revised initial allocation for the year by 381
mt. However, in 2004 there was unused Pacific cod in other sectors that covered this overage, but NMFS
did not do a final reallocation to cover overages for this other sectors.

As noted in Table 2-7, seasonal overages and under harvests often occur in the A season. Reasons for
overages and under harvests include incidental catch after closure date was higher or lower than
projected, catch rates were higher or lower than projected which resulted in season closure a day or two
too late or early, sever weather can slow some vessels but not others which changes the projected catch
rates, announced fishery closures results in vessels leaving the fishery before the closure date, and vessels
breaking down thus leaving the fishery. For the B season overages and under harvests, in addition to
reasons noted above for the A season, catch rates are hard to predict when the A season closes before the
middle of March since no vessels have been targeting Pacific cod before the B season opens or even
which vessels will participate in the B season.

Overall, after adjusting for reallocations, the trawl CV sector tends to finish each year with a small
amount of BSAI Pacific cod unharvested. Reallocations of trawl CV Pacific occurred during the C season
except for 2011 when 1,300 mt of Pacific cod was reallocated in May. However, there were years when
NMEFS subtracted Pacific cod from the A season or the B season allocation but was not reallocated until
the C season (2015, 2016, and 2019).
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Table 2-7  Trawl CV seasonal BSAI Pacific cod directed fishing days, initial allocation, reallocation, total
catch, seasonal allocation revised after reallocation, and remaining season allocation after
deducting total catch from 2004 through 2019
Days season " . Seasonal allocation Remainipg season
Year Season was open for Initial allocation Reallocation (mt) Total catch (mt) revised after alk?cauon after
directed fishing (mt) reallocations (mt) deductlng(rsnti;:tor catch
A-season 62 32,791 - 34,801 32,791 (2,010),
B-season 3 4,684 - 2,547 4,684 2,137
2004 C-season 144 9,369 (6,127) 3,749 3242 (507)
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - 0 - (0)
Total 209 46,844 (6,127) 41,098 40,717 (381)
A-season 55 31,345 - 31,232 31,345 113
B-season 71 4478 - 3,091 4478 1,387
2005 C-season 69 8,956 (8,932) 1,425 24 (1,401)
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - - - -
Total 195 44,779 (8,932) 35,748 35,847 99
A-season 47 28,634 - 27,989 28,634 645
B-season 5 4,091 - 4,245 4,091 (154)
2006 C-season 43 8,181 (7.427) 1,406 754 (652)
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - 0 - -
Total 95 40,906 (7.427) 33,640 33,479 (161)
A-season 51 25,977 - 25,686 25,977 291
B-season 8 3,711 - 4,448 3,711 (737)
2007 C-season 111 7422 (3,000) 1,755 4,422 2,667
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - 0 - (0)
Total 170 37,110 (3,000) 31,890 34,110 2,220
A-season 45 24,932 - 25,882 24,932 (950)
B-season 3 3,706 - 3,419 3,706 287
2008 C-season 144 5,054 (2,850) 1,476 2,204 728
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - 44 - (44)
Total 192 33,692 (2,850) 30,820 30,842 22
A-season 60 25,782 - 25,020 25,782 762
B-season 4 3,832 - 3,353 3,832 479
2009 C-season 144 5,226 (5,101) 1,250 125 (1,125)
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - - - -
Total 208 34,840 (5,101) 29,623 29,739 116
A-season 51 24,649 - 27,106 24,649 (2,457)
B-season 0 3,664 - 212 3,664 3,452
2010 C-season 144 4,996 (5,134) 868 (138) (1,006)
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - - - -
Total 195 33,309 (5,134) 28,186 28,175 (11)
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Table 2-7 Continued

. Remaining season
Days season was Initial allocation Seasonal allocation allocation after
Year Season open for directed Reallocation (mt)  Total catch (mt) revised after .
- (mt) X deducting sector catch
fishing reallocations (mt) (mt)
A-season 65 33,290 - 34,136 33,290 (846)
B-season 57 4,949 (1,300)" 2,235 3,649 1,414
2011 C-season 144 6,748 (3,790) 3,428 2,958 (470),
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - 19 - (19)
Total 266 44,987 5,090 39,819 39,897 78
A-season 42 38,117 - 37,321 38,117 796
B-season 14 5,666 - 6,603 5,666 (937),
2012 C-season 144 7,726 (3,760) 2,602 3,966 1,364
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - 2 - (2),
Total 200 51,509 (3,760) 46,528 47,749 1,221
A-season 50 37,971 - 35,782 37,971 2,189
B-season 7 5,644 - 4,718 5,644 926
2013 C-season 144 7,697 (7,500) 3,208 197 (3,011)
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - 23 - (23),
Total 265 51,312 (7,500) 43,731 43,812 81
A-season 55 37,079 - 35,842 37,079 1,237
B-season 71 5,512 - 4,109 5,512 1,403
2014 C-season 144 7,516 (2,000) 2,083 5,516 3,433
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - 52 - (52),
Total 270 50,107 (2,000) 42,086 48,107 6,021
A-season 38 36,426 (2,800 30,486 33,626 3,140
B-season 7 5,415 (200)° 1,718 5,215 3,497
2015 C-season 144 7,383 (3,870) 5,373 3,513 (1,860)
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - 19 - (19)
Total 253 49,224 (6,870) 37,597 42,354 4,757
A-season 48 36,732 (2,000)* 37,963 34,732 (3,231)
B-season 26 5,460 - 4,260 5,460 1,200
2016 C-season 144 7,446 (2,500) 2,753 4,946 2,193
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - - - -
Total (-4,500) 44,976 45138 162
A-season 34 34,962 - 37,556 34,962 (2,594)
B-season 2 5,197 - 5,417 5,197 (220)
2017 C-season 144 7,087 (3,083) 1,163 4,004 2,841
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - 4 - 4)
Total 180 47,246 (3,083) 44,140 44,163 23
A-season 22 29,768 - 29,510 29,768 258
B-season 2 4,425 - 7,009 4,425 (2,584)
2018 C-season 144 6,034 (2,200) 1,347 3,834 2,487
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - 2 - (2),
Total 168 40,227 (2,200) 37,868 38,027 159
A-season 12 26,388 (742)° 25,623 25,646 23
B-season 1 3,923 - 4,132 3,923 (209),
2019 C-season 144 5,349 (3,228) 1,856 2,121 265
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - 20 - (20),
Total 157 35,660 31,632 31,690 58
A-season® 28 22,723 - 25,877 22,723 (3,154)
B-season 0 3,378 - 1,815 3,378 1,563
2020 C-season 144 4,606 (1,014) 1,992 3,692 1,600
After C-season (Incidental catch) - - 7 - (7)
Total 172 30,707 (1,014) 29,691 29,693 2
Source: NMFS; file name is BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV seasonal allocations
'Subtracted from the B-season and reallocated in the B-season (May)
2Subtracted from the A-season but reallocated in the C-season (September)
3Subtracted from the B-season but reallocated in the C-season (September)
“Subtracted from the A-season but reallocated in the C-season (October)
®Subtracted from the A-season but reallocation in the C-season (August)
6Voluntary stand down from Jan 23 to Feb 9, so A-season was 6 days of directed fishing
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Table 2-8 shows reallocation amounts of BSAI Pacific cod from the trawl CV sector to other sectors and
the percent of the trawl CVs reallocation relative to that sector’s total reallocation for the year from 2004
through 2020. The largest portion of the reallocations from the trawl CV sector accrued to the HAL C/P
sector at 41 percent followed by the Amendment 80 sector at 23 percent, HAL/pot CV less than 60 ft
sector at 20 percent, AFA C/P sector at 11 percent, and the pot C/P sector at 6 percent. During the years
the trawl CV sector reallocated Pacific cod, that reallocation contributed to 38 percent of the total
reallocated Pacific cod for the HAL C/P sector, 94 percent of the Amendment 80 sector, 27 percent for
the HAL/pot CV less than 60’ sector, and 111 percent for the AFA C/P sector.?’” Except for the AFA C/P,
all the trawl CV Pacific cod reallocated to other sectors was not later reallocated to another sector. As for
the AFA C/P sector, there were two secondary reallocations. In 2010, 431 mt of initial reallocated trawl
CV Pacific cod was later reallocated to the Amendment 80 limited access sector, and in 2015, 500 mt of
initially reallocated Pacific cod from the trawl CV sector was also likely reallocated to the Amendment 80
sector.

Table 2-8  Reallocation of BSAI Pacific cod from the trawl CV sector to other sectors, 2004 through 2020
Sectors receiving reallocated trawl CV Pacific cod (mt) and (%) of their total reallocation received
Year HAL/Pot CV < 60 ft HAL C/P AFA C/P A80 Pot CV >= 60* Pot C/IP
mt % mt % mt % | mt % mt % mt %
2004 0% 7,000 42% -873 -57% 0%
2005 0% 8,932 40% | AFAC/P combined with A80 and did 0% 0%
2006 0% 7,427 55% notreceive a reallocation 0% 0%
2007 0% 3,000 74% 0% 0%
2008 0% 1,650 74% | 1,200 100% n/a 0% 0%
2009 0% 901 12% 1,200 100% 3,000 100% 0% 0%
2010 500 20% 190 100% | 1,005 175% 3400 89% 33 1% 6 1%
2011 2,590 52% 750 67% | 1,750 100% n/a 0% n/a
2012 500 12% 0% 1,260 100% 2,000 100% 0% 0%
2013 0% 0% 1,400 100% 6,100 100% 0% 0%
2014 2,000 27% 1,500 100% 250 100% 3,250 100% 0% 0%
2015 3,500 57% 2,300 21% 500 -28% 2,370 100% 0% 2,700 77%
2016 2,000 32% 0% 0% 500 38% 0% 2,000 62%
2017 0% 2,732 70% 0% n/a 0% 351 19%
2018 2,200 43% n/a 0% n/a 0% n/a
2019 3,970 60% n/a 0% n/a 0% 0%
2020 0% n/a 1,014 100% n/a 0% n/a
Total 17,260 27% | 36,382 38% | 9,579 111% | 20,620 94% -840 1% | 5,057 28%

Source: NMFS; file name is 2004 to 2020 Pacific cod reallocations from traw | CV's to other sectors and Annual BSAI cod reallocations 2004_2019(1)
*The traw | CV sector w as reallocated 873 mt from the pot CV 2 60' sector in 2004.

2.8.4.

The State of Alaska has managed a GHL fishery for Pacific cod in State waters in the Al subarea since
2006 and in the DHS of the BS since 2014. In the BS, the GHL fishery opens after the federal fishery
(HAL/pot CV less than 60’ sector) closes to directed fishing. For the Al, the GHL was 3 percent of the
Federal BSAI Pacific cod ABC from 2006 through the 2015 fishing season. Starting in 2016, the Al GHL
changed to 27 percent of the Al ABC, with annual step-up provisions if the AI GHL is fully harvested to
a maximum of 39 percent of the Al ABC. The annual step-up provision remains in place if the GHL is
fully harvested. The GHL is considered fully harvested at 90 percent harvested. For 2019, the Al GHL
was 31 percent of the AI ABC since the previous year’s Al GHL was fully harvested. In addition, the
Alaska Board of Fisheries (BOF) capped the Al GHL at a maximum of 15 million pounds (6,804 mt). At
the BOF October 2018 meeting, the BOF included a four percent step-down provision if the Al GHL is
not fully harvested (90 percent is considered fully harvested) during two consecutive calendar years. The

Overview of State Water GHL Fisheries

27 The AFA C/P sector for two years received a reallocation of Pacific cod from the trawl CV sector which was later
reallocated to another sector thus the greater than 100 percent total reallocation for the AFA C/P sector.
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GHL may not be reduced below 15 percent of the federal Al Pacific cod ABC. The 2019 GHL was fully
harvested, so the 2020 AI GHL increased to 35% (7,210 mt); however due to the maximum regulatory
GHL for this fishery the 2020 season GHL was 6,804 mt. At the BOF December 2019 meeting, the BOF
made the Al state waters fishery an exclusive fishery for all gear types. This became effective during the
2020 season.

While all gears can be allowed at various times during the GHL fishery, overall, the majority of the Al
GHL has been harvested by vessels using trawl and pot gear. Table 2-9 summarizes the state Al GHL
participation, catch, and value for the years 2006 through 2020. Additional information on the Al GHL
fishery can be found in the Al Pacific Cod Harvest Set-Aside RIR that addressed issues with Amendment
113 (NPFMC, 2018).
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Table 2-9

Aleutian Islands state-waters Pacific cod fishery guideline harvest level and harvest from 2006-2019

Year Season Initial Harvest?® Vessels Landings Average price Fishery
GHL? per pound® value®
2006 A season 4,074 3,857 26 68 $0.23 $1.30
B season 1,746 d 160 5 19 $0.38 $1.40
TOTAL 5,820 4,017 30 87 $0.31 $2.70
2007 A season 3,696 3,733 27 97 $0.45 $3.60
B season 1,584 f 1,546 12 106 $0.52 $1.70
TOTAL 5,280 5,279 39 203 $0.49 $5.30
2008 A season 3,696 3,392 30 116 $0.63 $4.50
B season 1,584 g 1,924 18 77 $0.57 $1.80
TOTAL 5,280 5,316 45 193 $0.61 $6.30
2009 A season 3,822 2,512 22 50 NA NA
B season 1,638 g CF 5 47 CF CF
TOTAL 5,460 CF 27 97 CF CF
2010 A season 3,654 3,610 16 84 $0.25 $1.60
B season 1,566 g 375 3 4 $0.32 $1.10
TOTAL 5,220 3,985 16 88 $0.29 $2.70
2011 A season 4,935 CF 3 4 CF CF
B season 2,115 g CF 4 16 CF CF
TOTAL 7,050 270 6 20 CF CF
2012 A season 6,594 5,199 21 201 $0.31 $3.60
B season 2,826 g 432 7 25 CF CF
TOTAL 9,420 5,598 26 226 CF CF
2013 A season 6,447 CF 12 CF CF CF
B season 2,763 g CF 1 CF CF CF
TOTAL 9,210 4,792 13 151 CF CF
2014 A season 5,672 CF 8 133 CF CF
B season 2,431 g 0 0 0 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL 8,103 CF 8 133 CF CF
2015 A season 5,725 CF 2 CF CF CF
B season 2,453 g 0 0 0 $0.00 $0.00
TOTAL 8,178 CF 2 CF CF CF
2016 4,752 h CF 6 39 CF CF
2017 5,805 h CF 3 84 CF CF
2018 5,805 h CF 13 132 CF CF
2019 6,386 h 6,198 18 155 $0.38 $5.08
2020 6,804 h 6,762 15 187 $0.35 $5.12

Source: ADF&G
Note: CF = Confidential
@1n metric tons
® Price per pound of landed weight.
¢ Fishery value based on landed weight, in millions of dollars.
4 ADF&G made 3.5 million pounds of the GHL available to National Marine Fisheries Service effective on September 1.

¢ Some vessels participated in both seasons.

fOverage from the A season was deducted from the B season GHL. Initial GHL shown.
9 A season GHL was not fully harvested, remaining A season GHL rolled over into B season GHL; initial GHL shown.
" Regulation changed to only one season for Aleutian Island Subdistrict state-waters Pacific cod.

In October 2013, the BOF created a state-waters Pacific cod fishery management plan for the Bering Sea
near Unalaska/Dutch Harbor.”® A summary of the regulations is provided in Table 2-10. The DHS GHL

28 https://www.psmfc.org/tsc-drafts/2017/ADFG_2017_AK_TSC_Alaska_FINAL.pdf
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fishery for Pacific cod occurred in State waters between 164 degrees and 167 degrees west longitude in
2014 and 2015. From 2016-2018 the area was expanded to include 164 degrees to 170 degrees west
longitude. At the BOF October 2018 meeting it again expanded the area to include waters between 162.30
degrees and 170 degrees west longitude. The fishery is open to vessels 58 feet or less overall length using
pot gear, with a limit of 60 pots per vessel. The season opens seven days after the federal BSAI less than
60 ft pot/HAL sector’s closure and may close and re-open as needed to coordinate with federal fishery
openings.?’ The fishery was not opened to jig gear until 2019 because the federal jig season typically
occurs year-round, so there has historically been no benefit to having a separate jig hear GHL state-waters

fishery.

The DHS state-waters Pacific cod fishery is in an exclusive registration area for pot gear but not jig gear.
This means vessels that register for the DHS state-waters Pacific cod pot gear fishery may not register for
any other exclusive or super exclusive state-waters Pacific cod fishery that year but may participate in
nonexclusive state-waters Pacific cod fisheries. Vessels that have registered for any other exclusive or
super exclusive state-waters Pacific cod season outside of the DHS that year may not participate in the
DHS state-waters Pacific cod fishery. Exclusive registration does not apply to federal or parallel Pacific
cod fisheries. Jig gear vessels may register and fish in other non-exclusive areas and one exclusive area
for Pacific cod if they are registered to take Pacific cod with a mechanical jigging machine in the DHS.
However, they cannot participate in a super-exclusive fishery if they participate in the DHS.

Table 2-10 Dutch Harbor Subarea state-waters Pacific cod (GHL) fishery

Area DHS state-waters opens DHS state-waters Gear Vessel length
closes
Dutch e The DHS state-waters e When the GHL is e Pot gear vessels using | 98 orless
Harbor Pacific cod season will taken or at the 60 or fewer pots unless | overall length,
Subarea open by emergency regulatory season the Commissioner unless modified
pot gear order 7 days after closure closure date modifies regulations by ADF&G
GHL of the initial federal BSAI (December 31) after October 1. news release
Pacific cod season for whichever occurs e DHS is an exclusive after October 1.
the < 60" HAL and pot first. registration area for
gear CV sector. o If the federal BSAI Pacific cod and
¢ If GHL Pacific cod are Pacific cod < 60’ participants must
available when the HAL/pot gear CV purchase buoy tags and
federal BSAI Pacific cod sector receives a attach a tag to each pot
< 60’ HAL/pot gear CV TAC reallocation prior to fishing.
sector closes after and is reopened,
harvesting any the DHS state-
reallocation, the DHS waters Pacific cod
state-waters Pacific cod season may close.
season may reopen.
e The DHS is defined as
waters between 162.30
and 170 west longitude
Dutch e May 1 opens a 100,000 e When the GHL is « Jig gear with a limitof 5 | 58" or less
Harbor Ib. fishery taken or at the jigging machines. overall length
j?;gzraera r?gulatogy tseason e The limit on the number
closure date of jigging machines ma
GHL (December 31) be Iﬁ‘?edgby the y
whichever occurs commissioner any time
first. after October 1, to allow
the fleet to harvest the
GHL.

Source: http://www.adfg.alaska.gov/FedAidPDFs/FMR18-05.pdf

29 The 2018 season opened on January 30 and was closed on March 1 because the GHL was projected to be taken.
For 2019, the season opened on January 19 and closed on February 24, while the 2020 season opened January 26
and closed on March 12.
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The DHS fishery was first opened to pot fishing in 2014. State regulations provided the pot fishery with a
GHL of three percent of the BSAI Pacific cod ABC, and the Federal TAC is set taken into account the
GHL, so that the GHL, plus the TAC does not exceed the ABC. Starting in 2016, the BOF changed the
DHS GHL calculations to align with the split of the Federal BSAI Pacific cod stock into separate BS and
Al stocks. As part of those modifications, the DHS GHL was changed to 6.4 percent of the BS ABC. The
DHS GHL was changed again at the October 2018 BOF meeting. The DHS GHL was increased to eight
percent of the BS ABC starting in the 2019 fishery and then nine percent in 2020, and 10 percent in 2021.
If the GHL is fully harvested (90 percent is considered fully harvested), the limit is then increased by 1
percent of the BS ABC each year until it reaches 15 percent in 2026. The 15 percent GHL would continue
unless changed by the BOF.

The GHL amount and reported harvest from that fishery are reported in Table 2-11. All the catch is
delivered to shoreside plants and inshore floating processors since it is harvested by pot vessels that are
less than or equal to 58 ft. A total of 37 pot gear vessels participated in the fishery in 2019. This increased
to 40 pot gear vessels in 2020.

Table 2-11 Pacific cod harvest (Ibs.) with pot gear in the State of Alaska DHS Guideline Harvest Level
Pacific cod fishery, 2014 through 2020

Year GHL Harvest %
Pounds mt Pounds mt harvested
2014 17,863,874 8,103 17,666,510 8,013 98.90%
2015 18,029,404 8,178 17,636,103 8,000 97.80%
2016 35,979,072 16,320 35,519,920 16,112 98.70%
2017 33,721,562 15,296 33,247,414 15,081 98.60%
2018 28,360,000 12,864 29,055,603 13,180 102.50%
2019 31,922,600 14,480 32,345,033 14,672 101.30%
2020 30,927,000 14,028 30,081,227 13,645 97.30%

Source: ADF&G

In 2019, the BOF also created a 100,000 1b. (45 mt) GHL jig fishery for Pacific cod in the DHS. As noted
in Table 2-12, one vessel participated in the fishery, which opened May 1, 2019 and closed on June 6,
2019. The DHS jig gear fishery is not a super-exclusive fishery, so persons may register and fish that
fishery and other State fisheries for Pacific cod. Harvest is confidential for the 2019 DHS jig fishery;
however, the GHL was achieved.

Table 2-12 Dutch Harbor Subdistrict state-waters Pacific cod jig fisher harvest, effort, value, and season

dates, 2019

GHL Harvest _ A\_/erage Fishery Season dates Seas_on
Year Ib b Vessels | Landings | price per I duration

(Ibs.) (Ibs.) pound valué | Opened | Closed (days)
2019 | 100,000 CF 1 5 CF CF 5/1/2019 | 6/6/2019 37

Source: ADF&G

Pacific cod may only be harvested with pot gear in one DHS GHL fishery and jig gear in the other.
Because they are pot or jig gear fisheries, the primary direct impact to the BS trawl CV Pacific cod
fishery is through setting the Federal Bering Sea TAC to account for the GHL so that the GHL plus the
TAC does not exceed the ABC. As the GHL percent increases the Federal TAC decreases. This impacts
all the Federal Bering Sea Pacific cod allocations including the trawl CV TAC.*® Once the DHS GHL for
pot gear reaches 15% of the BS ABC it equates to a 134% increase in the GHL allocation, in GHL

30 After October 1, if a substantial portion of the state-waters GHL remains unharvested and the GHL is unlikely to be
achieved by December 31, gear limits, vessel size restrictions, and exclusive registration requirements may be
removed. All inseason management actions will be announced by ADF&G news release.
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percent allocation, relative to 2018. In poundage terms, the 2018 (6.4 percent) GHL was 28.36 million
Ibs. (12,864 mt).

2.8.5. License Limitation Program

As of January 1, 2000, a Federal LLP license is required for vessels participating in directed fishing for
LLP groundfish species in the BSAI (>32 feet) or GOA (>26 feet). 3! A vessel must be named on an
original LLP license that is onboard the vessel. The LLP is authorized in Federal regulations at 50 CFR
§679.4(k), definitions relevant to the program are at 50 CFR §679.2, and prohibitions are at 50 CFR
§679.7.

The LLP license requirement is in addition to all other permits or licenses required by federal regulations.
The LLP is a Federal program and LLP licenses are not required for participation in fisheries that occur in
the waters of the State of Alaska. Vessels that do not exceed 32 feet in Length Overall (LOA) are exempt
from the LLP in the BSAI There are currently no CVs that are 32 feet or less fishing with trawl gear in
the BSAI Pacific cod fishery, so that exemption does not impact vessels managed under the proposed
action.

In the BSAI, beginning January 1, 2003, vessels that are > 60 ft engaged in directed fishing for BSAI
Pacific cod in the Federal fisheries using fixed gear must have an area endorsement, non-trawl
endorsement, and operation type specific Pacific cod endorsement on the LLP license that names the
vessels. This requirement was intended to provide a mechanism that would further limit entry into the
fishery by fixed gear vessels that have not participated or have participated at a level that would constitute
significant dependence on the fishery.

Note that the AFA numbers in the matrix do not denote LLP license endorsements, but rather the number
of LLP licenses on AFA vessels.

Table 2-13 shows a matrix of the endorsements associated with the BSAI LLP licenses that are current as
of June 10, 2020. This table summarizes the number of LLP licenses eligible for use on a vessel to harvest
BS and Al Pacific cod in the directed federal fishery by the different gears and operation. For example,
the table shows that there are 114 LLP licenses with a BS trawl CV endorsement. Of those 114 LLP
licenses, 42 also have an Al trawl CV endorsement. Because there are 43 trawl CV endorsements for the
Al, one LLP license only has an Al trawl CV endorsement. None of the LLP licenses with a trawl CV
endorsement for the BS or Al have a pot gear endorsement. It should be noted that LLP licenses with a
C/P endorsement may have been used to act as a CV. The table also shows that there are 49 LLP licenses
that have an endorsement for BS, Pacific cod, CV, and pot gear. Of those 49 LLP licenses with these
endorsements, 2 have Al endorsement and 1 has BS Hook-and-Line (HAL) endorsement. Note that the
AFA numbers in the matrix do not denote LLP license endorsements, but rather the number of LLP
licenses on AFA.

31 The NMFS Alaska Region website provides a summary of the LLP: https://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/fisheries/llp
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Table 2-13  Number of LLP licenses issued for the BSAl by endorsement (current as of June 10, 2020)
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Al_TRAWL_C/P (0] (0] (0] (0] (0] (0] (0] 0] 50
BS_TRAWL_C/P (0] (0] (6] (6] (0] (0] (6] 0 49| 58
Al_TRAWL_CV (0] (0] (0] (0] 1 (0] (0] (0] (0] 0] 43
BS_TRAWL_CV (0] (6] (6] (6] (0] (6] (6] (6] (0] 0 421114
A80 (0] (0] (0] (0] (0] (0] (0] 0O 19 26 (0] 0] 26
AFA (6] (6] (0] (0] (6] (6] (6] 0O 27 29 41 102 11135

Source file: LLPs_Endo(6-10-20)

2.8.6. Overview of Al Pacific Cod Set-aside for Al Shoreside Processors

In October 2015, the Council recommended a management measure to provide stability to Al shoreplant
operations and the communities dependent on shoreside processing activity by prioritizing a portion of the
Al Pacific cod TAC for access by CVs delivering their Al Pacific cod catch to shoreplants in the Al The
Secretary of Commerce (SOC) approved the Council’s recommendation (Amendment 113) which had an
effective date of November 23, 2016. The amendment modified the management of the BSAI Pacific cod
fishery to set aside a portion of the Al Pacific cod TAC for harvest by CVs directed fishing for Al Pacific
cod and delivering their catch for processing to a shoreside processor located on land west of 170° W.
longitude in the Al. The harvest set-aside applies only if specific notification and performance
requirements are met, and only during the first few months of the fishing year. This harvest set-aside
provides the opportunity for vessels, Al shoreplants, and the communities where Al shoreplants are
located to receive benefits from a portion of the Al Pacific cod fishery. The notification and performance
requirements preserve an opportunity for the complete harvest of the BSAI Pacific cod resource if the set-
aside is not fully harvested.

In February 2018, the Council identified a regulatory issue that runs counter to the intent of providing
community protections in the Al. Since the Al Unrestricted Fishery and the Al CV Harvest Set-Aside are
administered simultaneously, the Al Pacific cod catch that is delivered to offshore or non-Al shoreplants
by trawl CVs is deducted from both the Al Unrestricted Fishery and the BS Trawl CV Limitation. The
deduction of Al Pacific cod delivered to offshore processors or non-Al shoreplants from the BS Trawl CV
Limitation runs counter to the intent of the Council because the BS Trawl CV Limitation was developed
for use by trawl CVs for harvest and delivery of Al Pacific cod to Al shoreplants.

To address the identified Al Pacific cod set-aside regulatory issue, the Council during its April 2018
meeting developed a purpose and need statement and requested that staff develop an analysis of three
action alternatives to adjust Amendment 113 regulations implementing the Al Pacific cod set-aside for
CVs delivering to shoreplants in the Al to prioritize the Al Pacific cod CV harvest set-aside fishery before
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the Al unrestricted fishery for the trawl CV sector. In December 2018, the Council recommended to the
Secretary of Commerce to modify Amendment 113 so that harvest by the trawl CVs from the Al
Unrestricted Fishery will not be included in the BS trawl CV A season Sector Limitation when
determining the closure of the BS subarea. In other words, under the preferred modification to
Amendment 113, the BS trawl CV A season sector would close once the harvest from the BS Pacific cod
fishery and Unrestricted Al Pacific cod fishery by trawl CVs was equal to the amount of BS Pacific cod
that remains after deducting the BS Trawl CV A season Sector Limitation from the BSAI trawl CV sector
A season allocation listed in the annual harvest specifications. In addition, the modification of
Amendment 113 would prohibit trawl CVs from participating in the Al Unrestricted Fishery once the BS
trawl CV A season sector fishery closes to directed fishing. All other regulations associated with
Amendment 113 would remain unmodified.

On December 21, 2016, several trade associations and commercial fishing operations filed a complaint
challenging the rule adopting Amendment 113 arguing that it exceeded the NMFS’s statutory authority
under the MSA and the APA. On March 21, 2019, the U.S. District Court determined that NMFS did not
exceed its statutory authority in imposing a harvest set-aside with an onshore delivery requirement, it
nonetheless NMFS failed to demonstrate that the amendment satisfied the requisite standards for such
regulatory measures set forth by the MSA. The Court vacated the rule implementing Amendment 113 and
remanded the amendment to NMFS for reconsideration consistent with the opinion.

Prior to the ruling of the U.S. District Court, the Al Pacific cod set-aside was utilized for the 2018 and
2019 fishing years. For the 2018 fishing year, 28 percent of the 21,500 mt Al Pacific cod ABC was
assigned to the State GHL fishery, and the remaining 73 percent of the ABC was assigned to the federal
fishery as the TAC. The GHL and federal longline gear fisheries opened on January 1, 2018. Several less
than 60 feet pot CVs participated in the State Al GHL fishery and delivered to an Al shoreplant. Some
greater than or equal to 60 feet pot CVs arrived about a week after the start date (January 4® and January
8" and participated in the federal Pacific cod fishery. On January 19, 2018, BSAI Pacific cod directed
fishing closed for pot CVs greater than or equal to 60 ft. On January 23, 2018, BSAI Pacific cod directed
fishing closed for CV less than 60 feet using HAL/pot gear. The Al shoreplant did not take deliveries of
any Pacific cod deducted from the federal TAC by the CVs less than 60 feet HAL/pot sector.*?

On January 20, 2018, the federal BSAI non-CDQ Pacific cod trawl CV fishery opened to directed fishing.
Many of the trawl CVs arrived in the Al after participating in the BS fisheries as well as some of the
smaller CVs owned by persons from communities in the Western GOA and Central GOA areas that rely
primarily on GOA fisheries. The trawl CVs began fishing for the Al shoreplant in early February.
Directed fishing closed on February 11, 2018, for the BS non-CDQ Pacific cod trawl CV sector to prevent
exceeding the 2018 BS trawl CV A season sector limitation. The limited deliveries by pot vessels from
the federal Pacific cod fisheries and the late arrival of the trawl fleet created some concern that the 1,000
mt Al minimum requirement would not be reached by February 28", However, the shoreplant was able to
reach the required amount and the 5,000 mt set-aside remained in effect.

Since there was 6,515 mt of Al Pacific cod that was available as unrestricted, two companies made plans
to harvest a portion of that allowance and deliver the catch to processors other than Al shoreplants. One
company was using its CV to deliver to one of its C/Ps. However, this occurred during the February 2018
Council meeting, and when the Council was made aware of the issue with Amendment 113, the Council
asked this company to not participate in the unrestricted fishery, due to the impacts to the Al shoreplant.
This company had already taken a small amount of Al Pacific cod, but they agreed to stand-down from
the fishery at the request of the Council. After the 2018 A season was underway, a second company
requested that their CVs be allowed to deliver to the Al shoreplant. In part due to capacity constraints and

32 NMFS did reapportion 1,400 mt from the jig sector to the <60 feet HAL/pot sector on February 6%, but the <60 feet
HAL/pot sector in federal waters may not reopen until September 1st.
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the timing of the request, the Al shoreplant could not take deliveries from these CVs. The company
instead decided to have some of its trawl CVs Al Pacific cod delivered to Unalaska/Dutch Harbor.

To assist the Al shoreplant in spacing out deliveries to reduce wait times at the Al shoreplant, the trawl
CVs initiated self-imposed trip limits and a one-day stand-down after a delivery. Trawl CVs set the trip
limit at 400,000 Ibs. for the larger CVs and 100,000 1bs. for smaller CVs. These self-imposed trip limits
were abandoned after NMFS announced a scheduled BSAI A season trawl CV closure for March 4, 2018,
which then resulted in a larger volume of Pacific cod being delivered during a short period of time.

Once trawl CVs harvested an amount that was projected to be equal to the BSAI trawl CV sector A
season allowance, they are closed to directed fishing, which in 2018 was on March 11. Catch in the Al
set-aside and unrestricted fishery resulted in a closure of the trawl CV sector in the BSAI before delivery
of the entire 5,000 mt Al set-aside. That meant the only CV sector that remained open*?® to directed
fishing was the BSAI jig gear sector. The BSAI allocation to the jig sector was insufficient to allow the
Al shoreplant to take deliveries of the remaining 5,000 mt Al set-aside.

NMEFS announced that the 5,000 mt Al set-aside had not been landed at the Al shoreplant by March 15%,
Because the 5,000 mt Al set-aside was not reached by that date the BS non-CDQ trawl CV A season
sector limitation remained in effect until March 21 and the Al set-aside did not apply for the remainder of
the year. The amount of the 5,000 mt Al set-aside that was delivered to the Al shoreplant in 2018 cannot
be reported due to confidentiality restrictions.>*

The BSAI Pacific cod non-CDQ trawl CV B season opened to directed fishing on April 1. The 2018 B
season allowance was set at 4,425 mt at the start of the fishing year. Directed fishing was closed on April
3 because of the B season allowance being reached. The Al shoreplant took Pacific cod deliveries during
the B season. However, as was the case for the A season, confidentiality restrictions prohibit reporting the
amount of catch delivered to the Al shoreplant relative to other processors.

For the 2019 fishing year, one Al shoreplant notified NMFS that they would be participating in the 2019
Pacific cod season. For 2019, the Al Pacific cod directed fishing allowance (DFA) was set at 10,193 mt.
The DFA was specified as 5,193 mt for the Al unrestricted fishery and 5,000 mt for the AI CV harvest
set-aside for delivery to Al shoreplants. CVs participated in both the BS and Al areas for the federal
Pacific cod CV greater than or equal to 60 feet pot fishery and the CV less than 60 feet pot/HAL fishery
beginning on January 1, and deliveries were made in both the BS and Al The CV less than 60 feet
pot/HAL sector closed on January 12, and the CV greater than or equal to 60 feet pot gear sector closed
on January 15. The closures for both sectors applied to both the BS and the Al.

The BSAI CV trawl sector for Pacific cod opened on January 20 with an overall A season sector TAC of
26,388 mt. CVs participated in both the BS and the Al beginning in January. The BS subarea closed on
February 1 after achieving the Bering Sea trawl limitation (BSAI CV trawl TAC minus 5,000 mt to be
harvested from the Al). Although the new regulation was still not in place for 2019, industry agreed not to
participate in the Al unrestricted fishery if it cut into the 5,000 mt set-aside established for Al shoreplants.
However, there was some fish remaining in the trawl fishery over the 5,000 mt needed for Al shoreplants
to achieve the full set-aside. As a result, some unrestricted fishing did occur in the Al after the closure of
the BS, but it did not affect the Al shoreplant’s ability to achieve the full set-aside amount.

On February 21, NMFS announced that Al shoreplants had landed the 1,000 mt necessary to keep the set-
aside regulations in place after February 28. As a result, the set-aside regulations remained in effect until

33 The <60’ HAL/pot Pacific cod fishery was closed to directed fishing in the BSAI on January 23. On FebruanX 6,
NMFS reallocated 1,400 mt of the jig A season allocation to the < 60" HAL/pot sector. That reduced the total

season jig allowance to 129 mt. The 510 mt B season jig allowance became available on April 30t".

34 Golden Harvest Alaska Seafood, LLC in a public comment letter to the Council in April 2018 noted that “landings
from the Federal fishery were 4,010 mt; or about 80% of the Al CV Harvest Set Aside.”

PCTC Program, November 2022 87



March 15 and the BS CV trawl limitation would remain in effect until the set-aside was achieved or until
March 21, whichever came first. On March 15, the NMFS announced that Al shoreplants had not landed
the full 5,000 mt set-aside. As a result, the BS CV trawl limitation would remain in effect until March 21.
Although shoreplants did not land the full set-aside amount by March 15, the CV trawl Pacific cod fishery
in the Al remained open until March 16. Next, the CV trawl Pacific cod B season opened on April 1 and
closed on April 2 for a 24-hour fishery. CVs participated in both the BS and Al and harvest was landed in
both areas. Pacific cod harvest landed to the Al shoreplant is confidential.

The 2020 A season Pacific cod fisheries for the CV greater than or equal to 60 feet pot gear sector and the
CV less than 60 feet pot/HAL sector opened on January 1. Vessels from both sectors participated in both
the BS and Al areas. The CV greater than or equal to 60 feet pot gear sector closed on January 15 and the
CV less than 60 feet pot/HAL sector closed on January 18. The closures for both sectors applied to both
the BS and the Al

The 2020 BSAI CV trawl sector for Pacific cod opened on January 20 with an overall A season TAC of
22,723 mt. In 2020, Amendment 113, which included regulations regarding the AI CV harvest set-aside
for delivery to Al shoreplants, was no longer in effect. As a result, there was no longer a stipulation that
5,000 mt had to be harvested and delivered in the Al. Although fishing was open in both the Al and the
BS, in 2020, no harvest occurred in the AlL. After two days of fishing, the fleet organized a voluntary
stand down due to high halibut PSC rates. No fishing occurred again until February 9. The A season
closed in both the Al and BS areas on February 16, and 51 CVs participated. Although the fishery was
open for 28 days, fishing only occurred for 10 days due to the voluntary stand down for halibut PSC.
After the completion of A season it was determined there was not enough TAC available to prosecute a B
season fishery and the fishery did not open.

2.8.7. Sectors Impacted

The following is an overview of each of the different sectors that could impacted by the proposed
focusing on the BSAI Pacific cod fishery from 2004 through 2019. These sectors include the trawl CV,
the AFA trawl C/P and Amendment 80 (some of the C/Ps from these two sectors could be eligible to
receive Pacific cod deliveries from trawl CVs), and the HAL/pot less than 60 ft (this sector is the primary
benefactor of reallocations of C season trawl CV Pacific cod during the fall fishery). This section also
includes a profile of shoreside processors.

2.8.7.1. Trawl CV

The trawl CV sector impacted by those proposed catch share program includes all trawl CVs that 1) are
issued an AFA permit for eligibility to participate in the directed BSAI pollock fishery and 2) are not
issued an AFA permit. Both trawl CV groups share the 22.1 percent allocation of BSAI Pacific cod.

For the AFA CVs, most vessels rely almost exclusively on pollock harvested in the BS, while Pacific cod
is the second most important species in terms of volume for these vessels. While nearly all the groundfish
harvested by the larger vessels is delivered to shoreside processors, many of the smaller vessels deliver
their catch to motherships or C/Ps. The AFA trawl CVs have a sideboard limit of 86.09 percent of the
seasonal allocations of BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod at 50 CFR §679.64(b)(3)(ii). The Pacific cod harvest
limits, like other groundfish and PSC limits for AFA CVs, are managed using directed fishing closures
according to the procedures set out at 50 CFR §679.20(d)(1)(iv), 50 CFR §679.21(d)(8), and 50 CFR
§679.21(e)(3)(v). There are nine AFA trawl CVs that are exempt from the AFA CV BSAI Pacific cod
sideboard limits. Nineteen additional CVs have a mothership endorsement and are exempt from the
sideboards after March 1. The harvest of BSAI Pacific cod for AFA trawl CVs is managed through
private inter-cooperative agreement.

The non-AFA trawl CVs are not eligible to participate in the directed BSAI pollock fishery. Vessels in
this group are typically between 60 ft and 125 ft but occasionally vessels less than 60 ft participate in the
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sector. The non-AFA trawl CVs harvest BSAI Pacific cod, the GOA groundfish fishery, and halibut IFQ
using longline gear and State of Alaska commercial seine fisheries for salmon.

Table 2-13 shows that as of June 2020, there were a total of 114 LLP licenses with a trawl CV
endorsement for the BS. Of those 114 LLP licenses, 42 licenses also had an Al endorsement, one license
was endorsed only for the Al and that license had an Al HAL endorsement. The 12 of the Al trawl area
endorsements that were created under Amendment 92 (74 FR 41080, August 14, 2009) were also
included in these LLP license totals.

Looking at the catch indicators of Table 2-15, the sector on average harvested 83 percent of its BSAI
Pacific cod allocation from 2004 through 2007, and 88 percent of their allocation since implementation of
Amendment 85 in 2008. The sector’s remaining unharvested BSAI Pacific cod was reallocated in nearly
every case during the fall to other sectors. The reallocation has ranged from a low of 1,014 mt in 2020 to
a high of 11,370 mt in 2015.

In the Federal BSAI Pacific cod target fishery, the number of participating trawl CV vessels ranged from
a low of 48 in 2010, 2014, and 2015 to a high of 77 in 2004. Factoring in incidental catch of Pacific cod,
the total number of vessels in the sector that harvested any BSAI Pacific cod has ranged from a low 95 in
2020 to high of 114 in 2004. The difference in vessel count between those targeting BSAI Pacific cod and
those only harvesting incidental amounts of BSAI Pacific cod is due mostly to those AFA trawl CVs that
only target BSAI pollock. Activity in other BSAI Pacific cod fisheries (i.e., GHL and CDQ) for the sector
were minimal, with only an average one percent of their BSAI total Pacific cod harvest originating from
these BSAI Pacific cod sources.

The trawl CV sector is one of the sectors that participate in the Al Pacific cod fishery on a regular basis.
As noted in Table 2-171, the Al fishery has declined from its peak in 2009 as a percent of total non-CDQ
BSAI Pacific cod catch for the sector. The number of trawl CVs during 2004 through 2020 that
participate in the Al Pacific cod fishery has also declined. The largest number of trawl CVs harvesting Al
Pacific cod was 34 in 2007, while the lowest number of trawl CVs was in 2015 and 2017 at seven. Total
catch of Al Pacific cod is down from its 2009 peak. The highest amount of Pacific cod harvested in the Al
was nearly 15,000 mt in 2009, while the lowest amount of Al Pacific cod was 2,735 mt in 2015.

Annual estimates of the trawl CV sector’s gross ex-vessel value for Pacific cod are provided in Table
2-16 in addition to gross ex-vessel value of BSAI Pacific cod as a percent of total gross revenue, gross
first wholesale value for BSAI Pacific cod, and combined gross revenue of State and Federal fisheries.
The ex-vessel value of the BSAI Pacific cod fishery has ranged from a low of $14 million in 2009 and
2010 to a high of $36 million in 2008. Gross first wholesale value has ranged from a low of $34 million
in 2009 to a high of $75 million in 2012 and 2017. Looking at the value of the BSAI Pacific cod fishery
for the trawl CV sector relative to the total gross revenue, the fishery on average contributed
approximately 8 percent of the total revenue from 2004 to 2019. The largest contributor to the total gross
revenue for the sector was the BS pollock fishery. The Pacific cod fishery as a percent of the total gross
revenue has been as low as 6 percent in 2015 and as high as 11 percent in 2007 and 2008.

The length of the BSAI Pacific cod fishery for the trawl CV sector has compressed in recent years. Table
2-14 provides a summary of the closure and opening dates for the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV fishery. The
BSAI trawl CV fishery is opened to fishing on January 20 and closes by regulation on November 1.
Except for 2014, 2015, and 2021 the trawl CV sector has been restricted to MRA only retention status
(directed fishing closures) at some point during the A season every year from 2004 through 2020. The A
season fishery in the BS has ranged from 12 days in 2019 to 71 days in 2021. In 2014 and 2015, the
fishery closed only in the Al before the end of the A season. During 2016 and 2017 the fishery was closed
on March 9% and February 23", respectively. The earliest closure for the non-CDQ trawl CV sector
during the A season was February 1, 2019, in the BS. In 2020, after two days of fishing, the fleet
organized a voluntary stand down due to high halibut PSC rates. No fishing occurred again until February
9 and the A season closed on February 16. The B season is typically only open from one week to a few
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days in recent years. The C season is often open until Nov 1. In 2021, due to Coronavirus disease
(COVID-19) pandemic conditions, the trawl CV fleet organized a voluntary catch share agreement which
was effective at slowing the fishery and allowed the A season to remain open until April 1. The trawl CV
fleet also developed a B season voluntary catch share agreement which lengthened the B season fishery.

Table 2-14 Closure and opening dates (days opened) for the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV sector, 2004 through
B season 2021

Year A-Season: 20Jan - Apr1 B-Season: 1 Apr-10Jun C-Season: 10Jun - Nov 1
2004 |Cl 23-Mar (62) Cl4-Apr(3) Op 10-Apr Cl 13-Apr(3) Cl-Nov 1, REG (144)

2005 [Cl 13-Mar (52) Op 29-Mar (3) [Cl 10-Jun, REG (71) Cl 18-Aug, HAL (69)

2006 |Cl 8-Mar (47) Cl 6-Apr (5) Cl 8-Jun, HAL Op 19-Jul, HAL Cl 31-Aug (43)
2007 |Cl 12-Mar (51) Cl 9-Apr (8) Cl 29-Sep, HAL (111)

2008 |Cl 6-Mar (45) Cl4-Apr(3) Cl-Nov 1, REG (144)

2009 |Cl 21-Mar (60) Cl 5-Apr (4) Cl-Nov 1, REG (144)

2010 |Cl 12-Mar (51) Cl 1-Apr (0) Cl-Nov 1, REG (144)

2011 |Cl 26-Mar (65) Cl 4-Apr (3) Op 9-Apr Cl12-Apr(3) Op 15-Apr |Cl-Nov 1, REG (144)

2012 |Cl29-Feb (39) Op 29-Mar (3) [Cl 15-Apr (14) Cl-Nov 1, REG (144)

2013 |Cl 11-Mar (50) Cl 10-Jun, REG (71) Cl-Nov 1, REG (144)

2014 |l 16-Mar (55) €l 10-Jun, REG (71) Cl-Nov 1, REG (144)

2015 |Cl 27-Feb (38) Cl 10-Jun, REG (71) Cl-Nov 1, REG (144)

2016 |Cl 9-Mar (48) Cl 4-Apr (3) Op 11-Apr Cl 4-May (23) Cl-Nov 1, REG (144)

2017 |Cl 23-Feb (34) Cl Apr3(2) Cl-Nov 1, REG (144)

2018 |Cl 11-Feb (22-BS), Cl 4-Mar (43-BSAl) ClApr3(2) Cl-Nov 1, REG (144)

2019 |Cl1-Feb (12BS) Cl Apr2(1) Cl-Nov 1, REG (144)

2020 |Cl 16-Feb (28) Cl 1-Apr (0) Cl-Nov 1, REG (144)

2021 |Cl 1-Apr (71) Cl 12-Apr (11)

Source file: Season length table
Notes: Cl = Closed by TAC, Op = Open, HAL=Closed because halibut PSC limits reached, REG=Closed by Regulation
Numbers reported in parentheses are the days the fishery was open to directed fishing prior to closure

All openings and closures are because of TAC unless otherwise noted

Provided in Table 2-17 are PSC amounts for halibut, red king crab (Zone 1), C. bairdi (Zones 1 & 2), C.
opilio (C. opilio Bycatch Limitation Zone (COBLZ)), Chinook salmon, and non-Chinook by the trawl CV
sector while targeting BSAI Pacific cod from 2004 through 2021. Most PSC levels since implementation
of Amendment 85 in 2008 have declined. Halibut PSC has declined from a high of 596 mt in 2005 to a
low of 141 mt in 2020. Crab PSC has also declined since implementation of Amendment 85 as seen in
Table 2-17. Salmon PSC while targeting Pacific cod is also noted in Table 2-17. Although the sector is
not restricted in their salmon PSC in the Pacific cod fishery, the sector does utilize salmon avoidance
measures where possible to reduce their salmon PSC.

The port delivery indicator provided in Table 2-18 depicts the total number of deliveries of targeted BSAI
Pacific cod the trawl CV sector made and the total number of delivery ports from 2004 through 2020.
Overall, the total number of delivery ports, including floating processors, has ranged from a six to eight
ports. The total number of deliveries has fluctuated between 263 deliveries in 2020 to 667 deliveries in
2012. Floating processors had the largest number of deliveries annually by the trawl CV sector followed
by Akutan, C/Ps acting as motherships, Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, and Adak.

Detailed fishing community and fishery engagement information is provided in Section 2.8.9.1, but in
summary, Table 2-47 in that section notes a gradual concentration of reported trawl CV ownership by
community within Alaska. From 2004-2010, ownership included five different Alaska communities; from
2011-2019, Alaska ownership was exclusive to Kodiak. This shift could be in part due to some
consolidation in the AFA trawl CV fleet and the non-AFA trawl CV fleet. Alaska communities reported
as the ownership address of trawl CVs before 2011 but not in later years include Anchorage/Girdwood,
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, Sand Point, and Petersburg. While Alaska CV ownership was consolidating
toward Kodiak, ownership outside of Alaska was consolidating toward the Seattle MSA. Declines in
ownership were seen in all other communities or aggregates of communities outside of Alaska over the
2004-2019 period, as seen in that same table.
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Overall, the sector’s vessel counts and harvest performance before the implementation of Amendment 85
and after its implementation in 2008 has not changed much. What has changed for the sector in recent
years is the pace of the A season fishery (see Table 2-14) and the growth in deliveries to Amendment 80
C/Ps acting as motherships in the BS. The A season fishery in the BS has been reduced from an
approximately 40-50 day plus fishery through 2016 to a 12-day fishery in 2019 and a 28-day fishery in
2020, while maintaining the same level of harvest capacity. Simultaneously, the percent of BS Pacific cod
harvested by the sector and delivered to trawl C/Ps acting as a mothership for processing has increased
from an average 4.3 percent during the 2008 through 2016 period, to a high of 30.5 percent in 2019
(NPFMC, 2019). Both AFA and non-AFA trawl CVs have contributed to the growth of offshore?’
deliveries by the sector. Also, the addition of the Al Pacific cod set-aside for Al shoreplants (Amendment
113) restricted trawl CV BS A season Pacific cod by 5,000 mt in the 2018 and 2019 fishery and shortened
the BS A season Pacific cod fishery for the sector in the 2018 and 2019 fishing seasons. Overall, the
combination of these factors in addition to the reduced BS Pacific cod TAC has compressed a nearly two-
month fishery into an almost two-week fishery. Some of the potential consequences of a compressed
fishery are increased halibut PSC, reduced safety, and reduced harvesting and processing efficiency. In
addition, with the recent U.S. District Court ruling on the Amendment 113 in March 2019, the trawl CV
sector harvested its entire A season allocation in the BS, which prevented the trawl CVs from targeting Al
Pacific cod during their A season which negatively impacted Al shoreplants that rely on the trawl CV
sector for deliveries during this crucial period of the fishing year.

35 Offshore deliveries refer to C/Ps acting as motherships.
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Table 2-15 BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod allocation and catch data from 2004 through 2020

Total

Final Non-CDQ | Total catch of Total Vessel
" . Vessel Vessel Pacific | federal Pacific Vessel cbhQ count in
Initial Final . allocation BSAI . i
. . |Reallocations count for | count for cod non-CDQ ... |codcatch| GHL total | countin | Pacific the
Sector Year |[allocation | allocation as a %of o o Pacific .
(mt) L target |all Pacific| federal | Pacific as a %of |catch (mt)| GHL cod total | Pacific
(mt) (mt) initial . codas a . L
. fishery |codcatch| target [cod catch L final fisheries |catch (mt)| cod CDQ
allocation % of initial . .
catch (mt)| (mt) . | allocation fishery
allocation
2004 46844 40717 -6,127 87% 77 114 37,207 40,817 87% 100% - - 70 5
2005 44,779 35,847 -8,932 80% 64 109 30,920 35,625 80% 99% - - 107 6
2006 41,251 33,824 -7427 82% 56 103 29,576 33,367 81% 99% 2,864 19 99 8
2007 37,110 34,110 -3,000 92% 64 112 28,666 31,480 85% 92% 2,796 18 198 9
2008 33,692 30,842 -2,850 92% 65 108 27,528 30,784 91% 100% 2,530 22 62 7
2009 34,841 29,740 -5,101 85% 54 110 25,727 29,390 84% 99% 544 16 114 5
2010 33,309 28,175 -5,134 85% 48 103 24,885 28,022 84% 99% 2,064 13 * 2
2011 44,987 39,897 -5,090 89% 50 104 34,599 39,723 88% 100% * 2 * 2
Trawl CV 2012 51,509 47,749 -3,760 93% 55 105 39,919 46,373 90% 97% 2,351 14 1,376 3
2013 51,312 43,812 -7,500 85% 53 101 38,979 43,609 85% 100% 1,117 5 99 3
2014 50,107 43,107 -7,000 86% 48 98 38,743 41,923 84% 97% 1,049 4 113 3
2015 49,224 37,854 -11,370 7% 48 99 31,583 37,496 76% 99% * 2 72 4
2016 49,638 45,138 -4,500 91% 56 101 40,846 44,850 90% 99% 871 6 814 5
2017 47,246 44,163 -3,083 93% 61 102 37,443 43,587 92% 99% - - 1,148 5
2018 40,227 38,027 -2,200 95% 65 105 33,709 37,690 94% 99% 887 6 729 5
2019 35,660 31,690 -3,970 89% 61 100 26,329 31,479 88% 99% 553 4 1,196 5
2020 30,707 29,693 -1,014 97% 51 95 21,515 29,541 96% 99% 1,327 6 271 5
Source: AKFIN, January 2021; Table orignates from Sector_Landings(1-12-21)
* Denoted confidential data
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Table 2-16 BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod ex-vessel price, BSAI Pacific cod gross ex-vessel value (millions $), BSAI Pacific cod gross ex-vessel value as a
% of total gross revenue, BSAI Pacific cod gross first wholesale value (million $), and total gross revenue (millions $) from 2004 through

2019
Gross exvessel
Exvessel price | Gross exvessel value |value as a % of total |Gross first wholesale | Total gross revenue
Year ($ per Ibs.) (million $) gross revenue value (million $) (millions $)
2004 0.21 19 8% 49 230
2005 0.23 18 7% 60 266
2006 0.34 25 9% 55 280
2007 042 29 11% 70 267
2008 0.53 36 11% 65 315
2009 0.22 14 7% 34 216
2010 0.22 14 7% 41 207
2011 0.26 23 7% 67 310
2012 0.30 31 9% 75 330
2013 0.23 22 7% 60 301
2014 0.25 23 7% 62 307
2015 0.22 18 6% 53 284
2016 0.25 24 9% 70 279
2017 0.28 26 9% 75 291
2018 0.33 27 9% 84 310
2019 0.31 21 8% 56 249

“Source: AKFIN July 2020; Table originates from file Sector_Landings_REV (7-8-20)
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Table 2-17 Halibut and crab PSC

along with salmon catch for the trawl CV sector while targeting BSAI Pacific cod from 2004 through 2021

Species 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Halibut mortality (mt) 440 596 586 426 286 181 249 238 421 303 281 237 204 221 202 354 136 50
Red King crab (Zone 1) 0 0 0 0 1,165 0 0 1,971 0 0 85 51 547 280 199 466 175 25
C. opilio (COBLZ) 86 59 12 89 349 251 14 42 0 321 2,291 Il 5 0 4,144 0 0

C. bairdi (Zone 1) 14313 33343 12107 14,326 26807 4729 14169 8809 3146 3022 4048 5195 8145 7605 1465 2283 1631 729

C. bairdi (Zone 2) 29808 23275 42387 13,379 8170 1586 4815 3166 4343 2980 4109 4650 2805 1467 472 314 538 99
Chinook 2141 1867 142 3,553 1,607 883 1,026 404 752 862 1244 1164 1909 1547 383 113 179 80
Non-chinook 742 556 1409 718 65 53 17 84 4 138 546 294 136 84 0 155 5 0

Source: AKFIN June 2021; Table originates from file Sector_PSC(6-29-21)2

Table 2-18 Total number of deliveries of targeted BSAI Pacific cod and total number of ports of delivery for the trawl CV sector from 2004 through

2020

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Number of ports 7 7 7 6 7 7 5 8 6 8 6 6 5 5 7 6 6
Total deliveries 620 505 539 611 644 478 498 625 667 592 600 529 603 502 522 449 263

Source: AKFIN, January 2021, Table originates from Sector_Landings_Port(1-12-21); Total deliveries includes deliveries to floating processors, motherships, and C/Ps acting

motherships

PCTC Program, November 2022

94




2.8.7.2. AFA Trawl C/P

The AFA trawl C/P sector could be impacted by changes in halibut and crab PSC management and
potential changes in reallocation of BSAI Pacific cod sector allocations. Additionally, one AFA trawl C/P
acting as a mothership could be an eligible processor for cooperative formation and could receive
harvester shares under the proposed action. Finally, the AFA trawl C/P sector has in the past received
reallocated BSAI Pacific cod from the trawl CV sector. As a result of the proposed action, reallocations of
BSALI Pacific cod from the trawl CV sector could change thereby impacting those AFA trawl C/Ps
targeting BSAI Pacific cod.

The sector includes 20 vessels listed by name in the AFA as eligible to harvest BSAI pollock in the
directed fishery.* The Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2005 (Section 219(a)(1)) defines eligibility in
the AFA trawl C/P sector as the owners of each C/P listed in paragraphs (1) through (20) of Section
208(e) of the AFA. On January 21, 1999, they formed the Pollock Conservation Cooperative (PCC) to
coordinate pollock harvest under the AFA.

These large factory trawlers have the processing equipment to produce surimi and/or fillets from pollock,
Pacific cod, and other groundfish. These vessels also have room for equipment to produce fishmeal,
minced product, and other product forms. This sector operates in a pollock cooperative under AFA, which
allows them to modify operations in terms of when they fish and what the process to account for changing
weather, markets, and access to fisheries. Pollock is the primary species harvested by this sector, but two
or three vessels have targeted Pacific cod, while several vessels target yellowfin sole. The Amendment 85
final rule removed the sideboard limit for BSAI Pacific cod for the AFA trawl C/Ps. The establishment of
a separate BSAI Pacific cod allocation to this sector negates the need for the BSAI Pacific cod sideboard
which protects the historical share of the non-AFA trawl C/P sector from being eroded by the AFA trawl
C/P vessels.

Table 2-13 shows that in 2019, there were a total of 27 AFA derived LLP licenses with a trawl C/P
endorsement for the BS. Of those 27 AFA derived LLP licenses, 25 licenses had an Al endorsement.

Prior to the implementation of Amendment 85 in 2008, the AFA C/P sector shared a 23.5 percent BSAI
Pacific cod allocation with the Amendment 80 sector, so initial and final allocations and the associated
percent of harvested allocation for the AFA C/P sector is not available. Upon implementation of
Amendment 85, the PCC coordinate its 2.3 percent allocation of BSAI Pacific cod among its members.

Looking at the catch indicators of Table 2-19, the sector on average harvested 104 percent of its BSAI
Pacific cod allocation since the implementation of Amendment 85 in 2008. From 2008 through 2013, the
AFA C/P sector harvested on average 125 percent of their allocation, while since 2014, the sector has
harvested on average 87 percent of their allocation. Some portion of the unharvested BSAI Pacific cod
allocation starting in 2015 was reallocated to other sectors. The largest reapportionment was 1,350 mt in
2016, while the smallest reapportionment was 158 mt in 2018.

In the federal BSAI Pacific cod target fishery, the number of AFA C/Ps ranged from a low of one to a
high of four. However, from the annual cooperative report, it is generally understood that only two AFA
C/Ps routinely target BSAI Pacific cod. Factoring in incidental Pacific cod, the total number of vessels in
the sector that harvested any BSAI Pacific cod has ranged from a low 16 to high of 18. Most of the
incidental catch of Pacific cod was from AFA C/Ps targeting yellowfin sole. Activity in other BSAI

36 One additional trawl C/P qualifies under 208(e)(21) of the AFA and is limited to a small percentage of the AFA C/P
allocation of pollock and is not sideboarded in other fisheries. However, only the 20 listed AFA C/Ps are considered
part of this sector for purposes of this analysis. The additional trawl C/P that qualifies under 208(e)(21) would be
considered as part of the Amendment 80 sector for purposes of this review, because it primarily operates as an
Amendment 80 vessel during its annual fishing cycle.
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Pacific cod fisheries (i.e., GHL and CDQ) for the sector were minimal in the GHL, while in the CDQ
fishery the sector has increased their vessel count and harvest relative to the 2005-2010 period.

The AFA C/P sector is one of the sectors that participates in the Al Pacific cod fishery on an annual basis.
As a percent of total non-CDQ BSALI Pacific cod catch for the sector, the Al fishery has declined since its
highs in 2004. The number of AFA C/Ps that participate in the Al Pacific cod fishery has remained
relatively constant with one AFA C/P actively targeting Al Pacific cod. Given there is only one AFA C/P
actively targeting Al Pacific cod, catch data for that one vessel is confidential and therefore cannot be
reported.

Provided in Table 2-20 are annual estimates the AFA C/P sector’s estimated gross first wholesale value
for BSAI Pacific cod, gross first wholesale value as a percent of total gross revenue, and total gross
revenue of all fisheries (state and federal). Gross first wholesale value for the sector has ranged from a
low of $4 million in 2004 to a high of $11 million in 2006 and 2011. Looking at the value of the BSAI
Pacific cod fishery for the AFA C/P sector relative to the total gross revenue, the fishery on average
contributed approximately one percent of the total revenue from 2004 to 2019. The largest contributor to
the total gross revenue for the sector was the BS pollock fishery.

There are three BSAI Pacific cod seasons for the AFA C/P sector: A season which is January 20 to April
1, B season which is April 1 to June 10, and C season June 10 — November 1 (see Figure 2-4). Since the
implementation of Amendment 85, the AFA C/P sector allocation of Pacific cod is apportioned only to
the A and B seasons and not to the C season. With regards to directed fishing closures for the sector, in
general, directed fishing has closed before the sector’s regulated closure date. For example, during the A
season, the BSAI Pacific cod fishery tended to close between mid-February to mid-March, while the B
season for most the years was only open for one day. Starting in 2014, the fishery for the sector was
generally open for the entire regulated period in the BS, while the Al tended to close in February and
March for all non-CDQ Pacific cod sectors due to Steller sea lion protection measures.

Provided in Table 2-21 are halibut, red king crab, C. bairdi, C. opilio, Chinook salmon, and non-Chinook
salmon PSC by the AFA C/P sector while targeting BSAI Pacific cod from 2004 through 2020. Due to the
limited number of AFA C/Ps that historically target BSAI Pacific cod which results in confidential
restrictions, the source for the halibut, crab, and salmon data was from the annual Pollock Conservation
Cooperative reports. Note that the Pollock Conservation Cooperative reports crab PSC as BSAI wide and
are not specific to zones or COBLZ. Most PSC levels since implementation of Amendment 85 in 2008
have declined. Halibut PSC has declined from a high of 54 mt in 2005 to a low of 1 mt in 2010 and 2013.
Crab PSC has also declined since implementation of Amendment 85 and salmon PSC has declined which
is likely the result of the utilization of salmon avoidance measures.

Table 2-22 depicts annual number of port calls by port for those AFA C/Ps that target BSAI Pacific cod.
In general, vessels during a port call could conduct crew transfers, purchase provisions and fuel, offload
product, and purchase other local goods and services. Most of the port calls over the 2008 through 2020
period were to Unalaska/Dutch Harbor.

From a community perspective, Table 2-23 notes that nearly all the AFA C/P owners report Seattle as
their residence. One AFA C/P owner reported Anchorage as their residence between 2011 and 2020,
while from 2005 through 2008, an AFA C/P owner reported Washington (other than Seattle) as their
residence.

In summary, the AFA C/P sector while utilizing its BSAI allocation has been stable since implementation
Amendment 85 in 2008. The number of AFA C/Ps targeting BSAI Pacific cod has remained constant
throughout the 2008 through 2020 period and the season length has, in recent years, increased in length
due to more effective management by the Pollock Conservation Cooperative. The sector has routinely
harvested most of its initial allocation. The sector has also been successful in lowering its PSC for halibut,
crab, and salmon since implementation of Amendment 85.
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Table 2-19 AFA C/P sector BSAI Pacific cod allocations and catch data from 2004 through 2020

Total

Final Non-CDQ | Total catch of Total Vessel
. . Vessel Vessel Pacific | federal Pacific Vessel cDQ countin
Initial Final . allocation BSAI . i
. . |Reallocations count for | count for cod non-CDQ ... |codcatch| GHL total | countin | Pacific the
Sector Year |allocation | allocation as a %of e o Pacific e
(mt) (mt) (mt) initial target |all Pacific| federal Pacific codas a as a %of [catch(mt)| GHL cod total [ Pacific
. fishery |codcatch| target [codcatch L final fisheries [catch (mt)| cod CDQ
allocation % of initial
catch (mt)| (mt) allocation allocation fishery
2004 2 17 * 3310 - - 575 11
2005 1 17 * 4,877 - - 360 11
2006 1 17 * 5,964 * 1 550 11
2007 3 17 1,844 4,554 * 1 394 11
2008 3,506 4,706 1,200 134% 1 17 * 4,599 131% 98% - - 563 12
2009 3,626 4,826 1,200 133% 2 15 * 4,790 132% 99% - - 418 12
2010 3,467 4,041 574 17% 2 15 * 4,023 116% 100% - - 546 12
2011 4,682 6,432 1,750 137% 2 16 * 6,299 135% 98% - - 1,165 15
AFACP 2012 5,361 6,621 1,260 124% 4 16 94 6,190 115% 93% - - 1,903 15
2013 5,340 6,740 1,400 126% 1 16 * 6,438 121% 96% - - 2,197 15
2014 5215 5,465 250 105% 1 16 * 4,380 84% 80% - - 1,481 15
2015 5,123 3,823 -1,300 75% 2 16 * 3,571 70% 93% * 1 2,097 15
2016 5,166 3,816 -1,350 74% 2 16 * 3,675 71% 96% - - 2,681 16
2017 4917 4,712 -205 96% 2 16 * 4,700 96% 100% * 1 2,240 16
2018 4,186 4,028 -158 96% 2 16 * 4,004 96% 99% - - 2,098 16
2019 3,711 3,181 -530 86% 2 15 * 3,139 85% 99% - - 1,064 14
2020 3,196 4,210 1,014 132% 1 15 * 3,394 106% 81% - - 1,039 14
Source: AKFIN, January 2021; Table orignates from Sector_Landings(1-12-21)
* Denoted confidential data
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Table 2-20 AFA C/P sector BSAI Pacific cod gross first wholesale value (million $), gross first wholesale value as a percent of total gross revenue,
and total gross revenue (millions $) from 2004 through 2019

Gross first
wholesale Gross first wholesale
value (millions value as a % of total Total gross
Year $) gross revenue revenue (millions $)
2004 4 1% 558
2005 7 1% 657
2006 11 2% 673
2007 9 1% 673
2008 9 1% 723
2009 6 1% 519
2010 6 1% 555
2011 11 1% 740
2012 9 1% 767
2013 8 1% 738
2014 6 1% 710
2015 6 1% 735
2016 5 1% 760
2017 8 1% 814
2018 8 1% 774
2019 6 1% 800

Source: AKFIN July 2020; Table originates from file Sector_Landings_REV (7-8-20)
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Table 2-21

Halibut PSC along with crab and salmon catch for AFA C/P sector while targeting BSAI Pacific cod from 2004 through 2020

Species 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Halibut mortality (mt) 10 54 34 25 2 2 1 2 0 1 8 4 10 17 10 9 3
Red King crab 385 75 7 21 60 0 25 51 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 0 0
C. opilio 1,218 919 2,803 1,360 324 79 5 380 0 80 1,016 30 0 148 148 131 23
C. bairdi 89 116 996 681 0 0 0 0 0 207 0 15 0 0 198 0
Chinook 351 288 257 335 352 60 84 0 0 0 4 80 55 131 42 98 5
Non-chinook 0 12 7 80 1 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 304 0 0 36 0

Source: Pollock Conservation Cooperative report w as used since the number of AFA C/Ps targeting BSAI Pacific cod been 3 or less.

Note that 2021 PSCis not yet available for the AFA G/P sector since the Pollock Conservation Cooperative report for 2021 will not be available until April of 2022.

Table 2-22 Port calls for AFA C/Ps with targeted BSAI Pacific cod from 2004 through 2020

Port 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Dutch Harbor 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 3 2 6 3 3 5 1
Adak 1
Total number of port calls 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 3 2 7 3 3 5 1

Source: AKFIN, January 2021, Table originates from Sector_Landings_Port(1-12-21)

Table 2-23 Reported ownership address for AFA C/Ps from 2004 through 2020

CITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
SEATTLE 16 16 16 16 16 15 15 15 15 15 156 15 15 15 156 14 14
ANCHORAGE 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
WA 1 1 1 1 1
Total 17 17 17 17 17 %5 15 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 15 15

Source: AKFIN, January 2021, Table originates from Sector_Landings(1-12-21)
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2.8.7.3. Amendment 80 C/Ps

As part of the proposed action, holders of qualified LLP licenses must join a cooperative annually in
association with an eligible licensed processor. One eligible licensed processor is an Amendment 80 C/P
acting as a mothership which could be eligible to join a PCTC Program cooperative under the proposed
action. That Amendment 80 C/P would also be eligible to receive harvest shares under the proposed
action. Finally, as a group, the Amendment 80 sector could be impacted by changes in reallocation of
BSALI Pacific cod from the trawl CV sector. The sector is one of four sectors that in the past has received
reallocated BSAI Pacific cod from the trawl CV sector.

The Amendment 80 Program, implemented in 2008, initial qualified 28 C/Ps. The Amendment 80
Program allocates a portion of the TAC for POP in the Al, Atka mackerel, yellowfin sole, rock sole, and
flathead sole in the BSAI, along with an allowance of PSC quota for halibut and crab to the sector. In
addition, Amendment 85 allocated the sector a 13.4 percent allocation of the BSAI Pacific cod.

Table 2-13 shows that as of June 2020, there were a total of 26 LLP licenses with an attached Amendment
80 endorsement. Of those 26 LLP licenses, 19 LLP licenses had both a BS and an Al endorsement,
leaving 7 LLP licenses with a BS only endorsement.

Prior to the implementation of Amendment 85 in 2008, the Amendment 80 sector shared a BSAI Pacific
cod allocation with the AFA C/P sector of 23.5 percent, so initial and final allocation data and the
associated total BSAI Pacific cod catch as a percent of the initial allocation for the Amendment 80 sector
is not available. Table 2-24 shows the sector on average harvested 92 percent of its initial BSAI Pacific
cod allocation since the implementation of Amendment 85. The sector fully harvested its initial allocation
in 2009, 2010, and 2013, while in six other years the sector harvested 90 percent or more of their initial
allocation. Since implementation of Amendment 85, NMFS, as required by regulation, reallocated Pacific
cod to the sector seven out the past 11 years. The largest reapportionment was 6,100 mt in 2013.

Since implementation of Amendment 85 in 2008, a large portion of the sector’s Pacific cod catch is
incidental to their primary Amendment 80 fisheries. Since 2008, on average, 11 percent of the total BSAI
Pacific cod harvested by the Amendment 80 sector is accounted for as targeted catch. Most of the targeted
Pacific cod originates from test tows for Amendment 80 species that were not intended as Pacific cod
target tows, but there were a few intended Pacific cod target tows to assist in facilitating a vessel’s
mothership processing activity.

One of the primary reasons the Amendment 80 sector does not harvest their entire BSAI Pacific cod
allocation is likely due to how the Amendment 80 cooperative allocation is managed. Unlike the other
Pacific cod sectors (except CDQ), Pacific cod for an Amendment 80 cooperative is managed as a hard
cap. Under a hard cap, a cooperative is prohibited from exceeding any cooperative allocation. If a
cooperative has harvested its entire cooperative allocation of a species, the cooperative is restricted from
any directed fishing that caught that species. Although a hard cap is considered an appropriate
management tool when a sector is rationalized, hard cap management does have the potential to result in a
cooperative’s catch of one species constraining the cooperative’s directed fishing for other species.
Recognizing this hard cap limitation and the importance of BSAI Pacific cod as an incidental bycatch
species while targeting its Amendment 80 species, the Amendment 80 sector manages its BSAI Pacific
cod allocation so as not to lose its opportunity to harvest its primary Amendment 80 species since Pacific
cod incidental catch can be variable. This is likely a primary reason for BSAI Pacific cod remaining
unharvested at the end of the year.

In the federal BSAI Pacific cod target fishery, the number of Amendment 80 vessels ranged from a low of
10 in 2017 and 2020 to a high of 22 in 2007. Factoring in incidental Pacific cod, the total number of
vessels in the sector that harvested any BSAI Pacific cod has ranged from a low of 18 to high of 22. Most
of the incidental catch of Pacific cod was from Amendment 80 vessels targeting mostly their flatfish
allocations. Activity in other BSAI Pacific cod fisheries (i.e., GHL and CDQ) for the sector were limited
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to mostly the CDQ fishery. On average, six Amendment 80 vessels participated in the CDQ fishery with
catch ranging from between 400 mt to 600 mt before Amendment 85 to generally over 3,600 mt after
2013. In 2020, the CDQ Pacific cod fishery catch was 331 mt.

The Amendment 80 sector also harvests Al Pacific cod on an annual basis. The number of Amendment 80
vessels during 2004 through June 2020 that have harvested Al Pacific cod has fluctuated between a low
of seven vessels in 2014 and 2015 to a high of 14 vessels in 2007. As a percent of total non-CDQ BSAI
Pacific cod catch for the sector, the Al fishery has declined since in 2008. From 2004 through 2007, on
average the Al accounted for 29 percent of the sector’s total non-CDQ BSAI Pacific cod catch. Since
2008, the Al on average has accounted for 11 percent of sector’s total non-CDQ BSAI Pacific cod catch.

Provided in Table 2-25 are annual estimates the Amendment 80 sector’s estimated gross first wholesale
value for BSAI Pacific cod, gross first wholesale value as a percent of total gross revenue, and total gross
revenue of all fisheries (state and federal). As seen in the figure and table, the estimated gross first
wholesale value for the sector has declined since implementation of Amendment 85 in 2008. Overall,
gross first wholesale value has ranged from a low of $26 million in 2009 to a high of $67 million in 2007.
Looking at the value of the BSAI Pacific cod fishery for the Amendment 80 sector relative to the total
gross revenue, the fishery on average contributed approximately 10 percent of the total revenue from
2008 to 2019, whereas in the four years before the implementation of Amendment 85, Pacific cod
contributed 21 percent of the total gross revenue for the sector.

There are three BSAI Pacific cod seasons for the Amendment 80 sector: A season which is January 20 to
April 1, B season which is April 1 to June 10, and C season June 10 — December 31 (changed from
November 1 in 2015). By regulation, the Amendment 80 sector allocation of Pacific cod is apportioned
only to the A and B seasons and not to the C season. NMFS does not issue directed fishing closures
specific to the Amendment 80 allocation species.

Provided in Table 2-26 are halibut, red king crab (Zone 1), C. bairdi (Zones 1 & 2), C. opilio (COBLZ),
Chinook salmon, and non-Chinook salmon PSC by the Amendment 80 sector while targeting BSAI
Pacific cod from 2005 through 2021. Most PSC levels since implementation of Amendment 85 have
declined. Halibut, as noted in Table 2-26, has declined from a high of 786 mt in 2005 to a low of 6 mt for
2020.

Using observer data, the port calls indicator in Table 2-27 depicts the annual number of port calls by port
for those Amendment 80 vessels that target BSAI Pacific cod. In general, vessels during a port call could
conduct crew transfers, purchase provisions and fuel, offload product, and purchase other local goods and
services. Most of the port calls over the 2008 to 2020 period were to Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, but other
communities for port calls were Adak, St. Paul, Togiak, Sand Point and other unknown communities.

From a community perspective, the owner city indicator shown in Table 2-28 notes that nearly all the
Amendment 80 vessel owners report Seattle as their residence. For 2020, 11 Amendment 80 vessel
owners reported their residency as Seattle, three owners reported Washington other than Seattle as their
residence, and five owners report other unknown communities as their residence.

In summary, the Amendment 80 sector has shown stability in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery since
Amendments 85 were implemented in 2008. The number of Amendment 80 vessels active in the directed
BSALI Pacific cod fishery decline significantly starting in 2008, which was likely a result of the
Amendment 85 allocation and the implementation of Amendment 80 cooperative structure. The sector
has, on average, harvested 92 percent of its initial Pacific cod allocation even though the primary usage of
the allocation is for incidental catch while fishing for their Amendment 80 species. The sector’s BSAI
Pacific cod season has remained open for the entire regulation period since implementation of
Amendment 85, which is likely due in part to the effective cooperative management of the Pacific cod
allocation by the sector.
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Table 2-24 Amendment 80 sector BSAI Pacific cod allocations and catch data from 2004 through 2020

Total

Final Non-CDQ | Total catch of Total Vessel
" . Vessel | Vessel | Pacific | federal Pacific Vessel CcDQ count in
Initial Final . allocation BSAI . -
. . |Reallocations count for | count for cod non-CDQ ... |codcatch| GHL total | countin | Pacific the
Sector Year |allocation | allocation as a %of o e Pacific o
(mt) (mt) (mt) initial target |all Pacific| federal | Pacific codas a as a %of |catch(mt)| GHL cod total | Pacific
allocation fishery |codcatch| target |codcatch % of initial final fisheries |catch (mt)| cod CDQ
catch(mt)| (mt) aolloca tion allocation fishery
2004 20 23 23583 | 37,548 476 3
2005 18 22 17,133 | 30,010 552 5
2006 18 22 18,659 | 28,700 58 3 537 3
2007 25 22 24911 33,182 64 4 609 4
2008 20,429 | 20,429 0 100% " 22 3,580 15,437 76% 76% 819 4
2009 21125 | 24125 3,000 114% 15 21 3,851 21,323 101% 88% 573 5
2010 20,197 | 24,028 3,831 119% 17 20 3,474 22,932 114% 95% * 1 1,068 7
2011 21277 | 27,277 0 100% 16 20 1,767 24,503 90% 90% 1,052 8
AM80 2012 31,232 | 33,232 2,000 106% 13 19 2,267 27,510 88% 83% 1,100 7
2013 31,112 | 37,212 6,100 120% 16 18 3,317 31,325 101% 84% 3,604 6
2014 30,381 33,631 3,250 111% 13 18 2,193 27,368 90% 81% 2,129 6
2015 29,846 | 32,216 2,370 108% 13 18 2,442 26,897 90% 83% 2,096 4
2016 30,097 | 31,397 1,300 104% 16 19 3,644 28,530 95% 91% * 1 2,245 6
2017 28,647 | 28,647 0 100% 10 19 544 23,062 81% 81% - 1,932 7
2018 24,391 24,391 0 100% 16 19 3,458 22,391 92% 92% - 1,842 8
2019 21622 | 21,622 0 100% 15 20 1,593 19,830 92% 92% - - 1,446 8
2020 18,619 18,619 0 100% 10 19 608 16,605 89% 89% - - 331 7
Source: AKFIN, January 2021; Table orignates from Sector_Landings(1-12-21)
* Denoted confidential data
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Table 2-25 Amendment 80 sector BSAI Pacific cod gross first wholesale value (million $), gross first wholesale value as a percent of total gross
revenue, and total gross revenue (millions $) from 2004 through 2019

Gross first
wholesale Gross first wholesale
value (millions value as a % of total Total gross
Year $) gross revenue revenue (millions $)
2004 44 23% 191
2005 42 18% 237
2006 51 20% 257
2007 67 24% 275
2008 31 10% 301
2009 26 10% 261
2010 34 11% 317
2011 41 10% 423
2012 41 10% 429
2013 37 12% 319
2014 39 11% 354
2015 42 13% 324
2016 42 12% 352
2017 40 9% 437
2018 45 10% 457
2019 35 9% 406

_Source: AKFIN July 2920; Table originateifrom file Sector_Landings_.REV(7—8—20)

Table 2-26 Halibut and crab PSC along with salmon catch for Amendment 80 sector while targeting BSAI Pacific cod from 2004 through 2021

Species 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Halibut mortality (mt) 1177 786 801 613 42 75 36 19 39 48 33 36 28 8 36 18 6
Red King crab (Zone 1) 716 1,726 37173 1,551 38 869 364 135 30 300 0 257 164 53 18 275 215

C. opilio (COBLZ) 52064 31829 68898 258,127 4117 6,064 102 3,888 343 6,391 3963 2,760 318 900 6 38413 1,567
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 47,052 63781 87,013 49,680 626 7080 3563 1,891 690 732 6,206 391 690 144 432 1,321 62
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 111,984 29292 42,091 57,529 2,141 31 1877 516 844 5214 5,000 458 330 630 60 55 280
Chinook 3144 1649 1952 2,605 76 232 123 0 152 2 57 112 527 19 856 231 30
Non-chinook 6,011 323 5903 823 133 3 0 60 0 190 0 0 45 0 0 0 0

Source: AKFIN June 2021; Table originates fromfile Sector_PSC(6-29-21)2
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Table 2-27 Port calls for Amendment 80 vessels with targeted BSAI Pacific cod from 2004 through 2020

Port 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Dutch Harbor 7 10 12 9 7 24 13 20 24 17 18 4
Other 1 2 4 4 2 2 1
Adak 2 4 1 2 5 1
St Paul 1 1 1
Togiak 1
Sand Point 1
Total number of port calls 11 17 16 14 10 27 13 23 29 18 19 4

Source: AKFIN, January 2021, Table originates from Sector_Landings_Port(1-12-21)

Table 2-28 Reported ownership address for Amendment 80 vessels from 2004 through 2020

CITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
SEATTLE 16 16 17 17 19 17 16 14 12 9 9 9 10 10 12 12 11
OTHER 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 5 5

WA 2 3 2 2 1 1 3 4 6 6 6 6 4 2 3 3
KODIAK 2

Total 23 22 22 22 22 21 20 20 19 18 18 18 19 19 19 20 19

Source: AKFIN, January 2021, Table originates from Sector_Landings(1-12-21)
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2.8.7.4. HAL/Pot CV less than 60’

This sector would primarily be impacted from the proposed action due to changes in reallocations of
BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod. This sector is one of four primary receivers of reallocated BSAI trawl CV
Pacific cod. Vessels in this sector could also be utilized to harvest BSAI Pacific cod CQ based on trawl
CV catch history if the Council selects the broader interpretation of the use of pot gear to harvest BSAI
Pacific cod allocations associated with trawl CVs.

The HAL/Pot CV less than 60 ft sector includes all CVs that are less than 60 ft LOA using pot or HAL
gear. Vessels in this sector need a non-trawl LLP to participate in the Federal fisheries. As of June 2020,
129 non-trawl licenses were issued to less than 60 ft CVs with BS and/or Al area endorsements.

These vessels focus on salmon, halibut, and higher priced groundfish using a mix of gear types. The
length of these vessels means they can participate in all Alaskan salmon fisheries (to participate in the
Bristol Bay salmon drift gillnet fishery vessels must be 32 ft. or less). In recent years, Pacific cod has
been the primary revenue source. This sector has a 2 percent BSAI Pacific cod allocation since
Amendment 85 in 2008.

Looking at the catch indicators of Table 2-29, the sector routinely harvests their entire initial allocation®’
in addition to a significant portion of BSAI Pacific cod reallocated from other sectors in April and later in
the year. On average, the sector harvested 231 percent of their initial allocation from 2004 to 2007, and
215 percent since Amendment 85. Reallocation amounts have ranged from a low of 1,247 mt in 2005 to
high of 7,500 mt in 2014. Including the reallocated Pacific cod, the sector on average has harvested all
their final allocation of Pacific cod on an annual basis.

In the federal BSAI Pacific cod target fishery, the number of participating HAL/Pot CVs less than 60 ft
has ranged from a low of 18 in 2004 to high of 42 in 2020. Some sector vessels participate in the Al
Pacific cod fishery, but as a percent of their total BSAI Pacific cod activity, this active is relatively small.

Vessel length for the HAL/Pot CVs less than 60 ft has in general ranged from between 28 ft to 58 ft.
Based on vessel size data in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery for the HAL/Pot CV less than 60 ft sector, the
number of participating 58 ft vessels has remained fairly consistent during 2004 through 2020. The
number of 58 ft. CVs participating in the target BSAI Pacific cod allocation has ranged from a low 13
CVs in 2005 to a high of 32 CVs in 2020.

As noted in the catch and vessel count indicator in Table 2-29, fishing activity in other BSAI Pacific cod
fisheries (i.e., GHL and CDQ) for the sector has increased significantly. In the CDQ fishery, the number
of participating sector vessels has increased from a low of three CVs in 2006 to a high of 25 CVs in 2019.
The amount of harvested BSAI Pacific cod CDQ has ranged from a low of one mt in 2006 to a high of
2,531 mt in 2013. In the GHL fisheries, there has also been significant increase in the number of active
CVs and the amount harvested, most of which is in the DHS GHL fishery for pot CVs which started in
2014. Before 2014, the number of participating sector CVs ranged from two to 10 harvesting between 111
mt and 562 mt, all of which was in the Al GHL fishery since that was the only GHL fishery in the BSAL
Starting in 2014 with the implementation of a DHS GHL fishery, the number of sector CVs increased to
18 which harvested 11,401 mt of Pacific cod. In 2020, 47 sector CVs harvested over 18,000 mt of DHS
GHL.

Provided in Table 2-30 are HAL/Pot CV less than 60 ft sector annual gross ex-vessel value for BSAI
Pacific cod, gross ex-vessel value of BSAI Pacific cod as a percent of total gross revenue, gross first
wholesale value for BSAI Pacific cod, and total gross revenue of all fisheries (state and federal). The ex-
vessel value of the BSAI Pacific cod fishery has ranged from a low of $2 million in 2005 to a high of $9

37 A portion of the initial allocation for the fixed gear sectors is used for the HAL/pot incidental catch allowance, so the
initial allocation utilized in this report includes the ICA allowance.
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million in 2019. Gross first wholesale value has ranged from a low of $4 million in 2004 to a high of $19
million in 2018. Looking at the BSAI Pacific cod ex-vessel value for the sector relative to the total gross
revenue, the fishery accounted for less than 16 percent of the total revenue on average from 2004 to 2019.
Table 2-31 provides a diversification table for the HAL/Pot CV less than 60 ft sector from 2011 through
2019 to provide more clarity on additional fishing activities by the sector. Information from the
diversification table shows that the IFQ fishery on average during the 2011 to 2019 years contributed the
largest percent of ex-vessel revenue for the sector at 31 percent followed by GHL Pacific cod fishery at
25 percent and the federal BSAI Pacific cod fishery at 23 percent. Other fishing activities by the sector
include salmon, CDQ, and the GOA Pacific cod, which in recent years has diminished significantly due to
the decline in the GOA Pacific cod biomass and the resulting limitations on the directed GOA Pacific cod
fishery.

There are no PSC limits for halibut, crab, and salmon for the pot CVs less than 60 ft in the sector, but the
HAL CVs less than 60’ ft in the sector share a halibut PSC limit with HAL CVs > 60 ft. Halibut PSC for
the sector ranges from a low of one mt to a high of 8 mt in 2014. Nevertheless, the sector does show high
crab PSC. Provided in Table 2-32 provides data showing annual halibut PSC, and red king crab (Zone 1),
C. bairdi (Zones 1 & 2), C. opilio (COBLZ), Chinook salmon PSC, and non-Chinook salmon PSC for the
sector while targeting BSAI Pacific cod from 2004 through 2021.

The HAL/Pot CV less than 60 ft sector does not have seasonal allowances. Nevertheless, there appears to
be a gradual shortening of the initial fishing period when the sector harvests its initial allocation. In 2005
and 2006, the sector did not have its first closer before April. Between 2007 and 2011, the sector’s first
fishery closure occurred in March. Since 2014, the sectors first closure has occurred in early February and
even January 19 for the 2020 season. Once the sector has harvested its initial allocation, reallocations
from other sectors can open the fishery as early as late April or early May. Another typically period of
reallocations that can allow the sector to target Pacific cod is mid-August to early September. Typically,
the fall reallocation is sufficient to allow the fishery to remain open for the sector during the remainder of
the year.

The port delivery indicator provided in the port delivery data provided in Table 2-33 show the total
number of deliveries of targeted BSAI Pacific cod for the HAL/Pot CV less than 60 ft sector and the
number of ports including floating processors. The number of ports the sector has delivered BSAI Pacific
cod has ranged from between four and eight. The total number of deliveries has fluctuated between 178
deliveries in 2004 to 888 deliveries in 2019. Of the delivery ports, Unalaska/Dutch Harbor has routinely
had the most deliveries throughout the 2004-2020 period.

Detailed information on community engagement is provided in Section 2.8.9.1.4, but in summary, as
shown in Table 2-75 and Table 2-76 in that section, this is a geographically diversified fleet, but there has
been some concentration of reported residency since implementation of Amendment 85. Unalaska/Dutch
Harbor has the largest number of locally owned HAL/Pot CV less than 60 ft vessels 9 out of 16 years,
with Kodiak having the largest number the remaining 7 out of 16 years.

In summary, the sector is showing signs their BSAI Pacific cod fishery is getting more competitive. The
number of days needed to harvest its initial allocation has been reduced from nearly 75 to as little as 19
days. In the past two years, the number of CVs within the sector participating in the Federal BSAI Pacific
cod fishery has increased to a high of 36 and 42 vessels, respectively. In the years prior to 2019, the
number of participating CVs in the Federal fishery had been in decline from its high of 31 in 2007 and
2008. Unlike the Federal fishery though, the CDQ and GHL fisheries in the BSAI have shown significant
increases in the number of participating CVs and the amount of Pacific cod harvested. Despite the growth
in the CDQ and GHL fisheries, since 2010, the ex-vessel value of the Federal BSAI Pacific cod fishery
has increased relative to the sector’s total gross revenue.
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Table 2-29 HAL/Pot CVs < 60 ft sector BSAI Pacific cod allocations and catch data from 2004 through 2020

Final Non-CDQ | Total c;‘::t: Iof Total Vessel
. . Vessel Vessel Pacific federal Pacific Vessel cDQ count in
Initial Final . allocation BSAI . -
. . Reallocations count for | count for cod non-CDQ - cod catch | GHL total | countin Pacific the
Sector Year | allocation | allocation as a %of i . Pacific e
(mt) L target [all Pacific| federal Pacific as a %of |catch (mt) GHL cod total | Pacific
(mt) (mt) initial i} codas a X . .
. fishery |codcatch| target [codcatch s final fisheries |catch (mt)| cod CDQ
allocation % of initial i .
catch (mt) (mt) .| allocation fishery
allocation
2004 1416 2961 1,545 209% 18 23 3,199 3230 228% 109% - - - -
2005 1,354 2,601 1,247 192% 28 38 3,219 3,231 239% 124% - - - -
2006 1,246 3,242 1,996 260% 28 45 3,900 3,924 315% 121% * 1 3
2007 1,121 2,928 1,807 261% 31 50 3,566 3,595 321% 123% 562 2 4
2008 3,033 5,210 2177 172% 31 55 5,085 5132 169% 98% 388 10 4 4
2009 3,137 4434 1,297 141% 28 43 4,649 4,657 148% 105% 111 5 294 5
2010 2,998 5,509 2,511 184% 23 39 5,518 5,527 184% 100% - - 230 4
2011 4,055 9,005 4,950 222% 21 39 8,026 8,043 198% 89% * 2 928 4
Pot & HAL CV<60 2012 4,645 8,880 4,235 191% 24 38 8,877 8,888 191% 100% 2,821 8 2,311 5
2013 4,627 9,177 4,550 198% 26 36 9,479 9,435 204% 103% 3,660 8 2,531 7
2014 4,518 12,018 7,500 266% 20 25 12,448 12,412 275% 103% 11,401 18 2,016 5
2015 4,438 10,630 6,192 240% 25 32 10,035 10,019 226% 94% 7,974 14 2,218 8
2016 4,476 10,674 6,198 238% 22 32 10,301 10,303 230% 97% 16,053 24 2,020 3
2017 4,259 9,271 5,012 218% 24 32 9,950 9,950 234% 107% 17,859 25 1,661 19
2018 3,627 8,748 5,121 241% 29 46 8,558 8,579 237% 98% 17,533 37 1,554 24
2019 3,214 9,800 6,586 305% 36 60 8,852 8,864 276% 90% 20,117 43 1,632 25
2020 2,766 4,967 2,201 180% 42 44 3,752 4,828 175% 97% 18,069 47 1,247 13
Source: AKFIN, January 2021; Table orignates from Sector_Landings(1-12-21)
* Denoted confidential data
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Table 2-30 HAL/Pot CVs < 60 ft sector BSAI Pacific cod ex-vessel price, BSAI Pacific cod gross ex-vessel value (millions $), BSAI Pacific cod gross
ex-vessel value as a % of total gross revenue, BSAI Pacific cod gross first wholesale value (million $), and total gross revenue (millions $)
from 2004 through 2019

Gross exvessel
Exvessel price | Gross exvessel value |value as a % of total |Gross first wholesale | Total gross revenue
Year ($ per Ibs.) (millions $) gross revenue value ( millions $) (millions $)
2004 0.25 2 12% 4 15
2005 0.30 2 10% 6 21
2006 043 4 12% 6 32
2007 0.49 4 11% 8 36
2008 0.60 7 14% 11 48
2009 0.27 3 11% 5 27
2010 0.29 4 10% 8 35
2011 0.33 6 11% 14 52
2012 0.35 7 18% 14 38
2013 0.28 6 19% 13 32
2014 0.28 8 27% 18 28
2015 0.27 6 22% 14 28
2016 0.29 6 20% 16 32
2017 0.31 7 22% 17 31
2018 0.41 8 20% 19 39
2019 0.44 9 20% 16 44

_Source: AKEFIN July 2(_)20; Table originate_s fromfile Sector_Landings_BEV(7-8-20)

Source: AKFIN, May 2019
Table originates from Excel file Tables and Figures for BSAI cod Allocation Review June 2019
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Table 2-31

revenue ($) by fishery from 2011 through 2019

HAL/Pot CVs < 60 ft sector diversification table showing vessel count, gross ex-vessel revenue ($), and percent of total gross ex-vessel

Year BSAI Pacific cod GHL Pacific cod GOA Pacific cod IFQ fisheries Salmon CDQ - all groundfish Total
Vessel count Value ($) %of total |Vessel count Value (§)  %of total [Vesselcount Value (§) %of total |Vesselcount Value (§) %of total |Vessel count Value () %of total |Vessel count Value (§) %of total [Vessel count Value ($)
2011 22 6701033 19% 8 ¥ * 1 4,009,600 1% 15 18649739  52% 8 1834949 5% 2 ' ' 22 35580228
2012 23 7485350 24% 14 3399603 1% 10 2797211 9% 16 11539938  36% 7 1470684 5% 7 4180026  13% 24 31,837,391
2013 26 6479039  22% 13 2684981 9% 9 1574372 5% 18 8919889  31% 9 5,081,702 18% 5 2,896,949 10% 26 28936424
2014 20 8333564 29% 14 7132008 24% 3 1,324509 5% 12 77731478 21% 6 1441033 5% 6 2492331 9% 20 29232174
2015 24 6489142 23% 19 6,645848  23% 9 1,086,620 4% 12 8514077 30% 11 2635247 9% 6 1,756,101 6% 24 28284497
2016 22 6970056 24% 20 9491453 32% 7 177133 4% 12 7,632,355  26% 8 1614247 6% 6 1,909,267 7% 22 29,318,862
2017 24 7003542  22% 23 10,124,700 32% 8 916,397 3% 13 8,782,090  28% 7 2455627 8% 6 2155120 7% 24 31,898,853
2018 29 8186696 23% 26 13592813 38% 9 409435 1% 16 9442374 26% 8 1678016 5% 5 1,715345 5% 29 35905867
2019 36 8479864 21% 29 13485109 34% 5 83894 0% 20 10,157,021 25% 14 4124585  10% 6 2511584 6% 36 40,208,724
Source: Small_Boat_div(4-15-21)
*Denotes confidential data
Table 2-32 Halibut, crab, and salmon PSC for HAL/Pot CVs < 60 ft sector while targeting BSAI Pacific cod from 2004 through 2021
Species 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Halibut mortality (mt) 2 3 2 2 4 2 2 2 2 4 7 3 1 1 5 2 1 0
Red King crab (Zone 1) 4 60 13 31 274 13 55 22 109 2504 5269 4,062 138 7507 19506 5174 3502 4743
C. opilio (COBLZ) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 47 0
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 228 7,611 132 456 10921 2544 8765 1576 1066 5201 23497 59,113 34444 56930 30126 41,110 21501 6527
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 0 115 9,555 4,926 52470 11,039 3967 13902 4923 8004 29843 28469 10794 23470 8242 6485 3825 1175
Chinook 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Non-chinook 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

Source: AKFIN June 2021; Table originates from file Sector_PSC(6-29-21)2

Table 2-33 Total number of deliveries of targeted BSAI Pacific cod and total number of delivery ports for the HAL/Pot CVs < 60 ft sector from 2004
through 2020

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Number of ports 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 6 5 6 6 3 3 4 5 8 5
Total deliveries 178 257 233 295 318 300 199 257 391 406 752 511 707 696 645 888 713
Source: AKFIN, January 2021, Table originates from Sector_Landings_Port(1-12-21)
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2.8.7.5. PotCV 2 60’

The proposed action includes an option to fish trawl CV Pacific cod allocations with pot CV gear. The
Council is considering options that would limit vessels eligible to join a cooperative to those that are
associated with an LLP license that bring CQ into the cooperative or a broader interpretation that would
allow any vessel that has the appropriate area endorsement to join a cooperative. Vessels from this sector
could be utilized if the Council selects the broader interpretation.

The pot CV > 60 sector includes all vessels > 60 ft operating as CVs using pot gear. As of January 1,
2003, pot CVs > 60 ft must have a Pacific cod pot CV endorsement on their LLP license to target BS and
Al Pacific cod with pot gear.

Table 2-13 shows that as of June 2020, there were a total of 49 LLP licenses with a Pacific cod pot CV
endorsement for the BS. Of those 49 LLP licenses, two licenses also had an Al endorsement, and one
license has BS CV HAL endorsement.

The pot CV > 60 ft sector is allocated 8.4 percent of the BSAI Pacific cod TAC. Looking at the catch
indicators in Table 2-34, the sector on average harvested 79 percent of their initial allocation®® from 2004
to 2020. On a few occasions, the sector has harvested at or near 100 percent of their initial allocation. The
remaining unharvested BSAI Pacific cod from the sector was reallocated throughout the fishing year to
other sectors and has ranged from a low of 1,315 mt in 2008 when the sector’s Pacific cod allocation was
reallocated to a high of 6,750 mt in 2015.

In the federal BSAI Pacific cod target fishery, the number of participating pot CVs > 60 ft has declined
since 2004. Overall, vessel numbers in the federal BSAI Pacific cod target fishery ranged from a low of
23 CVsin 2015 to a high of 60 CVs in 2004. Nearly all its sector allocation is harvested in the BS. Since
the sector only targets Pacific cod and some sablefish IFQ, they do not catch Pacific cod as incidental
catch in other groundfish fisheries. Fishing activity in other BSAI Pacific cod fisheries (i.e., GHL and
CDQ) for the sector is very limited. There were between two to seven CVs participating in the Al GHL
fishery from 2006 through 2008, one to three CVs from 2018 through 2020, and between one to two CVs
participating in the CDQ fishery from 2005 through 2009. Other fisheries the sector participates in are
sablefish IFQ and crab fisheries.

Provided in Table 2-35 the pot CV > 60 ft sector annual gross ex-vessel value or BSAI Pacific cod, gross
ex-vessel value of BSAI Pacific cod as a percent of total gross revenue, gross first wholesale value for
BSAI Pacific cod, and total gross revenue of all fisheries (state and federal). The ex-vessel value of the
BSALI Pacific cod fishery has ranged from a low of slightly less than $4 million in 2009 to a high of $15
million in 2008. Gross first wholesale value has ranged from a low of $7 million in 2009 to a high of $35
million in 2018. Looking at the BSAI Pacific cod ex-vessel value for the sector relative to the total gross
revenue, the fishery accounted for less than 14 percent of the total revenue on average from 2004 to 2019.

For the pot CV > 60 ft sector, there are no PSC limits for halibut, crab, and salmon for the sector.
Provided in Table 2-36 provides data showing annual halibut PSC and catch of red king crab (Zone 1), C.
bairdi (Zones 1 & 2), C. opilio (COBLZ), Chinook salmon, and non-Chinook salmon for the sector while
targeting BSAI Pacific cod from 2005 through 2021. Halibut PSC for the sector ranges from a low of less
than one mt in most years to a high of slightly over three mt in 2011. As for crab PSC, the sector had
some of the highest crab PSC of all the sectors as shown in Table 2-36.

There are two BSAI Pacific cod seasons for the pot CV > 60 ft sector: A season which is January 1 to
June 10 and B season which is September 1 to December 31. Typically, the sector has a short A season

38 A portion of the initial allocation for the fixed gear sectors is used for the HAL/pot incidental catch allowance, so the
initial allocation utilized in this report includes the ICA allowance.
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closing at the end of January or beginning of February, while the B season, tends to remain open
throughout the season, but on few occasions has closed in October or November.

The port delivery data provided in Table 2-37 show the total number of deliveries of targeted BSAI
Pacific cod for the pot CV > 60 ft sector and the number of ports to include floating processors. Overall,
the total number of delivery ports has ranged from 4 to 7 ports since 2004. The total number of deliveries
has fluctuated between 118 deliveries in 2009 to 350 deliveries in 2004. Of the delivery ports,
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor has routinely had the most deliveries throughout the 2004-2020 period.

Data in Table 2-38 denote a modest decline in the total number of reported pot CV > 60 ft owners and a
modest concentration of reported residency since 2004. In 2004, there were 61 reported pot CV > 60 ft
owners, while in 2020 there were 39 reported owners. The biggest change in residency for the sector was
Seattle, which in 2020 had 15 reported pot CV > 60 ft owners, while in 2004 there were 27 sector owners
reporting Seattle as their residency. Other communities that had reported residency greater than one on an
annual basis for the pot CV > 60 ft sector were Washington (other than Seattle), Oregon, Homer, and
Kodiak.
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Table 2-34 Pot CVs 2 60 ft sector BSAI Pacific cod allocations and catch data from 2004 through 2020

Final Non-CDQ | Total c:tc::t: Iof Total Vessel
o . Vessel Vessel Pacific | federal Pacific Vessel cDQ countin
Initial Final . allocation BSAI . e
i .| Reallocations count for | count for cod non-CDQ ... |codcatch| GHL total | countin | Pacific the
Sector Year |allocation | allocation as a %of i e Pacific e
(mt) (mt) (mt) initial target |all Pacific| federal | Pacific codas a as a %of |catch(mt)] GHL cod total [ Pacific
. fishery |codcatch| target |codcatch L final fisheries [catch (mt)| cod CDQ
allocation % of initial
catch(mt)| (mt) allocation allocation fishery
2004 15,174 11,735 -3,439 7% 60 61 11,382 11,386 75% 97%

2005 14,502 12,828 -1,674 88% 46 47 11,548 11,548 80% 90% - - * 2
2006 13,354 13,880 526 104% 48 48 12,836 12,842 96% 93% * 2 * 1
2007 12,006 12,129 123 101% 45 45 11,525 11,525 96% 95% 567 7 * 1
2008 12,737 11,422 -1,315 90% 41 42 11,227 11,228 88% 98% 340 5 - -
2009 13,173 6,373 -6,800 48% 26 27 6,476 6,476 49% 102% - - * 1
2010 12,591 11,576 -1,015 92% 30 31 11,572 11,572 92% 100% - - - -
2011 17,030 17,030 0 100% 33 33 16,378 16,378 96% 96% - - - -
Pot CV260 2012 19,509 13,209 -6,300 68% 29 29 12,709 12,709 65% 96% - - - -
2013 19,434 13,434 -6,000 69% 31 31 12,411 12,411 64% 92% - - - -
2014 18,976 14,476 -4,500 76% 31 31 11,123 11,123 59% 7% - - - -
2015 18,641 11,891 -6,750 64% 23 23 10,385 10,385 56% 87% - - - -
2016 18,798 12,098 -6,700 64% 25 25 11,018 11,018 59% 91% - - - -
2017 17,889 13,889 -4,000 78% 34 34 13,720 13,720 7% 99% - - - -
2018 15,235 15,235 0 100% 34 34 15,223 15,223 100% 100% * 1 - -
2019 13,499 13,499 0 100% 35 35 13,268 13,268 98% 98% 166 3 - -
2020 11,616 11,616 0 100% 38 38 5,269 10,982 95% 95% * 2 - -

Source: AKFIN, January 2021; Table orignates from Sector_Landings(1-12-21)

* Denoted confidential data
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Table 2-35 Pot CVs 2 60 ft sector BSAI Pacific cod ex-vessel price, BSAIl Pacific cod gross ex-vessel value (millions $), BSAI Pacific cod gross ex-
vessel value as a % of total gross revenue, BSAI Pacific cod gross first wholesale value (million $), and total gross revenue (millions $)
from 2004 through 2019

Year Exvessel price | Gross e)'(v.essel value vaIGur::\z Zﬁfﬁim Gross first.w.holesale Total gross revenue
($ per lbs.) (millions$) gross revenue value (millions $) (millions $)
2004 0.25 6 12% 14 51
2005 0.29 7 14% 20 52
2006 0.41 12 20% 21 59
2007 0.49 12 16% 26 77
2008 0.59 15 15% 24 97
2009 0.28 4 8% 7 51
2010 0.31 8 1% 17 74
2011 0.33 12 12% 28 98
2012 0.35 10 1% 21 88
2013 0.28 8 10% 17 80
2014 0.28 7 9% 17 78
2015 0.27 6 10% 14 65
2016 0.28 7 1% 17 64
2017 0.31 9 16% 24 57
2018 0.40 13 23% 35 56
2019 0.44 13 23% 24 57

Source: AKFIN July 2020; Table originates from file Sector_Landings_REV(7-8-20)

Table 2-36 Halibut, crab, and salmon PSC for Pot CVs 2 60 ft sector while targeting BSAI Pacific cod from 2004 through 2021

Species 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Halibut mortality (mt) 2 2 2 0 2 0 1 3 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Red King crab (Zone 1) 177 1,208 2,022 14,531 13,626 973 749 2,546 1,025 10,729 1,792 5,118 226 6,700 211,105 34998 10,293 3,364
C. opilio (COBLZ) 1,000 1,377 7,120 229,603 51,793 6520 17,335 258 1 1,396 25 1
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 11,216 41,413 95,082 279,801 464,354 176,152 141,653 74,604 31,986 37,537 63,512 104522 30,893 99,996 141,220 24,713 13,941 1,949
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 3016 22,786 72,059 75,999 279,481 67,310 41,135 23,799 6479 11,319 8412 26727 13960 23,166 8,026 1,225 614 256
Chinook 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Non-chinook 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Source: AKFIN June 2021; Table originates from file Sector_PSC(6-29-21)2
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Table 2-37 Total number of deliveries of targeted BSAI Pacific cod and total number of delivery ports for the pot CVs 2 60 ft sector from 2004 through

2020

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Number of ports 6 5 7 6 6 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 6
Total deliveries 350 308 425 349 317 118 215 293 208 176 186 167 200 267 274 218 99

Source: AKFIN, January 2021, Table originates from Sector_Landings_Port(1-12-21)

Table 2-38 Reported ownership address for pot CVs 2 60 ft vessels from 2004 through 2020

CITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
SEATTLE 217 22 22 26 26 177 16 18 15 15 13 12 13 14 13 14 15
WA 5 4 3 1 1 3 4 3 3 5 7 7
OR 8 6 6 5 4 4 5 5 7 7 4 4 6 5 5
HOMER 1 1 1 1 1 3 4 3 3 4 2 3 3 4 5
KODIAK 11 6 7 4 4 3 4 2 1 2 3 3 2 3
OTH 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2
SELDOVIA 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
KING COVE 2
KETCHIKAN 1 1 1 1
KENAI 1 1 1
ANCHORAGE 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
DUTCH HARBOR 1 2 1
Total 61 47 48 45 42 27 31 33 29 31 31 23 25 34 34 35 39

Source: AKFIN, January 2021, Table originates from Sector_Landings(1-12-21)

PCTC Program, November 2022 114



2.8.7.6. HAL C/P

The HAL C/P sector includes vessels operating as C/Ps using HAL gear. As of January 1, 2003, HAL
C/Ps must have a ‘Pacific cod HAL C/P’ endorsement on their LLP license to target BSAI Pacific cod
with HAL gear and process it onboard. These vessels, also known as freezer longliners, focus their effort
on BSAI Pacific cod. Sablefish and Greenland turbot are secondary targets for some HAL C/Ps. Table
2-13 shows that in 2020, there were a total of 36 LLP licenses with a Pacific cod HAL C/P endorsement
for the BS. Of those 36 LLP licenses, 34 LLP licenses had an Al endorsement, three LLP licenses had a
BS Pacific cod pot C/P endorsement, and three LLP licenses had an Al Pacific cod pot C/P endorsement.

The Freezer Longline Coalition (FLC) is comprised of owners and operators of freezer longline vessels
participating in the Pacific cod fisheries of the North Pacific. Since 2010, FLC members, who account for
all 36 LLP licenses with a Pacific cod HAL C/P endorsement for the BS, have operated as a voluntary
cooperative, the Freezer Longline Conservation Cooperative (FLCC). Each year, the FLCC issues quota
shares to members in proportion to historical fishing activity associated with each LLP license of the
BSAI HAL C/P sector allocation. FLCC members are free to exchange their quota shares among
themselves, and to stack quota shares on individual HAL C/Ps.

The HAL C/P sector is allocated 48.7 percent of the BSAI Pacific cod TAC. Looking at the catch
indicators of Table 2-39, the sector on average harvested 118 percent of its initial allocation from 2004 to
2007, and 100 percent since the implementation of Amendment 85 in 2008. Reallocation amounts to this
sector have ranged from a low of none in 2018 to a high of 22,175 mt in 2005. Since implementation of
Amendment 85, the largest reallocation to the HAL C/P sector was in 2015 at 10,800 mt. Including the
reallocated Pacific cod, the sector on average has harvested 97 percent of final allocation of Pacific cod
on an annual basis since implementation of Amendment 85.

In the federal BSAI Pacific cod target fishery, the number of participating HAL C/Ps directed fishing for
BSAI Pacific cod since 2004 has averaged 31. The number of participating C/Ps in the directed BSAI
Pacific cod fishery has ranged from a low of 25 C/Ps in 2018 to a high of 39 C/Ps in 2004, 2005, 2006,
and 2008. On average, 97 percent of the sector allocation was harvested in the BS. As noted in Table
2-39, the HAL C/P sector utilizes their allocation primarily for Pacific cod directed fishing. Fishing
activity in other BSAI Pacific cod fisheries (i.e., GHL and CDQ) for the sector is primarily limited to the
CDAQ fishery. There were between 19 and 11 HAL C/Ps participating in the CDQ fishery on annual basis
from 2004 through 2020. Participation in the GHL fishery has been limited with some participation in the
Al GHL fishery from 2006 through 2011.

Provided in Table 2-40 are HAL C/P sector annual gross first wholesale value for BSAI Pacific cod, gross
wholesale value of BSAI Pacific cod as a percent of total gross revenue, and total gross revenue of all
fisheries (state and federal). Looking at the BSAI Pacific cod wholesale value for the sector relative to the
total gross revenue, the fishery on average accounted for 68 percent of the total revenue from 2004 to
2019, which indicates the BSAI Pacific fishery contributes a large share of sector’s total combined gross
revenue. The wholesale value of the BSAI Pacific cod fishery for the HAL C/P sector has ranged from a
low of $103 million in 2009 to a high of $187 million in 2017.

Looking at PSC for the HAL C/P sector, there are no PSC limits for crab, and salmon for the sector. Table
2-41 provides data showing annual halibut PSC, red king crab (Zone 1), C. bairdi (Zones 1&2), C. opilio
(COBLZ), Chinook salmon, and non-Chinook salmon PSC for the sector while targeting BSAI Pacific
cod from 2004 through 2021. Halibut PSC for the sector has declined since 2012, from a high of 556 mt
in 2009 to a low of 74 mt in 2020.

The BSAI target fishery is divided into two regulatory seasons, January 1 to June 10, and June 10 to
December 31. In past years, the HAL C/Ps generally began fishing for Pacific cod on January 1 and
continued until the allocation was fully harvested by February, March, or April. They then started fishing
Pacific cod again from August 15, when the next halibut PSC allowance became available, through
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November or December. Since the implementation of the voluntary fishery cooperative, beginning with
the “B” season in 2010, the seasons have remained open throughout the regulatory period, presumably
because the cooperative allows vessels to spread out harvests.

Using observer data, the port call numbers in Table 2-42 depicts the annual number of port calls by port
for those HAL C/Ps that target BSAI Pacific cod. In general, vessels during a port call could conduct crew
transfers, purchase provisions and fuel, offload product, and purchase other local goods and services.
Most of the port calls over the 2008 through 2018 period were primarily to Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, but
St. Paul also had a modest number of port calls by the HAL C/P sector. On average, the HAL C/P sector,
with directed BSAI Pacific cod onboard, made 232 port calls per year over the 2008 through 2020 period,
but port calls for 2020 were roughly half of that average which was likely due to limited services in many
of the Alaska communities because of the coronavirus pandemic.

Looking at the owner city indicator shown in Table 2-43 that nearly all the HAL C/P owners report
Seattle and Washington (other than Seattle) as their residence. The number of HAL C/Ps owners reporting
Seattle as their residence has declined from a high of 31 in 2005 and 2006 to a low of 12 in 2020 and
Petersburg saw a decline from a high five in 2010 and 2011 to none starting 2016. Washington (other than
Seattle), Anchorage, Oregon, and Kodiak all had an increase in the number of HAL C/Ps owners in the
last five years.

Overall, the HAL C/P sector has successfully extended its BSAI Pacific cod fishery to a year-round
fishery all while harvesting all its initial BSAI Pacific cod allocation and nearly all the Pacific cod
reallocated to the sector. The sector has seen a modest reduction in the number of active C/Ps in the BSAI
Pacific cod fishery which is likely due to the formation of the voluntary FLCC. This reduction in the
number of active HAL C/Ps all while maintaining the same level of fishing capacity has likely resulted in
some increase in harvesting and processing efficiency by the sector. The success of the voluntary FLCC
combined with the Amendment 85 allocation has also likely contributed to the success of the sector in
reducing its halibut PSC.
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Table 2-39 HAL C/P sector BSAI Pacific cod allocations and catch data from 2004 through 2020

Non-CDQ Total Total catch Vessel
Initial Final Final Vessel Vessel Pacific federal of BSAI Total Pacific Vessel cba count in
Year |allocation | allocation Reallocations | allocation as | count for | count for cod non-CDQ | Pacific cod | cod catch as | GHL total | count in Pacific the Pacific
(mt) a %of initial [ target |all Pacific| federal Pacific as a %of a %of final |catch (mt) GHL cod total
(mt) (mt) . . L . ) . cod CDQ
allocation fishery [codcatch| target |cod catch initial allocation fisheries |catch (mt)|
. fishery
catch (mt) (mt) allocation
2004 80,930 97,795 16,865 121% 39 39 94,305 94,379 117% 97% - - 14,591 19
2005 77,344 99,519 22,175 129% 39 39 98,709 98,744 128% 99% - - 13,383 17
2006 71,218 84,709 13,491 119% 39 39 84,514 84,599 119% 100% 417 7 12,756 18
2007 64,030 68,105 4,075 106% 37 37 67,963 68,042 106% 100% 89 3 11,296 17
2008 73,844 76,074 2,230 103% 39 39 75,492 75,543 102% 99% * 1 16,414 17
HAL CP 2009 76,375 84,075 7,700 110% 38 38 83,117 83,154 109% 99% 160 3 16,702 17
2010 73,000 73,190 190 100% 36 36 71,486 71,546 98% 98% * 2 15,734 15
2011 98,733 99,853 1,120 101% 30 31 96,235 96,317 98% 96% * 1 19,285 13
2012 113,106 | 118,106 5,000 104% 31 33 112,902 | 112,983 100% 96% - - 16,270 11
2013 112,671 | 115,171 2,500 102% 29 31 105,648 | 105,665 94% 92% - - 16,368 13
2014 110,016 | 111,516 1,500 101% 29 30 105,595 | 105,603 96% 95% - - 16,827 15
2015 108,071 | 118,871 10,800 110% 29 31 112,039 | 112,089 104% 94% - - 15,853 15
2016 108,983 | 114,283 5,300 105% 30 31 110,560 | 110,621 102% 97% - - 16,276 12
2017 103,712 | 107,589 3,877 104% 29 29 107,079 | 107,113 103% 100% * 1 17,122 13
2018 88,324 88,324 0 100% 25 26 87,711 87,782 99% 99% - - 13,136 11
2019 78,260 78,260 0 100% 23 24 77,123 77,205 99% 99% 11,443 11
2020 67,346 67,346 0 100% 20 21 62,527 62,543 93% 93% - - 9,613 13
Source: AKFIN, January 2021; Table orignates from Sector_Landings(1-12-21)
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Table 2-40 HAL C/P sector BSAI Pacific cod gross first wholesale value (million $), gross first wholesale value as a percent of total gross revenue,
and total gross revenue (millions $) from 2004 through 2019

Gross first Gross first wholesale
Year wholesale value| value as a % of total Total 9’.°.‘°‘s

(millions $) gross revenue revenue (millions $)
2004 110 66% 166
2005 137 69% 199
2006 150 68% 222
2007 138 67% 208
2008 153 64% 238
2009 103 62% 165
2010 107 59% 182
2011 162 63% 258
2012 170 70% 244
2013 124 68% 184
2014 150 66% 226
2015 176 71% 248
2016 164 73% 226
2017 187 71% 265
2018 177 76% 234
2019 136 73% 186

Source: AKFIN July 2020; Table originates from file Sector_Landings_REV(7-8-20)

Table 2-41 Halibut PSC along with crab PSC for HAL C/P sector while targeting BSAI Pacific cod from 2004 through 2021
Species 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Halibut mortality (mt) | 444 551 399 443 563 554 470 474 549 470 406 29 194 169 115 77 76 21
RedKing crab (Zone 1) | 12,332 13315 6512 5,334 4942 4,053 952 2417 282 5366 6943 3240 3341 2470 5586 0 0 0
C. opilio (COBLZ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 4245 4724 3735 4,446 7255 632 1411 626 6804 7523 8742 6899 3129 3577 2817 3 6 0
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 5757 775 8561 7,544 8793 12175 8676 5978 638 7776 9979 13779 13821 11,017 3414 4144 3368 1351
Chinook 46 34 25 17 18 1 1 40 46 0 33 4 44 28 69 15 15 6
Non-chinook 80 52 86 83 55 19 21 120 137 148 226 923 168 165 m 297 104 0
Source: AKFIN June 2021; Table originates from file Sector_PSC(6-29-21)2
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Table 2-42 Port calls for HAL C/P vessels with targeted BSAI Pacific cod from 2008 through 2020

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Port
Dutch Harbor 121 168 141 203 234 272 278 278 277 246 196 176 106
St Paul 50 30 25 13 9 11 29 27 20 18 5 7 5
Adak 7 4 2 1 1 1 5 4 4
Other 1 1 4 1 1 1 2 1 2
Akutan 1 2 1 1 2
Kodiak 3 1 1
Sand Point 1 3 1
Transfer at Sea 1 1
Nome 2 2
King Cove 1
Yakutat 1
Total number of port calls 184 208 176 222 247 287 308 308 300 270 207 189 115

Source: AKFIN, January 2021, Table originates from Sector_Landings_Port(1-12-21)

Table 2-43 Reported ownership address for HAL C/P vessels from 2004 through 2020

CITY 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
SEATTLE 29 31 31 29 27 29 25 19 18 16 16 15 20 18 15 13 12
WA 5 5 5 5 8 5 5 5 7 7 6 7 7 7 7 7 6
ANCHORAGE 2 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 1
OR 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
KODIAK 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
OTH 1
PETERSBURG 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 4 4 4 4
Total 39 39 39 37 39 38 36 31 33 31 30 31 31 29 26 24 21
Source: AKFIN, January 2021, Table originates from Sector_Landings(1-12-21)
119

PCTC Program, November 2022



2.8.7.7. Shoreside processors

Regulations at 50 CFR §679.2 define a shoreside processor as “any person or vessel that receives,
purchases, or arranges to purchase, unprocessed groundfish, except catcher/processors, motherships,
buying stations, tender vessels, restaurants, or persons receiving groundfish for personal consumption or
bait.” That section of the regulations defines a mothership as “a vessel that receives and processes
groundfish from other vessels.” The definition as applied to the analysis of the BSAI Pacific cod CV
trawl fishery includes both shorebased processors and floating processors other than C/Ps. Amendment 80
and AFA C/Ps are described in earlier sections. As noted in the next section, AFA motherships are
included in this category because only one AFA mothership participated in the BSAI target Pacific cod
trawl CV fishery during the qualifying periods considered.

A summary of the BSAI Pacific cod deliveries by processing sector is presented in Table 2-44. Landings
in metric tons are only presented for the shorebased processing sector because of confidentiality
limitations. While there are more than three plants operating in the floating processor and C/Ps sectors in
many years, the floating processor sector does not have three or more firms active. As a result, both the
C/Ps sector and the floating processor sector are masked. One MS was active one year and that
information is also masked.

C/Ps over the entire period accounted for 13.9 percent of the total amount. During the three periods
considered for allocations under the proposed program C/Ps took 14.4 percent of the deliveries from 2004
through 2019, 16.8 percent from 2009 through 2019, and 17.4 percent from 2014 through 2019.

The total number of processing plants that accepted deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod from trawl CVs are
reported in the bottom portion of the table. From 10 through 19 plants were active during any year. The
increase in plants operating after 2015 was primarily driven by the increased C/P participation. The
number increased from two in 2015 to as many as nine in 2018. BSAI FMP Amendment 120 limited the
number of C/Ps that may act as a mothership when taking deliveries from the Pacific cod trawl CV sector
apportionment. Limitations imposed under Amendment 120 will remain in place under this action. As a
result, the processors that were active in the past that may continue to participate in the future is closer to
10 to 13 that historically participated. However, there is not closed class of processors so the number of
floating processors, shorebased processors, or motherships that are active in the fishery could increase.
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Table 2-44 Pacific cod deliveries from trawl CVs by processing sector, 2003 through 2019

Year CP FP MS SP Total
Pacific cod deliveries received (metric tons)
2003 conf conf 26,983 39,963
2004 conf conf 20,765 37,207
2005 conf conf 18,025 30,920
2006 conf conf 14,178 32,440
2007 conf conf 15,882 29,150
2008 conf conf 13,980 28,090
2009 conf conf 12,021 25,904
2010 conf conf 11,615 25,283
2011 conf conf 15,173 34,622
2012 conf conf 24,051 40,797
2013 conf conf 23,313 38,979
2014 conf conf 22,817 39,093
2015 conf conf 19,581 31,741
2016 conf conf conf 19,110 41,716
2017 conf conf 14,712 37,443
2018 conf conf 19,750 33,709
2019 conf conf 13,837 26,329
Total 79,839 493,548 (FP, MS, & SP Combined) 573,388
Count of processors
2003 1 4 6 11
2004 3 4 7 14
2005 1 4 7 12
2006 1 3 7 11
2007 2 2 8 12
2008 3 3 8 14
2009 2 2 6 10
2010 2 3 5 10
2011 3 3 7 13
2012 3 2 6 11
2013 2 3 8 13
2014 2 2 6 10
2015 2 2 6 10
2016 7 3 1 6 17
2017 8 3 5 16
2018 9 3 7 19
2019 8 3 7 18
Total Processors 18 8 1 13 42

Source: BSA_TRW_LLP_PCODLANDINGS(4-10-20).xis

Table 2-45 shows the percentage of ex-vessel value generated by various species and species groups in

recent years by shorebased and floating processors that took deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod from trawl

CVs. Pacific cod value as a percentage of the total and as a percentage of groundfish are presented in the

first two rows. Pacific cod accounted for 3 percent to 6 percent of the total value and 5 percent to 10

percent of the groundfish value, depending on the year. Those percentages indicate that Pacific cod is an
important source of revenue for these processors. The table does not indicate amount of profit generated

by Pacific cod relative to the other fisheries considered, because those data are unavailable.
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Table 2-45 Percentage of ex-vessel value generated by species or species group, 2009 through 2019.

Exvessel Value 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Total
Pcod as % of Total 4% 3% 1% 6% 1% 1% 3% 1% 1% 6% 1% 1%
Pcod as % of Groundfish 6% 6% 7% 10% 8% 6% 5% 6% 6% 8% 6% 7%
Shellfish as % of Total 26% 31% 29% 29% 28% 30% 28% 24% 16% 17% 18% 25%
Salmon as % of Total 2% 9% 8% 8% 13% 4% 6% 5% 14% 4% 5% 8%
Halibut as % of Total 5% 8% 9% 5% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 3% 3% 5%
Sablefish as % of Total % 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 3%
Herring as % of Total 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Groundfish as % of Total 56% 52% 53% 57% 56% 63% 62% 66% 66% 76% 73% 62%
Source: BSA_TRW_PROC_DIV(7-8-20) AKFIN summary

The shorebased processors operated in five different communities: Akutan, Adak, King Cove, Sand Point,
and Unalaska/Dutch Harbor. In recent years the primary delivery ports were Akutan, Adak, and
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor. Sand Point and King Cove were active most years, but the amount of targeted
BSALI Pacific cod delivered to them by the trawl CV sector was substantially less than the amounts
delivered to the other ports.

Floating processors are generally mobile vessels that are positioned close to the fishing grounds for
specific fisheries and seasons. For the Pacific cod fishery, they may be positioned in protected areas near
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor or closer to Unimak Island for the Bering Sea Fishery or farther West along the
Aleutian Islands chain for the Aleutian Islands fishery.

2.8.7.8. Catcher/Processors as Motherships

Two C/Ps are qualified to act as motherships and accept deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod under BSAI FMP
Amendment 120. One is owned by a firm that is a part of the AFA C/P cooperative and the other is
owned by a firm that is part of the Amendment 80 cooperative program. One of the C/Ps typically took
deliveries from CVs that were owned by the firm. The other contracted with CVs to deliver Pacific cod.
Both firms operate out of the Seattle metropolitan area.

The processing history of these two vessels cannot be reported under confidentiality limitations. An
option under this proposed action would create a sideboard limit on deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod to
these two vessels based on historical deliveries. How these two firms will operate under the proposed
program will depend on whether they are operating under sideboard limitations and whether they are able
to reach an agreement on how to divide any limits that are imposed. It is not known at this time whether
the two firms will be able to reach such an agreement. If they cannot, they would likely race to process
the sideboard limit that is imposed. That could result in the CVs delivering CQ earlier and at a faster pace
than they would if the two firms reached an agreement on how to divide the sideboard limit.

2.8.7.9. AFA Motherships

True motherships have not been very active in the fishery. These are vessels that are primarily involved in
the pollock fishery and have only taken very limited deliveries of targeted BSAI Pacific cod from trawl
CVs in 2016. Motherships operate at-sea where the fish are harvested and take unsorted cod ends from the
trawl CVs. These processors are not expected to increase activity in the fishery under proposed program
since they typically accept deliveries from CVs that are members of the Mothership Fleet Cooperative
(MFC) which is a signatory to the Cod Allocation Agreement. The CVs in the MFC determine how to
harvest their sideboard limit within the cooperative structure and where to deliver that catch. A summary
of the harvest of the MFC’s Pacific cod sideboard limit by CV is presented in Table 5 of the 2019 MFC’s
AFA cooperative report.* That table only reports the harvest and not where the catch was delivered.

39 hitps://www.npfmc.org/wp-content/PDFdocuments/catch_shares/CoopRpts2019/MothershipFleet_ AFA.pdf
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2.8.8. Product Composition and Flow of Pacific Cod

The following information on production composition and flow of Pacific cod originates from the 2013
Economic Status of the Groundfish Fisheries of Alaska (NMFS 2018). That information has been updated
with more recent data on the production by product, gross first wholesale value, and markets based on
discussions with members of the processing sector.

Product flows for Pacific cod have changed following the decline of Atlantic cod (G. morhua) harvests.
Buyers from Norway and Portugal began purchasing Pacific cod from Alaska for the first time in the late
2000’s. Historically, Pacific cod was considered an inferior product compared to Atlantic cod, but the
decline of Atlantic cod has made Pacific cod more acceptable.

Pacific cod have been processed into salted and split, headed and gutted (H&G), fillet blocks, or
individually frozen fillets, which are either individually quick-frozen or processed into shatterpack
(layered frozen fillets that separate individually when struck upon a hard surface) or layer pack as primary
products. These product forms account for almost all of the primary products produced annually. The
other secondary product forms produced includes roe, milt, meal, bones, oil, stomachs, chins, heads, and
other products.

Wholesale prices are highest for fillet products, but H&G accounts for the largest share of Alaska Pacific
cod production when all processing sectors are considered. All the shorebased processors that take trawl
deliveries of Pacific cod have focused on fillet production recent years. Fillet production takes longer and
requires more labor. However, based on market demand shorebased processors have invested in
upgrading their Pacific cod plants to produce more fillets. Table 2-46 shows that by 2019 the shoreplants
in the Anchorage, Akutan, Dutch Harbor, and Unalaska grouping were producing fillets from about 92%
of the round weight Pacific cod delivered. The production of fillets from the Adak, King Cove, and Sand
Point plants was more variable and was dependent on the firms that were active in a year. Not all years
could be shown because fewer than three plants operated that year. The floaters, C/Ps, and other plants
still produced a mostly H&G products but production was highly variable and depended on the year and
plant. This pattern also extended to the C/P sector with one plant producing fillets almost exclusively in
recent years and other being configured to produce an H&G product.

H&G Pacific cod is frozen after the first processing, and then proceeds to another processor within the
U.S., or is exported for secondary processing. After reprocessing, the Pacific cod could be sold to foreign
markets or reimported into the U.S. where processors may purchase it for further process it by cutting it
into sticks and portions or breading it for sale in grocery stores or food services. Fillet production is
typically sold into the U.S. market. Block production would be sold to markets that would process the
blocks into portions. Individual quick-frozen portions or shatter packs are typically sold to final markets.
The final markets include fine or “white tablecloth” restaurants, institutional food service, quick-service
restaurants, retail fish markets, and grocery stores.

Representatives of one seafood company noted that discussions with potential buyers concerning BS and
Al Pacific cod start several months before the season begins. It was noted that one of the most important
factors of Pacific cod suppliers is being viewed as a reliable and consistent source of cod products from
one year to the next. Another important factor in the Pacific cod fishery is market timing. Asian buyers,
particularly the Japanese, are accustomed to making their buying commitments early in the year. In
addition, as the volume of Pacific cod product streams into the market during the first few months of the
season, demand and price for Pacific cod tend to decline. These market signals provide an incentive for
suppliers of Pacific cod products to start fishing and processing Al Pacific cod as early as mid-February.
Also, the quality of Pacific cod caught late in March and into April begins to deteriorate. Once Pacific cod
have spawned, the roe (which is the most valuable product made from Pacific cod) becomes watery and
losses value. Flesh quality decreases markedly in post-spawned fish, further decreasing the value.
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Table 2-46 Percentage of first wholesale value derived from Pacific cod processed into primary product forms by processors taking deliveries of BSAI

Pacific cod

Product/Area 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Total
Fillet 40% 60% 52% 51% 42% 85% 63% 58% 64% 84% 65% 65% 89% 93% 92% 92% 72%
H&G 29% 21% 32% 37% 55% 13% 36% 41% 36% 16% 35% 35% 1% 7% 8% 8% 25%
Salted & Split, Split 31% 18% 15% 12% 3% 2% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3%
Whole, Bled 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Akutan, Anchorage, Dutch Harbor/Unalask 100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%
Fillet 39% 38% 67% 38% 46% c c 85% 52% 76% c c c 89% 52% 79% 64%
H&G 59% 62% 33% 62% 54% c c 15% 48% 24% c c c 1% 48% 21% 35%
Salted & Split, Split 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% c c 0% 0% 0% c c c 0% 0% 0% 0%
Whole, Bled 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% c c 0% 0% 1% c c c 0% 0% 0% 0%

Adak, King Cove, Sand Point 100%  100%  100%  100%  100% c c  100%  100%  100% c c ¢ 100%  100%  100%  100%
Fillet 28% 42% 65% 46% 45% 66% 46% 33% 19% 41% 29% 10% 29% 29% 26% 22% 33%
H&G 70% 57% 34% 54% 55% 31% 54% 67% 80% 57% 1% 90% 70% 71% 74% 78% 67%
Salted & Split, Split c c c 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Whole, Bled c c c 0% 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1%

Other 100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%  100%

Source: AFFIN summary of CAS production data
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2.8.9. Fishing Communities

A two-part approach was used in characterizing the communities engaged in or dependent on the BSAI
Pacific cod fishery in ways that may be affected by the proposed action. First, tables based on existing
quantitative fishery information were developed and are presented in Section 2.8.9.1 to identify patterns
of engagement in and dependency on the BSAI Pacific cod fishery based on the distribution across
communities of the sectors most likely to be directly affected by one or more of the proposed alternatives.
This is consistent with the portion of the National Standard 8 guidelines that state:

To address the sustained participation of fishing communities that will be affected by management
measures, the analysis should first identify affected fishing communities and then assess their
differing levels of dependence on and engagement in the fishery being regulated (50 CFR
600.3454),

The second approach involved selecting a subset of communities that, based on the results of the first
approach, appear to be potentially substantially engaged in or substantially dependent on the relevant
portions of the BSAI Pacific cod fishery for characterization of the specific community context of fishery.
This is consistent with the portion of the National Standard 8 guidelines that state:

The best available data on the history, extent, and type of participation in these fishing communities
in the fishery should be incorporated into the social and economic information presented in the FMP.
The analysis does not have to contain an exhaustive listing of all communities that might fit the
definition, a judgment can be made as to which are primarily affected (50 CFR 600.345).

This approach then qualitatively provides a context for the subsequent analysis of potential community
impacts that may occur because of fishery management-associated changes to the locally present sectors
in combination with other community-specific attributes and socioeconomic characteristics. The
characterization of the relevant communities, appearing in Section 2.8.9.2, incorporates existing and
easily accessible community descriptive information by reference to the extent feasible, which has been
supplemented with limited phone and email contacts with individuals and entities to update existing
information where needed.

Under National Standard 4, conservation and management measures shall not discriminate between
residents of different states. If it becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing privileges among various
U.S. fishermen, such an allocation shall be: (1) fair and equitable*! to all such fishermen; (2) reasonably
calculated to promote conservation; and (3) carried out in such a matter that no particular individual,
corporation, or other entity acquires and excessive share of such privileges. Among other National
Standard 4 guidelines:

Definition. An “allocation” or “assignment” of fishing privileges is a direct and deliberate
distribution of the opportunity to participate in a fishery among identifiable, discrete user groups or
individuals. Any management measure (or lack of management) has incidental allocative effects, but

“0The National Standard 8 guidelines referenced in this section, current as of December 10, 2021, are from the
Electronic Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 50, Chapter VI, Part 600, Subpart D, Section 600.345 (cited as 50
CFR 600.345) are available at https://www.ecfr.gov/cqgi-
bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=6b0acea089174af8594db02314f26914&mc=true&r=SECTION&n=se50.12.600_ 1345
accessed 12/14/2021.

41 If a LAPP is being established, MSA Section 303(b)(6) also requires that the Council (and the Secretary) take into
account “the fair and equitable distribution of access privileges in the fishery” among a number of other factors
(including present participation in the fishery; historical fishing practices in and dependence on, the fishery; the
economics of the fishery; the capability of fishing vessels used in the fishery to engage in other fisheries; the cultural
and social framework relevant to the fishery and any affected fishing communities; and, any other relevant factors).
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only those measures that result in direct distributions of fishing privileges will be judged against the
allocation requirements of Standard 4.

An allocation of fishing privileges may impose a hardship on one group if it is outweighed by the total
benefits received by another group or groups. An allocation need not preserve the status quo in the
fishery to qualify as “fair and equitable,” if a restructuring of fishing privileges would maximize
overall benefits. The Council should make an initial estimate of the relative benefits and hardships
imposed by the allocation, and compare its consequences with those of alternative allocation schemes,
including the status quo. Where relevant, judicial guidance and government policy concerning the
rights of treaty Indians and aboriginal Americans must be considered in determining whether an
allocation is fair and equitable (50 CFR 600.325%).

The proposed action alternatives do not change sector allocations in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery, in that
the allocation of 22.1 percent of the BSAI non-CDQ Pacific cod TAC to the trawl CV sector (as shown in
Figure 2-2) would remain unchanged. Further, the proposed alternatives are structured to result in fair and
equitable distribution of access privileges within the sector through use of historical qualification periods
to determine initial QS allocations. However, there is the distinct possibility of incidental allocative
effects as historically common patterns of annual reallocations between sectors, where an unused portion
of the trawl CV allocation has been reallocated to the less than 60 feet LOA (<60”) HAL/pot sector in
eight of the ten most recent years 2004-2019, would likely be diminished in amount if not discontinued
altogether under some potential combinations of elements and options within the range of alternatives
being considered. This would not represent a change in the formal sector allocations, but it would be a
change in historical patterns of use between sectors as seen over the 2004-2019 period. For this reason,
the potential impacts to the <60’ HAL/pot sector are included in the consideration of fishing
communities, along with community ties to Alaska Native entities, including federally recognized tribes,
where relevant. No changes to CDQ program allocations, intended to benefit Alaska Native coastal
communities in the BSAI region, would be made under any of the proposed alternatives, elements, or
options. At least some CDQ groups, however, may be otherwise affected due to ownership ties or other
business relationships with harvesting, processing, or support sector entities likely to be directly or
indirectly affected by the proposed action alternatives.

Given that the proposed action alternatives are focused on changes internal to an existing commercial
fishery sector allocation within the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery, no direct or indirect impacts on the
subsistence harvest, sharing, and use of BSAI Pacific cod fishery are anticipated, unless explicitly noted
otherwise in the discussions below. Similarly, no direct or indirect impacts to the BSAI Pacific cod sport
fishery are anticipated, so no stand-alone discussions of the BSAI Pacific cod subsistence or sport
fisheries are provided in the fishing communities analysis.

2.8.9.1. Quantitative Indicators of Community Fishery Engagement and Dependency

The sections below provide quantitative participation information, within the bounds of confidentiality
restrictions, for the communities most directly engaged in and dependent on relevant sectors of the BSAI
Pacific cod fishery. Specifically, the individual sections include a series of tables containing a range of
quantitative information describing the distribution of sector-specific community engagement (or
participation) in and dependency (or reliance) on the BSAI Pacific cod fishery for the following sectors:

e BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs
e Shore-based processors operating in Alaska accepting BSAI trawl-caught Pacific cod deliveries

42 The National Standard 4 guidelines referenced in this SIA, current as of September 30, 2020, are from the
Electronic Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title 50, Chapter VI, Part 600, Subpart D, Section 600.325 (cited as 50
CFR 600.325) are available at https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-
bin/retrieveECFR?gp=&SID=6b0acea089174af8594db02314f26914&mc=true&r=SECTION&n=se50.12.600 1325
accessed 10/2/2020.
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e  Other potentially affected sectors
o BSAI Pacific cod HAL and pot <60’ CVs
o HAL C/Ps

Within this quantitative characterization of fishery participation, several simplifying assumptions were
made. First, assignment of CVs to a region or community has been made based upon ownership address
information as listed in the CFEC vessel registration files. Thus, some caution in the interpretation of this
information is warranted. It is not unusual for vessels to have complex ownership structures involving
more than one entity in more than one region. Further, the community of ownership address does not
directly indicate where a vessel spends most of its time, purchases services, or hires its crew as, for
example, some of the vessels with ownership addresses in the Pacific Northwest spend a great deal of
time in Alaska ports and hire at least some crew members from these ports. The region or community of
ownership address does, however, provide a rough indicator of the direction or nature of ownership ties
(and a proxy for associated economic activity, as no existing datasets provide consistently collected time-
series information on where CV expenditures on support services are made), especially when patterns are
viewed at the sector or vessel class level. The trawl CV discussion includes the limited CV crew data that
is available for this sector, which is useful in understanding the geographic footprint of sector
employment and earnings (and potentially where earnings are at least in part spent).

Ownership location has been chosen for this analysis as the link of vessels to communities rather than
other indicators, such as vessel homeport information, based on previous Council FMP SIA experience
(e.g., AECOM 2010) that has indicated the problematic nature of existing homeport data. While CV
ownership address reported in CFEC data® is the primary link of vessels to communities used in the
analysis, information on the geography of LLP license distribution is also presented. Specifically, LLP
licenses actively used in the fishery have been assigned to communities based on license ownership
address as it appears in the Alaska Regional Office RAM Program LLP license database to illustrate the
differences in patterns of the two indicators. “Cross-walk” tables showing the correspondence of CV
ownership address communities to LLP license ownership address communities as well as CV ownership
address communities to CV homeports as reported in CFEC vessel registration data (similar to the tables
showing correspondence of CV ownership address communities to crew residence communities) are also
provided for the incremental information that they may contribute.

For shore-based processors, regional or community designation was based on the operating location of the
plant (rather than ownership address) to provide a relative indicator of the local volume of fishery-related
economic activity, which can also serve as a rough proxy for the relative level of associated employment,
income, and local government revenues. There are, however, considerable limitations on the data that can
be utilized for these purposes, based on confidentiality restrictions. A prime example of this is where a
community is the site of one or two shore-based processors active in a community in a given year. No
information can be disclosed about the volume and/or value of landings in those communities. In the few
cases where operational location information is known, floating processors are grouped with shore-based
processors by community and that grouping is noted on the relevant table(s). In all other cases, floating
processor activity in this analysis is associated with the Seattle MSA, which is the location of ownership
address for all relevant floating processors.

As noted in Section 2.8.7.8, two C/Ps are qualified to act as motherships and regularly accept deliveries of
BSAI Pacific cod from trawl CVs under Amendment 120, one of which is owned by a firm that is part of
the AFA C/P cooperative and the other of which is owned by firm that is part of the Amendment 80
cooperative program. As further noted in that same section, one of the C/Ps typically took deliveries from
CVs that were owned by the same firm, while the other contracted with outside CVs to deliver Pacific

43 While the datasets are largely consistent, there are sometimes minor differences in the community of vessel
ownership address between CFEC and FFP files in a given year. Where potentially relevant to this community
analysis, these cases are noted where they occur.
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cod. As there are only two entities involved, all volume and value data with respect to this sector are
confidential. Given this constraint and the fact that both vessels are associated with the Seattle MSA, the
“C/Ps acting as motherships” sector is not further considered in this community analysis, aside from
noting the Seattle MSA linkage in relevant subsections below.

2.8.9.1.1.BSAIl Pacific Cod Trawl Catcher Vessels

The following tables provide a series of quantitative indicators of sector engagement in and dependency
on the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery, by community and/or regional geography depending on data
confidentiality restrictions, for BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs with local ownership addresses, as noted in
the following paragraphs. For Alaska communities, overall community CV fleet dependency is also
shown to the extent possible within data confidentiality restrictions.

Table 2-47 provides a count, by community of historical ownership address and year (2004-2019), of
BSALI Pacific cod trawl CVs for all Alaska communities with any vessels active in the fishery in any
given year during this time, as well as for the Seattle metropolitan area, as defined by the Seattle
Metropolitan Statistical Area (Seattle MSA*); Washington communities outside of the Seattle MSA
combined; Newport, Oregon; Oregon communities other than Newport combined; and all other
states/unknown combined. For each geography, annual average counts and percentages of the grand total
are also provided, along with a count of unique vessels, which may be indicative of continuity of
participation (or lack thereof) at the vessel level. As shown, vessel ownership among states is heavily
concentrated in Washington, and specifically within the Seattle MSA, while within Alaska and Oregon,
vessel ownership is concentrated in Kodiak and Newport, respectively. Vessel count data for 2020 have
been added for comparative purposes, but as none of the proposed action alternatives or options include
2020 in the range of historical participation qualifying years, these data are not included in annual average
calculations or unique vessel counts.

Table 2-47 BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs by community of vessel historical ownership address, 2004-2019
(number of vessels)

Annual  Annual  Unigue,|

Average Average Vessels

2004-2019 2004-2019 2004-2019

Geography 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 20192020** (number) (percent) (number)
Kodiak i 3 0 o0 1 0 1 6 7 6 2 3 3 6 6 7 2 31 57% "
Sand Point 212 1 1 1 300 0 00 0. 000 D00 0 06 1.1% 3
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor 0 0 0 1 c o0 0 0 0 O 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1% 1
Anchorage/Girdwood 0 2 1 1 0 0 0= 020 0 0O 020 0 0 0 0 02 04% 2]
Petersburg o0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0o 0 0 0 0 0O o0 0 0 0 0.1 0.2% 1
Alaska Total &80 232 8 2008 a2 838 88T 2 41 7.6% 17
Seattle MSA* 45 39 37 43 46 36 33 30 35 35 37 35 43 4 48 4 37 369 67.9% 78
Other Washington g2 1 6 4 Bl b 20 A2 2 a2 3 3 33 6.1% 13
Washington Total 53 41 41 49 50 41 36 35 37 39 39 37 45 46 50 44 40 40.2 73.9% 86|
Newport i 400 09 100 10 8 7 8 8 B8 6 0 T 606 5 75 13.7% 15
Other Oregon 4 3 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 3 14 25% 9
Oregon Total 15 13 11 10 11 g 8§ 9 9 T 7 8 9 B9 8 88 16.2% 21
Other States/Unknown 4 3 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 12 23% 6
Grand Total 77 64 066 64 65 64 48 60 B54 53 48 48 66 61 €65 61 61 544  100.0% 113

*Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties.

**2020 data added for comparative purposes but are not included in average annual calculations or unique vessel counts (see text)

Note: Due o ownerhship movement between communities over the years shown, total unique catcher vessels per community may not sum to state or grand totals.
Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

44 The Seattle MSA encompasses all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties, Washington.
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Outside of Kodiak, engagement of multiple Alaska communities in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery
through participation of vessels with local ownership addresses has declined over time. While two or, in
one case, three Alaska communities had CVs with local ownership addresses participated in the fishery
each year 2004-2010, no Alaska community outside of Kodiak has been listed as the ownership address
of any BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs in the most recent nine years covered by the data (2011-2019) and all
have an annual average of less than one vessel active in the fishery over the span of years shown. Of the
Alaska communities outside of Kodiak appearing in the data 2004-2010, Sand Point appears in six of
those seven years and with more than one vessel active in the fishery for three of those years. In contrast,
Kodiak had no local ownership address vessels active in the fishery in three of the seven years 2004-2010
but has had at multiple vessels active every year 2011-2019, with six or seven vessels active in five of
those 10 years.

Table 2-48 provides BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV ex-vessel gross revenue information by ownership
address community and year (2004-2019) to the extent possible within data confidentiality restrictions,
along with annual averages in terms of inflation-adjusted dollars and percentages of the grand total for all
geographies combined. Given the few CVs with historical ownership addresses outside of Kodiak, the
Seattle MSA, and Newport, Oregon, little can be shown at the community level. The overall pattern of
distribution of revenue is clear, however, with Alaska ownership address vessels accounting for about
three percent of the grand total of annual average ex-vessel gross revenue, with Washington and Oregon
ownership address vessels accounting for roughly three-quarters and one-fifth of all CV trawl-caught
BSAI Pacific cod ex-vessel gross revenue, respectively. Ex-vessel gross revenue data for 2020 have been
added for comparative purposes but as none of the proposed action alternatives, elements, or options
include 2020 in the range of historical qualifying years, these data are not included in annual average
calculations.

Table 2-48 BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs ex-vessel gross revenue by community of vessel historical
ownership address, 2004-2019 (millions of 2019 real dollars)

Annual  Annuall
Average Average
2004-2019 2004-2018

Geography 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020"* (Smillions) (percent)
Kodiak 8102 000 $0.00 * $0.00 * 8046 $182 $147 *8016 S034 $113 $126 S104 . $056  232%
Other Alaska * §055 " $013 * $053 * $000 5000 $000 $000 S000 S$000 $000 S$000 $0DOO  $0.00 $014  0.58%)
Alaska Total $045 5032 © 8013 © o §0.53 © 8058 $157 S§1.44 ©§0.16  S048  $144  $149  $1.04 ' $068  2.8%%
Sealtle MSA™* $14.07 ~ 1874 $24.19 $2862 $10.93 $1024 $14.19 = §14.38 k2 i o 5 * 81302 $1047  $1637  69.54%
Other Washington $200 * o §141 $147 §189 S069 S060 S210 v 8143 ' ! i i * 8086 8139 $118  501%
Washington Total $1607 $1281 $20.16 $2567 $30.51 $11.62 $10.84 $1629 $20.51 $1581 $1822 $1320 $18.27 $17.53 $19.42 $1388 $11.86  S1755  74.55%
Newport OR §483 5496 §625 567 8580 " 5286 *8697 $465 $417 §315 $431 $386 336 S239 $175 $450  19.12%
Other OR & Other Stales  $1.34  $2.10 n % 5 7 ‘ 5 5 5 i % ' $081 8078 o $081  343%)
Grand Total $2269 §2019 $27.97 53200 $39.04 $1526 $14.52 $2325 $30.46 $2212 $2284 $16.66 $23.39 $2340 $2508 $1810 $1493  $2354 100.00%)

* Denotes confidential data

** Data suppressed to protect confidential data in other cells

***2020 data added for comparative purposes but are not included in average annual calculations (see text).
*Seattie MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties.

Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

Table 2-49 provides information on BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV dependency on BSAI Pacific cod
compared to all other areas, gear types, and species fished by those same vessels, as measured by
percentage contribution to annual average ex-vessel gross revenue to the extent possible within data
confidentiality restrictions. As shown, dependency on trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod ranged widely
across geographies, but dependency is relatively modest for Alaska address vessels when compared to
those from other states. This is consistent with the primary historical focus of Kodiak ownership address
trawl vessels on GOA rather than BSAI trawl fisheries. It is important to note, however, that the
importance of a fishery to the operations of vessels (and processors) is not just a function of percentage
contribution to overall gross revenues as, for example, a fishery may contribute revenue during what

PCTC Program, November 2022 129



would otherwise be a slow time of year, which could be important for covering fixed costs, helping to
make or keep the vessel ready for the next major fishery, employment/retention of crew, and/or
maintaining favorable business relationships with processors, among other factors. In addition to this type
of diversity information being useful (in combination with the data presented in previous annual
participation and annual ex-vessel gross revenue tables) for understanding historical fishing practices in,
and dependence on, the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV fishery, it is also useful as one gauge of the existing
capacity of fishing vessels used in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery to engage in other fisheries.

Table 2-49 BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs ex-vessel gross revenue diversification by community of vessel
historical ownership address, all communities, 2004-2019 (millions of 2019 real dollars)

BSAl Pcod Trawl CVs Annual  BSAI Trawl Peod CVa BSAI

BSAl Pcod Trawl CVs Annual  Average Total Ex-Vessel Gross  Pcod Ex-Vessel Value as a|

Annual Average Number of Average Ex-Vessel Gross Revenues from All Area, Gear, Percentage of Total Ex-

BSAlPcod Trawl CVs  Revenues from BSAI Pcod and Species Fisheries 2004-2019 Vessel Gross Revenue|

Geography 2004-2019  Only 2004-2019 ($ millions) ($millions)  Annual Average 2004-2019
Alaska Total 41 $0.68 $8.35 8.A7%
Seattle MSA* 369 $16.37 $96.69 16.93%)
Other Washington 33 $1.18 $4.14 28 44%
Washington Total 402 $17.55 $100.84 17.40%
Newport OR 75 5450 $19.37 23 24%,
Other OR & Other States 26 5081 $6.02 13.43%)
Grand Total 54.4 $23.54 $134.57 17.49%

“Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties .
Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

Table 2-50 provides information on overall community CV fleet dependency on trawl-caught BSAI
Pacific cod. This table includes all commercial fishing CVs, not just vessels that participated in the BSAI
Pacific cod trawl fishery for those communities that had at least local ownership address BSAI Pacific
cod trawl CV participating in the fishery in any year 2004-2019. It compares the ex-vessel revenue from
trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod to ex-vessel revenue from all other areas, gear types, and species fished by
all commercial fishing vessels with ownership addresses in that same community. As shown, for Alaska,
that dependency is less than one percent.* In contrast, Newport, Oregon ownership address community
fleet is relatively more dependent on the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery, as measured by contribution to
total ex-vessel gross revenues, than the other communities or aggregations of communities shown.

45 If the ex-vessel gross revenue data BSAI Pacific cod trawl vessels with Sand Point, Unalaska/Dutch Harbor,
Anchorage/Girdwood, and Petersburg ownership address were removed from the Alaska data (as they were not
active in the fishery in recent years) as well as the community fleet-level data for those communities and the just the
ex-vessel gross revenue of Kodiak ownership address vessels active in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery was
compared against the larger Kodak community fleet alone, the percentage dependency of the Kodiak community fleet
alone would still be less than one percent.
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Table 2-50 BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV and all CV ex-vessel gross revenue diversification by community of
vessel historical ownership address, 2004-2019 (millions of 2019 real dollars)

Annual Average Number of  All Commercial Fishing CVs All Commercial Fishing CVs  All Commercial Fishing Vessels

Annual Average All Commercial Fishing CVs Annual Average Ex-Vessel Annual Average Total Ex-Vessel BSAI Pcod Trawl Ex-Vessel Gross

Number of BSAI inthose Same Communities Gross Revenues from BSAI Gross Revenues from All Areas, Revenue as a Percentage of Total

Pcod Trawl CVs  (the "Community CVFleet")  Pcod Trawl Only 2004-2019  Gears, and Species Fisheries Ex-Vessel Gross Revenue|

Geography 2004-2019 2004-2019 ($ millions) 2004-2019 ($ millions) Annual Average 2004-2019
Alaska Total 41 878.5 $0.68 $281.27 0.24%)
Seattle MSA® 36.9 3813 $16.37 $62541 2.62%]
Other Washington 33 56.3 $1.18 $56.28 2.09%
Washington Total 402 4375 $17.55 $681.69 2.5T%|
Newport OR 75 181 $4.50 $32.90 13.68%]
Other OR and Other States 26 547 $0.81 $19.58 4.13%|
Grand Total 54.4 1,388.8 $23.54 $1,015.44 2.32%

*Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties
Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

BSAI Pacific Cod Trawl Catcher Vessel AFA Status

Table 2-51 provides information on the AFA status of BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs by community and
region of ownership address. All else being equal, AFA status would likely reduce the vulnerability of
individual vessels to adverse impacts, if any, of the proposed alternatives through co-op or other internal
vessel class compensation mechanisms and/or separate accounting of PSC thresholds unique to that vessel
class (thereby insulating these vessels somewhat from adverse consequences of actions of vessels outside
of their restricted class over which they have very little influence or control). As shown, while the
percentage of AFA vessels among local ownership address BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs varies by
geography, AFA vessels make up over three-quarters of all relevant vessels for all geographies combined,
over two-thirds of all relevant vessels for all individual geographies except for Alaska (and the one-vessel
in the residual “other states” category), and four out of seven of the Alaska vessels.

Table 2-51 BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV AFA program designation by community of vessel ownership
address, 2019

Number of BSAI Pcod Trawl CVs Percent of BSAI Pcod Trawl CVs

AFA Designation AFA Designation

Geography Total CVs Yes No Total CVs Yes No
Kodiak AK 7 4 3 100.0% 57.1% 428%
Seattle MSA* 41 M 7 100.0% 829% 17.1%]
Other Washington 3 2 1 100.0% 66.7% 33.3%
Washington Total 44 36 8 100.0% 81.8% 18.2%
Newport 6 5 1 100.0% 83.3% 16.7%
Other Oregon 3 2 1 100.0% 66.7% 33.3%
Oregon Total 9 7 2 100.0% 77.8% 22.2%
Other States 1 0 1 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 61 47 14 100.0% 77.0% 23.0%

*Seallie MSA includes all communiles in King, Pierce, and Snohomish coungies.
Source: NMFS Alaska Region Caich Accouning System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

BSAI Pacific Cod Trawl Catcher Vessel Crew

In the absence of EDR data for BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV crew employment and earnings, GOA EDR
data are used for crew on trawl CVs that reported EDR data for the GOA and operated in the both the
BSAI and GOA in the years 2015 through 2019 (the only years for which data are available). Table 2-52
provides the number of vessels by community of ownership address for which these data exist.
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Table 2-52 BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs for which EDR crew data exist, by community of CV ownership
address, 2015-2019 (number of vessels)

Total

Unique|

Geography 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Vessels
Kodiak, Alaska 2 3 6 6 7 7
Seattle MSA, Washington 12 16 18 20 16 24
Other Washington 2 2 2 2 1 4
Lincoln County, Oregon 2 2 4 5 5 7
Other States 1 0 0 1 1 2
Grand Total 19 23 30 34 30 43

Source: GOA trawl EDR data.

Table 2-53 provides information on the number of vessels that were active in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl
fishery for which EDR data exist compared to the total number of vessels in the fishery. As shown, in the
three most recent years for which EDR data are available, roughly half of the active vessels provided
GOA EDR crew information. It was assumed that these data are still useful for rough numbers of crew
members for the vessels for which data exist, as individual vessels likely had similar crews for both the
BSAI and GOA trawl groundfish fisheries. However, it is unknown how representative vessels that fish
both the GOA and the BSAI are of vessels that only fish the BSAI Further, no BSAI-specific crew
earnings data are available for any of the vessels, including those that reported GOA trawl EDR data.

Table 2-53 BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs for which EDR crew data exist, as a percentage of all active BSAI
Pacific cod trawl CVs, by year, 2015-2019

Active BSAIl Pacific Cod Trawl Catcher Vessels 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Number of CVs included in existing (GOA Trawl) EDR data 19 23 30 34 30
Number of CVs not included in existing (GOA Trawl) EDR data 29 33 3 3 3
Total number of CVs 48 56 61 65 61
Percent of CVs included in existing EDR data 396% 4M1% 492% 523% 492%

Source: Frevious tables.

Table 2-54 provides information on the correspondence of BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV ownership address
community and the community of residence address provided by crew members on those vessels for the
years 2015-2019 combined. As shown, 167 crew members reported being from 13 different Alaska
communities, with the large majority (87 percent) working aboard either Kodiak (55 percent) or Seattle
MSA (32 percent) ownership address vessels.*

46 For more detail on crew members by state and territory for the years 2015-2019 combined, see Table 8-3 (in
Section 8.3). As shown in that table, crew members listed 21 states (and 1 territory) other than Alaska, Washington,
and Oregon as their residence address over this period; total number communities as represented in the data by
state is also provided.
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Table 2-54 Crew members aboard BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs for which EDR crew data exist by community
of crew residence address and CV ownership address, all years 2015-2019 combined (number of
distinct crew license numbers)

Catcher Vessel Ownership Address Community

Crew Member Residence Kodiak |SeattleMSA| Other |LincolnCo. Other Grand

Address Community Alaska |Washington|Washington| Oregon States Total

Kodiak 75 38 12| 8 0) 129
Chiniak 2| 0 0] 0] 0] 2
King Cove 0) 1 0) 0) 0) 1
Sand Point 0] 2 0] 0] 0] 2
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor 1 2 0) 0) 0) 3
Kenai 0] 1 0] 0] 0] 1
Soldotna 0) 2 0) 0) 0) 2
Anchor Point 8 1 0] 1 0] 10
Anchorage/Girdwood 2) 1 1 0) 0) 4
Palmer 4 3 0] 2 0] 9
Wasilla 0) 0 0) 1 0) 1
Petersburg 0] 3 0] 0] 0] 3
Haines 0) 0 0) 1 0) 1
Alaska Subtotal 92 54 13 12| 0 167
Seattle MSA Washington 8 86 8 2 2 105]
Other Washington 7| 25 18 3 1 54
Washington Subtotal 15| M 26| 5 3 159
Lincoln County Oregon 13| 37 3 13 0] 66|
Other Oregon 11 19 1 6| 1 38
Oregon Subtotal 24 56 4 19 1 104
Other States/Territories 12 46 1 1 1 61
Unknown 42) 32 14 16| 3 103
Grand Total 185 298 58 53] 8 593

Source: GOA trawl EDR data.

Table 2-55 provides information on the correspondence of BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV ownership address
community and the community of residence address provided by crew members on those vessels for
2019, the most recent year for which EDR data are available.*” As shown, 45 crew members reported
being from five different Alaska communities, with the large majority (73 percent) working aboard
Kodiak ownership address vessels. Of the 38 crew members from Kodiak, 74 percent worked aboard
vessels with Kodiak ownership addresses. Of the crew members from Alaska communities other than
Kodiak, five out of eight worked aboard vessels with Kodiak ownership addresses. 43

47 For information on the distribution of crew members by crew license type, see Table 8-5 (in Section 8.3), i.e.,
ADF&G crew licenses or CFEC gear operator permits. Skippers are required to have gear operator permits, but more
than one person with a gear operator permit may be working on a vessel at any one time, whether the person who
holds the permit is acting as a regular crew member (as some individual captain one vessel and crew on others) or is
a relief captain/crew member, or the like.

48 For information on individual years 2015-2018 showing year-to-year variability, see Table 8-4 (in Section 8.3).
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Table 2-55 Crew members aboard BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs for which EDR crew data exist by community
of crew residence address and CV ownership address, 2019 (humber of distinct crew license

numbers)

Crew Member Catcher Vessel Ownership Address Community

Residence Address Kodiak | Seattle M3A Other Lincoln Co. Other Grand
Community Alaska Washington | Washington | QOregon States Total
Kodiak 3 6 0 5 0 35
UnalzekaiDuich Harbor 1 0 0 0) 0) 1
Anchor Point 3 0 0 1 0 4
Palmer 1 0 0 i 0 2
Haines 0 0 0 1 0 1
Alaska Subtotal 13 L] 0 § 0 45
Seatle MSA Washingion 4 pL} 0 28
(her Washingion 4 4 0 pl 0 10)
Washington Subtotal 8| i L] 3 1 38
Lincoln County Oregon 2 5 0 2 0) L]
Oher Oregon 2 5 0 2 0 9
Oregon Subtotal 4 10 0 4 0 1§
Crher Sigtes/Temiones 3 12 0 0 16|
Unknown 15 il 1 9 pi 13
Grand Total 63 63 1 25 3 150)

Source: GOA rawd EDR data

While the EDR crew data presented in this section are suggestive, overall the unavailability of BSAI-
specific data in combination of the total unavailability of data for roughly half of the CVs that participated
in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery in recent years (and less, if any, in less recent years) is a substantive
obstacle to a comprehensive analysis of the human dimensions of the fishery. For example, because the
data in the tables in this section were derived from vessels that are dependent, to some extent, on GOA
fisheries, the Alaska component of the crew may be less on the vessels for which crew data do not exist,
resulting in an overstatement of Alaska crew address as a percentage for the overall fleet in the current
tables. Without the data, however, those types of assumptions/conclusions remain speculative.

BSALI Pacific Cod Trawl Catcher Vessels Making Deliveries to AI Shoreside Processors and BSAI
Catcher/Processors Acting as Motherships

Trawl CVs with a history of making deliveries to Al shoreside processors (including shore-based
processors and floating processors) or BSAI catcher/processors acting as motherships may be affected
differently than other CVs under some potential combinations of elements and options within the range of
alternatives being considered. These two sets of vessels are subsets of the set of vessels shown in Table
2-47.

Catcher vessels making deliveries to Al shoreside processors

The next three tables provide data on catcher vessels delivering to Al shoreside, shore-based, and floating
processors, respectively. Table 2-56 provides information on the community of historical ownership
address for CVs making non-CDQ), federal fishery BSAI trawl-caught Pacific cod deliveries to Al
shoreside processors, including both shore-based processors and floating processors, over the years 2004-
2019. As shown, while three Alaska communities appear in the data as the CV ownership addresses in six
of the first seven years covered by the data (2005-2010), these ties were to one vessel each and for one
year in Kodiak, two years in Petersburg, and three years for Sand Point (and no two Alaska communities
having vessels participate in this portion of the fishery in the same year). In contrast, the Seattle MSA
appears in the data as the ownership address during at least one year for 36 of the 46 unique vessels
making deliveries to Al shoreside processors during 2004-2019 and for the most recent nine years
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covered by the data (2011-2019), all non-CDQ, federal fishery BSAI trawl-caught Pacific cod deliveries
to Al shoreside-processors were made by CVs with Washington ownership addresses, with the exception
of one vessel with a Newport ownership address in 2019 and one vessel with an ownership address in a
state other than Alaska, Washington, or Oregon in 2018 and 2019.

Table 2-56 BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs making deliveries to Al shoreside processors (shore-based and

floating processors combined) by community of catcher vessel historical ownership address,
2004-2019 (number of vessels)

Annual  Annual  Unique

Average Average Vessels

2004-2019 2004-2019 2004-2019

Geography 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 (number) (percent) (number)
Kodiak 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 01 05% 1
Sand Point** 0: 1 1 40000 000 0 00 0 080 0 0 0 02 15% 1
Petersburg o 0 0 0 o0 1 1 o 0 0 0 0 0 o0 0 O 01 1.0% 1
Alaska Total 0. 1  J 1 Jd 00 0 0 000D 0 04 3.0% 3
Seattle MSA* 14 12 18 22 22 20 17 6 W0 6 4 0 0 0 9 7 104 84 8% 36
Other Washington 3023 20001 0008 00 0 00020 08 6.6% 5
Washington Total 17 12 20 25 24 29 17 6 10 6 4 0 0 0 11 7 1.3 91.4% 4
Newport 0000 P00 0 Oen0 s 0 0en 0 s O D0 0 02 1.5% 1
Other Oregon 0o 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 o0 0 O 0.0 0.0% 0
Oregon Total 00 e 000 0 e 0 01 0.2 1.5% 1
Other States/Unknown 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 o0 1 1 05 4.1% 1
Grand Total 18 14 23 28 26 22 19 6 10 6 4 1] 0 0 12 9 123 100.0% 46
Number of SBPRs + FLPRs 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 Z 2 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 21 6

*Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties.

**The catcher vessel shown having a Sand Point ownership address in the primary dataset used for this analysis is shown in at least one other dataset as having a King
Cove ownership address in those same years.

Note: Due to ownerhship movement between communities over the years shown, total unique catcher vessels per community may not sum to state or grand totals.
Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

Table 2-57 provides information on the community of historical ownership address for CVs making non-
CDQ, federal fishery BSAI trawl-caught Pacific cod deliveries to Al shore-based processors (only) over
the years 2004-2019. As shown, while three Alaska communities appear in the data as the CV ownership
addresses in four of the first six years covered by the data (2006-2009), these ties were to one vessel each
and for one year each for Kodiak and Petersburg and in two years for Sand Point. In contrast, the Seattle
MSA appears in the data as the ownership address during at least one year for 29 of the 37 unique vessels
making non-CDQ), federal fishery BSAI trawl-caught Pacific cod deliveries to Al shore-based processors
during 2004-2019 and for the most recent 10 years covered by the data (2010-2019), all non-CDQ, federal
fishery BSAI trawl-caught Pacific cod deliveries to Al shore-based processors were made by CVs with
Washington ownership addresses. Also shown in the table, only one shore-based processing plant was in
operation in the Al region during the period shown. While multiple processing entities operated the plant
over this time, the same physical facility in the community of Adak was the site of each of these
operations (and for this reason it is shown in this table in the fishing communities portion of the analysis
as a single shore-based processor).*’

49 The physical structures that have housed shore-based processing operations in Adak in the post-military
installation era are owned by the Aleut Corporation and/or its subsidiaries. The processing entities that operated in
those structures and received landings of BSAI CV trawl-caught Pacific cod over the period 2004-2019 were: (1)
Adak Fisheries LLC, 2004-2009; (2) Adak Seafood LLC, 2010; (3) Icicle Seafoods Inc., 2012-2013; (4) Adak Cod
Cooperative LLC, 2014; and (5) Golden Harvest Alaska Seafood LLC, 2018-2019.
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Table 2-57 BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs making deliveries to Al shore-based processors by community of
catcher vessel historical ownership address, 2004-2019 (number of vessels)

Annual  Annual  Unique|
Average Average Vessels
2004-2019 2004-2019 2004-2019|
Geography 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 (number) (percent) (number)
Kodiak 0 0 0 0 1 ] 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.8% 1
Sand Point™ o0 4 1.0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 01 16% 1
Petersburg 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 ] ] 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.8% 1
Alaska Total 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 03 32% 3
Seattle MSA* 12 8 9 16 13 15 2 0 9 6 3 0 0 0 7 5 6.6 84.0% 29
Other Washington 1 0 1 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 06 8.0% 3
Washington Total 13 8 10 19 15 16 2 0 9 6 3 0 0 0 9 5 72 92.0% 32
Newpart g o0 0 1 .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 01 0.8% 1
Other Oregon 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 ] ] 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0% 0
Oregon Total 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 01 0.8% 1
Other States/Unknown 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 02 24% 1
Grand Total 13 L P T T 2 0 9 6 3 0 0 g 10 6 78  100.0% 37|
Number of SBPRs 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 08 - 1

*Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties.
**The catcher vessel shown having a Sand Point ownership address in the primary dataset used for this analysis is shown in at least one other dataset as having a King
Cove ownership address in those same years.

Note: Due to ownerhship movement between communities aver the years shown, total unique catcher vessels per community may not sum to state or grand totals.
Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

Table 2-58 provides information on the community of historical ownership address for CVs making non-
CDQ, federal fishery BSAI trawl-caught Pacific cod deliveries to Al floating processors (only) over the
years 2004-2019. As shown, two Alaska communities appear in the data as the CV ownership addresses
for one vessel each in one year in this period (Sand Point 2005 and Petersburg 2010). In contrast, the
Seattle MSA appears in the data as the ownership address during at least one year for 28 of the 35 unique
vessels making deliveries to Al floating processors during 2004-2019 and for the most recent nine years
covered by the data (2011-2019), all non-CDQ), federal fishery BSAI trawl-caught Pacific cod deliveries
to floating processors were made by CVs with Washington ownership addresses, except for one vessel
with a Newport ownership address in 2019. Also shown in the table, five unique Al floating processors
were operating during this period, with two floaters operating 2004-2007 and 2009-2010, three in 2008,
and one 2011-2014 and 2018-2019).
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Table 2-58 BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs making deliveries to Al floating processors by community of catcher
vessel historical ownership address, 2004-2019 (number of vessels)
Annual  Annual  Unique|
Average Average Vessels
2004-2019 2004-2019 2004-2019|
Geography 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 (number) (percent) (number)
Kodiak 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0% 0
Sand Point™ 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 01 1.0% 1
Petersburg 0 0 0 0 ] ] 1 0 0 ] ] 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 1.0% 1
Alaska Total 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 01 2.0% 2
Seattle MSA* 6 5 12 8 15 7 16 ) 6 5 2 0 0 0 2 2 58 90.2% 28
Other Washington 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 02 29% 3
Washington Total 8 5 13 8 15 T 16 6 6 5 2 0 0 0 2 2 59 93.1% ki
Newport 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 01 20% 1
Other Oregon 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 ] ] 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0% 0
Oregon Total 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 01 2.0% 1
Other States/Unknown 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 02 2.9% 1
Grand Total 9 0 Ak 8 15 T 18 6 6 5 74 0 0 0 2 3 64  100.0% 35
Number of FLPRs 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 13 - 5

*Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties.

“*The catcher vessel shown having a Sand Point ownership address in the primary dataset used for this analysis is shown in at least one other dataset as having a King

Cove ownership address in those same years.

Note: Due to ownerhship movement between communities aver the years shown, total unique catcher vessels per community may not sum to state or grand totals.

Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

Catcher vessels making deliveries to BSAI catcher/processors acting as motherships

Table 2-59 provides information on the community of historical ownership address for CVs making non-

CDQ, federal fishery BSAI trawl-caught Pacific cod deliveries to BSAI catcher/processors acting as
motherships over the years 2004-2019. As shown, Kodiak appears in the data as the CV ownership

address for a single vessel in three of the first five years covered by the data (and this activity represents a
single unique vessel). In contrast, the Seattle MSA appears in the data as the ownership address during at

least one year for 19 of the 21 unique vessels making non-CDQ, federal fishery BSAI trawl-caught

Pacific cod deliveries to BSAI catcher/processors acting as motherships during this period. Aside from
the earlier Kodiak vessel participation, Seattle MSA ownership address vessels account for all activity on
the table except for one unique Newport ownership address vessel that was active in 2012 and 2016 and
one other vessel with an Oregon ownership address outside of Newport that was active in 2008 (only).
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Table 2-59 BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs making deliveries to BSAI catcher/processors acting as motherships
by community of vessel historical ownership address, 2004-2019 (number of vessels)

Annual  Annual  Unigque|

Average Average Vessels

2004-2019 2004-2019 2004-2019|

Geography 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 (number) (percent) (number)

Kodiak 1 1 0 0 1 ¢ o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 02 38% 1

Alaska Total 1 1 [ 1 e 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0.2 3.8% 1

Seattle MSA* 2 1 2 3 6 5 5 11 N 3 2 4 10 5 2 2 48 925% 19

Other Washington 000 00 00 000 000 000 00 a0 0.0% 0

Washington Total 2 1 2 3 6 5 5 11 1 3 2 4 10 5 2 2 46 92.5% 19

Newport el P e e | e | Q00001 (e ) a1 25% 1

Other Oregon 6c o0 0o o 1 ¢ o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 1.3% 1
Oregon Total 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 e 0 0 1 0 0 0 02 38%
Other States/Unknown ¢ o 0 ¢ 0o o0 0 0o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0.0 0.0%

Grand Total saarantibrene s e oo ieeed e e b e P s iy Bl | 3o ) 50 100.0% 2

*Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties.
Note: Due to ownerhship movement between communities over the years shown, total unique catcher vessels per community may not sum to state or grand totals.
Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

Cross-Cutting BSAI Pacific Cod Trawl Catcher Vessel Quantitative Community Engagement
Indicators

In addition to being home to BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs with local ownership addresses active in the
fishery and/or being home to crew members serving on those vessels, communities may be associated
with the fishery in several other ways. These include:

e Being the community of ownership address of LLP licenses actively used in the fishery;
e Being the homeport of CVs actively engaged in the fishery;

e Being communities that are members of CDQ entities with ownership interest in CV's that either
have participated in the fishery or that utilize LLP licenses may be affected by some potential
combinations of elements and options within the range of alternatives being considered.

These are each detailed in turn below.
BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV LLP license ownership address communities

Table 2-60 provides information on the historical distribution of LLP licenses by community or region of
ownership address. As with BSAI Pacific cod trawl vessel ownership, LLP license ownership among
states is heavily concentrated in Washington, and specifically within the Seattle MSA, while within
Alaska and Oregon, ownership is concentrated in Kodiak and Newport, respectively. Within Alaska,
however, LLP license ownership address by community over time shows a different community pattern
than was seen with CV ownership address by community over time.
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Table 2-60 BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV active LLP licenses by year, by community of license historical
ownership address, 2004-2019 (number of licenses)

Annual  Annual  Unique|

Average Average Licenses

2004-2019 2004-2019 2004-2019)

Geography 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 (number} (percent) (number)
Kadiak 32 0 0 1 0 1 5 6 4 0 2 1 4 4 5 24 40% 9
False Pass 1 1 1 1 1.0 0. 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 03 0.5% 1
Sand Point o0 0o 0 1 c o ¢ ¢ 0 o0 00 0 O 0 0 O 0.1 0.1% 1
Homer 000 0 0 0 0.0 A 1 . 0.0 A 1 1 1 04 0.7% 1
Juneau/Douglas 0 1 ¢ ¢ 0 0 o0 0 0 0 O O 0O 0 0 O 0.1 0.1% 1
Alaska Total 4 4 7 2 2 0 1 6 ¢ 5 0 2 2 5 K & 33 5.5% 1
Seattle MSA* 45 42 42 45 45 35 32 31 38 37 43 40 47 48 51 49 419 71.1% 90
Other Washington 34 4 3 4 24 3 4 4 & I3 3 3 a4 3 35 5.9% 4
Washington Total 48 46 46 48 49 39 35 35 42 43 46 43 50 52 52 52 454 T71% 90
Newport O p T Bua oD T BB e B B 69 11.8% 13
Other Oregon 5 4 1 2 3 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 21 36% 5
Oregon Total 4 11 6 9 11 & 84 9 .9 § & & 9 8§ & 19 8.1 15.4% 18
Other States/Unknown 5 2 3 2 1 1 1 1 1 ¢c 0o 0o 0o 0 1 1 12 20% 12
Grand Total 71 63 5 61 63 48 45 51 59 56 54 53 61 65 66 68 589  100.0% 108

*Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties.
Note: Due to ownerhship movement between communities over the years shown, total unique LLP licenses per community may not sum to state or grand totals.
Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

While Kodiak is the state center of ownership location in both CV ownership address and LLP license
ownership address and in both instances the diversity of Alaska community participation declined over
time, three of the four communities outside of Kodiak are different in the two cases.
Anchorage/Girdwood, Petersburg, and Unalaska/Dutch Harbor,*® which appear in the data as CV
ownership address communities are absent in the active LLP license ownership community data. On the
other hand, False Pass, Homer, and Juneau/Douglas, absent in the CV ownership address information, are
shown as being communities with ownership addresses of LLP licenses actively used in the fishery. Sand
Point appears in both ownership sets, but while it is a CV ownership address community in six years
(2004-2009), it appears only as the ownership address community of one active LLP license in one year
(2007). Further, while False Pass is shown as the ownership address of one active LLP license each year
2004-2008 and Juneau/Douglas appears as the ownership address of one active LLP license in one year
(2005), no LLP licenses actively used in the fishery were shown as having an ownership address in any
Alaska community in 2009 or 2014. After 2008, active LLP license ownership addresses within Alaska
are limited to Kodiak and Homer. Aside from 2014, both Kodiak and Homer were the location of LLP
licenses actively used in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery each year 2011-2019, except 2015 when two
Kodiak ownership address LLP licenses were the only Alaska ownership address licenses actively used in
the fishery.

50 In most Council SIAs and community analyses, the term “Unalaska” is typically used to refer to the City of Unalaska
including its port of Dutch Harbor, which is fully encompassed within the municipal boundaries of the City of
Unalaska. Within some fishery data sources, however, Unalaska and Dutch Harbor fishery statistics are reported
separately, as there are separate Unalaska and Dutch Harbor mailing addresses and zip codes. In this RIR, those
statistics are combined for reporting as they represent two components of the same community and the term
“Unalaska/Dutch Harbor” is consistently used for the community to clearly signify that those separate data values
have been combined. It is understood that use of the name “Unalaska” for the community is more technically
accurate and otherwise preferred as the name for the community, especially by Alaska Native and other long-term
residents of the community. No disrespect or discounting of those preferences is implied by the use of the term
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor in this document.
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The following two tables show the distribution of licenses with non-transferable and transferable Al
endorsements that are associated with CVs greater than or equal to 60 feet LOA (>60°) and <60°CVs,
respectively. These two types of LLP license Al endorsements were awarded under Amendment 92 and
were intended to continue to foster shoreside deliveries of Pacific cod in an area that has seen limited
opportunities for deliveries to shore-based processors operating in local communities in recent years®! and
to provide opportunities for small trawl vessel operators. While these two sets of LLP licenses with non-
transferable and transferable Al endorsements, respectively, are subsets of the larger set of 108 LLP
licenses shown in Table 2-60, the following two tables show community of historical ownership address
for each year 2004-2019 regardless of whether or not that license was actively used in the fishery during
that year (unlike Table 2-60, which shows only LLP licenses that were active in any given year).

Table 2-61 provides information on the distribution of BSAI Pacific cod trawl >60’ catcher vessel LLP
licenses with non-transferable Al endorsements by community or region of license historical ownership
address. As shown, the four unique licenses in this category have exclusively had Washington ownership
addresses during the most recent 12 years covered by the data (2008-2019). During the years 2004-2007,
three of the four licenses had a Washington ownership address and the fourth had an ownership address in
a state other than Alaska, Washington, or Oregon. Each of these four licenses was awarded a non-
transferable Al endorsement when Amendment 92 became effective in 2009 and each of the four already
had a BS trawl endorsement at that time.

Table 2-61 BSAI Pacific cod trawl 260’ CV non-transferable Al endorsed licenses by year, by community of
license historical ownership address, 2004-2019 (number of licenses)

Annual  Annual  Unigue|

Average Average Licenses

2004-2019 2004-2019 2004-2019

Geography 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 (number) (percent) (number)
Alaska Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0% 0
Seattle MSA* 0. 0 0 0 00 0 0 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 08 20.3% 2
Other Washington I3 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 29 73.4% 4
Washington Total 3 3 33 g b g bl g 38 93.8% 4
Oregon Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0% 0
Other States/Unknown 1 1 1 1 0o 0 000 0 000 00 03 6.3% 1
Grand Total 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 40  100.0% 4

*Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties.
Note: Due to ownerhship movement between communities over the years shown, total unique licenses per community may not sum to state or grand totals.
Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

Table 2-62 provides information on the distribution of BSAI Pacific cod trawl <60’CV LLP licenses with
transferable Al endorsements by community or region of license historical ownership address. As shown,
Anchorage/Girdwood appears in the data as the ownership address of a single license with a transferable
Al endorsement for the first 14 of the 16 years covered by the data and Juneau/Douglas does so for the
most recent five years covered by the data, for a total of two unique licenses with Alaska ownership
addresses over the period. In contrast, the Seattle MSA appears in the data as the ownership address
during at least one year during this period for seven of the eight unique licenses with Al endorsements.
No transferable Al endorsed licenses had ownership addresses in Oregon or any state other than Alaska,
Washington, or Oregon 2004-2019, although 2018 and 2019 ownership address information is missing for
one relevant LLP license in the dataset used for this analysis (and is thus shown in the “Other
States/Unknown” category in the table). Each of the eight relevant licenses was awarded a transferable Al

51 Adak and Atka are the only two communities in the region that have been the location of operating shore-based
processing plants in recent years. The only shore-based processing entities in the region that have accepted BSAI
non-CDAQ directed Pacific cod fishery catcher vessel trawl-caught deliveries to date have been located in Adak.
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endorsement when Amendment 92 became effective in 2009, with individual licenses varying in their
existing set of other endorsements at that time. In addition to the transferable Al endorsements at present:
one license also has trawl and non-trawl endorsements in each of the BS, Central GOA, and Western
GOA regions; one has a non-trawl BS endorsement and trawl and non-trawl endorsements in both the
Central GOA and Western GOA regions; two have trawl and non-trawl endorsements in both the Central
GOA and Western GOA regions (but neither trawl or non-trawl BS endorsements); one has trawl and
non-trawl endorsements in the Central GOA and a non-trawl endorsement in Western GOA (and neither
trawl nor non-trawl BS endorsements); and the remaining three licenses have trawl endorsements in the
Central GOA and the Western GOA (but no non-trawl endorsements in the Central GOA or Western
GOA and none of the three have trawl or non-trawl BS endorsements).

Table 2-62 BSAI Pacific cod trawl <60’ CV licenses with transferable Al endorsements by year, by
community of license historical ownership address, 2004-2019 (number of licenses)

Annual  Annual  Unigue|

Average Average Licenses

2004-2019 2004-2019 2004-2019|

Geography 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 (number) (percent) (number)
Anchorage/Girdwood 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 o 09 10.9% 1
Juneau/Douglas 0 000 00 O 0 00 1 1 1 1 03 3.9% 1
Alaska Total 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 12 14.8% 2
Seattle MSA* Beewbo bbb BB 66 b vhaa Tk g4 a1 64.1% 7
Other Washington 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 16 195% 3
Washington Total oo 6 T 0 Tt T . F b & & 6 6 6.7 83.6% 7
Oregon Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0% 0
Other States/Unknown 0F 0F O 0F 08 0 0 00 0 0 00 e 0 0 1 a1 16% 1
Grand Total &8 8 8 & 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 B 8 80  100.0% 8

*Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties.
Note: Due to ownerhship movement between communities over the years shown, total unique licenses per community may not sum to state or grand totals.
Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

Table 2-63 shows the correspondence between BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV ownership address community
and community of ownership address of the LLP license or licenses used by those vessels in the BSAI
Pacific cod trawl fishery in 2019. In most instances, where more than one LLP license was used on a
given vessel, those licenses had a common community of ownership address, with the few exceptions
described in the table notes. The grand totals shown in this table, unlike the previous table, reflect the
total count of active vessels that used the licenses rather than a total count of active licenses. As shown,
patterns of correspondence between vessel and license ownership address vary by state. Alaska ownership
address vessels were limited to Kodiak ownership addresses, but these seven vessels used LLP licenses
with Kodiak (5), Homer (1), and Oregon (1) ownership addresses. All 44 Washington ownership address
vessels used only Washington ownership address LLP licenses; the nine vessels with Oregon ownership
addresses used LLP licenses with Oregon (6) and Washington (3) ownership addresses.
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Table 2-63 Correspondence of community of vessel ownership address and community of LLP license
ownership address of BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs, 2019

LLP License Ownership Address
Alaska Washington Oregon
Catcher Vessel Other Newport Other Other/ Grand
Ownership Address Kodiak Homer |Seattle MSA| Washington | Oregon Oregon | Unknown Total
Kodiak, Alaska 5 1 0 1] 0 1 0] 7|
Seattle MSA* 1] 0 38 3 1] 0| 0 4
Other Washington 0 0) 2 1 0 0] 0] 3|
Washington Total 0 0 40 4 0] 0 0] 44
Newport 0 0 1 0] 5| 0] 0j 6|
Other Oregon 0 0 2] 0 0| 1 0 3
Oregon Total 0 0) 3| 0] 5| 1 0] 9|
Other States/Unknown 0 0 0] 0 0] 0 1 1
Grand Total 5 1 43 4 5 2] 1 61

*Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties .

Note: Due to ownerhship movement between communities,cell counts may not sum to state or grand totals. For vessels that utilized multiple
licenses, data were cleaned by defaulting to the same community for all duplicates. In two instances, the license ownership communities
differed for two licenses utilized by the same vessel. In one case, there was one Newport and one Other Oregon license address that was
flagged as Newpaort for this table; in the other, there was one Seattle MSA and one Other Washington license address that was flagged as
Seattle MSA for this table. In a separate situation, one LLP license appeared in one dataset with a Kodiak ownership address and another with
an Anchorage/Girdwood ownership address; it was assigned a Kodiak address for this table based on a judgement call informed by general
knowledge of the history of the license and the vesse| with which it is associated.

Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

Table 2-64 shows the correspondence between BSAI Pacific cod trawl >60° CV ownership address
community and community of ownership address of licenses with non-transferable Al endorsements used
on those vessels in 2019. As shown, ownership addresses of the relevant four vessels are equally divided
between Washington and Oregon, while the ownership addresses of the relevant four LLP licenses are
exclusively in Washington.

Table 2-64 Correspondence of community of BSAI Pacific cod trawl 260’ catcher vessel ownership address
and community of ownership address of licenses with non-transferable Al endorsements, 2019

Non-Transferable Al Endorsed License Ownership Address
Washington Oregon
Catcher Vessel Other Newport Other Other/ Grand
Ownership Address Alaska Seattle MSA | Washington | Oregon Oregon | Unknown Total
Alaska Total 0) 0 0) 0 0 0] 0
Seattle MSA* 0 1 0) 0 0 0) 1
Other Washington 0) 0 1 0 0 0] 1
Washington Total 0 1 1 0 0) 0) 2
Newport 0 0 1 0 0] 0) 1
Other Oregon 0 1 0) 0 0) 0) 1
Oregon Total 0) 1 1 0 0 0] 2
Other States/Unknown 0 0 0) 0 0 0) 0
Grand Total 0 2 2 0 0 0 4

“Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties .
Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

Table 2-65 shows the correspondence between BSAI Pacific cod trawl <60’ CV ownership address
community and community of ownership address of licenses with transferable Al endorsements used on
those vessels in 2019. As shown, ownership of the relevant eight vessels is concentrated in Washington
and states other than Alaska, Washington, and Oregon, although one of the licenses has a Juneau/Douglas
ownership address (which is that of a CDQ group).
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Table 2-65 Correspondence of community of BSAI Pacific cod trawl <60’ catcher vessel ownership address
and community of ownership address of licenses with transferable Al endorsements, 2019

Transferable Al Endorsed License Ownership Address
Washington Oregon
Catcher Vessel Juneau/Douglas Other Newport Other Other/ Grand
Ownership Address Alaska Seattle MSA | Washington | Oregon Oregon | Unknown Total
Alaska Total 0 0 0 1] 0] 0] 0
Seattle MSA™ 0 4 0 ] 0 0) 4
Other Washington 0 0 2 0 0] 0 2
Washington Total 0 4 2 0 0 0 §
Oregon Total 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0
Other States/Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 1 2
Grand Total 1 4 2 0 0 1 8|

"Seattle M3A includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties .
Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

BSAI Pacific cod CV trawl vessel homeports

Table 2-66 shows the correspondence between BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV ownership address community
and the homeport of those vessels for 2019. As shown, all vessels with Alaska ownership addresses are
also homeported in Alaska and, for all but one, ownership address community and homeport are the same
(Kodiak), with the exception being a vessel with a Kodiak ownership address and a homeport of Sand
Point. For vessels with Oregon ownership addresses, all but one are homeported in Oregon (with the
exception being a Newport ownership address vessel homeported in Kodiak). Of the 41 vessels with
Seattle MSA ownership addresses, roughly one-quarter (10 vessels) are homeported in Alaska, with seven
out of the 10 homeported in Kodiak. Of the total of 14 vessels homeported in Kodiak, more than half
(eight vessels) have ownership addresses in the Pacific Northwest.

Table 2-66 Correspondence of community of vessel ownership address and homeport of BSAI Pacific cod
trawl CVs, 2019

Homeport
Alaska Washington Qregon
Catcher Vessel Sand Unalaska/ | Seattle Other Newport Other Grand
Ownership Address |Anchorage| Juneau Kodiak |Petersburg| Point Dutch Hbr MSA WA Oregon OR Total
Kodiak, Alaska 0 0 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 T
Seattle MSA™ 2 1 7 0 0 2 28 1 0 0] 4
Other Washington 0 0 1] 0 0 0| 2 1 0 0] 3
Washington Total 2 1 7 0 0 2 30 2] 0 0 44
Newport 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 6|
Other Oregon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 2 1 3
Oregon Total 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 ] 2] £l
Other States/Unknown 1] 0 0 1 0 0 0 ) 0 0] 1
Grand Total 2 1 14 1 1 2 30 2 6 2 61

“Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties .
Note: Due to ownerhship movement between communities,cell counts may not sum to state or grand totals.
Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

Table 2-67 shows the correspondence between BSAI Pacific cod trawl >60° CV ownership address
community for those vessels utilizing licenses with non-transferable Al endorsements and homeport of
those same vessels in 2019. As shown, while ownership of the relevant four vessels is divided equally
between Washington and Oregon, the homeports of those vessels include Kodiak in addition to
communities in Washington and Oregon.
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Table 2-67 Correspondence of community of vessel ownership address and homeport of BSAI Pacific cod
trawl 260’ CVs utilizing licenses with non-transferable Al endorsements, 2019

Homeport
Washington Oregon
Catcher Vessel Kodiak Cther Newport Other Other/ Grand
Ownership Address Alaska Seattle MSA | Washington | Oregon Oregon | Unknown Total
Alaska Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Seattle MSA* 0 1 0 ] 0 0 1
Other Washington 0 0 1 [0} 0 0 1
Washington Total 0 1 1 0 0 0 2
Newport 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Other Oregon 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Oregon Total 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
Other States/Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Grand Total 1 1 1 1 0 0 4

*Seattle M5A includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties .
Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

Table 2-68 shows the correspondence between BSAI Pacific cod trawl <60’ CV ownership address
community for those vessels utilizing licenses with transferable Al endorsements and homeport of those
same vessels in 2019. As shown, while ownership of the relevant eight vessels is concentrated in
Washington and states other than Alaska, Washington, and Oregon, five of the eight vessels were
homeported in three different Alaska communities.

Table 2-68 Correspondence of community of vessel ownership address and homeport of BSAI Pacific cod
trawl <60’ CVs utilizing licenses with transferable Al endorsements, 2019

Homeport
Alaska Washington Oregon
Catcher Vessel Other Newport Other Other/ Grand
Ownership Address Kodiak Sand Point | Petersburg |Seattle MSA| Washington | Oregon Oregon | Unknown Total
Alaska Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0] 0
Seattle MSA* 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0) 4
Other Washington 0 1 0] 0 1 0 0) 0] 2
Washington Total 0 3 0) 2 1 0 0 0) 6
Oregon Total 0 0 0] 0 0] 0 0] 0] 0
Other States/Unknawn 1 0 1 0 0) 0 0 0) 2
Grand Total 1 3 1 2 1 0 0 0 8

*Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties .
Source: NMFS Alaska Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

CDQ entities with ownership interest in relevant BSAI trawl catcher vessels

CDAQ entities have a variety of ownership ties to BSAI trawl catcher vessels that may be impacted under
different potential combinations of elements and options within the range of alternatives being
considered. These include BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs that directly participate in the non-CDQ directed
cod fishery and BSAI trawl CVs that do not participate in the non-CDQ directed cod fishery but that lease
out their AFA BSAI Pacific cod sideboard allocations, which provides the CDQ ownership entities with a
revenue stream used to fund an array of CDQ programs. The pattern of ownership in these two sets of
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BSAI trawl CVs varied by CDQ group in 2019 as reported by each CDQ management staff and/or in the
relevant CDQ 2019 annual reports®? are summarized in the following bullet points:

e The Aleutian Pribilof Island Development Association (APICDA) does not currently have an
ownership interest in any BSAI trawl CVs in either category but did have an ownership interest in
one relevant CV during some previous years in the 2004-2019 era (and may again in future
years).

e The Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation (BBEDC) owns 50 percent of Dona
Martita Fisheries LLC that owns (among other things) the AFA inshore pollock CVs Alaskan
Defender, Bering Defender, Defender, and Northern Defender. These vessels have not
participated in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery in recent years, if ever, but all have pursued the
strategy of leasing out their AFA BSAI Pacific cod sideboard allocations (thereby providing an
additional revenue stream to BBEDC and the other vessel owners).

e The Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association (CBSFA), through its wholly owned
subsidiary St. Paul Fishing Company, has a 75 percent ownership interest in the BSAI Pacific cod
trawl CVs Starlight and Starward (with Unisea having a 25 percent ownership interest in those
vessels) and a 30 percent ownership interest in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV Fierce Allegiance
(with Mary and Rick Mezich and Unisea holding the balance of ownership interest in that vessel).
All three CVs participate in the non-CDQ BSAI Pacific cod CV trawl fishery (and CBSFA does
not lease CDQ quota to any of these vessels).

e BSAI Partners, owned by Coastal Villages Region Fund (CVRF) and Siu Alaska Corporation, a
wholly owned subsidiary of Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation (NSEDC), are
majority owners that (with minority owner Maruha) own the AFA pollock trawl catcher vessels
Alaska Rose, Bering Rose, Destination, Great Pacific, Messiah, and Sea Wolf.>* These vessels
have not participated in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery in recent years, if ever, but all have
pursued the strategy of leasing out their AFA BSAI Pacific cod sideboard allocations (thereby
providing an additional revenue stream to CVRF, NSEDC, and the other vessel owners).

e The Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association (YDFDA) has a 75 percent ownership
interest in the BSAI trawl catcher vessels American Beauty and Ocean Leader (with Nichiro Peter
Pan Investment, Inc. holding the balance of ownership interest). The American Beauty has been
regularly participating in the non-CDQ BSAI Pacific cod CV trawl fishery, but the Ocean Leader
has not. The Ocean Leader, however, has had the American Beauty fish its AFA BSAI Pacific
cod sideboard allocation in the past.

The vessels noted above as BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs with CDQ ownership links that directly
participate in the non-CDQ directed BSAI Pacific cod fishery appear in other sections of this analysis as
associated with multiple different non-CDQ communities based on the complex nature of vessel
ownership. Table 2-69 shows the correspondence between CDQ group ownership interest in relevant CVs
with community of CV ownership address, CV homeport, and community of CV LLP license ownership
address. As shown, CV ownership address is the Seattle MSA for all vessels, as is the community of
ownership address of LLP licenses used on those vessels, with two exceptions. In the case of the two
exceptions, which are both vessels in which CBSFA has an ownership interest, Wasilla Alaska is shown
as the community of ownership address, which is also the location of CBSFA offices. CV homeports
show a different pattern where Unalaska Alaska is shown as the homeport for all vessels with

52 All CDQ ownership interest percentages specified are publicly available in the relevant CDQ 2019 annual reports
(BBEDC and YDFDA) or a combination of a 2019 annual report and the CDQ group website (CBSFA) and in each
case were confirmed as accurate by CDQ management staff.

53 BSAI Partners formerly owned the Ms. Amy as well, but that vessel is no longer active in federally managed
fisheries in the North Pacific. The catch history earned by the Ms. Amy is now associated with Messiah.
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NSEDC/CVRF ownership (and all those CVs are AFA vessels and members of Unalaska Fleet
Cooperative, delivering to Alyeska Seafoods in Unalaska). The homeport for all other CVs shown in
Seattle, with one exception, that being one CV with BBEDC ownership interest that has Juneau as its
homeport.

Table 2-69 Correspondence of CDQ group ownership interest in relevant BSAI Pacific cod trawl catcher
vessels with community of vessel ownership address, catcher vessel homeport, and community
of LLP license ownership address, 2019

CDQ Group with | CVOwnership LLP License
Catcher Vessel Ownership Address cv Ownership Address
Name Interest Community Homeport Community
Alaskan Defender BBEDC Seattle MSA Seattle, WA Seattle MSA
Bering Defender BBEDC Seattle MSA Seattle, WA Seattle MSA
Defender BBEDC Seattle MSA Seattle, WA Seattle MSA
Northern Defender BBEDC Seattle MSA Juneau, AK Seattle MSA
Fierce Allegiance CBSFA Seattle MSA Seattle, WA Seattle MSA
Starlight CBSFA Seattle MSA Seattle, WA Wasilla, AK
Starward CBSFA Seattle MSA Seattle, WA Wasilla, AK
Alaska Rose NSEDCICVRF Seattle MSA Unalaska, AK Seattle MSA
Bering Rose NSEDC/CVRF Seattle MSA Unalaska, AK Seattle MSA
Destination NSEDCICVRF Seattle MSA Unalaska, AK Seattle MSA
Great Pacific NSEDCI/CVRF Seattle MSA Unalaska, AK Seattle MSA
Messiah NSEDCICVRF Seattle MSA Unalaska, AK Seattle MSA
Sea Wolf NSEDC/CVRF Seattle MSA Unalaska, AK Seattle MSA
American Beauty YDFDA Seattle MSA Seattle, WA Seattle MSA
Ocean Leader YDFDA Seattle MSA Seattle, WA Seattle MSA

Note: Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties.

Source: Identification of relevant CDQ CV ownership interest by BBEDC, CBSFA, CVRF, NSEDC, and
YDFDA 2021; CV ownership address, homeport, and LLP license ownership address from NMFS Alaska
Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA.

2.8.9.1.2.Shore-based processors in Alaska accepting BSAI trawl-caught Pacific cod deliveries

The following tables provide a series of quantitative indicators of sector engagement in and dependency
on the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery, by community and/or regional geography depending on data
confidentiality constraints, for shore-based processors operating in Alaska, as noted in the following
paragraphs. Overall community shore-based processor dependency (as measured in percentage of total
ex-vessel value paid for all deliveries from all fisheries made to the relevant processors) is also shown to
the extent possible within data confidentiality constraints.

Table 2-70 provides information on the distribution of relevant shore-based processors in Alaska
communities active in the period 2004-2019. For the purposes of this portion of the analysis, relevant
shore-based processors are defined as those shore-based entities (as identified by F_ID [intent to operate]
and SBPR [shore-based processor]>* codes in AKFIN data) accepting trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod
deliveries. As shown, five Alaska communities were the locations of relevant shore-based processing over

54 “SBPR” is used as an abbreviation for “shore-based processor(s)” in tables (only) in this section. “FLPR” is used as
an abbreviation for “floating processor(s)” in tables (only) in this section.
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this period, with processors in two of those communities accepting trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod
deliveries in each year included in the data (Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan), with one community
(Unalaska/Dutch Harbor) having multiple processors do so in each year.> Processor count data for 2020
have been added for comparative purposes, but as none of the proposed action alternatives or options
include 2020 in the range of historical participation qualifying years, these data are not included in annual
average calculations or unique shore-based processor counts.

Table 2-70 Shore-based processors in Alaska accepting trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod deliveries by
community of operation, 2004-2019 (number of processors)

Annual  Annual  Unique|
Average Average SBPRs
2004-2019 2004-2019 2004-2013

Geography 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020** (number) (percent) (number)
UnalaskaDutch Harbor/Anchorage® 3 3 3 4 4 2 3 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 4 33 4907% [
Akutan 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10 1481% 1
Adak 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 08 111% 5
King Cove™ 2420 = 1 1 i 1 1RO 1 1 1 1 1 10 1481% 2
Sand Point 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 07 10.19% 1
False Pass O Qb e O e 0 ) ) ) e ) ] 1 na na na)
Grand Total 8 8 7 & & 6 5 T 6 8 6 6 6 5 T 7T 7 68 100.00% 1§

*The Unalaska/Duich Harbor SBPR count includes one SBPR shown in the data as operaing in Anchorage in 2011 and another SBPR sown as operaing in Anchorage in 2013 and 2014. In both cases these processors are
known 1 have operaed in Unalaska/Duich Harbor
*The King Cove 3BFR count indudes one FLFR operaing in the communiy in 2004 and 2005. All other FLPR data are afribuied 1o Seatie (locaton of ownership address) due © a lack of operating location data

2020 data added for comparaive purposes but are notincluded in average annual calculasons or unique SBPR counts (see iex)
Source: ADFG/CFEC Fish Tickets, data compied by AKFIN in Comprehensive_FT

Table 2-71 provides information on the ex-vessel values associated with trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod
deliveries to shore-based processors by community and year (2004-2019) to the extent possible within
data confidentiality constraints and the analytic decision to group Akutan with Unalaska/Dutch Harbor
based on the operational similarities between the large, multispecies, BSAl-oriented processing plants in
the two communities. As shown, Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan combined accounted for
approximately 70 percent of all deliveries of trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod to shore-based processors, as
measured by ex-vessel values paid, over this period. Ex-vessel values data for 2020 have been added for
comparative purposes but as none of the proposed action alternatives, elements, or options include 2020
in the range of historical participation qualifying years, these data are not included in annual average
calculations.

55 Floating processor activity, where location of operation is known from the quantitative dataset used for this
analysis, is grouped with shore-based processors. As noted in Table 2-70, this was limited to King Cove only and for
two years only. All other floating processors activity (i.e., where operating location is unknown) is attributed to the
ownership address of the relevant floating processors, which without exception is the Seattle MSA. For the
communities of Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan specifically, it is known through other sources that processing of
trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod regularly occurred during all or some of the years 2004-2019 aboard floating
processors within their respective city limits (see the “Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, Akutan, and Adak” discussion in
Section 2.8.9.2.1 for additional detail).
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Table 2-71  Ex-vessel values of trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod deliveries to shore-based processors in
Alaska by community of operation, 2004-2019 (millions of 2019 real dollars)

Annual  Annual
Average Average
2004-2019 2004-2018

Community(ies) 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020"* (number) (percent)
AkutanUnalaska/Dutch HarborlAnchorage™** $618 S661 §735 3631 $1275 $154 - - o §1085 * - - - $994 5649 5T Y4 $872  7169%
AdakiKing Cove™"*"/Sand PoiniFalse Pass S7T41 489 S444 §$1139 S657 $543 ° i I 221 ° 2 g i $604 S$413 5156 $361  2068%
Grand Total §1359 $1150 $11.79 $1769 $1931 $697 $6.16 5068 $1766 $13.16 $1353 $10.14 $10.71 $873 $1598 51062 $950 §12.16 10000"&'

*Confdental data suppressed

Diata suppressed 10 protect confidendal data in oher cells

20120 daka added bor comparaive purposes but are notincluded in average annual caiculaions (see )

*The Unalaska/Duich Harbor SBPR data includes one SBPR shown in he data a5 operating in Anchorage in 2011 and another SBPR shown s operaling in Anchorage in 2013 and 2014, In bo cases These DIOCESSONS are known 10 have operated in
Unalatka/Dusteh Harbor

The King Cove SEPR data incudes one FLPR operaing in the communily in 2004 and 2005. Al oher FLPR. data are atributed 10 Seaie (locaion of ownership address) due 10 a lack of operaing locaton daa
Source: ADFG/CFEC Fish Tickets, data compled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_FT

Table 2-72 provides information on average annual shore-based processor dependency on deliveries of
trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod compared to all area and species fisheries landings processed by those
same processors for the years 2010-2019, as measured in percentage of ex-vessel values associated with
deliveries made to the processors. As shown, of the deliveries made to the combined relevant
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan processors, approximately three percent of all ex-vessel values of
landings of all species were associated with trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod deliveries over that period,
while for the processors in Adak, King Cove, and Sand Point combined, that figure was approximately
four percent.

Table 2-72 Shore-based processors in Alaska accepting BSAI trawl-caught Pacific cod deliveries ex-vessel
gross revenue diversity by community of operation, 2004-2019 (millions of 2019 real dollars)

BSAl Pcod SBPRs Annual  BSAI Pcod SBPRs Ex-Vessel Values

BSAIl Pcod SBPRs Annual Average Total Ex-vessel Paid for BSAl Trawl-Caught Pcod as a

Annual Average Number Average Ex-vessel Values Paid Values Paid for All Area, Percentage of Total Ex-vessel Values

of BSAI Trawl-Caught  for BSAl Trawl-Caught Pcod Gear, and Species Fisheries Paid (all area, gear, and species

Community(ies) Pcod SBPRs 2004-2019 Only 2004-2019 ($ millions) 2004-2019 ($ millions) fisheries) Annual Average 2004-2019)
Akutan/Unalaska/Dutch Harbor/Anchorage™ 43 $8.72 $28162 3.10%)
Adak/King Cove™/Sand Point 24 $3.61 58218 4.39%
Grand Total 6.8 $12.33 $363.80 3.39%

*The Unalaska/Duich Harbor SBPR countincludes one SBFR shown in the data as operaing in Anchorage in 2011 and ancther SBPR shown as operaiing in Anchorage in 2013 and 2014. In both cases these
processors are known fo have operated in Unalaska/Duich Harbor.

**The King Cove SBPR data includes the data from one FLPR operafing in the community in 2004 and 2005. Al other FLPR data are afribuied to SeaSe (locaton of ownership address) due fo a lack of operaing
location data.

Source: ADFG/CFEC Fish Tickess, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_FT

While the relatively modest dependency of the large, multi-species plants in Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and
Akutan can be attributed to their diversified portfolio of processing activities, which include larger
volume and higher value per unit volume fisheries, the situation with the Adak/King Cove/Sand Point
grouping is more complicated. While separate data cannot be provided for these three communities, a
general knowledge of the industry would suggest that trawl-caught landings of BSAI Pacific cod have
been more substantial in Adak than the other two communities, based in part on the location of Adak
relative to the fishery, and known differences in historical foci of the plants, with the King Cove and Sand
Point plants having a large proportion of their efforts directed toward GOA fisheries, while the plant in
Adak, as noted in multiple previous Council analyses, has had a substantial focus on BSAI Pacific cod
during those years it has been operational.

Table 2-73 provides information on average annual total shore-based processor dependency on trawl-
caught BSAI Pacific cod (all shore-based processors in the communities that had at least one shore-based
processor that accepted trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod deliveries, not just the shore-based processors that
participated in that fishery) compared to all area and species fishery landings processed by all processors
in the community(ies) for the years 2004-2019, within the constraints of confidentiality restrictions, as
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measured by ex-vessel values associated with those landings. As shown, for that span of years, trawl-
caught BSAI Pacific cod ex-vessel value of landings accounted for about two percent of all shore-based
processor ex-vessel value of landings for Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan combined, while for the
other communities as a group that figure remained closer to four percent figure seen for only those plants
directly engaged in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery (reflecting the fact that for most years the
communities included in the latter grouping each had a single active shore-based processor).

Table 2-73 All areas and species ex-vessel gross revenue diversity by community of operation for all shore-

based processors (for Alaska communities with at least one shore-based processor accepting
BSAI trawl-caught Pacific cod deliveries), 2004-2019 (millions of 2019 real dollars)

All Community SBPRs Annual

Annual Average Annual Average Number All Community SBPRs All Community SBPRs Annual Average BSAI Trawl-Caught Pcod Ex

Number of BSAl of All SBPRs in those Annual Average Ex-vessel Average Total Ex-vessel vessel Values Paid as a Percentage

Trawl-Caught Pcod Same Communities (the Values Paid for BSAl Trawl- Values Paid from All Area,  of Total Ex-Vessel Values Paid (all

SBPRs "Community SBPR  Caught Pcod Only 2004-  Gear, and Species Fisheries area, gear, and species fisheries)|

Community(ies) 2004-2018 Sector") 2004-2019 2019 ($ millions) 2004-2019 ($ millions) Annual Average 2004-2018|
Akutan/Unalaska/Dutch Harbor/Anchorage* 43 193 $8.72 $375.91 2.32%)|
Adak/King Cove™*/Sand Point 24 48 $361 $101.76 3.55%|
Grand Total 6.8 240 $1233 $477 67 2 58%)|

*The Unalaska/Duich Harbor SBPR count includes one SBPR shown in the data as operafing in Ancherage in 2011 and another SBPR shown as operaing in Anchorage in 2013 and 2014. In both cases these processors are known fo
have operaied in Unalaska/Duich Harbor.

=The King Cove SBPR data includes the data from one FLPR oparaing in the communiy in 2004 and 2005. Al other FLPR data are afributed to SeaS (locafion of ownarship address) due 10 a lack of operafing location data
Source: ADFG/CFEC Fish Tickets, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_FT

No EDR processing crew employment and earnings data like those available for shore-based processors
accepting deliveries of trawl-caught GOA groundfish are available for shore-based processors accepting
deliveries of trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod. Overall, the unavailability of these data is a substantive
obstacle to a comprehensive analysis of the human dimensions of the fishery.

None of the CDQ groups reported any current ownership interest in any of the shore-based processors
accepting deliveries of trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod from the non-CDQ directed fishery when contacted
for this analysis. NSEDC, through its wholly owned subsidiary Siu Alaska Corporation, did have a partial
ownership interest in the Bering Fisheries shore-based processor that formerly operated in
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, but that plant is no longer in operation.>® Shore-based processing of trawl-caught
BSALI Pacific cod from the non-CDQ directed fishery does, however, occur in Akutan, an APICDA
community, and that activity provides multiple benefits to the community. There has been interest
indicated in processing BSAI Pacific cod in the shore-based processing plants in False Pass and Atka, two
other APICDA communities where APICDA does have partial shore-based processing ownership
interests, but such processing has not occurred to date, with the exception of the processing of some <60’
sector pot-caught BSAI Pacific cod in one of the False Pass shore-based plants in 2019 (and the
processing of some CV trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod and some <60’ sector pot-caught BSAI Pacific cod
in one of the False Pass shore-based plants in 2020, outside of the historical qualifying year date ranges
being considered under any of the proposed action alternatives and options).

Shore-based processors in Alaska accepting Aleutian Islands trawl-caught Pacific cod deliveries

Table 2-74 provides information on shore-based processors in Alaska accepting trawl caught deliveries of
Aleutian Islands (as opposed to BSAI) Pacific cod over the years 2004-2019. This is a subset of the shore-
based processors in Alaska accepting trawl caught deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod data shown in Table

5 As noted in the BSAI Crab Rationalization Ten-Year Program Review SIA (Northern Economics 2016), Siu Alaska
Corporation and Copper River Seafoods formed Dutch Harbor Acquisitions LLC to purchase the assets of Harbor
Crown Seafoods which formerly operated a processing plant in facilities leased from the Ounalashka Corporation in
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor. Dutch Harbor Acquisitions, which operated the plant (in conjunction with others) for most of
its active span (2011-2014) under the name Bering Fisheries, is shown in the 2004-2019 data used for the current
analysis as having accepted deliveries of trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod from the non-CDQ directed fishery in 2011,
2013, and 2014.
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2-70. As shown, in all but two years when the Adak shore-based processor was operating, trawl-caught
deliveries of Al Pacific cod were also made to shore-based processors in other communities. While
presumably under the those proposed action alternative, element, and option combinations that would
include an Adak set-aside these would be the processing communities that would be most likely to
potentially lose deliveries, what cannot be shown due to data confidentiality restrictions are the
quantitative differences in the importance of deliveries to Adak and those to other communities.
Specifically, the volume and/or value of relevant landings in Adak and in any of the other communities
shown are confidential in all years 2004-2019, except for Unalaska/Dutch Harbor alone or in combination
with Akutan in 2007 (only). In qualitative terms, however, it can be stated that the volume of Al Pacific
cod trawl-caught deliveries to shore-based processors in any community or communities outside of Adak
in any year 2004-2019 were negligible relative to the volume (and value) of other fisheries landings made
in those same communities and relative to volume and value of trawl-caught Al Pacific cod landings
made in Adak in any non-zero landings year, with the exception of 2010 when there was an anomalously
low volume of landings in Adak.

Table 2-74 Shore-based processors in Alaska accepting trawl-caught Al Pacific cod deliveries by
community of operation, 2004-2019 (number of processors)

Annual  Annual  Unique|

Average Average  SBPRs|

2004-2019 2004-2019 2004-2019

Geography 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 (number) (percent) (number)
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor/Anchorage 1 1 1 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 07 379% 4
Akutan 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 03 13.8% 1
Adak 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 08 414% 5
King Cave® 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 6.9% 1
Grand Total 3 3 2 5 3 2 2 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 3 2 18  100.0% 11

*The King Cove SBPR count includes one FLPR operaing in the communiy in 2004 and 2005. All other FLPR data are afributed to SeaSe (location of ownership address) due 10 a lack of operaing locason data.
Source: ADFG/CFEC Fish Tickets, data compied by AKFIN in Comprehensive_FT

Shore-based processors, AFA shoreside CV pollock cooperatives, and deliveries of Bering Sea
trawl-caught Pacific cod

The major shore-based processors in Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan are each associated with AFA
pollock cooperatives. These include the four of the six AFA shoreside CV cooperatives: the Unalaska
Fleet Cooperative, the UniSea Fleet Cooperative, and the Westward Fleet Cooperative in Unalaska/Dutch
Harbor and the Akutan Catcher Vessel Association in Akutan. For the large Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and
Akutan shore-based plants as a group, approximately 50 percent of the targeted Bering Sea Pacific cod
harvested by AFA trawl CVs was delivered to the main shore-based plant associated with their co-op over
the most recent four years for which data are available (2017-2020). If other shore-based plants and
floating processors owned by the same firms that own the main Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan AFA
co-op affiliated shore-based plants are included, approximately 85 percent of targeted Bering Sea Pacific
cod harvested by AFA trawl CVs was delivered to the processing firms associated with their co-op over
these same years.

The remaining two AFA shoreside CV cooperatives, the Northern Victor Fleet Cooperative and the Peter
Pan Fleet Cooperative, have different patterns of targeted Bering Sea Pacific cod deliveries by the AFA
CVs to the main plant with which they are affiliated and/or other processing facilities owned by the same
firms. While data confidentiality constraints preclude quantitative analyses, the main plant associated with
the Northern Victor Fleet Cooperative is generally known to accept few, if any, targeted trawl-caught
deliveries of Bering Sea Pacific cod, but other processing platforms owned by the same firm take a large
majority of these deliveries from the CVs in the affiliated AFA co-op. The Peter Pan Fleet Cooperative,
affiliated with a shore-based processing plant in King Cove, shows yet a different pattern of deliveries of
targeted trawl-caught Bering Sea Pacific cod from its AFA co-op CVs, which is likely influenced by the
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plant’s relative distance from the main Bering Sea Pacific cod fishing grounds, especially in years when
the race-for-fish is exacerbated by the lower TACs taken in shorter seasons.

2.8.9.1.3.Summary of geographic distribution of Alaska community engagement in the BSAI
Pacific cod CV trawl fishery

Figure 2-5 summarizes the “geographic footprint” of Alaska community engagement in the BSAI Pacific
cod CV trawl fishery by participation type. Communities shown on the map are those that were: (1) the
community of ownership address of CVs that made landings and/or LLP licenses that were used in the
fishery one or more years 2004-2019; and/or (2) the location of one or more shore-based processors that
accepted trawl-caught deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod in one or more years 2004-2019; and/or (3) the
community of residence address provided by crew members on BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs that
completed GOA trawl EDRs in one or more years 2015-2019; and/or (4) the homeport of BSAI Pacific
cod trawl CVs active in the fishery in 2019.
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Figure 2-5 Map of Alaska Community Engagement in the BSAI Pacific Cod CV Trawl Fishery by Engagement Type, 2004-2019
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2.8.9.1.4.0ther potentially affected sectors
The community linkages of two other BSAI Pacific cod sectors potentially affected by the proposed
action alternatives are described in this section. These are:

e Pacific cod HAL and Pot <60’ catcher vessels
e Pacific cod HAL catcher/processors

BSAI Pacific Cod Hook-and-Line and Pot <60’ Catcher Vessels’

The following discussion of the engagement of communities in the BSAI Pacific cod HAL and pot <60’
CV sector is included in this section (despite these sectors not being directly affected by the proposed
alternatives) because one or more of the potential combinations of elements and options within the range
of alternatives being considered may have the effect of lowering annual average of BSAI Pacific cod final
apportionment to the <60’ sectors from their 2004-2019 historical levels. These regularly occurring if
annually variable in scale reallocations from several different sectors, including the trawl CV sector, have
been utilized to by the <60’ fleet to access and harvest more than half of their total catch of BSAI Pacific
cod over the 2004-2019 period. As described in detail below, in most recent years the incremental
contribution of the trawl CV sector to these overall reallocations have been large enough that a substantial
diminishment or effective elimination of the trawl CV reallocations would likely result in adverse
consequences to individual participants in the <60’ sector and to one or more Alaska community small
boat fleets.

The following tables, in combination with the detailed tables in Section 8.4 that are referenced in this
section, provide a series of quantitative indicators of sector engagement in and dependency on the BSAI
Pacific cod HAL and pot <60’ fisheries, by community and/or regional geography depending on data
confidentiality constraints. For Alaska communities, overall community CV fleet dependency is also
shown to the extent possible within data confidentiality constraints. No data on crew employment,
earnings, or community of residence are available for the BSAI Pacific cod HAL or pot <60’ fleets.

Table 2-75 provides a count, by community of ownership address and year (2004-2019), of BSAI Pacific
cod HAL CVs <60’ for all Alaska communities with any vessels active in the fishery during this time, as
well as for the Seattle MSA; Washington communities outside of the Seattle MSA as a group; all Oregon
communities combined; and all other states/unknown combined. As shown, more Alaska communities
(19) participated in this sector through active local ownership address CVs than in the BSAI Pacific cod
CV trawl sector (five; see Table 2-47), but overall only two communities (or aggregation of communities)
among the states involved averaged one or more vessels with local ownership addresses active on an
annual average basis during this period: Unalaska/Dutch Harbor (2.8 vessels) and Kodiak (1.1 vessels).
Both communities have seen a decline in participation in the most recent years covered by the data
shown, with no vessels with Unalaska/Dutch Harbor ownership addresses participating in the <60’ HAL
CV BSALI Pacific cod fishery in two of the most recent four years (2016-2017), and only one vessel
participating in each of the other two years (2018-2019). No Kodiak ownership address vessels
participated in the fishery in the most recent seven years covered by the data (2013-2019). Vessel count
data for 2020 have been added for comparative purposes, but as none of the proposed action alternatives
or options include 2020 in the range of historical participation qualifying years, these data are not
included in annual average calculations or unique vessel counts.
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Table 2-75 BSAI Pacific cod HAL CVs <60’ by community of vessel historical ownership address, 2004-2019
(number of vessels)

Annual  Annual  Unique

- =
Alaska Borough or 2004-2019 2004-2019 2004-2019
FMA  Community [CDQ Group] Census Area (CA)* 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020** ( ber) (p t) | ber)
Al Adak™ Aleutians West CA L | gl R B s B D e i e b R ) 0 04 4.7% 2
BS  Unalaska/Dutch Harbor™™* Aleutians West CA 1 6 3 5 3 4 3 3 4 5 4 2 0 0 1 1 0 28 30.4% 13
BS  King Salmon [BBEDC] BEB 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (1] 0 0 0 02 20% 1
BS  Mekoryuk [CVRF] Bethel CA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 01 0.7% 1
BS  Nome [NSEDC] Nome CA i R e R L P O e 0 0.1 0.7% 1

BS  Akutan [APICDA] AEB o ¢+. 0 0 0 0 0 O 0O 0O O O O 0O 0 O 0 0.1 0.7%
CGOA Kodiak KIB i3 b 2 e e 0 e 0 0 11 115% 10
CGOA PortLions KIB o o0 o 0 1+ 0 0 O 0O 0 O O O O 0 O 1 0.1 0.7% 1
CGOA  Anchor Point'Soldotna KPB 020 0 0ne 2 2Dl 0 a0 00 0 0e 0 D 1 04 4.7% 3
CGOA Homer KPB 0 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 4 06 6.1% 7
CGOA Nikolaevsk KPB O U L E i e R i 000 0 00y 00 0 03 27% 3
CGOA  Anchorage/Girdwood MA 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 01 0.7% 2
CGOA  Willow MSB 0 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 03 34% 2
CGOA Cordova Valdez-Cordova CA 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 02 20% 2
EGOA JuneauwDouglas CBJ L e el s e B e e e e 0 02 20% 3
EGOA  Ketchikan KGB 0 0 1 i 1.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 02 20% 1
EGOA Petersburg PB 000000 00 e DO e DR 0 a0 08D 0 0.1 0.7% 1
EGOA Sitka CBS 6 o o 0 o o0 o0 o 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.1 14% 2
(Interior) Delta Junction SE Fairbanks CA [ et P el | e el B R e R R e e R 1 0 01 0.7% 1
Seattle MSA Washington 2 0 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 08 9.5% 7|
- Other Washington - 0 1 2 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 (1] 1 0 0 07 74% 7]
- Oregon - 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 01 0.7% 1
—~  Other - e e e e e e s B | y e [l RS ) 0 04 4.1% 4
GRAND TOTAL 7 18 16 14 19 13 9 8 8 10 ] 5 1 2 5 7 7 93  100.0% 61

*Communiies ksted by census area are a part of he Uncrganized Borough. Borough abbreviasions: BBS = Bristol Bay Borough; AEB = Aleusians East Borough; KIB = Kodiak tstand Borough; KPB = Kenai Peninsula Borough, MA = Municipaity of
Anchorage, MSB = Matanuska-Susina Borough, CBJ = City and Borough of Juneau; KGB = Ketchikan Gateway Borough; P8 = Petersburg Borough; CBS = City and Borough of Stka

2020 data added for comparaive purposes but are not included in average annual caiculasions or unique vessel counts (see texd).

*#Adak is not a part of any CDQ enity, but is the only CQOE community in the BSAI region

***Unalaska is not a CDQ community, but is an ex-oficio member of AFICDA.

Mote: Due to ownerhship movement betwaen communiBes over the years shown, the number of vessels per communty may not sum 10 grand fotais.

Source: NMFS Alaska Region Caich Accoundng System, data complied by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

Data confidentiality constraints limit the amount of revenue information that can be provided for the
BSALI Pacific cod HAL <60’ sector on a community or even aggregated community basis outside of
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor. Kodiak is the only other community for which data from any individual year are
not confidential and then for only three years (2004-2006).

Tables that provide the additional detail on revenue and relative economic dependency are included in
Section 8.4, but in summary, Unalaska/Dutch Harbor ownership address CVs that participated in this
<60’ fishery sector over the period 2004-2019 generated approximately $0.26 million in annual average
ex-vessel gross revenue from the BSAI Pacific cod deliveries (Table 8-6), which accounted for about 23.5
percent of all ex-vessel gross revenues for these same vessels (Table 8-7). During this same period, the
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor “community fleet” (all commercial fishing vessels participating in any area, gear,
and species fisheries) annually averaged approximately $4.8 million in ex-vessel gross revenue, of which
HAL <60’sector-caught BSAI Pacific cod accounted for about 5.5 percent of the total combined revenue
(Table 8-8). The annual average of 2.8 vessels active in the BSAI Pacific cod HAL <60’ fishery was
approximately 14 percent of the annual average number of vessels (20.6) in the Unalaska/Dutch Harbor
“community fleet” (Table 8-8).
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Shore-based processing of deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod from the HAL <60’ sector throughout the years
2004-2019 occurred in Unalaska/Dutch Harbor®” and Akutan, along with 11 of those 16 years in Adak.®
In addition, in 2019 only, shore-based processing occurred in Nome. Except for Nome, shore-based
processing of trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod commonly occurred in these same BSAI communities (and
no other BSAI communities) during the same period. For this reason, any effective redistribution of
historical levels of catch (as opposed to historical levels of allocation) of BSAI Pacific cod between trawl
and HAL <60’ vessel sectors that could be reasonably foreseeable under at least some of the potential
combinations of elements and options within the range of alternatives being considered (if historically
common annual levels of roll-overs from the trawl sector to the HAL <60’ sector were to decrease) would
likely be neutral from a shore-based processor perspective at the BSAI community or BSAI community
group level (because the trawl and HAL <60’ CV sectors deliver to the same shore-based processors the
same BSAI communities). That outcome would, of course, not be neutral from a community fleet level
perspective, as the pattern distribution of the sectors across Alaska communities are quite different.

Table 2-76 provides a count, by community of ownership address and year (2004-2019), of BSAI Pacific
cod pot CVs <60’ for all Alaska communities with any vessels active in the fishery during this time, as
well as for the Seattle MSA; Washington communities outside of the Seattle MSA as a group; Oregon
communities combined; and all other states/unknown combined. As shown, more Alaska communities
(15) participated in this sector through active local ownership address CVs than in the BSAI Pacific cod
CV trawl sector (five; see Table 2-47), but overall only two communities (or aggregation of communities)
among the states involved averaged two or more vessels with local ownership addresses active on an
annual average basis during this period: Unalaska/Dutch Harbor (3.9 vessels), Kodiak (5.5 vessels), and
“other Washington” (2.1 vessels). Communities, or groups of communities, that averaged one or more
vessels active in this <60’ sector annually included Homer (1.9 vessels), Wasilla (1.1 vessels), and the
Seattle MSA (1.3 vessels). The number of vessels participating in the fishery annually has shown a
general upward trend over the years 2004-2019 and/or a distinct uptick in the most recent years for three
of the four noted Alaska communities (with the exception being Unalaska/Dutch Harbor); notable recent
year increases in participation in the sector have also been seen in King Cove, Sand Point, Seward,
Anchorage/Girdwood, and Petersburg. Vessel count data for 2020 have been added for comparative
purposes, but as none of the proposed action alternatives, elements, or options include 2020 in the range
of historical participation qualifying years, these data are not included in annual average calculations or
unique vessel counts. As shown, three communities that do not appear in the data for the years 2004-2019
do appear in the data for 2020 as the ownership address location for one BSAI Pacific cod pot <60’ CV
each: False Pass, Haines, and Tenakee Springs.

57 The Unalaska/Dutch Harbor SBPR data includes one SBPR shown in the data as operating in Anchorage in 2011
and another SBPR shown as operating in Anchorage in 2013 and 2014. In both cases these processors are known to
have actually operated in Unalaska/Dutch Harbor.

58 In 2020, shore-based processing of deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod from the HAL < 60’ sector took place in all three
communities (Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, Akutan, and Adak).
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Table 2-76 BSAI Pacific cod pot CVs <60’ by community of vessel historical ownership address, 2004-2019
(number of vessels)

Annual  Annual  Unique
Average Average Vessels|
Alaska Borough or 2004-2018 2004-2019 2004-2019
FMA Community (CDQ Group) Census Area (CA)* 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020** (number) (percent) (number)
BS  Unalaska/Dutch Harbor™ Aleutians West CA 1 5 7 4 4 4 3 4 2 3 4 5 5 4 4 3 4 39 18.2% 15
BS St Paul (CBSFA) Aleutians West CA 000300 000 0 00000 00 0000 000 0 0 0.1 0.3% 1
WGOA  King Cove AEB 2 1 c 2 o o0 0 0 O 0O © 0 0 0 3 3 3 07 3.2% 5
WGOA  Sand Point AEB 00 08000l 0 ] R0E R EOE 0ROl 0 ] 1 1 02 0.9% 2|
WGOA False Pass AEB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 na na na
CGOA  Kodiak KIB 5 5 5 6 5 2 4 5 6 5 5 4 6 6 9 10 10 55 259% 17
CGOA  Homer KPB 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 3 2 5 4 5 B 6 19 9.1% 8
CGOA  Kenai KPB 000 0 0 1 Poa0 a0 0e0r 000 0 0 02 0.9% 1
CGOA  Seward KPB ¢ ¢ 0 o0 0 0 0 0 A1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 05 24% 1
CGOA  Chignik Lagoon LPB L1} Q 1 0 0 0 Q 1] 0 0 L1} a 1] 0 0 0 L1} 01 0.3% 1
CGOA  Anchorage/Girdwood MA 0 0 0 0 1 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 3 1 05 24% 4
CGOA  Wasilla MSB 00 0 0 00 o 22 2002 2 22 2 1.1 5.3% 2|
EGOA  JuneauDouglas CBJ ¢ 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 05 24% 5
EGOA Haines CBJ Qi 0ee 0 000 0 00 00 el 020 00 0 1 na na naj
EGOA  Tenakee Springs CBJ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 na na naj
EGOA Ketchikan KGB 0 1] 1 0 0 0 1] 1] 0 0 0 1] 1] 0 0 0 0 01 0.3% 1
EGOA  Klawock Prince of Wales-Hyder CA ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.6% 1
EGOA  Petersburg PB 1 a0l Sl 00l vl . 20 3 ) 4 1.1 5.3% 6|
- Seattle MSA Washington - 1 0 0 0o 1 1 0 1 1 4 3 2 2 2 1 2 1 13 5.2%
- Other Washington - 1 0 1 2 1 4 3 3 ) 2 1 1 1 0 4 5 6 21 10.0% 13
- Oregon - 0 0 1 2 2 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 06 29% 4
- Other - 00000000 0 33 2 4 08 35% 6|
GRAND TOTAL 1 13 16 117 16 17 14 16 20 24 20 21 271 26 39 43 47 213 100.0% 79

*Communiles isted by census area are a part of the Unorganized Borough. Borough abbreviaions: AEB = Aleusans East Borough; KIB = Kodiak Island Borough; KPB = Kenai Peninsula Borough; LPB = Lake and Peninsula Borough; MA = Municipaity of
Anchorage; MSB = Matanuska-Susina Borough; CBJ = Cily and Barough of Juneau; KGB = Ketchikan Gaieway Borough; PB = Petersburg Borough

**2020 data added for comparaive purposes but are notincluded in average annual calculasons or unique vessal counis (see text)

**Unalaska is not a CDQ communiy, butis an ex-oficio member of APICDA.

Noie: Due fo ownerhship movement between communilies over fhe years shown, the number of vessels per communily may not sum k0 grand iials.

Source: NMFS Alaska Region Caich Accouniing System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA

Data confidentiality constraints limit the amount of revenue information that can be provided for the
BSALI Pacific cod pot <60’ sector on a community or even aggregated community basis outside of
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Kodiak, and even in those two communities data are confidential for two
years (2004 and 2012) and one year (2009), respectively. The only other Alaska communities with data
for one or more years that are not confidential are King Cove (2018 and 2019), Homer (2014 and 2016-
2019) and Petersburg (2016 and 2018-2019).

Tables that provide the additional detail on revenue and relative economic dependency are included in
Section 8.4, but in summary:

e Unalaska/Dutch Harbor ownership address CV's that participated in BSAI Pacific cod pot <60’
sector over the period 2004-2019 generated approximately $0.97 million in annual average ex-
vessel gross revenue from the BSAI Pacific cod deliveries (Table 8-9), which accounted for about
46.5 percent of all ex-vessel gross revenues for these same vessels (Table 8-10). During this same
period, the Unalaska/Dutch Harbor “community fleet” (all commercial fishing vessels
participating in any area, gear, and species fisheries) annually averaged approximately $4.8
million in ex-vessel gross revenue, of which pot <60’sector-caught BSAI Pacific cod accounted
for about 20.2 percent of the total combined revenue of the Unalaska/Dutch Harbor “community
fleet” (Table 8-11). The annual average of 3.9 vessels active in the BSAI Pacific cod pot <60’
fishery made up approximately 19 percent of the annual average number of vessels (20.6) in the
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor “community fleet” (Table 8-11).

o Kodiak ownership address CVs that participated in BSAI Pacific cod pot <60’ sector over the
period 2004-2019 generated approximately $3.06 million in annual average ex-vessel gross
revenue from the BSAI Pacific cod deliveries (Table 8-9), which accounted for about 42.7
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percent, respectively, of all ex-vessel gross revenues for these same vessels (Table 8-10). During
this same period the Kodiak “community fleet” (all commercial fishing vessels participating in
any area, gear, and species fisheries) annually averaged approximately $126.5 million in ex-
vessel gross revenue, of which pot <60’sector-caught BSAI Pacific cod accounted for about 2.4
percent of the total combined revenue of the “community fleet” (Table 8-11). The annual average
of 5.5 vessels active in the BSAI Pacific cod pot <60’ fishery made up approximately 2.1 percent
of the annual average number of vessels (260) in the Kodiak “community fleet” (Table 8-11).

Shore-based processing of deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod from the pot <60’ sector throughout the years
2004-2019 occurred in BSAI communities of Unalaska/Dutch Harbor®® and Akutan, along with eight of
those 16 years in Adak. Shore-based processing of trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod commonly occurred in
these same BSAI communities. In addition, shore-based processing of pot <60’ sector-caught BSAI
Pacific cod occurred in one or more years in the GOA communities of King Cove (9 of the 16 years),
Kodiak (2014, 2015, and 2017), Sand Point (2006 and 2019), and False Pass (2019). In King Cove and
Sand Point, shore-based processing of trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod commonly occurred in these same
communities, but trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod was not processed in Kodiak or False Pass in any year
2004-2019.% In general, processing volumes and values of BSAI Pacific cod deliveries made by trawl
vessels and pot <60’ vessels to shore-based processors in the GOA communities as a group were modest
compared to those made to shore-based processors in the BSAI communities as a group.©!

In terms of overall relative scale of the BSAI Pacific cod HAL <60’, pot <60’, and trawl CV sectors as
measured in 2004-2019 annual average ex-vessel gross revenues (including vessels from all regions and
states and including all deliveries in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery, not just those to shore-based
processors), the combined HAL and pot sectors averaged approximately $10.81 million per year, about
6.4 percent ($0.69 million, Table 8-6) of which was attributed to the HAL <60’ sector and 93.6 percent
($10.11 million, Table 8-9) was attributed to the pot <60’ sector. During this same period, the annual
average ex-vessel gross revenues from BSAI Pacific cod fishery deliveries by trawl CV sector was
approximately $23.54 million (Table 2-48). The smaller scale of the <60’ sector fisheries does not,
however, mean they are unimportant at the local sector or local fleet level for some communities.

Looking at a combination of the BSAI Pacific cod HAL and pot <60’ fisheries, for Unalaska/Dutch
Harbor ownership address vessels, these fisheries accounted for roughly one-quarter and one-half,
respectively, of the total ex-vessel gross revenues of the vessels participating in those fisheries. Looking
at the Unalaska/Dutch Harbor local ownership address “community fleet” as a whole, a relatively small
fleet composed of relatively small vessels, these two fishery sectors together accounted for one-quarter of
all ex-vessel gross revenues for the entire local fleet 2004-2019.

For Kodiak, with a local ownership address “community fleet” including many more (and many larger)
vessels than are in the Unalaska/Dutch Harbor “community fleet,” the contribution of the BSAI Pacific
cod HAL and pot <60’ fisheries combined over the years 2004-2019 accounted for less than three percent
of the total “community fleet” ex-vessel gross revenues. However, the $3.06 million in ex-vessel gross
revenues generated on an annual average basis 2004-2019 for BSAI Pacific cod landings by the Kodiak
ownership address pot <60’ sector (Table 8-11) was over five times greater than the approximately $0.55

% The Unalaska/Dutch Harbor SBPR data includes one SBPR shown in the data as operating in Anchorage in 2011
and another SBPR shown as operating in Anchorage in 2013 and 2014. In both cases these processors are known to
have actually operated in Unalaska/Dutch Harbor.

60 As noted in Section 2.8.9.1.2, however, some trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod was delivered to one of the False Pass
shore-based processors in 2020 (i.e., outside of the historical qualifying year date ranges included in any of the
proposed action alternatives and options, see Table 2-70).

61 In 2020, shore-based processing of deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod from the pot < 60’ sector took place in
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, Akutan, Adak, King Cove, Sand Point, and False Pass (i.e., in each of the communities
where it had taken place in one or more years 2004-2019, except Kodiak).
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million in ex-vessel gross revenues generated on an annual average basis for BSAI Pacific cod landings
by the Kodiak ownership address trawl sector over this same period (Table 2-48)

It is clear that the reallocations of BSAI Pacific cod due to reallocations from all other sectors to the <60’
HAL and Pot sectors, which over the period 2004-2019 ranged from 1,247 mt (2005) to 7,500 mt (2014)
per year (Table 2-5 and Table 2-29), are important to those same local sectors and community fleets.
These reallocations allowed the combined BSAI HAL and pot <60’ CVs to access and harvest an annual
average of 221 percent of their initial BSAI Pacific cod allocation over the years 2004-2019, ranging from
141 percent (2009) to 305 percent (2019) in any given year.

The incremental contribution of reallocations of BSAI Pacific cod specifically from the BSAI Pacific cod
CV trawl sector to the BSAI Pacific cod <60’ HAL and pot sectors followed a different pattern. As shown
in Table 2-8, none of these reallocations occurred during the years 2004-2009. As shown in the same
table, however, in the most recent 10 years covered by the dataset used for this analysis (2010-2019),
these reallocations occurred eight of those 10 years (all but 2013 and 2017) and accounted for 12 percent
of total reallocations from all sectors received by the BSAI Pacific cod <60” HAL and Pot sector in the
low year (2012) and 60 percent in the high year (2019). Of the eight years when reallocations from the
BSAI Pacific cod trawl sector were received by the BSAI Pacific cod <60’ HAL and Pot sectors: in three
of them reallocations from the BSAI Pacific cod trawl sector accounted for more than 50 percent of all
reallocations received by the BSAI Pacific cod <60’ HAL and Pot sectors from all sectors combined; in
three they accounted for between 25 to 49 percent; and in the remaining two they accounted for between
12 to 24 percent of all reallocations received by the BSAI Pacific cod <60’ HAL and Pot sectors from all
other sectors combined.

Table 2-77 summarizes some of the key data referenced in the previous two paragraphs and provides
additional information on the reallocations from the BSAI Pacific cod CV trawl sector as a percentage of
final allocations of the BSAI Pacific cod <60’ HAL and pot sector by year 2004-2019. As shown, these
reallocations occurred in eight of the 10 most recent years covered by the table (2010-2019) and, in those
eight years, accounted for 5.6 percent of the final allocation of the BSAI Pacific cod <60’ HAL and pot
sector in the low year (2012) and 40.5 percent in the high year (2019). Including the years in which no
reallocations from the BSAI Pacific cod CV trawl sector to the BSAI Pacific cod <60’ HAL and pot
sector occurred, reallocations from BSAI Pacific cod CV trawl sector to the BSAI Pacific cod <60’ HAL
and pot sector accounted for 18.4 percent of final allocations to that BSAI Pacific cod <60’ HAL and pot
sector on an annual average basis 2010-2019.
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Table 2-77 BSAI Pacific cod HAL and pot CV <60’ sector reallocations from the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV
sector as a percentage of final allocations by year, 2004-2019

Reallocation received
Final Allocation Total reallocation Reallocation from Trawl CVsector  Reallocation from
(initial allocation Total reallocation  received fromall received from only as a percent of total Trawl CV Sector|
plus all Initial Allocation received from all sectors as a percent  Trawl CVsector  reallocation received  Only as Percent of|
Year reallocations) (mt) (mt) sectors (mt)  offinal allocation only (mt) from all sectors Final Allocation
2004 2961 1416 1545 52.2% 0 0.0% 0.0%)
2005 2,601 1,354 1,247 47.9% 0 0.0% 0.0%)
2006 3,242 1,246 1,996 61.6% 0 0.0% 0.0%)
2007 2928 1,121 1,807 61.7% 0 0.0% 0.0%)
2008 5,210 3033 2177 41.8% 0 0.0% 0.0%)
2009 4434 3137 1,297 29.3% 0 0.0% 0.0%)
2010 5,509 2998 251 456% 500 19.9% 9.1%)
2011 9,005 4,055 4,950 55.0% 2590 52.3% 28.8%
2012 8,880 4645 4,235 47.7% 500 11.8% 5.6%)
2013 9177 4627 4,550 49.6% 0 0.0% 0.0%)
2014 12,018 4518 7,500 62.4% 2,000 26.7% 16.6%)
2015 10,630 4438 6,192 58.3% 3,500 56.5% 32.9%
2016 10,674 4476 6,198 58.1% 2,000 32.3% 18.7%
2017 9271 4259 5012 54.1% 0 0.0% 0.0%)
2018 8,748 3627 5121 58.5% 2,200 43.0% 25.1%)
2019 9,800 3214 6,586 67.2% 3970 60.3% 40.5%

BSALI Pacific Cod Hook-and-Line Catcher/processors

BSALI Pacific cod HAL C/Ps, also known as freezer longliners, could also be adversely affected by
implementation of one or more of the proposed action alternatives, but in different ways than the BSAI
Pacific cod HAL and Pot <60’ CV sector. Like the BSAI Pacific cod HAL and Pot <60’ CVs, HAL C/Ps
have received reallocations from the CV trawl sector as well as from other sectors and, as shown in Table
2-8, over the years 2004-2019, the HAL C/P sector was the largest net recipient of reallocations from the
BSALI Pacific cod trawl CV sector. In contrast to the continuing relative importance of these type of
reallocations to the HAL and Pot <60 CV sector, however, over the years 2009-2019, reallocations from
all other sectors accounted for 3.4 percent of the BSAI Pacific cod HAL C/P sector’s final allocation.
Reallocations from the trawl CV sector alone accounted for less than one percent of the HAL C/P sector’s
final allocation over these same years, such that potential adverse impacts from the discontinuation or
diminishment of reallocations from the reallocations from the trawl CV sector to the HAL C/P sector as a
result implementation of the proposed action alternatives would be negligible.

As discussed in Sections 2.9.6 and 2.10.4.2, however, participants in this sector could otherwise be
adversely affected by some combinations of proposed action alternatives, elements, and options and
external circumstances. Specifically, the BSAI Pacific cod HAL C/Ps would be potentially vulnerable to
adverse effects in those circumstances where Aleutian Islands shore-based processor provisions (Element
6), in combination with low Aleutian Islands TACs could limit the ability of HAL C/Ps to directed fish
for Pacific cod in the Aleutian Islands.

With respect to community affiliations, in 2019, 17 BSAI Pacific cod HAL C/Ps participated in the
fishery. Of those: 16 had ownership addresses in the Seattle MSA; one had an “Other Washington” (in
this case Lynden) ownership address; and one had an Anchorage, Alaska ownership address.

What is not apparent in ownership address information, however, is the ties to Alaska communities
through CDQ ownership interests in 10 of the 17 HAL C/Ps that were active in the fishery that year (i.e.,
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59 percent of all HAL C/Ps directly participating in the fishery). Table 2-78 shows the correspondence of
the CDQ groups holding ownership interest in the 10 relevant vessels that were active in the fishery in
2019 with community of C/P ownership address, the ownership address of LLP licenses used on those
C/Ps, and the homeports of those same vessels.

Table 2-78 Correspondence of CDQ group ownership interest in relevant BSAI Pacific cod HAL C/Ps with
community of C/P ownership address, C/P homeport, and community of LLP license ownership
address, 2019

CDQ Group with C/P Ownership LLP License
Ownership Address Ownership Address C/P

CIP Vessel Name Interest Community Community Homeport
Arctic Prowler APICDA Seattle MSA Seattle MSA Seattle MSA
Ocean Prowler APICDA Seattle MSA Seattle MSA Seattle MSA
Siberian Sea APICDA Seattle MSA Seattle MSA Seattle MSA
U.5. Liberator APICDA Seattle MSA Seattle MSA Seattle MSA
Alaskan Leader BBEDC Seattle MSA Other WA Kodiak, AK
Bering Leader BEBEDC Seattle MSA Seattle MSA Kodiak, AK
Bristol Leader BBEDC Cther WA Other WA Kodiak, AK
MNorthern Leader BBEDC Seattle MSA Other WA Kodiak, AK
Lilli Ann CVRF Anchorage, AK Anchorage, AK Scammaon Bay, AK
Baranof YDFDA Seattle MSA Seattle MSA Seattle MSA

Note: Seattle MSA includes all communities in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties.

Source: |dentification of relevant CDQ BSAl Pacific cod HAL CiP ownership interest by APICDA, BEEDC, CBSFA,
CVRF, NSEDC, and YOFDA 2021; CP ownership address and LLP license ownership address from NMFS Alaska
Region Catch Accounting System, data compiled by AKFIN in Comprehensive_BLEND_CA; CP homeport from
2021 CFEC Vessel file (except for Lilli Ann where 2019 data was used as the maost recent available under that vessel
name}.

As the HAL C/P sector operates under a voluntary cooperative system, not all vessels that have C/P,
HAL, and Bering Sea and/or Aleutian Island endorsements and access to LLP licenses with Pacific cod
HAL C/P Aleutian Islands or Bering Sea endorsements and thus were able to participate in the sector
actively did so in 2019. Additionally, some LLP license owners, within the constraints of Freezer
Longline Coalition rules and NMFS regulations, leased out the use of their appropriately endorsed LLP
licenses to third parties to generate income from the fishery. Looking at the larger pool of relevant vessels
and LLP licenses, the depth of CDQ group ownership interest in this sector is even more apparent in the
dataset which shows:

e CDQ groups have ownership interest in 17 out of the 37 (46 percent) of the LLP licenses with
Pacific cod HAL C/P Aleutian Islands or Bering Sea endorsements. This ownership interest is

62 Ownership interest structure varies by CDQ group. APICDA Joint Ventures, a wholly owned subsidiary of APICDA,
owns 50% of Aleutian Longline LLC which includes the relevant vessels and LLP licenses noted in the table and
following bulleted paragraphs. BBEDC owns a 50% interest in the relevant vessels and LLP licenses noted through a
series of LLCs including Alaska Leader Vessel LLC, Bering Leader Fisheries LLC, Bristol Leader Fisheries LLC,
Northern Leader Fisheries LLC, and Kodiak Fisheries LLC, among others. Coastal Villages Longline LLC, a
subsidiary of CVRF, holds CVRF’s 100% ownership interest in its three BSAI Pacific cod HAL C/P endorsed LLP
licenses and the licenses are used on a mix of vessels that varies each year with, for example, the quota having been
low enough in 2021 that all CVRF fish can be caught by one vessel. YDFDA has a 41% ownership interest in the
BSAI Pacific cod HAL C/P Baranof and the LLP license used on that vessel via Romanzof Fishing Company LLC.
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spread across five of the six CDQ groups as APICDA has ownership interest in seven of these
LLP licenses, BBEDC in four, CVRF in three, YDFDA in two, and NSEDC in one. Of the 17
LLP licenses with identified CDQ ownership interest, four have Anchorage ownership addresses,
nine have Seattle MSA ownership addresses, and four have other Washington ownership
addresses (all in Lynden WA). Of the 20 LLP licenses with Pacific cod HAL C/P Aleutian
Islands or Bering Sea endorsements without identified CDQ ownership interest, all have Seattle
MSA ownership addresses.

e (CDQ groups have ownership interest in 11 out of the 28 (39 percent) of the vessels that have C/P,
HAL, and Bering Sea and/or Aleutian Island endorsements (10 of which are shown in Table
2-78). This ownership interest is spread across four of the six CDQ groups: APICDA has
ownership interest in four of these vessels, BBEDC in four, CVRF in two,* and YDFDA in
one.* (NSEDC is the only CDQ with ownership interest in LLP licenses with Pacific cod HAL
C/P Aleutian Islands or Bering Sea endorsements but no ownership interest in a C/P that
participates in the sector.%®) Of the 11 vessels with CDQ ownership interest, two have Anchorage
ownership addresses, six have Seattle MSA ownership addresses, and three have other
Washington ownership addresses (all in Lynden). Of the 17 vessels without identified CDQ
ownership interest that have C/P, HAL, and Bering Sea and/or Aleutian Island endorsements one
has an Anchorage, Alaska ownership address and the rest have Seattle MSA ownership addresses.
Additionally, of the 17 vessels without identified CDQ ownership interest, four have homeports
in Alaska (two in Petersburg and one each in Juneau/Douglas and Unalaska/Dutch Harbor) with
the remaining 13 shown in the data as homeported in the Seattle MSA.

In addition to five of the six CDQ groups having ownership interests in the vessels and the LLP licenses
utilized in the freezer longline sector, the Bristol Bay Native Corporation (BBNC) has relatively recently
acquired substantial ownership interest in the BSAI Pacific cod HAL C/P sector. BBNC is one of the 13
Alaska Native Regional Corporations created under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA)
and encompasses 31 villages/communities, including the 17 member communities of the BBEDC CDQ
group and another 14 ANCSA communities that were too far inland or too close to the Gulf of Alaska to
have qualified for inclusion in the CDQ program. In October 2019, BBNC acquired controlling interest in
Clipper Seafoods and Blue North Fisheries, which were merged into a new Alaska seafood company,
Bristol Wave Seafoods, a subsidiary of BBNC.% Going into Bristol Wave Seafoods, Clipper Seafoods
and Blue North Fisheries together accounted for a total of 10 freezer longliners (following the retirement
of one of the Blue North Fisheries vessels).®” In the dataset used for this analysis, all Bristol Wave
Seafoods BSAI Pacific cod HAL C/Ps have ownership addresses listed as being in the Seattle MSA, as do

83 In addition to the Lilli Ann, CVRF also has an ownership interest (via Coastal Villa%es Longline LLC) in the HAL C/P
Flicka, which was not active in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery in 2019 (and thus is not Shown in Table 2-78). The vessel

ownership address of Flicka and the LLP license utilized by the vessel is shown in the dataset as Anchorage, AK and
its homeport is listed as Newtok, AK.

64 In addition to reviouslfy noted ownership in the Baranof, YDFDA (via Akulurak LLC) also has an 85% ownership
interest in the BSAI Pacific cod HAL C/P Courageous (and the LLP license that has béen associated with that
vessel). That vessel is not enumerated as currently active here, however, as according to the YDFDA website,
“YDFDA decided to tie up the vessel [Courageous] and fish the Bering Sea Pacific cod license elsewhere to
maximize revenues” (https://ydfda.org/sites/default/files/2021-02/YDFDA_2019%20AnnReport%20-%20Lower%
20Resolution_0.pdf accessed 7/6/2021) nor was it active in 2019 (and thus is not shown in Table 2-78 either),
although it remains an asset of YDFDA.

65 NSEDC, whose ownership of the relevant LLP license is through its Whollc\(j owned subsidiary Siu Alaska
Corporation, formerly had ownership interest in and operated the' HAL C/P Glacier Bay. It no Idonger has any HAL C/P
ownership interest but has retained and leases out its LLP license.

66 https://www.bbnc.net/our-operations/seafood/ accessed 7/10/2021.

67 The Clipper Seafoods HAL C/Ps included the Clieper Endeavor, Clipper Epic, CIi;i')per Surprise, Frontier Explorer,
Frontier Mariner, and Frontier Spirit. Blue North HAL C/Ps included the Blue Attu, Blue Ballard, Blue Gadus, and

Blue North (with the Blue Pacific not having been active after 2016). All 10 active vessels have their homeports listed
as Seattle per the Alaska CFEC database (https://www.cfec.state.ak.us/plook/#vessels accessed 7/13/2021).
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the LLP licenses with Pacific cod HAL C/P Aleutian Islands or Bering Sea endorsements used aboard
those vessels.

2.8.9.2. The Community Context of the BSAI Pacific Cod Trawl Fishery

The among Alaska communities, Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, Akutan, Adak, and Kodiak (and, to a lesser
extent, King Cove and Sand Point) appear to potentially be substantially engaged in or dependent on
portions of the BSAI Pacific cod fishery. Extensive descriptive information is available and readily
accessible for each of these communities in documents prepared in whole or in part to support the
Council’s management decision making process for other actions. These include the 2005 Comprehensive
Baseline Commercial Fishing Community Profiles for Unalaska, Akutan, King Cove, and Kodiak®® and
the 2008 parallel volume that includes Sand Point and Adak.® While these sources are now somewhat
dated, they represent the most current comprehensive fishing-oriented profiles available. Council SIAs
containing more recent if less broadly comprehensive information on these communities include: the
2020 BSAI Halibut ABM of PSC Limits SIA;” the 2017 BSAI Crab Rationalization 10-year program
review SIA;”! the 2017 Central GOA Rockfish Program Review SIA;? and the 2016 GOA Trawl
Bycatch Management Analysis SIA,”* among others. The detailed community descriptions in those
documents are incorporated by reference rather than recapitulated here; summary information from these
previous analyses has been incorporated where appropriate. The following sections focus on the key
points of engagement and dependency of these communities with respect to the relevant sectors of the
BSALI Pacific cod fishery.

2.8.9.2.1.Alaska Communities

Table 2-79 provides an overview of more recent demographic characteristics for Unalaska/Dutch Harbor,
Akutan, Adak, Kodiak, King Cove and Sand Point than are available in the resources noted above as
incorporated by reference. Also included in this table are False Pass and Homer, communities noted
below as having at least limited and/or recent direct engagement in the fishery, as well as Atka, which
may benefit from Al processor provisions, should Element 6 of the suite of alternatives, elements, and
options be included in the ultimately adopted PA. Table 2-80 provides updated data on school
enrollments in those same communities, for both kindergarten through 12" grade (KG-12) and pre-
kindergarten through 12% grade (PK-12), by community for the 2020-2021 school year. Table 2-81
provides an institutional summary for those same communities, including borough and municipal
incorporation type information, status as an Alaska Native village under ANCSA, federally recognized
tribe status, and CDQ membership status.

68 https://www.npfmc.org/wp-content/PDFdocuments/catch _shares/AKCommunityProfilesVol1.pdf

69 https://www.npfmc.org/wp-content/PDFdocuments/catch _shares/AKCommunityProfilesVol2.pdf

70 https://meetings.npfmc.org/CommentReview/DownloadFile ?p=4cfeb17d-174d-4653-b8df-
ff23af54531c.pdf&fileName=C2%20BSAl%20Halibut%20ABM%20S1A%20.pdf

™ https://www.npfmc.org/wp-content/PDFdocuments/catch _shares/Crab/AppendixA-SocialimpactAssessment.pdf
72 https://www.npfmc.org/wp-content/PDFdocuments/catch _shares/Rockfish/ CGOA RockfishReview SIA1017.pdf
73 https://www.npfmc.org/wp-content/PDFdocuments/catch _shares/GOAtrawlSIA.pdf
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Table 2-79 Selected demographic characteristics: Alaska communities engaged in the BSAI Pacific cod CV
fishery 2004-2019, Atka, and the State of Alaska

2010 Decennial Census Data 2019 American Community Survey Data
Alaska Nativel | Minority* Residents Number Low-Income***
Native American| Residents Living in Median of Median Residents
Residents (percent of |Group Quarters*| Per Capita [Household | Family | Family (percent
Total (percent of total total (percent of total | Income Income | House- | Income of total
Community Population| population) | population) population) (dollars) | (dollars) | holds | (dollars) | population)
Adak 326 5.5% 819% 66.6%| $35193 $70,000 25| $68,750 16.4%
Atka 61 95.1% 95.1% 0.0%| $23247 $48,750 8 - 14.0%
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor 4376 6.1% 66.3% 480%| $39.292 $94 750 611| $101,250 5.7%)
Akutan 1,027 55% 90.8% 91.2%| $32871 $48125 48 $49167 16.3%
False Pass 35 T71% 80.0% 0.0%)| $40,780 $54.250 8| $68,750 0.0%
King Cove 938 38.4% 89.9% 467%| $32761 $73.229 188 $74.444 13.6%
Sand Paint 976 39.0% 86.1% 359%| $34675 $67 500 265 $82292 14.3%
Kodiak 6,130 9.9% 62.7% 13%| $32699 $73,310 1,165| $83,693 8.6%)
Homer 5,003 41% 11.7% 0.8%| $34.709 $60,993 1,371 $83.036 10.3%
State of Alaska 626,932 14.1% 37.1% 1.8%| $36,787 $77640 | 166,325 $92588 10.7%

*Dedined as all persons other than those self-idenSied being in both "white”™ and “non-Hispanic™ census categories.
**Defined as "other noninsiudcnal faciiles,” which excludes insSusonalized populasions, college/university student housing, and miliiary quariers.
***Defined as those persons living below the poverty threshold by the U.S. Census Bureau in the 2014-2018 American Community Survey. As a point of reference, a family of four (fwo

adufis and wo children) had a poverty threshold of 25,926 in 2019,

Source: US Census 2010; US Census 2020.

Table 2-80 School total enroliments, 2020/2021 school year (as of October 1, 2020), Kindergarten-Grade 12
and Pre-Kindergarten-Grade 12, by community for Alaska communities engaged in the BSAI
Pacific cod CV fishery 2004-2019 and Atka

Community School District School Total KG-12| Total PK-12,
Adak Aleutian Region School District Adak School 15 15
Atka Aleutian Region School District Yakov E. Netsvetov School 10 10)
Unalaska Unalaska City School District Eagle's View Elementary School 226 226
Unalaska Unalaska City School District Unalaska Jr/Sr High School 161 161
Akutan Aleutians East Borough School District  |Akutan School 17 17
False Pass Aleutians East Borough School District  |False Pass School 10 1
King Cove Aleutians East Borough School District  |King Cove School 75 83
Sand Point Aleutians East Borough School District  |Sand Point School 104 117
Kodiak Kodiak Island Borough School District East Elementary 260 336
Kodiak Kodiak Island Borough Schoal District Main Elementary 181 181
Kodiak Kodiak Island Borough School District North Star Elementary 234 234
Kodiak Kodiak Island Borough School District Peterson Elementary 195 195
Kodiak Kodiak Island Borough School District Kodiak Middle School 420 420
Kodiak Kodiak Island Borough School District Kodiak High School 611 611
Source: https leducation.alaska qovidata-center, accessed 6/26/2021.
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Table 2-81 Community institutional summary: Alaska communities engaged in the BSAI Pacific cod CV
fishery 2004-2019 and Atka

Alaska Native ANCSA ANCSA Federally cbQ
Community Name Municipal Incorporation ANCSA Regicnal Village Recognized Community
Community (Language) Borough Government Type (and Date}) | Community | Corporation Corporation Tribe (Group)
Adaax Unorganized 2nd Class City Aleut
Adak City of Adak N - - N
a (Unangan Aleut) Borough oL (2001) 5 Corporation 4
Abax Unarganized 2nd Class City Aleut Ataam Native Village Yes
Atk City of Atk ¥
a (Unangan Aleut) Borough ty of Atka (1988) & Corporation Corporation of Atka (APICDA)
luulux Unorganized 1st Class City Aleut Ounalashka Qawalangin Tribe
Unalask City of Unalask: Y No™
i (Unangan Aleut) Borough i sk (1942) G Corporation Corporation of Unalaska 5
Achan-ingiiga Aleutians East 2nd Class City Aleut Akutan Native Village Yes
Akut City of Akuts ¥
vtan (Unangan Aleut) Borough y of Awtan (1979) & Corporation Corporation of Akutan (APICDA)
Isanax Aleutians East 2nd Class City Aleut Isanotski Native Village Yes
False P City of False P; ¥
o (Unangan Aleut) Borough frolhohe Fon (1990) = Corporation Corporation of False Pass (APICDA)
Agdaagux’ Aleutians East 1st Class City Aleut The King Cove Agdaagux Tribe
King Cou City of King Cov Y N
ngLove (Unangan Aleut) Borough ty ofKing Gove (1947) & Corporation Corporation of King Cove™ o
Qlagan Tayagungin
Aleut East 1st Class Ci Aleut Sh
SandPoint |  NotAuailable et | Chaisaudbnt | D" Yes = Umadn | e o Sand Point No
Borough (1978) Corporation Corporation
Village™™
] Sun'aq Kodizk Island Home Rule City A Natives of Kodiak, Sun'aq Tribe
Kodiak City of Kodiak Yi Ki Inc. N
oda (Sugt'stun) Borough yofKodial (1940) & oniag, inc Incorporated of Kodiak o

*Alhough Unalaska is not a CDQ communily, it is an ex-officio member of APICDA..

*There are two federally recognized rribes locatzd in the conismperary communiy of King Cove. In addsion o the tribe noied above, te Maive Vilage of Belkofeki i also present in the communiy.

**There are three federally recognized fribes located in the conemporary community of Sand Point. In addiion fo the fribe noled above, Pauloff Harbor Vilage and the Nafve Village of Unga are also present in the community.
Source: DCRA Communily Database, hips://dcra-cdo-deced.opendata.arcgis.com/ Accessed 10/6/2020.

Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, Akutan, and Adak

The communities of Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, Akutan, and Adak over the years 2004-2019 were directly
engaged in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery primarily as the location of shore-based processing
operations that accepted deliveries of trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod. Aside from one vessel in 2007 with
an Unalaska/Dutch Harbor ownership address, no BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs with ownership addresses
in any of these communities participated in the fishery in any year 2004-2019 nor were any LLP licenses
with ownership addresses in any of these communities used aboard vessels active in the fishery during
that period.

Together, the shore-based processors in Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan accounted for approximately
70 percent of all trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod CV deliveries over the years 2004-2019, making those
communities, which are approximately 35 miles apart as the crow flies, the economic center of the shore-
based processing component’ of fishery in absolute terms. A general knowledge of the fishery, however,
would suggest that the large plants in these communities are relatively less economically dependent on
trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod deliveries than is the plant in Adak during the years it has operated, given
the more diversified processing portfolio of the much larger Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan plants.
This is not to say that the fishery is unimportant to the annual operational rounds of any of those plants as,

74 While not reflected in the quantitative dataset used for this analysis (due to a lack of adequate location of operation
information in the data), it is important to note that both Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan are the location of regular
floating processor participation in the fishery. In the case of Akutan one floating processor, owned and operated by
the same firm that owns and operates the shore-based processor in the community, has processed trawl-caught
BSAI Pacific cod within city limits in Akutan Bay in each year 2004-2019. In the case of Unalaska/Dutch Harbor one
floating processor, owned and operated by a firm that also operated the shore-based processing plant in Adak during
two separate intervals 2004-2019, has processed trawl caught BSAI Pacific cod in Wide Bay (itself a part of Unalaska
Bay) within the city limits of Unalaska each year 2013-2019 (and other floating processors owned by the same firm
intermittently participated in the same fishery within Unalaska city limits in several earlier years during the 2004-2019
period). From the community perspective, floating processor activity within city limits is equivalent to shore-based
processing activity with respect to both local fish tax and shared state fish tax revenue. These floating processors
also typically generate at least some ancillary support service business activity in their community of operation, but
this varies widely by community based on the presence of support service business providers and community fishery
support infrastructure.
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for example, a fishery may also be valuable for providing income and employment opportunities for
processing crews during an otherwise slow time of the year, a chance to recover at least a portion of fixed
costs during that time, and/or opportunities for maintaining positive business relationships with CVs with
which the plant may have ongoing ties (in addition to being valuable in absolute terms). Further,
processing of Pacific cod at these plants is separate and distinct from other processing activities in the
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan plants, requiring separate processing lines and considerable
investment in processing infrastructure and personnel.

As noted in the previous section, shore-based processing of deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod by the HAL
<60’ fleet over the years 2004-2019 took place almost exclusively in Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan.
Shore-based processing of deliveries by BSAI Pacific cod by the pot <60’ fleet also took place in
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan in the BSAI region (and, to a lesser extent, in King Cove, Sand Point,
and Kodiak in the GOA region).

Also as noted in the previous section, no BSAI Pacific cod HAL and/or pot <60’ CVs active in the fishery
2004-2019 had Akutan ownership addresses and only one Adak ownership address vessel participated in
the HAL portion of that sector during that same period (specifically in seven out of the nine years 2005-
2013). In contrast, a substantial portion of the Unalaska/Dutch Harbor ownership address CV fleet
participated in both the HAL and/or pot components of the <60’ fishery each year 2004-2019. While
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor participates at an industrial scale in all the major BSAI fisheries through the
locally operating shore-based processing sector and support service sectors, the local CV fleet is
composed of relatively small vessels that are relatively few in number. The revenues generated by the
HAL and pot <60’ CVs in the BSAI Pacific cod fisheries are substantial not just for the vessels directly
involved but also at the Unalaska/Dutch Harbor “community fleet” level.

Unalaska, traditionally an Aleut community, has become a relatively large, plural community with
population growth that has accompanied port and fisheries-related development. Despite being an
ANCSA village and having a federally recognized tribe, Unalaska did not qualify for CDQ membership
based in part on having previously developed harvesting or processing capability sufficient to support
substantial groundfish participation in the BSAL It is, however, an ex-officio member of the Aleutian
Pribilof Island Community Development Association (APICDA) CDQ group, a status that facilitates the
participation of Unalaska residents in a range of APICDA programs. While the Unalaska/Dutch Harbor
local commercial fishing fleet is typically represented in the Council and other regulatory processes by
the Unalaska Native Fishermen’s Association which, according to tribal leadership has a close working
relationship with the Qawalangin Tribe of Unalaska, membership is not limited to those residents of
Alaska Native descent. The demographics of the owners and crew of the specific <60’ HAL/pot vessels
that would potentially experience adverse impacts under one or more of the proposed alternatives are
unknown, but a general knowledge of the fleet would suggest that its demographics are largely reflective
of the general/residential population of the community.

Adak is also a relatively diverse community with a shore-based processor and is still transitioning from its
days as a relatively large military base in the 1990s to a small civilian Alaskan community. While neither
an ANCSA community nor the location of a federally recognized tribe, Adak does have strong ties to the
Aleut Corporation (AC), which is the ANCSA regional corporation, and its subsidiaries, which have been
heavily involved with the conversion of the former military installation into a civilian community with a
local economy based on commercial fishing and maritime support services. The AC and its subsidiaries
own much of the infrastructure in the community, including the buildings that have housed a succession
of shore-based seafood processing operations, and are otherwise directly involved in fishery issues as the
recipient of a directed fishery allocation of Al pollock to support the economic development of the
community of Adak. While not a CDQ community, Adak is the only community outside of the GOA with
a Community Quota Entity (CQE). The local CQE, the Adak Community Development Corporation, is
involved with range of fishery issues, including (1) managing the community’s 10 percent allocation of
the Western Aleutian golden king crab quota initially allocated under the BSAI crab rationalization
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program to aid in the development of seafood harvesting and processing activities within the community
and (2) increasing Adak ownership of IFQ in the halibut and sablefish fisheries through the CQE
program. The City of Adak is financially involved in the local seafood processing plant as it bought
processing equipment from a former plant operator and then financed the sale of the gear to the most
recent plant operator, which ceased operations in June 2020.

Akutan, a community withing the Aleutians East Borough (AEB), is somewhat unique demographically
since it is the home of a large shore-based processor and the demographics of the processing workforce
residing in company housing at the plant site” tend to overshadow those of the comparatively small,
predominately Alaska Native population residing within the traditional community footprint. The dual
nature of the community demographics and socioeconomic attributes is reflected in the history of the
community involvement in the CDQ program. Initially (in 1992), Akutan was deemed not eligible for
participation in the CDQ program as the community was home to “previously developed harvesting or
processing capability sufficient to support substantial groundfish participation in the BSAI...” though the
community met other qualifying criteria. The Akutan Traditional Council subsequently initiated action to
show that large industrial enclave-style development of the locally operating shore-based processor was
essentially socially and economically separate and distinct from the traditional community of Akutan.
With the support of APICDA and others, Akutan was successful in obtaining CDQ community status in
1996 and became a member community of APICDA.

Since becoming the sites of shore-based processing operations, Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, Akutan, and
Adak have historically had a substantial proportion of their populations living in group quarters, and the
percentage of minority residents in all three communities has been much higher than the percentage of
Alaska Native residents alone. One specific demographic challenge faced by Adak and Akutan has been
retaining a large enough number of families with children to qualify for state funding of a school in the
community (which requires a minimum of 10 students). The loss of any families with school age children
from the community raises concerns about the ability to keep the school open which, were they to close,
would make retention of other families with school age children in the community all the more difficult.”®

With respect to local economies, the importance of commercial fishing for Unalaska/Dutch Harbor cannot
be overstated, as Unalaska/Dutch Harbor has ranked as the number one U.S. port in volume of landings
since 1992 and has ranked second in value of landings (behind New Bedford, Massachusetts) since 2000.
In recent years, employment statistics for Unalaska/Dutch Harbor have shown that the top three
employers in the community were seafood processing companies, and that their employees accounted for
over half of all employment in the city. The support service sector for the commercial fishing fleet is by
far the most developed in the BSAI region, and Unalaska and firms dependent on the fisheries, such as
stevedoring and shipping, regularly rank as some of the largest employers. There is no other community
in the region with the level of development or the range of support services provided to the various
fishery sectors operating in the BSAI region, which include accounting and bookkeeping, banking,
construction and engineering, diesel sales and service, electrical and electronics services, freight
forwarding, hydraulic services, logistical support, marine pilots/tugs, maritime agencies, gear replacement
and repair, vessel repair, stevedoring, vehicle rentals, warehousing, and welding, among others (AECOM
2010; NOAA 2014).

Akutan, in contrast, has seen little in the way of fishery support service development, but the local
processing operation accounts for a large percentage of local private sector employment and income

5 According to the owner/operator's website, the Akutan shoreplant has become the largest seafood production
facility in North America with more than 1,400 company-housed employees present during peak seasons (accessed
6/30/2021).

76 In the case of Adak, it is known that following the closure of the local processing plant in 2020, a family with four
school age children left the community (Minor, personal communication, 8/6/2020), moving the number of potential
school enrollees closer to the minimum required for state funding. This drop is reflected the state enrollment numbers
shown Table 2-80 when compared with the state enroliment numbers from the 2019-2020 school year.
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opportunities. Adak also has few support capabilities relatively to those available in Unalaska/Dutch
Harbor aside from its deep-water port, a fueling station capable of accommodating large vessels, and the
ability to support larger-scale aircraft operations at its airport than any other civilian community west of
Cold Bay which, along with the local housing supply, has been used to facilitate fishing vessel crew
transfers among other logistical fishery support functions.

Table 2-82 provides information on City of Unalaska tax revenue deriving from sources directly related to
fishing activities (the city raw seafood tax, the state shared fisheries business tax, and the state shared
fisheries resource landing tax) compared to all general fund revenues received by the city for fiscal years
2010-2019. As shown, for the City of Unalaska, between roughly 37 percent and 50 percent of all general
fund revenues in any given year derive from direct fishery revenue sources. These figures do not include
revenue from other taxes and fees from activities in the community that are fishing related (e.g., property
taxes paid by fisheries businesses, fuel transfer tax revenue, and harbor fee revenue, among others).

Table 2-82 City of Unalaska selected fisheries-related general fund revenues, fiscal years 2010-2019

Revenue (dollars) by Direct Fishery Revenue Source Direct Fishery

Dirgct Fishery Revenue Source Revenue
Shared State Source Total
Shared State | Fisheries | Direct Fishery as a Percent of

City Raw Fisheries Resource Revenue All General | All General
Fiscal Year | Seafood Tax | Business Tax | Landing Tax | Source Total | Fund Revenue |Fund Revenue
FY 2010 $3594.173 $4,547,084 $4,676,603 $12 817 860 $29,604,371 43.3%|
FY 2011 $5,371768 $3,199, 290 $3,531739 $12102,797, $29152912 415%
FY 2012 $5,260,999 $4,143777 $3,469 263 $12 874,039 $31.634 417 40.7%|
FY 2013 $4.784 108 $4.398 441 $4.898 543 $14.081,182 $32,609892 43.2%|
FY 2014 $4.449 921 $4,377,934 $6,974,887 $15,802,742) $34,376,971 46.0%|
FY 2015 $4.981770 $3,639448 $5,014,309 $13,635,527| $34 525170 39.5%
FY 2016 $5123372 $4,099.315 $3,034 438 $12 257 125 $30723626 39.9%
FY 2017 $4,657 385 $4.276,287 $8,272 661 $17,206,333 $34,371,441 50.1%
FY 2018 $4.475,150 $4,014,323 $4532106| $13,021579 $30,300,957 43.0%|
FY 2019 $4.761,506 $3,528 499 $5,220958|  $13,510,963 $36.419,248 37.1%

Source: Cily of Unalaska, Alaska. Comprehensive Annual Finandial Reports, Fiscal Years 2010-2019.
hEps /fwww.commerce alaska govidcrafderarepoextPages/FinancialDocumenisLibrary.aspx. Accessed 4/25/2020.

Table 2-83 provides information on City of Akutan tax revenues deriving from direct fishery revenue
sources (the city raw seafood tax, the state shared fisheries business tax, and the state shared fisheries
resource landing tax) compared to all general fund revenues received by the city for fiscal years 2010-
2019. As shown, for the City of Akutan, between roughly 75 percent and 99 percent of all general fund
revenues in any given year derive from direct fishery revenue sources.
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Table 2-83 City of Akutan selected fisheries-related general fund revenues, fiscal years 2010-2019

Revenue (dollars) by Direct Fishery Revenue Source Direct Fishery

Direct Fishery Revenue Source Revenue
Source Total
Shared State| Shared State as a Percent
Fisheries | Fisheries | DirectFishery of All General

City Raw Business Resource Revenue All General Fund

Fiscal Year| Seafood Tax Tax Landing Tax | Source Total | Fund Revenue| Revenue
FY2010 $753,127| $1,088,369 $307 561 $2,149,057| $2588 527 83.0%)|
FY 2011 $1,222 653 $827 408 $154,758 $2.204,819 $2 926,637 75.3%|
FY 2012 $1,385,057 $853,570 $244 134 $2482 761 $3,077.710 80.7%|
FY 2013 $1,663,208) $1186,396 $178.611 $3.028 216 $3.831,293 79.0%)
FY 2014 $1715128| $1.217.118 $157,540 $3,089,786] $3602184 85.8%)
FY 2015 $1,774,963|  $1,029,663 $69.412 $2.874,038 $3,418,630 84 1%
FY 20116 $2,098,763 $943 814 $173,049 $3,215,626] $3253634 98.8%)|
FY 2017 $2044,698) $1082206 $210,114 $3.337.018 $3,784 609 88.2%
FY 2018 $1,985328| $1,358949 $4.916 $3,349,193] $3796,184 88.2%)|
FY 2019 $2101,784| $1,097995 $163372 $3,363,111 $3,887 032 86.5%|

Note: in 2013, the City of Akutan raised is local fish fax from 1.0 fo 1.5 percent.

Source: City of Akutan, Alaska Basic Financial Statemenis, Required Supplementary Informalion, Addisonal Supplementary
Informagion, and Compliance Reports, fiscal years 2010-2013 and 2015-2019; Cerfified Financial Statement, fiscal year 2014,
hips:/fwrww commerce. alaska govidcra/derarepoextiPages/FinancialDocumenisLibrary.aspx. Accessed 9/15/2020.

Table 2-84 provides information on City of Adak tax revenues deriving from direct fishery revenue
sources (the city raw seafood tax, the state shared fisheries business tax, and the state shared fisheries
resource landing tax) compared to all general fund revenues received by the city for fiscal years 2010-
2019. As shown, for the City of Adak, between roughly 25 percent and 49 percent of all general fund
revenues in any given year derive from direct fishery revenue sources.

Table 2-84 City of Adak selected fisheries-related general fund revenues, fiscal years 2010-2019

Revenue (dollars) by Direct Fishery Revenue Source
Direct Fishery Revenue Source Direct Fishery
State Revenue
State State Fisheries Fisheries Source Total
Fisheries Resource |StateFisheries| Resource | Direct Fishery as a Percent of
City Raw |Business Tax| Landing Tax | Business Tax | Landing Tax Revenue All General All General
Fiscal Year |Seafood Tax| fromDOR fromDOR | from DCCED | from DCCED | Source Total | Fund Revenue |Fund Revenue
FY 2010 na| $311,439 $97,736 $308,178 $0 $717,353 $1464.483) 49.0%j
FY 2011 na $13567 $54,949 $98.973 $92.919 $260,408 $1.015485 25 6%
FY 2012 nal $143.848 540,219 $122.743 $165,964 $472.774 $1,916,341 24 7%
FY 2013 $108,094 $75469 $61,035 $145816 $115,360 $505,774 $1,507 930 335%|
FY 2014 $140,193) $168,370 $86,452 $139,135 $111,999 $646,149 $1410,574] 45.8%|
FY 2015 $65,349 $122489 54,660 $108,405 $40,443 $391,346) $1,310497 29 9%
FY 2016 $76,313 $67,968 $1,683 $110,149 $14,351 $270,465 $1,084,898, 24.9%
FY 2017 $108,602 $44,636 $103,209 $82.413 $158,858 $497,718 $1,208,202 41.2%)|
FY 2018 $290,839 $34,908 $74,247 $121,121 $79.832 $600,947 $1,549,197, 38.8%
FY 2019 $330.883 $34,131 $161,256 $73,844 $121,952 $722,066 $1.478.153 48 8%,

Source: Cily of Adak, Alaska. Annual Consolidaied Financial Statements Fiscal Years 2010-2019.
hips:/fwviw commerce. alaska gov/dcra/derarepoextPages/FinancialDocumenisLibrary aspx. Accessed 9/15/2020.

Kodiak

Kodiak over the years 2004-2019 was directly engaged in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery primarily as
a community of ownership address for BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs and LLP licenses used in the fishery.
While four other Alaska communities appear in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery data as having CVs
with local ownership addresses active in the fishery for between one and six years during the seven-year
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span 2004-2010, all Alaska address ownership of trawl CVs active in the fishery was exclusive to Kodiak
for the most recent nine years covered by the data (2011-2019). A similar, if less complete and more
recent level of consolidation of Alaska community of ownership address of LLP licenses used in the
BSALI Pacific cod trawl CV fleet has also occurred. While three other Alaska communities appear in the
data as being communities of ownership address of LLP licenses used in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV
fishery in the five years 2004-2008, Alaska community(ies) of ownership address of LLP licenses used in
the fishery 2009-2019 have been limited to Kodiak, or Kodiak and Homer, in the nine out of 11 years
during that period when any Alaska ownership address LLP licenses were used in the fishery.

Kodiak, with a 2010 census population of 6,130, is a relatively large community by Alaska standards,
the home of a large CV fleet, and the location of operation of a large shore-based processing sector. While
the community is the node for engagement Alaska ownership address vessels within the BSAI Pacific cod
trawl CV sector, this engagement is modest at the community level relative to the engagement its local
fleet in other fisheries. Although individual vessel operations vary in their fishery portfolios and the focus
of their fishing efforts shows considerable year-to-year variability, the level of economic dependency of
Kodiak ownership address trawl CVs as a group on the BSAI Pacific cod fishery is less than 10 percent as
measured by relative contribution to average annual ex-vessel gross revenues 2004-2019. While not an
insignificant amount, it reflects a heavier focus on GOA rather than BSAI fisheries.

Kodiak ownership address BSAI Pacific cod <60’ pot CVs are more numerous than Kodiak ownership
address BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs, their annual average ex-vessel gross revenues from the BSAI Pacific
cod fishery is higher than their trawl vessel counterparts, and their economic dependency on the BSAI
Pacific cod fishery, as measured by a greater than 40 percent contribution to their annual average total ex-
vessel gross revenue as group, is also higher than the analogous figure for their trawl vessel counterparts.
No shore-based processors in Kodiak accepted deliveries of trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod in the years
2004-2019, but some accepted deliveries of pot-caught BSAI Pacific cod from vessels in the <60’ sector,
although these were modest compared to the deliveries to Kodiak shore-based processors from GOA
fisheries (and compared to pot-caught BSAI Pacific cod deliveries from the <60’ sector to shore-based
processors in the BSAI region).

Kodiak has a robust, well-developed fishery support services sector. This sector provides services to not
only to the local fleet, including BSAI Pacific cod trawl and pot <60’ vessels, but to vessels from other
communities working in a wide range of fisheries as well.

Sand Point and King Cove

The AEB communities of Sand Point and King Cove have somewhat similar types of engagement in the
BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV fishery and BSAI Pacific cod pot <60’ CV fishery. Sand Point was linked to
the trawl fishery through local ownership addresses of CVs in the six years 2004-2009 (including multiple
vessels in three of those years) but has not been the ownership address of any BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs
in the most recent 10 years covered by the data used for this analysis (2010-2019). Sand Point was also
the ownership address of one LLP license used in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery for one year during this
period (2007), but in no other year 2004-2019. King Cove was not the community of ownership address
for any BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs, or of any LLP licenses used in that fishery in any year 2004-2019.

7 This figure only represents population of the City of Kodiak. The City of Kodiak is an incorporated municipality
within the Kodiak Island Borough. There are multiple unincorporated census designated places within the Kodiak
Island Borough with substantial populations adjacent to the city limits of the City of Kodiak or nearby on the road
system with easy access to the City of Kodiak. This larger populated area could, under a range of circumstances,
usefully be considered a “community” for the purposes of fishery management impact analyses, as could the Kodiak
Island Borough, depending on the nature and magnitude of community and social impacts anticipated to result from
specific proposed fishery management changes. In the case of the current analysis, under any of the proposed
alternatives, no high and adverse community-level impacts are anticipated for the City of Kodiak, the Kodiak Island
Borough, or aggregations of populations larger than the City but smaller than the Borough.
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Both Sand Point and King Cove were, however, the location of shore-based processors accepting trawl-
caught deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod regularly over the period 2004-2019, with the processor in Sand
Point accepting deliveries in 11 out of those 16 years and the processor in King Cove accepting deliveries
in 14 of those 16 years. All trawl-caught deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod accepted by either plant during
this period were from the Bering Sea. In general, the value of these deliveries was modest compared to
other deliveries accepted at these plants over that time span, as both plants are largely focused on GOA
fisheries rather than BSAI fisheries, although there are some distinct differences between the plants. The
Sand Point plant has previously been characterized as more of a whitefish-oriented plant and the King
Cove plant as more of a salmon- and shellfish-oriented plant, but both plants have become more
diversified, multi-species operations over time.

The plant in Sand Point is owned and operated by the same company that owns and operates plants in two
other communities in the AEB, Akutan and False Pass, as well as plants in St. Paul and elsewhere in
Alaska. Trawl-caught deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod made to the Sand Point plant were characterized by
management as occurring in relatively small amounts and typically only when their Akutan plant, which
is larger and closer to the Bering Sea fishing grounds, was otherwise at maximum capacity during peak
race-for-fish conditions. This situation, exacerbated by the particularly short seasons in the last two years
of the 2004-2019 period, is not anticipated by management to occur if the fishery is managed under a
LAPP program. The King Cove plant, which changed ownership in late 2020, is owned and operated by a
company that also owns and operates a fishing support facility in Sand Point (which includes a parts stock
room and a bookkeeping facility), a salmon processing plant in the unincorporated AEB community of
Port Moller, and other fishing support facilities and processing plants elsewhere in Alaska.

Sand Point and King Cove were both communities of ownership address for BSAI Pacific cod pot <60’
CVs both early and late in the 2004-2019 period. Sand Point was the ownership address of two unique
vessels, one of which was active in that fishery in each of three years: 2009, 2018, and 2019. King Cove
was the ownership address of five unique vessels, one of which was active in that fishery in 2005, two in
2004 and 2007, and three each in 2018 and 2019. Shore-based processors in both Sand Point and King
Cove commonly accepted deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod from vessels in the pot <60’ sector over the
2004-2019 period, although these were modest compared to the deliveries to shore-based processors in
both communities from GOA fisheries (and compared to pot-caught BSAI Pacific cod deliveries from the
<60’ sector to shore-based processors in the BSAI region).

Sand Point and King Cove, with 2010 census populations of 976 and 938 persons respectively, are
similarly sized and situated communities, with both having relatively large and robust multi-species local
fishing fleets for their size. While the engagement in and dependency on the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV,
pot <60’ CV, and/or shore-based processing sectors is modest compared to their engagement in and
dependency on other fisheries in these communities, the diversification of engagement and dependency of
the local fleet and processing sectors represented by these activities is valued in the communities. Local
residents, businesses, and governmental entities are acutely aware of the long-term adaptive importance
of employment and income plurality strategies at the individual entity and community level in
communities and a region where employment and income opportunities (and the natural resources and/or
outside funding mechanisms upon which they are based) are subject to both short- and long-term
fluctuations in availability and abundance.

Other Alaska Communities

Other Alaska communities engaged through direct participation in the non-CDQ BSAI Pacific cod CV
trawl fishery

False Pass, among other Alaska communities in terms of engagement in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery
stands out as being: the community of ownership address for an LLP license used in the BSAI Pacific cod
trawl CV sector in each of the five years 2004-2008; the community of operation of a shore-based
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processor that accepted BSAI Pacific cod deliveries from the <60’ pot CV sector in 2019;"® and the
location of substantial recent shore-based processing capacity increase, with the opening of one new plant
in June 2019 and the recent expansion of an existing plant following a change in ownership structure,
with both firms having expressed interest in expanding their operations into Bering Sea whitefish. 7
APICDA Joint Ventures has retained a 25 percent ownership interest in one of the two shore-based
processors in the community (False Pass Seafoods, formerly Bering Pacific Seafoods) with Trident
Seafoods Corporation, the managing partner, holding 75 percent ownership interest.

Atka, while not directly engaged in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery over the years 2004-2019, stands
out as a community that would potentially benefit were Element 6, Al Processor Provisions, to be
included in an ultimately selected PA. Atka has experienced the closure of Atka Pride Seafoods, the local
processing plant that was a 50/50 joint venture between APICDA and the Atka Fishermen’s Association.
It was not open in 2018 or 2019 due to a combination of factors including lowered halibut quotas,
competition with the processing operation in Adak, and other factors not directly related to fishing
conditions, according to APICA leadership.

Both False Pass and Atka are small, predominantly Alaska Native communities, are ANCSA villages,
have federally recognized tribes, and are CDQ communities and members of APICDA. Both False Pass
and Atka are facing the demographic challenge of retaining a large enough number of families with
children to qualify for state funding of a local school. In the 2020/2021 both communities had the
minimum number of students to reach the threshold.®!

Homer also stands out as a community of ownership address location of one LLP used in the Pacific cod
trawl CV sector in seven out of the last nine years covered by the data used for this analysis (2011-2019).
It was also the community of ownership address of an annual average 2004-2019 of 1.9 and 0.6 BSAI
Pacific cod <60’ pot and HAL vessels, respectively, which represent the highest levels of engagement in
those sectors among Alaska communities outside of Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Kodiak in both
instances.

Other Alaska communities engaged through CDQ entity participation in the non-CDQ BSAI Pacific cod
CV trawl fishery

As noted above, the BBEDC, CBSFA, CVRF, NSEDC, YDFDA CDQ groups currently have a variety of
ownership ties to BSAI trawl catcher vessels that may be impacted under different potential combinations
of elements and options within the range of alternatives being considered, as did APICDA during some
previous years in the 2004-2019 period. These include BSAI Pacific cod trawl CVs that directly
participate in the non-CDQ directed cod fishery and BSAI trawl CVs that do not participate in the non-
CDQ directed cod fishery but that lease out their AFA Pacific cod sideboard allocations, which provides

78 As noted in Table 2-76, False Pass was also the community of ownership address of one BSAI Pacific cod < 60’
pot CV in 2020 (but did not appear in the data as the ownership community of any relevant vessels 2004-2019).

9 As noted in Section 2.8.9.1.2 and shown in Table 2-70, in addition to the < 60’ pot CV deliveries mentioned
immediately above, some trawl-caught BSAI Pacific cod was delivered to one of the False Pass shore-based
processors in 2020 (i.e., outside of the historical qualifying year date ranges included in any of the proposed action
alternatives and options). This same plant accepted BSAI Pacific cod < 60’ pot CV deliveries in 2020. According to
the involved firm, further planned processing of Bering Sea Pacific cod in False Pass in 2020 and 2021 was disrupted
by COVID-19 pandemic conditions, which resulted in deliveries otherwise intended for the False Pass plant being
tendered to processors in other communities. Under its current ownership structure, the other processing plant in
False Pass has to date been focused exclusively on salmon processing and was closed all of 2020 due to COVID-19
pandemic conditions, with operations restarting in May 2021.

80 APICDA Joint Ventures has also retained a 25 percent ownership interest in False Pass Fuel Services with Trident
Seafoods Corporation holding the remaining 75 percent ownership interest (https://www.apicda.com/partners/).

81 Not obtaining state funding may not mean the immediate closure of a local school, as local school districts can
choose to fully fund schools if they are able to do so. For example, the False Pass school during the 2019-2020
school year had only six Kindergarten-Grade 12 students and seven pre-kindergarten through Grade 12 students but
remained open. The experience of school districts in the region, however, would suggest that this is at best a
temporary measure and one that is not sustainable over the longer term.
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the CDQ ownership entities with a revenue stream used to fund an array of CDQ programs. There are a
total of 65 Alaska communities represented in the CDQ program, all of which qualified as ANCSA
villages and are the home of one or more federally recognized Alaska Native tribal entities.

2.8.9.2.2.Pacific Northwest Communities

The Seattle MSA, with a population of over 3.4 million persons in 2010, is the community most
substantially engaged in many of the important North Pacific fisheries in general and the BSAI Pacific
cod trawl CV fishery specifically (as measured by absolute participation numbers of vessels and crew, as
well as volume and value of landings from those vessels). Conversely, this area is among the least
substantially dependent of the engaged communities on those fisheries, based on the fishing employment
and earnings numbers and the overall economic value of those fisheries relative to the size of the overall
Seattle metropolitan area labor pool and the scale, diversity, and resilience of its economy.

While community level dependence on the BSAI Pacific cod trawl fishery sectors relevant to this analysis
is not a salient issue for the Seattle MSA, the scale of Seattle MSA engagement in the fishery is profound,
as is the importance to some individual operations. In the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV sector, for the years
2004-2019, on an average annual basis, Seattle MSA ownership address vessels accounted for
approximately 70 percent of all vessels and approximately 70 percent of all ex-vessel gross revenues. For
Newport, local ownership address vessels accounted for approximately 14 percent of all vessels and
approximately 20 percent of all ex-vessel gross revenues over this same period.

As BSAI Pacific cod CV ownership in Alaska was consolidating toward Kodiak over the years 2004-
2019, ownership outside of Alaska was consolidating toward the Seattle MSA in those same years. While
ownership remains concentrated in Newport as well as in the Seattle MSA, declines in ownership were
seen in all communities or aggregates of communities outside of Alaska except the Seattle MSA over the
2004-2019 period, including Newport. The pattern of concentration of engagement in the Pacific
Northwest readily apparent in the BSAI Pacific cod CV sector is not seen in the BSAI Pacific cod HAL
and pot <60’ CV sector.

While not the location of shore-based processing of BSAI Pacific cod caught by either the trawl CV or
HAL/pot <60’ CV sectors, the Seattle MSA is the location of regional or company headquarters for
several the processing firms engaged in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery through ownership of shore-based
processing plants operating in Alaska that routinely accepted BSAI Pacific cod deliveries from trawl CVs
as well as HAL and pot <60’ CVs. The Seattle MSA is also the center of ownership of floating processors
(for which operating location data are largely unavailable) that have processed a substantial amount of the
overall catch from both CV sectors. As noted in Section 2.8.7.1, over the period 2004 through June 2020,
floating processors as a group had largest number of deliveries annually of BSAI Pacific cod by the trawl
CV sector, more than the shore-based processing plant or plants operating in any single Alaska
community. Additionally, the Seattle MSA is the ownership address for both C/Ps that are qualified to act
as motherships under Amendment 120 and regularly take CV trawl-caught deliveries of BSAI Pacific
cod. As also noted in Section 2.8.7.1, over the period 2004 through June 2020, the two C/Ps acting as
motherships together had more deliveries annually of BSAI Pacific cod by the trawl CV sector than were
taken by the shore-based plant or plants operating in any single community in Alaska, with one exception.

Further, the Seattle MSA has extensive fishery support services available, as does the Newport/Lincoln
County, Oregon area to a lesser degree, including some types or scale of services unavailable anywhere in
Alaska. The Seattle MSA is an important supplier of logistical services to the fleet, including corporate
headquarters support, shipyard services, other repairs and maintenance, and supplies, as well as other
services support, including the provision of financial, legal, and other services; marketing; and product
shipment and storage (NOAA 2014). From an outside perspective, the Seattle fleet(s) and support
operations might be considered components of interest-based rather than place-based communities; from
the Seattle perspective, however, Seattle has been and remains a place-based North Pacific fishing
community (NOAA 2014).
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2.9. Elements and Options

The following elements and options were adopted by the Council in June 2021. The Council’s PA is show
in bold.

2.9.1. Element 1 — Cooperative Style Systems

This element defines the cooperative style for the proposed PCTC Program. The element would allow
more than two cooperatives to form. Cooperative formation must be in association with a legally
permitted processor. The language for Element 1 considered by the Council is provided below, with.

The Council’s preferred alternative is shown in bold print.

Element 1. Cooperative Style System

Voluntary harvester cooperatives.

Holders of qualified trawl CV LLP licenses under Element 2 must join a cooperative annually in
association with an eligible licensed processor (FFP or FPP) to harvest trawl CV allocations of
Pacific cod. Harvesters may change cooperatives and cooperative associations may change annually
without penalty.

No limitation on the number of LLP license holders or eligible catch history needed to form a
cooperative.

No limitation on the number of cooperatives that may form.
Inter-cooperative formation is allowed.

Option: A minimum of three LLP licenses are needed to form a cooperative.

2.9.1.1. Voluntary harvester cooperatives with processor association

The element would require cooperative formation in association with a legally permitted processor for
CVs to harvest a cooperative’s annual BSAI Pacific cod allocation derived from eligible LLP licenses.
Holders of an eligible LLP license under this option could not elect to fish their LLP license’s QS in the
limited access fishery. Holders of eligible LLP licenses must join a cooperative to access the CQ derived
from the eligible LLP license. The Council has identified two options for multiple cooperatives. Under
one option, there is no limitation on the number of eligible LLP licenses or percentage of catch history
necessary to form a cooperative, while the second option would require a minimum of three eligible LLP
licenses to form a cooperative. Harvesters would have full discretion to choose a cooperative initially®?
and may freely move among cooperatives annually thereafter. Holders of LLP licenses that are assigned
QS may form a cooperative and are free to associate with any licensed processor without forfeiture or
penalty. A licensed processor includes shoreside processors, stationary floating processors, motherships,
and C/Ps®. Shoreside processors and stationary floating processors® require a Federal Processor Permit
(FPP), while motherships and C/Ps require a Federal Fishing Permit (FFP).

As noted above, one option for cooperative formation would not require a minimum number of LLP
license holders or eligible LLP licenses to form a cooperative. In other words, at its most basic level, a

82 There may be limitations on CVs choosing a C/P cooperative.

83 C/Ps may be limited by previous Council actions in their ability to act as a mothership in the BSAI trawl CV Pacific
cod fishery.

84 Processing vessel that operates solely within Alaska State waters.
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cooperative could form with just one LLP license holder with one eligible LLP license in association with
a licensed processor. The other option under Element 1 would require a minimum of three eligible LLP
licenses to form a cooperative. For example, under this option, a cooperative could form in association
with an eligible processor with three LLP license holders each with an eligible LLP license or in another
example a cooperative could form with one LLP license holder with three eligible LLP licenses. As noted
in Element 2, the number of qualified LLP licenses ranges from 86 using 2014 through 2019 qualifying
years to 108 using 2004 through 2019 qualifying years. Despite the large number of qualified LLP
licenses and the potential for numerous cooperatives, it is likely there will be far fewer cooperatives than
possible with no minimum number of LLP licenses or LLP license holders or even requiring three eligible
LLP licenses given the potential ease of intra-cooperative transfers among members of the cooperative. In
addition, processor associations would also likely limit the number of potential cooperatives formed.
Although there is no limitation on the number of cooperatives a processor may associate with, the likely
complexities associated with having to manage multiple cooperative agreements would likely result in a
processor associating with only one cooperative. This would also apply to processors that receive a
percentage of the available harvester quota under Element 5.4 (see section 2.9.5.3 for more details).

In June 2021, the Council considered an option of three unique LLP license holders using the 10 percent
ownership rule to form a cooperative to limit cooperatives of a single person. After consideration by the
Council during the June 2021 meeting, the Council removed this option from consideration due the option
creating potentially difficult barriers for cooperative formation.

Under a multiple cooperative formation structure, the bargaining power changes during the cooperative
formation process. In general, the fewer LLP license holders or licenses or the smaller percentage of QS
necessary to form a cooperative, the easier it is to form a cooperative. This cooperative formation
approach does not preclude other holders of eligible LLP licenses from joining a cooperative if they agree
to the terms of the cooperative’s bylaws. Lower LLP license holder thresholds for cooperative formation
increases the opportunity of sector participants (particularly those with less common views of
circumstances) to join a cooperative. The holders of the most divergent views can review the terms and
conditions of each cooperative agreement to determine which best meets their needs. Holders of eligible
LLP licenses that do not like the conditions for membership in cooperatives that have formed could form
their own cooperative or attempt to find other eligible LLP license holders willing to form a separate
cooperative. Changes in TAC such that the Al exceeds the BS could also shift bargaining power between
those LLP license holders with a BS only area endorsement and those that also have an Al endorsement.

Any cooperatives that form would need to reach an agreement with a processor. Because processors may
not wish to be associated with multiple cooperatives if it results in an increased reporting burden and
increased quota transfer costs, processors may help to limit the number of cooperatives that form.
Alternatively, an eligible LLP license holder with some benefit to offer a cooperative could use
competing cooperatives to negotiate more favorable terms and conditions than could be negotiated if their
options to join a cooperative were more limited.

The terms® of the cooperative agreement, and consequently, the cooperative and processor association
are subject to negotiation between the cooperative members (qualified LLP license holders) and the
processor. Given the flexibility of the harvesters to move among cooperatives and cooperatives to change
provisions (such as delivery requirements or terms) the terms of the cooperative will be fully voluntary,
and harvesters could receive compensation for concessions. Business relationships are likely to be
important factors that affect cooperative and processor association choices.

Given the potential number of cooperatives that could form under the PCTC Program, the complexity of
monitoring requirements by NOAA Fisheries would likely increase under this option. Sideboards,
allocation of harvest shares to processors, Al processor provisions, transferability, and gear conversion

85 Within the limits that the cooperatives are intended to only conduct and coordinate harvest activities of the
members (Element 9).
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options currently under consideration in the PCTC program would also add to management and
monitoring burdens. It is possible that staffing needs would increase, or staff responsibilities would
expand for NOAA Fisheries staff, since they are responsible for monitoring catch on a cooperative level,
performing transfers of CQ between cooperatives, and notifying enforcement if quotas have been
exceeded. NMFS is expected to realize increased implementation costs at the onset of the program,
including rulemaking, database coding, and other implementation components.

Element 1 includes language that would authorize the use of inter-cooperative formation (a civil contract
that defines how cooperatives will work together). A similar inter-cooperative agreement is currently
utilized by the BS pollock cooperatives under the AFA, which shifts a large portion of the administrative
and monitoring obligations to the industry with agency oversight. A similar system could be developed
for the PCTC program to reduce the agency management and monitoring burden. Therefore, shifting a
portion of the management and monitoring burden to the cooperatives, has the potential for a multiple
cooperative structure to increase certain management and enforcement costs while reducing others.
Incremental Agency costs for management, enforcement, and data collection would be subject to cost
recovery as described in Element 13.

2.9.2. Element 2 — Allocation to LLP Licenses

Element 2 provides direction on LLP license eligibility and how the initial allocation of QS would be
assigned. In addition, Element 2 includes the following options: 1) Establish a minimum threshold
percentage of catch history by LLP holder to receive QS, 2) allocation of QS when LLP licenses are
stacked on a trawl CV, 3) allocation of and use of QS between the Al and BS, 4) allocation of QS to LLP
license for only A and B seasons, 5) management of species not allocated to the cooperatives, 6) remove
BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limits.

All of the allocations described in this section are made without accounting for an allocation of QS to
processors, based on their processing activity during the qualifying period. Allocations to processors are
described in Section 2.8.5.

The Council’s PA is shown in bold below.

Catch history to determine allocations under this management action will not be considered beyond
December 31, 2019.

2.1. Eligibility — Any LLP license assigned to a vessel that made qualifying catch history (legal
landings) of targeted trawl CV BSAI Pacific cod during the qualifying years (or an LLP license as
of December 31, 2019, assigned to an American Fisheries Act (AFA) trawl CV that had BSAI
Pacific cod catch in 1997)% and any transferable Aleutian Islands (AI) endorsement is eligible to
receive QS.

Option: Establish a minimum threshold percentage range of 0.25%-1% by LLP holder for eligibility
to receive QS. Partial ownership of LLP licenses counts toward the minimum threshold using the
individual and collective rule. Does not apply to those 8 LLP licenses with a transferable Al
endorsement.

2.2. Harvester Allocations — Eligible LLP licenses must be assigned to a cooperative for the
cooperative to receive annual Pacific cod CQ. The initial allocation of QS will be made to eligible
LLP licenses or transferable Al endorsements, with each LLP license’s or transferable Al
endorsement's QS based on the Pacific cod qualifying catch history (legal landings) of targeted

86The latter criteria (LLP assigned to an AFA trawl CV that had BSAI Pacific cod catch in 1997) is only applicable if
one of the blend options is selected under Option 2.2.4.
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BSAI Pacific cod authorized by that LLP license or a transferable Al endorsement®’

following qualifying years:
Option 2.2.1: 2014 - 2019
Option 2.2.2: 2009 — 2019
Option 2.2.3: 2004 —2019
Option 2.2.4: Allocations based on a blend of catch history and AFA sideboard history®®

during the

Suboptions to credit catch history/sideboard at:
Suboption 2.2.1: 50%/50%
Suboption 2.2.2: 80%/20%
Suboption 2.2.3: 20%/80%

Suboptions (applicable to Options 2.2.1 —2.2.4):
Suboption 2.2.1. Drop 1 Year
Suboption 2.2.2. Drop 2 Years

2.3. For the initial allocation of QS, qualifying catch history is attached to the LLP license at the
time of harvest. If multiple LLP licenses authorized catch by a vessel, in the absence of an
agreement provided by the LLP license holder at the time of application, qualifying catch history
will be:

Option 2.3.1: divided equally between those LLP licenses.
Option 2.3.2: assigned to an LLP license by the owner of the vessel that made the catch.

2.4. Annual CQ will be issued to each cooperative by NMFS based on the aggregate QS attached to
LLP licenses that are assigned to the cooperative. NMFS will issue CQ by season and rely on the
cooperatives to ensure the seasonal limits are not exceeded. Unused A season CQ may be rolled
over to the B season. QS will not be designated for harvest in a management area (i.e., BS or Al)
but may be harvested from either area.

2.5. Option to allocate A and B season BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod only:

A and B season trawl CV Pacific cod sector allocations (after deduction of the ICAs) will be
allocated to cooperatives as CQ. Annual CQ attributable to each LLP license will be that LLP
license’s proportional share of the total QS.

The C season trawl CV Pacific cod allocation will remain 15 percent and remain a limited access
trawl CV fishery and will be available to any trawl CV with an eligible groundfish LLP license with
an applicable area endorsement. The C season limited access fishery will be managed as currently
by NMFS, including management of incidental catches of Pacific cod in other directed fisheries. C
season trawl CV sector apportionments (including A and B season ICAs and CQ remaining after
June 10) that NMFS projects to go unused are subject to reallocation to other sectors under current
reallocation rules.

2.6. All groundfish species not allocated to cooperatives will be managed by maximum retainable
amounts (MRAs), as under current management.

2.7 The BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limit for AFA trawl CVs at 50 CFR 679.64(b)(3)(ii) is removed
for the A and B season upon implementation of this program. The BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limit

87 Landings of targeted Al Pacific cod in the parallel fishery prior to receiving a transferable Al endorsement
(2004 through September 13, 2009) in addition to legal landings of targeted Pacific cod in the parallel and
federal fishery after receiving a transferable Al endorsement would qualify under the Council’s criteria for
catch history.

88 Using staff approach of blending 1997 sideboard history with qualifying year option catch history attached to the
eligible LLP license at the time of implementation of the trawl CV LAPP.

PCTC Program, November 2022 176



for AFA trawl CVs at 50 CFR 679.64(b)(3)(ii) is maintained for the C season upon implementation
of this program.

The BSAI halibut PSC sideboard limit for AFA trawl CVs at 50 CFR 679.64(b)(4)(i) and Table 40
is removed upon implementation of this program.

The BSAI crab PSC sideboard limit for AFA trawl CVs at 50 CFR 679.64(b)(4)(i) and Table 41 is
maintained upon implementation of this program.

During the December 2020 meeting, the Council included language in the motion that clarifies that catch
history used to determine allocations under the PCTC Program will not be considered beyond December
31, 2019. This clarification stemmed from the Council’s October 2019 motion which did not include or
reference the control date approved during the February 2019 meeting. During its February 2019 meeting
the Council approved a control date of February 7, 2019, as part of its motion to prepare the trawl CV
cooperative scoping paper (see Section 2.3). The absence of a control date in the October 2019 motion
resulted in a brief discussion during the December 2020 Council meeting concerning Council intent on
this issue. In the end, the Council opted to stipulate in its motion that catch history beyond December 31,
2019, will not be used to determine allocations under this program. This approach was noted as clearer
and more efficient then including the previous control date or a new control date.

2.9.2.1. Element 2.1

Holders of the eligible LLP licenses or any transferable Al endorsement (see Section 2.9.2.2.1 for further
information concerning transferable Al endorsements) that were utilized to legally target BSAI trawl CV
Pacific cod during the qualification period would be allocated QS for use in a cooperative. By providing
each eligible LLP license holder and transferable Al endorsements harvest QS for use in a cooperative,
the race for fish for the trawl CV sector would be reduced significantly thus improving safety and
efficiency. Element 2 provides the direction and options for calculating BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod QS
allocations for each eligible LLP license and transferable Al endorsement. Specifically, Element 2.1
addresses LLP license eligibility.

An eligible LLP license is any LLP license assigned to a vessel that made legal landings of targeted BSAI
trawl CV Pacific cod during the appropriate seasons of the qualifying years. An eligible transferable Al
endorsement is any of the eight Al transferable endorsements for use on a non-AFA trawl CV less than
60> MLOA LLP license. Additionally, in the case of the selecting one of the blend options (Option 2.2.4),
an LLP license as of December 31, 2019, that is assigned to an AFA trawl CV that had BSAI Pacific cod
catch in 1997 is also eligible to receive QS. Targeted Pacific cod catch history during each of the
qualifying years (Element 2.2, Options 2.2.1-2.2.4) would be assigned to the LLP license or Al
transferable endorsement as QS. Trawl vessels that hold a valid LLP license with a trawl gear
endorsement for the BS and/or Al but the LLP license does not qualify to receive harvest QS and the
LLP license does not have an Al transferable endorsement with QS could still harvest Pacific cod as
incidental catch in other fisheries, but they would not be allowed to harvest Pacific cod in the BSAI trawl
CV Pacific cod directed fishery under a cooperative during seasons that are allocated under the program
(see Section 2.9.9).

During their December 2020 meeting, the Council included a new option for consideration that would
apply a minimum threshold percentage range of 0.25 percent to 1 percent by LLP license holder for
eligibility to receive QS. This option would not apply to the eight non-AFA trawl CV LLP licenses less
than 60° MLOA that have transferable Al endorsements.

Under this option, a person who in aggregate across all LLP licenses had less than a Council selected
percentage between 0.25 percent and one percent of qualifying harvest at the time of initial allocation, the
LLP licenses held by that person would not qualify for an initial allocation of QS. For example, at a 0.25
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percent threshold, an LLP license holder with one LLP license that has less than 0.25 percent qualifying
catch history would not be eligible for QS. In another example using the same 0.25 percent threshold, an
LLP license holder with three LLP licenses that in aggregate totaled 0.50 percent of the qualifying catch
history would qualify for QS for each of the LLP licenses even though one LLP license’s QS could be
less than the 0.25 percent threshold.

The examples provided above are relatively straight forward when only considering 100 percent
ownership of eligible LLP licenses. In June 2021, the Council clarified that partial ownership of eligible
LLP licenses counts in meeting the minimum threshold using the “individual and collective rule.” The
“individual and collective rule” defines how much an LLP license holder may apply towards meeting the
minimum threshold catch history. For example, using the 0.25 percent threshold and applying the
“individual and collective rule” with a 10 percent ownership in an LLP license, a person with 100 percent
ownership in an LLP license with 0.20 percent qualifying catch history and a 10 percent ownership of
another LLP license with 0.50 percent qualifying catch would result in an aggregate of 0.25 percent
ownership for both LLP licenses, which is sufficient for eligibility for QS for the holder’s 100 percent
owned LLP license. Applying partial ownership to meet the minimum threshold would likely add a
significant level of complexity to the eligibility process. In another example, utilizing the 0.25 threshold
once more, a person holding 100 percent of an LLP license with 0.20 percent qualifying catch history also
holds a 50 percent ownership in another LLP license with 0.15 percent qualifying catch history results in
aggregate 0.2750 qualifying catch history. This person would qualify for an initial allocation of QS
because the total holdings are above the minimum threshold. It is assumed that the partially owned LLP
license with 0.15 qualifying catch history would also qualify for QS based on the aggregate qualifying
catch history by the license holder.

Table 2-85 provides the number of LLP licenses, annual average qualifying landings (mt), and the
remaining LLP license’s allocation as a percentage of the adjusted average annual qualifying landings at
different minimum threshold percentages between 0.25 percent and 1 percent by LLP license holder and
by LLP license for the three qualifying year options with C season included. Since ownership percentage
information for qualified LLP licenses is not always available®, the LLP license holder addresses were
used as the best available proxy for affiliation, with the caveat that not all LLP licenses are filed using the
same address. In other words, some LLP licenses would be centrally managed by one company and other
LLP licenses would be managed separately, which means that LLP license owners may be undercounted
or overcounted for the number of LLP licenses that do not meet the minimum threshold percentage.

Looking first at applying the minimum threshold percentage based on the aggregate LLP licenses held by
a holder, for the 2014-2019 qualifying years and no drop year results in eight LLP licenses having less
than 0.25 percent total qualifying landings and therefore would not meet this threshold percentage. BSAI
Pacific cod average annual landings for these eight LLP licenses is 300 mt. Including drop 1 year or drop
2 years options does not change the number of LLP licenses having less than 0.25 percent total qualifying
landings but the landing of BSAI Pacific cod by these LLP licenses increases slightly. Expanding the
qualifying years increases the number of LLP licenses that have less than 0.25 percent of total qualifying
landings. For example, utilizing the 2004-2019 qualifying years with no drop year option results in 23
LLP licenses having less than 0.25 percent of the total qualifying landings. The effect of removing these
LLP licenses from the pool of qualified LLP licenses results in slight increase in the percent of qualified
catch history for all the remaining qualified LLP licenses. As stated earlier, the eight LLP licenses
qualified landings is 300 mt for the 2014-2019 qualifying years. As a result of these eight LLP licenses
not qualifying, the total average annual qualifying landings is reduced 300 mt. With a slightly smaller
total qualifying landings and fewer qualified LLP licenses, the remaining 78 qualified LLP licenses would
increase their percentage of the total QS pool by approximately one percent.

89 | LP license ownership data are available if the LLP license has been transferred or if it is an Amendment 80 LLP
license, but that does not cover all qualified LLP licenses under the proposed program.
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Increasing the minimum threshold to 0.25 to 0.50 percent, the number of additional LLP licenses that
would not qualify for an allocation is three for the 2014-2019 qualifying years and eight for the 2004-
2019 qualifying years. The average annual qualified landings of BSAI Pacific cod for these LLP licenses
ranges from 393 mt to 845 mt. Increases in the percentage of QS holdings for the remaining qualified
LLP licenses when removing those LLP licenses that do not meet the minimum percent threshold is two
percent to five percent. At a threshold of 0.50 to 0.75 percent, results in eight LLP licenses using 2014-
2019 with no drop years and six LLP licenses using 2004-2019 with no drop years. The percentage of
total QS holdings would increase for the remaining LLP licenses by seven percent to eight percent. The
number of additional LLP licenses under this threshold is reduced slightly under a drop 1 year or 2 years
option. At a threshold of 0.75 to 1 percent, the number of additional LLP licenses that would not qualify
is four under both 2014-2019 and 2004-2019 qualifying year options. The percentage of total QS for the
remaining LLP licenses would increase by 11 percent to 12 percent.

Applying these same threshold percentages based solely on the LLP license and not the aggregate LLP
licenses held by the holder results in significantly higher numbers of LLP licenses that fall at or below the
threshold percentages. At less than 0.25 percent threshold, the number of LLP licenses is 16 for the 2014-
2019 qualifying years and 40 LLP licenses for the 2004-2019 qualifying years. The average annual
landings of BSAI Pacific cod for these LLP licenses is 513 mt for the 2014-2019 with no drop year and
1,083 mt for the 2004-2019 with no drop year. The percentage of total QS for the remaining qualified
LLP licenses range from a two percent to three percent increase. In contrast, at a threshold of 0.75 to 1
percent, the total number of LLP licenses that would not qualify ranged from 43 under the 2014-2019
qualifying year option to 41 LLP licenses under the 2004-2019 qualifying year option. The percentage of
total QS for the remaining LLP licenses would increase by 22 percent using the 2014-2019 qualifying
year option and 27 percent for the 2004-2019 qualifying year option.

Utilizing the results from Table 2-85 with allocation distribution tables Table 2-86 Table 2-87 and Table
2-88, the LLP licenses most at risk of not qualifying would be those in the lowest quintile grouping.
Depending how the minimum threshold option is applied and the threshold percentage selected, the
impacts could range from a relatively small portion of the lowest quintile group not qualifying for the
PCTC Program to the two lowest quintile groups not qualifying for the PCTC Program. In addition, at the
lowest threshold percent (0.25 percent), the remaining qualified LLP licenses would benefit by holding
one to two percent more of the total QS, while at the highest threshold percentage (1 percent), the
remaining qualified LLP licenses would hold11 to 12 percent more of the total QS allocated.
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Table 2-85 Number of LLP licenses, average annual qualifying landings (mt), remaining LLP’s percent of
adjusted aggregate annual average qualifying landings using different minimum threshold
percentages by LLP license holder and by LLP license for the three qualifying year options with
C season included

By LLP license holder
Option 1 -2014-2019 Option 2 - 2009-2019 Option 3 - 2004-2019
Remaining LLPs Remaining LLPs Remaining LLPs
Minimum thresholds ) Aggregate - tion as a %of ) Aggregate  tion as a %of ) Aggregate allocation as a %of
LLP license annual average . LLP license annual average ) LLP license annual average .
percentage count lifyi adjusted aggregate t lifvi adjusted aggregate lifyi adjusted aggregate
qu.a wing annual average coun qu_a ifying annual average count qu.a ifying annual average
landings (mt) qualifying landings landings (mt) qualifying landings landings (mt) qualifying landings
No drop 86 34,523 93 33,600 108 32,434
<0.25% 8 300 101% 14 471 101% 23 625 102%
0.25%-0.50% 3 393 102% 7 756 104% 8 845 105%
0.50%-0.75% 8 1,527 107% 5 1,017 107% 6 1,004 108%
0.75%-1% 4 1,269 111% 3 830 110% 4 1,128 112%
>1% 63 31,034 64 30,527 67 28,833
Drop 1 year 86 39,523 93 36,437 108 34,395
<0.25% 8 359 101% 13 427 101% 23 667 102%
0.25%-0.50% 3 472 102% 8 922 104% 8 901 105%
0.50%-0.75% 6 1,219 105% 5 1,118 107% 5 812 107%
0.75%-1% 6 2,118 112% 3 913 110% 5 1,462 113%
>1% 63 35,355 64 33,056 67 30,554
Drop 2 years 86 45,180 93 39,344 108 35,705
<0.25% 8 449 101% 13 475 101% 23 714 102%
0.25%-0.50% 3 589 102% 7 824 103% 8 965 105%
0.50%-0.75% 5 1,177 105% 5 1,146 107% 5 870 108%
0.75%-1% 4 1,513 109% 4 1,312 111% 5 1,566 113%
>1% 66 41,451 64 35,588 67 31,589
ByLLP license
Option 1 -2014-2019 Option 2 - 2009-2019 Option 3 - 2004-2019
Remaining LLPs Remaining LLPs Remaining LLPs
Minimum thresholds ) Aggregate - tion as a %of ) Aggregate - tion as a %of ) Aggregate allocation as a %of
LLP license annual average N LLP license annual average ) LLP license annual average .
percentage count lifvi adjusted aggregate t lifvi adjusted aggregate lifvi adjusted aggregate
qu:':\ ing annual average coun qufa ifying annual average count qu:a ifying annual average
landings (mt) qualifying landings landings (mt) qualifying landings landings (mt) qualifying landings
No drop 86 34,523 93 33,600 108 32,434
<0.25% 16 513 102% 25 765 102% 40 1,083 103%
0.25%-0.50% 9 1,177 105% 10 1,216 106% 10 1,162 107%
0.50%-0.75% 11 2,322 113% 10 2,120 114% 10 1,951 115%
0.75%-1% 7 2,230 122% 10 2,919 126% 10 2,773 127%
>1% 43 28,280 38 26,580 38 25,465
Drop 1 year 86 39,523 93 36,437 108 34,395
<0.25% 15 515 101% 24 750 102% 40 1,155 103%
0.25%-0.50% 10 1,513 105% 11 1,429 106% 10 1,239 107%
0.50%-0.75% 9 2,165 112% 10 2,332 114% 9 1,823 114%
0.75%-1% 8 2,847 122% 10 3,211 127% 11 3,217 128%
>1% 44 32,483 38 28,715 38 26,962
Drop 2 years 86 45,180 93 39,344 108 35,705
<0.25% 15 644 101% 24 834 102% 40 1,238 104%
0.25%-0.50% 8 1,408 105% 10 1,386 106% 9 1,145 107%
0.50%-0.75% 9 2,458 108% 10 2,494 1% 10 2,135 112%
0.75%-1% 7 2,699 119% 9 3,063 125% 11 3421 129%
>1% 47 37,972 40 31,566 38 27,766

Source: AKFIN, February 2012
Table originates from Excel file BSA|_PCOD_LAPP_Threshold(2-23-21)

2.9.2.2. Element 2.2

Element 2.2 provides different harvest allocation options based on three different year combinations,
three different drop year options, and an allocation based on a blend of 1997 AFA sideboard history and
the three different year combinations only for those AFA vessels that are restricted by BSAI Pacific cod
sideboard limits. The initial allocation of QS will be made to eligible LLP licenses or transferable Al
endorsements based on the targeted Pacific cod legal landings authorized by the eligible LLP license or
transferable Al endorsement. The initial allocation would also include LLP licenses that receive an
allocation because of the transfers of AFA sideboard limits under the “blend” option. For each eligible
LLP license or transferable Al endorsement to receive fish the CQ that is derived from the LLP licenses
QQS, the eligible LLP license or Al transferable endorsement must be assigned to a cooperative. The
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information in this section provides greater detail on QS allocations under the non-blended options and
the blended options. In addition, there is allocation information for eight Al transferable endorsements
created under Amendment 92 to the BSAI Groundfish FMP and Amendment 82 to the GOA Groundfish
FMP.

Options 2.2.1 through 2.2.3 — Non-blended allocation

Table 2-86, Table 2-87, and Table 2-88 show the number of qualified LLP licenses under each of the
three options (Options 2.2.1-2.2.3) with drop year suboptions and with and without the C season catch
history included. The tables also show the distribution of annual average qualified catch history by
quintile, aggregated annual average qualifying landings, aggregated annual average qualifying landings as
a percent of the total aggregated annual average qualifying landings, average annual allocation percent
per qualifying LLP license, and the average 2019 allocation per qualified LLP license by quintile. These
tables do not include qualified LLP licenses with Al endorsements for use on non-AFA trawl CV less
than 60’ MLOA (see Section 2.9.2.2.1). In addition, results in this section do not include potential
reductions in percentage of total QS from allocating a percent of QS to eligible processors which would
be transferred to CV owners/operators in the cooperative to harvest (Elements 5 and 6). See Section 2.9.5
and Section 2.9.6 for a discussion of allocations to eligible processors.

Overall, more qualifying years yields a greater number of LLP licenses that would be allocated QS.
Specifically, of the total 115 trawl CV endorsed LLP licenses noted in Table 2-13, Option 2.2.1 (2014-
2019) with C season results in 86 LLP licenses qualifying and without C season results in 85 LLP
licenses qualifying, Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019) with C season qualifies 93 LLP licenses and without C
season qualifies 92 LLP licenses, and Option 2.2.3 (2004-2019) qualifies 108 LLP licenses with C season
and without C season. Most of this increase in qualified LLP licenses as the qualifying years increase
occurs in the 0-250 mt annual average qualified catch grouping reported in the tables. For example, as
noted in Table 2-86, the 2014-2019 option with no drop years and with C season catch included results in
34 qualified LLP licenses in the 0-250 mt quintile, while 2004-2019 option with no drop years and with C
season catch included shows 61 qualified LLP licenses in the 0-250 mt quintile.

When comparing the distribution of qualified LLP licenses by quintile there are a greater number of
qualified LLP licenses at the lowest quintile group than at the highest quintile group under every
qualifying year option/drop year suboption with and without C season included. For example, Option
2.2.1 with the no drop year suboption and with the C season included, 34 LLP licenses qualify with less
than 250 mt of annual qualifying landings each, which, when aggregated, amounts to an annual average
of 3,502 mt of average annual qualifying landings. On average, each qualified LLP license in this quintile
group would be allocated 0.30 percent of the BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod QS. Applying that average
allocation to the 2019 Pacific cod trawl CV sector allocation (35,660 mt) for example would have resulted
in each of the 33 qualified LLP licenses being allocated on average 106 mt of BSAI Pacific cod in 2019.
In contrast, six LLP licenses qualify with greater than 1,000 mt of annual average qualifying landings. In
aggregated, the annual qualified landings of these six qualified LLP licenses totaled average annual catch
of 6,432 mt. On average, each of the six qualified LLP licenses would be allocated annually 3.11 percent
of the annual BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod allocation. Applying the average sector allocation for these six
qualified LLP licenses to the 2019 Pacific cod trawl CV sector allocation (35,660 mt), each of these six
LLP licenses would be allocated on average 1,107 mt of BSAI Pacific cod.”

% Note that this calculation does not account for reductions to the ITAC for ICAs or if the C season is not allocated to
the PCTC program.
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Table 2-86 Option 2.2.1 - total number of qualified LLP licenses, and by quintile group, the number of
qualified LLP licenses, aggregated annual average qualifying landings (mt), percent of

aggregated annual average qualifying landings relative to the total, average annual allocation

percent per qualified LLP license, and average allocation (mt) using 2019 sector apportionment
grouped by quintile of mt per LLP license for the 2014-2019 options

Aggregated Aggregated alnn'ual Average Ave:rage .
annual average qualifying annual allocation using
. Qualifying year/drop | Qualifying Quintile grouping by annual Number of landings as a %of | allocation | 2019 trawl CV
Options . . o . - average
year suboptions licenses average qualifying landings (mt) | qualified LLPs qualfying total aggregated | percent per sector
. annual average | qualifying LLP | apportionment
landings (mt) . h .
qualifying landings license (mt)
0-250 34 3,502 10% 0.30% 106
250-500 26 10,089 29% 1.12% 401
2014-2019 (no drop) 500-750 13 8,246 24% 1.84% 655
750-1,000 7 6,254 18% 2.59% 923
>1,000 6 6,432 19% 3.11% 1,107
0-250 31 3,372 9% 0.28% 98
Option 2.2.1 250-500 19 7228 18% 0.96% 343
(with C- 2014-2019 (drop 1) 86 500-750 19 11,340 29% 1.51% 539
season) 750-1,000 9 8,085 20% 2.27% 811
>1,000 8 9,498 24% 3.00% 1,071
0-250 26 2,780 6% 0.24% 84
250-500 19 7,292 16% 0.85% 303
2014-2019 (drop 2) 500-750 19 1,714 26% 1.36% 487
750-1,000 8 6,383 14% 1.77% 630
>1,000 14 17,011 38% 2.69% 959
0-250 33 3,460 10% 0.31% 94
250-500 28 11,023 33% 1.17% 353
2014-2019 (no drop) 500-750 12 7,740 23% 1.91% 579
750-1,000 8 7,219 21% 2.67% 810
>1,000 4 4,316 13% 3.20% 969
0-250 31 3,598 9% 0.30% 91
Option 2.2.1 250-500 18 6,941 18% 1.00% 302
(no C- 2014-2019 (drop 1) 85 500-750 20 11,865 31% 1.53% 465
season) 750-1,000 9 8,048 21% 2.31% 701
>1,000 7 8,206 21% 3.03% 919
0-250 25 2,775 6% 0.25% 76
250-500 19 7,603 17% 0.90% 273
2014-2019 (drop 2) 500-750 21 13,124 29% 1.40% 426
750-1,000 7 5,625 13% 1.81% 547
>1,000 13 15,382 35% 2.66% 806
Source: AKFIN, December 2019
Table originates from Excel file BSA|_ PCOD_LAPP_Option1(12-19-19)-1
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Table 2-87 Option 2.2.2 - total number of qualified LLP licenses, and by quintile group, the number of
qualified LLP licenses, aggregated annual average qualifying landings (mt), percent of
aggregated annual average qualifying landings relative to the total, average annual allocation
percent per qualified LLP license, and average allocation (mt) using 2019 sector apportionment

grouped by quintile of mt per LLP license for the 2009-2019 options

Aggregated Aggregated a_nn_ual Average Avgrage .
annual average qualifying annual | allocation using
Options Qualifying year/drop |  Qualifying Quintile grouping by annual Number of average landings as a %of | allocation | 2019 trawl CV
year suboptions licenses average qualifying landings (mt) | qualified LLPs qualiying total aggregated | percent per sector
landings (m) annual average | qualifying LLP | apportionment
qualifying landings | license (mt)
0-250 45 4,101 12% 0.27% 97
250-500 20 7,257 22% 1.08% 385
2009-2019 (no drop) 500-750 13 7,808 23% 1.79% 637
750-1000 10 8,715 26% 2.59% 925
>1000 5 5720 17% 3.40% 1,214
0-250 42 3,721 10% 0.24% 87
Option 2.2.2 9% 250-500 18 6,169 17% 0.94% 335
(with C- 2009-2019 (drop 1) 500-750 17 10,224 28% 1.65% 589
season) 750-1000 9 8177 22% 2.49% 889
>1000 7 8,146 22% 3.19% 1,139
0-250 39 3,349 9% 0.22% 8
250-500 19 6,518 17% 0.87% 3
2009-2019 (drop 2) 500-750 16 9,763 25% 1.55% 553
750-1000 9 7,950 20% 2.25% 801
>1000 10 11,765 30% 2.99% 1,066
0-250 44 4,061 12% 0.28% 85
250-500 20 7228 22% 1.10% 333
2009-2019 (no drop) 500-750 14 8,337 25% 1.81% 548
750-1000 9 7,622 23% 2.57% 779
>1000 5 5,686 17% 3.45% 1,047
0-250 4 3,680 10% 0.25% 76
Option2.2.2 250-500 18 6,135 17% 0.95% 289
(no C- 2009-2019 (drop 1) 92 500-750 18 10,805 30% 1.68% 508
season) 750-1000 9 8,100 23% 2.51% 762
>1000 6 7,069 20% 3.29% 998
0-250 38 3,304 9% 0.22% 68
250-500 19 6,480 17% 0.88% 267
2009-2019 (drop 2) 500-750 17 10,408 27% 1.58% 480
750-1000 9 7,843 20% 2.25% 683
>1000 9 10,639 28% 3.06% 926
Source: AKFIN, December 2019
Table originates from Excel file BSA_PCOD_LAPP_Option2(12-23-19)
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Table 2-88 Option 2.2.3 - total number of LLP qualified licenses, and by quintile group, the number of
qualified LLP licenses, aggregated annual average qualifying landings (mt), percent of
aggregated annual average qualifying landings relative to the total, average annual allocation
percent per qualified LLP license, and average allocation (mt) using 2019 sector apportionment
grouped by quintile of mt per LLP license for the 2004-2019 options

Aggregated Aggregated annual |  Average Average
annual average qualifying annual  |allocation using
Ontions Qualifying year/drop | Qualifying Quintile grouping by annual Number of average landings as a %of | allocation | 2019 trawl CV
P year suboptions licenses average qualifying landings (mt) | qualified LLPs ) g total aggregated | percent per sector
qualifying
landings (mf) annual average | qualifying LLP | apportionment
qualifying landings | license (mt)
0-250 61 4443 14% 0.22% 80
250-500 22 8,002 25% 1.12% 400
2004-2019 (no drop) 500-750 13 8,351 26% 1.98% 706
750-1000 8 6,851 21% 2.64% 941
>1000 4 4,790 15% 3.69% 1,317
0-250 59 4217 12% 0.21% 74
Option 2.2.3 250-500 22 8,016 23% 1.06% 378
with C- - rop 500-75 37 o 87%
(with C 2004-2019 (drop 1) 108 00-750 13 8,372 24Y% 1.87% 668
season) 750-1000 10 8,782 26% 2.55% 910
>1000 4 5011 15% 3.64% 1,299
0-250 59 4518 12% 0.21% 75
250-500 19 6,977 19% 1.01% 360
2004-2019 (drop 2) 500-750 12 7,259 20% 1.66% 593
750-1000 12 10,381 29% 2.38% 848
>1000 6 7,251 20% 3.32% 1,184
0-250 62 4628 14% 0.23% 70
250-500 22 8,103 25% 1.14% 344
2004-2019 (no drop) 500-750 13 8,323 26% 1.97% 598
750-1000 7 5,953 18% 2.62% 795
>1000 4 4,764 15% 3.67% 1,113
0-250 59 4,165 12% 0.21% 62
Option 2.2.3 250-500 23 8,373 24% 1.06% 321
(withoutC- | 2004-2019 (drop 1) 108 500-750 13 8,307 24% 1.86% 563
season) 750-1000 9 7872 23% 2.54% 7
>1000 4 4,983 14% 3.62% 1,098
0-250 59 4462 12% 0.21% 63
250-500 20 7,360 20% 1.01% 307
2004-2019 (drop 2) 500-750 12 7237 20% 1.66% 502
750-1000 12 10413 29% 2.38% 723
>1000 5 6,188 17% 340% 1,031

Source: AKFIN, December 2019
Table originates from Excel file BSAL_PCOD_LAPP_Option3(12-23-19)

Table 2-89 provides the number of qualified licenses, vessels, and annual average qualifying landings for
AFA GOA sideboard exempt, AFA GOA sideboard non-exempt, and non-AFA groupings under each of
the qualifying year options. Note the number of qualified LLP licenses for each option in Table 2-86,
Table 2-87, and Table 2-88 does not equal the aggregated number of vessels for each option in Table 2-89
since not all the qualified LLP licenses are currently assigned to a trawl CV.
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Table 2-89 Number of qualified licenses and annual average qualifying landings by AFA GOA exempt, AFA

GOA non-exempt and non-AFA trawl CVs for each of the qualifying year options

Qualifying year/drop

Total number of

Annual average

Options year suboptions qu::llified LLP Trawl CV vessel group Vessel count’ qualifying landings
licenses (mt)
AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 12 4,868
2014-2019 (no drop) AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 46 22,538
Non-AFA 14 7,116
) ) AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 12 5,791
OP“O”SifS'Lr(]W"h C- | 2014-2019 (drop 1) 86 AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 46 25477
) Non-AFA 14 8,255
AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 12 6,881
2014-2019 (drop 2) AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 46 28,698
Non-AFA 14 9,601
AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 12 4,833
2014-2019 (no drop) AFA - GOAnon-exempt sideboard 45 22,457
Non-AFA 14 6,468
AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 12 5,749
Option 2.2.1 (without C-| - 5444 5019 (drop 1) 85 AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 45 25379
season) Non-AFA 14 7,530
AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 12 6,827
2014-2019 (drop 2) AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 45 28,576
Non-AFA 14 7,530
AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 14 4,470
2009-2019 (no drop) AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 48 21,630
Non-AFA 15 7,500
) ) AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 14 4,917
Opt'°"si'azs'ir(1")""h €| 2009-2019 (drop 1) 93 AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 48 23,368
Non-AFA 15 8,152
AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 14 5,416
2009-2019 (drop 2) AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 48 25,104
Non-AFA 15 8,825
AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 14 4,439
2009-2019 (no drop) AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 47 21,572
Non-AFA 15 6,923
AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 14 4,883
Option 22.2 (without C-| - 5549 5019 (drop 1) 92 AFA- GOA non-exempt sideboard 47 23,304
season) Non-AFA 15 7,602
AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 14 5,378
2009-2019 (drop 2) AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 47 25,032
Non-AFA 15 8,265
AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 15 3,994
2004-2019 (no drop) AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 59 21,648
Non-AFA 15 6,794
) ) AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 15 4,261
Option22.3 (with C- | 504 5019 (drop 1) 108 AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 59 22,908
season) Non-AFA 15 7,229
AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 15 4,535
2004-2019 (drop 2) AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 59 24,155
Non-AFA 15 7,697
AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 15 3,971
2004-2019 (no drop) AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 59 21,445
Non-AFA 15 6,355
AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 15 4,236
Option 2.2.3 (withoutC-| 5444 5419 (drop 1) 108 AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 59 22,692
season) Non-AFA 15 6,773
AFA - GOA exempt sideboard 15 4,508
2004-2019 (drop 2) AFA - GOA non-exempt sideboard 59 23,924
Non-AFA 15 7,229
Source: AKFIN, March 2021
Table orginates from Excel file BSA|_ PCOD_LAPP_Coop_Split_Exempt(11-9-20)
"Vessel count does not equal LLP license count since not all LLP licenses are authorizing an traw | CV
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2.9.2.2.1.Transferable and non-transferable Al endorsements created under Amendments 92/82

In December 2020, the Council included in the harvester allocation portion of Element 2 an option to
allocate QS to the transferable Al endorsements for use on non-AFA trawl CV LLP licenses. It was noted
in the December 2020 initial review analysis that between 65 percent and 70 percent of reported retained
catch that did not include an LLP license number were made by vessels assigned an LLP license with
these transferrable Al endorsements (Section 2.7.2.2). A transferable Al endorsement authorized the
vessel assigned to the LLP license to legally fish in the Al with trawl gear for Pacific cod, while the
permanent LLP license did not since it lacked an Al area endorsement for trawl gear®!. Effective
September 14, 2009, the combined Amendment 92 to the FMP for groundfish of the BSAI and
Amendment 82 to the FMP for groundfish of the GOA action awarded eight transferrable Al
endorsements that could be assigned to non-AFA trawl CV less than 60° MLOA LLP licenses. These
eight LLP licenses met the eligibility criteria since they harvested at least 500 mt of Pacific cod in the Al
parallel Pacific cod fishery during 2000 through 2006. These eight endorsements are severable from the
overall LLP license and could be transferred to another non-AFA trawl CV LLP license with a MLOA
designation of less than60’. That same action also awarded four Al endorsements to non-AFA trawl CV >
60’ MLOA LLP license since they had at least one landing in the Al parallel groundfish fishery or Al
State-water Pacific cod fishery during 2000 through 2006. Unlike the severable endorsements for the
under 60° LLP licenses, these Al endorsements are not severable from the overall license. Given these
four endorsements are not severable from the LLP licenses, the issue of unassigned LLP licenses
associated with targeted Al Pacific cod catch that was noted above does not apply to these four LLP
licenses and any Pacific cod catch history would be assigned to the LLP license.

Table 2-90 provides annual Al Pacific cod target fishing activity from 2004 through 2019 for LLP
licenses using Al transferable endorsements. In June 2021, the Council added language that landings of
targeted Al Pacific cod in the parallel fishery prior to receiving a transferable Al endorsement (2004
through September 13, 2009) would also qualify for catch history (see Element 2.2). Table 2-91 provides
the distribution for all eight transferable Al endorsements as it relates to QS under each of the three
qualifying year options with C season included using parallel fishery catch prior to receiving a
transferable Al endorsement. Note also that language in Element 6, if selected by the Council, would
ensure all eight of the LLP licenses assigned a transferable Al endorsement during the current fishing year
would be eligible to join a cooperative and harvest Pacific cod allocated to an Al cooperative associated
with an Al shoreplant regardless of whether they qualify for QS based on their own catch history in
Element 2.

91 R:\FMPs\Amendments (Gfish\COMBINED\AM9282\AMD 92-82 pr.pr (November 24, 2008).doc).
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Table 2-90 Annual targeted Al Pacific cod activity for those LLP licenses with Al transferable endorsements
from 2004-2019

Count of LLP

Year licenses with a | Targeted Al Pacific
transferable Al cod (mt)

endorsement
2004 7 1,886
2005 4 433
2006 1 *
2007 6 277
2008 3 134
2009 6 350
2010 3 568
2011 0 0
2012 0 0
2013 0 0
2014 0 0
2015 0 0
2016 0 0
2017 0 0
2018 5 1,041
2019 2 *

Source: AKFIN, Jan 2021
Table orginates from Excel file Al_endorsement_LLPs_60(1-29-21)

*Denotes confidential data

Table 2-91 Quintile distribution for Al transferable endorsements with the addition of parallel Al Pacific cod
target catch during 2004-2009 to the eligible Al Pacific cod target catch during 2010-2019
o ’ Aggregated Aagregated a.n n.ual Av?rage . |Average allocation using 2019
Quintile grouping average qualifying .| allocation using .
v " annual ) Average annual allocation trawl CV section
. Qualifying yearfdrop | by annual average | ~ Number of qualified Al landings as a % of total " 2019 trawl CV . )
Options ) . ) average percent per qualifying LLP apportionment with Al
year suboptions  |qualifying landings | transferable endorsements s aggregated annual ) sector
() qualifying average quaihing license apportionmenk transferable endorsements
landings (mt) landings ) included (mt)
2.2.1 (with C-season) | 2014-2019 (no drop) 0-250 5 216 0.62% 0.12% 4 97
2.2.2 (with C-season) | 2009-2019 (no drop) 0-250 7 21 0.59% 0.08% Kl 86
2.2.3 (with C-season) | 2004-2019 (no drop) 0-250 8 32 0.99% 0.12% 4 7

Source: AKFIN, January 2021

Table orginates from Tables and Figures for June 2021 Initial Review

Option 2.2.4 — Blended Allocation for LLP Licenses Currently on AFA Sideboard Vessels with 1997

History

An issue that has been identified during preliminary discussions of the cooperative program is how to
address BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limit transfers that have occurred within AFA cooperatives via civil
contracts as these transfers could be considered in determining allocations under this proposed action.
AFA vessels can catch BSAI Pacific cod up to given amount. That amount is established using the AFA
non-Pacific cod exempt CVs 1997 catch history relative to the BSAI ITAC. This percentage was
established during the implementation of the AFA and is considered a sideboard limit. This sideboard
limit is not allocated to AFA cooperatives; however, the AFA CVs with sideboard limits may voluntarily
determine how to harvest the available Pacific cod sideboard limit. The inshore cooperatives and the
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mothership sector have developed their own methodologies to allocate the limit to members of their
cooperatives. The methods can be different in the inshore and mothership sectors. Those decisions have
resulted in cooperative members creating civil contracts to transfer Pacific cod sideboard limits to
facilitate its efficient harvest. The transfers of Pacific cod sideboard limits could be based on a cash
transaction, a transfer within the cooperative where there is no costs/fee imposed, or as an exchange for
AFA pollock quota. Transfers may or may not have included a contract that identified the disposition of
future harvest privileges associated with the harvest and transfer of the sideboard limit amount. Because
the actual quantity of Pacific cod that may be harvested by each cooperative member is not available to
the analysts, it is not possible to track the quantity of Pacific cod that was transferred from one non-
exempt AFA member of a cooperative to another or the terms and conditions associated with those
transfers. CV ownership data are limited, so even if transfer data were available, it would be difficult to
determine, in all cases, whether transfers were between firms or to different vessels owned/controlled by
the same firm.

To address BSAI Pacific cod transfers that have occurred within the AFA cooperatives, the Council
included Option 2.2.4 for analysis. Specifically, this option is for those eligible LLP licenses affiliated
with AFA vessels restricted by BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limits. These LLP licenses may be allocated a
portion of the trawl CV sector’s QS using a blend of AFA sideboard history based BSAI Pacific cod catch
history from 1997 and targeted BSAI Pacific cod during the qualifying years (Options 2.2.1-2.2.3). The
blend amounts are 50 percent/50 percent, 80 percent/20 percent, and 20 percent/80 percent. Option 4 is
not intended to be used for LLP licenses affiliated with AFA sideboard exempt CVs and non-AFA CVs;
this option would only impact AFA non-exempt sideboarded CVs. The allocation to these LLP licenses
would be based on the Pacific cod catch history of targeted BSAI Pacific cod authorized by that LLP
license during the qualifying years (Options 2.2.1-2.2.3).

As noted, some AFA CVs were subject to BSAI Pacific cod sideboards while other AFA trawl CVs were
exempt from these sideboard limits. The AFA final rule exempted certain AFA CVs that had relatively
small pollock fishing history and that showed significant economic dependence on BSAI Pacific cod. For
AFA CVs to receive an exemption from BSAI Pacific cod sideboards, they had to have 1) made 30 or
more legal landings in the BSAI directed fishery for Pacific cod from 1995 to 1997, 2) averaged annual
BS pollock landings less than 1,700 mt from 1995 to 1997, and 3) be less than 125 ft in length. In
addition, the Council recommended that all AFA CVs with mothership (MS) endorsements be exempt
from Pacific cod sideboard measures after March 1 of each year. Of the 112 permitted AFA CVs that
were initially permitted, 10 were exempt from the BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limits under the landings
and vessel size criteria, as are the 19 vessels that are members of the MS sector, after March 1 of each
fishing year.? The remaining 83 AFA CVs are subject to BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limits. Pacific cod
harvest by exempt AFA CVs as a percentage of the Pacific cod harvest of all AFA CVs has ranged from a
low of 30 percent in 2003 to a high of 36 percent in 2011, and overall shows a slight increasing trend.”

The AFA trawl CV Pacific cod sideboard limits were established to protect the interests of fishermen and
processors who do not directly benefit from the AFA pollock allocations from those fishermen and
processors who received exclusive harvesting and processing privileges under the AFA. Table 2-92
provides the sideboard ratios for BSAI Pacific cod and the 2020 sideboard limits.

92 Northern Economics, Inc., 2017
93 Northern Economics, Inc., 2017
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Table 2-92 AFA sideboard limits for BSAI Pacific cod

Target species and gear Area/Season Sideboard ratio’ 2020 TAC? (mt) 2020 sideboard limit (mt)
BSAI Jan 20 - Apr 1 0.8609 20,156 17,352

Pacific cod trawl gear CV BSAI Apr 1 -Jun 10 0.8609 2,996 2,579
BSAI Jun 10 - Nov 1 0.8609 4,086 3,518

Source: NMFS

"Determined using a ratio of 1997 AFA CV catch to 1997 TAC

2 BSAI Pacific cod is multiplied by the remainder of the TAC of that species after the subtraction
of the CDQ reserve under § 679.20(b)(1)(ii)(C).

Based on the 2019 LLP license file, there were nine active LLP licenses with an AFA CV BSAI Pacific
cod exempt flag and 90 active LLP licenses with an AFA endorsement without a BSAI Pacific cod
exempt flag.

In looking at Option 2.2.4 for purposes of analysis and implementation, this option uses the 1997 BSAI
Pacific cod catch history by AFA trawl CV sideboard vessels, which is a vessel-based history, to blend
eligible catch history determined from Element 2, Options 2.2.1-2.2.3. Since the LLP license program
was implemented January 1, 2000, there was no authorizing LLP license assigned to an AFA trawl
sideboarded CV during 1997 that could be blended with qualified catch history from Options 2.2.1-2.2.3.
As a result, Option 2.2.4 within the context of an LLP license-based program, will not function without
some method of applying a vessel’s 1997 catch history to an eligible LLP license.

In addition, staff does not have access to cooperative contracts or individual contracts that provide
information on the terms and conditions of transfers that have occurred. The data available only indicates
how much catch was associated with an LLP license or a vessel. The data do not provide any information
on how the cooperative determined how much Pacific cod the member would be allowed to harvest. If the
intention is to have the trawl CV cooperative program be based solely on LLP licenses, there is not a
straightforward solution for integrating 1997 vessel catch data with LLP license-based allocations. Some
LLP licenses have been transferred between vessels throughout the time the LLP license was issued and
there is no way to know which landing is from a sideboard that was leased, and which was not. There are
at least three distinct points in time that blending of the 1997 sideboard history with the eligible catch
history from Options 2.2.1-2.2.3 can occur. They include 1) blending history when the LLP license was
on the sideboarded vessel during the PCTC Program qualifying years defined in Options 2.2.1-2.2.3, 2)
blending the history for LLP licenses that are on the sideboarded vessels at the time of final
implementation of the PCTC Program, or 3) blending the history of those LLP licenses that were
generated based on the catch history of sideboarded vessels at the time the LLP license was initially
issued.

During the December 2020 meeting, the Council clarified that the blended allocation should be attached
to the eligible LLP license at the time of implementation for the PCTC Program. This approach is better
suited for addressing the transferability of LLP licenses. During the 20 years since implementation of the
LLP licenses, originally issued LLP licenses could have been transferred several times. As a result,
blending the eligible catch history currently assigned to the sideboarded vessels at the time of
implementation of the PCTC Program is the cleanest and most transparent approach.

Like any of the approaches noted above, there could be AFA trawl sideboarded CVs that do not have an
LLP license assigned to the vessel to blend their 1997 sideboard history and catch history determined in
Element 2, Options 2.2.1-2.2.3. In the case of the Council approved approach, there are 17 AFA trawl
sideboarded CV's with approximately 27 percent of 1997 BSAI sideboard history that did not have an
LLP license assigned to them at the time blend allocation tables were prepared and therefore are not
included in the results of the blended option. Based on eligibility to receive QS (Element 2.1), if these 17
AFA trawl sideboarded CVs are assigned to an LLP license as of December 31, 2019, these vessel’s 1997

PCTC Program, November 2022 189



sideboarded history will be blended with the LLP license’s catch history determined in Element 2,
Options 2.2.1-2.2.3. For those AFA trawl sideboarded CVs that are not assigned an LLP license as of
December 31, 2019, Option 7.1.1 could provide an avenue for the owners of these AFA trawl sideboarded
CVs to engage in transfer of QS to other LLP licenses associated with AFA trawl sideboarded CVs.

To eliminate the effects of differing TACs between 1997 and the qualifying periods from Options 2.2.1-
2.2.3, the 1997 sideboard catch history was scaled to the catch history from Options 2.2.1-2.2.3. Table
2-93, Table 2-94, and Table 2-95 show the total number of qualified LLP licenses in addition to the
distribution of qualified catch history at the quintile level when blending 1997 sideboard history from
Options 2.2.1-2.2.3 for sideboarded AFA CVs. Given that there are 54 permutations under Option 2.2.4,
the tables below provide allocation information with all three seasons only.
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Table 2-93 Blended Option 2.2.1 (with C season) total number of qualified licenses, and by quintile group,
the number of qualified LLP licenses, aggregated annual average qualifying landings (mt),
percent of aggregated annual average qualifying landings relative to the total, average annual
allocation percent per qualified LLP license, and average allocation (mt) using 2019 sector
apportionment grouped by quintile of mt per LLP license for the 2014-2019 options

Aggregated annual Average
e . Aggregated . Average annual . .
Quintile grouping average qualifying . allocation using
o e Number of annual . allocation
. Qualifying year/drop | Qualifying | by annual average e landings as a % of total 2019 trawl CV
Options . . . " qualified average percent per
year suboptions licenses |qualifying landings e aggregated annual o sector
LLPs qualifying o qualifying LLP .
(mt) ) average qualifying . apportionment
landings (mt) ) license
landings (mt)
0-250 64 6,255 18% 0.28% 101
250-500 36 13,168 38% 1.06% 378
2014-2019 (no drop) 500-750 9 5,500 16% 1.77% 631
750-1000 6 5,291 15% 2.55% 9N
>1000 4 4311 12% 3.12% 1,113
0-250 60 6,213 16% 0.26% 93
Option 2.2.1 (with C- 250-500 31 11,179 28% 0.91% 325
season) 50%SB/50%QS | 2014-2019 (drop 1) 119 500-750 15 8,803 22% 1.48% 529
blend 750-1000 7 6,211 16% 2.24% 800
>1000 6 7,119 18% 3.00% 1,071
0-250 56 6,200 14% 0.25% 87
250-500 31 11,806 26% 0.84% 301
2014-2019 (drop 2) 500-750 16 9,832 22% 1.36% 485
750-1000 7 6,053 13% 1.91% 682
>1000 9 11,293 25% 2.78% 990
0-250 66 5,921 17% 0.26% 93
250-500 31 11,619 34% 1.09% 387
2014-2019 (no drop) 500-750 10 5,593 16% 1.62% 578
750-1,000 8 7,081 21% 2.56% 914
>1,000 4 4,311 12% 3.12% 1,113
0-250 62 5,746 15% 0.23% 84
Option 2.2.1 (with C- 250-500 26 9,585 24% 0.93% 333
season) 80%SB/20%QS | 2014-2019 (drop 1) 119 500-750 19 11,261 28% 1.50% 535
blend 750-1,000 5 4,828 12% 244% 871
>1,000 7 8,106 21% 2.93% 1,045
0-250 57 5,291 12% 0.21% 73
250-500 25 9,244 20% 0.82% 292
2014-2019 (drop 2) 500-750 20 12,195 27% 1.35% 481
750-1,000 5 3,835 8% 1.70% 605
>1,000 12 14,618 32% 2.70% 961
0-250 68 5,600 16% 0.24% 85
250-500 24 8,854 26% 1.07% 381
2014-2019 (no drop) 500-750 15 8,626 25% 1.67% 594
750-1000 7 6,119 18% 2.53% 903
>1000 5 5,325 15% 3.08% 1,100
0-250 64 5473 14% 0.22% 77
Option 2.2.1 (with C- 250-500 23 8,736 22% 0.96% 343
season) 20%SB/80%QS | 2014-2019 (drop 1) 119 500-750 17 10,053 25% 1.50% 533
blend 750-1000 7 6,069 15% 2.19% 782
>1000 8 9,195 23% 2.91% 1,037
0-250 58 4870 1% 0.19% 66
250-500 21 7,563 17% 0.80% 284
2014-2019 (drop 2) 500-750 21 12,564 28% 1.32% 472
750-1000 8 6,620 15% 1.83% 653
>1000 11 13,565 30% 2.73% 973
Source: AKFIN, July 2021
Table originates from Excel file BSA|_PCOD_LAPP_blend(7-14-21)
SB - 1997 sideboard history; QS - quota share from qualifying years
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Table 2-94 Blended Option 2.2.2 (with C season) total number of qualified licenses, and by quintile group,

the number of qualified LLP licenses, aggregated annual average qualifying landings (mt),

percent of aggregated annual average qualifying landings relative to the total, average annual

allocation percent per qualified LLP license, and average allocation (mt) using 2019 sector

apportionment grouped by quintile of mt per LLP license for the 2009-2019 options

Aggregated annual

Average

L . Aggregated . Average annual . .
Quintile grouping average qualifying . allocation using
. Qualifying year/drop | Qualifying | by annual average Numb.e.r of annual landings as a %of total allocation 2019 trawl CV
Options . . s . qualified average percent per
year suboptions licenses |qualifying landings e aggregated annual . sector
(mt) LLPs qu:allfylng average qualifying qua!lfylng LLP apportionment
landings (mt) h license
landings (mt)
0-250 73 6,798 20% 0.28% 99
250-500 30 10,582 31% 1.05% 374
2009-2019 (no drop) 500-750 1 6,506 19% 1.76% 628
750-1,000 6 5175 15% 2.57% 915
>1,000 4 4,541 14% 3.38% 1,205
0-250 67 5843 16% 0.24% 85
Option 2.2.2 (with C- 250-500 31 10,485 29% 0.93% 331
season) 50%SB/50%QS | 2009-2019 (drop 1) 124 500-750 15 8,860 24% 1.62% 578
blend 750-1000 6 5,349 15% 2.45% 872
>1000 5 5,901 16% 3.24% 1,155
0-250 66 6,110 16% 0.24% 84
250-500 29 10,118 26% 0.89% 316
2009-2019 (drop 2) 500-750 15 8,748 22% 1.48% 529
750-1000 8 7,057 18% 2.24% 799
>1000 6 7,312 19% 3.10% 1,105
0-250 71 5,829 17% 0.24% 87
250-500 31 10,836 32% 1.04% 371
2009-2019 (no drop) 500-750 9 4932 15% 1.63% 582
750-1,000 10 8,467 25% 2.52% 899
>1,000 3 3,537 1% 3.51% 1,251
0-250 68 5,549 15% 0.22% 80
Option 2.2.2 (with C- 250-500 32 11,560 32% 0.99% 354
season) 80%SB/20%QS | 2009-2019 (drop 1) 124 500-750 1 6,391 18% 1.59% 569
blend 750-1,000 9 8,113 22% 2.47% 882
>1,000 4 4,825 13% 3.31% 1,180
0-250 68 6,030 15% 0.23% 80
250-500 29 11,011 28% 0.97% 344
2009-2019 (drop 2) 500-750 14 8,459 21% 1.54% 548
750-1,000 7 6,614 17% 2.40% 856
>1,000 6 7,232 18% 3.06% 1,092
0-250 74 5,357 16% 0.22% 77
250-500 26 9,384 28% 1.07% 383
2009-2019 (no drop) 500-750 12 7,294 22% 1.81% 645
750-1,000 8 6,938 21% 2.58% 920
>1,000 4 4,629 14% 3.44% 1,228
0-250 72 5327 15% 0.20% 72
Option 2.2.2 (with C- 250-500 20 6,629 18% 0.91% 324
season) 20%SB/80%QS | 2009-2019 (drop 1) 124 500-750 18 10,510 29% 1.60% 571
blend 750-1,000 9 7,981 22% 243% 868
>1,000 5 5,990 16% 3.29% 1,172
0-250 71 5574 14% 0.20% 71
250-500 20 7,051 18% 0.90% 320
2009-2019 (drop 2) 500-750 17 10,266 26% 1.53% 547
750-1,000 9 8,024 20% 227% 808
>1,000 7 8,431 21% 3.06% 1,092
Source: AKFIN, July 2021
Table originates from Excel file BSAI_PCOD_LAPP_blend(7-14-21)
SB - 1997 sideboard history; QS - quota share from qualifying years
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Table 2-95 Blended Option 2.2.3 (with C season) total number of qualified licenses, and by quintile group,

the number of qualified LLP licenses, aggregated annual average qualifying landings (mt),

percent of aggregated annual average qualifying landings relative to the total, average annual
allocation percent per qualified LLP license, and average allocation (mt) using 2019 sector
apportionment grouped by quintile of mt per LLP license for the 2004-2019 options

Aggregated annual Average
Quintile grouping Aggregated average qualifying Average alnnual allocation using
. . Number of |  annual A o allocation
Options Qualifying yea.rldrop 9ua||W|ng by a.nnlual averlage qualified average landings as a %of total percent per 2019 trawl CV
year suboptions licenses |qualifying landings e aggregated annual o sector
(mt) LLPs qu?hfylng average qualifying qua!lfylng LLP apportionment
landings (mt) ) license
landings (mt)
0-250 82 7,826 24% 0.29% 105
250-500 27 9,853 30% 1.13% 401
2004-2019 (no drop) 500-750 12 7,772 24% 2.00% 712
750-1,000 4 3432 1% 2.65% 943
>1,000 3 3,551 11% 3.65% 1,301
0-250 76 6,774 20% 0.26% 92
Option 2.2.3 (with C- 250-500 30 10,470 30% 1.01% 362
season) 50%SB/50%QS | 2004-2019 (drop 1) 128 500-750 1 6,744 20% 1.78% 636
blend 750-1,000 8 6,682 19% 243% 866
>1,000 3 3,727 11% 3.61% 1,288
0-250 73 6,434 18% 0.24% 86
250-500 30 10,347 28% 0.95% 338
2004-2019 (drop 2) 500-750 12 7,110 20% 1.63% 581
750-1,000 9 7,595 21% 2.32% 827
>1,000 4 4,899 13% 3.37% 1,200
0-250 78 6,188 19% 0.24% 87
250-500 30 10,872 34% 1.12% 398
2004-2019 (no drop) 500-750 1 6,823 21% 1.91% 682
750-1,000 7 6,068 19% 2.67% 953
>1,000 2 2,483 8% 3.83% 1,365
0-250 76 6,052 18% 0.23% 83
Option 2.2.3 (with C- 250-500 29 10,513 31% 1.05% 376
season) 80%SB/20%QS | 2004-2019 (drop 1) 128 500-750 12 7273 21% 1.76% 628
blend 750-1,000 8 6,950 20% 2.53% 901
>1,000 3 3,608 10% 3.50% 1,247
0-250 75 6,162 17% 0.23% 81
250-500 29 10,910 30% 1.03% 369
2009-2019 (drop 2) 500-750 11 6,638 18% 1.66% 591
750-1,000 9 7,890 22% 241% 859
>1,000 4 4,785 13% 3.29% 1,173
0-250 83 6,568 20% 0.24% 87
250-500 22 8,040 25% 1.13% 402
2004-2019 (no drop) 500-750 15 9,770 30% 2.01% 716
750-1,000 5 4,388 14% 2.711% 965
>1,000 3 3,669 11% 3.77% 1,345
0-250 80 6,213 18% 0.23% 81
Option 2.2.3 (with C- 250-500 24 8,829 26% 1.07% 381
season) 20%SB/80%QS | 2004-2019 (drop 1) 128 500-750 13 8,568 25% 1.92% 683
blend 750-1,000 8 6,940 20% 2.52% 899
>1,000 3 3,846 11% 3.73% 1,329
0-250 80 6,624 18% 0.23% 81
250-500 21 7,845 22% 1.03% 366
2004-2019 (drop 2) 500-750 12 7471 21% 1.71% 611
750-1,000 10 8,421 23% 2.31% 825
>1,000 5 6,017 17% 3.31% 1,180
Source: AKFIN, July 2021
Table originates from Excel file BSAI_ PCOD_LAPP_blend(7-14-21)
SB - 1997 sideboard history; QS - quota share from qualifying years
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One of the effects of blending the 1997 sideboard history with the qualifying catch history from Options
2.2.1 through 2.2.3 is the addition of LLP licenses that would qualify based solely on leasing their
sideboard limits to other AFA vessels. These additional LLP licenses are the result of AFA sideboarded
vessels with 1997 Pacific cod history that focused on pollock instead of continuing to target Pacific cod.
These additional LLP licenses are therefore not included as eligible licenses in Table 2-86, Table 2-87,
and Table 2-88, but are included in Table 2-93, Table 2-94, and Table 2-95 because of their 1997 Pacific
cod fishing activity. The number of additional LLP licenses that would qualify for QS under the blend
option vary depending on the qualifying year option. As noted in Table 2-96, blending Option 2.2.1 with
1997 sideboard history generates 33 additional LLP licenses, blending Option 2.2.2 generates 31
additional LLP licenses, and blending Option 2.2.3 generates 20 additional LLP licenses. As noted in
Table 2-97, crediting 80 percent of 1997 sideboard history when blending with catch history from
qualifying years in Options 2.2.1 through 2.2.3 generates the largest allocation for the additional LLP
licenses. This means that under Option 2.2.1 (2014-2019) for example, a total of 90 LLP licenses would
receive a blended allocation. Of those 90 LLP licenses receiving a blended allocation, 33 LLP licenses
that were added under the blend option would receive 16 percent of the total trawl CV allocation (under a
blend option of 80 percent of sideboard history/20 percent of catch history from qualifying years Options
2.2.1-2.2.3) despite these LLP licenses having no qualifying landings during the 2014 through 2019 catch
history years, while the other 57 LLP licenses receiving a blended allocation, would receive 38 percent of
the total trawl CV allocation (see Table 2-96 for LLP license counts and Table 2-97 for percent of total).
The remaining 29 LLP licenses which are assigned to non-AFA vessels and AFA sideboard exempt
vessels that receive non-blended allocation, would receive the remaining 46 percent of the total trawl CV
allocation.

Table 2-96 Number of qualified LLP licenses grouped by blended and non-blend BSAI Pacific cod
qualifying catch history using 1997 sideboard history and catch history from Options 2.2.1
through 2.2.3

Blended catch history Non-blended catch history
Number of

Totalfnumber Nt.lr_nber of existing LLP Number of § Total LLP
Option of LLP additional LLP licenses that sideboard Number of non+ qualified

licenses with license from ualify under | exempt LLP AFALLP licenses

blended 1997 sideboard 9 . P licenses
i X the non-blend licenses
catch history history .
option

2014-2019 (no drop)
2014-2019 (drop1) 90 33 57 14 15 119
2014-2019 (drop2)

2009-2019 (no drop)
2009-2019 (drop1) 93 31 62 15 16 124
2009-2019 (drop2)

2004-2019 (no drop)
2004-2019 (drop1) 95 20 75 15 18 128
2004-2019 (drop2)

Source: AKFIN, June 2020
Table originates from Excel file BSA|_PCOD_LAPP_blend(6-18-20)
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Table 2-97 Percent of qualifying BSAI Pacific cod catch history grouped by blended and non-blend BSAI
Pacific cod qualifying catch history using 1997 sideboard history and catch history from
Options 2.2.1 through 2.2.3

Blended catch history using 20%SB/80%QS | Blended catch history using 80%SB/20%QS |  Blended catch history using 50%SB/50%QS | Non-blended catch history
%of total catch  %of total for %;fi::;:l ?::Ch %of total for %of total catch  %of total for
O Blended total hi.s?ory for (lexisting LLP- Blended toal addition):;I LLP (lexisting LLP Blended total hi:ts?ory for t.existing LLP %of total for %of total for
ption . additional LLP  licenses that | asa%of ! . licenses that " additional LLP  licenses that
asa%of total| ) licenses from ) asa%oftotal | ) exempt LLP non-AFALLP
cateh history ||censles from  qualify under totafl catch 1997 qualify under catch istory Ilcensles from  qualify under icenses lcenses
1997 .sldeboard the non.-blend history sideboard the non.-blend 1997 §|deboard the non.-blend
history option History option history option
2014-2019 (no drop) 54% 4% 50% 54% 16% 38% 54% 10% 44% 20% 26%
2014-2019 (drop1) 54% 4% 49% 54% 16% 38% 54% 10% 44% 21% 26%
2014-2019 (drop2) 53% 4% 49% 53% 16% 38% 53% 10% 43% 21% 26%
2009-2019 (no drop) 51% 4% 47% 51% 14% 37% 51% 9% 42% 22% 21%
2009-2019 (drop1) 51% 4% 47% 51% 14% 37% 51% 9% 42% 22% 21%
2009-2019 (drop2) 51% 4% 41% 51% 14% 37% 51% 9% 42% 22% 21%
2004-2019 (no drop) 54% 3% 51% 54% 8% 46% 54% 6% 48% 21% 25%
2004-2019 (dropf) 54% 3% 51% 54% 8% 46% 54% 6% 48% 21% 25%
2004-2019 (drop2) 54% 3% 51% 54% 8% 46% 54% 6% 48% 21% 25%

Source: AKFIN, June 2020
Table originates from Excel file BSAI PCOD_LAPP._blend(6-18-20)

2.9.2.3. Reported catch without an LLP license

The PCTC Program proposes allocating QS to valid LLP licenses that were authorized to legally harvest
BSAI Pacific cod from Federal or parallel fisheries during the qualifying years. Reviewing the CAS data
used for this analysis indicates that there were reported catches by CVs that do not have an LLP license
number listed in those data. This section is developed to show the magnitude of the issue and to allow the
Council to provide direction on how these landings should be treated in the analysis and when persons
apply for an initial allocation of QS for their LLP licenses.

Table 2-98 provides a summary of the reported retained catch and number of CVs associated with CAS
data that did not include an LLP license number. Most of the reported retained catch that was not
associated with an LLP license was harvested with the eight Al transferable endorsements assigned to
non-AFA trawl CV less than 60> MLOA LLP licenses (see Section 2.9.2.2.1).

Table 2-98 Reported retained catch by vessels that did not have an LLP license number listed in the CAS

data

Landings/Vessels Al BS BSAI

2004-2019: % of landings 6.62% 0.03% 1.69%
2004-2019: Vessels 24 6 30
2009-2019: % of landings 4.65% ¢ 0.95%
2009-2019: Vessels 14 2 16
2014-2019: % of landings 6.15% c 0.82%
2014-2019: Vessels 8 1 9

Source: AKFIN summary of CAS data

The remaining catch that is not assigned an LLP license number in the CAS data will likely need to be
addressed before initial allocation. Almost all of that catch is reported to have been harvested by vessels
with other LLP licenses that did not have the correct area endorsement, or they reported most of their
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catch in that area in a GHL fishery, but some was listed as the open access fishery. In some cases, it
appears the vessel had an LLP license with the correct area endorsement at some point during the fishing
year and the information needs to be corrected in the CAS data. In other cases, the catch may need to be
reviewed to determine if it should be reclassified as a GHL fishery harvest versus a parallel fishery
harvest. Except for the eight LLP licenses assigned a transferable Al endorsement, any parallel fishery
harvest that was taken when the vessel did not have a valid LLP license on the vessel would not count
toward the qualifying catch history.

2.9.2.4. Element 2.3 — Stacked LLP Licenses

A vessel may be assigned to more than one LLP license that authorize catch by a vessel, commonly
known as “stacking.” While stacking of LLP licenses and the distribution of QS does not apply to most
qualified LLP licenses, it is an important decision point to the individuals and firms that are subject to the
decision. There are a variety of reasons a vessel may be assigned to more than one LLP license. For
example, two LLP licenses could have a suite of different area endorsements that provide the vessel
operator greater flexibility where the vessel can fish.

Element 2.3 includes two options to address assigning QS to stacked LLP licenses at initial allocation
absent an agreement provided by the license holder at the time of application. If an agreement is provided
by the license holder at the time of application, qualifying catch history used to generate QS assigned to
the LLP licenses is based on that agreement. Absent an agreement, Options 2.3.1 and 2.3.2 could be used
to assign QS to eligible LLP licenses.

Option 2.3.1 would divide the qualifying catch history equally between the LLP licenses that authorized
the vessel’s legal landings of targeted BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod during the qualifying years. Under this
option, neither the vessel owner nor the LLP license holder would have the authority to determine how
the qualifying catch history is divided. Qualifying catch history would be divided equally between each
LLP license. If only one of the LLP licenses authorized the catch, then all the qualifying catch history
used to generate QS would be assigned to that LLP license. This method is likely the easiest to implement
because it could be done using only catch data without applications from the vessel owners.

Option 2.3.2 would authorize the owner of the vessel that made the catch to assign the resulting QS to the
eligible LLP licenses. This option would only apply if more than one LLP license authorizes the vessel’s
legal catch in an area. The option gives more power to the vessel owner versus the LLP license holder, in
cases where multiple LLP licenses authorize the vessel’s legal landings in an area, if the ownership of the
LLP license changes, or the LLP license holder was not the owner of the vessel when the landings were
made. To illustrate this dynamic, a vessel owner is the holder of two LLP licenses to which the vessel is
assigned. The vessel owner sells one of the LLP licenses to another firm. When the QS is assigned to an
eligible LLP license, the vessel owner could apply all the qualifying catch history used to generate QS to
the LLP license it still holds. As a result, the buyer of the LLP license would not receive any QS
associated with the LLP license from the time when it was held by previous owner.

In case of multiple LLP licenses on vessel but not multiple area endorsements, the vessel’s area specific
qualifying catch history used to generate QS will be attributed according to the LLP license’s area
endorsement that authorized that vessel’s qualifying catch activity. In other words, BS qualifying catch
history will be used to assign QS to the LLP license with the BS endorsement and Al qualifying catch
history will be used to assign QS to the LLP license with the Al endorsement. For example, a vessel that
is assigned two LLP licenses, one with a BS only endorsement and the other with both a BS and an Al
endorsement, absent an agreement provided by the license holder at the time of application, the Al
qualifying catch would generate QS to be assigned to the Al endorsed LLP license since there is only one
LLP license assigned to the vessel with an Al endorsement that authorized that catch at the time of
harvest. For BS qualifying catch, absent the Council selecting Option 2.3.2, the qualifying catch would be
divided equally to assign QS to the two LLP licenses since both licenses have a BS endorsement that
authorized that catch at the time of harvest.
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Table 2-99 provides a list of trawl CVs with multiple LLP licenses by area endorsement. In all three
qualifying year options, the number of trawl CVs with multiple LLP licenses is the same, 9 trawl CVs
with 21 LLP licenses that accounts for approximately 22 percent of BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV
allocation. Of those 21 LLP licenses, 20 are endorsed for the BS, while 10 are endorsed for the Al. Of the
nine vessels with multiple LLP licenses, there is at least one vessel where the vessel’s qualifying catch
history in one area would generate QS to be attached to an LLP license that is owned by someone other
than the vessel owner.

Table 2-99 Trawl CVs with multiple LLP licenses by area endorsement

Vessel Total LLP licenses BS trawl endorsements Al trawl endorsement
on vessel No Yes No Yes

1 4 4 5
2 3 3 1
3 2 1 1 5
4 2 2
5 2 2
6 2 2 5
7 2 2 1 1
8 2 2 2
9 2 2 5

Source: AKFIN, April 2020
Table orginates from Excel file BSAI_PCOD_Stacked(4-8-20)

If the Council were to select a blend option (Option 2.2.4) to allocate QS and there were multiple LLP
licenses authorizing the AFA vessel to fish at the time of implementation that had 1997 BSAI Pacific cod
sideboard history, assigning QS to an LLP license would require a different approach than above since the
LLP licenses were not attached to the vessel at the time of 1997 Pacific cod landing. Instead, the owner of
the vessel at the time implementation would assign the QS that was derived from the 1997 sideboard
history to their choice of LLP license that has a trawl BS and/or Al endorsement that authorizes the AFA
vessel to fish at the time implementation. In those cases, where not all the LLP licenses authorizing the
AFA vessel to fish at the time of implementation has a trawl BS or Al endorsement, the QS

would only be assigned to the LLP license(s) that authorize the use of trawl gear in one or both areas.

2.9.2.5. Element 2.4 — Issuance of Annual Quota

The Council included Element 2.4 to provide direction that each cooperative will be issued CQ based on
its aggregate QS attached to LLP licenses that are assigned to the cooperative by the LLP license holder.
The cooperatives would be required to ensure they do not exceed the annual allocation limits for the
BSAI and do not exceed the seasonal limits which are 74 percent for the A-season, 11 percent for the B-
season, and 15 percent for the C-season.

Any changes to the existing seasonal limits would require a consultation under section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA). The existing seasonal limits are protection measures to mitigate impacts
of the Pacific cod fishery on Steller sea lions. Any changes, including variations in the season limits,
would trigger consultation.

Cooperative management provides the greatest level of flexibility for the participants to efficiently
manage their annual quota within the seasonal and area constraints. NMFS’s recommendation would be
to annually issue CQ by season as a tool to monitor that the seasonal limits are followed and can be
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effectively enforced. NMFS would issue the CQ and rely on cooperative management agreements to
ensure the seasonal limits are not exceeded. Rollovers from the season may occur, but individual issuance
of the seasons would limit the fleet’s potential to fish their CQ entirely in one season. For example, if CQ
was issued as an aggregate, a cooperative could transfer CQ to another cooperative and it would be
difficult to determine when that cooperative would harvest it. Ultimately, it would be difficult to rely
solely on cooperative management of the seasonal limits without the ability to enforce the limits.

In terms of implementing Element 2.8.2.6, NMFS would follow a process similar to AFA, by distributing
CQ on an annual basis. However, NMFS would issue A season quota, and then B season quota separately
to reduce any concerns about catching all quota into A season, impacting SSL protection measures in
place. This is more of a concern for the PCTC Program due to the unknown number of cooperatives in
this program. Cooperatives would be prohibited from exceeding a seasonal allowance of Pacific cod.
Since unharvested A season Pacific cod rolls over to B season, A season CQ could be fished from January
20 until June 10, and any A season rollovers and B season CQ could be fished from April 1 until June 10.
Participants of a catch share program should be aware that if the non-CDQ TAC for Pacific cod is reached
in the BS or Al, NMFS will prohibit directed fishing for Pacific cod in that area for all non-CDQ sectors.
Any unfished CQ would need to be fished in the area that remains open to Pacific cod directed fishing.

Steller sea lions and Pacific cod seasonal limits

During the October 2019 meeting, the Council requested that the analysis included the potential impacts
of adjusting seasonal harvest percentages for the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV sector fishery on Steller sea
lions (SSL). Currently, the proposed action for the PCTC Program would leave in place the existing trawl
CV seasonal limits, which are 74 percent for the A-season, 11 percent for the B-season, and 15 percent
for the C-season. Any adjustments to these percentage amounts via this action or a trailing amendment
would require consideration of SSL protection measures. Table 5 to 50 CFR 679 outlines SSL protection
areas in the Pacific cod fishery. For further information concerning the effects of this action on SSL and
other marine mammals, see Section 3.5.

In general, adequate prey availability for SSL is especially important in early winter, a sensitive period for
SSL foraging, particularly around rookeries and major haul outs. If adjustments in the seasonal dates or
harvest percentages combined with the development of the PCTC Program results in no change in
temporal fishing patterns relative to the status quo, there would likely be no effect to the prey availability
to SSL, and thus no effect to SSL. If adjusting the seasonal dates or harvest percentages combined with
development of the PCTC Program resulted in a shift in harvest that decreased prey availability to SSL, it
could result in an adverse effect to the SSL in the BSAI If adjusting the seasonal harvest percentages
combined with the PCTC Program resulted in greater harvest effort in the winter cod fishery, especially
early winter, a higher potential for greater adverse effect on SSL could exist. Further, the larger the
adjustment of seasonal harvest percentages, the greater the potential for a larger negative effect on SSL,
especially if the harvest continued at a greater rate than status quo into early winter. For further
information on this issue, see Section 3.5.

The intent of the existing SSL protection measures is also to maintain spatial dispersion of the fishery to
avoid negatively affecting prey availability to SSL. Therefore, effects of the adjusting seasonal dates or
harvest percentages on spatial dispersion of the fishery would follow a similar trajectory of impact on
SSL as would the effects on temporal dispersion. If the adjustment of seasonal harvest percentages
combined with development of the PCTC Program caused a greater spatial harvest concentration relative
to the status quo, the potential exists for adverse effects to SSL, particularly closer to critical habitat and
areas closed for SSL protection.
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The PCTC Program is expected to lengthen the fishery, making it comparable to the years before 2017.
From 2017 to 2020, the length of the A-season Pacific cod fishery has steadily compressed due primarily
to significantly lower BSAI and GOA Pacific cod TACs and increased effort and catch rates in the
fishery. The proposed cooperative structure is expected to provide the fleet the opportunity to slow the
pace of the fishery and spread harvest efforts over a longer period, relative to 2017 through 2020.

However, the fleet would still be expected to harvest most of the A season allocation when the Pacific cod
are aggregated to reduce cost and increase efficiency. The timing of the Pacific cod spawning
aggregations and higher halibut PSC rates before mid-February would continue to be a primary
determinant of when the fishery takes place. However, some changes to spatial dispersion of harvest
related to the development of the PCTC Program would be expected. For example, Element 6 would
require the cooperatives to reserve a portion of their annual Pacific cod quota for delivery to Al
shoreplants. Assuming that most of the Pacific cod quota reserved for delivery to Al shoreplants would be
harvested in the Al, Element 6 could change spatial dispersion between the Al and BS relative to
historical patterns. In addition, CVs would continue to fish where the Pacific cod aggregations occur.
Those aggregations and areas that result in lower rates of halibut PSC are anticipated to be primary
determinants of where the fishery would take place in the BS and the Al. Nevertheless, adjusting seasonal
dates or harvest percentages, whether or not combined with these anticipated temporal and spatial
changes of the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV fishery, would require a consultation under section 7 of the
ESA. Maintaining existing management tools, such as seasonal limits and monitoring of transfers,
reallocations, and rollovers, would reduce any increased risks to SSL.

2.9.2.6. Element 2.5 — Cooperatives for A and B season only

Element 2.5 provides an option to only allocate A season and B season sector apportionment (after
deduction of the ICAs) to cooperatives as CQ leaving the 15 percent C season apportionment as a limited
access trawl CV fishery for any vessel assigned to an eligible groundfish LLP license with applicable area
endorsements. The C season limited access trawl CV fishery will be managed as it is currently by NMFS,
including management of incidental catches of Pacific cod in other directed fisheries. Remaining C
season sector apportionments, A season and B season ICAs that NMFS projects to go unused, and any
remaining CQ after the B season are subject to reallocation to other sectors under current reallocation
rules.

Under Element 2.5, eligible LLP licenses must be assigned to a cooperative to receive annual A season
and B season CQ. Annual cooperative allocations attributable to each qualified LLP license will be that
LLP license’s proportional share of the total qualifying Pacific cod A season and B season history. Based
on the language in Element 2.5, C season catch history is excluded in calculating qualified LLP license’s
proportional share of the total qualifying Pacific cod history.

Allocations of Pacific cod to the fishery sectors are apportioned by seasons. The trawl CV sector
allocation is apportioned among three seasons. In the BSAI, directed fishing for Pacific cod by trawl CVs
is authorized only during the following three seasons that correspond to the A season, B season, and C
season portions of the year.

e A season runs from January 20 — April 1 and is allocated 74 percent of the sector allocation.
e B season runs from April 1 —June 10 and is allocated 11 percent of the sector allocation.
e (C season runs from June 10 — November 1 and is allocated 15 percent of the sector allocation.

Table 2-172 shows that about 89 percent of the BSAI Pacific cod catch for the trawl CV sector was taken
in the A season from 2004 through 2020. On an annual basis, the catch ranged from 100 percent in 2020
to about 82 percent in 2018, which indicates that majority of the catch is always in the A season. Catch in
the B season averages 9.6 percent of the BSAI Pacific cod catch from 2004 through April 10, 2000, while
catch in the C season averaged 1.9 percent during the same period.
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As noted in Table 2-86, Table 2-87, Table 2-88, allocating only A season and B season BSAI Pacific cod
to qualified LLP licenses relative to allocating all three seasons results in one less eligible LLP license
under Option 2.2.1 (2014-2019) and Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019). In other words, one LLP license was
assigned to a vessel that fished only the BSAI Pacific cod C season during the qualifying years for Option
2.2.1 (2014-2019) and Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019), and therefore that one LLP license would not qualify
under these two qualifying year options. In addition, excluding C season catch history when calculating
total qualifying history would change some LLP licenses share of QS since they were used on trawl CVs
that targeted BSAI Pacific cod during the C season. Since this option does not include C season history in
the cooperative program, those LLP licenses with C season catch history would see a reduction in their
QS relative to the option that includes all three seasons in the qualifying history. As noted in Table 2-100,
the number of affected LLP licenses ranges from a low of 13 under Option 2.2.1 (2014-2019) with no
drop years to a high of 33 under Option 2.2.3 (2004-2019) drop one year or drop two years. Most of the
LLP licenses affected when C season is excluded from average annual qualifying landings would see a
decline of less than 10 mt of qualifying catch per LLP license, which is less than 0.01 percent of their
total allocation. Significantly fewer LLP licenses would see a decline greater than 50 mt of average
annual qualifying landings if C season were excluded, which is less than one percent of their total
allocation for most of these LLP licenses.

Table 2-100 Number of qualified LLP licenses that would receive reduced average annual qualifying landings
when BSAI Pacific cod C season is excluded

Difference in average annual 2014-2019 2009-2019 2004-2019
qualifying landings No drop | Drop1 | Drop2 | Nodrop | Drop1 Drop 2 No drop | Drop1 Drop 2
<10 mt difference 8 7 8 13 13 13 20 21 19
10 mt < and £ 50 mt difference * * 4 5 4 4 7 7 9
> 50 mt difference * * 3 3 4 4 5 5 5
Total LLP licenses 13 14 15 21 21 21 32 33 33

Source: AKFIN, December 2019
Table originates from Excel file BSA|_PCOD_LAPP_Option1(12-19-19)-1, BSA|_PCOD_LAPP_Option2(12-19-19), BSAI_PCOD_LAPP_Option3(12-19-19)

* Denotes confidential data

2.9.2.7. Element 2.6 — Management of groundfish species not allocated

Since allocations of BSAI Pacific cod to eligible LLP licenses are specific to targeted Pacific cod and not
incidentally caught Pacific cod, Element 2.6 clarifies that groundfish catch in the Pacific cod fishery will
rely on traditional management tools like an ICA and MRAs. For groundfish species not allocated under
the PCTC, MRAs would continue to be used to limit the catch of those species in the directed Pacific cod
fishery. For incidental catch of Pacific cod, NMFS would establish an ICA that would be deducted before
CQ distribution to cooperatives. The ICA amount would be based on the Pacific cod incidental catch rates
in non-Pacific cod BSAI trawl CV fisheries, TACs of Pacific cod and other groundfish fisheries, and
whether an ICA established in the harvest specifications or an inseason ICA. The amount of the ICA will
be determined on an annual basis and established as an amount of Pacific cod in metric tons. Setting the
ICA in metric tons annually provides inseason management the flexibility to adjust the ICA based on the
changes in BSAI groundfish TACs and expected incidental catch rates in trawl CV fisheries. For more
information on ICA management of Pacific cod for the trawl CV sector, see Section 2.8.2.

In addition to an ICA, the current MRA amounts in the targeted Pacific cod fishery will provide
management control of other groundfish. MRA regulations at 50 CFR §679.20(¢) establish the calculation
method and set individual MRAs for groundfish species, when directed fishing for that species is closed.
The MRA is calculated as a percentage of the retained amount of a species closed to directed fishing,
relative to the retained amount of basis species or basis species groups open for directed fishing. All MRA
accounting is computed based on round weight equivalent. Amounts that are caught in excess of the MRA
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percentage must be discarded. It is a prohibited to exceed the maximum retainable amount for groundfish
established under §679.20(e).

MRAs are the primary tool NMFS uses to regulate the catch of species closed to directed fishing. NMFS
closes directed fishing to avoid reaching a TAC (typically established for conservation reasons), reaching
an amount or percentage of groundfish TAC included in the annual harvest specifications for a gear and
species or species group, or when a directed fishery has attained a prohibited species catch limit (e.g.,
halibut PSC limits). When NMFS prohibits directed fishing for a groundfish species, retention of
incidental catch of that species is allowed up to an MRA calculated amount.

The MRA tables for both BSAI and GOA (Tables 10 and 11 to 50 CFR part §679) are provided in
Appendix 7.2 of this document. These tables show retainable proportions of incidental catch species,
relative to basis species open to directed fishing. The MRA table is a matrix of proportions representing a
range of rates of expected or accepted incidental catch of species closed to directed fishing, relative to
target species. As a management tool, MRAs rely on the ability of the vessel operator to selectively catch
groundfish species. The species open for directed fishing are called the basis species in the MRA
regulations. Groundfish species not open for a directed fishing are the incidental catch species. The MRA
percentages are intended to slow the rate of harvest of a species when insufficient TAC amounts are
available to support a directed fishing.

One change may occur to current management measures for non-allocated species. That change is
imposing harvest limits for GOA species on LLP licenses assigned PCTC Program QS and the vessels
that made those landings of targeted BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod. Element 4 (Section 2.9.4) in this
document discusses the issue of limiting the LLP licenses and the vessels they are/were assigned Pacific
cod QS when harvesting in GOA fisheries. This element is not intended to supersede other current
regulations for LLP licenses not allocated QS under the PCTC Program. Element 2.6 is simply intended
to state that harvests by vessels and LLP licenses outside the trawl CV sector will continue to be managed
as open access, cooperatives, or IFQ fisheries, based on the regulations currently in place for those
fisheries.

2.9.2.8. Element 2.7 - Removing AFA BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod sideboard limit

To reduce sideboard limit complexity and eliminate regulations that no longer accomplish what they were
intended for, the Council is proposing to remove the BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limits for AFA non-
exempt trawl CVs. This element would remove BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limits for AFA non-exempt
trawl CVs at 50 CFR 679.64(b)(3)(ii) upon implementation of the PCTC Program. As part of the AFA
program, BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limits for the AFA non-exempt trawl CVs were utilized to limit the
competitive advantage AFA non-exempt trawl CV participants received from the AFA program relative
to non-AFA trawl CVs and AFA BSAI Pacific cod exempt trawl CVs also participating in the BSAI
Pacific cod fishery. The BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limit for AFA non-exempt trawl CVs is 86.09
percent of the seasonal allocations of BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod. If the PCTC program allocates all three
seasons of BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod to cooperatives, all the trawl CV sector allocation of 22.1 percent
would be issued as CQ to cooperatives after deduction of a trawl CV ICA, and therefore BSAI Pacific cod
sideboard limits for AFA non-exempt trawl CVs would not be necessary.

If Element 2.5 is selected, only A and B season BSAI Pacific cod CQ would be allocated to cooperatives
and leaving the C season as a trawl CV limited access fishery. Since the C season would be managed as a
trawl CV limited access fishery, the Council may want to maintain the existing C season BSAI Pacific
cod sideboard limits for AFA non-exempt trawl CVs. Maintaining the existing C season sideboard limit
would ensure that AFA non-exempt trawl CVs do not use their competitive advantage under the AFA
Program in a C season trawl CV limited access Pacific cod fishery relative to the non-AFA trawl CVs and
the AFA sideboard exempt trawl CVs. As noted in Table 2-101, the C season (June 10 to November 1)
BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limit for AFA non-exempt CVs for 2021 is 3,190 mt.
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Table 2-101 BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limit by season for AFA non-exempt trawl CVs for 2021 and 2022

Ratio of 1995-1997 2021 AFA catcher 2022 AFA catcher
Fishery by area/gear/season AFACV catchto |2021 initial TAC| vessel sideboard 2022 initial TAC | vessel sideboard
1995-1997 TAC limits limits
BSAI n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Trawl gear CV n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Jan 20-Apr 1 0.8609 18,281 15,738 15,896 13,685
Apr 1-Jun 10 0.8609 2,717 2,339 2,363 2,034
Jun 10-Nov 1 0.8609 3,706 3,190 3,222 2,774

Historically the trawl CV sector on average harvested only 9 percent of the C season Pacific cod
allocation from 2004 through 2019. Amongst the trawl CVs that target C season BSAI Pacific cod, there
are generally one to two AFA non-exempt vessels and one to five non-AFA and AFA exempt trawl CVs
operating most years from 2004 through 2019. Given the limited number of trawl CVs participating in the
C season BSAI Pacific cod fishery, a table showing catch data was not provided since nearly all the catch
data is confidential.

In addition to the BSAI Pacific cod sideboard limits for the AFA non-exempt trawl CVs, these same
vessels are also restricted by BSAI halibut and crab PSC sideboard limits established at the onset of the
AFA Program. For halibut PSC, the AFA non-exempt trawl CV sideboard limit for the BSAI Pacific cod
fishery is 887 mt (see Table 22 in 85 FR 13573, March 9, 2020). Since the existing BSAI halibut PSC
sideboard limit for the BSAI Pacific cod target fishery is larger than the existing 710 mt halibut PSC limit
for all the TLAS even before apportioning at the fishery level (See Section 2.8.3.1), the halibut PSC
sideboard limit does not constrain the AFA non-exempt trawl CVs in the Pacific cod fishery. The Council
may want to consider, as part of the PCTC Program, removing from regulations the existing AFA non-
exempt trawl CVs BSAI halibut PSC sideboard limit for the Pacific cod fishery at 50 CFR
§679.64(b)(4)(1). For crab PSC, AFA trawl CV sideboard limits are not apportioned at target species level
(see Table 22 in 85 FR 13573, March 9, 2020), and removing these sideboard limits from regulations is
not recommended.

2.9.3.

Element 3 would apportion halibut and crab PSC limits for the BSAI TLAS Pacific cod fishery to PCTC
Program cooperatives. Specifically, the halibut PSC limit would be divided between the trawl CV and
AFA C/P sectors based on historical use during the qualifying years selected in Element 2, with the trawl
CV portion being available for the PCTC Program (Option 3.2). Crab PSC limits would be based on the
proportion of BSAI Pacific cod allocated to the trawl CV sector and the AFA C/P sector. The Council has
included an option to leave crab PSC limits at the TLAS level (Option 3.1). Element 3 also includes a
reduction in halibut and crab PSC limits apportioned to the BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod sector between 10
percent and 35 percent for halibut (Suboption 3.3.1) and 10 percent to 45 percent for crab species. Any
halibut and crab PSC limit reduction would not apply to the AFA C/P Pacific cod sector or other TLAS
fisheries. Note that since PSC limit reductions apply specifically to the BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod sector,
the crab PSC limit reduction could not be applied to the trawl CV sector under Option 3.1 since crab PSC
limits are at the combined trawl CV and AFA C/P level for the Pacific cod fishery.

The Council’s PA is shown in bold below.

Element 3 — Prohibited Species Catch Limits

The annual crab and halibut PSC available to the BSAI trawl catcher vessel Pacific cod sector will
be as follows:

Option 3.1: Crab PSC limits will be maintained at the BSAI trawl limited access sector level.
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Option 3.2: Establish separate PSC limits for the BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod sector. Halibut
PSC limit will be apportioned based on historical use (using qualifying years selected under
Element 2) between the trawl CV sector and the AFA catcher processor (C/P) sector. Crab PSC
limits will be apportioned based on the proportion of BSAI Pacific cod allocated to the trawl
CYV sector and the AFA C/P sector.

Option 3.3: Reduce PSC limit to BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod sector.
Suboption 3.3.1: Reduce halibut PSC limit by 10%; 25%; 35%.
Suboption 3.3.2: Reduce crab PSC limits by: 10%; 25%; 35%; 45%.

Red king crab Zone 1: (80% reduction from 2019 limit)
C. opilio Bycatch Limitation Zone: (69% reduction from 2019 limit)
C. bairdi Zone 1 and Zone 2: (48% reduction from 2019 limit)

Suboption 3.3.3: Phase in halibut PSC limit reduction over 3 years or 2 years®*. One third or
one half*s of the total halibut PSC limit reduction is implemented each year.

Option 3.4: If Element 2.5 is selected, establish separate C season halibut and crab PSC
apportionments (5%-15%) before applying PSC limit reductions for the PCTC program.

Each cooperative will receive annual CQ of Pacific cod and apportionments of PSC limits based on
members’ qualifying catch histories (and processing histories, if applicable) to be harvested in
accordance with the harvest cooperative agreement. The sector’s PSC limits will be apportioned to
cooperatives in proportion to its initial Pacific cod CQ apportionment and will be monitored at the
cooperative level, resulting in a prohibition on directed fishing for Pacific cod (halibut PSC limit) or
a prohibition on directed fishing for Pacific cod in a specified area (crab PSC limits) by that
cooperative if the cooperative PSC limit apportionment is reached. PSC limits are transferable
between cooperatives based on the same rules established for Pacific cod CQ.

2.9.3.1. Current halibut and crab PSC TLAS apportionment and PSC

Currently, 50 CFR §679.21(b)(2) and (e)(5) authorizes NMFS, based on Council recommendations, to
establish seasonal apportionments of halibut and crab PSC limits for the BSAI TLAS fisheries to
maximize the ability of the fleet to harvest the available groundfish TAC and to minimize PSC. The
factors considered annually are (1) seasonal distribution of prohibited species, (2) seasonal distribution of
target groundfish species relative to prohibited species distribution, (3) PSC needs on a seasonal basis
relevant to prohibited species biomass and expected catches of target groundfish species, (4) expected
variations in PSC rates throughout the year, (5) expected changes in directed groundfish fishing seasons,
(6) expected start of fishing effort, and (7) economic effects of establishing seasonal prohibited species
apportionments on segments of the target groundfish industry. Based on these criteria, the Council
recommends, and NMFS approves the seasonal PSC limit apportionments to maximize harvest among
fisheries and seasons while minimizing PSC.

Effective May 27, 2016, Amendment 111 to the BSAI FMP reduced the halibut PSC limits in the BSAI
groundfish fisheries. The FMP amendment set the annual halibut PSC limit for the BSAI at 3,515 mt, a 21
percent reduction from the previous limit (50 CFR §679.21(b)(1)). That halibut PSC limit is further
allocated to the following BSALI fishing sectors based on regulations in (50 CFR §679.21(b)(1)).

315 mt (9.0 percent) as the PSQ reserve for use by the groundfish CDQ program,
1,745 mt (49.6 percent) for the Amendment 80 sector,

94 Council added 2 years as its preferred alternative. The addition of 2 years is within the scope of the analysis.
95 Council added one half as its preferred alternative. The addition of one half is within the scope of the analysis.
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745 mt (21.2 percent) for the BSAI TLAS, and
710 mt (20.2 percent) for the BSAI non-trawl sector.

The halibut PSC limits assigned to the BSAI TLAS, which is composed of the trawl CV sector and the
AFA C/P sector, is further divided by fishery, with 391 mt (52.5 percent) of the sector limit designated for
use in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery (see Table 2-102). The apportionment of the BSAI TLAS halibut PSC
limit between the different fisheries is determined during the harvest specification process. The halibut
PSC limit for the trawl BSAI TLAS is an annual limit that is not apportioned by season.

Table 2-102 Final 2020 halibut PSC allowance (mt) for the BSAI TLAS

BSAI trawl limited access fisheries Halibut (mt)
Yellowfin sole 150
Rockfish (April 15-Dec 31) 4
Pacific cod 391
Pollock/Atka mackerel/other species 200

Source: Annual specifications (2020)

In addition to the halibut PSC limits for the TLAS, both AFA CVs and AFA C/Ps, sectors that share the
TLAS PSC limits, also had PSC sideboard limits established by the AFA Program. Those PSC sideboard
limits, are based on the percentage of PSC limits used from 1995 through 1997 for AFA C/Ps and the
percentage of PSC limits used in 1997 for the AFA CVs. Specifically, for the halibut PSC limit, the AFA
trawl CV sideboard limit in the BSAI Pacific cod target fishery is capped at 887 mt and the AFA C/P
limit is capped at 286 mt (Table 40 to 50 CFR part 679). For crab PSC, sideboard limits are not
apportioned at target species level. Prior to the implementation of Amendment 80 in 2008, halibut and
crab PSC limits were apportioned to all BSAI trawl fisheries by target fishery categories, and PSC
sideboards were calculated using a historical ratio. After the implementation of Amendment 80, PSC
limits for BSAI trawl fisheries were apportioned between the Amendment 80 fleet and TLAS fleet while
still maintaining the calculation for PSC sideboards based on a historical ratio. As a result, the TLAS
halibut PSC limit for the Pacific cod target fishery is smaller than the AFA CV sideboard PSC limit,
meaning that the AFA CV sideboard limit is no longer constraining.

To minimize halibut PSC, both the trawl CV and AFA C/Ps work closely with NMFS and cooperatively
manage their halibut PSC limit. The AFA CVs cooperatives utilize a Catcher Vessel Intercooperative
Agreement that requires all vessels in the BS Pacific cod fishery to use halibut excluder devices, use a
codend (the detachable end of the trawl net where catch accumulates) with a mesh size no smaller than 7
inches, and not fish at night when halibut PSC is higher. The agreement also includes allocation,
monitoring, and compliance of the BSAI sideboard limits and PSC limits.

An indication of effort to reduce halibut PSC by the trawl CV sector is the declining trend in the sector’s
halibut PSC rate in the BSAI Pacific cod target fishery. Table 2-103 and Figure 2-6 provide annual PSC
rates for halibut PSC for the sector from 2004 through July 28, 2021. The PSC rate is in kilograms of
halibut PSC per ton of groundfish in the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV target fishery. As seen in Figure 2-6,
the annual PSC rates have trended down from a high of 16.12 in 2005 to a low of 2.54 kilograms of
halibut PSC per ton of groundfish in 2021. As indicated by the declining halibut PSC rate, the trawl CV
sector has increased their halibut avoidance measures to reduce halibut PSC over the years. In general, the
fleet has refrained from fishing for Pacific cod at night when halibut PSC is historically higher. The fleet
has also used gear modifications that allow some halibut to escape the trawl nets. Recently the fleet has
also organized voluntary stand downs during periods of high halibut PSC rates such as the one organized
in 2020. In 2021, the trawl CV sector agreed to operate as voluntary cooperative for the year to
coordinator deliveries of Pacific cod to processors to accommodate COVID-19 pandemic-related closures
and to assist in reducing halibut PSC in the Pacific cod fishery. This resulted in a low halibut PSC for the
sector in the Pacific cod fishery for 2021 of 50 mt and the lowest halibut PSC rate since 2004. Overall, as
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seen in the lower halibut PSC rates over the years, the efforts to reduce halibut PSC by the fleet have been
successful.

Table 2-103 Historical halibut PSC rate and average halibut PSC rate of PSC for BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV
target fishery from 2004 through 2021

2004-2019 average
2004| 2005 | 2006 | 2007 [2008|2009|2010(2011|2012)|2013|2014(2015(2016]|2017|2018 | 2019 |2020(2021 PSC rate*

9.7616.12|14.97|10.83| 8.17 [ 5.96 | 8.61|5.83|8.99|6.74 | 6.18 [ 6.96 | 6.61 | 5.26 | 5.08 | 10.52| 5.16 | 2.54 8.18
Source: PSC_Rates(7-28-21)

*Rate is kilograms of mortality per ton of groundfish

Figure 2-6 Annual halibut PSC rate along the trend of annual halibut PSC rate
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Table 2-104 provides the halibut PSC limit apportioned to the BSAI Pacific cod fishery for to all trawl
vessels before 2008 and apportioned to the TLAS from 2008 through 2021. Also provided in the table is
halibut PSC by trawl sector in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery from 2004 through 2021. Using the average
of the annual data reported in Table 2-104, the trawl CV sector accounted for 97 percent of the halibut
PSC by the trawl CV and AFA C/P sectors in the BSAI Pacific cod target fishery from 2004 through
2020, while the AFA C/P sector accounted for 3 percent of the halibut PSC. As noted above, the
unusually low halibut PSC for the trawl CV sector in 2020 and 2021 BSAI Pacific cod fishery is due in
part to lower Pacific cod allocations, the sector seeking to reduce halibut PSC, and impacts from the
COVID-19 pandemic allowing the sector to operate under a voluntary catch sharing program. In 2020, the
sector fished January 20 and 21 before organizing a sector wide stand down until February 9 due to high
halibut PSC rates in the fishery. The voluntary stand down combined with the lower Pacific cod
allocations likely resulted in the reduced halibut PSC of 140 mt for the 2020 fishing season. In 2021, the
sector had already planned on a voluntary stand down until mid-February to avoid high halibut PSC rates
that commonly occur during the late January and early February Pacific cod fishery, but due to impacts
from the COVID-19 pandemic that resulted in several shoreplant closures, the sector opted also for a
voluntary catch share plan. The combination of low Pacific cod allocations, a mid-February start date for
fishing, and the voluntary catch share plan resulted in reduced halibut PSC to 50 mt in 2021 A and B
season for the trawl CV sector.
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Table 2-104 BSAI TLAS halibut PSC limit and reported halibut PSC by trawl CV and AFA trawl C/P sectors in
the non-CDQ BSAI Pacific cod target fishery from 2004 through 2021 A and B season

Percent of total halibut utilized in
o | s Roprtoa bt moraty ()
sectors
TrawlCV  AFAtrawlC/P  Total Total percent utilized| Trawl CV AFA trawl C/P
2004 1434 443 12 455 32% 97% 3%
2005 1434 596 54 650 45% 92% 8%
2006 1434 586 34 620 43% 95% 5%
2007 1334 427 25 452 34% 94% 6%
2008 585 291 2 293 50% 99% 1%
2009 508 181 2 183 36% 99% 1%
2010 453 255 1 256 57% 99% 1%
2011 453 238 2 239 53% 99% 1%
2012 453 429 0 429 95% 100% 0%
2013 453 309 1 310 68% 100% 0%
2014 453 281 8 289 64% 97% 3%
2015 453 236 4 240 53% 98% 2%
2016 391 294 10 304 78% 97% 3%
2017 391 221 17 238 61% 93% 7%
2018 391 205 10 214 55% 95% 5%
2019 391 352 9 361 92% 98% 2%
2020 391 140 3 143 37% 98% 2%
2021 300 50 A n/a n/a n/a n/a

Source: NMFS for PSC limits. AFA C/P - Pollock Conservation Cooperative Reports; Traw | CV - AKFIN, April 2020, Sector_PSC 6-29-21)2
*Prior to 2008, halibut PSC limit w as apportioned to all traw | vessels.

"Pollock Conservation Cooperative Report for 2021 not yet available

Crab PSC limits includes red king crab (Zone 1), C. opilio (COBLZ), and C. bairdi (Zone 1 and Zone 2),
that are specified annually based on abundance and spawning biomass and are established by regulation
for the CDQ Program, Amendment 80 Program, and the BSAI TLAS, which is composed of the trawl CV
and the AFA C/P sectors (679.21(e)(3)(iv)). Figure 2-7 and Figure 2-8 provide maps of Zones 1 and 2
Bristol Bay red king crab and Eastern Bering Sea tanner crab savings areas and the COBLZ. Like halibut,
crab PSC limits are further apportioned by trawl fishery categories during the harvest specification
process. Of the BSAI TLAS crab PSC limits, the yellowfin sole fishery receives the largest portion of the
crab PSC limits followed by the Pacific cod fishery. If a specific crab PSC limit is reached by the BSAI
TLAS in any trawl fishery category, the TLAS vessels subject to the limit would be required to move out
of the applicable crab savings area when directed fishing in a fishery subject to that PSC limit.

Both AFA CV and AFA C/P sectors are also restricted by AFA crab PSC sideboard limits. The AFA CV
crab PSC sideboard limits, which are not apportioned at the trawl fishery category, are established as 29.9
percent for red king crab Zone 1, 16.8 percent of the C. opilio in the COBLZ, 33 percent of the C. bairdi
in Zone 1, and 18.6 percent of the Zone 2 C. bairdi each year. The AFA C/Ps crab sideboard limits, which
are also not apportioned at the trawl fishery category level, are 0.7 percent for red king crab Zone 1, 15.3
percent of the C. opilio in the COBLZ, 14 percent of the C. bairdi in Zone 1, and 5 percent of the Zone 2
C. bairdi.
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Figure 2-7 Zone 1 and 2 area for closures (red king crab and EBS Tanner crab)
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Figure 2-8 C. opilio Bycatch Limitation Zone (COBLZ)

170°00°E , 17500E 180°00W 175°00"W. 170°0°0"W
I 1

Snow Crab Bycatch Limitation Zone
S
A
g < RO *
4 - TG
B . \\‘a‘ N
\ f
™ | AL
‘ \‘,_¥_ p e
“
-
Snow Crab Bycatch Limitation Zone
e O
= Bering Sea
E] \ ‘s g P
3 . A _J"}:ﬂ‘ .---‘:,!J
Aleutian Islands
Gulf of Alaska
.
N
180 ('J'D‘W - 175 6‘0"W 170 ‘6'U'W T 165 ‘{')‘U"\N - 160 i'JU W

Table 2-105, Table 2-106, Table 2-107, and Table 2-108 provides the annual crab PSC allowances
(animals), PSC (animals), and the percent of allowance utilized for the BSAI Pacific cod TLAS for both
the trawl CV sector and the AFA C/P sector.

CAS generated crab PSC by species for the AFA C/P sector in the targeted BSAI Pacific cod fishery
could not be provided since the number of AFA C/Ps participating in that fishery was less than three for
all years except 2007 and 2012. However, the Pollock Conservation Cooperative reports provide annual
crab PSC by species in the targeted BSAI Pacific cod fishery for the AFA C/P sector, but crab PSC is not
broken out by crab saving areas.’® Nevertheless, as indicated in Table 2-105, Table 2-106, Table 2-107,
and Table 2-108 crab PSC for the AFA C/P sector is very limited throughout 2004-2019. Overall, the

9 https://www.npfmc.org/cooperative-reporting/
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combined annual crab PSC for both trawl CV and AFA C/P sectors is significantly lower than the crab

PSC limits for the BSAI Pacific cod TLAS.

Table 2-105 Red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit (animals), PSC (animals), and the percent of limit utilized in the
target BSAI Pacific cod fishery by trawl CV and AFA C/P sectors

Reported red king crab (Zone 1) PSC (animals)

Percent of total red king crab limit
(Zone 1) utilized in the BSAI Pacific
cod target fishery by trawl CV and

PSC limit AFA C/P sectors
Year '
(animals)
Total percent of
Trawl CV AFA C/P Total RS Trawl CV AFA trawl C/P
limit utilized

2004* 26,563 0 384 384 1% 0% 100%
2005* 26,563 0 75 75 0% 0% 100%
2006* 26,563 0 7 7 0% 0% 100%
2007* 26,563 0 21 21 0% 0% 100%
2008 6,000 1,165 60 1,225 20% 95% 5%
2009 6,000 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
2010 6,000 0 25 25 0% 1% 99%
2011 6,000 1,971 51 2,022 34% 97% 3%
2012 2,954 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
2013 2,954 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
2014 2,954 85 0 85 3% 100% 0%
2015 2,954 51 0 51 2% 100% 0%
2016 2,954 547 13 560 19% 98% 2%
2017 2,954 280 0 280 9% 100% 0%
2018 2,954 199 0 199 7% 100% 0%
2019 2,954 466 0 466 16% 100% 0%
2020 2,954 175 0 175 6% 100% 0%
2021 2,954 25 A n/a n/a n/a n/a

Source: NMFS for PSC limits; AFA C/Ps - Pollock Conservation Cooperative Reports 2004-2020, w hich is not specific to Zone 1; Traw | CVs - BSAl PCOD_(6-29-21)2

*PSC limits from 2004-2007 w ere for all traw | vessels, w hile PSC limits since 2008 w ere for the traw | limited access sector

"Pollock Conservation Cooperative Report for 2021 not yet available
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Table 2-106 C. opilio (COBLZ) PSC limit (animals), PSC (animals), and the percent of limit utilized in the
target BSAI Pacific cod fishery by trawl CV and AFA C/P sectors

Percent of total C. opilio crab limit
Reported C. opilio (COBLZ) PSC (animals) (f(i'i';zr;::'::i::; g;et?j:' :\72::
Year PSC limit AFA C/P sectors
(animals)
Total percent of
Trawl CV AFA C/P Total IR Trawl CV AFA traw! C/P
limit utilized
2004* 124,736 86 1,178 1,264 1% 7% 93%
2005* 139,331 59 116 175 0% 34% 66%
2006* 184,402 12 996 1,008 1% 1% 99%
2007* 120,712 89 681 770 1% 12% 88%
2008 50,000 349 0 349 1% 100% 0%
2009 50,000 251 0 251 1% 100% 0%
2010 50,000 14 0 14 0% 0% 0%
2011 95,523 42 0 42 0% 100% 0%
2012 80,799 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
2013 120,705 321 0 321 0% 100% 0%
2014 129,000 2,291 207 2,498 2% 92% 8%
2015 126,994 71 0 71 0% 0% 0%
2016 54,298 5 15 20 0% 24% 76%
2017 105,008 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
2018 105,182 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
2019 98,959 4,144 0 4,144 4% 100% 0%
2020 98,959 0 23 23 0% 0% 100%
2021 82,939 0 A n/a n/a n/a n/a

Source: NMFS for PSC limits; AFA C/Ps - Pollock Conservation Cooperative Reports 2004-2020, w hich is not specific to COBLZ; Traw | CVs - BSA|_PCOD_(6-29-21)2

*PSC limits from 2004-2007 w ere for all traw | vessels, w hile PSC limits since 2008 w ere for the traw | limited access sector

"Pollock Conservation Cooperative Report for 2021 not yet available

Table 2-107 C. bairdi (Zone 1) PSC limit (animals), PSC (animals), and the percent of limit utilized in the
target BSAI Pacific cod fishery by trawl CV and AFA C/P sectors

Percent of total C. bairdi crab limit

- . (Zone 1) utilized in the BSAI Pacific

Reported C. bairdi (Zone 1) PSC (animals) cod target fishery by trawl CV and

PSC limit AFA C/P sectors
Year .
(animals)
Trawl CV AFA C/P Total Total percent of Trawl CV AFA trawl CIP
limit utilized

2004* 183,112 14,313 1,218 15,531 8% 92% 8%
2005* 183,112 33,343 919 34,262 19% 97% 3%
2006* 183,112 12,107 2,803 14,910 8% 81% 19%
2007* 183,112 14,326 1,360 15,686 9% 91% 9%
2008 60,000 25,897 324 26,221 44% 99% 1%
2009 60,000 4,729 79 4,808 8% 98% 2%
2010 50,816 14,169 5 14,174 28% 0% 0%
2011 50,816 8,809 380 9,189 18% 96% 4%
2012 60,000 3,146 0 3,146 5% 100% 0%
2013 60,000 3,022 80 3,102 5% 97% 3%
2014 60,000 4,048 1,016 5,064 8% 80% 20%
2015 60,000 5,195 30 5,225 9% 0% 0%
2016 50,816 8,145 0 8,145 16% 100% 0%
2017 50,816 7,605 148 7,753 15% 98% 2%
2018 50,816 1,465 148 1,613 3% 91% 9%
2019 60,000 2,283 131 2,414 4% 95% 5%
2020 60,000 1,631 0 1,631 3% 100% 0%
2021 60,000 729 A n/a n/a n/a n/a

Source: NMFS for PSC limits; AFA C/Ps - Pollock Conservation Cooperative Reports 2004-2020, w hich is not specific to Zone 1; Traw | CV's - BSA|_PCOD_(6-29-21)2

*PSC limits from 2004-2007 w ere for all traw | vessels, w hile PSC limits since 2008 w ere for the traw | limited access sector

"Pollock Conservation Cooperative Report for 2021 not yet available
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Table 2-108 C. bairdi (Zone 2) PSC limit (animals), PSC (animals), and the percent of limit utilized in the
target BSAI Pacific cod fishery by trawl CV and AFA C/P sectors

Percent of total C. bairdi crab limit

- . (Zone 2) utilized in the BSAI Pacific

Reported C. bairdi (Zone 2) PSC (animals) cod target fishery by trawl CV and

PSC limit AFA C/P sectors
Year .
(animals)
Total percent of
Trawl CV AFA C/P Total L Trawl CV AFA trawl C/P
limit utilized

2004* 324,176 29,808 1,218 31,026 10% 96% 4%
2005* 324,176 23,275 919 24,194 7% 96% 4%
2006* 324,176 42,387 2,803 45,190 14% 94% 6%
2007* 324,176 13,379 1,360 14,739 5% 91% 9%
2008 50,000 8,170 324 8,494 17% 96% 4%
2009 50,000 1,586 79 1,665 3% 95% 5%
2010 42,424 4,815 5 4,820 11% 0% 0%
2011 42,424 3,166 380 3,546 8% 89% 11%
2012 50,000 4,343 0 4,343 9% 100% 0%
2013 50,000 2,980 80 3,060 6% 97% 3%
2014 50,000 4,109 1,016 5,125 10% 80% 20%
2015 50,000 4,650 30 4,680 9% 0% 0%
2016 42,424 2,805 0 2,805 7% 100% 0%
2017 34,848 1,467 148 1,615 5% 91% 9%
2018 42,424 472 148 620 1% 76% 24%
2019 49,999 314 131 445 1% 1% 29%
2020 49,999 538 0 538 1% 100% 0%
2021 50,000 99 A n/a n/a n/a n/a

Source: NMFS for PSC limits; AFA C/Ps - Pollock Conservation Cooperative Reports 2004-2020, w hich is not specific to Zone 2; Traw | CVs - BSA|_PCOD_(6-29-21)2
*PSC limits from 2004-2007 w ere for all traw | vessels, w hile PSC limits since 2008 w ere for the traw | limited access sector
"Pollock Conservation Cooperative Report for 2021 not yet available

2.9.3.2. Apportionment of halibut and crab PSC limits to trawl CV sector

Typically, in other Council developed catch share programs, PSC limits along with target species are
apportioned at the cooperative level. With each cooperative getting their own portion of the halibut and
crab PSC limit, the cooperatives no longer would be limited by the PSC usage of vessels outside the
cooperatives closing their fishery prematurely in the case of halibut or requiring cooperative vessels to
leave a specific crab savings area in the case of crab. In addition, this approach may create incentives to
keep PSC rates low, as this would allow cooperatives to continue harvesting Pacific cod when other
cooperatives reach their limit. Depending on the program’s structure, it would also allow cooperative
members to transfer PSC limits, and individuals could be compensated for low PSC usage.

Under the PCTC Program, halibut and crab PSC limits would continue to be managed at the TLAS level
via the current regulations (50 CFR §679.21(b)(1) and (50 CFR §679.21(e)(3)(iv)) and at the fishery level
during harvest specifications process. Following the apportionment of halibut and crab PSC at the fishery
level via the harvest specifications, the PSC apportioned to the Pacific cod fishery would then be
apportioned to the trawl CV sector and the AFA C/P sector based on the approach determined in the
PCTC Program (Options 3.1 and 3.2). This approach would provide greater flexibility for the Council to
adjust the halibut and crab PSC limits for their Pacific cod fishery relative to the other fisheries to
accommodate changes to the different fisheries.

A PCTC Program cooperative would be prohibited to use more halibut PSC or crab PSC than was
assigned as the cooperative PSC limit. Each member of the cooperative would be jointly and severally
liable for exceeding PCTC Program cooperative PSC limits. If a cooperative reaches the PSC limit for
halibut, the cooperative is responsible for prohibiting its members from directed fishing for Pacific cod in
the BSAIL For crab PSC limits, the cooperative would be responsible for preventing it members from
directed fishing for Pacific cod inside the crab savings area associated with the crab PSC limit that was
reached. Any remaining Pacific cod CQ must be fished outside of that crab savings area. If the
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cooperative receives an intercooperative transfer of additional halibut or crab PSC, the cooperative can
continue to fish up to their new limit. If there is a PSC limit overage and it is not covered by an
intercooperative transfer or a post-delivery transfer, the cooperative overage would be referred to OLE.

2.9.3.2.1.0ption 3.1 Crab PSC

Under Option 3.1, crab PSC limits would remain at the BSAI Pacific cod TLAS level. As a result, NMFS
would not apportion crab PSC limits at the individual cooperative level, because both trawl CV and AFA
C/P sectors share the TLAS crab PSC limits. This option could result in the trawl CV sector and the AFA
C/P sector negotiating crab PSC limit apportionments for the Pacific cod target fishery via an agreement
to help ensure neither sector’s Pacific cod fishery is constrained. Under an agreement, both sectors would
have their own crab PSC allowances established and enforced through civil contracts. If the TLAS crab
PSC limit is reached for the associated zone, that crab PSC area would be closed to directed fishing for
the TLAS and the vessels would be required to target Pacific cod in other areas of the BS and Al Persons
with excessive PSC usage could be held accountable under the civil contracts for damages to other
members.

Although leaving crab PSC limits at the TLAS Pacific cod fishery level allows some flexibility for both
the trawl CV and AFA C/P sectors to accommodate changes in crab PSC needs, there is the potential that
one or both sectors could try to apply leverage in negotiating higher crab PSC limits for their sector. This
could jeopardize some of the potential benefits of cooperative fishing for one of the sectors. If, for
example the two sectors are not able to reach an agreement on the crab PSC apportionments, it is possible
that both sectors could be required to leave the crab saving area prematurely due to exceeding the crab
PSC limit for that crab saving area established for the Pacific cod fishery. However, unlike halibut PSC,
most crab PSC limits are not constraining which reduces negotiating leverage. The one exception is red
king crab (Zone 1), which could require one or both sectors to leave Zone 1 if they reach the PSC limit.

Finally, given that TLAS apportionments of crab PSC limits between the different trawl fishery categories
could also vary from year-to-year based on industry negotiations during harvest specifications process,
crab PSC limits apportioned to the Pacific cod fishery could potentially vary enough to negatively
influence cooperative fishing. This would be especially true for red king crab (Zone 1). However, the
value of the Pacific cod fishery will likely provide incentives to ensure that sufficient PSC is allocated to
the fishery to prevent it from requiring a sector to leave Zone 1. Stakeholders in the Pacific cod fishery
that also participate in other TLAS fisheries may also be aware that reductions in crab PSC usage will be
realized under the PCTC Program. If current levels of some crab PSC limits are not anticipated to
constrain their PCTC Program cooperative, they could negotiate during the annual harvest specifications
process to reduce the amount of crab assigned to the Pacific cod fishery and increase the amount of crab
PSC assigned to other TLAS fisheries they participate where harvesting the TAC could be limited by crab
PSC.

2.9.3.2.1.0ption 3.2 Establish separate PSC limits for BSAI trawl CV sector

Option 3.2 combined with Suboptions 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 would establish separate halibut and crab PSC
limits for the BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod sector for both the trawl CV and AFA C/P sectors. Halibut PSC
limit apportionment would be based on historical use by the two sectors, whereas crab PSC limits would
be based on the proportion of BSAI Pacific cod allocated to the trawl CV sector and the AFA C/P sector.
Of the halibut and crab PSC limits, apportioning halibut PSC amongst the trawl CV sector and the AFA
C/P sector is likely more crucial for each cooperative to have greater control over their own fishing plan.
For example, in 2012 and 2019, over 90 percent of the halibut PSC limit apportioned to the BSAI TLAS
was utilized. Without apportioning the BSAI TLAS halibut PSC limits between the two sectors, those
years with high halibut PSC could negatively influence cooperative fishing and thus reduce some of the
benefits of the PCTC Program, especially if the high rates of PSC usage are unavoidable due to changes
in certain biological conditions. However, as stated earlier, if the high rates are a result of the fishing
behavior by certain individuals, they could be held accountable through an intercooperative agreement.
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Apportioning halibut and crab PSC limits along with a target species at the cooperative level is typical in
other Council-developed LAPPs. With each cooperative receiving their own apportionment of halibut and
crab PSC allowance, the cooperatives no longer are constrained by the halibut and crab PSC usage of
vessels outside their cooperatives. Moreover, it may create individual incentives to keep halibut and crab
PSC rates low, as this would provide cooperatives the ability to continuing harvesting Pacific cod.
Participants with exclusive shares will have time to be more selective in determining when, where, and
how to harvest their allocation and thereby potentially reduce their halibut and crab PSC usage and rates.
Reductions in halibut PSC usage and PSC rates from LAPPs is apparent in the Amendment 80 Program
and the Central GOA Rockfish Program. As noted in the 2014 Amendment 80 program review (NPFMC,
2014), halibut PSC and PSC rate in the Amendment 80 fisheries has declined since implementation of
Amendment 80 program in 2008. The 2017 Central GOA Rockfish Program Review (NPFMC, 2017)
notes that PSC and PSC rates have also declined under the Pilot Program and the Rockfish Program.
Halibut PSC rates before the Pilot Program ranged from 1.5 to 3.0 kg of halibut per metric ton of total
groundfish. After the Pilot Program was implemented, the halibut PSC rates decreased to about 0.25 kg of
halibut per metric ton of total groundfish. This indicates that the structure of the LAPP allowed harvesters
to implement fishing strategies to reduce halibut PSC rates. The actual reduction in PSC usage that will
occur under the PCTC Program is not known. In addition to the inherent reductions in PSC that may be
attainable through cooperative management, the Council is considering alternatives that specifically
create PSC limit reductions for both halibut and crab.

Halibut PSC limits

Table 2-109 presents the average historical halibut PSC usage by the trawl CV and AFA C/P sector in
relation to the total BSAI Pacific cod halibut PSC limit apportionment that was used by the two sectors
during the qualifying years from Element 2, Options 2.2.1-2.2.3. Of the total halibut PSC limit
apportioned to the BSAI Pacific cod TLAS during 2014 through 2019 (Element 2, Option 2.2.1) that was
used by the two sectors, the trawl CV sector accounted for 96 percent and AFA C/P sector account for
four percent. During 2009-2019 (Element 2, Option 2.2.2), the trawl CV’s historical portion of the total
halibut PSC usage in the Pacific cod fishery was 98 percent, while the AFA C/P’s historical portion was
two percent. Finally, during 2004-2019 (Element 2, Option 2.2.3), the trawl CV’s historical portion of the
total halibut PSC usage in the Pacific cod fishery was 97 percent, while the AFA C/P sector’s historical
portion was three percent.

Given the historical Pacific cod harvests and halibut PSC usage by the trawl CV sector in the BSAI
Pacific cod fishery, the halibut PSC limit allocation percentages under this option appear to be sufficient
to allow the harvest of the trawl CV sector’s BSAI Pacific cod allocation. Assuming 391 mt of halibut
PSC allowance is apportioned to the BSAI TLAS for Pacific cod, the trawl CV sector, using percentages
calculated from this option (Table 2-109), would range from 377 mt to 382 mt of the halibut allowance. In
relation to the halibut PSC used by the trawl CV sector in the Pacific cod fishery, they would have been
constrained only once in 2012 since 2008. In 2012, the trawl CV sector reported 429 mt of halibut PSC.

Although in most years the AFA C/P sector would also be apportioned sufficient halibut PSC to allow the
sector to fully harvest its allocation of BSAI Pacific cod, there is some potential the sector could be
constrained by halibut PSC limits. For example, the sector reported 17 mt of halibut PSC in 2017, which
is greater than halibut PSC limit that would be apportioned to the sector under this option. However, there
is some potential that a specific apportionment of halibut PSC to the AFA C/P sector that is not shared
with the trawl CV sector could facilitate improved management of halibut PSC enough to reduce the
potential for constrained AFA C/P BSAI Pacific cod target fishery in most cases.
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Table 2-109 Percent of halibut PSC apportioned to the trawl CV and AFA C/P sectors while targeting BSAI
Pacific cod based on Element 2, Options 2.2.1-2.2.3 qualifying years

Trawl CV halibut PSC limit AFA C/P halibut PSC limit
Qualifying years Historical Sector halibut PSC Historical Sector halibut PSC
apportionment based apportionment based
percentage on 391 halibut limit percentage on 391 halibut limit
Option 2.2.1(2014-2019) 96% 377 4% 14
Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019) 98% 382 2% 9
Option 2.2.3 (2004-1019) 97% 379 3% 12

Proportional based crab PSC limits

Recognizing the limitations of a usage-based crab apportionment,®’ the Council, in June 2021, moved to
apportion crab PSC limits based on the portion of BSAI Pacific cod allocated to the two sectors. In this
case, the AFA C/P sector would be allocated 9.4 percent of the crab PSC limits since the sector’s percent
of BSAI Pacific cod amongst the AFA C/P sector and the trawl CV sector is 9.4 percent. The trawl CV
sector therefore would be allocated the remaining 90.6 percent of the crab PSC limits for the Pacific cod
fishery since its portion of the BSAI Pacific cod allocation is 90.6 percent. Table 2-110 shows the crab
PSC limits for the BSAI Pacific cod fishery based on the proportion of BSAI Pacific cod allocated to the
trawl CV sector and the AFA C/P sector. Looking first at red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit, the trawl CV
sector would be apportioned 2,676 red king crab (Zone 1) animals, while the AFA C/P sector would be
apportioned 278 red king crab (Zone 1) PSC animal limit using the 2019 red king crab PSC limit of 2,954
animals for the BSAI Pacific cod fishery. For C. opilio (COBLZ), the trawl CV sector would be
apportioned 89,657 animals and the AFA C/P sector would be apportioned 9,302 animals based on the
2019 C. opilio (COBLZ) crab PSC limit of 98,959 animals for the BSAI Pacific cod fishery. C. bairdi
(Zone 1) PSC limit for the trawl CV sector using 2019 C. bairdi (Zone 1) crab PSC limit of 60,000
animals for the BSAI Pacific cod fishery would result in 54,360 animals for the trawl CV sector and
5,640 animals for the AFA C/P sector. For C. bairdi (Zone 2) PSC limits using the 2019 C. bairdi (Zone
2) crab PSC limit of 49,999 animals for the BSAI Pacific cod fishery, the trawl CV sector would be
apportioned 45,299 animals and the AFA C/P sector would be apportioned 4,700 animals. If the crab PSC
limit for a sector is reached for the crab savings area, Pacific cod directed fishing in the area by the sector
is closed and the sector would be required to target Pacific cod in other areas of the BS and Al if those
areas are not closed to directed fishing due to other crab PSC closures or the Pacific cod TAC having
been reached for the area.

97 A drawback of relying on crab PSC usage to apportion crab PSC between the trawl CV and AFA C/P sector is it
rewards sectors with high PSC rates relative to other sectors. For example, although the trawl CV and AFA C/P
sector have never exceeded the red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit, the trawl CV sector’s historical red king crab PSC
usage is nearly 100 percent of the combined red king crab (Zone 1) PSC usage in the Pacific cod fishery. As a result,
basing crab PSC apportionment on PSC usage results in the trawl CV sector being apportioned nearly all the red king
crab (Zone 1) PSC limit for the Pacific cod fishery while the AFA C/P sector would be apportioned a very small red
king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit.
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Table 2-110 Crab PSC limits for BSAI Pacific cod fishery based on the proportion of BSAI Pacific cod
allocated to the trawl CV sector and the AFA C/P sector

Pacific .cod Sector PSC Pacific cod allocation Sector PSC
allocation apportionment ercent apportionment
percentage PP P i

Trawl CV red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit |AFA C/P red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit based
based on 2019 PSC limit of 2,954 animals on 2019 PSC limit of 2,954 animals

90.6% | 2,676 9.4% | 278
Trawl CV C. opilio crab (COBLZ) PSC limit AFA C/P C. opilio crab (COBLZ) PSC limit
based on a 2019 PSC limit of 98,959 animals based on a 2019 limit of 98,959 animals
90.6% | 89,657 9.4% | 9,302

Trawl CV C. bairdi crab (Zone 1) PSC limit AFA C/P C. bairdi crab (Zone 1) PSC limit
based on a 2019 PSC limit of 60,000 animals | based on a 2019 PSC limit of 60,000 animals

90.6% 54,360 9.4% 5,640

Trawl CV C. bairdi crab (Zone 2) PSC limit AFA C/P C. bairdi crab (Zone 2) PSC limit
based on a 2019 PSC limit of 49,999 animals | based on a 2019 PSC limit of 49,999 animals

90.6% | 45,299 9.4% | 4,700

Usage based Crab PSC limits

Crab PSC limits based on the use of crab PSC by the trawl CV sector and the AFA C/P sector was also
analyzed for comparison. Table 2-111 presents the average historical red king crab (Zone 1), C. opilio
(COBLZ), C. bairdi (Zone 1), and C. bairdi (Zone 2) PSC use between the trawl CV and AFA C/P sector
in relation to the total BSAI Pacific cod PSC apportioned during the qualifying years from Element 2,
Options 2.2.1-2.2.3. Of the total red king crab (Zone 1) PSC apportioned to the BSAI Pacific cod TLAS
during the three different qualifying years, the trawl CV sector portion would range from 88.2 percent to
99.2 percent, while the AFA C/P sector portion would range from 0.8 percent to 11.8 percent depending
on the qualifying years selected. Applying these apportionment percentages to the 2019 PSC limit would
result a range of 2,606 to 2,931 red king crab to the trawl CV sector and 23 to 384 red king crab to the
AFA C/P sector. Note that using the Pollock Conservation Cooperative report for crab PSC data to avoid
reporting confidential data results in slightly higher AFA C/P apportionment percentages for all crab PSC
limits when compared with zone specific AKFIN data. This is due to cooperative reported crab PSC being
BSAI wide and not zone specific.

For the C. opilio (COBLZ) PSC limit, the trawl CV percent of the BSAI Pacific cod fishery
apportionment would range from 70.8 percent to 97 percent, while the AFA C/P portion would range
from 3 percent to 29.2 percent. Applying these apportionment percentages to the 2019 PSC limit for C.
opilio would result in a range of 70,038 to 95,974 C. opilio crab (COBLZ) to the trawl CV sector and
2,985 t0 28,921 C. opilio crab (COBLZ) to the AFA C/P sector. These PSC limits would likely not
constrain the trawl CV sector or the AFA C/P sector.

Looking at C. bairdi (Zone 1) PSC limit, the trawl CV percent of the BSAI Pacific cod fishery
apportionment would range from 95 percent to 96.9 percent, while the AFA C/P portion would range
from 3.1 percent to five percent, which when utilizing 2019 PSC limit results in a range of 56,972 to
58,128 animals apportioned to the trawl CV sector and between 1,872 and 2,925 animals apportioned to
the AFA C/P sector. For the trawl CV sector, the history of PSC since 2004 indicates that the range of
apportionments would be sufficient to not constrain the sector while targeting BSAI Pacific cod. As for
the AFA C/P sector, PSC of C. bairdi (Zone 1) since 2004 indicates that the estimated apportionment
would have constrained the sector on one occasion. However, except for 2014, C. bairdi (Zone 1) PSC in
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the BSAI Pacific cod target fishery for the AFA C/P sector since 2008 has been less than 400 animals,
which would not have constrained the sector based on above estimated apportionments.

Zone 2 C. bairdi PSC limit for the BSAI Pacific cod fishery apportionment would range from 90.4
percent to 94.5 percent, while the AFA C/P sector would range from 5.5 percent to 9.6 percent. Utilizing
the 2019 PSC limit for C. bairdi (Zone 2) would yield an apportionment of 45,182 to 47,236 animals to
the trawl CV sector and 2,763 to 4,817 animals to the AFA C/P sector for use in the BSAI Pacific cod
fishery. Except for a few earlier years, these apportionment estimates for C. bairdi (Zone 2) appear to be
sufficient to not constrain the sectors while targeting BSAI Pacific cod.

Table 2-111 Percent of red king crab (Zone 1), C. opilio crab (COBLZ), C. bairdi crab (Zone 1), and C. bairdi
crab (Zone 2) PSC limit apportion by the trawl CV and AFA C/P sectors while targeting BSAI
Pacific cod based on Element 2, Options 2.2.1-2.2.3 qualifying years

Historical Sector PSC Historical Sector PSC
pe rcentage1 apportionment based pe rcentagez apportionment

Trawl CV red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit AFA C/P red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit
based on 2019 PSC limit of 2,954 animals based on 2019 PSC limit of 2,954 animals

Qualifying years

Option 2.2.1(2014-2019) 99.2% 2,931 0.8% 23
Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019) 97.6% 2,883 2.4% 71
Option 2.2.3 (2004-1019) 88.2% 2,606 11.8% 348

Trawl CV C. opilio crab (COBLZ) PSC limit AFA C/P C. opilio crab (COBLZ) PSC limit
based on a 2019 PSC limit of 98,959 animals based on a 2019 limit of 98,959 animals

Option 2.2.1 (2014-2019) 96.7% 95,696 3.3% 3,263
Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019) 97.0% 95,974 3.0% 2,985
Option 2.2.3 (2004-1019) 70.8% 70,038 29.2% 28,921

Trawl CV C. bairdi crab (Zone 1) PSC limit AFA C/P C. bairdi crab (Zone 1) PSC limit
based on a 2019 PSC limit of 60,000 animals |based on a 2019 PSC limit of 60,000 animals

Option 2.2.1(2014-2019) 95.1% 57,075 4.9% 2,925
Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019) 96.9% 58,128 3.1% 1,872
Option 2.2.3 (2004-1019) 95.0% 56,972 5.0% 3,028

Trawl CV C. bairdi crab (Zone 2) PSC limit AFA C/P C. bairdi crab (Zone 2) PSC limit
based on a 2019 PSC limit of 49,999 animals |based on a 2019 PSC limit of 49,999 animals

Option 2.2.1(2014-2019) 90.4% 45,182 9.6% 4,817
Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019) 93.8% 46,917 6.2% 3,082
Option 2.2.3 (2004-1019) 94.5% 47,236 5.5% 2,763

"Traw | CV historical percentage is based on AKFIN file BSAI PCOD(6-29-21)2
2AFA C/P historical percentage is based on reported crab PSC from Pollock Conservation Cooperative Reports 2004-2019,

w hich is not specific to zone or COBLZ.
2.9.3.3. Suboptions 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 3.3.3 — Reduced halibut and crab PSC limit apportionment

Suboption 3.3.1 would reduce allocations of halibut PSC limits to the trawl CV sector for use in the BSAI
Pacific cod target fishery by 10 to 35 percent. Suboption 3.3.2 would reduce the allocation of crab PSC
limits to the trawl CV sector for use in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery by 10 to 45 percent. Suboption 3.3.3
would phase in the PSC limit reduction over three years at one-third of the total reduction each year.
Although not specifically stated in Element 3, is it the Council’s intent that any unassigned halibut and
crab PSC limits after reductions via Suboptions 3.3.1 or 3.3.2 cannot be applied to the AFA C/P sector for
the BSAI Pacific cod fishery or utilized for other TLAS fisheries. The PSC limit reductions are to remain
in the water and may contribute to the overall halibut and crab biomass available for future recruitment or
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harvest. In addition, language in the Option 3.2 makes it clear that the reductions in the halibut and crab
PSC limits allocated to the trawl CV sector’s Pacific cod fishery do not affect the AFA C/P sector’s
Pacific cod halibut or crab PSC limits.

Halibut PSC limit reductions

Table 2-112 shows halibut PSC limits allocated to the trawl CV sector for use in the BSAI Pacific cod
target fishery at the different percent reductions (after removing the historical usage by the AFA C/P
sector). Considering a 10 percent halibut PSC limit reduction, the trawl CV sector would receive between
86 percent and 88 percent of the halibut PSC limit apportioned for the sector’s BSAI Pacific cod fishery
depending on the catch history years selected. Assuming the current 391 mt halibut PSC apportionment to
the BSAI Pacific cod TLAS, the trawl CV sector would be apportioned, at a 10 percent reduction in the
halibut PSC limit, between 339 mt and 344 mt of the halibut PSC for use in their BSAI Pacific cod target
fishery. At a 10 percent reduction in the halibut PSC limit, the sector would have been constrained in
2012 and 2019. Looking at 25 percent halibut PSC limit reduction, the trawl CV sector would receive
between 72 percent and 74 percent of the halibut PSC limit apportioned to the BSAI Pacific cod fishery.
In relation to the 391 mt halibut PSC that is apportioned to the BSAI Pacific cod TLAS, the trawl CV
sector would be allocated between 283 mt to 287 mt of their halibut PSC for use in the BSAI Pacific cod
target fishery. At a 25 percent reduction in halibut PSC, the sector would have been constrained in 2008,
2012, 2013, and 2019. Finally, at a 35 percent reduction in the halibut PSC limit, the trawl CV sector
would be apportioned between 245 mt to 248 mt of halibut PSC limit to the trawl CV sector for use in the
BSAI Pacific cod fishery. Historically, the trawl CV sector while targeting BSAI Pacific cod would have
been constrained 11 years out of the 16 years from 2004 through 2019.

Table 2-112 Reductions in halibut PSC apportionments for trawl CV sector for use in the BSAI Pacific cod
target fishery based on a 391 mt halibut PSC limit for the Pacific cod fishery

Qualifying years

Historical
percentage

10% of the halibut
PSC allocation to the
trawl CV sector

15% of the halibut
PSC allocation to the
trawl CV sector

20% of the halibut
PSC allocation to
the trawl CV sector

25% of the halibut
PSC allocation to
the trawl CV sector

35% of the halibut
PSC allocation to
the trawl CV sector

Option 2.2.1 (2014-2019)
Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019)
Option 2.2.3 (2004-1019)

96%
98%
97%

86%
88%
87%

82%
83%
82%

77%
78%
78%

72%
74%
73%

62%
64%
63%

Qualifying years

Sector halibut
PSC
apportionment

10% of the halibut
PSC allocation (mt)

15% of the halibut
PSC allocation (mt)

20% of the halibut
PSC allocation (mt)

25% of the halibut
PSC allocation (mt)

35% of the halibut
PSC allocation (mt)

based on 391

Option 2.2.1 (2014-2019) 377 339 320 301 283 245
Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019) 382 344 325 306 287 248
Option 2.2.3 (2004-1019) 379 342 323 304 285 247

Proportional based crab PSC limit reductions

Table 2-113 provides crab PSC limits allocated to the trawl CV sector for use in the BSAI Pacific cod
target fishery at the different percent reductions. Starting with red king crab (Zone 1) using a 2,954
animal PSC limit and after accounting for the AFA C/P sector apportionment, a 10 percent PSC limit
reduction would result in 2,409 animals for the trawl CV sector in the target BSAI Pacific cod, while a 45
percent reduction would result in 1,472 animals. At a 45 percent reduction for red king crab (Zone 1),
sector vessels while targeting Pacific cod in Zone 1 could be constrain under cooperative management. As
noted in Table 2-105, in 2011, the trawl CV sector reported 1,971 animals while targeting BSAI Pacific
cod in Zone 1 which would have required the sector to move out of Zone 1 (see Figure 2-7) to continue
targeting Pacific cod. The next highest red king crab (Zone 1) PSC was in 2008 at 1,165 animals but is
less than the 45 percent reduction of 1,472 animals. Despite the trawl CV sector exceeding a red king crab
(Zone 1) PSC limit only once during 2004 through 2021, there is the potential that trawl CV cooperatives
could be constrained by the red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit and thereby requiring cooperative vessels to
fish outside of Zone 1 for their remaining BSAI Pacific cod CQ. Two factors that could further contribute
to constraining red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limits are the potential use of pot gear to harvest BSAI Pacific
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cod CQ (Element 14) and apportioning an amount of red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit to the C season
trawl CV limited access fishery (Option 3.4). Although not include as an option at this point, the Council
could choose to manage this potentially constraining PSC limit using an overall trawl Pacific cod CV
sector limit rather than an individual cooperative limit. This approach could provide greater flexibility for
cooperatives to manage this potential constraining PSC limit by not closing Zone 1 crab savings area at
the cooperative level. The impacts of PSC limit reductions for red king crab (Zone 1) along with the use
of pot gear to harvest CQ, a C season apportionment of red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit (Option 3.4),
and the use of inter-cooperative level management for constraining PSC are all taken into consideration in
Section 2.10.

Utilizing the 2019 Pacific cod TLAS C. opilio crab (COBLZ) limit of 98,959 animals, the trawl CV
sector would be allocated between 80,691 at a 10 percent PSC limit reduction, while at a 45 percent PSC
reduction the sector limited would be 49,311 animals. Relative to the historical C. opilio crab (COBLZ)
PSC since 2004, the sector would likely not be constrained while fishing in the COBLZ at the 10 percent
or at the 45 percent PSC limit reduction (see Table 2-106).

Utilizing the 2019 Pacific cod TLAS C. bairdi crab (Zone 1) limit of 60,000 animals, the trawl CV sector
would be allocated 48,924 animals at a 10 percent PSC limit reduction, while at a 45 percent PSC limit
reduction the sector would be allocated 29,898 animals. Given the low PSC of C. bairdi crab (Zone 1) by
the trawl CV sector while targeting BSAI Pacific cod since 2009, even at a 45 percent PSC limit
reduction, the trawl CV sector would likely be unconstrained while targeting BSAI Pacific cod in Zone 1
(see Table 2-107).

Utilizing the 2019 Pacific cod TLAS C. bairdi crab (Zone 2) limit of 49,999 animals, the trawl CV sector
would be allocated 40,769 animals at a 10 percent PSC limit reduction, while at a 45 percent PSC limit
reduction the sector would be allocated 24,915 animals. Given the low PSC of C. bairdi crab (Zone 2) by
the trawl CV sector while targeting BSAI Pacific cod since 2008, even at a 45 percent PSC limit
reduction, the trawl CV sector would likely be unconstrained while targeting BSAI Pacific cod in Zone 2
(see Table 2-108).

Table 2-113 Reductions in crab PSC limits (Pacific cod proportion based) for trawl CV sector for use in the
BSAI Pacific cod target fishery

:":Ico'i':t;‘;d a::oc::;:::m 10%of the 15%of the 20%of the 25%of the 35%of the 45%of the
percentage (animals) allocation to trawl | allocation to trawl |allocation to trawl|allocation to trawl| allocation to trawl | allocation to trawl
CV sector CV sector CV sector CV sector CV sector CV sector
Trawl CV red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit based on 2019 PSC limit of 2,954 animals
906% | 2676 | 2409 | 2,275 | 2,141 [ 2007 ] 1,740 | 1472
Trawl CV C. opilio crab (COBLZ) PSC limit based on a 2019 PSC limit of 98,959 animals
90.6% | 89,657 | 80,691 | 76,208 | 71,725 | 67,243 | 58,277 | 49,311
Trawl CV C. bairdi crab (Zone 1) PSC limit based on a 2019 PSC limit of 60,000 animals
90.6% | 54,360 | 48,924 | 46,206 | 43,488 | 40,770 | 35,334 | 29,898
Trawl CV C. bairdi crab (Zone 2) PSC limit based on a 2019 PSC limit of 49,999 animals
906% | 45299 | 40769 | 38504 | 36239 | 33974 | 20444 | 24,915

Usage based crab PSC limit reductions

Crab PSC limit reductions in combination with a usage-based calculation is provided below. Table 2-114
shows red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limits (usage based) that would be established for the trawl CV sector
for use in the BSAI Pacific cod target fishery (after removing the historical usage by the AFA C/P sector).
Utilizing the 2019 Pacific cod TLAS red king crab (Zone 1) limit of 2,954 animals, the trawl CV sector at
a 10 percent PSC limit reduction would be limited to between 2,346 to 2,638 animals, while at a 45
percent PSC limit reduction, the sector would be limited to between 1,433 to 1,612 animals. Given the
low red king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit, at high red king crab PSC limit reductions, the trawl CV sector
could be constrained while targeting BSAI Pacific cod in Zone 1(see Table 2-105).
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Table 2-114 Reductions in red king crab PSC limits (usage based) for trawl CV sector for use in the BSAI
Pacific cod target fishery

o . o . 20% of the red king | 25% of the fed king | 35% of the red king | 45% of the red king
e 10%of the red I.(mg 15%of the red k|.n 9 crab PSC allocation |crab PSC allocation [crab PSC allocation| crab PSC allocation
Qualifying years i ... |crabPSCallocation to| crab PSC allocation to the trawl CV to the trawl CV to the trawl CV to the trawl OV
Red king crab historical the trawl CV sector |to the trawl CV sector W W W W
percentage sector sector sector sector
Option 2.2.1(2014-2019) 99% 89% 84% 79% 74% 64% 55%
Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019) 98% 88% 83% 78% 73% 63% 54%
Option 2.2.3(2004-1019) 88% 79% 75% 71% 66% 57% 49%
) 10%of the red king | 15%of the red king | 20% of the red king | 25% of the red king | 35% of the red king | 45%of the red king
Qualifying years RedkingcrabPSC | crab PSCallocation | crab PSC allocation | crab PSC allocation |crab PSC allocation (crab PSC allocation| crab PSC allocation
apportionment based on (animals) (animals) (animals) (animals) (animals) (animals)
a limit of 2,954 animals
Option 2.2.1(2014-2019) 2,931 2,638 2,491 2,344 2,198 1,905 1,612
Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019) 2,883 2,594 2,450 2,306 2,162 1,874 1,585
Option 2.2.3(2004-1019) 2,606 2,346 2,215 2,085 1,955 1,694 1,433

Table 2-115 provides C. opilio crab (COBLZ) PSC limit allocation to the trawl CV sector for use in the
BSALI Pacific cod target fishery (after removing the historical usage by the AFA C/P sector). Utilizing the
2019 Pacific cod TLAS C. opilio crab (COBLZ) limit of 98,959, the trawl CV sector would be allocated
between 63,034 to 86,377 animals at a 10 percent PSC limit reduction, while at a 45 percent PSC limit
reduction for the sector would be 38,521 to 52,786 animals. Relative to the historical C. opilio crab
(COBLZ) PSC since 2004, the sector would likely not be constrained from fishing in the COBLZ at the
10 percent or at the 45 percent PSC limit reduction (see Table 2-106).

Table 2-115 Reductions in C. opilio crab (COBLZ) PSC limits (usage based) for trawl CV sector for use in the
BSAI Pacific cod target fishery

10% of the C. opilio

15% of the C. opilio

20%of the C. opilio

25%of the C. opilio

35%of the C. opilio

45% of the C. opilio

Qualifying years C.. opih:o crab (COBLZ) crab.(COBLZ) PSC | crab .(COBLZ) PSC | crab (C(.)BLZ) PSC | crab (C(?BLZ) PSC cra"b (CE)BLZ) PSC cr:ib (CE)BLZ) PSC
historical percentage | allocation to the trawl |allocation to the trawl| allocation to the allocation to the on to the tothe
CV sector CV sector trawl CV sector trawl CV sector | trawl CV sector trawl CV sector
Option 2.2.1(2014-2019) 97% 87% 82% 1% 73% 63% 53%
Option 2.2.2(2009-2019) 97% 87% 82% 78% 73% 63% 53%
Option 2.2.3(2004-1019) 71% 64% 60% 57% 53% 46% 39%

C. opilio crab (COBLZ)

10% of the C. opilio

15% of the C. opilio

20%of the C. opilio

25%of the C. opilio

35%of the C. opilio

45% of the C. opilio

Qualifying years PSCapportionment | ..., cOBLZ)PSC | crab (COBLZ) PSC | crab (COBLZ) PSC | crab (COBLZ) PSC | crab (COBLZ) PSC | crab (COBLZ) PSC
based ona.I|m|t of allocation (animals) | allocation (animals) | allocation (animals) |allocation (animals) [allocation (animals)]allocation (animals)
98,959 animals
Option 2.2.1(2014-2019) 95,696 86,126 81,341 76,557 71,772 62,202 52,633
Option 2.2.2(2009-2019) 95,974 86,377 81,578 76,779 71,981 62,383 52,786
Option 2.2.3(2004-1019) 70,038 63,034 59,533 56,031 52,529 45,525 38,521

Table 2-116 provides C. bairdi crab (Zone 1) PSC limit allocation to the trawl CV sector for use in the
BSAI Pacific cod target fishery (after removing the historical usage by the AFA C/P sector). Utilizing the
2019 Pacific cod TLAS C. bairdi (Zone 1) limit of 60,000 animals, the trawl CV sector would be
allocated between 51,367 to 52,315 animals at a 10 percent PSC limit reduction, while at a 45 percent
PSC limit reduction the sector would be allocated 31,335 to 31,970 animals. Given the low PSC of C.
bairdi crab (Zone 1) by the trawl CV sector while targeting BSAI Pacific cod since 2009, even at a 45
percent PSC limit reduction, the trawl CV sector would likely be unconstrained while targeting BSAI
Pacific cod in Zone 1 (see Table 2-107).
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Table 2-116 Reductions in C. bairdi crab (Zone 1) PSC limits (usage based) for trawl CV sector for use in the
BSAI Pacific cod target fishery

10%of the C. bairdi

15%of the C. bairdi

20% of the C. bairdi

25% of the C. bairdi

35%of the C. bairdi

45% of the C. bairdi

Qualifying years C. bairdi crab (Zone 1) | crab(Zone 1)PSC | crab(Zone 1)PSC | crab(Zone 1) PSC | crab (Zone 1) PSC | crab (Zone 1) PSC | crab (Zone 1) PSC
gy historical percentage | allocation to the trawl |allocation to the trawl| allocation to the allocation to the llocation to the llocation to the
CV sector CV sector trawl CV sector trawl CV sector trawl CV sector trawl CV sector
Option 2.2.1(2014-2019) 95% 86% 81% 76% 71% 62% 52%
Option 2.2.2(2009-2019) 97% 87% 82% 78% 73% 63% 53%
Option 2.2.3(2004-1019) 95% 85% 81% 76% 71% 62% 52%

C. bairdi crab (Zone 1)

10%of the C. bairdi

15%of the C. bairdi

20%of the C. bairdi

25%of the C. bairdi

35%of the C. bairdi

45% of the C. bairdi

Qualifying years PSC apportionment crab (Zone 1) PSC | crab(Zone 1) PSC | crab (Zone 1) PSC | crab (Zone 1) PSC | crab (Zone 1) PSC | crab (Zone 1) PSC
basedonalimitof | ajiocation (animals) | allocation (animals) | allocation (animals) |allocation (animals) allocation (animals)| allocation (animals)
60,000 animals
Option 2.2.1(2014-2019) 57,075 51,367 48,514 45,660 42,806 37,099 31,391
Option 2.2.2(2009-2019) 58,128 52,315 49,408 46,502 43,596 37,783 31,970
Option 2.2.3(2004-1019) 56,972 51,275 48,426 45,578 42,729 37,032 31,335

Table 2-117 provides C. bairdi crab (Zone 2) PSC limit allocation to the trawl CV sector for use in the
BSAI Pacific cod target fishery (after removing the historical usage by the AFA C/P sector). Utilizing the
2019 Pacific cod TLAS C. bairdi (Zone 2) limit of 49,999 animals, the trawl CV sector would be
allocated between 43,007 to 44,726 animals at a 10 percent PSC limit reduction, while at a 45 percent
PSC limit reduction the sector would be allocated 31,061 to 32,302 animals. Given the low PSC of C.
bairdi crab (Zone 2) by the trawl CV sector while targeting BSAI Pacific cod since 2008, even at a 45
percent PSC limit reduction, the trawl CV sector would likely be unconstrained when targeting BSAI
Pacific cod in Zone 2 (see Table 2-108).

Table 2-117 Reductions in C. bairdi crab (Zone 2) PSC limits (usage based) for trawl CV sector for use in the
BSAI Pacific cod target fishery

Qualifying years

C. bairdi crab (Zone 2)
historical percentage

10% of the C. bairdi
crab (Zone 2) PSC
allocation to the trawl
CV sector

15% of the C. bairdi
crab (Zone 2) PSC
allocation to the trawl
CV sector

20%of the C. bairdi

crab (Zone 2) PSC
allocation to the
trawl CV sector

25%of the C. bairdi

crab (Zone 2) PSC
allocation to the
trawl CV sector

35%of the C. bairdi

crab (Zone 2) PSC
allocation to the
trawl CV sector

45%of the C. bairdi

crab (Zone 2) PSC
allocation to the
trawl CV sector

Option 2.2.1(2014-2019)

90%

81%

7%

2%

68%

59%

50%

Option 2.2.2(2009-2019) 94% 84% 80% 75% 70% 61% 52%
Option 2.2.3(2004-1019) 94% 85% 80% 76% 71% 61% 52%
C. bairdi crab (Zone 2) | 409 of the C. bairdi | 15%of the C. bairdi | 20%of the C. baird | 25%of the C. bairdi |35%of the C. bairai | 45%of the C. bairdi
Qualifying years PsC apportlo_nn.\ent crab(Zone 2) PSC | crab (Zone 2) PSC | crab (Zone 2) PSC | crab (Zone 2) PSC | crab (Zone 2) PSC | crab (Zone 2) PSC
basedonalimitof | ajiocation (animals) | allocation (animals) | allocation (animals) |allocation (animals) |allocation (animals)| allocation (animals)
49,999 animals
Option 2.2.1(2014-2019) 45,182 40,664 38,405 36,146 33,887 29,368 24,850
Option 2.2.2(2009-2019) 46,917 42,225 39,880 37,534 35,188 30,496 25,804
Option 2.2.3(2004-1019) 47,236 42,512 40,151 37,789 35,427 30,703 25,980

Phased in PSC limit reductions

In June 2021, the Council added a new Suboption 3.3.3 that would phase in PSC limit reductions over
three years with one-third of the total reduction implemented each year. In October 2021, the Council
when selecting its PA, selected two years with one-half of the total PSC reduction implemented each year.
Similar approaches have been utilized in other cooperative based programs. In the Amendment 80
Program for example, annual halibut PSC and crab PSC limit available for use by the Amendment 80
sector was reduced over five years. By phasing in PSC reductions, cooperatives would have two years to
gradually adjust to lower PSC limits that are proposed in Suboptions 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, while also adjusting
to the many new aspects of the PCTC Program. Table 2-118 provides an example of the three-year phase
in the reduction of halibut and crab PSC limits. For halibut PSC, rather than the trawl CV sector starting
with a 287 mt limit (full reduction) upon implementation of the PCTC Program, the sector instead would
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start with a halibut PSC limit of 350 mt®® assuming a 391 mt halibut PSC limit for the Pacific cod fishery
using 2009 to 2019 qualifying years from Element 2 and 25 percent halibut reduction for the trawl CV

sector.

Table 2-118 Example of phased in PSC limit reduction for the trawl CV sector

PSC Trawl CV PSC apportionment Year 1 Year 2 Year 3

Halibut' 382 mt 350 319 287
Red king crab (Zone 1) 2 2,676 anmials 2,364 2,052 1,740
C. opilio_crab (COBLZ)® 89,657 animals 79,198 68,739 58,277
C. bairdi crab (Zone 1)* 54,360 animals 48,019 41,677 35,334
C. bairdi crab (Zone 2)5 45,299 animals 40,015 34,730 29,444

"Assumes a 391 mt halibut PSC limit for the Pacific cod fishery using 2009 to 2019 qualifying years and 25% halibut reduction

2Assumes a 35% reduction of a Pacific cod red king crab PSC limit (Zone 1) of 2,954 animals at a 90.6% allocation to traw | CV sector
®Assumes a 35% reduction of the Pacific cod C. opilio crab PSC limit (COBLZ) of 98,959 animals at a 90.6% allocation to the traw | CV sector
“Assumes a 35% reduction of the Pacific cod C. baird crab PSC limit (Zone 1) of 60,000 animals at a 90.6% allocation to the traw | CV sector
SAssumes a 35% reduction of the Pacific cod C. bairdi crab PSC limit (Zone 2) of 49,999 animals at a 90.6% allocation to the traw | CV sector

2.9.3.4. Option 3.4 - Establish separate C season PSC limits for trawl CV limited access fishery

Option 3.4 would establish a separate C season halibut and crab PSC limit apportionments of 5 to 15
percent of the total apportion for a TLAS Pacific cod fishery if the Council selects Element 2.5 which
would only allocate A season and B season directed fishing allowance to cooperatives as CQ. The C
season PSC apportionments would be calculated before applying PSC limit reductions for the PCTC
Program. The C season PSC apportionment is necessary under this option since 15 percent of the trawl
CV Pacific cod allocation would not be allocated to cooperatives as CQ but rather left as a limited access
fishery to be managed as currently done by NMFS. These halibut and crab PSC apportionments for the C
season would only apply to the trawl CV sector given Option 3.2 would establish separate PSC limits for
the trawl CV sector and the AFA C/P sector. The only exception is if the Council selects Option 3.1,
which would leave crab PSC limits at the BSAI TLAS level thus being shared by the trawl CV sector and
the AFA C/P sector.

As noted in Table 2-119, apportioning 5 percent to 15 percent of the annual trawl CV halibut PSC limit to
the C season yields between 19 mt to 57 mt, based on range of 96 percent to 98 percent, depending on the
years selected. As noted in Table 2-120, the average halibut PSC for the C season relatively to the average
annual halibut PSC limit ranged from 2.74 percent during 2009-2019 to 4.07 percent during 2014-2019.
Comparing the C season halibut PSC limits proposed under this option to average halibut C season PSC,
the minimum C season apportionment of 5 percent would likely overfund the C season halibut PSC
limit® while at the same time underfund the A and B seasons halibut PSC limit. Given that halibut PSC is
likely a constraining factor in cooperatives harvesting their CQ, overfunding the C season halibut PSC
limit when combined with proposed PSC limit reductions in Option 3.3, could further constrain the
cooperatives.

For red king crab (Zone 1), another potential constraining PSC limit, a 5 percent to 15 percent C season
apportionment would yield between 134 animals and 401 animals, based on a trawl CV annual
apportionment of 90.6 percent of 2,954 animals for the Pacific cod TLAS fishery. When compared to the
average C season PSC of red king crab (Zone 1) relative to the average annual PSC limit for red king crab
(Zome 1), approximately 0.19 percent to 0.70 percent was in the C season. Given the significantly lower C
season PSC relative to the annual limit, the option to apportion 5 percent to 15 percent of the annual limit
to C season would significantly overfund the C season red king crab (Zone 1) apportionment at the cost of

98 This example assumes a 391 mt halibut PSC limit for the TLAS Pacific cod fishery. Catch years used to determine
the halibut PSC limit apportionment to the trawl CV sector are 2009 through 2019, and the halibut PSC limit reduction
for the trawl CV sector in 25 percent.

99 Based on the assumption that the trawl CV sector does not fish more of their C season allocation in the future.
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underfunding the A and B season apportionment, which could constrain cooperatives when combined
with the proposed PSC limit reductions in Option 3.3.

Given that cooperatives will have to balance five different PSC limits two of which could be potentially
constraining (halibut and red king crab) all while managing their A and B season Pacific cod CQ, another
C season apportionment approach for potentially constraining PSC limits is to apportion a smaller
percentage of the annual PSC limit to the C season. This would allow for a larger percentage of the PSC
limit to be apportioned to the A and B seasons. This approach would likely provide greater flexibility for
cooperatives in balancing potentially constraining PSC limits. To accommodate this approach, the
Council would select a C season apportionment percentage using information in Table 2-120 that is less
than the average C season PSC relative to the annual average PSC limit. Any remaining halibut or red
king crab (Zone 1) PSC limit not utilized during cooperative fishing would roll to the C season for the
trawl CV limited access fishery.

Utilizing the proposed 5 percent to 15 percent C season apportionment, the number of C. opilio animals
that would be apportioned to the C season trawl CV limited access fishery would range from 4,483
animals to 13,449 animals (see Table 2-119) based on trawl CV annual apportionment of 90.6 percent of
98,657 C. opilio PSC limit for the Pacific cod TLAS fishery. In contrast, the average C season PSC for C.
opilio ranged from 348 animals to a high 828 animals (see Table 2-120) depending on the years selected.
As a percent of C season PSC relatively to the average annual PSC limit, the C season ranged from a low
of 0.34 percent to a high of 0.80 percent. The highest C season PSC was in 2017 at 4,141 animals.
Overall, the 5 percent to 15 percent range for C season apportionment would accommodate the C season
trawl CV limited access fishery during most years while also likely providing sufficient A and B season
PSC limits to not constrain cooperative fishing in most years.

For C. bairdi (Zone 1), a 5 percent to 15 percent C season apportionment would yield 2,718 to 8,154
animals for a C season trawl CV limited access fishery based on a trawl CV annual apportionment of 90.6
percent of 60,000 animals for the Pacific cod TLAS fishery (see Table 2-119). In contrast, the average
PSC of C. bairdi (Zone 1) during the C season ranged from 10 animals to 461 animals depending on the
years selected. As a percent of C season PSC relatively to the average annual PSC limit, the C season
ranged from a low of 0.02 percent to a high of 0.50 percent depending on the years selected. The two
years with the highest C season PSC occurred in 2004 at 4,876 animals and 2005 at 1,790 animals. The
remaining years had extremely low C season PSC. In summary, a 5 percent to 15 percent C season
apportionment would provide sufficient C season PSC limit to accommodate the trawl CV limited access
fishery in most years, while also likely providing sufficient PSC limit for the A and B seasons to not
constrain cooperatives in most years.

For C. bairdi (Zone 2), a 5 percent to 15 percent C season apportionment would result in 2,265 to 6,795
animals for the C season trawl CV limited access fishery based on a trawl CV annual apportionment of
90.6 percent of 49,999 animals for the Pacific cod TLAS fishery (see Table 2-119). In comparison, the
average annual C season PSC for C. bairdi (Zone 2) was 127 animals to 2,892 animals depending on the
years selected. As a percent of C season PSC relatively to the average annual PSC limit, the C season
ranged from a low of 0.28 percent to a high of 2.50 percent depending on the years selected. The 2004
through 2006 were periods of high C. bairdi (Zone 2) PSC both for the year and the C season. The C
season PSC ranged from a low of 7,005 animals in 2005 to a high of 23,302 animals in 2005. The next
highest C season PSC was in 2008 at 1,963 animals. In all other years, the C season PSC was less than
100 animals. Overall, the 5 percent to 15 percent range for C season apportionment would accommodate
the C season trawl CV limited access fishery during most years while also likely providing sufficient A
and B season PSC limits to not constrain cooperative fishing in most years.
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Table 2-119 Halibut and crab PSC C season apportionments based on 5 percent to 15 percent of annual PSC
limit for the trawl CV sector

Annual PSC limit
PSC species for trawl CV 5%ofa!1nual 15% o'f .
sector limit annual limit
2014-2019 (based on 96% trawl CV sector apportionment of 391 mt halibut PSC limit for the Pacific cod TLAS fishery) 377 19 57
Halibut  2009-2019 (based on 98% trawl CV sector apportionment of 391 mt halibut PSC limit for the Pacific cod TLAS fishery) 382 19 57
2004-2019 (based on 97% trawl CV sector apportionment of 391 mt halibut PSC limit for the Pacific cod TLAS fishery) 379 19 57
Red king crab (Zone 1) animals (based on 90.6% trawl CV sector apportion of 2,954 animal PSC limit for the Pacific cod TLAS fishery) 2,676 134 401
C. opilio (COBLZ) anmials (based on 90.6% trawl CV sector apportion of 98,657 animal PSC limit for the Pacific cod TLAS fishery) 89,657 4,483 13,449
C. bairdi (Zone 1) animals (based on 90.6% trawl CV sector apportion of 60,000 animal PSC limit for the Pacific cod TLAS fishery) 54,360 2,718 8,154
C. bairdi (Zone 2) animals (based on 90.6% trawl CV sector apportion of 49,9999 animal PSC limit for the Pacific cod TLAS fishery) 45,299 2,265 6,795
Table 2-120 Average annual PSC and average C season PSC
2004-2019 2009-2019 2014-2019
Halibut
Average annual PSC (mt) 334 273 265
Average C-season PSC (mt) 22 12 17
Average C-season PSC relative to average annual PSC 6.48% 4.37% 6.32%
Average C-season PSC relative to average annual PSC limit 3.15% 2.74% 4.07%
Red king crab (Zone 1) animals
Average annual PSC (animals) 298 327 271
Average C-season PSC (animals) 18 27 10
Average C-season PSC relative to average annual PSC 6.14% 8.13% 3.58%
Average C-season PSC relative to average annual PSC limit 0.19% 0.70% 0.33%
C. opilio crab (COBLZ)
Average annual PSC (animals) 483 649 1,085
Average C-season PSC (animals) 348 452 828
Average C-season PSC relative to average annual PSC 72.03% 69.71% 76.32%
Average C-season PSC relative to average annual PSC limit 0.34% 0.49% 0.80%
C. bairdi crab (Zone 1)
Average annual PSC (animals) 10,163 5,692 4,790
Average C-season PSC (animals) 461 46 10
Average C-season PSC relative to average annual PSC 4.53% 0.81% 0.21%
Average C-season PSC relative to average annual PSC limit 0.50% 0.08% 0.02%
C. bairdi crab (Zone 2)
Average annual PSC (animals) 9,233 2,791 2,303
Average C-season PSC (animals) 2,892 127 230
Average C-season PSC relative to average annual PSC 31.32% 4.53% 9.98%
Average C-season PSC relative to average annual PSC limit 2.50% 0.28% 0.51%

Source: AKFIN, July 2021, Sector_PSC(7-12-21)

2.9.3.5. Allocation of PSC limits to cooperatives

Finally, each cooperative will receive annual apportionments of halibut and crab PSC limits based on
members’ qualifying percent of total CQ for use by each cooperative while harvesting their Pacific cod
CQ in accordance with the harvest cooperative agreement. A PCTC Program cooperative is not
authorized to catch BSAI Pacific cod CQ or use crab PSC or halibut PSC in excess of the amount
assigned to the cooperative. Exceeding the amount of Pacific cod CQ or crab or halibut PSC assigned to
the cooperative would be prohibited. Each member of the PCTC Program cooperative would be jointly
and severally liable for any violations. This liability would extend to any persons who are hired to catch
or receive CQ assigned to an PCTC Program cooperative. Each member of an PCTC Program cooperative
would be responsible for ensuring that all members of the cooperative comply with all regulations
applicable to fishing under the PCTC Program.

PSC limits are transferable between cooperatives based on the same rules established for Pacific cod CQ.
Cooperatives are expected to devise methods to reduce their halibut and crab PSC. Factoring in options
that could reduce the amount of PSC available for cooperatives to include PSC limit reductions (Option
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3.3), the potential for C season trawl CV limited access Pacific cod fishery apportionment (Option 3.4),
and the use of pot gear to harvest CQ (Element 14), PSC limits may be constraining at the sector level, so
allowing transfers of PSC limits between cooperatives could help improve flexibility for cooperatives to
harvest their CQ.

2.9.4. Element 4 — GOA Sideboards

Allowing the trawl CV sector to form cooperatives to manage their BSAI Pacific cod allocation should
better optimize their fishery. The increased flexibility in planning their fishery year is expected to enable
companies to alter their historical fishing patterns and improve their production efficiency. However, the
flexibility that allows the trawl CVs to change their fishing patterns could also give them a competitive
advantage over other participants in the GOA groundfish fisheries that remain open access. For example,
if members of the trawl CV sector can decide the best time and most efficient vessels to fish their BSAI
Pacific cod allocation, it may provide them opportunities to expand their participation in other GOA
groundfish fisheries.

Under status quo, the trawl CV sector may not have had the opportunity to participate in those GOA
groundfish fisheries at the level possible with cooperative management because of conflicts between the
BSAI Pacific cod season and GOA groundfish seasons. Under a cooperative program, the cooperative
members’ participation in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery would be limited by their QS assigned to the LLP
license, the restrictions on their LLP license and its associated endorsements, the allowance of halibut and
crab PSC limits, and fishing schedule conflicts.!® Expanding their participation in other fisheries not
directly allocated to the trawl CV sector could result in other participants having less available to harvest.
Historical participants in those other fisheries may feel they are disadvantaged because of the PCTC
Program. As a result, these historical participants may request that protective harvest limits (i.e.,
“sideboards”) be placed on the trawl CV sector participating in cooperatives to restore the competitive
balance that existed prior to the PCTC Program cooperatives forming.

Sideboard limits allow the cooperative members to catch up to their “historical” percentage of species
they harvested in non-rationalized GOA groundfish fisheries. Sideboard limits are not an allocation. The
sideboard is a limit on the maximum amount of a species that catch share program participants can catch.
Members of PCTC Program cooperatives are not guaranteed that amount of catch. They must harvest the
sideboard limit before the TAC is harvested. Cooperative sideboard limits were first developed as part of
the AFA, and since then, have been included in the Crab Program, Amendment 80 Program, and the
Central GOA Rockfish Program.

To address concerns about the cooperative program having an advantage spilling into fisheries that are
not included in the catch share program, the Council included options to limit these spillover effects from
the PCTC Program on GOA fisheries. In December 2020, the Council reviewed an initial draft of the
PCTC Program analysis that included options for establishing GOA sideboards for those that qualify for
the PCTC Program. Recognizing the complexity of the existing sideboards when combined with new
sideboards from the PCTC Program, the Council at the December 2020 meeting modified the proposed
GOA sideboards to reduce some of the added complexity of GOA sideboards and reduce the management
and enforcement burden associated with the new sideboard limits. Specifically, Option 4.1 would modify
the existing GOA AFA non-exempt sideboard limits for all GOA AFA non-exempt vessels in addition to
applying a sideboard limit to AFA LLP licenses that authorize the vessel’s GOA fishing activity based on
GOA catch history during the range of years noted in Options 2.2.1 through 2.2.3. These sideboard limits
would be applied to all non-exempt AFA sideboarded vessels and AFA sideboarded LLP licenses in
aggregate. In June 2021, the Council clarified that the revision to the existing GOA sideboards in Option
4.1 are specific to groundfish and would not revise the existing GOA halibut PSC sideboard limits for the

100 These conflicts could include biological factors such as spawning aggregations at given times of the year and
bycatch interactions.
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AFA non-exempt vessels. The Council also added language to prohibit directed fishing through
regulations for the following GOA non-exempt sideboarded AFA CVs fisheries: Southeast Outside
District (SEO) pollock, Western shallow-water flatfish, both Central and Eastern deep-water flatfish, and
Eastern POP. Based on revised sideboard limits, these fisheries would have insufficient limits for a
directed fishery.

Option 4.2 would prohibit AFA GOA sideboard exempt vessels and non-AFA vessels assigned to an LLP
license that receive annual BSAI Pacific cod CQ from leasing that CQ as a condition of benefiting from
GOA sideboard exemption. In June 2021, the Council added language to Option 4.2 that allows vessels
assigned to the qualified GOA exempt LLP license that do not fish in the GOA during the calendar year,
except for the CGOA Rockfish Program, to lease the BSAI Pacific cod CQ generated by that LLP license
that calendar year. Option 4.2 requires cooperatives to monitor GOA exempt vessels that fish in the GOA,
except for the CGOA Rockfish Program, to ensure they do not lease their BSAI Pacific cod CQ.
Cooperatives must also implement a penalty structure for violations associated with exceeding the defined
limits. As part of Option 4.2, Suboption 4.2.1 would authorize AFA GOA exempt and non-AFA vessels
with LLP licenses with less than 200 mt, 400 mt, or 600 mt of average annual qualifying BSAI Pacific
cod catch history to lease their CQ while benefiting from GOA sideboard exemption.

The Council’s PA is shown in bold below.

Element 4: Gulf of Alaska (GOA) Sideboards

Option 4.1: All GOA non-exempt AFA CVs and AFA LLP licenses will be sideboarded (in
aggregate for all GOA groundfish fishing activity) and for halibut PSC (on the annual amount
of the total trawl halibut PSC limit), except for vessels when participating in the Central GOA
Rockfish Program, based on their GOA catch history during the BSAI Pacific cod qualifying
period.

Prohibit directed fishing in regulations for the GOA non-exempt AFA CVs and LLPs
for Southeast Qutside pollock, Western shallow-water flatfish, and both Central and Eastern
deep-water flatfish, and Eastern Pacific Ocean perch.

Option 4.2: AFA GOA-exempt and non-AFA CVs assigned to LLP licenses and CVs assigned to
under 60’ LLP licenses with Al transferable endorsements that receive annual BSAI Pacific cod
CQ will not be permitted to lease their BSAI Pacific cod CQ as a condition of benefiting from a
GOA sideboard exemption. If the vessel assigned to the qualified GOA exempt LLP license does
not fish the GOA during the calendar year, except for the Central GOA Rockfish Program, the
BSALI Pacific cod CQ generated by the LLP license can be leased that calendar year.
Cooperatives will be required to monitor GOA AFA exempt and non-AFA vessels and vessels
assigned to under 60’ LLP licenses with Al transferrable endorsements to ensure they do not
lease their BSAI Pacific cod CQ and implement a penalty structure for violations. Cooperatives
will be required to report leasing activities and penalties issued in the BSAI Pacific cod
cooperative annual report.

Suboption 4.2.1: AFA GOA-exempt, non-AFA CVs, and CVs assigned to under 60’ LLP
licenses with Al transferable endorsements with LLP licenses of less than 300 mt of average
annual qualifying BSAI Pacific cod history may lease their BSAI Pacific cod CQ and benefit
from the GOA sideboard exemption.

2.9.4.1. Summary of existing GOA sideboards
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It is important to understand how GOA sideboard limits that may be established under the PCTC Program
integrate with the existing GOA harvester sideboard limits. This section provides a description of the
existing GOA halibut PSC limits that originated from the AFA Program, BSAI Crab Program, and the
CGOA Rockfish Program.

AFA Program

When the AFA Program was implemented in 2000, AFA vessel owners received fixed allocations of BS
pollock. With the fixed pollock allocations, companies could effectively consolidate or otherwise improve
the efficiency of their BS pollock operations, thereby freeing AFA vessel owners to potentially expand
into other fisheries that would not otherwise have been available. To limit these expansions, the AFA
directed the Council to develop and recommend conservation and management measures necessary to
protect other fisheries from potential adverse impacts from the AFA Program. As a result, harvesting and
processing restrictions, known as sideboards, on AFA vessels in groundfish, crab, and scallop fisheries in
the BSAI (excluding pollock) and GOA were created (Section 211 of the AFA). In addition, specified
restrictions for prohibited species, as well as harvesting and processing limits for BSAI crab species for
AFA vessels were created.

In the GOA, AFA CVs are divided into two categories, those vessels subject to sideboard limits and those
vessels exempt from sideboard limits. The limits are calculated based on the catch histories of the non-
exempt AFA CVs. Specifically, the sideboard ratio is aggregated retained catch for each groundfish
species or species group during 1995 through 1997 period relative to the sum of the TACs for the species
or species group. An inter-cooperative agreement divides the sideboard limits among the cooperatives and
sets penalties for exceeding the limits.

The Council provided a sideboard exemption for AFA CVs that demonstrated dependence on GOA
fisheries, while having limited history in the BSAI pollock fishery. Although not incorporated in
regulation, the Council recommended and approved the exemption with the understanding that no GOA
sideboard-exempt vessel would lease its BS pollock in a year that it exceeds its GOA average harvest
level from 1995 through 1997. To ensure that the Council’s intent is satisfied, the Catcher Vessel Inter-
Cooperative Agreement binds vessels to this limitation.

The sideboard limit for halibut PSC is calculated based on the retained groundfish catch by AFA
sideboarded CVs in the shallow-water and deep-water complex from 1995 through 1997 relative to total
retained catch in the shallow-water'®! and deep-water'* complex. Under the sideboard limits, fisheries in
the applicable complex are closed for the remainder of a season once NMFS determines that the sideboard
will be reached. Any unused halibut PSC sideboard limit in one season may be rolled to the next season.
Conversely, if a seasonal apportionment of a trawl halibut PSC limit is exceeded, the overage is deducted
from the apportionment for the next season during the current fishing year. A number of AFA vessels
receive allocations under the Rockfish Program (and an associated halibut PSC allowance), so the limited
access deep-water complex fisheries are closed to AFA vessels during the third season.

CV sideboard limits for both groundfish and halibut PSC apply only to AFA vessels that are not exempt
from the specific sideboard limits. The AFA Program established two classes of exempted AFA CVs: 1)
those exempt from sideboard limits in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery, and 2) those exempt from sideboard
limits in the GOA groundfish fisheries.

NMFS manages the AFA sideboard limits. The agency makes an initial determination at the beginning of
the fishing year regarding the fisheries in which AFA vessels are likely to participate, based on historical
participation (sideboard ratios), TACs, prohibited species catch (PSC) limits, and other apportionments

101 Shallow-water complex is composed of pollock, Pacific cod, shallow-water flatfish, flathead sole, Atka mackerel,
skates, and other species (sculpins, sharks, and octopuses).
102 Deep-water complex is composed of sablefish, rockfish, deep-water flatfish, rex sole, and arrowtooth flounder.
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and regulations. The sideboard limit ratios were calculated as percentages of the TAC based on the
aggregate retained catch by AFA vessels of the sideboard species from 1995 to 1997. The ratio remains
the same year-to-year but is applied to the current year’s ITACs to determine the yearly sideboard limit.

To streamline and simplify NMFS's management of AFA groundfish sideboard limits, regulations were
published under 84 FR 2723, which became effective on March 11, 2019, that prohibited directed fishing
for several BSAI and GOA sideboard fisheries. AFA regulations required NMFS to calculate numerous
sideboard limits as part of the annual BSAI and GOA harvest specifications process and publish those
limits in the Federal Register. Simultancously, NMFS would prohibit directed fishing for the majority of
the groundfish species subject to these sideboard limits because most sideboard limits are too small each
year to support directed fishing. Vessels subject to sideboard limits in the final rule are now prohibited
from directed fishing for those species in regulation (50 CFR §§ 679.20(d)(1)(iv)(D) and 50 CFR
§680.22(e)(1)(i) and (iii) and Tables 54, 55, and 56 to 50 CFR §679). See Table 2-121 for the 2021 non-
exempt AFA CV groundfish sideboard limits in the GOA and Table 2-122 for the non-exempt AFA CVs
halibut PSC sideboard limits in the GOA. Table 2-123 provides a list of those GOA groundfish species
that are closed to directed fishing by AFA CVs. Note that AFA CVs qualified for the CGOA Rockfish
Program with Rockfish Program QS are not restricted by AFA sideboard limits for primary and secondary
Rockfish Program species while checked into Rockfish Program.

Recently, NMFS issued a final rule implementing Amendment 109 to the GOA FMP with an effective
date of January 1, 2021 (85 FR 38093, June 25, 2020), to change CGOA and WGOA Pacific cod seasonal
apportionments. The amendment increased the trawl CV sector’s A season TAC while proportionally
decreasing the sector’s B season TAC. Amendment 109 also combined the CGOA and WGOA trawl CV
pollock fishery A season and B season into a single season (redesignated as the A season) and the C
season and D-season into a single season (redesignated as the B season) and changed the annual start date
of the redesignated pollock B season from August 25 to September 1.
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Table 2-121 2021 GOA non-exempt AFA CV groundfish sideboard limits

i Sideboard i
Target Species Apportionments by Arealcomponent ide _01r 2021 TACs 202? s_ldeboard
season/gear ratio (mt) limit (mt)
Shumagin (610) 0.6047 799 483
ASeason Jan 20 - May 31 Chirikof (620) 0.1167 41,737 4,871
Kodiak (630) 0.2028 6,297 1,277
Pollock Shumagin (610) 0.6047 17,677 10,689
B Season Sep 1 -Nov1 Chirikof (620) 0.1167 13,133 1,533
Kodiak (630) 0.2028 18,023 3,655
WYK (640) 0.3495 5,654 1,941
Annual
SEO (650) 0.3495 10,148 3,547
W 0.1331 474
ASeasonJan 1-Jun 10 3,561
C 0.0692 6,567 454
Pacific cod
W 0.1331 2,029 270
B Season Sept 1 - Dec 31
C 0.0692 3,675 254
w .01 207
Shallow-water flatfish Annual 0.0156 13,250
Cc 0.0587 28,082 1,648
C 0.0647 124
Deep-water flatfish Annual 1914
E 0.0128 3,787 48
Rexsole Annual C 0.0384 8,912 342
Arrowtooth flounder Annual C 0.028 69,072 1,934
Flathead sole Annual C 0.0213 15,400 328
Cc 0.0748 2,052
Pacific ocean perch Annual 27,429
E 0.0466 7,105 331
Northern Rockfish Annual C 0.0277 3,334 92

Source: Table 18 of the Final 2021 Harvest Specification
"Determined using a ratio of 1995 to 1997 AFA CV catch to 1995 to 1997 TAC

Table 2-122 2021 non-exempt AFA CVs halibut PSC sideboard limits in the GOA

2021 total halibut | 2021 sideboard limit
. . .1
Trawl season Halibut PSC complex Sideboard ratio PSC limit (mt) (mt)
Shallow-water
First seasonal allowance (Jan 20 - Apr 1) W 034 384 131
Deep-water 0.07 135 9
Shallow-water .
Second seasonal allowance (Apr 1 - Jul 1) 0.34 85 29
Deep-water 0.07 256 18
Shallow-water .
Third seasonal allowance (Jul 1 -Sep 1) 034 121 41
Deep-water 0.07 341 24
Shallow-water .
Fourth seasonal allowance (Sep 1 - Oct 1) 0.34 53 18
Deep-water 0.07 75 5
Fifth seasonal allowance (Oct 1 - Dec 31) Al targets 0.205 256 52
Total shallow-water 219
Annual Total deep-water 56
Grand total, all season and categories 1,706 328

Source: Table 20 of the Final 2021 Harvest Specification
"Determined using a ratio of 1995-1997 AFA CV retained catch in the PSC target category to 1995-1997 total retained catch
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Table 2-123 AFA CV GOA sideboard species for which directed fishing is prohibited

Target species

Area

Eastern inshore

Pacific cod
Eastern offshore
Shallow-water flatfish Eastern
Deep-water flatfish Western
Rexsole Western
Eastern
Arrowtooth flounder Western
Eastern
Flathead sole Western
Eastern
Pacific ocean perch Western
Northern rockfish Western
Western
Dusky rockfish Central
Eastern
Demersal shelf rockfish SEO district
Western
Sablefish Central
Eastern
Western
Shortraker rockfish Central
Eastern
Western
Rougheye rockfish Central
Eastern
Western
Thornyhead rockfish Central
Eastern
Other rockfish Central
Eastern
Atka mackerel GOA
Western
Big skate Central
Eastern
Western
Longnose skate Central
Eastern
Other skates GOA
Sharks GOA
Squids GOA
Octopuses GOA

Source: Prohibit Directed Fishing For AFA Program and Crab Rationalization
Program Groundfish Sideboard limits in the BSAland GOA (84 FR 2723, Feb

2,2019)
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The AFA CV cooperatives (including the inshore cooperatives, as well as the Mothership Fleet
Cooperative and the High Sea Catchers’ Cooperative) divide the harvest limits among the cooperatives,
and each cooperative apportions its allocations among member vessels. Because the sideboard harvest
limits apply to all non-exempt AFA CVs across the three AFA sectors, the Catcher Vessel Inter-
cooperative agreement was created to divide the limits among cooperatives, set penalties for exceeding
the limits, and to monitor sideboard species transfers between cooperatives. The cooperative structure
provides a mechanism for AFA CVs to manage the harvest of sideboard limits through civil contracts.

Crab Program

Knowing that the harvesters in the crab fisheries may alter fishing patterns to increase catch in other
fisheries, the Council included sideboard limits on catches of GOA groundfish for vessels and licenses
with BS snow crab history that contributed to an initial quota share allocation (see Figure 2-9).
Sideboards under the program also prohibit participation in the GOA Pacific cod fisheries by vessels with
BS snow crab history that contributed to a crab quota allocation and that landed less than 50 mt of
groundfish harvested in the GOA during the BS snow crab qualifying period (January 1, 1996, and
December 31, 2000). In addition, vessels with limited BS snow crab and demonstrated GOA Pacific cod
dependence are exempt from GOA Pacific cod sideboard limits. Specifically, the qualification criteria for
exemption of GOA Pacific cod sideboards are if the catch history of the vessel is less than 750,000 Ibs. of
BS snow crab from 1996 to 2000 and more than 680 mt of GOA Pacific cod during the same qualifying
years. To qualify for an exemption from GOA pollock sideboards, the catch history of the vessel must be
less than 0.22 percent of all BS snow crab landings from 1996 to 2000 and the vessel must have made 20
landings of pollock harvested from the GOA during the same qualifying years.

Sideboard limits are based on GOA groundfish and GOA Pacific cod retained catch by the crab vessels
that are subject to the sideboard limits during the snow crab qualifying period. In other words, the
sideboard limit calculation does not include history from sideboard exempt crab vessels. Since LLP
licenses can move among vessels, it is possible that the sideboard limits on a vessel could differ from
those associated with the LLP license assigned to that vessel. In these cases, the more restrictive
sideboard is applied. Finally, since vessels participating in the AFA are already subject to sideboards in
GOA groundfish fisheries, those vessels are exempt from these crab program sideboards.
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Figure 2-9 Diagram of non-AFA crab vessel sideboard limits for the GOA
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CGOA Rockfish Program

The CGOA Rockfish Program also includes sideboard limits that apply to federally permitted vessels
fishing in federal waters and waters adjacent to the CGOA when the harvest of rockfish primary species
(POP, Northern rockfish, and dusky rockfish) by that vessel are deducted from the federal TAC.
Sideboards limit both the LLP license with rockfish QS assigned to it, and the vessel used to make legal
landings of rockfish QS.

Rockfish Program sideboards are in effect from July 1 through July 31. Sideboard measures are in effect
only during the month of July when the CGOA rockfish fisheries were traditionally open and vessel
operators had to choose between fishing in the GOA rockfish fisheries and other fisheries (salmon) that
were open to directed fishing.

Specific to rockfish qualified CVs, they are prohibited from fishing for the primary rockfish species in the
West Yakutat District (WYAK) and Western GOA (WGOA) during July. Instead of utilizing small
sideboard limits, the CV sector sideboard limits instead prohibit directed fishing for the primary rockfish
species, which eases the management burden and reduces the observer coverage and costs associated with
sideboard fisheries for the sector. Rockfish qualified CVs are also prohibited from directed fishing in any
target fishery in the deep-water complex (except for CGOA rockfish) but can directed fish for target
fisheries in the shallow-water complex during July. Deep-water complex includes the arrowtooth
flounder, deep-water flatfish, and rex sole fisheries. The shallow-water complex includes pollock, Pacific
cod, shallow-water flats, flathead sole, Atka mackerel, and other species. These restrictions were
implemented to limit participation of Rockfish Program qualified CVs in these fisheries because they had
not historically harvested these species in July. As a result, Rockfish Program qualified CVs are limited to
fishing species in the shallow-water complex during the month of July.

Two exemptions from sideboards were included under the Rockfish Program. The first applies to CVs
and LLP licenses that applied to be permanently exempted from the Rockfish Program and choose not to
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receive rockfish QS for which they would have otherwise qualified. The second exemption is specific to
AFA CVs that are subject to AFA GOA sideboard limits. These vessels, of which there are four, are
exempt because the Council believed these CVs did not need further limit since it determined that the
AFA GOA sideboards limits effectively constrained AFA CVs from expanding their ability to harvest in
other fisheries. Imposing additional sideboard limits would have been duplicative and unnecessary.

2.9.4.2. Option 4.1 — Revise AFA CVs GOA sideboard limits

Under Option 4.1, the existing GOA groundfish sideboards for all GOA non-exempt AFA CVs (PCTC
Program qualified and non-qualified) will be revised based on the GOA catch history during the years in
Options 2.2.1 through 2.1.3. In other words, regardless of qualifying for the PCTC Program, the GOA
groundfish sideboards limits for the non-exempt AFA CVs will be revised based on GOA catch in more
recent years relatively to the 1995 to 1997 GOA history used to generate the sideboard limits. In addition,
unlike the existing AFA sideboard limits, which only limit the vessel and not the LLP license derived by
that vessel’s history, Option 4.1 would also apply a sideboard limit to the AFA LLP licenses that
authorized the vessel’s GOA activity. These sideboard limits will be applied to all the non-exempt AFA
CVs and AFA LLP licenses on these vessels in aggregate.

Option 4.1 excludes CGOA Rockfish Program fishing activity generated by specific vessels and LLP
licenses when calculating the GOA sideboard limits. As noted in the July 2017 AFA Program Review,
there were 9 non-exempt AFA CVs that received CGOA Rockfish Pilot Program permits during the years
of the program (2007 through 2011). In 2012, the CGOA Rockfish Program replaced the Pilot Program.
Under the new program, different qualifying years were used causing six of the nine non-exempt AFA
CVs to no longer qualify. Given that two of the three qualifying year options (Options 2.2.2 and 2.2.3)
used to calculate the GOA sideboard limits encompass the years during the Pilot Program and the years
during the CGOA Rockfish Program, there are at least two approaches for calculating the Rockfish
Program fishing activity. One approach is to utilize the CGOA rockfish fishing activity from all nine non-
exempt AFA CVs that qualified for the Pilot Program from 2007-2011 combined with the CGOA fishing
activity from the four non-exempt AFA CVs that qualified for the Rockfish Program from 2012-2019.
The other approach would be to use only the CGOA fishing activity from the three qualified non-exempt
AFA CVs during the Pilot Program years and the Rockfish Program years. The first approach was
selected because it excluded the catch of all vessels when participating in the Rockfish Pilot Program and
Rockfish Program. This approach best captures the intent of the Council to exclude catch from the
sideboard limit that was taken in the CGOA rockfish fishery by trawl gear. If the catch of the three
currently active vessels were only excluded, it would reduce the amount of catch taken in the CGOA
rockfish fishery and, therefore, result in a larger sideboard limit. While this may seem contradictory, it is
because the catch in the CGOA rockfish fishery is being deducted from the total catch by these vessels
and LLP licenses in the GOA (the catch is deducted from total GOA catch by these vessels when
determining the sideboard limit).

NMFS manages the AFA GOA sideboard limits, while the AFA cooperatives coordinate the harvest of
sideboard limits so as not exceed the groundfish and halibut PSC sideboard limits. The agency makes an
initial determination at the beginning of the fishing year regarding the fisheries in which AFA vessels are
likely to participate, based on historical participation (sideboard ratios), TACs, prohibited species catch
(PSC) limits, and other apportionments and regulations. The sideboard limit ratios were calculated as
percentages of the TAC based on the aggregate retained catch by AFA vessels of the sideboard species
from 1995 to 1997. The ratio remains the same year-to-year but is applied to the current year’s ITACs to
determine the yearly sideboard limit. Upon reaching a sideboard limit, NMFS closes the sideboard fishery
to the AFA non-exempt trawl CVs for directed fishing. Although several AFA sideboard fisheries have
been closed during in the harvest specifications over the years, only one inseason closure occurred, which
was the rex sole fishery in 2014. AFA sideboard fisheries are reported by subarea for all AFA sideboard
fisheries and by season for pollock and Pacific cod by season (see Table 2-121).
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Figure 2-10, Figure 2-11, and Figure 2-12 shows the different GOA sideboard limits by the different
catch share program from the perspective of the non-exempt AFA CVs. Each shaded column represents a
different sideboard restriction, with the extreme left representing the AFA sideboards (which were the
first sideboards) while the extreme right represents the proposed revised AFA sideboard limits noted in
Option 4.1.

For example, starting with the extreme left column, there are 82 non-exempt AFA CVs that are restricted
by GOA sideboards. Of those 82 non-exempt AFA CVs, 12 currently have an LLP license with CGOA
trawl endorsements and 9 currently have an LLP license with WGOA trawl endorsements. Note that AFA
GOA sideboard limits are currently not applied to LLP licenses. The next column to the right represents
the Crab Program sideboards in the GOA that apply to both vessels and LLP licenses. Since none of the
82 non-exempt AFA CVs and their associated LLP licenses are qualified to participate in the Crab
Program, they are not restricted by GOA Crab Program sideboard limits and thus labeled as non-Crab
Program CVs and LLP licenses. The next column represents CGOA Rockfish Program sideboards. Of the
82 non-exempt AFA CVs and their associated LLP licenses labeled as non-Crab Program CVs and LLP
licenses, three non-exempt AFA CVs qualify for the CGOA Rockfish Program and are restricted by
CGOA Rockfish Program sideboard limits while the remaining 79 non-exempt AFA CVs are not
qualified to participate in the CGOA Rockfish Program and are not restricted by CGOA Rockfish
Program sideboard limits.

The final column represents the revised AFA non-exempt GOA sideboard limits proposed under Option
4.1 for both qualified and non-qualified PCTC Program vessels and LLP licenses. Depending on the
qualifying years from Element 2 will determine the revised AFA non-exempt GOA sideboard limits.
Using 2014 through 2019 qualifying years, the 45 PCTC Program qualified CVs and LLP licenses, the 34
non-qualified PCTC Program CVs and LLP licenses, and the three CVs and LLPs that qualified for both
PCTC Program and the CGOA Rockfish Program collectively will be limited by revised AFA non-
exempt GOA sideboard limits based on GOA activity during the 2014 through 2019 years (see Figure
2-10).

Figure 2-10 Diagram of existing GOA sideboard limits in combination with proposed revised GOA sideboard

limits for all non-exempt AFA trawl CVs and LLP licenses (Option 4.1) based on GOA activity
during 2014-2019
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Figure 2-11 Diagram of existing GOA sideboard limits in combination with proposed revised GOA sideboard
limits for all non-exempt AFA trawl CVs and LLP licenses (Option 4.1) based on GOA activity

during 2009-2019
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Table 2-124 provides vessel count, LLP license count, existing annual sideboard limits, sideboard harvest,
percent of sideboard limit harvested for the non-exempt AFA CVs. Also included in the table is the
average sideboard harvested from 2004-2019, 2009-2019, and 2014-2019. As noted in Table 2-124, the
non-exempt AFA CVs harvested less than the sideboard limit for every species. As noted in the AFA
Program Review (NPFMC, 2017), the GOA pollock is the primary sideboard fishery for the non-exempt
AFA CVs. On average, nine vessels participated in the directed fishery for pollock from 2004 to 2019.

Table 2-125 provides the recalculated non-exempt AFA trawl CV GOA groundfish sideboard ratios along
with 2021 sideboard limits that would result from those ratios for Option 4.1. The revised sideboard
calculation utilized aggregate retained catch of non-exempt AFA CVs of each sideboard species or
species group relative to the sum of the TACs for these species or species groups. Years used to calculate
the revised sideboards are from Element 2, Options 2.2.1 through 2.2.3. In addition, all CGOA Rockfish
Program fishing activity by non-exempt AFA CVs when participating in the Rockfish Pilot Program and
the Rockfish Program was removed from the sideboard calculations. With the exception of CGOA
Northern rockfish and POP, which are managed via the CGOA Rockfish Program, the sideboard fisheries
listed in Table 2-121 are the only GOA sideboard fisheries that are open for directed fishing by the non-
exempt AFA CVs and therefore are the only sideboard limits calculated for Option 4.1. GOA groundfish
sideboard species listed in Table 2-123 have been insufficient for a directed fishery by sideboarded
vessels since implementation in 2000. As a result, directed fishing for the species list in Table 2-123
would remain unchanged under Option 4.1.

As shown in Table 2-125, the calculated sideboard limits for all the non-exempt AFA trawl CVs are lower
than the existing non-exempt AFA sideboard limits. These lower sideboard limits shown in Table 2-125
are due to the limited fishing activity by all the non-exempt AFA CVs in these fisheries subject to
sideboard limits during the range of years from Element 2 as seen in Table 2-124. Several of the
sideboard limits are insufficient to allow directed fishing. These include A season Shumagin (610)
pollock, annual WYK (640) and SEO (650) pollock!®, both A season and B season Western and Central
Pacific cod, Western shallow-water flatfish, both Central and Eastern deep-water flatfish, and Eastern
POP. To streamline sideboard limits and ease management burden, the Council in June 2021 included
language to prohibited directed fishing in regulations for SEO pollock, Western shallow-water flatfish,
both Central and Eastern deep-water flatfish, and Eastern POP. In addition, given the reduced sideboard
limits for those species that are projected to have sufficient limits for a fishery, it is likely NMFS would
require intercooperative management of these fisheries in order for the species to be open for directed
fishing.

Note that the recent SOC approval of Amendment 109 to the FMP for Groundfish of the GOA modified
the final sideboard limits for the Pacific cod and pollock fisheries. Specifically, the action modified
CGOA and WGOA Pacific cod seasonal apportionments to increase the trawl CV sector’s A season TAC
while proportionally decreasing the sector’s B season TAC. The amendment also implemented a
regulatory change to combine the CGOA and WGOA trawl CV pollock fishery A and B seasons into a
single season (redesignated as the A season) and the C and D seasons into a single season (redesignated as
the B season) and change the annual start date of the redesignated pollock B season from August 25 to
September 1.

103 As a result of Amendment 41 to the GOA Groundfish FMP which prohibited trawling in SEO, the sideboard limit for
pollock SEQ is zero.
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Table 2-124 Vessel count, LLP license count, GOA sideboard limits, sideboard harvest, and percent of sideboard limit harvested by GOA sideboard

fishery
. y S 3 S S 3 3 e b o 2 3 2 2 = 2 2 Average
Sideboard fishery S & &8 8 & &8 &% &% B & & & & & & & |2004-2019 20092019 2014-2019

Number of vessels 10 10 10 10 9 10 9 8 8 9 7 7 8 8 7 6 9 8 7

Number of LLP licenses 12 13 13 13 12 14 12 11 11 11 10 10 11 10 12 7 11 11 10
Pollock Sideboard limit (1,000 mt) 24 309 293 245 202 164 27 289 339 297 411 412 412 388 413 36.0 31.5 34.1 39.9
Cooperative report harvest (1,000 mt) 67 79 69 63 32 19 56 44 66 126 131 151 136 136 95 55 8.3 9.2 11.7
% of sideboard limit harvested 28 25 24 26 16 11 21 15 19 42 31 36 33 35 23 15 25.0 25.6 28.9

Number of vessels 10 9 10 7 8 10 9 8 7 9 7 7 8 8 7 3 8 8 7

Number of LLP licenses 122 M 13 9 10 14 12 11 9 11 10 10 11 10 12 3 11 10 9

Pacific cod Sideboard limit (1,000 mt) 43 40 49 49 48 38 53 58 58 54 58 68 43 48 12 141 46 46 4.0
Cooperative report harvest (1,000 mt) 04 05 02 06 03 03 09 10 03 04 09 07 03 10 00 02 05 0.5 05
% of sideboard limit harvested 8 12 3 12 7 8 17 18 5 7 16 10 7 21 0 18 10.6 11.6 12.0

Number of vessels 10 10 10 10 9 10 9 8 8 9 7 6 8 8 7 6 8 8 7

Number of LLP licenses 12 13 13 13 12 14 12 11 11 11 10 8 11 10 12 7 11 11 10

Arrowthooth flounder Sideboard limit (1,000 mt) 08 08 08 10 10 09 09 09 21 21 21 21 21 21 14 2 14 1.7 2.0
Cooperative report harvest (1,000 mt) 00 01 02 10 08 07 04 07 01 05 08 05 01 11 05 06 05 0.5 0.6
% of sideboard limit harvested 2 14 26 102 79 83 49 80 6 25 38 25 5 52 36 30 40.7 39.0 31.0

Number of vessels 8 8 9 7 9 6 8 6 7 8 7 6 6 6 7 5 7 7 6

Number of LLP licenses 9 10 11 9 12 9 10 8 9 10 10 8 8 8 12 6 9 9 9

Pacific ocean perch Sideboard limit (1,000 mt) 1.0 10 1.0 1.1 1.1 0.8 10 09 10 10 1.2 1.3 15 15 1.8 1.7 1.2 1.2 15
Cooperative report harvest (1,000 mt) 04 03 02 06 04 03 00 04 00 05 08 06 01 02 02 00 0.3 0.3 0.3
% of sideboard limit harvested 38 30 23 59 36 33 2 47 1 53 65 47 7 13 11 2 29.2 25.6 24.2

Number of vessels 6 5 7 5 6 5 7 6 7 7 3 6 6 8 3 1 6 5 5

Number of LLP licenses 6 5 8 6 7 6 9 8 9 9 4 8 7 10 4 1 7 6

Shallow-water flatfish sideboard limit (1,000 mt) 09 09 09 09 09 09 09 08 13 11 10 11 13 13 17 18 1.1 1.2 14
Cooperative report harvest (1,000 mt) 00 00 00 04 01 01 01 01 02 02 04 02 01 01 00 04 02 02 0.2
% of sideboard limit harvested 0 0 0 40 12 10 10 7 12 8 30 17 8 9 1 22 11.6 12.1 14.4

Number of vessels 5 5 5 5 6 2 4 4 5 6 2 5 6 5 2 2 4 4 4

Number of LLP licenses 5 5 5 5 6 2 4 4 6 6 2 7 8 7 3 2 5 5 5

Northern rockfish  Sideboard limit (1,000 mt) 02 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Cooperative report harvest (1,000 mt) 00 01 00 03 02 ©01 00 01 00 00 ©00 00 00 00 00 00 0.1 0.0 0.0
% of sideboard limit harvested 20 57 0 199 189 94 1 81 1 3 16 6 4 5 11 20 44.2 22.1 10.4

Number of vessels 8 7 7 8 8 4 7 7 6 8 7 6 6 8 5 3 7 6 6

Number of LLP licenses 10 9 8 10 10 5 9 10 8 10 10 8 8 10 8 3 9 8 8

Rexsole Sideboard limit (1,000 mt) 04 04 03 03 03 03 03 02 03 02 02 02 02 02 03 03 0.3 02 02
Cooperative report harvest (1,000 mt) 00 00 ©00 00 00 ©00 01 01 00 01 03 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 0.1 0.1
% of sideboard limit harvested 0 0 1 8 9 18 37 35 3 54 138 20 2 11 13 13 22.7 31.3 33.0

Number of vessels 4 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 4 4 2 3 2 2 3

Number of LLP licenses 4 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 5 5 3 3 3 3 3

Deep-water flatfish ~ Sideboard limit (1,000 mt) 02 03 03 04 05 05 02 02 02 03 04 04 03 029 03 03 0.3 0.3 0.3
Cooperative report harvest (1,000 mt) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.04 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

% of sideboard limit harvested 2 0 0 4 1 1 9 5 0 0 0 0 0 14 4 0 2.5 3.0 3.1

Number of vessels 9 10 9 10 9 8 9 7 8 9 7 6 8 8 7 3 8 7 7

Number of LLP licenses 11 13 12 13 12 11 12 10 11 11 10 8 11 10 12 3 11 10 9

Flathead sole Sideboard limit (1,000 mt) 02 02 01 01 02 O01 01 01 04 03 03 03 036 033 03 04 0.2 0.3 0.3
Cooperative report harvest (1,000 mt) 0 0 0 0.1 041 0 0.1 041 0 0 0 0 0.03 006 01 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
% of sideboard limit harvested 1 12 2 37 53 17 78 64 12 0 0 0 9 19 19 25 21.7 22.0 11.8

Source: AFA Catcher Vessel Intercooperative reports from 2004 through 2019 and BSA|_ PCOD_LAPP_GOA_SB_LANDINGS(7-22-21) for vessel and LLP license count.
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Table 2-125 GOA groundfish sideboard ratios (aggregate retained catch/TAC) and estimated sideboard limit
(mt) using 2021 TACs for all non-exempt AFA CVs and LLP licenses authorized by these vessels
for the three sets of years from Element 2

Existing 2021 Option 1 (2014-2019) Option 2 (2009-2019) Option 3 (2004-2019)
. Apportionments by Sideboard | =9 %0 New 2021 New 2021 New 2021
Target Species Areal/component 4 sideboard limit| i o ) . .
season/gear ratio (mt) Sideboard |sideboard limit] Sideboard | sideboard limit | Sideboard | sideboard
ratio (mt) ratio (mt) ratio limit (mt)
Shumagin (610) 0.6047 483 0.038 30 0.057 46 0.077 61
ASeason Jan 20 - May31 |  Chirikof (620) 0.1167 4,871 0.062 2,576 0.064 2,671 0.065 2,713
Kodiak (630) 0.2028 1,277 0.093 585 0.091 573 0.082 516
Pollock Shumagin (610) 0.6047 10,689 0.038 670 0.057 1,009 0.077 1,355
B Season Sep 1-Nov 1 Chirikof (620) 0.1167 1,533 0.062 810 0.064 841 0.065 854
Kodiak (630) 0.2028 3,655 0.093 1,675 0.091 1,640 0.082 1478
Annual WYK (640) 0.3495 1,941 0.020 109 0.026 142 0.025 141
SEO (650) 0.3495 3,547 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0
ASeason Jan 1 - Jun 10 w 0.1331 474 0.007 25 0.009 32 0.007 26
Pacific cod C 0.0692 454 0.011 75 0.011 71 0.008 53
B Season Sept 1 - Dec 31 w 0.1331 270 0.007 14 0.009 18 0.007 15
C 0.0692 254 0.011 42 0.011 40 0.008 29
Shallow-water Annual w 0.0156 207 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0
flatfish ¢ 0.0587 1,648 0.011 309 0.011 309 0.009 253
Deep-water flatsh Annual ¢ 0.0647 124 0.002 3 0.002 4 0.002 4
E 0.0128 48 0.000 0 0.000 0 0.000 0
Rexsole Annual C 0.0384 342 0.013 117 0.014 123 0.010 89
Arrowtooth flounder Annual C 0.028 1,934 0.010 698 0.011 760 0.012 829
Flathead sole Annual C 0.0213 584 0.006 175 0.007 180 0.007 192
Pacific ocean perch Annual E 0.0466 331 0.002 14 0.001 7 0.001 7

Source: AKFIN, March 2021

Table orginates from Excel file Non-Exempt AFA GOA Sideboard Calculations and BSA|_ PCOD_LAPP_GOA_SB_LANDINGS(3-23-21)
Bold font denotes sideboard fisheries likely to be open for directed fishing

"Determined using a ratio of 1995 to 1997 AFA CV catch to 1995 to 1997 TAC

Like groundfish sideboards, AFA non-exempt CVs and LLP licenses are also restricted by GOA halibut
PSC sideboard limits. In June 2021, the Council clarified that the revision to the existing GOA sideboard
limits in Option 4.1 are specific to groundfish and would not revise the existing GOA halibut PSC
sideboard limits for the AFA non-exempt vessels. Recognizing that the Council could choose to modify
the existing AFA GOA halibut PSC sideboard limits at final action, information concerning the GOA
halibut PSC sideboard limits are included in the analysis.

The existing GOA halibut PSC sideboard limits are based on the aggregate retained groundfish catch by
non-exempt AFA CVs in each PSC target category from 1995 through 1997 divided by the retained catch
of all vessels in that fishery from 1995 through 1997 (50 CFR §679.64(b)(4)(ii)). Table 2-122 provides

the GOA halibut PSC sideboard limits for all non-exempt AFA CVs for 2021 fishing seasons. As for

GOA halibut PSC sideboard for non-exempt AFA CVs, the low numbers of vessels participating in the
various seasons result in the data being largely confidential. Because of these disclosure issues, tables
showing non-exempt AFA CV PSC by season and target category are not provided. It is noted in the July
2017 AFA Program Review that in no year between 2003 and 2015 were annual AFA halibut PSC
sideboard limits in the GOA exceeded,'™ and since publication of the review the limits have not been
exceeded as well. On average, non-exempt AFA CVs caught 9.4 to 41.2 percent of their annual halibut
PSC limits for shallow-water and deep-water targets, respectively.!% In comparison, GOA halibut PSC
limits for all trawl gear (CV's and C/Ps) have resulted in fishery complex closures during the period. For
the deep-water complex which include sablefish, rockfish, deep-water flatfish, rex sole, and arrowtooth
flounder, the last halibut PSC closure was on March 7, 2020. For the shallow-water complex, which
includes pollock, Pacific cod, shallow-water flatfish, flathead sole, Atka mackerel, skates, squids, sharks,
octopuses, and sculpins, the last halibut PSC closure was on September 2, 2012.

104 Seasonal limits were exceeded an estimate five times, but the overages were covered by unused apportionments

in prior seasons.

105 Averages do not include halibut PSC taken in the combined species fisheries fifth season.
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Given the proposed AFA GOA groundfish sideboard limits are reduced limits relative to the original AFA
groundfish sideboard limits, it is likely maintaining the existing AFA GOA halibut PSC sideboard limits
in combination with the proposed lower GOA groundfish sideboard limits results in the existing halibut
PSC sideboard limits being non-constraining. For example, as noted in Table 2-125, the original
sideboard limit for CGOA shallow-water flatfish is 5.87 percent of the TAC, whereas the revised AFA
CGOA sideboard limit would range from 0.9 percent to 1.1 percent of the TAC. In contrast, the existing
halibut PSC sideboard limits noted in Table 2-122 would remain at 34 percent of the halibut PSC
apportioned to the trawl gear shallow-water complex. Although the existing halibut PSC sideboard limits
have never been exceeded since 2003, the original intent of GOA sideboards, including the halibut PSC
limit, was to limit the potentially for expansion into other fisheries that would not otherwise have been
available prior AFA. By revising groundfish sideboard limits to account for potential spill over impacts
from the PCTC Program and not revising halibut PSC sideboard limits moves away from the intent of
developing comprehensive sideboard limits since CVs subject to the GOA sideboard limits have less
incentive to reduce halibut PSC.

In developing revised halibut PSC sideboard limits for all non-exempt AFA CVs and the LLP licenses,
the same calculations were used as under the AFA but with catch year options from Element 2. In other
words, the sideboard limit would be based on aggregate retained groundfish catch by non-exempt AFA
CVs in each PSC target category divided by the aggregated retained groundfish catch of all vessels in
each PSC target category. Since CGOA Rockfish Program qualified non-exempt AFA CVs along with
other qualified non-AFA trawl CVs participating in a rockfish cooperative receive 117.3 mt of the third
season (July 1 through August 1) deep-water species fishery halibut PSC apportionment, CGOA Rockfish
Program fishing activity for these AFA CVs will not be included in the halibut PSC sideboard calculation
for the third quarter deep-water PSC target category. Table 2-126 provides the sideboard limit
calculations for halibut PSC.

Table 2-126 GOA halibut PSC sideboard ratios (directed catch/total directed catch) for all AFA non-exempt
CVs and LLP licenses under each of the year combinations from Element 2

Option 1 (2014-2019) sideboard |  Option 2 (2009-2019) Option 3 (2004-2019)
ratio sideboard ratio sideboard ratio
Halibut PSC Existing nor}-exempt I?xisting 20.21.
Trawl season AFACV halibut PSC | Sideboard limit ) . 2021 . 2021
complex . 4 . . 12021 sideboard | Sideboard | . Sideboard .
sideboard ratio (mt) Sideboard ratio - ) sideboard . sideboard
limit (mt) ratio - ratio .
limit (mt) limit (mt)
Shallow-water . 131 | I ]
Firstseasonal allowance (Jan 20 - Apr 1) 034 0.061 2 0064 2 0065 %
Deep-water 0.07 9 0.050 7 0.043 6 0.041 6
Shallow-water ) 29 | I I
Second seasonal allowance (Apr 1 - Jul 1) 034 0061 5 0064 5 0065 5
Deep-water 0.07 18 0.050 13 0.043 " 0.041 1"
Shallow-water . 41 | I ]
Third seasonal allowance (Jul 1-Sep 1) 034 0061 ! 0064 8 0085 8
Deep-water 0.07 24 0.050 17 0.043 15 0.041 14
Shallow-water . 18 | I I
Fourth seasonal allowance (Sep 1-Oct 1) 034 0061 3 0064 3 0065 3
Deep-water 0.07 5 0.050 4 0.043 3 0.041 3
Fifth seasonal allowance (Oct 1 - Dec 31) Al targets 0.205 52 0.108 28 0.107 27 0.105 27

Source: TCCP_RETAINED_GC_COMPLEX(3-23-21)
"Determined using a ratio of 95-97 non-exempt AFA CV catch in each PSC target category divided by the 95-97 retained catch of all vessels in that fishery

In comparing the existing halibut PSC sideboard limits with the revised halibut PSC sideboard limits, the
revised halibut PSC sideboard limits are in all cases smaller than the existing sideboard limits. The
revised halibut PSC sideboard limits for the shallow-water complex relative to existing halibut PSC
sideboard limits could negatively impact some CGOA shallow-water complex fisheries including CGOA
shallow-water flatfish, CGOA rex sole, CGOA flathead sole, and CGOA arrowtooth flounder. Impacts of
revised halibut PSC limits could be reduced since any unused halibut PSC from one season would roll to
the next season. Low halibut PSC sideboard limits in Table 2-126 would not impact the pollock sideboard
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fisheries in Table 2-125, since trawl vessels using pelagic trawl gear are not closed to directed pollock
fishing when the halibut PSC limits specified for shallow-water species are reached (50 CFR
§679.21(d)(6)).

Nevertheless, if the Council is concerned that revised halibut PSC sideboard limits are too constraining,
the revised halibut sideboard limits could be aggregated at the seasonal and complex level to provide
greater flexibility for the AFA non-exempt trawl CVs in their GOA groundfish fisheries. Table 2-127
provides the aggregated GOA halibut PSC sideboard limits under each of the qualifying year options
from Element 2. Providing an aggregate halibut PSC sideboard limit would provide greater flexibility for
the cooperatives to assign halibut PSC sideboard limits to those GOA groundfish sideboard fisheries that
have the greatest value. Since the AFA cooperatives would likely continue to carefully coordinate their
harvest of the GOA sideboard limits so as not exceed either groundfish or halibut PSC sideboard limits,
NMEFS has indicated it can accommodate management of aggregate halibut PSC sideboard limits.

Table 2-127 GOA halibut PSC sideboard ratios (directed catch/total directed catch) aggregated at the season

and complex level for all AFA non-exempt CVs and LLP licenses under each of the year
combinations from Element 2

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
(2014-2019) (2009-2019) | (2004-2019)
Sideboard ratio 0.072 0.072 0.071
2021 halibut sideboard limit (mt) 123 123 121

Source: TCCP_RETAINED_GC_COMPLEX(3-23-21)

2.9.4.3. Option 4.2 — AFA GOA-exempt CVs LLP license restriction

Option 4.2 would prohibit AFA GOA sideboard exempt vessels, non-AFA vessels assigned to an LLP
license and CVs assigned to under 60’ LLP licenses with Al transferable endorsement that allocated
annual BSAI Pacific cod CQ to a cooperative from leasing their BSAI Pacific cod CQ as a condition of
benefiting from GOA sideboard exemption. June 2021, the Council added language to Option 4.2 that
would allow leasing of BSAI CQ for the calendar year if the vessel assigned to the qualified GOA exempt
LLP license do not fish in the GOA during the calendar year, except for the CGOA Rockfish Program. In
addition to this exception, Suboption 4.2.1 would authorize holders of LLP licenses and Al transferable
endorsements with small amounts of BSAI Pacific cod QS assigned to AFA GOA exempt and non-AFA
vessels to lease their CQ while benefiting from GOA sideboard exemption.

Option 4.2 requires the cooperatives to monitor GOA AFA and non-AFA exempt vessels assigned to LLP
licenses with BSAI Pacific cod QS or Al transferable endorsements with similar QS to ensure they do not
lease their BSAI Pacific cod CQ and to implement a penalty structure for violations. Tracking and
monitoring of BSAI Pacific cod CQ leases by exempt CVs can be better accomplished by the
cooperatives. NMFS does not have the ability to track individual LLP license holder leases within a
cooperative during the fishing year. Recognizing this challenge with Option 4.2, the Council during its
December 2020 meeting modified the option to require cooperatives to monitor and enforce exempt CVs
assigned to LLP licenses that receive BSAI Pacific cod QS and Al transferable endorsements that
received BSAI Pacific cod QS to ensure they do not lease their CQ as condition of their GOA sideboard
exemption.

As part of an annual cooperative report the Council is considering as part of the PCTC Program (Element
12), cooperatives would be required to report leased BSAI Pacific cod CQ by exempt CVs during the
fishing year and enforcement action taken. Of course, a cooperative report is once a year so is limited in
its ability as a tracking and monitoring tool. Nevertheless, requiring cooperatives to monitor exempt AFA
CVs to ensure they do not lease their BSAI Pacific cod CQ while benefiting from sideboard exemptions
along with including any leasing activity by exempt AFA CVs in their annual report is likely the only
method available to ensure compliance.
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Table 2-128 and Table 2-129 provide the number of PCTC qualified GOA exempt AFA CVs and non-
AFA CVs and the associated percent of BSAI Pacific cod qualifying history assigned to qualified LLP
licenses authorizing these vessels. Looking at allocations with C season included, under Option 2.2.1
(2014-2019), the number of PCTC qualified GOA exempt AFA CVs is 12 with the aggregate percent of
qualified catch history ranging from 14.1 percent (no drop year) to 15.3 percent (drop two years). Option
2.2.2 (2009-2019) would qualify 14 exempt AFA CVs with an aggregate range of qualifying catch history
from 13.3 percent (no drop year) to 13.8 percent (drop two years). Option 2.2.3 (2004-2019) would
qualify 15 exempt AFA CVs with an aggregate range of qualifying catch history from 12.3 percent (no
drop year) to 12.5 percent (drop two years). Comparing the percent of qualifying catch history with and
without C season shows that without C season included generally increases the aggregate qualifying catch
history for the qualified exempt AFA CVs by 0.2 to 0.3 percent.

For non-AFA CVs with C season included, under Option 2.2.1 (2014-2019), the number of qualified non-
AFA CVs is 14 with the aggregate percent of qualified catch history ranging from 20.6 percent (no drop
year) to 21.3 percent (drop two years). Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019) would qualify 15 non-AFA CVs with an
aggregate range of qualifying catch history from 22.3 percent (no drop year) to 22.4 percent (drop two
years). Option 2.2.3 (2004-2019) would qualify 15 non-AFA CVs with an aggregate range of qualifying
catch history from 20.9 percent (no drop year) to 21.2 percent (drop two years). Comparing the percent of
qualifying catch history with and without C season shows that without C season included generally
reduces the aggregate qualifying catch history for the qualified non-AFA CVs by 1 to 1.5 percent. Not
included in Table 2-129 are the non-AFA CVs that are named on LLP licenses with transferable Al
endorsements. As noted in Table 2-91, the number of these CVs under Option 2.2.1 (2014-2019) with C-
season included is five with an aggregate precent of qualified catch history of 0.62 percent. Under Option
2.2.2 (2009-2019) the number of qualified CVs is seven with an aggregate percent of qualified catch
history of 0.59 percent. Finally, under Option 2.2.3 (2004-2019), the number of qualified CVs is eight
with an aggregate percent of qualified catch history of 0.99 percent.

Table 2-128 Number of PCTC Program qualified exempt AFA CVs and the average percent of BSAI Pacific

cod qualifying history assigned to the LLP licenses authorizing the GOA sideboard exempt AFA
CVs

Number of exempt

i Average percent of QS (with C-season)
AFA CVs qualified for

Qualifying catch year options

the PCTC Program No drop Drop 1 Drop 2
Option 2.2.1 (2014-2019) 12 14.1% 14.7% 15.3%
Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019) 14 13.3% 13.5% 13.8%
Option 2.2.3 (2004-2019) 15 12.3% 12.5% 12.5%
Number of exempt Percent of QS (without C-season)
Qualifying catch year options AFA CVs qualified for
the PCTC Program No drop Drop 1 Drop 2
Option 2.2.1 (2014-2019) 12 14.3% 14.9% 15.5%
Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019) 14 13.5% 13.6% 13.8%
Option 2.2.3 (2004-2019) 15 12.6% 12.6% 12.6%
Source: BSAI_ PCOD_LAPP_Coop_split_exempt (11-9-20)
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Table 2-129 Number of PCTC Program qualified non-AFA CVs and the average percent of BSAI Pacific cod
qualifying history assigned to the LLP licenses authorizing the non-AFA CVs

Number of non-AFA Average percent of QS (with C-season)
Qualifying catch year options CVs qualified for the
PCTC Program No drop Drop 1 Drop 2
Option 2.2.1 (2014-2019) 14 20.6% 20.9% 21.3%
Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019) 15 22.3% 22.4% 22.4%
Option 2.2.3 (2004-2019) 15 20.9% 21.0% 21.2%
Number of non-AFA Percent of QS (without C-season)
Qualifying catch year options CVs qualified for the
PCTC Program No drop Drop 1 Drop 2
Option 2.2.1 (2014-2019) 14 19.2% 19.5% 19.8%
Option 2.2.2 (2009-2019) 15 21.0% 21.2% 21.4%
Option 2.2.3 (2004-2019) 15 20.0% 20.1% 20.3%

Source: BSAI_PCOD_LAPP_Coop_split_exempt (11-9-20)

Table 2-130 and Table 2-131 provided annual retained catch and average retained catch of GOA pollock,
Pacific cod, and other aggregated groundfish fisheries from 2004 through 2019 by the PCTC Program
qualified exempt AFA CVs based on 2004-2019 qualifying year option. Table 2-132 and Table 2-133
show the same data for qualified exempt non-AFA CVs which also includes those CVs named on LLP
licenses with Al transferable endorsements. Data was included only for the 2004 through 2019 qualifying
years option since it provides the broadest impact on the GOA groundfish fisheries relatively to other two
qualifying year options, and the catch data for the other two qualifying years options would be masked to
prevent divulging confidential data. As indicated in Table 2-131, the CGOA pollock fishery was the
primary GOA fishery for the qualified exempt AFA CVs followed by CGOA Pacific cod, flatfish, and
rockfish fisheries. For qualified exempt non-AFA CVs, Table 2-133 indicates that CGOA pollock fishery
is the primary GOA fishery for these vessels followed by the WGOA pollock fishery for most years and
the flatfish fishery.

Table 2-130 Number of PCTC Program qualified GOA sideboard exempt AFA CVs (using 2004-2019
qualifying year option) that were active in the GOA by groundfish fisheries from 2004 through

2019
Year 60 : °"°°";VG on | coon Pacific °v‘\’,°('3 oA Atkamackeral | Flatfish | Rockfish Sablefish
2004 13 1 13 1 5 13 13 12
2005 13 1 13 1 5 13 13 13
2006 13 0 13 0 5 13 13 13
2007 13 0 13 0 7 13 12 10
2008 13 0 13 0 3 13 13 12
2009 13 0 13 0 5 13 12 9
2010 12 0 12 0 5 12 12 9
2011 12 0 13 0 2 13 12 8
2012 13 0 13 0 2 13 13 9
2013 13 0 13 0 0 13 13 4
2014 13 0 13 0 2 13 13 7
2015 13 0 13 0 11 13 13 11
2016 13 0 13 0 9 13 13 12
2017 13 1 13 1 4 13 13 12
2018 15 1 14 1 3 15 15 14
2019 13 2 13 2 7 13 13 11

Source: tccp_exempt_goa_landings(4-29-20)

PCTC Program, November 2022 240



Table 2-131 Retained catch (mt) for PCTC Program qualified GOA sideboard exempt AFA CVs (using 2004-
2019 qualifying year option) by GOA groundfish fisheries from 2004 through 2019

Pollock Pacific cod . . .
Year CGOA WGOA CGOA WGOA Atka mackeral Flatfish Rockfish | Sablefish
2004 11,521 * 4,505 * 1 1,327 2,510 145
2005 13,181 * 2,926 * 1 2,290 2,081 127
2006 15,699 0 1,703 0 10 4,517 2,104 114
2007 13,963 0 1,198 0 4 3,304 35 7
2008 14,877 0 2,952 0 0 6,513 122 7
2009 8,449 0 2,168 0 2 4,810 47 9
2010 16,473 0 4,479 0 0 3,757 51 15
2011 19,358 0 3,592 0 * 5,539 124 31
2012 22,976 0 2,483 0 * 2,917 87 5
2013 24,574 0 1,627 0 0 3,461 140 4
2014 40,618 0 1,207 0 * 3,358 116 16
2015 46,701 0 1,424 0 2 1,809 70 17
2016 47,758 0 885 0 156 2,955 218 48
2017 52,420 * 747 * 41 2,002 291 26
2018 41,737 * 209 * 13 981 474 7
2019 27,902 * 73 * 6 617 252 4

Source: tccp_exempt_goa_landings(4-29-20)
* Denotes confidential information

Table 2-132 Number of PCTC Program qualified non-AFA CVs* (using 2004-2019 qualifying year option) that
are active in the GOA by groundfish fisheries from 2004 through 2019

Year Pollock Pacific cod Atka mackeral | Flatfish | Rockfish Sablefish
CGOA WGOA | ceoa WGOA
2004 9 10 9 11 6 11 10 6
2005 9 11 9 11 8 13 12 7
2006 7 11 7 11 4 13 11 6
2007 4 10 4 11 8 13 13 5
2008 6 9 6 9 7 13 11 5
2009 3 9 3 9 3 12 10 3
2010 7 9 7 9 5 13 12 11
2011 11 10 11 11 4 13 12 9
2012 11 11 11 11 3 14 14 7
2013 13 11 13 11 4 15 13 5
2014 12 10 13 10 3 15 14 9
2015 10 9 10 9 7 14 12 12
2016 11 12 11 12 14 15 14 13
2017 7 13 10 13 11 14 14 13
2018 9 12 7 12 9 14 14 14
2019 11 13 11 13 9 14 14 13

Source: tccp_exempt_goa_landings(3-25-21)
* Includes CVs assigned to LLP licenses with Al transferable endorsements
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Table 2-133 Retained catch (mt) for PCTC Program qualified non-AFA CVs* (using 2004-2019 qualifying year
option) by the GOA groundfish fisheries from 2004 through 2019

Pollock Pacific cod . . .
Year CGOA WGOA CGOA WGOA Atka mackeral Flatfish Rockfish | Sablefish
2004 6,311 8,626 1,888 714 0 1,421 1,365 91
2005 8,608 13,665 1,504 1,897 3 2,259 1,103 60
2006 5,746 11,413 722 2,254 7 2,708 1,196 64
2007 4115 8,966 1,633 1,769 2 3,431 422 1
2008 4,069 5,845 1,745 2,279 0 3,307 658 5
2009 2,916 6,021 1,283 1,052 0 4,450 10 5
2010 7,481 8,975 2,702 1,748 0 4,072 404 27
2011 8,923 8,681 2,026 1,423 0 2,539 688 36
2012 10,506 11,557 2,181 3,006 0 1,645 48 4
2013 13,365 2,200 3,333 3,182 0 2,364 48 1
2014 23,804 3,286 4,050 3,704 1 2,166 19 4
2015 21,657 12,150 3,074 3,066 0 1,697 26 18
2016 15,732 27,071 1,380 3,239 8 2,168 102 26
2017 11,864 27,666 593 3,008 6 1,434 86 10
2018 13,979 14,710 175 501 30 2,120 147 10
2019 13,953 13,067 101 647 5 1,577 188 39

Source: tccp_exempt_goa_landings(3-25-21)
* Denotes confidential information

In June 2021, the Council added language to Option 4.2 that would allow vessels assigned to PCTC
qualified GOA sideboard exempt LLP licenses to lease the BSAI CQ assigned to the sideboard exempt
LLP license if they do not fish in the GOA during the calendar year. The one exception is that vessels
assigned to GOA sideboard exempt LLP licenses could continue to fish in the CGOA Rockfish Program
and still lease their Pacific cod CQ. This new language provides greater flexibility for those GOA exempt
CVs assigned to an LLP license that generates annual BSAI Pacific cod CQ assigned to a cooperative to
lease that CQ if the vessel authorized by the LLP license does not fish in the GOA. This flexibility could
be important for GOA exempt CVs that are not designed to deliver Pacific cod shoreside (i.e., lack hold
capacity) in addition to having a limited offshore market since PCTC Program eligible C/Ps may not be
able to provide markets for all offshore designed CVs. The combination of having a CV designed only for
offshore deliveries, limited markets for offshore deliveries of Pacific cod CQ, and a prohibition on leasing
of CQ for GOA exempt LLP licenses could have resulted in Pacific cod CQ being stranded.

There are currently seven eligible GOA exempt vessels authorized by LLP licenses that would be
allocated BSAI Pacific cod QS that have delivered offshore in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery. Of those
seven vessels, three vessels have not been active in the GOA since 2003. The holders of these three PCTC
Program eligible LLP licenses that authorizes these three vessels could choose to lease their BSAI Pacific
cod CQ if the holders do not have a market to deliver their CQ or if they perceive there is an economic
advantage to focusing their fishing effort in other BSAI groundfish fisheries rather than harvesting their

CQ.

Suboption 4.2.1 would authorize GOA sideboard exempt AFA CVs and non-AFA CVs, to include those
CVs named on an LLP license with transferable Al endorsement, to lease their BSAI Pacific cod CQ
while maintaining their GOA sideboard exempt status if the qualified LLP license has less than 200 mt,
400 mt, or 600 mt of average annual qualifying BSAI Pacific cod catch history. Since prohibiting GOA
sideboard exempt AFA CVs and non-AFA CVs from leasing their BSAI Pacific cod CQ would be
monitored and enforced by cooperatives, by extension the vessels that qualify under Suboption 4.2.1
would also likely be monitored and enforced by the cooperatives. To provide an indication of the number
of LLP licenses that could lease their BSAI Pacific cod CQ while also benefiting from GOA sideboard
exemptions, Table 2-134 and Table 2-135 provide the number of PCTC Program qualified LLP licenses
with less than 200 mt, 400 mt, and 600 mt of average annual qualifying Pacific cod catch history for each
of the Element 2 qualifying year options (2.2.1 through 2.2.3) including C season. Note that non-AFA
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CVs named on an LLP license with a transferable Al endorsement are not included in Table 2-135.
However, since all of the LLP licenses with a transferable Al endorsement that would qualify under each
of the qualifying year options have less than 200 mt of average annual Pacific cod QS, the BSAI Pacific
cod CQ generated from the QS assigned to the Al endorsements for all of these LLP licenses could be
leased while maintaining their GOA sideboard exemption status under any average annual Pacific cod QS
option under consideration.

Looking at Table 2-134, using 2014-2019 qualifying catch history with no drop year option, of the 12
PCTC Program eligible LLP licenses authorizing AFA GOA exempt CVs (see Table 2-89), five of these
LLP licenses have less than 200 mt of average annual qualifying BSAI Pacific cod catch history and
therefore could lease their BSAI Pacific cod CQ and still be exempt from GOA sideboard limits. At 400
mt of average annual qualifying BSAI Pacific cod catch history, an additional two LLP licenses that
authorize AFA GOA sideboard exempt CVs to fish could lease their BSAI Pacific cod CQ and be exempt
from GOA sideboard limits. Finally, at less than 600 mt of average annual qualifying BSAI Pacific cod
catch history, an additional two LLP licenses could lease their BSAI Pacific cod CQ and still be exempt
from GOA sideboard limits. For the LLP licenses

Table 2-134 Number of PCTC Program qualified LLP licenses authorizing AFA GOA sideboard exempt CVs
with less than 200 mt, 400 mt, and 600 mt of average annual qualifying Pacific cod catch history
using Element 2 qualifying year options that could lease their BSAI Pacific cod CQ

Average annual Option 2.2.1 (with C-season)

Pacific cod @S =0 55019 (no drop) | 2014-2019 (drop 1) | 2014-2019 (drop 2)
200 mt 5 4 4
400 mt 2 3 3
600 mt 2 2 1

Average annual Option 2.2.2 (with C-season)

Pacific cod QS 500575519 (no drop) | 2009-2019 (drop 1) | 2009-2019 (drop 2)
200 mt 8 8 7
400 mt 2 2 3
600 mt 1 1 1

Average annual Option 2.2.3 (with C-season)

Pacific cod QS 500975019 (no drop) ] 2004-2019 (drop 1) | 2004-2019 (drop 2)
200 mt 11 10 10
400 mt 2 3 3
600 mt 0 0 0

Source: GOA Sideboard exemption to lease BSAI QS(3-29-21)
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Table 2-135 Number of PCTC Program qualified LLP licenses authorizing non-AFA CVs with less than 200
mt, 400 mt, and 600 mt of average annual qualifying Pacific cod catch history using Element 2
qualifying year options that could lease their BSAI Pacific cod CQ

Average annual Option 2.2.1 (with C-season)
Pacific cod QS 50355519 (no drop) | 2014-2019 (drop 1) | 20142019 (drop 2)
200 mt 3 3 2
400 mt 6 5 4
600 mt 1 2 3
Average annual Option 2.2.2 (with C-season)
Pacific cod QS ™505575619 (no drop) | 2009-2019 (drop 1) | 2009-2019 (drop 2)
200 mt 6 5 5
400 mt 3 3 3
600 mt 3 2 1
Average annual Option 2.2.3 (with C-season)
Pacific cod QS 500775019 (no drop) | 2004-2019 (drop 1) | 2004-2019 (drop 2)
200 mt 8 7 7
400 mt 2 3 3
600 mt 1 1 1

Source: GOA Sideboard exemption to lease BSAI QS(3-29-21)

2.9.5. Element 5 - Processor and Community Provisions

The Council’s PA is shown in bold below.

5.1. No closed class of processors; all processors with an eligible FPP or FFP are eligible to process
BSAI Pacific cod CQ under this program (subject to eligibility requirements under BSAI FMP
Amendment 120 to limit C/Ps acting as motherships).

5.2. Limit (sideboard) on directed BSAI Pacific cod CQ_that can be delivered by trawl CVs to
eligible C/Ps acting as motherships. The sideboard would be based on BSAI Pacific cod processing
history by eligible C/Ps during qualifying years under Element 2. The sideboard will be assigned to the
LLP license authorizing the C/P to act as a mothership in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery.

Option 5.2.1: Each eligible C/P acting as a mothership may process up to the higher of 1) 125%
of the eligible C/P’s processing history (percentage based on qualifying years selected in
Element 2.2 no drop year); or 2) the history (percentage based on qualifying years selected
under Element 2.2) from LLP licenses that are owned (in excess of 75%) directly or indirectly
by the owner of a C/P LLP eligible for the offshore sector of the target non-CDQ BSAI Pacific
cod trawl CV fishery (as of December 31, 2019), not to exceed 125% of the eligible C/P’s
processing history (percentage based on qualifying years selected in Element 2.2 no drop year).

Option 5.2.2: Each eligible C/P acting as a mothership may process up to the eligible C/P’s
processing history (percentage based on qualifying years selected in Element 2.2).

5.3. Limit number of trawl CVs in the directed BSAI Pacific cod fishery that can deliver to eligible C/Ps
acting as motherships. Trawl CVs can qualify for the offshore sector in one of two ways:

An LLP license that is owned (in excess of 75%) directly or indirectly by the owner of a
C/P LLP eligible for the offshore sector of the target non-CDQ BSAI Pacific cod fishery
(as of December 31, 2019)
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An LLP license in which a) 90% or b) 75% or more of the quota arising from the history
of the LLP license qualifying for the non-CDQ BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod fishery was
delivered offshore during the qualifying years selected in Element 2.2.

Only initial quota arising from the history of an LLP license qualifying for the offshore sector will be
permitted to be delivered offshore. Only vessels that are assigned LLP licenses that qualify for the
offshore sector will be permitted to make offshore deliveries. Vessels using LLP licenses that are
permitted to deliver offshore may also deliver any or all of the quota derived from the LLP license to
shorebased or floating processors.

5.4. Allocation of QS to processors (this option is only applicable to Bering Sea processors and
eligible C/Ps if Al provisions are selected under element 6):

Onshore and offshore processors with an eligible FFP or FPP (subject to eligibility requirements
under BSAI FMP Amendment 120 to limit C/Ps acting as motherships) that have history of
processing in the federal BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV fishery will be eligible to receive a percentage
of total QS based on each onshore processor’s and offshore processor’s processing history. To be
used, the processor’s CQ would be transferred to the CV cooperative.

If a processor holding QS does not associate with a cooperative, that processor’s CQ will be divided
among cooperatives in the same proportion as the processor’s CQ assigned to individual
cooperatives by the associated processor that year relative to total processor derived CQ that was
issued that year.

If a processor associated with more than one cooperative during a year, the CQ derived from their
processor permit would be divided between the cooperatives in the same proportion as the CQ
derived from LLP licenses.

Option: A cooperative cannot assign a greater proportion of the CQ resulting from processor held
QS to an LLP license owned by that processor for harvest by a vessel owned by that processor than
the LLP license would have brought into the cooperative absent any processor held QS. The
cooperative will monitor this provision and include reporting on harvest of CQ resulting from
processor held QS in the BSAI Pacific cod cooperative annual report.

Percent of QS to be allocated to eligible processors:

Option 5.4.1: 5%

Option 5.4.2: 10%

Option 5.4.3: 15%

Option 5.4.4: 20%

Option 5.4.5: 22.5%"%

Option 5.4.6: 25%

Option 5.4.7: 30%

Processing history years (including any drop year option selected in element 2.2) to receive QS are
the same as harvester years in Element 2.

Processors that are no longer active (no longer hold an FPP) would not be issued QS. The
processing history associated with those processors would be deducted from the total amount of
eligible processing history during the qualifying years when calculating the distribution of QS to
processors.

108 Council selected 22.5% as its preferred alternative. The processor allocation of 22.5% of the total QS falls within
the scope of the analysis that was considered by the Council.
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Element 5.1 states that there would not be a closed class of processors. Any shorebased processor with a
valid FPP, and all other required permits, would be allowed to process BSAI Pacific cod harvested under
the proposed PCTC Program structure up to the processor use cap'?’ (see Element 8.4) in addition to
deliveries from CVs that may participate in a limited access fishery.!%® Processors would also be allowed
to take deliveries from other harvest sectors that have a Pacific cod apportionment. In addition, any
processing vessel that is not a C/P that holds a valid FFP and has all other required permits would be
allowed to process Pacific cod harvested under the proposed cooperative structure up to the processor use
cap (see Element 8.4) or from CVs that may participate in a C season limited access fishery. C/Ps that
qualify to act as a mothership for Pacific cod in the BSAI, under BSAI Amendment 120, would be
allowed to process BSAI Pacific cod from the directed trawl CV sector fisheries, but the total amount may
be more limited by processing limitations (Element 5.2 and Element 5.3) on Pacific cod than by processor
use caps noted in Element 8.4. Finally, C/Ps that do not qualify to act as a mothership for Pacific cod in
the BSAI under BSAI FMP Amendment 120, would not be allowed to take directed Pacific cod
cooperative or limited access (C season) deliveries from the BSAI trawl CV fishery, as is true under the
status quo. Element 5.4 states that only the two C/Ps that qualify, under BSAI FMP Amendment 120, are
allowed to be allocated QS based on their processing history. The C/P firms that do not qualify to process
BSAI Pacific cod could not process any QS they are allocated because of owning LLP licenses with
qualifying CV catch history, which is the intent of Element 5.4. The only use for that allocated Pacific
cod would be to assign it to a trawl CV the firm owns (if they own a trawl CV) and deliver it to an
eligible processor or lease the CQ to an unaffiliated trawl CV for delivery to an eligible processor.

Data presented in this section shows the quantity of Pacific cod processed and number of processors by
sector for the years 2004 through 2019. AKFIN summaries of CAS data were utilized to provide
quantitative estimates.'” Only BSAI Pacific cod harvested in the trawl CV Pacific cod target fishery are
included in the summaries. Processors that only took deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod taken in state waters
fisheries or incidentally to other federal target fisheries are excluded. Those data are not included because
catches and deliveries of Pacific cod in those fisheries are not directly impacted by the proposed PCTC
Program. State fishery catches will be deducted, by the State of Alaska, from the GHL which is accounted
for before setting the TAC. Incidental catches will be deducted from the ICA(s) that are established by
reducing the TAC(s) allocated to the PCTC Program before the cooperative allocations are made.

Table 2-136 provides a count of the years processing firms were active (took targeted federal trawl CV
Pacific cod deliveries harvested from the BSAI). These counts represent all the processing firms
(including C/Ps that are no longer eligible to process Pacific cod as a mothership) that were reported in
the CAS data. In addition to these counts, there were small amounts of deliveries in 2015 and 2017 that
did not list a processor in the data but did list a harvest vessel. The total amount of those deliveries was
156 mt. Those counts and data are excluded from the summaries in this section, since they are relatively
small amounts and cannot be attributed to a processing firm.

07 The Council’s preferred alternative exempts Al shoreplants from the limit.

108 A trawl CV limited access fishery results from not allocating C season BSAI Pacific cod to cooperatives. Other CV
sectors deliveries to the processors would not count against the cap. Only deliveries Pacific cod harvested with CQ
associated with the PCTC Program.

199 The processing data was provided by AKFIN in the following files BSAI_PCOD_LAPP_Processors(4-9-20) and
harvest data with processor information in BSAI_TRW_LLP_Landings(4-10-20).
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Table 2-136 Active processor counts during the three qualifying periods

Firm 2004-2019 2009-2019 2014-2019
1 1 1 1
2 1 1 0
3 1 1 1
4 1 0 0
5 1 1 1
6 2 2 2
7 2 0 0
8 2 0 0
9 3 3 1
10 3 3 3
11 4 4 4
12 4 4 4
13 6 1 0
14 8 7 4
15 14 9 5
16 14 11 6
17 15 10 6
18 15 10 6
19 16 11 6
20 16 11 6
21 16 11 6
22 16 11 6

Active Processor Counts 22 19 17

Source: AKFIN Summary of CAS data. BSAI_PCOD_LAPP_Processors(4-9-20): Procs Years Active

Data in this section are reported at the firm level and not the plant level. Firms that had more than one
plant active in a year are reported as the firm being active that year and not a count of each plant''’. Data
are reported at the firm level because it is assumed that processors will operate their plants in a rational
manner and will have the ability to move both quota and harvest vessels that deliver to them between
plants as needed. Processing ownership and use caps will be implemented and tracked at the firm level.

In total, there were 22 different firms that reported taking targeted BSAI Pacific cod deliveries from trawl
CVs that were fishing in the BSAI Federal or parallel fisheries during the 2004 through 2019 period.
Landings of targeted Al Pacific cod in the parallel fishery before receiving a transferable Al endorsement
(2004 through September 13, 2009) in addition to legal landings of targeted Pacific cod in the parallel and
federal fishery after receiving a transferable Al endorsement would qualify for processing history if
delivered to an eligible processor.

Three of the firms only took deliveries from 2004 through 2008 and five firms only took deliveries from
2004 through 2013. These firms may not qualify for an allocation of QS since they were not active during
some of the qualifying periods and some of the firms may no longer hold a valid processing permit. In
other words, some of the processors that were active may not qualify since they are no longer a “person”
as defined in regulations. This issue is discussed in greater detail later in this section of the paper.

The 22 firms that were active during the period operated 35 different processing facilities, 14 shorebased
plants and 21 processing vessels (see Table 2-137). The processing vessels included inshore floating
processors, true motherships (vessels that only act as an at-sea mothership during the entire year), and
C/Ps acting as motherships (but only two qualify to act as a mothership under this action). Vessels were
aggregated into a single group so that catch information could be reported. Without the aggregations, the
information in most years before 2016 would be considered confidential. Shoreside plant locations (city
as reported in the Intent to Operate files) included Adak, Akutan, Anchorage, Unalaska/Dutch Harbor,

0 Plant refers to the each shorebased processing plant, floating processor, C/P, and true mothership that processed
Pacific cod harvested from the BSAI and has an intent to operate number. A firm may own or control more than one
physical processing plant.
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King Cove, and Sand Point. C/P’s Intent to Operate city was primarily reported as Seattle. However,
Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, King Cove, Kirkland, Renton, and Tacoma were also listed sporadically in the
data. Floating processor data was listed as Seattle, but discussions with the owners of those vessels
confirm that the vessels operated within the boundaries of Unalaska or Akutan when they were actively
processing BS Pacific cod harvested by trawl CVs during the qualifying periods considered.

Table 2-137 Targeted BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod landings from federal and parallel fisheries by plant, plant
type and year

Processing Plants 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019  Total
Shoreside Plants
Pacific cod (mt) 20,765 18,025 13,436 16,151 13,980 12,039 11,615 15,173 24,051 23,313 22,817 19,581 19,110 14,712 19,750 13,837 278354
Processing Plants 7 7 7 8 8 6 5 7 6 8 6 6 6 5 7 7 14
Floaters, Motherships, & C/Ps
Pacific cod (mt) 16,442 12,895 16,140 12,515 13,548 13,688 13,270 19,427 15,868 15,666 15925 12,000 21,736 22,577 13,959 12,492 248,149
Processing Plants 7 5 4 4 6 4 5 6 5 5 4 4 11 11 12 11 21
Total Pacific cod (mt) 37,207 30,920 29,576 28,666 27,528 25,727 24,885 34,599 39,919 38,979 38,743 31,581 40,846 37,289 33,709 26,329 526,503
Total Processing Plants 14 12 11 12 14 10 10 13 11 13 10 10 17 16 19 18 35

Source: AKFIN Summary of CAS data. BSAI PCOD_LAPP_Processors(4-9-20): Vessels and Shoreside

All of the firms and the plants that took trawl deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod in the previous tables, as
well as any other processor!!! that obtain the required permits and certifications and have not processed
BSAI Pacific cod from the target fishery in past years, could take deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod CQ from
trawl CVs in the future. The information presented above is provided to show historical participation and
is not intended to predict the number of processors that may be active in the future.

2.9.5.1. Element 5.2 — Limits on deliveries of BSAI Pacific cod to eligible C/Ps acting as
motherships

Element 5.2 would establish a limitation on the amount of BSAI Pacific cod that may be delivered to
eligible C/Ps. The limit would be established for either for both eligible C/Ps combined or as individual
limits. While the structure of the provision would limit the amount of BSAI Pacific cod that CVs may
deliver to these C/Ps, the total amount of deliveries by CVs that deliver to C/Ps could be greater, if they
also deliver to other shorebased or floating processors not subject the C/P limitation. A limit on the
quantity of Pacific cod that may be delivered to an eligible C/P, established in regulation, would be
managed as a maximum amount of Pacific cod harvested with CQ the qualified C/Ps may accept and not
an allocation to that sector.!'? The C/Ps would need to arrange deliveries with CVs to ensure that they
receive the maximum they are allowed on an annual basis.

Any processing limit that is established would be calculated using the same qualifying years that are
established under Element 2. The amount of the limit would be calculated by summing the C/P’s
qualifying history during the qualifying period and dividing that amount by all eligible processing firm’s
qualifying processing history during the qualifying period. One of the C/Ps is owned by an Amendment
80 firm. The second C/Ps is owned by a firm that has C/Ps that qualify for the AFA pollock allocation.

Option 5.2.1 defines two options for determining the amount of the C/P processing limit. Each qualified
C/P firm would be allowed to process up to higher of the two limits calculated for their firm. The first
method would establish the limit based on the percentage of BSAI trawl CV Pacific cod they processed
using their qualified C/P during the qualifying years. The limit would be set at 125 percent of their

"1 Except C/Ps that are prohibited from acting as a mothership when processing Pacific cod harvested from the
BSAI.

"2 The sideboard limit defined under Element 5.2 is specific to Pacific cod allocated to cooperatives. It is assumed
that the limit would apply to BSAI Pacific cod deliveries of CQ. This means that if the QS is calculated using targeted
catch of Pacific cod only directed catch of PCTC Pacific cod would count against the limit.
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qualifying processing history. The second method would establish the limit based on the percentage of
QS that is assigned to LLP licenses that are 75 percent owned as of December 31, 2019, by the firm that
owned a qualified C/P but may not exceed 125 percent of their processing history. The date established in
the motion defines when an LLP license had to be at least 75 percent owned by the firm for QS to be
included in the processing limit calculation. The percentage calculated would be established at the time
the program is implemented. If an LLP license used to calculate the limit is sold or the percentage of
ownership falls below 75 precent, the limit would not be reduced. The Council’s PA would result in each
of the two firms being allowed to process up to 125 percent of their average annual qualifying processing
history, with each firm operating under their individual limit.

Table 2-138 shows the estimated C/P processing percentages when they can be presented under the
confidentiality restrictions. Processing percentages for all C/Ps are estimated to be range between 13
percent and 17 percent of the total processing history for trawl CV deliveries of targeted BSAI Pacific cod
harvested from the federal or parallel fisheries. Under each option, processing limit amounts can be
presented for all C/Ps, because there are three or more. However, processing limits that could be
established for the two C/Ps that qualify to act as a mothership under BSAI FMP Amendment 120 are
confidential. This complicates providing quantitative information on the size of the processing limit and
how it could be divided between the two firms that qualify. Establishing processing limits for the two
qualified C/Ps based on catch history they processed during the qualifying periods means that the limits
cannot be published in the regulations or otherwise made public after the program is implemented. While
not an option under consideration by the Council, a processing sideboard amount could be established
that is not based on processing history of the two firms, but instead is an amount determined to be
appropriate and justified by the Council. That processing sideboard limit could be published in regulation
and be known publicly.

Table 2-138 Estimated C/Ps processing sideboard limits based on the Element 2 qualifying years processing

history.
C/P Sideboards Annual Exclude C Season
2014-2019 2009-2019 2004-2019 |2014-2019 2009-2019 2004-2019
All C/Ps 16.9% 16.1% 13.7% 16.7% 15.5% 13.3%
2 Qualified C/Ps c c c C c C

Source: BSAI_PCOD_LAPP_Processors(4-9-20):C/P sideboards

The second provision under Option 5.2.1 would establish the C/P processing limit based on the BSAI
trawl CV Pacific cod QS assigned to LLP licenses that were at least 75 percent owned, as of December
31, 2019, by a qualified C/P firm. This limit would be capped at 125 percent of the vessel’s processing
history. The Council has clearly indicated its intent that only C/P firms allowed to process BSAI Pacific
cod harvested by the trawl CVs from the trawl CV sector apportionment under Amendment 120 may have
LLP licenses they own accrue towards the processing limit under Option 5.2.1. Therefore, only the two
firms that have C/Ps that qualify to act as a MS in the BSAI trawl CV sector fishery may hold LLP
licenses whose history counts toward calculating the processing limit. Based on that interpretation of the
language in the motion and stated Council intent, there are a total of nine LLP licenses that would be
included in calculating the processing limit because they are at least 75 percent owned by one of the two
eligible C/P firms.

Under Option 5.2.1, the processing limits for the two qualifying C/Ps would be based on different criteria,
as the higher of the two methods for calculating limits is different for each firm. While confidentiality
restrictions limit presenting the actual percentages under each option, LLP license history for the firm that
would be subject to that limitation would be limited to 125 percent of their processing history.

Table 2-139 shows the estimated relative percentages that result from using the various options
considered. The table indicates that the combined LLP license qualifying catch history is about 120
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percent of the combined qualifying processing history. The actual percentage varies slightly by year
grouping considered and may be more or less than 120 percent. Using processing history, without giving
the firms the ability to choose the option to use the qualifying catch history assigned to their LLP licenses
to calculate the processing limit, results in the smallest limit. Allowing the firms to use the LLP license
history (up to 125 percent of their processing history) increases the overall limit by about 15 percent
relative to their combined processing history, depending on the years used. Relative to their LLP license
qualifying history, the combined limit would be about 5 percent less. Allowing limiting firms to 125
percent of their processing history based on the two options under Option 5.2.1 essentially results in both
firm’s limit being 125 percent of their average annual processing history during the qualifying years.

Table 2-139 Ratios showing percentage changes of the estimated C/P processing limit based on different
calculation methods.

Ratios 2004-2019 2009-2019 2014-2019
Iﬁ:‘::gls‘i’::;eglg}t’ory Combined LLP history is about 120 percent of Combined Processing History
Select Best divided by About 5% less than LLP History

LLP History

Select Best divided by About 15% more than Processing History

Processing History
Source: CAS data reported in BSAI TRW_LLP PCODLANDINGS(4-10-20) Sheet Element 5.2.1

Option 5.2.2 would differ from Option 5.2.1 in that C/Ps would be required to use their processing history
to determine their processing limit and the limit would be set at 100 percent of each firm’s processing
history. Selecting this option would reduce have the greatest impact on the firm that would be allocated
more CQ from LLP licenses they hold than they have historically processed. The firm would need to
contract with another processor to take deliveries of some portion of their CQ. Both firms could be
negatively impacted if they shared a combined processing limit rather than being assigned individual
processing limits.

2.9.5.2. Element 5.3 — Limit CVs that may deliver to C/Ps

This element was not included in the PA but would have defined which trawl CVs would be allowed to
deliver some or all of their BSAI Pacific cod catch from the directed trawl CV fishery to eligible C/Ps.
This differs from Option 5.2.1 in that it would define the maximum percentage of the trawl CV sector
apportionment that would be allowed to be delivered to C/Ps acting as a MS based on the LLP licenses
held by the firm.

Two options are included to determine which CVs would be allowed to deliver to C/Ps. The first is
limited to LLP licenses that are at least 75 percent owned by “qualified C/Ps” that are assigned to CVs.
The date listed in the motion (December 31, 2019) is important because it is interpreted to determine the
C/P qualification date''*. One CV would qualify using that definition that is not owned by a C/P firm that
is currently eligible to process BSAI Pacific cod as a mothership. Meaning that 10 LLP licenses would
qualify. The date is interpreted as applying to C/P qualification, associated with the Federal Register
notice''* (84 FR 70064, December 20, 2019), whose regulations took effect on January 20, 2020. The
period between when the FR notice was published and implemented encompasses the date included in the
Council’s option.

Table 2-140 was generated to aid the Council in developing options to determine which C/Vs would be
allowed to qualify to deliver Pacific cod CQ to C/Ps acting as a mothership. The table shows each LLP

"3 |nitial review of the data indicates that one additional LLP license could qualify to deliver to C/Ps acting as a MS
relative to Element 5.2. That LLP license would also likely qualify under criteria developed under the option as well,
because all of the catch associated with that LLP was delivered to C/Ps during the qualifying periods considered.
114 84 FR 70064.
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license that was assigned to a CV that delivered targeted BSAI Pacific cod to the offshore sector that was
harvested from the trawl CV fishery, during the qualifying years under consideration. Columns that show
each year from 2004 through 2019 indicate the percentage of the qualifying Pacific cod catch associated
with the LLP license that was delivered to a C/P that year. Annual cells show the following information.

Two sets of summary columns are provided for each qualifying period considered. “Total” is the

LLP licenses (not the actual LLP license number) with an asterisk could qualify under Option

5.3.1.

A blank cell means the LLP license was not used to harvest any qualifying Pacific cod that year.
A red cell with 0% means that all the qualifying Pacific cod catch was delivered to a processor

other than a C/Ps acting as a mothership.

A yellow cell with 0% means that some qualifying Pacific cod catch was delivered to a C/P
acting as a mothership, but the percentage of catch delivered to a C/P, relative to the LLP licenses

total qualifying catch, rounded to zero.

Percentages of 1 or more shows the percentage of qualifying catch delivered to a C/P that year.

percentage of total qualifying catch that was delivered to a C/P acting as a mothership during the period.
“Years” shows the number of years during the qualifying period the LLP license was used to allow a CV

to deliver qualifying catch to any C/P acting as a mothership. In addition to the values that were

presented, LPP licenses were sorted from low to high by the quantity of Pacific cod that was delivered to
C/Ps during the 2004 through 2019 qualifying period. Actual quantities or ranges could not be included
because of confidentiality constraints. However, the table was sorted from low to high using the amount
of catch delivered to C/Ps during the 2004 through 2019 qualifying period. That information is provided
to give the reader some idea of the relative magnitude of deliveries that went to C/Ps by each LLP license

but does not allow estimates of the actual amounts to be estimated from the information provided.

Table 2-140 LLP licenses that delivered offshore to C/Ps acting as a mothership 2004-2019

LLP
License

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019| Total

[ 2004-2019

[ 2009-2019

2014-2019

Years

Total Years

Total

Years

0

WO NDODONNBAEANN=22WNONRONNASWN=D 2D A s a2 s

63% 4
39% 14% 32% 53% 8% 13

I 13

18%
24%
30%
15%
19%

36%

42%
44%
29%
33%

© 0O S PAWANOONNANNOWNNNNS W 2 2 a8 N 20

0

WHR OO ANBEBRANNANNSWNRORN S AW 2 a0 2N

Source: AKFIN summary of CAS data (BSAI_TRW_LLP_PCODLANDINGS2(4_10_20: Sheet 5.3.2)
* LLP licenses (not the actual LLP license number) with an asterisk could qualify under Option 5.3.1
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There are a total of 34 LLP licenses that appear to have delivered qualifying Pacific cod catch offshore,
including the nine or 10 LLP licenses that could qualify under Option 5.3.1 based on the 75 percent C/P
firm ownership standard. One LLP license (LLP license 1 in the table) only delivered offshore to a true
mothership (not a C/P). Percentages are zero for that LLP license because the table shows the percentage
of their total Pacific cod catch or catch range (mt) that was delivered to C/Ps. Catch delivered to C/Ps is
used for the calculations because Option 5.3 states it is limiting the number of trawl CVs that may deliver
to qualified C/Ps acting as a mothership.

When constructing options, that could include Option 5.3.1 and/or Option 5.3.2, the Council may use any
or all the fields provided. For example, it could consider the number of years in the fishery or a minimum
percentage of Pacific cod catch delivered to C/Ps, or any combination of the two metrics to qualify. The
ranges provided could be modified or expanded, based on direction from the Council, to refine options.

If the option were selected that allowed LLP licenses that were 75 percent owned by a qualified C/P firm
to qualify, the LLP licenses with an asterisk would not need to meet the qualification criteria defined
under Option 5.3.2. As shown in the table, LLP licenses that are 75 percent owned by a C/P firm
generally have a high percentage of catch delivered offshore and tend to mostly be concentrated among
the LLP license with more catch delivered to C/Ps. However, that is not always true. For example, LLP
license 10* shows that it delivered 12 percent of its qualifying catch to C/Ps during the 2004 through
2019 qualifying period. That LLP license could not be assigned to a CV to qualify it to deliver offshore
under Element 5.3.2. Using the above information, the Council is considering two options for CV
qualification for delivery to C/Ps under Element 5.3.2. The options are based on a LLP license that was
used when delivering either 90 percent or 75 percent or more of the qualifying catch history (assigned to
the LLP license) offshore during the qualifying years selected in Element 2.2. It was assumed that the
Council could have selected both Element 5.3 options (75 percent LLP ownership and a threshold landing
amount offshore) to determine which LLP licenses could be assigned to a CV to make it eligible to
deliver to a qualified C/P. Based on that assumption, two additional LLP licenses could be used to qualify
a vessel to deliver offshore under Element 5.3.2 (at either the 75 percent or 90 percent thresholds). In that
case, selecting either the 75 percent or 90 percent threshold would not change the number of LLP licenses
that would qualify. Selecting Element 5.3.1 and Element 5.3.2 means that a total of 12 LLP licenses could
be used to qualify a CV to deliver offshore.

Based on the 75 percent LLP license ownership threshold, three firms hold the LLP licenses. The catch
history associated with those LLP licenses accounted for 15.5 percent, 15.8 percent, and 13.8 percent of
the total LLP license qualifying catch history over the years 2004 — 2019, 2009 — 2019, and 2014 — 2019,
respectively. The processing limit would be set equal to those amounts.

Using only the 75 percent or 90 percent delivery threshold to qualify for delivering offshore (Element
5.3.2), a total of eight LLP licenses would qualify at the 90 percent threshold and 10 would qualify at the
75 percent threshold. This means that from two to four LLP licenses that are 75 percent owned by C/P
firms (Element 5.3.1) would not qualify a CV to be used to deliver offshore.

In terms of actual processing limits derived from Element 5.3.2 they range from 7.2 percent to 10.6
percent depending on the threshold and years used. Six firms appear to hold those LLP licenses so the
data would not be considered confidential and they delivered to three or more C/Ps

Table 2-141 Processing limits using 75 percent and 90 percent of LLP license delivery to C/Ps

Harvest % Threshold  2004-2019 2009-2019 2014-2019
75% 7.9% 10.3% 10.6%
90% 7.5% 7.2% 8.8%

Source: AKFIN summary of NMFS CAS data.
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The Council’s motion would only allow CQ derived from the qualifying catch history of an LLP license
qualifying for the offshore sector to be delivered offshore. A vessel must be assigned an LLP license that
qualify for the offshore sector to make offshore deliveries. Together these provisions would limit the
percentage of CQ that could be delivered offshore and define the CVs that could make those deliveries.

Vessels using LLP licenses with an offshore designation would be allowed to deliver any or all of the CQ

annually assigned to that LLP license to any eligible shorebased, floating, C/P, or mothership processor. It
would not allow CQ derived from other LLP licenses to be stacked on the vessel and the CQ derived from
the stacked LLP license to be delivered offshore.

2.9.5.3. Element 5.4 — Allocation of harvest shares to processors

Element 5.4 would allocate a percentage of the available harvest quota to processors that took BSAI
Pacific cod deliveries during the qualifying years selected. Al shorebased processors would be excluded
from the allocation if they receive a separate allocation or set-aside under Element 6, but there are
currently no active Al shorebased processors eligible for an allocation based on their processing history.
All other processors!!® that currently hold an FPP or FPP, including qualified C/Ps would be eligible to
receive harvest QS based on their processing history. Processors would be allocated Pacific cod QS and a
pro rata share of the PSC species assigned to cooperatives.''® All PSC species allocated to cooperatives
would be issued to processors in the same proportion as the percentage used to divide the Pacific cod
harvest apportionment between harvests and processors.

The following is an example of how the Pacific cod and PSC may be allocated: If a processor permit was
issued two percent of the total Pacific cod QS, then the processor permit would also be allowed to control
two percent of the halibut PSC limit that is assigned to cooperatives. Because the PSC moves with the
Pacific cod CQ when it is allocated to a cooperative, the cooperative that is assigned the Pacific cod quota
would also be assigned the proportional amount of PSC. After the PSC is assigned to a cooperative, it
could be moved between cooperatives with or without Pacific cod CQ, after the transfer is approved by
NMFS.

Both the onshore and offshore processors could be eligible to receive harvester quota. Any C/P that is
issued harvester quota must assign that quota to a CV cooperative, and cannot harvest the quota with a
C/P. All other processors must also allocate the harvest quota they are issued to a CV cooperative before
it may be used. An option would prevent CVs owned or controlled by the processor from harvesting more
CQ than it would have been allocated absent a processor allocation of QS. Since the Council remain silent
on defining ownership and control, NMFS retained the existing definition at 679.2 used for existing catch
share programs.

The percentage of harvest QS that was considered to be assigned to processors at the time of initial
allocation range from zero, if that provision is not included as part of the PA, up to 30 percent of the total
QS issued. Information on limitations of transfers is described in Element 7 of this proposed action.

While it is anticipated that processors will always utilize CQ derived from their QS, the Council has
indicated that QS derived from processor permits would need to be assigned to a CV cooperative before
the CQ may be fished. If a processor does not associate with a cooperative (assign their CQ to a
cooperative) during a year, that processor’s CQ would be divided among cooperatives in the same
proportion as the processor CQ assigned to individual cooperatives by the associated processor that year
relative to total processor derived CQ that was issued that year.

Processors have indicated that their intent is to form a single cooperative with their associated CVs, as
that is the most efficient structure. However, the proposed program structure would not prohibit a

15 Described as BS processors in the Council motion.
16 |f crab PSC is allocated and the Al Shoreplant allocation must be harvested from the Al, crab PSC would not be
allocated to that plant because the crab PSC limits only apply to harvests made from the BS.
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processor from associating with more than one cooperative during a year. If a processor is associated with
more than one cooperative during a year, the CQ derived from their processor permit would be divided
between the cooperatives in the same proportion as the LLP license derived CQ that is assigned to that
cooperative. This would help ensure that harvest vessels could be allocated an amount of CQ from the
processor that would make up for the reduction resulting from the processor allocation. Public testimony
has indicated that is the intended use of the CQ. For example, if a processor is associated with two
cooperatives and one is assigned 75,000 CQ pounds of Pacific cod from LLP licenses and the other
25,000 CQ pounds of Pacific cod, 75 percent of that processor’s CQ would be assigned to the first
cooperative and 25 percent would be assigned to the second cooperative.

Pacific Council Experience Under the Shoreside Whiting IFQ Program

As discussed during Public Testimony at the June 2021 Council meeting there are differences in the
whiting processing sector and the BSAI Pacific cod processing sector that should be considered.
Processors in the whiting fishery are spread out over a large geographic area and there has been
consolidation of processing in the sector. The BSAI Pacific cod processing sector for trawl CV deliveries
is already highly concentrated in the Dutch Harbor/Unalaska and Akutan communities. During years
when an Al shoreplant was active in Adak and had a set aside under Amendment 113, relatively large
volumes of the AI TAC was delivered to that plant. However, depending on whether Al shoreplants are
granted an exclusive apportionment, it is expected that the vast majority of Pacific cod landings will occur
in the current locations or at C/Ps acting as motherships in either the BS or Al

Whiting has also been described as being more perishable, with the fish requiring processing sooner to
maintain a marketable product. Pacific cod is less perishable, but it is still anticipated that the cooperative
structure would allow for higher quality Pacific cod being delivered to plants. This would include fish that
have been on the boat less time and fish that are less damaged by being in the hold during bad weather or
subject to other factors that degrade fish qualify.

Background

In 2011, the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) under Amendment 20 to their groundfish
FMP, transitioned from a limited entry trawl sector commercial fishery to a catch share system. The catch
share program consists of cooperatives for the mothership and C/P fleets that target and process Pacific
whiting at-sea, and an individual fishing quota (IFQ) program for the shorebased trawl fleet that targets
both Pacific whiting and a wide range of other groundfish species. The following information was
adapted from the PFMC analysis of the whiting fishery (PFMC, 2010). Specifically, the discussion and
justification that resulted in the PFMC selecting the option to allocated 20 percent of the harvesting quota
to shorebased processors. The action under consideration by the Council could allocate harvesting shares
to both shorebased and at-sea processors, which differs from the model developed for the whiting fishery.
Appendix A and Appendix E (Analysis of the Impact of the Initial Quota Share Allocation on Long-Term
Quota Share Distribution) of that action provides a more detailed discussion of market power!!” and
impacts of vertical integration which is included by reference (PFMC, 2010).

New entrants into the harvest side would be limited to those that acquire an LLP license that PCTC QS
has been assigned. There is no provision in the program that sets aside a portion of the ITAC for new
entrants. Processors would be free to enter the fishery but would need to overcome the relationships
vessels have with their current processors and the potential processor allocations of harvest shares to
processors with qualifying history in the fishery.

The number of harvesters and processors that are actively harvesting and processing in the directed BSAI
Pacific cod trawl CV fishery are likely to contract under the program as both sides of the industry attempt
to better match capacity with the Pacific cod that are available. Estimates of the actual number of CVs

7 Market power in an industry is influenced by new entrants, the number of harvesters, the number of processors,
availability of substitutes, and competitive rivalry.
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and processors that will be active in the fishery are not provided, but public testimony on this subject at
the June 2021 Council meeting indicated that as few as two or three processors could process the entire
allocation and as few as 35 CVs could be utilized to actively harvest the CQ. QS could still be held by
more entities but could be leased within a cooperative to reduce the number of trawl CVs actively fishing
BSALI Pacific cod during the year. Processors that remain in the fishery will continue to compete for
Pacific cod deliveries. Some aspects of the processing capacity designed for Pacific cod is specific to that
fishery and cannot be readily utilized to processor other species like pollock, salmon, or crab. Processors
will want to continue to utilize those assets. Harvesters will form cooperatives to coordinate their Pacific
cod harvest activities. The AFA vessels may choose to integrate the pollock and Pacific cod harvest
strategies in the BSAI to create a more rational annual fishing cycle for the fisheries that are rationalized.
This will extend to the Pacific whiting fishery for vessels that also hold IFQ for that fishery.

It is also worth noting that it is difficult to calculate market power in this context. As stated by Anderson
(2000), “the difficulty of defining market power and of measuring the gains or losses of various actions
such that they can be approved as part of a management plan should not be understated.” While it is
widely acknowledged that the allocation structure will result in shifts in market power, we cannot address
the issues of whether the market forces before the LAPP was implemented were optimal or the actual
amount of quota that should be issued to processors under the PCTC to achieve the Council’s desired
outcome.

The PFMC began considering harvest share allocations to processors, as the Council considered them as
options in previous LAPPs (e.g., the Rockfish Program). The MSA LAPP provisions in Section
303A(c)(5)(A) require that the Council ensure fair and equitable initial allocations, including
consideration of (1) current and historical harvests, (2) employment in the harvesting and processing
sectors, (3) investments in and dependence on the fishery, and (4) the current and historical participation
of fishing communities.

Congress specifically instructed the PFMC to fully analyze alternative program designs, including LAPPs
that allocate quota to harvest fish to both harvesters and processors. Much of the PFMC’s discussion
surrounding an allocation to processors involved the impact of both status quo and trawl rationalization
on market power. It was noted that the U.S. economy relies on competition and on individuals and
businesses acting in their own self-interest for growth, innovation, price setting, and the allocation of
resources. There was a sentiment by some stakeholders that government should not interfere in business
competition unless it is necessary for the public benefit. During its discussion it was noted that the PFMC
already interfered with harvesting businesses because of problems identified relative to conservation and
management both in the non-whiting and whiting fishery. When the PFMC intervened in harvesting, it
could not avoid interfering with the processing businesses by changing the basic bargaining dynamics in
the raw fish product market. While ex-vessel price negotiations are between the harvesters and
processors, the PFMC felt it could not ignore how fishery management actions might influence those
negotiations.

Some PFMC members opposed any allocation to processors because they believed it would have an
adverse effect on market power (excessively increasing market power for processors) and that there were
ways to address concerns about community stability, other than by allocating to processors. They noted
that even if processors received no QS, after initial allocation, processors would likely be able to control
quota shares through the initial allocations to vessels they own or control, or by purchasing quota in the
market to achieve the balance of power they consider more favorable. This type of consolidation can be
addressed to some extent through ownership and use caps, to make sure the balance does not swing too
far in one direction. Others were concerned about small processors and expressed concern that not
allocating harvest shares to those processors might cause more consolidation and a further decline in the
number of buyers, increasing the power of remaining processors. In its PPA, the PFMC recommended
giving processors 20 percent of the shoreside allocation of QS for all species except bycatch taken in the
shoreside whiting fishery.
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Determining the Percentage Allocation of Whiting to Processors

PFMC members noted the difficulty of determining the correct percentage for a possible QS allocation to
processors. The option for a 50 percent allocation of whiting QS to processors seemed like far too much.
When a 20 percent option was proposed, some Council members felt that when the 20 percent allocation
to processors was combined with a 10 percent allocation for adaptive management and considering that
some processors would receive QS for the permits they hold, the amount remaining for harvesters would
be insufficient. In selecting its PPA Council members noted that the case for providing QS to whiting
processors seemed to be relatively clear, but it was less clear for non-whiting processors. For whiting
processors, the switch from a derby fishery would immediately result in some of the processing capacity
becoming surplus. The shift from two-month cumulative limits to IFQs would not affect the non-whiting
processors in the same way. However, with respect to non-whiting processors there was concern for small
processors’ ability to compete with larger processors. The 20 percent approach chosen for the whiting and
non-whiting PPA was believed by some to be a fair middle ground for public review and comment.

In its final PA, after further review of the analysis and public testimony, the PFMC recommended giving
processors 20 percent of the QS only for shoreside whiting and no QS for shoreside non-whiting. In
taking this action, PFMC members expressed their concern that an initial allocation of QS to non-whiting
processors would add too much to the market power of shoreside non-whiting processors. They noted that
there was already considerable consolidation among processors, particularly relative to the number of
vessels operating in the fishery. Providing processors with an initial allocation would be expected to
further increase consolidation and market power. Additionally, the argument that the larger processors
also held vessel permits that would provide them with QS was determined to be an important
consideration. At the same time, PFMC members continued to be concerned with the impact of the
program on smaller processors. It was noted that if an allocation of non-whiting QS to processors were to
be made, that the appropriate amount might be 10 percent of the QS. Instead, the PEMC favored
providing a 10 percent allocation for adaptive management. The adaptive management program (AMP)
could be used not only to provide some amount of certainty and security to the larger processors, but also
to provide flexibility to tailor a program that would provide some protection to smaller processors.
Because the AMP allocation has served as a pass-through to harvesters, it has been difficult politically to
“reallocate” that quota. To date the quota has continued to pass-through to harvesters, because the PFMC
has not been provided sufficient evidence to persuade it members to vote to reallocate the AMP quota to
other stakeholders, including processors, that could show proof that the program had caused sufficient
harm to justify a reallocation.

With respect to the decision to allocate 20 percent of the whiting QS to processors, differing conditions
between the whiting and non-whiting sectors were noted. In particular it was noted that the size of the
shoreside whiting fleet was expected to be very small (only 20 vessels), providing the fleet with greater
market power relative to the three major whiting buyers than would be experienced by the non-whiting
fleet relative to the major buyers of non-whiting species.''® While the shoreside whiting fleet position
would be strong, the analysis predicted that, with the move from a whiting derby fishery to an IFQ
program, the amount of processing capital needed in the whiting fishery would decline by 30 to 50
percent, and that competition among whiting processors would tend to increase to continue to attract
deliveries to their facilities,'!"” leading to a decrease in their market power. In contrast to whiting, the non-
whiting trawl fishery was not a derby style system; it was managed with two-month cumulative trip

118 These conditions are more similar to the BSAI Pacific cod trawl CV fishery than the non-whiting fishery conditions
were (two-month openings and trip limits) at the time the program was implemented.

9 Processors invest in excess capacity to compete with other processors for deliveries by being able to handle peak
volumes during the derby fishery. When the derby is over, much of the capital then remains idle. The move to a LAPP
will slow the pace of the fishery resulting in substantial unneeded processor capital. Excess harvesting capacity may
also exist in the harvesting sector. Under a LAPP structure the harvesting vessel owners could be compensated to
not participate in the fishery by leasing CQ.
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limits. Therefore, the shift to [FQs will not create a sudden increase in the amount of excess processing
capacity. Even with a 20 percent allocation of whiting QS to processors, the PFMC believed it may be
uncertain whether the initial allocation of whiting QS to processors will offset whiting harvester gains in
market power, relative to status quo. An initial allocation of whiting QS to processors was determined to
function as a means of guaranteeing supply for processors, granting processors some leverage in
bargaining power as they can “hold out” against harvesters, and providing an incentive to make necessary
capital investments to increase product recovery yield.

The analysis conducted by the PFMC to allocate harvester quota to processors considered a slightly
broader range (0 percent to 50 percent) than the Council is considering (0 percent to 30 percent) under the
BSALI Pacific cod action. Economic analysis considered for the whiting fishery and the BSAI Pacific cod
fishery rely on the same discussion of changes in market power that can result from allocation of harvest
shares to harvester only or both harvesters and processors. Both Councils have agreed that an allocation
of harvest shares to processors that is greater than 30 percent would likely result in the balance of power
being shifted too far toward the processing sector.'?° However, the available economic data do not
provide sufficient information to select a point estimate on the continuum of 0 percent to 30 percent that
would result in the optimum balance of market power between the two sectors.

Through their consideration of the issues, the PFMC ultimately determined that some allocation of
harvest shares to processors was warranted in the whiting fishery, but not the non-whiting fisheries.
Determining the appropriate percentage using economic information available to staff was not possible.
The PFMC ultimately selected 20 percent, in large part, due to a substantial group of harvesters and
processors testifying together in support of that allocation percentage.

It was noted earlier that the PFMC has not utilized any of the AMP quota to address unforeseen negative
impacts on the processing sector. That quota has been used as a pass-through allocation to the harvesting
sector. This may indicate that a 20 percent allocation of harvesting quota to processors was sufficient to
balance market power in the whiting fishery, after the fishery management structure was changed to a
LAPP. It may also indicate that both sectors feel the risk of reconsidering the allocation percentage is
greater than any expected benefit they would receive.

Acquisition of Additional Harvest Shares

In addition to the 20 percent of the whiting quota processors were indirectly initially issued more quota or
purchased additional quota after the program was implemented. Including the allocation to vessels owned
or controlled by processors it was estimated that they received an additional 6 percent of the quota (26
percent at initial allocation in 2011). The total percentage of whiting quota held by shorebased sector
processors in 2021 was estimated to be 31 percent'?!. Indicating that they were able to acquire an
additional 5 percent of the whiting quota. These processors currently own quota shares for non-whiting
species as well, but that was not issued as a processor allocation. As of January 2021, the Shorebased IFQ
Program was composed of 35 first receivers, one of which is designated as whiting-only receivers and 11
that may receive both whiting and non-whiting. In the catch share program, a first receiver site license is
required to receive shoreside catch share deliveries. The number of these licenses is not limited. The
number of shorebased processing companies purchasing Pacific whiting decreased from an average of
twelve from 2009 to 2010 to eight from 2011 to 2015'?%. According to fish tickets in that area, there were
9 facilities that purchased whiting (non-bycatch) in 2020. Public comment and social surveys indicate that
this level of participation reflects an increased rate of consolidation in ownership and concentration of
control of quota share, fishing businesses, processing capacity, and support infrastructure.

20 The PFMC noted that in their deliberation and the Council did not include an option that was greater than 35
percent to be considered.

121 Personal communication with Erin Steiner (NOAA Fisheries)

122 https://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2017/01/trawl-catch-share-review-main-document.pdf/ p. ES-5
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Some Pacific cod processors are also vertically integrated with their harvesting vessels. Processors hold
LLP licenses that would qualify for an allocation of harvest shares under Element 2. The complex
ownership structure of firms is difficult to untangle with the information available, since many CVs are
held by a firm that is different from the processor. However, using the exact same address to link the LLP
licenses and the processors it appears that close to 25 percent of the harvester quota allocated under
Element 2 could be assigned to three processors that own LLP licenses. This includes processors
operating shoreside and at-sea. That percentage could be greater if a broader definition of affiliation was
used to link vessels with processors. However, a true understanding of corporate structures cannot be
resolved even with required reporting, so no additional assumption about affiliation and its impact on
vertical integration is made in this analysis. Adding a 20 percent allocation of harvest shares to
processors, as an example, the amount of QS held or controlled by processors ownership of CVs could
increase to 40 percent (25 percent plus 15 percent [75 percent * 20 percent] of the total QS initially
issued.

Given the above example, it is important to note two things. First, that not all Pacific cod processors are
vertically integrated through the ownership or affiliation with CVs and LLP licenses. As a result, not all
processing firms are situated equally. Firms that do not own LLP licenses would not initially benefit from
the allocation under Element 2 and may be more dependent on an allocation to processors to compete in
the market for Pacific cod deliveries since they would not directly control any CQ derived from
harvesting Pacific cod. Depending on future decisions by the firms, they or a closely related firm could
potentially acquire LLP licenses that are assigned QS and increase their control of QS holdings, as has
occurred in the whiting fishery. Second, processors that hold LLP licenses that would be allocated QS
based on their qualifying catch history will likely need the CQ derived from those LLP licenses to allow
vessels they own to continue operating in the fishery as they have prior to the PCTC Program. If they
were not allocated that quota, their vessels would lose the opportunity to fish without reducing the Pacific
cod available to vessels that they do not own.

The 5-year review of the whiting shorebased IFQ program also indicated that there is evidence that
shorebased processors use their quota to support bargaining relationships with vessels to secure
deliveries.!'?* In addition to the change in market power the proposed allocation of harvest shares has on
the CV sector, allocation of harvest shares to processors will also result in distributional effects. Those
impacts will likely vary by firm and will depend on how any QS issued to processors is redistributed back
to the CVs.

Processor Allocation Research

Models have been developed and published that attempt to determine a Pareto optimal solution regarding
allocations of quota to processors. Papers that describe those models include the works of Matulich, et al
(2010), Matulich (2010), Matulich (2009) and Matulich (2008). These papers were based on processors
sunk costs (that have no alternative use) to build processing capacity to compete in a fishery that was
managed such that harvesters raced to catch as much of the TAC as possible and processors increased
capacity to accept as much of the TAC as possible before the fishery was closed to directed fishing.
Under a rationalized fishery the processors would bid to receive fish and use as much of the excess
processing capacity that had no other value as they could. The papers concluded that because the
processors would compete on price, harvesters would have increased market power and would capture all
of the rents derived from the rationalized fishery. The data to estimate quasi-rents for processors and
harvesters are not available to staff to make the calculations described in those papers and the conclusions
drawn in those papers remain controversial. Those models have never been utilized by the Council to
determine distribution of quota between harvesters and processors. Even if that information were

123nttps://www.pcouncil.org/documents/2017/01/trawl-catch-share-review-main-document.pdf/
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available for one year, it may not hold in other years, as the overall North Pacific management structure
and world markets change.

Other research was conducted during the same general period as discussed in the previous paragraphs that
concluded allocations to processors may not be needed to prevent harvesters from obtaining too much
market power (Fell and Haynie 2011; Wilen 2009; Young 2004). Studies also discussed whether
allocations of harvest shares to processors could result in anticompetitive behavior in the processing
sector (Wilen 2008; Powell 2004). Wilen (2009) concluded that for the Pacific whiting fishery that
rationalization of fisheries is unlikely to generate significant processing stranded capital. Most capital
involved in whiting processing was stated to be malleable and not likely to be devalued because of
rationalization. He also stated that if policy makers judge it desirable to consider compensation for
processors, a legitimate process would tie compensation to anticipated or demonstrated capital losses. He
concluded that current policies proposed on the U.S. West Coast to transfer harvester quota are arbitrary
and unsupported by empirical estimates of the magnitude of the problem. As described earlier, the
location of the processors involved in the whiting fishery and the BSAI Pacific cod fishery are not alike.
The remote location of Pacific cod processors in the BSAI and large investments in specialized equipment
and infrastructure that have limited other uses (specialized Pacific cod plants) means that caution should
be used when making direct comparisons of stranded capital in the two fisheries.

Guldin and Anderson (2021) have recently conducted the first review of the impacts of the allocation of
harvest shares to processors in the Pacific whiting fishery. The authors found that processors used
processor-owned quota in informal ex-vessel market negotiations. They were able to offer quota to match
a portion of deliveries and attract landings to their facility while charging catcher vessel operators a
contracting premium on quota pounds transferred during seasons when the whiting TAC was close to
binding. Processors also utilized the quota during seasons when the TAC was not binding but charging
price premiums was not evident in the data. The paper concluded that additional research is required on
the allocation of harvest shares to processors policy, particularly regarding welfare outcomes of harvesters
and processors and overall efficiency.

The data used by Guldin and Anderson (2021) included some types of information that will be collected
for the PCTC program from the CAS data collection program and data that could be collected during the
QS/CQ transfer process. The CAS will collect data on catch and ex-vessel value. First wholesale
information will be collected from production reports and COAR data. Data on QS transfers could be
collected by NMFS as part of the LLP license transfer process. It would likely be difficult to assess a
value to the Pacific cod QS relative to the other endorsements and QS that may be assigned to that LLP
license. Annual CQ transfers between cooperatives that must be approved by NMFS!?, could include the
price paid for the CQ. When these are arm’s length transactions, they could provide an accurate reflection
of the annual value of the Pacific cod CQ. Information that is used in their paper that is currently not
available and is not proposed to be collected are cost data from the processing sector (or harvesting
sector). These data were collected on the West Coast as part of the LAPP. The Council’s PA does not
include the development of an Economic Data Report that is specific to the PCTC program, so cost data
like those used in the paper would not be available for the PCTC program.

Any initial allocation of harvest shares to processors also transfers the long-term under lying value of the
shares from the harvest sector to the processing sector. Given that the Council is considering a range of up
to 30 percent of the harvest shares being allocated to processors, as much as 30 percent of the asset value
could be directly transferred from the harvesting sector to the processing sector, in addition to any change
in the division of rents that directly is attributable to the processor allocation. Additional shares would
also be issued based on processor ownership and control of LLP licenses. The value of those shares is

124 This is an electronic process that is automatically approved if sufficient quota CQ is available and all other criteria
are met when the submitting the application.
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often reported to be used as collateral for loans'?® or as compensation for firm exiting the fishery. To the
extent quota is allocated to the processing sector, that asset value is not available to harvesters. However,
the harvesters would still have 70 percent of the asset value and would be in a better position to acquire
loans or receive compensation for exiting the fishery than they would have been in the No Action
alternative. If processors lease quota holdings at a contracting premium, rents are reallocated from the
harvesting sector to the processing sector; however, overall efficiency should be unchanged if there are no
transaction costs associated with quota transfer (Milon and Hamilton 2002). If processors use quota
holdings in the ex-vessel market to secure landings, this policy could lead to ex-vessel market distortions
and efficiency implications (Guldin and Anderson, 2021).

Use of Processor Owned Harvest Quota

The Council’s option indicates that to be used, the QS “would be transferred to the CV cooperative.” This
indicates that CQ may only be used by a cooperative. Depending on the requirements for cooperative
formation that could include as few as one LLP license and an associated processor.

Since the cooperative structure allows CVs to join a cooperative in association with a specific processor
(e.g., the Rockfish Program model), it is assumed that the processor will assign all their CQ to a
cooperative with whom they are associated. The CQ could then be reallocated within the cooperative to
member vessels or transferred to another cooperative. Civil contracts would define the rules of how the
cooperative operates and how any reallocations are authorized and compensated within the cooperative.

However, if a processor was eligible to receive QS - based on processing trawl caught BSAI Pacific cod
during the qualifying years — but did not associate with any CV cooperative, that processor could lose its
eligibility to receive CQ, since the QS must be assigned to a CV cooperative. If the processor only
assigned their QS to a cooperative as a lease without planning to process the fish, how that processor
would be compensated and the terms and conditions they would have the authority to negotiate could be
limited. The processor would need to negotiate lease values, but it would not be allowed to discuss ex-
vessel prices paid to the CV by the other processor as part of the lease price determination within the
cooperative structure. Those negotiations would need to take place between individual harvesters and
processors.

Once the processor’s harvest shares are assigned to a cooperative, the quota could be distributed for
harvest in a number of ways that would benefit the processor and some or all member CVs. The
distribution would depend on how the processor determines it best achieves its overall goals.

While the discussion provided is intended to consider some possible distributions of CQ, it is likely that
the relationships established between harvesters and processors over the years will substantially influence
where the majority of harvesters will deliver in the future.

e Distributing CQ so that member vessels have approximately an amount of available CQ that as
they would have had before the processor’s harvest shares were deducted. Processors have stated
that this is their intent.

o Assigning more CQ to vessels the processor owns or controls than they would have brought into
the cooperative absent an allocation to processors (the Council’s PA would prevent this outcome).

o Using the quota as bonus to entice new members to join.

o Trading Pacific cod quota for deliveries of other species (i.e., pollock, crab, other groundfish).

The first bullet above would essentially reallocate CQ within the cooperative to the harvesters in the same
proportion that was forgone to fund the processor’s harvest allocation. Depending on the amount of QS

125 Collons, Kacy A. 1996. ITQS as Collateral Rightly Understood: Preserving Commerce and
Conserving Fisheries. UCLA Journal of Environmental Law and Policy, 14(2).
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/8g02s5c1
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held by the processor and the QS held by the members, the amount each harvester may receive may differ
from their percentage of catch history. For example, if the processor holds more QS than the percentage
the member harvesters gave up funding the allocation, the processor could give its cooperative members
more CQ than they would have had otherwise. The converse is also true. Processors that have less QS
than their associated CV gave up could not reallocate them all enough CQ to replace the foregone
harvesting shares allocated to processors. That could create an incentive for one or more CVs to move to
a cooperative the following year where the processor could provide better compensation. All else being
equal, the allocation of processor quota would tend to exert pressures to keep the market share of each
processor about the same under the cooperative structure as occurred during the qualifying years. Long-
standing working relationships between a harvester and processor will also be a factor when an LLP
license holder determines which cooperative to join. Both these factors may result in the cooperative’s
composition closely resembling the groupings of vessels/LLP licenses with processors that occurred
under the limited access fishery.

Under the second bullet, processors might allocate all or a greater portion of their harvest shares to vessels
they own if the program allowed that behavior. This approach would only be available to processors that
own harvest vessels. Approximately, two of the processors that would qualify for QS are assumed to
directly own CVs that deliver to them. Business relationships that are less readily evident in the data
could result on additional CVs that are not directly owned but may have an unknown degree of control by
the processor that could expand the number of processors associated with CVs. The approach would
allow the firm to capture economic rents from the QS at both the ex-vessel and first wholesale levels. If
crew are compensated based on the ex-vessel value of Pacific cod delivered and the ex-vessel value of
fish delivered to the processor is undervalued, it could put downward pressure on crew compensation. In
addition, if crew are in a weaker bargaining position, it could result in their receiving a small percentage
of the total ex-vessel value. CVs that are not owned or controlled by the processor may be less likely to
agree to those terms and conditions when the cooperative is formed. Because they would have the
opportunity to change cooperatives on an annual basis, they would have the opportunity to negotiate for
better contract terms and conditions with a different cooperative.

The third bullet could provide incentives for LLP license holders to join their cooperative. However, any
additional benefits that could be offered to a vessel/LLP license holder outside the cooperative would
come at the expense of the current member’s opportunity to access QS. If a person perceived that they
would have better opportunities in another cooperative, as a result of a similar offer, it could result in
current members leaving the cooperative. As stated before, the outcome that is expected is that CV
operators will, for the most part, continue business partnerships with their historical partner, with the
processor using the QS to maintain market power that more closely represents historical levels than under
a cooperative without QS being allocated.

The fourth bullet describes processors bartering their Pacific cod quota for other species. The PFMC
found evidence that processors barter to purchase quota (trading units of other quota species). Processors
as well as processor-owned vessels traded quota with independent vessels. Between 2011 and 2015, 13
percent of transfers were recorded as barter and six percent listed as either cash sale or cash and barter,
and 81 percent listed as “other.” Often the trades were determined to be complex and non-cash
arrangements. As a result, the 5-year review of the program determined it was difficult to assess how
quota trading is affecting the profitability of shorebased processors. These complications also made it
difficult to assess the effect of the 20 percent whiting allocation on the profitability of the shorebased
processors receiving the allocation.

Impacts of Pollock Cooperatives on the BSAI Pacific Cod Trawl CV Fishery

It is anticipated that previous business relationships with processors, either through common ownership,
membership in other cooperatives, or working together for a substantial amount of time, will play a role
in determining where CVs will deliver their Pacific cod CQ in the future. For AFA CVs, AFA
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cooperative membership is thought to have a strong correlation to where CV have delivered Pacific cod
harvested from the BS in the past and will continue under the PCTC. However, AFA delivery contracts
do not require delivery of non-pollock groundfish to their plant. Table 2-142 shows the percentage of
targeted BS Pacific cod that was harvested by AFA CVs and delivered to plants that are owned by the
firm associated with their AFA cooperative. From 2017 through 2020 between 84 percent and 87 percent
of Pacific cod was delivered to those plants by AFA vessels, with an average of 86 percent over the
period considered. As discussed in other sections, historical delivery patterns and associations are
expected to have a strong influence over where CVs will deliver under the PCTC. In general, that means
that most AFA CVs will deliver their Pacific cod to the firm they are a member of their AFA cooperative.
The overall magnitude and value derived from the pollock fishery, relative to the Pacific cod, is also
expected to factor into this decision-making process. Some CVs, especially CVs that are members of an
AFA cooperative whose plant is located further from the Pacific cod fishing grounds are more likely to
deliver their Pacific cod allocation to a processor that is closer to the fishing grounds.

AFA cooperative membership data indicates that there has been relatively little movement of vessels
between cooperatives since 2016. Of the 113 AFA CV ADF&G numbers that were included in the annual
AFA cooperative lists, only one was a member of more than one cooperative over the 2017 through 2021
period and from 107 to 111 CVs were cooperative members during a year. Table 2-142 shows the
percentage of BS Pacific cod that was harvested by AFA CVs and delivered to the same processing firm
they are associated with in an AFA cooperative. Al Pacific cod harvests were excluded from the table as
were deliveries to plants in Adak and King Cove. These plants were excluded for different reasons. Adak
was excluded because it is not associated with an AFA cooperative and the catch delivered from that plant
is harvested in the Al Pacific cod harvested from the Al is less efficient to deliver to a BS AFA plant.
King Cove was excluded because it is not close to the traditional BS Pacific cod fishing grounds. Vessels
that are members of that AFA cooperative have often chosen to deliver their Pacific cod harvests to a
processor that is closer to the fishing grounds. Whether slowing the pace of the fishery will result in more
deliveries to the plant is not known, but to the extent the CVs are able to access processor quota where
they historically delivered, it will provide less incentive to deliver to plants that are farther from the
fishing grounds and that cannot provide quota that is equal to what the processors are allocated.

Table 2-142 Percentage of targeted BS (Al excluded) Pacific cod harvested by AFA trawl CVs that was
delivered to their AFA associated plants/firms, 2017 - 2020

All Akutan, Dutch Harbor, Unalaska AFA Cooperatives 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total
All Firm Plants 87% 84% 87% 87% 86%

Source: AKFIN summary of CAS data and 2021 AFA cooperative membership data
BSAI Pacific cod Processor Participation

Estimates of the number of processors that qualify for QS under Element 5.4 are presented in Table
2-143. Processor counts and the quantity processed excludes C/Ps that are no longer eligible to take
deliveries of Pacific cod as a mothership. Shoreplants that are no longer active are also excluded from the
table. The table also provides an estimate of the total amount of targeted Pacific cod that was delivered to
the qualified processors over the period considered. The table is divided temporally with the top portion
of the table including targeted Pacific cod catch for the entire year and the bottom part excluding C season
catch. This was done to match the options considered under Element 2. One firm that qualified using
annual data does not qualify when the C season data are not included, regardless of the years selected for
the qualifying period. The information in the two parts of the table is not considered confidential because
more than three processor’s data were excluded by removing the C season data, even though only one
processor only had taken deliveries during the C season.
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Table 2-143 Number of processing firms that qualify and the total processing history under Element 5.4

Seasons Processors 2014-2019 | 2009-2019 | 2004-2019
Al Processors # 1M 1M 12
Quantity (mt) 187,161 338,450 457,706

Excludes C Processors # 10 10 1
Quantity (mt) 182,786 331,340 447,309

Source: AKFIN file BSAI_PCOD_LAPP_Processors(4-9-20):Qualified Processor t2

To produce Table 2-143, staff relied on direction from the Council. Based on its June 2021 motion,
processors that are no longer active would not be issued QS!2°. The processing history associated with
those processors would be deducted from the total when distributing QS. The application for an FFP notes
that “only persons who are U.S. Citizens are authorized to receive or hold a Federal Fisheries Permit
(FFP).” A person applying to receive the LLP license must be a U.S. Citizen or U.S. corporation,
partnership, association, or other non-individual entity to be eligible to receive a license. To receive the
new Processor Permit to hold QS the processor must be a U.S. corporation, partnership, association, or
other non-individual entity. This would allow U.S. firms that are subsidiaries of foreign firms to apply for
and receive QS. However, if processor ownership caps are established based on ownership and control
rules the limits would need to be at the level of the firm that holds the subsidiaries, and the ownership
limit could include a grandfather provision for the combined firms.

Table 2-146 shows the percentage of QS that would be allocated to groupings of processing firms based
on processing history during the qualifying years. Processors that are no longer active and C/Ps that are
no longer eligible to process Pacific cod harvested by trawl CVs are excluded from the table. Including
processors that are no longer active could slightly increase the percentage for the bottom group of firms as
listed in the table. Firms were grouped relative to their processing history during the period and seasons
considered. In each case, the top four firms were grouped together, and the remaining firms were grouped
together. The remaining firms were grouped because separating the processors into smaller groupings was
not possible given the number of firms that qualify. Firms may change groupings depending on the
qualifying history years and seasons selected.

Processor groupings indicate that the top four firms, in aggregate, would always be allocated between
78.4 percent and 79.9 percent of the QS. The bottom six to eight firms would be allocated 20.1 percent to
21.6 of the QS, in aggregate.

Table 2-144 Percentage of QS allocated to processing firms by grouping

Processing Firms 2014-2019 All Seasons 2009-2019 All Seasons 2004-2019 All Seasons

Top 4 firms 78.7% 79.9% 79.3%

Bottom 6-8 firms 21.3% 20.1% 20.7%
2014-2019 A & B Seasons  2009-2019 A & B Seasons  2004-2019 A & B Seasons

Top 4 firms 78.4% 79.5% 79.5%

Bottom 6-8 firms 21.6% 20.5% 20.5%

Source: BSAI PCOD_LAPP_Processors(4-9-20): Processing history groupings

126 Because the permits are plant specific, if a processor holds an FFP/FPP that currently allows them to process
BSAI Pacific cod harvested by the trawl CV sector and it owned a plant that no longer has the required permit they
would be allocated QS for the qualifying history of the plant that is no longer active. It was not the Council’s intent that
because a plant was destroyed or retired that the history of that plant would be removed if the processing firm
remained active.
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2.9.6. Element 6 — Aleutian Islands Processor Provisions
The Council’s PA is shown in bold below.

Options 6.1 and 6.2 are mutually exclusive.
Under this element:

An Al shoreplant is defined consistent with vacated Amendment 113 regulations.

An Al shoreplant operating under the provisions of this element is exempt from the processing use

cap in element 8.4.

All cooperatives will be required to establish an intercooperative agreement that describes how

either the set-aside provision in option 6.1 or the annual Al community shoreplant QS in option 6.2
will be administered by the cooperatives to ensure that harvests in the Bering Sea do not exceed the

minimum set aside or shoreplant allocation amounts. This intercooperative agreement must

establish how the cooperatives intend to harvest the set-aside or shoreplant QS in years when it

applies. This intercooperative agreement must be provided as part of the annual cooperative
application and is required before NMFS can issue CQ. A cooperative intending to harvest any

amount of the set-aside must provide the cooperative’s plan for coordinating harvest and delivery

of the set-aside with an Al shoreplant in the cooperative application.

Option 6.1: In any year when the community of Adak and/or Atka files a notice of intent to

process, require the cooperative(s) to reserve a set-aside for delivery to an Al shoreplant. The

amount of the set-aside (AI CQ reserve) will be 10, 12% %7, to 25% of the BSAI CV trawl

directed A season CQ and is in effect during the A and B season. Any remaining portion of the

Al CQ reserve will be reallocated to cooperatives in the same proportion as the initial CQ if

Adak and/or Atka withdraws its intent to operate notice during the A or B season.

The intercooperative agreement must establish how cooperatives would ensure that CVs < 60

feet LOA assigned to an LLP license with a transferable Al trawl endorsement have the
opportunity to harvest a percentage of the AI CQ reserve for delivery to an Al shoreplant.
Option 1: 50%, option 2: 25%, or option 3: 10% of the AI CQ reserve.

NMFS will establish a separate Al Incidental Catch Allowance (ICA) and Al Directed Fishing

Allowance (DFA) to support the AI CQ reserve.

When the AI CQ reserve is set equal to the AI DFA, directed fishing for Pacific cod in the Al
may only be conducted by PCTC Program vessels that deliver their catch of Al Pacific cod to

Al shoreplants for processing.

When the AI DFA is greater than the AI CQ reserve amount, the difference between the Al

DFA and the AI CQ reserve will be available for directed fishing by all non-CDQ fishery
sectors with sufficient A-season allocations and may be processed by any eligible processor.

Option 6.2: In any year when the community of Adak 