
MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

Council, SSC and AP Members 

Chris Oliver 'b Q 
Executive Director .('~ 

DATE: May 28,2013 

SUBJECT: GOA Trawl Bycatch 

ACTION REQUIRED 

(a) Discussion paper on GOA Trawl Bycatch Management/roadmap. 
(b) Initial review on GOA Trawl Data Collection. 
(c) Tendering report. 

BACKGROUND 

(a) Trawl Bycatch Management 

AGENDAC-5 
JUNE 2013 

ESTIMATED TIME 
12HOURS 

(All C-5 items) 

During its February, meeting the Council requested that staff draft a discussion paper and a roadmap to 
aid the development of GOA Trawl Bycatch Management program. That discussion paper is presented 
under Item C-S(a). The elements of the discussion paper include a roadmap of Council decision points. 
Data describing participation in the Central and Western GOA groundfish fisheries is presented as well as 
information on LLPs and their endorsements. An errata sheet is also included under this item that 
provides additional information on the area 620 and 630 pollock fisheries. The third section of the paper 
is an expanded discussion of state waters management, including options for addressing expansion into 
state waters which may result from a catch share program that applies to federal waters. The fourth 
section provides an expanded discussion of community protections to include the mechanics and 
applicability of Community Fisheries Associations and other alternative measures (e.g, port of landing 
requirements, regionalization) to the GOA trawl fisheries. Finally, the fifth section provides a discussion 
of potential benefits and detriments of limited duration quota and a discussion of types of non-monetary 
auctions. 

The Council may identify additional information that is needed to more fully develop these concepts, or 
develop more specific management alternatives for further analysis. 

(b) Initial review of GOA Trawl Data Collection 

Because the Council is considering developing a catch share plan for the Central and Western Gulf of 
Alaska trawl fishery (posted on web May 21, 2013), it has also expressed an interest in developing a fast
tracked data collection program that can be implemented before fishing begins under a potential new 
catch share program. Implementation of data collection before a catch share program implemented would 



provide the Council, analysts, and the public better historical information to assess the impacts of the 
proposed amendment. At this meeting, the Council may determine whether the document is adequate for 
Public review. If it is ready to be released, the Council may select a preliminary preferred alternative. 

It is assumed that the data collection program would apply to harvesters and processors that catch or 
process groundfish harvested with trawl gear from the Central or Western GOA. The analysis identifies 
the data elements that are proposed to be collected from catcher vessels, catcher processors, and 
processors. Some of the issues that the Council may wish to provide direction are: 

• Should the Amendment 80 EDR be extended to cover the one GOA trawl catcher processor that 
is currently excluded from submitting that EDR? 

• Should tl1e Amendment 80 EDR be expanded to collect harvest crew permit numbers, so iliose 
data are comparable to that proposed to be collected from catcher vessels? 

• If check boxes are added to the catcher vessels logbook to note if a vessel used an excluder device 
or moved to avoid halibut, should the Council recommend moving to an electronic logbook so the 
data can be more easily accessed? Also should vessels less than 60 feet LOA be required to 
submit a logbook? 

• What is the scope of data to be collected from catcher vessels? The data collection program in 
the RIR focuses on employment, fuel usage, gear purchases, and observer costs. 

• What is the scope of data to be collected from processors? The data collection program described 
in the RIR focuses on employment and utility usage when purchased from community owned 
providers. 

(c) Tendering report 

The Council requested that staff prepare a report (attached at Item C-SCcl)on ilie use of tender vessels in 
the GOA pollock and Pacific cod trawl fisheries. That paper provides historic participation data from 
20 I 0 through April 2013, information on tendering regulations in the GOA, and management and 
enforcement issues. The only Council action necessary is to review the report and provide direction to 
staff regarding any additional information needs. 



Agenda Item C-5 (a) 
GOA Trawl Bycatch Management Discussion Papers and Roadmap 
June 2013 

AGENDA ITEM C-5(a) 
JUNE 2013 

At its February 2013 meeting, the Council requested that staff provide additional information on 
specific issues to help guide future GOA Trawl Bycatch Management discussions. The Council 
requested information on four specific topics. The first is a roadmap of the process that might be 
used by the Council. That chart is provided in Section I. The first three pages of that section 
define a general roadmap. The next two pages are tier I decisions the Council must make if they 
move forward with a catch share program. Remaining sections of the road map focus on decisions 
that must be made after the tier I decisions are selected and the very detail decisions that follow 
the higher level decisions. Section 2 is a presentation of historic participation data in the Central 
and Western GOA trawl fisheries. Section 3 is a discussion of State Waters management issues. 
Section 4 provides a discussion of the benefits and detriments of limited duration quota 
allocations, including non-monetary auctions. Finally, Section 5 presents a discussion of 
potential community protection measures. 
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Agenda Item C-5(a) 
JUNE 2013 

1 Decision Tree for GOA Trawl Bycatch Management 

GOA Trawl Bycatch Management 
Program to Better Utilize PSC 

~ 1 
Mandated PSG reductions only Mandated PSC reductions 

~ 
with lncentlws 

1 
Maintain other 

--{ Volunt•ry cooperation regulations 
to utilize PSC 

l {No further Council action) 

.. 
~ Har-...esters compete to hansst TAC ~Fishery Is closed when PSC limit is taken 
~ Fishery is closed when PSC limit Is taken -All lndl'vlduals must participate or \-Oiuntary 
- lndi\riduals act in their own best Interest efforts are difficult to achle~.e and maintain 

which may include higher PSC usage • Cooperation is typically most successful when 
• Federal resource Is not allocated to persons limited to small groups of similarly situated 
-Race to harvest TAO may result In lndi<,iduals. These programs have only 

wasteful use of PSC achieW!d modest success In the GOA, giwn 
~ O~,erall PSG usage is detennined by the diverse nature of the licensed fleet 

the management agency with no limit on ~ Reductions in PSC usage rates allow fleet 
lndi\oidual usage. to better achle~,e OY, if able to cooperate 

~ In general, PSG usage Is determined by 
the ability of the fleet to abide by \tlluntary 
management measures or PSC usage. 

-{LAPPs that •llo"te quota 

) The Council Is at / to a person 

this point in the (requires Council action) 

decision process 

""' 
~ 

~ Person must stop fishlrg when their PSC limit is taken 
- lndi\idual decisions are less dependant on decisions of others 
-Reductions in indi\oidual PSC usage may increase profitability 
-in general, PSG usage Is determined by lndl\oiduals. 
-Voluntary associations may alter a persons beha\Aor, 

but may provide the person greater flexibility 
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Trawl Bycatch Management Program Development 

Define Problem to be Addressed 
- Determine program goals and objectiws 

Council Defined Goals and Objectives 
Balance the requirements of the National Standards in the Magnuson Stevens Act 
:Jncrease the abinty of the groundfish trawl sector to avoid PSC species and utl//ze 
available amounts of PSG more emr;iently byaflowtnggroundfish trawl vessels to fish more-slowly, 
strategically, and cooperatively, both amongst the vassals themselves and v.ith sham-based processors 
3iteduce bycatch and regulatory discards bygroundfish trawl vessels 
4fluthorlze fair and equitable access privileges that take Into consideration the value of 
assets and Investments In the fisheiY and dependency on the fishery forharvesWrs, 
processors, and communftles 
!Balance interests of all sectors and provfde equitable distribution of benefits and 
slmi/aropportunltias for Increased value 
B?romota community stability and minimize adverse economic impacts by limiting consolidation, 
providing employment and entry opportunities, and increasing the economic vlab/1/tyofthe groundflsh 
/Ja111esters, processors, and support Industries 
ifmprove the ability of the groundfiSh troW! sectorto achieve Oplfmum Yield, including 
Increased product retenlfon, ul!llzalion, landings, and value by allotMng vessels to 
choose the time and location of fishing to optJmlze returns and generate hlgheryfelds 
8norease stability relative fo the volume and timing of groundfish trawl landings, a/fowlng 
processors to betterplen operational needs as well as Identify and exploit new 

\ products and markets 
Stakeholder and\ fJncrease safety by allowing trawl vessels to prosecute groundfish fisheries at slower speeds 

Public Input andfn betrercond/tlons j 1C1nclude me<Jsures for Improved monitoring and reporting 
'-----J 111ncroase the trawl sectors ability to adapt to applicable Federal law (I.e., Endangered Species Act) 

12/noluda methods to measure the success and Impacts of all program a/aments 
13Winlmize adverse Impacts on sectors and areas not included In the program 
14?romote active parlicipatfon by owners of harvest vessels and fishing privileges 

Seeping process 

-Consider backgound Information {discussion papers and data) '~ 
1. MSA Requirements for catch programs (Feb 2013) 
2. Expanded discussion of state waters managementissUfJS (June 2013) 
3, Potential benefits and detriments of limited duration quota allocations (June 2013} 
4. Expand the discussion of community protections to CFAs, regianal/zation, eedback Loop 
port of landing requirements (June 2013) 
5. Information on the numberattrawl participants by area In tlle GOA and harvest amounts (June 2013 
6. Economic data collection (June 2013/n/Ua/ review) 

- lndusby input (throughout process as necessary) 
- Ccnsiderwhlch options meet goals and objec!iws 
- Provide justification for discarding specific opl!ons 

Develop list of actions and alternatives 
-More detelled analysis of actions and alternauws 

Or determine no further action Is needed 
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Continued from previous page 

Preliminary Council Review 

Stakeholder and\ 

Modify as necessal)': 
-actions 

Public Input / - altematlws 
- goals and objectl~.es 

- scope of analysis 

Stakeholder and\ Final Action 

Public Input / - Select Preferred Alternati~.-e 
- Pro\1de rational for decision 

Secretarial Review 
Commerce Department publishes 

Stakeholder, \ 
proposed rule on amendment 

and seeks further public comment. 
Public and Council Upon further reljew, Commerce 

Comment j Secretary makes final decision 
on plan or amendment; 

NOAA Fisheries implements rules. 

GOA Trawl Bycatch Management/Roadmap- June 2013 
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Quota program decisions: 
Tier 1 

~ 
Does the same program 
structure apply to the 

WG and CG? 

l 
What species are allocated? 

l 
How is quota allocated? 

l 
To whom is quota allocated? 

·initial 
-annual 

l 
Duration of allocation? 

1 
Transferability? 

GOA Trawl Bycatch Management/Roadmap- June 2013 

Agenda Item C-5(a) 
JUNE 2013 
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Quota program decisions: 
Tier 2 

+ 
Who may purchase 

QS/IFQIIBQ? 

l 
Excessive share limits? 

l 
Limits on use? 

1 
Protections for other sectors? 

(Sideboard limits) 

l 
MSA Section 303A 

l 
Statewaters issues? 

GOA Trawl Bycatch Management/Roadmap ·June 2013 

Agenda Item C-5(a) 
JUNE 2013 
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Agenda Item C-5(a) 
JUNE 2013 

LAPPs that allocate quota to a person 
(Council's tier 1 decisions if program is moved forward) 

What S pee ies Are Allocated? 
Select all, a subset, or none from each list. 
AJiocations could be made to CVs and CPs 

How is It allocated? 
how does a person qualify? To whom is it allocated? 

PSC Species 
-Halibut 
- Chinook salmon 

- Tanner crab 

Target Species 
- arrowtooth flounder 
- Atka mackerel 
~ deep-water flatfish 

R flathead sole 
~Pacific cod 
~pollock 

GOA Trawl 
Council will need 

to determine amount 
allocated to program 
lr not all areas and 
species are included 

By GOA 
TAC area 

covered under 
program 

R shallow-water flatfish 

Seco11dary Species 
- rougheye rockfish 
~ sablefish 
~ shortraker rockftsh 
- thomyhead rockfish 

Does Council 
intend to allocate 
all of the TAG or 
have a setas!de? 

By GOA 
TAC area 

covered under 
program 

catch history 
-auctions 
~equal 

-ln..estment 
-employment 
-PSC usage rates 

R combination 

Catch History 
~current 

-historical (years) 

PSC data tacking 

Auctions 
-monetary unwelghted bids 
- monetary weighted bids 

• non-monetary (define) 
*more detail in attached chart" 

Equal 
~ all qualified persons gl\en 

the same amount. Must 
set qualficatlon criteria. 

Investment 
- 1,.13SSel length 
~ IA9ssel power 
-processing capacity 
~etc. 

Employment 
- fishing crew 

- processing plant workers 
-company 

Combination 
- history and equal 

-history and employment 
-etc. 

GOA Trawl Bycatch Management/Roadmap- June 2013 

-captain 
-crew 

-community 
• cooperatl~,e 

- haMster {owner) 
- processor (owner} 

-small owners/operators 

Captain 
-person signing ticket 

Crew 
-deck crew 

- all employees 

uallfied Communi 
(Council must define 
qualification criteria) 
*See attached chart* 

Cooperative 
based on members 

allocations 

Owner (harvest) 
-..esse! 

- groundlish LLP 
-other 

Owner (processor) 
plant used 

to process fish 

Small Owner/Operators 
Council must define 
small owner/operator 
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LAPPs that allocate PSC to a person 
(Council's tier 1 decisions if program is moved forward) 

Annual Allocation 
Type 

/ 
-IFQ 

-Cooperative 
-IFQ & Cooparatlw 
~ -Geographic 

IFQ 
- lndMduals, partnerships, 

f-- and corporations would be 
responsible for management 

of their annual allocation. 

Cooperatives 
styles used include 

CG Rockfish, AFA*, 
Am80, crab~, etc. 

- based on allocations 

r----- to their members. The 
cooperati-.e would be 
responsible for actions 

of Its members. 
*Requires Congressional 

action given current 
NOAA GC edv/ce 

IFQ & Cooperatives 
like the crab program, 

- \FQ holders or the 
cooperatl-..e would be 

responsible for allocation 

Geographic 
Communities,RFA, or CFA 

would be responsible 

- for managing the annual 
allocation of its members. 

NMFS would oversee 
the total allocation to the 

entity. 

Transferability 

l 
GOA 

Western GOA 
Central GOA 
West Yakutat 

ears Number ofy 
quota is alloc 

- Long term "'. 

GOAwfde 
halibut (PSC) 

Atka mackerel (target) 

West.em and Central GOA 
Chinook salmon (PSC) 

All other target and 
secondary species 

West Yakutat District 
All other target and 
secondary species 

ated -Short term 
- Non-transferable 

/ 

Long Term 
Transfer of the as that 
determines the annual fishing 
privilege amount. Could 
define whether all or 
part of the QS may be 
transferred. 

None 
Transfer may still be allowed 
within a cooperatl'loe through 

f--personal contracts, but 
no transfers would occur 
through NOM Fisheries 
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Agenda Item C-5(a) 
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LAPPs that allocate quota to a person 
(Council's tier 2 decisions: dependent on tier 1 decisions) 

Who may purchase QS/IFQ 
MSA Section 303A 

defines U.S. ownership 
requirements to hold shares 

I 
~ LLP holders 

- lnitital recipients 
- Vessel owners 
Processor owners 

-Captains 
-Crew 

- Communities 
- Cooperati...es 

-RFA 
-Other 

Current Participants 
- LLP holders 

-Vessel owners 
- Processor owners 

Eligible Fishermen 
-Crew 

-Captains 
Must define eligibility 
requfrements (i.e., 

sea days, years a crew 
permit held, etc.) 

Qualified CFA 
- RFA 

- Community Entity 
Council must define 

- qualficatfon criteria 
and entity must 

submit a plan that 
is approved 

Excessive Share Caps 

Caps 
Must define % 

of TAC!PSC by: 
-species 
-areas 
-gears 

- harvest mode 
·season 

Caps could be 
applied to: 

-Person 
-Vessel 

-Processor 
-Captains 

-crew 
- communities 
- Cooperatives 

• RFA 
- Geographic location 

-Other 

Caps could be 
applied based on: 

- lndl\.idual and 
collective rule 

that states that 
100% of direct 
holdings and a 

proportional Interest 
in Indirect holdings, 

Limits on Use 
Primarily PSC but 
could also affect 

target species 

-Gear 
-Area 

-Season 
-Set-aside class 

-Vessel mode CV/CP 
-Area landings 

requirements 

Gear 
May fixed gear 

be used to har..est 
trawl allocations and 
how would PSC be 

accounted? 

Mea 
Allocations could 

be by areas currently 
defined or modified 

Season 
PSC allocations 

auld be for seasons 
currently defined 

or modified 

Set-asides 
If set-asides are 

considered, PSC 
could be set..a.slde 

for use by a class of 
ent!Ues. 

CV/CP 
Should allocations 

include CV/CP 
designations 

Landings Area 
Should allocations 
include an area of 

landing requirement 

GOA Trawl Bycatch Management/Roadmap- June 2013 

Sideboard Limits 

I 
Who is subject to sideboards? 

- QS holders 
- IFQ holders 

-vessels 
- eooperatl1.19s 
- communities 

- RFA 
What are sideboard fimlts? 

~ Target fisheries 
- secondary species 

-PSC 

Who Is Subject 
The initial a/locatfans 

- and W7o they are 
issued to v.i/1/mpact 

this dfJOision 

Target and/or 
Secondary Species 

must define % 
of TAG by: 

- -species 
-areas 
-gears 

~ harwst mode 
-season 

PSC 
must define % 

of limit by: 

- -species 
-areas 
-gears 

- har.est mode 
-seasons 
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MSA Requirements 

Must Be: 
-Fair 

-Equitable 
-Considered as means 

to allocate quota (Council 
may reject auctions 

and state why they do 
not meet their goals and 
ob)ecti...es for the LAPP) 

Must Consider: 
-Current harvests 

- Historical harwsts 
~ Employment 
- Investments 
- Dependenc;e 
- Participation 

Auction Royalties: 
Must be deposited in 

a Limited Access System 
Admln!strantion Fund 
that Is available to the 

Secretary to administer 
a central registry of permits 

amd to implement management 
In the fishery in which the fees 

were collected. The central 
registry Is Intended, in large part, 
to establish a system of permit 

registration to allow the 
establish of security interests 

In fishing permits. 

C Auctions ) 

---

Characteristics of Auctions 
-Mediated 

-Well Specified (run f--according to explicit rules) 
-Market-based (exchange 

based on standard currency 

Duration 

f-
-Annual 

-Set number 
of years 

Auctions Could be 
Structured by Sector 

Persons could only 
bid on fish available 

to their sector, This 
may allow similarly 

situated vassal owners 
to bid against each other. 

Phased In 
A percentage of the 

TAC would be avallable 

'- for auction and the 
remainder would be 

allocated using another 
method specified by the 

Council. 

GOA Trawl Bycatch Management/Roadmap- June 2013 
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Types of Auctions 
-Monetary (unwelghted) 
-Monetary (weighted) 

-Non-monetary (NOAA GC 
Is re\iewlng whether this 

type of auction Is authorized 
under the MSA. 

Monetary (unwelghted) 
Bid prices are directly 
compared to determine 

r- who is allocated quota. Could 
include an entry price to 

participate and royalty paid to 
land fish. 

Monetary (weighted) 
Bid prices are adjusted 

based on hlstorlc 
performance, The 

performance measures 

- must be defined by the 
Council and need to be 

standardized. Examples 
could include PSC usage 

rates, other byoatch 
standards, or maintaining 

community delivery patterns. 

Non-Monetary 
Non-monetary auctions would 

need to be defined by the 
Council. There are currently 
no models being utilized In 

'-- fisheries, but the general non-
monitary auction concepts are 

used In other industries to 
pro\Ade prl\late control of 
public intrastructure and 

resouces. 
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c Community Options 

MSA Eligibility Requirements 

To participate In a LAPP to harvest fish, a fishing community must: 

1. be located within the management area of the relevant Council; 
2. meet criteria dewloped by the relevant Council, approved by the 

Secretary, and published In the Federal Register; 
3. consist of residents who conduct commercial or recreational fishing, 

processing, or fishery-dependent support businesses within the 
Council's management area; and 

4. develop and submit a community sustalnability plan to the Council and 
the Secretary that demonstrates how the plan will address the soCial 
and economic ds~.elopment needs of coastal communities, Including 
those that have not historically had the resources to participate in the 
fishery, for approval based on criteria dewloped by the Council that 
have been approved by the Secretary and published In the Federal Register. 

I 
Failure to comply with the community sustalnability plan 
(RFA only) 

Will result in the Secretary denying or re\.Oklng limited access prMieges 
that are granted. Any limited access prl\-ileges that are denied or re\tlked 
may be reallocated to other eligible members of the fishing community. 

I 

Developing participation criteria for eligible communities 

The Council Is directed to consider; 
. 

1). traditional fishing or processing practices In, and dependence on, the fishery: 
2). the cultural and social framework relevant to the fishery; 
3). economic barriers to access to fishery; 
4). the existence and se~rity of projected economic and social Impacts associated 

with implementation of limited access prhilege programs on harwsters, captains, 
crew, processors, and other businesses substantially dependent upon the fishery 
in the region or subregion; 

5. the expected effectl-..eness, operational transparency, and eql!itablllty of the 
community sustalnability plan; and 

6). the potential for impro\ting economic conditions in remote coastal communities 
lacking resources to participate in haMsting or processing actl\ritles in the fishery. 

GOA Trawl Bycatch Management/Roadmap- June 2013 
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Steps Necessary to Allocate 
Harvest Shares tO a CFA 

~ 
NPFMC must dewlap criteria 

deflnlng an eligible flshing 
community, considering 

the six criteria listed In the 
MSA. 

.. 
A fishing community meeting 
NPFMC ellgibilty criteria must 
de\l:!lop a sustainabllity plan 

Each fishing community's 
sustainabfllty plan must 

be apprm.ed by the 
NPFMC and SOC 

• 
NPFMC must determine the% 
of the TAC and PSC limit that 
will be allocated to all eligible 

community associations. Based. 
on the qualified communities in 

each association, those 
allocations to the program must 
be di\.ided amoung the eligible 

communtrty associations . 

• 
NPFMC and SOC must 
define how CFAs will be 

determined to comply with 
the community's plan 

~ 
NPFMC and SOC must 

define an appeals 
process. If a LAPP holder 

Is determined to be out 
of compiance with the 

appro\.00 plan, the SOC 
will deny or re\Oke the 

limited access pri\rilaae 
that was granted. 
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Changes In GOA PSC Structure 

Halibut 

I 
Consider adding designations 

to halibut PSC. 

Area designations may 
pro\1de greater protections 

1-- by limiting persons to fishing 
In the areas they hlstoloally 

participated. 

CV I CP designations may 
be appropriate if 

L- GOA sideboard limits 
are conwrted to 

allocations 

Consider removing I designations. 

Species 
May Increase competition 

1- between CVs in different 
areas or CVs and CPs, but 

would provide greater 
flexlbl!lty in PSC usage. 

Seasons 
May increase competition 

between CVs in different areas 
or CVs and CPs, but would 

proiJide greater flexibility 
ln PSC usage. 

Gear 
Long-line gear could be used 
to harvest target species and 
PSC usage and target catch 
would come off the person's 

allocation earned with trawl gear. 

PSC 
Allocation 

Persons could use 
PSC for any target 
fishery. ProiJide 

greater flex1b1l1ty to 
utilize PSC amount 

that is available. 

C nsider im acts on catch accountin . 

GOA Trawl Bycatch Management/Roadmap- June 2013 
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Chinook Salmon 

Pollock Only 
1-(by area) 

Non-Pollock 
(If lfmlt Is set) 

1-How would CG 
Rockfish be treated 

How would PSC 
be allocated in 
a multi-species 

context gh.e lack 1-
of PSC data by 

Vessel? 

If linked to target 
species a weighting 

~ system may be needed 
by target species. 

Combine PSC 
for pollock and 

noi1-pol1ock targets 
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ITEM C-5(b)(1) 
JUNE 2013 

Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis for 
Amendment XX to the Fishery Management Plan for Groundfish of the 

Gulf of Alaska 

Data Collection for Vessels Using 

Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alaska 

Initial Review Draft 

May 22, 2013 



Executive Summary 

ITEM C-5(b)(1) 
JUNE 2013 

This amendment package proposes management measures that would apply to vessels that use trawl gear 
to harvest groundfish in the Federal and parallel fisheries of the GOA. The measures under consideration 
include implementing economic data collection for catcher vessels that is similar to the Crab data 
collection program in the BSAI, adding check boxes to the logbook that identify when excluder devices 
are being used, making minor modifications to the Amendment 80 data collection program, and collecting 
data on electric and water usage by processing plants in Kodiak. The Council has tentatively signaled that 
it will select a preliminary preferred alternative at initial review, in June 2013. The Council may then take 
final action on this issue in October 2013, which could allow implementation of the proposed action in 
2014. 

Council problem statement 

The Council is interested in developing a data collection program that can be established prior to the 
implementation of a trawl catch share program in the GOA. This fast-tracked data collection would 
provide the Council and analysts with relevant baseline information that can be used to assess the 
impacts of a catch share program on affected harvesters, processors, and communities in the GOA. 

In developing a data collection program that can be implemented quickly, efficiently, and with minimal 
burden on participating stakeholders, the Council intends to prioritize the collection of information that is 
relevant, reliable, and for which existing data sources do not exist. Given the potential for 
implementation of catch shares in both the Central and Western GOA, the scope of the analysis should 
include participants in both management areas. 

Alternatives 

The Council adopted the following alternatives for analysis. 

Alternative I. No action. 
Alternative 2. Implement a fast-track program to collect economic baseline data for the WGOA and 
CGOA trawl harvesting and processing sectors. 

Tbe no action alternative would maintain current data collection efforts in the GOA. Currently economic 
data are collected from participants in the GOA Rockfish program and Amendment 80 vessels. Most 
catcher vessels that participate in the GOA trawl fisheries are not subject to economic data collection. 
Maintaining the status quo would limit the amount of economic data that are available for vessels that 
operate in GOA trawl fisheries that are not currently included in an economic data collection program. 

Alternative 2 would implement an economic data collection program to collect baseline data from 
harvesters and processors of groundfish that is harvested with trawl gear from the GOA. The purpose of 
collecting this information is to better understand the current structure of the GOA trawl fishing industry, 
so that if the Council proposes and the Secretary of Commerce implements management changes to these 
fisheries, the impacts of those changes can be better understood. 

GOA Trawl Economic Data Reporting- Initial Review, June 2013 ii 



ITEM C-5(b)('l) 
JUNE 2013 

Probable impacts of the alternatives 

The no action alternative will not change costs borne by either industry or NMFS. However, certain 
baseline economic information on the GOA trawl fleet and the processors that take delivery of their catch 
will not be available to analysts and the Council. 

Implementing Alternative 2 would slightly increase the reporting burden on one catcher processor (about 
20 hours), 70 catcher vessels (about 18 hours for each submission), and 17 shorebased or floating 
processors (about I 0 hours for each submission). Agency costs would increase, but those cost increases 
would be almost exclusively associated with the data collection from catcher vessels and processors. 
Those cost increases would provide the Council, NMFS, and other interested stakeholders data on the 
employment and specific variable costs. Those data will be of interest as the stakeholders review the 
impact of the trawl bycatch management program on employment and specific costs in the future. 

If the Council moves forward with adding a checkbox to the catcher vessel logbook, it should consider 
requiring GOA catcher vessels to submit eLogbooks. Moving to eLogbooks would likely increase the 
reporting burden for some vessel owners and decrease the burden for others, depending on the structure of 
their computer system. This would make the data being submitted accessible to fishery managers, fishery 
analysts, policy makers. The Council could also consider requiring trawl catcher vessels that are less than 
60 feet LOA to submit eLogbooks. Cun·ent catcher vessel logbooks are assumed to take 18 minutes per 
submission. The amount of time required depends on the days fished, if 50 days are assumed the 
reporting burden is 15 hours per year. That estimate changes in a linear fashion depending on whether the 
vessel is fished in the GOA trawl fishery more or less than the assumed 50 days. 

Road map to the document 

The document begins by describing the purpose for this amendment (Section I) and a description of the 
alternatives (Section 2). The Regulatory Impact Review is in Section 3. The RIR provides background 
information on the sectors subject to the EDR, describes the EDR elements, and costs to industry and 
NMFS. The EDR alternatives are not expected to change fleet behavior or have economic and 
socioeconomic impacts beyond the cost of supplying the data. 

The document also contains an Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (Section 4), which evaluates the 
impact of the action on small businesses. Sections 5 and 6 discuss the alternatives with respect to the 
requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and other analytical considerations. 
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