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FINAL

¢

NMFNTAL ASSESSMENT OF AMFNDMENT °
FISEERY MANAGEMENT PLAN FOk £

CROUNDFINE | THE 2FRINC =Es aND ALFEUT STANT: aREA
TNTROTTCTION
Tte dcmesitic and feoreigr gyoundfish fisherv in the S-L00 mile ficherv conserva-

~ion zone cf the eastern Bering Sea is managed wunder the Fisherv Management
Plar. for the Groundfish Fisherv of the Bering Sea and Aleutiauns Islands Aves
‘{FMP}, This FMP was develcped by the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council (Council), epproved by the Assistart Administrator for Fisheries, NQAA
{Assistant Administrator), and implemented by a final rule on Jaruary 1, 198&Z
{46 FR £3295, December 31, 1981). A finzl environmental impact bLatement wase
prepared for the FMF and is on file with the Environmentel Protection Agency.
Since that time, the Councii has adopted eight amemdments tc the FMP, The
subject of this acticn is DRAFT Amendment $. It contains five proposals,
which are described below.

Prior to 1984, the Council would receive amendment proposals during any of its
scheduled meetings. At its April 1984 meeting, the Council zdopted a policy
wherebv proposals for amendments would be received only once a year.
Proposals contaired in Amendment 9 were requested by the Council in
September 1984 with a deadline set at December 7, 1984. The Council then
instructed its Plan Team tc review and rank each proposal that was received.
At its February 1985 meeting, the Council reviewed the recommendations of the
Plan Team. Scientific and Statistical Committee, and Advisory Panel, and
selected six proposals for inclusion in Amendment 9. Other proposals were
identified for development and consideraticn in a future amendment. At their
March meeting they deleted cne of the six. At the May meeting two others were
deleted, leaving three.

The three topics to be reviewed in this environmental assessment are:
(1) Establish measures to reduce the incidental bycatch of fully utilized
domestic species bv foreign trawlers in the Aleutian Islands; (2) Establish a
reporting system for catcher/processor vessels; and (3) Implementation of NMFS
habitat policy. Each of these topics will be presented as chapters of this
document.

This environmental assessment is prepared under Section 102(2)(C} of the
National Environmental Policy Act {NEPA) ard its implementing regulations.

TY. DESCRIPTION OF AND THF NFED FOR THE MANAGEMENT MEASURES

1. ESTABLISE MEASURES TO REDUCE THE INCIDENTAL BYCATCH OF FULLY
UTILIZED DOMESTIC SPFCIES BY FOREIGN TRAWLERS TN THE ALEUTIAN
ISLANGS

U.S. fishing and processing companies operating in the Bering Sea and Aleutian
isiands have expanded dramatically in recent vears. For example, in 1981
joint ventures in the Aleutian Tslands caught approximately 32,800 mt of
groundfish (Table i). This catch reached 19,000 mt in 1982 and climbed to
over 5C,000 mt in 1984, This rapid increase in domestic harvest has led
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te full utilizetion of several groundfish species ancé greatlv dincreaced
utilization cf others. The Council has identified three species as fully
utiiize¢ bty U.S. fishermen: Pacific ocean perch, sablefish, and Atks
mackerel. Pacific cod, while not vet fully utilized in the Aleutians, is alsc
0of great econcmic importance. These species have suprorted foreign directed
fisheries in the past and, although directec fisheries have been curtailed due
v¢ reduced allccations, szre stiii taker in varying quantitles incidentaily to
normal groundfish trawl operations. Because these species are imporftant t
the development of the U.S. industry, reductior of foreign catches <o
minimum is esessential. Modification of fishing practices can reduce these
incidental catches but elimination of byvcatches by that method alone is
doubtful.

Table 1. Joint venture and foreigp trawl catches in the Aleutian Islands
(INPFC Area 4), 1981-84.

Pacific Atka All
Pcllock cod Mackerel POP Sabliefish Species
Joint Venture
1981 145 1,749 1,633 G 156 3,769
1982 1,983 4,280 12,429 Z 118 19,643
1983 2,547 4,700 10,511 10 76 18,051
1984 % 6,736 6,476 35,927 426 272 50,251
Foreign Trawl
1981 55,346 2,680 15,027 3,660 172 88,362
1982 55,745 1,520 7,117 1,732 147 77,252
1983 56,453 1,870 1,097 651 155 69,663
1984% 71,452 437 71 390 115 75,473

*preliminary

Data from recent years indicate that a substantial portion of the foreign
catch of these fully utilized species in the Aleutian Islands has been taken
in the immediate vicinity of the islands themselves. In 1983 foreign trawlers
harvested a total of 1,870 mt of Pacific cod, 155 mt of sablefish, 738 mt of
Pacific ocean perch, and 1,097 mt of Atka mackerel in the Aleutian Islands
{Statistical Area 4). Preliminary analysis of observer data for the 1983
fishing vear indicates that approximately 927 of the trawl catches of Pacific
cod, 88% of sablefish, 927 of rockfish and 667 of Atka mackerel came from
within 20 miles of the islands in 1983, The Council feels that it is
important to ensure that these valuable species be harvested entirely by U.S.
fishermen and is investigating measures to achieve that goal.

2. ESTABLISH A REPORTING SYSTEM FOR CATCHER/PROCESSOR VESSELS

The objective of this proposal 1is to ensure that fishery managers receive
timely estimates of catch by all domestic vessels so that fishery closure
notices can be promptly issued when 0Y's are achieved. With the rapid recent
growth of the domestic fishing fleet, increasing importance is being placed or
tinely reporting of domestic harvests in order to ensure that OV's are not
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exceeded. Vessels which deliver their catch tc¢ shore-based processors land
their catch frequently encugh to allow timely estimation of tctal catch urder
existing regulations. However, vessels which process their catch at sea car
remain on the fishing grounds for extended periods of time. Catch reports
submitted by these vessels at the time cf landing as required under existing
reguiations are mnot timely enough to prevent O0Y's from being seriously
exceeded. The resuliting overharvests coulic serioucslv damage futrure production
from groundfish stocks.

Current fishing regulations dimplementing the Gulf of Alaska and Pering Sea
Fishery Management Plans require fishing vesseis to submit a State of Alaska
fish ticket or equivalent documert to the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
for any commercial groundfish harvest in the Gulf of Alaska or Bering Sea
within 7 days of the date of landing the catch. Vessels which preserve their
catch by non-freezing refrigeration or icing methods must land their catch
withir a maximum of 10-12 days from the time of harvest in order to ensure
product quality. The catch from these vessels, when delivered to shore-based
processors, can be reported on a timely basis under existing regulations. If
existing regulations are properly enforced, fishery managers can estimate
harvests by these vessels with sufficient precision to ensure that OY's are
not exceeded.

However, vessels which freeze or salt their catch aboard frequently remain at
sea for trips of several months duration and are not currently required to
report their catch until the time of landing and offloading. For the purposes
of this amendment, a catcher/processor is any vessel which holds its catch or
any poertion thereof for more than 14 days. At least twenty-two
catcher/processor vessels will be operating in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering
Sea areas in 1985. Based on past catcher/processor landing records the
combined hold capacity of these vessels will be approximately 13,000 metric
tone. Therefore these vessels are capable of harvesting significant portions
or even entire OY's in a single trip. Under existing fishing regulations,
fishery managers have no knowledge of the catch aboard these vessels until the
time of landing. In addition, domestic groundfish fishing vessels are not
required to notify fishery managers when beginning fishing operations.
Domestic groundfish fishing vessels are not marked for identification from
enforcement overflights, so the number of catcher/processor vessels actually
fishing in 2 given management area is not known until the time of landing.
Without knowledge of effort levels, fishery managers are not able to make
projections of catch aboard based on past performance.

Pelayed catch reporting is also a problem for fully domestic mothership
operations. In these operaticus small catcher vessels without processing
capability deliver their catch, usually by cod-end transfers, to a mothership/
processcr vessel. Current regulations recuire that an ADF&G fishk ticket be
filled out each time a catcher vessel delivers to the mothership/processer and
that these fish tickets be forwarded to ADF&G withirn 7 days of the date that
fish were delivered. Domestic mothership and floating processor operatiomns
thus far have all occurred in sheltered waters with at least pericdic access
to U.S. mail service so that regulations requiring filing of fish tickets with
ADF&G within 7 days could have been complied with and enforced. However,
there is a potential for these mothership operations tc occur at sea, with no
method of filing the fish tickets with ADF&G within the 7 day period required
by law.
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Lith guch large rprocessing capacities and increasing numbers c¢f catcher’
processor and mothership/processor vessels the risks of overharvesting
groundfish rescurces under the current svstem are high, Recause cof the time
delayvs involved in catch reporting under current regulaticns, groundfish
resources could be drastically cverharvested before fishery managers had ever
disccvered that 0Y's had been exceeded. Since manv of the groundfish species
cencerned are siow growing and long-lived, overharvesting car have consider-
able impacts cn future preduction,

3. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NMFS HABITAT POLICY

The proposed action amends the FMP by meodifying and zdding certain sectiors
specifically to address the habitat requirements of individual species in the
Bering Sea/Aleutier Islands groundfish fishery. The amendment describes the
diverse habitat types within the Bering Sea, delineates the life stages cf the
species, identifies potential sources of habitat degradation and the potential
risk to the fishery, and describes existing programs, applicable to the area,
that are designed to protect, maintain, or restore the habitat of 1living
marine resources. The amendment responds to the Habitat Conservation Pelicy
of the National Marine Fisheries Service, which advccates emphatic
consideration of habitat concerns in the development or amendment of FMP's,
and the strengthening of NMFS' partnerships with states and the councils on
habitat issues.

TIT. ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT MEASURES INCLUDING THOSE PROPOSED

1. REDUCE THE INCIDENTAIL BYCATCH OF FULLY UTILIZED DOMESTIC SPECIES BY
FOREIGN TRAWLERS IN THE ALEUTIAN ISLANDS

A. (Alternative 1l: Preferred) Prohibit foreign trawling within 20
miles of the Aleutian Islands.

Under this alternative, foreign trawl catches of Pacific cod, sablefish,
Pacific ocean perch, and Atka mackerel would be reduced, thus making them
more available to domestic fishermen. The exact location of the proposed
closure is shown in Figure 1.

E. (Alternative 2: Status Quo) Allow foreign trawlers to fish in
those areas arournd the Aleutians that are currently open to
such fishing.

Under this status quo alternative, foreign nations could continue to trawl for
their share of groundfish quotas that are apportioned to TALFF, including
bycatch amounts cf Pacific ccd, sablefish, Pacific ccean perch, and Atka
mackerel. Each mnation would be subject tc early closures of its fishery it its
share of these limiting species were caught.

C. (Alternative 2} Establish zero TALFFs for all species in the
Aleutians (all of Area IV) except pollock.

This aliternative in effect would expand the closure around the Aleutians and

alsc include all foreign vessels rather than just trawlers. PRycatch allow-
ances would be available (as TALFF) for those species not fully utilized by
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U.8. fishermen. The primary bycatch ig expected tc¢ me pollecck. Zerc TAIFTs
for other species would mean thev are prohibited species. Catch of those
species would be urrestricted by regulaticn but would he iow because pollock
would be the only terget species. Prohibited species catches couvld ncot he
retained.

Thic alternative differs from the status quc in that currently separate TACs
fand thus separate TALFFs) are ectabiished cnly for sablefish, Pacific ocean
perch, rockfisk and pollocck. Under this alternative, TACs for all other
species except pollock will remain unchanged but TALFFe will be available oniy
outside Area TV. ©Pollock TAC inside Area iV will remain availablie inside
Area 1V,

2. ESTARLISH A REPCRTING SYSTEM FOR CATCHER/PROCESSORS

A . (Alternative 1: DPreferred) Require an FCZ processing permit
with check- in/check-out and weekly catch reporting.

Under this alternative, catcher/processor and mothership/processor vessels
would be required to obtain an FCZ processing permit. These catcher/processor
and mothership/processor vessels wculd be required to notify NMFS via U.S.
Coast Guard radio each time they entered or left an FMP management area.
Catcher/processor and mothership/processor vessel operators or their repre-
sentatives would also be required to submit a report to NMFS by U.S. mail or
telex for each fishing week documenting the hail weight estimates of catch by
FMP species group in each FMP area. These weekly reports would be due within 7
days of the end of the fishing week. ADF&G fish tickets would continue to be
required to be submitted within one week of the date of landing to document
more precise catch or preduct weights and specific ADF&G statistical areas. A
completed logbook may be submitted with the ADF&G fish ticket showing total
catch by species for a trip as a means of documenting catch by specific ADF&G
statistical area.

B. (Alternative 2: Status Quo) Maintain the current reporting
requirements.

With the present system catches are repcrted on ADF&G fish tickets at the time
of landing.

C. (Alternative 3) PRequire an FCZ processing permit with a weekly
catch report, but without check-in/check-out reporting.

Under this alternative, catcher/prccessor and mothership/processor vessels
would be required to obtain an FCZ processing permit. These catcher/processor
and mothership/prccessor vessel operators or their representatives would be
required tc submit a report to NMFS by U.S. mail or telex for each fishing
week documenting the hail weight estimates c¢{ catch by FMP species group in
each FMP area. These weekly reports would be due within 7 days of the end of
the fishing week. ADF&G fish tickets would continue tc be required to be
submitted within one week of the date of landing to document more precise
catch or product weights and specific ADF&G statistical areas. A completed
logbook may be submitted with the ADF&C fish ticket showing tctal catch by
species for a trip as & means of documenting catch by specific ADF&G
statistical area.

JG/AF-5 5/28/85



T, {(Alternative 4) Place observers abecard & portion of the
catcher/processor and mothership/processer vessels and
extrapolate the catch from these vessels tc the entire fleet.

"nder this alternative, catcher/processor anc¢ mothership/processcry vessels
would be required to obtain an FCZ processing permit which would require that
observers be allowed onboard if requested. These catch/processor  and
mothership/processor vessels would be reauired to notify NMFS via U.S. Coast
Guard radic each time thev entered or left an FMP management area. Observers
would be placed aboard a portion of the catcher/processor and mothership/
processor vessels. Radio reports of catch from the observed sample would be
extrapclated to all vessels in each management area. ADF&G fish tickets would
continue to be required to be submitted within one week of the date of
landing to document more precise catch or product weights and specific ADF&G
statistical areas. A completed logbock may be submitted with the ADF&G fish
ticket showing total catch by species for a trip as 2 means of documenting
catch by specific ADF&G statistical area.

E. (Alternative 5) Place cobservers aboard all catcher/processor
and mothership/processor vessels.

Require catcher/processor and mothership/processor vessels to obtain an FCZ
processing permit which would require that an cbserver be aboard at all times.
Total catch would be computed directly from observer radio reports.

3. IMPLEMENTATICN OF THE NMFS HABITAT PCLICY

A. (Alternative 1: Preferred) Amend the FMP to address habitat
considerations, based on the best available information, to
meet standards set forth in the National Marine Fisheries
Service's Habitat Conservation Policy.

This alternative focuses, within the FMP, on habitat as the source cof
productivity of a fishery and demonstrates Council awareness of potential
adverse and cumulative effects of man-induced habitat alterations on the
health of stocks and size of the harvest. It would provide legal foundation
for future Council expressions of concern and action should the need arise,
and would provide the Secretary with a basis for implementing appropriate
Council habitat recommendations tc the extent possible within legal and budget
limitations.

B. (Alternative 2) Amend the FMP to add a general habitat
conservation objective. However, the more detailed material
that is under the Alternative 1 proposed amendmernt would be
inciuded in & separate Ccuncil Habitat Document that would be
referenced in, but not part of, the FMP,

This alternative would issue the amendment text as a Council Habitat Document
cseparate from, but referenced in the FMP. Not subject to Secretarial
approval, it would provide essentially the same irnformation without the need
for FMP amendment should the information change. Whether future Council
action based on informaticr published separately from the FMP would have the
same legal effect is uncertain.

JC/AF-6 -7 5/28/85



C. {Alternative 3: Status GQuc) Do not amencd the FMP to address
habitat ccnsideraticns.

Under this alternative, the FMP would rct be responsive to the NMFS Habitet
Coenservaticn Policy,

1V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE AMENDMENT PRCPOSALS AN TEEIR ALTERNATIVES

Environmental impacts on the quality of the human ervironment are categorized
as biological, physical, and socioeconomic. The socioeconomic analysis is
presented under the draft Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis prepared for Amendment 9. Biological and physical
impacts are discussed as follows:

1. REDUCE THE BYCATCH OF FULLY UTILIZED DOMESTIC SPECIES BY FOREIGN
VESSELS IN THE ALEUTIAN ISLANDS AREA.

The environmental impacts of replacing foreign trawling with domestic fishing
(mostly trawling) are expected to be negligible. No increased direct stress
to marine mammals and birds is expected. No changes in the effects on
endangered species or the coastal zone are expected. This issue is primarily
allocational in nature and is considered in greater detail in the Regulatory
Impact Review.

2. ESTABLISH A REPORTING SYSTEM FOR CATCHER/PROCESSORS

The primary effects imposed upon the biological and physical environment by
the catcher/processor reporting alternatives result from the varying potential
for overfishing under each alternative. Both targetted groundfish species and
non-targetted incidental or prohibited species could be overfished by catcher/
processor and mothership/processor vessels. Since many of the groundfish
species concerned are slow growing and long-lived, overharvesting can have
considerable impacts on future population 1levels and production of the
targeted groundfish species. Similar effects on population levels and produc-
tion are possible for incidental and prohibited species catches by these
vessels. In addition, considerable socioeconomic impacts on catches by other
user groups could result from excessive harvests of prohibited species by
catcher/processors, particularly for crab, salmon and halibut. Secondary
biclogical impacts of overharvests would result from changes in trophic
interactions caused by the altered population 1levels of the overfished
species.

The potential for resource depletion through cverfishing results from the
large hold capacities of the catcher/processor and mothership/processor
vessels and the potential for these vessels to remain at sea for long periods
of time. Under alternative 1, fishery managers have no knowledge of the catch
aboard these vessels until the time of landing. By the time these vessels
land, O0Y's and possible PSC levels could have been greatly exceeded by the
aggregate catch aboard the catcher/processor vessels and shore-based domestic
vessels. Alternative 2 would greatly reduce the risk of overfishing of
targetted groundfish species by requiring weekly catch reports from the
catcher/processor and mothership/processor vessels. In addition, this
alternative requires vessels to check-in and check-out of each management area
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1

fished. This requirement increases the compliance ard enforceability of thise
alternative, further reducing the risk of overfishing. Altermative 2 would
require only the weekly catch report, with a somewhat larger risk of over-
fishing of targetted groundfish species, because of reduced compliance anc
enforceability., The risk of overfishing is alsc increased under Alternative 2
because the precisicn of catch estimates is reduced. This results from catch
preiections for the most recent two-week reporting period beirg based sn a twe
week old effort distribution provided by the preceding catch report, rather
than basing the effort distribution on current information from the check-in/
check-out system. The onbeard observer catch reporting of Alternatives 4 and
5 provide the least risk of overfishing targetted groundfish species. Observer
based catch repocrting provides the only reduction of the risk of overfishing
prohibited species catches of the altermnatives.

3. IMPLEMENT THE NMFS HABITAT POLICY

The NMFS Habitat Conservation Policy is considered "cther applicable law"
under the Administrative Procedures Act. 1In order to fully conform to this
rule the FMP must address habitat issues directly rather than by reference to
other reports, statements or annexes. Incorporation of the habitat amendment
may serve several useful purposes. It may be useful to educate the public
about the interactions between the aquatic and benthic environments and the
fishery resources. This amendment is primarily descriptive in nature,
focusing on the environment within which the product for harvest is generated
and nurtured. It's purpose is to alert users of the marine environment to the
elemental influence of habitat on the productivity of the fishery and to the
potential for alteration by man's actions. The intended effect is to provide
the basis for a common awareness among these users and for appropriate
expressions of Council concern should the need arise. Because this statement
is primarily informational, there is no immediate environmental impact,
although the residual effect of increased knowledge may serve, in the
long-term, to protect, maintain, or restore the habitats of the Bering Sea
groundfish fishery. The amendment does provide the 1legal basis for
implementation of certain habitat protection regulations such as domestic
debris discard regulations. In the absence of such an amendment, the benefits
of increased public awareness of habitat issues would be lost and specific
regulations could not be implemented.

V. EFFECTS ON ENDANGERED SPECIES AND ON THE ALASKA COASTAL ZONE

None of the alternatives for each managment proposal would constitute actions
that "may affect" endangered species or their habitat within the meaning of
the regulations implementing Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973.
Thus, consultation procedures under Section 7 on the proposed actions and
their alternatives will not be necessary.

Also, for the reasons discussed aktove, each of the alternative managment
measures would be conducted in a manner consistent, to the maximum extent
practicable, with the Alaska Coastal Zone Management Program within the
meaning of Section 307(c) (1) of the Coastal Cone Management Act of 1972 and
its implementing regulations.
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VI, FINDINGS OF NC SIGNIFICANT TMPACT

For the reascns discussed above, 1t is hereby determined that neither approval
nd implementation of any of the reascnable alternatives cconcerning the six

=

teopics presented would significentiy affect the quality cf the human environ-

ment, and that the preparation of an environmental impact statement on these
iong ieg rot required by Section 102(2)(C} of the Naticns] Environmental

icyv Act or its implementing regulaticns.

Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, NOAA Date

wn
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- CNTRODUCTION

The Administration's policy on the development and issuance of regulations
established by Executive Crder 122%1. The main chkiectives c¢f that policy
to reduce the burdens imposed by existing ancé future regulations, tc increas
agency &accountability for regulatory actions, and tc provide for Presidential
oversight of the regulatory process, minimize duplication and conflict of
regulaticns, and ensure well-reasoned regulations. TUnder these guidelines
each agency, to the extent permitted by law, 1is expected to comply with the
fcllowing requirements:

m oM
D

B

i. Administrative decisions shall be based on &adequate information
concerning the mneed for and consequences of proposed governmernt
action.

Z. Regulatory action shall not be undertaken unless the potertial
benefits to society from the regulation cutweigh the potential costs
to society.

3. Regulatorv objectives shall be chosen to maximize the net benefits
to society.

4. Among alternative approaches to any given regulatory objective, the
alternative involving the least net cost to society shall be chosen.

5. Agencies shall set regulatory priorities with the aim of maximizing
the aggregate mnet benefit to society, taking into account the
condition of the particular industries affected by regulations, the
condition of the national economy, and other regulatory actions
contemplated for the future.

In compliance with Executive Order 12291, the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) requires the preparation of a Regulatory Impact Review (RIR)
for all regulatory actions which either implement a new fishery management
plan (FMP) or significantly amend an existing FMP, or may be significant in
that they affect important DOC/NOAA policy concerns and are the object of
public interest. The RIR: (1) provides a comprehensive review of the level
and incidence of impact associated with the proposed or final regulatory
actions; (2) provides a review of the problems and policy objectives prompting
the regulatory proposals and an evaluation of the major alternatives that
could be used to solve the problems; and (3) ensures that the regulatory
agency or council systematically and comprehensively considers all available
alternatives so that the public welfare can be enhanced in the most efficient
ard cost effective way.

The RIR also serves as the basis for determining whether the proposed
regulations implementing the FMP or amendment are 'major'" under criteria
provided in Executive Order 12291 (described above), whether or not the
proposed regulations will have a "significant economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities" under the Regulatory Flexibility Act (P.L. 96-354),
and whether or not the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-511) applies.
The primary purpose of the Regulatcry Flexibility Act is to relieve small
businesses, small organizations and small governmental jurisdictions
(collectively, "small entities") from burdensome regulatory and recordkeeping

BSA4 /AB-1 -i- 5/28/85



requirements. This Act requires that if regulatory and <reccrdkeeping
requirements are not burdensome then the head of an agency must certify that
the requirement, f promulgated, will nct have a significant economic effect
cn a substantial number of small entities.

The purpose of the Paperwork Reduction Act, in part, is to minimize the
federal paperwork burden for individuals,; small businesses, state anéd local
governments and other persons. This Act requires each agency to ensure its
information systems dc not overlap each other or duplicate the systems of
other agencies.

This RIR analyzes the impacts of three proposals by the North FPacific Tishery
Management Council (Council) for amending the Fishery Management Plan for
Groundfish in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (FMP):

1. The first proposal would close an area within 20 miles of the
Aleutians to all foreign trawling in order to reduce the incidental
catches of fully utilized species.

Z. The second proposal would require domestic catcher/processors to
submit weekly catch reports to provide for timely inseason catch
reporting by management area to reduce the risk of under or
overharvest.

3. The third proposal would implement the NMFS Habitat Preservation
Policy.

II. BACKGROUND

In 1977, under authority of the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management
Act (Magnuson Act), the Secretary of Commerce assumed management jurisdiction
over foreign fishing for Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands area groundfish in
the 3- to 200-mile Fishery Conservation Zone (FCZ) by promulgating the Trawl
Fisheries and Herring Gillnet Fisheries of the Eastern Bering Sea and
Northeast Pacific Preliminary Management Plan (PMP). The PMP was published in
the Federal Register (43 FR 9298) on February 15, 1977, and implemented
March 1, 1977. It regulated foreign fishing through 1981. The North Pacific
Fishery Management Council (Council) developed a Fishery Management Plan for
the Groundfish Fishery of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Island Area (FMP) and
submitted it din 1979 to the Assistant Administrator for approval and
implementation under the Magnuson Act. The FMP and its implementing
regulations became effective on January 1, 1982 (46 FR 63295) and govern
fishing for groundfish by United States and foreign vessels in the FCZ of the
Bering Sea and that part of the North Pacific Ocean adjacent to Alaska west of
170°W. longitude. The FMP has been amended several times, although not all
recommendations made by the Council have been approved and implemented.

Prior to 1984, the Council would receive amendment prcposals during any of its
scheduled meetings. At its April, 1984 meeting, the Council adopted a policy
whereby proposals for amendments would be received onlv once a vyear.
Proposals contained in Amendment 9 were requested by the Council in September
1984 with a deadline set at December 7, 1984, The Council then instructed its
Plan Team to review and rank each proposal that was received. At its February
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1985 meeting, the Council reviewed the recommendations of the Plan Team,
Scientific and Statistical Committee, and Advisory Panel, and selected six
proposals for inclusior in Amendment 9. Other proposals were identified for
development and consideration in a future amendment. At the March meeting the
Council deleted one of these proposals. At the May meeting, the Council
furthber deleted two of the remaining proposals, leaving three.

The three topics tco be reviewed in this environmentai assessment are:
(1) establish measures to reduce the dincidental bycatch o¢f fully utilized
domestic species by foreign trawlers in the Aleutian Islands; (2) establish a
reporting system for catcher/processor vessels; and (3) implement the NMFS
habitat policy. ©Each of these topics will be presented as chapters of this
document.

IITI. PROPOSAL 1: ESTABLISH MEASURES TO REDUCE THE INCIDENTAL CATCH OF FULLY
UTILIZED SPECIES BY FCREIGN TRAWLERS IN THE ALEUTIANS ISLANDS

A. Problems Necessitating the Amendment Proposal

U.S. fishing and processing companies operating in the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands have expanded dramatically in recent years. For example, in 1981
joint ventures in the Aleutian Islands caught approximately 3,800 mt of
groundfish (Table 1). This catch reached 19,000 mt in 1982 and climbed to
over 50,000 mt in 1984. This rapid increase in domestic harvest has led to
full wutilization of several groundfish species and greatly increased
utilization of others. The Council has identified three species as fully
utilized by U.S. fishermen: Pacific ocean perch, sablefish, and Atka
mackerel. Pacific cod, while not yet fully utilized in the Aleutians, is also
of great economic importance. These species have supported foreign directed
fisheries in the past and, although directed fisheries have been curtailed due
to reduced allocations, are still taken in varying quantities incidentally to
normal groundfish trawl operations. Because of the importance of these
species to the development of the U.S. industry it is essential that foreign
catches be reduced to the absolute minimum. Modification of fishing practices
can reduce these incidental catches but it is doubtful that bycatches can be
eliminated entirely by that alone.

Data from recent years indicate that a substantial portion of the foreign
catch of these fully utilized species in the Aleutian Islands has been taken
in the immediate vicinity of the islands themselves. 1In 1983 foreign trawlers
harvested a total of 1,870 mt of Pacific cod, 155 mt of sablefish, 738 mt of
Pacific ocean perch, and 1,097 mt of Atka mackerel in the Aleutian Islands
(Statistical Area 4). Preliminary analysis of observer data for the 1983
fishing year indicate that 927 of the trawl catches of Pacific cod, 887 of
sablefish, 927 of rockfish and 667 of Atka mackerel came from within 20 miles
of the islands in 1983.

At the December 1984 North Pacific Fishery Management Council meeting, the
Council voted to enact an emergency regulation to close the area within
20 miles of the Aleutian Islands to all foreign trawling for 1985. The
proposed rule would continue the Council's emergency regulation for future
years. The amendment seeks to reduce foreign bycatch of these species of fish
fully utilized by U.S. fishermen in the Aleutian Islands: sablefish, Pacific
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Takle 1. Joint venture anrd foreign trawl catches in the Aleutian Islands
(TNPFC Area 4), 1981-84.

Pacific Atka All
Poilock Cod Mackerel POP Sablefish Species
Joeint Venture
1081 145 1,749 1,633 G 156 3,769
1982 1,983 4,280 12,429 2 118 19,0432
1983 2,547 4,700 10,511 10 70 18,051
1984%* 6,736 6,476 35,927 429 272 50,251
Foreign Trawl
1981 55,346 2,680 15,027 3,660 172 88,362
1982 55,745 1,520 7,117 1,732 147 77,252
1983 56,453 1,870 1,097 651 155 69,663
1984% 71,452 437 71 390 115 75,473

*preliminary
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Ocean perch and Atka mackerei., Pacific cod, althcugh not quite fully utilized
by domestic fishermen, is alsc a species of concern. The proposed action
would alsc tend to prevent potential gear/user conflict between foreign and
domestic fishermen.

The Council selected 20 miles as opposed to some other distance due to the
marine topography of the region. Figure 1 graphicallv <hows the bottom
features of the area. Due to the steep slope of the ocean floor in the
immediate vicinity of the islands, most of the productive habitat for the
fully utilized species occurs in a narrow band along the Aleutian Chain. This
band is roughly 20 miles or less to the north and south of the Islands. A
narrower closed area would, therefore, be less effective, and a wider closure
would not significantly improve the effectiveness.

Figure 2 shows the major fishing areas in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands
area. The 20-mile closure would affect foreign trawling in INPFC Area 1IV.
Figure 3 and Table 2 indicate the areas of special restrictions on foreign
and/or domestic fisheries in the Bering Sea and the Aleutian Islands.

B. Alternative Management Measures Including Those Proposed

Three basic alternative approaches were identified to solve the problems
outlined above. They are:

1. Preferred Alternative: To close the area within 20 miles of the
Aleutian Islands to all foreign trawling.

2. Status Quo: To allocate bycatch quotas for these species to the
foreign trawl fleet and allow them to continue fishing in areas

currently open.

3. Establish zero TALFFs for all species in the Aleutians (all of
Area IV) except pollock.

C. Regulatory Impacts of the Alternatives

Impacts on Foreign Groundfish Fisheries

This information shows a 20-mile closure will effectively eliminate foreign
trawling in 2° of longitude between areas C and B in Figure 3 (i.e. 170°W to
172°W). TForeign trawling in all other areas within the proposed 20-mile
closure area is already tightly restricted. Fishing activity in all of
Area IV (Figure 2) then is of primary interest in evaluation of this issue.
Table 1 reviews the catch history of groundfish for foreign and joint venture
trawling for the years 1981-84 in Statistical Area IV (Figure 2). Table 3
indicates DAP catches in that area for the same years. Table 1 indicates
substantial reductions in foreign trawl catches of the fully utilized species
(Atka mackerel, Pacific ocean perch and sablefish) have already occurred. The
cause or causes for those reductions whether they are due to fleet relocation
or other changes in fishing practices, is unknown at present. Observer data
to be compiled later in 1985 will indicate whether any reductions are due to
the relocation of the fleet. These data are similar to those compiled for
1983 and include observed catches by species in %° x 1° areas. Also, the
Japanese Hokuten trawl fleet underwent major restructuring in late 1984 and
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Takle 2. PRering Sea/Aleutian

Ielands foreign fishery restricticns by area.

Special Area

. 1
Foreign Trawl—

/
Foreign Longlineg’

A1l Areas

Pacific cod allowed
in bycatch amounts
only.

Directed Pacific cod
ficsheries allowed only north
of 55°N and to the extent
ice conditions permit, stay

west of 170°W.

Bristol Bay Pot
Sanctuary (A)

Closed all year.

Open all year beyond 12 miles.

Winter Halibut
Savings Area (B)

Closed 12/1 to 5/31.

Beginning June 1 each year, when
longline catch of halibut reaches
105 mt, areas inside 500-meter
isobath will close for rest of
period 12/1-5/31. Foreign
fisheries must stay outside

12 miles.

U.S. Fisheryél
Development Zone

Closed 12/1 to 9/15

Closed 3/15 to 9/15 in addition
to restrictions for Winter
Halibut Savings Area above.

Longline Sanctuary (C)

Closed all year.

Unrestricted except for cod.

Petrel Bank (D)

Closed: 1/1 to 6/30.

Open beyond 20 miles:

7/1-12/31

Unrestricted except for cod.

1/ Under the proposed action, Area G is created, which

2/ TForeign longliners west of 170°W can fish to within

on December 8, 1983.

is closed to foreign trawling.

3 miles.

3/ The proposed complete closure of the FDZ to foreign fishing was disapproved by NMFS
The restrictions listed above

are voluntary and based on an

industry agreement made in February 1984 and reaffirmed in February 1985. Current
regulations officially close the area to foreign trawlers only from
December 1 through May 31.
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fishing practices will prcobably be different from past years. The number of
vessels was substantially reduced and there has been a verbal commitment to
complyv with U.S. fishing regulations and more accurately report catch data.

The TALFF allocations for the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands area are indicated
in Table 4. These allocations reflect the industry-to-industry agreement
reached between Japan and the U.S. Japanese trawling interests. Foreign
trawling interests might argue that incidental catch allocations cannot be
reduced further without disrupting fishing practices. They fear allocations
will go so low they will have difficulty allocating adequate amounts to
individual vessels to make targeted species fishing possible. In hoping to
avert a 20-mile closure, the two Japanese trawling associations submitted to
the Council a document entitled "Comments on the Groundfish Issue" dated
January 22, 1985 in which were outlined various proposed changes in their
trawling practices which would help control the amount of incidental catch.

In considering the options for the closure, it is pertinent to consider the
availability of target species inside and outside the area proposed for
closure to foreign trawling and how foreign fishing patterns might change in
response to the closure. A review of historical catch data provides insight
into both of these questions. Figures 4-12 show the percentage distribution
of foreign catches in 1977 for the following species: (1) all groundfish
species combined, (2) pollock, (3) Pacific cod, (4) yellowfin sole,
(5) turbots, (6) small flounders, (7) sablefish, (8) POP, and (9) Atka
mackerel. 1In the early 1970s up to about 1978 there were few restrictions on
foreign fisheries, and those fisheries tended to focus on areas of highest
concentrations of target species. Catch data reflect a degree of exploratory
fishing and minor shifts in stock distribution during the period as well, but
the distribution of catches has been quite stable. In general, the
geographical distribution of groundfish catches did not change significantly
between 1970 and 1983, although minor variations have occurred from area to
area from time to time. Data from the 1977 fishing year are typical of this
distribution and, because they are from the period of less regulation, are
felt to reflect the general distribution of various species throughout the
Aleutian Islands area. They clearly indicate that those species for which a
Total Allowable Level of Foreign Fishing (TALFF) will be available in 1985 and
future years for directed fishing are largely located outside of the proposed
closed area. Table 5 summarizes data that essentially illustrates that
fishery resources are readily available outside the proposed 20-mile closure
and that the impact of the closure on the ability of foreign nations to
harvest their allocations would be insignificant.

With respect to the five species groups for which a directed TALFF is
available, the proposed closure has no effect on three--pollock, yellowfin
sole, and other flatfish. The majority of the population of these resources
is located and historically harvested outside of the proposed 20-mile closure.
With respect to Pacific cod, the effect of the closure on foreign fisheries is
negligible. Foreign trawl fisheries are initially allowed only incidental
catches (2,000 mt) of Pacific code in the entire Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands
management area in 1985. The rest of the initial TALFF (35,000 mt) is
designated for the foreign 1longline fishery substantially north of the
proposed closure within 20 miles of the Aleutians. Therefore, the Aleutians
closure will have little or no effect on Pacific cod catches, since most of
the foreign incidental and target catches are available outside the area.
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Table 5.

Distribution of foreign groundfish catch inside and outside

proposed 20-mile closure, 1977.
$ Distribution Can TALFF be
Is TALFF Amount of Within 20 miles taken outside
Species Available? TALFF of Aleutians 20 miles
All ground-
fish combined Yes 929,458 2 Yes
Pollock Yes 669,230 <1 Yes
Pacific cod Yes 37,000 3 Yes
Yellowfin sole Yes 108,895 0 Yes
Turbots Yes 30,700 8 Yes
Other flatfish Yes 41,365 <1 Yes
, 1/ .
Sablefish No 400 I.Cc.— 32 Not applicable
Atka mackerel No 100 I.C. >50 Not applicable
POP No 380 I.C. 33 Not applicable
Other rockfish Yes 3,845 33 Partially
1/ 1I.C. means incidental

catch only, no directed fishing allowed.
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Turbeot Zs the only TALFF species which may not be availabie for harvest by the
foreigr fleets in ecufficient quantities ocutside of the proposed closure.
About 87 of the turbots were harvested in the area proposed for closure. If
the area is closed, it is possible that the foreign fisheries may not be atle
to make up that 8% of the TALFF (or 2,456 mt) in 1985. However, it is much
more likely that the remaining catch can be easily taken cutside the ciosed
area, since the estimated Equilibrium Yield (EY) and biomass for turbots
outeide the 20-mile zone are sufficiently large tc¢ support the additional
2,500 mt catch.

Finally, the only species group for which foreign nations may be unable to
attain their allocations outside the proposed 20-mile zone is the "other
rockfish" complex. 1In the Aleutian region, the TALFF for the complex is
3,685 mt. Almost 33% (or 1,216 mt in 1983) has traditionally been caught
within 20 miles. If the zone is closed, the foreign fisheries may not be able
to make up the entire "lost" catch. However, if, for example, 507 can be made
up outside 20 miles, which is realistically possible without substantial
additional cost to foreign vessels, then the lost opportunity would amount to
only about 600 mt for foreign fisheries. Consequently, the negative impact of
the closure to foreign fisheries is negligible.

It is not completely clear that effort substitution effects in other areas
will not occur. That is, if the 20-mile zone is closed to foreign trawlers,
those trawlers will not disappear but rather continue fishing elsewhere.
Although they will no longer be fishing in the area of highest concentrations
of fully utilized species, it is impossible to predict the level of bycatch
they will reach. It is expected that greatly reduced bycatch TALFFs may still
be required in the future to ensure low bycatches and prevent covert
targeting.

Alternative 2 (Status Quo) would retain the system of bycatch quotas. Absent
any action on this issue, the bycatch amounts approved by the Council at their
December meeting and clarified at the February meeting would hold. That
system allocates bycatch TALFFs jointly with target species TALFF allocatioms.
The bycatch harvests are not prohibited species and once the bycatch limit is
achieved, the foreign fishery is closed down. If the Council chose to
eliminate or greatly reduce bycatch TALFFs, which is permissible under the
status quo, foreign vessels could be completely denied access to either the
Aleutian TIslands area or even the entire Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands
management area.

Under Alternative 3 there would be no directed TALFFs for any species except
pollock. This would in effect expand the 20-mile closure (Alternative 1) and
include all foreign vessels rather than just trawl vessels. Only directed
pollock fishing would be allowed. Bycatch allowances would be available (as
TALFF) for those species not fully utilized by U.S. fishermen. Zero TALFFs
for other species would mean those species are prohibited and they could not
be retained. However, unless Prohibited Species Catch (PSC) 1limits were
established, the total catch would be unrestricted. Catch of these other
species (both prohibited and bycatch TALFF species) would be low because
directed pollock fisheries generally have low bycatch rates.

This alternative would completely deny access by foreign nations to the
Aleutian rockfish resources, which are not yet fully utilized by U.S.
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fishermen. No foreign longline fishing for Pacific cod would bte allowed,
although the longline fleet could probably achieve its TALFF outside Area IV.
Achievement of turbot quotas outside Area IV might also prove difficult cr
impossible.

This alternative (3) differs from the status quo in that currently TACs (and
thus separate TALFFs) in the Aleutians are established only for sablefish,
Pacific ocean perch, rockfish and pollock. TACs for all other species except
pollock will remain unchanged but TALFFs will be available only outside
Area IV. Pollock TAC and TALFF in Area IV will remain available inside
Area IV,

Alternative 3 is more restrictive than the other alternatives with respect to
foreign nations. The maximum impact on them is elimination of all Area IV
catches except pollock. This impact is similar to that foreseen when U.S.
harvesting capacity completely replaces foreign fishing, but is a more rapid
step towards foreign phase-out, perhaps leaving more resource available than
can readily be absorbed by the U.S. fishing industry. Also, unless some
prohibited species catch allowances were made (eg. PSC limits which would
trigger closure) no foreign pollock fishing could be allowed.

Impacts on Domestic Groundfish Industry

Harvesting. Table 1 shows foreign catches of fully utilized species in INPFC
Statistical Area IV for 1984. At this time it is not possible to determine
what proportion of those catches occurred within the proposed 20-mile closure
area. It 1is possible to separate out 1983 catches within 20 miles. This
information appears in column 1 of Table 6.

Column 2 indicates the percent reduction in total incidental catch in area IV
that the proposed 20-mile closure would imply. Column 3 shows the value of
these species at the U.S. exvessel level. The total value of these catches
amounts to approximately a half million dollars. This represents a direct
loss to American fishermen. If the catches were to continue at that rate,
total discounted value over a five-year period would amount to $2,719,002 at a
5% real interest rate. This figure represents the present value of losses to
U.S. fishermen over a five-year period of foreign bycatches of fully utilized
species. However, as Table 1 indicates, the incidental catches dropped in
1984.

To provide a comparison, we can use 1984 catches for Area IV and assume all
was caught within the 20-mile closure area. This information appears in
Table 7. These data imply that if all Area IV catches had occurred within
20 miles, a 687 reduction in incidental catches of fully utilized species
would have occurred in 1984 over 1983. This clearly indicates a substantial
reduction in the magnitude of the bycatch problem. The discounted wvalue of
1984 catches projected over five years is $705,791. This figure represents
the present value of the losses to U.S. fishermen over a five-year period of
foreign bycatch amounts at 1984 levels in all of Area IV. The percentage of
that loss that would be recouped with a 20-mile closure is unknown at present.

Concern has also been expressed that a 20-mile closure would dampen Japanese

willingness to participate in joint venture activities with the U.S. The
Hokuten Trawlers Association, the foreign fishing group most affected by the
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Table t. 1983 Foreign Catches and Exvessel Value of Fulily Utilizec Species ir
Area TV Within 20 Miles of the Aleutian Chain.

Nbserver Coverage
Indication of 7

Amount Harvested of Catch Inside
Within 20-mile Total Area TV Exvessel Price
Fully Utilized Species Closure Area Catches and Total Value
Sablefish 44 887 25¢/1b
$24,200
Rockfish 1,099 927 3¢/1b (POR)
(including POP) 33% $314,314
Atka Mackeral 1,097 667 $154/mt
$168,938
TOTAL $507,452

Table 7. 1984 Foreign Catches and Ex-vessel Value of Fully Utilized Species

Foreign Catch (mt) Exvessel Value
Sablefish 102 $ 56,100
POP 355 101,530
Atka Mackerel 35 5,390
TOTAL $163,020
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proposed closure is not currently involved in joint venture activity mnor were
thev directly involved in the industry-to-industry mnegotiaticn except that
their allocation comes out of the total 90C,000 mt groundfish allccation for
beth the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea/Aleutians regions specified in the
agreement. Although the Hokuten Trawlers Association is a politically strong
veice in the Japanese fishing industry, it is difficuit to foresee major
repercussions in Japanese/U.S. joint venture activity as a result cf the
20-mile closure action. The proportion of the Japanese catch taken by
trawlers within 20 miles in 1983 was less than 87 of the total Japanese catch
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands area, and less than 77 of their catch
in Alaskan waters.

United States fishermen could also obtain additional benefits as a result of a
closure. American fishermen have expressed concerns that wherever foreign
trawling is occurring it is taking place where the highest concentrations of
fish are found and scattering the rest, leaving little for other concurrent
fishing efforts, thus reducing operating efficiency of U.S. vessels. "Reduced
operating efficiency" is defined here, for a fishing vessel, to mean a
decrease in the amount of fishing time available or in other terms, an
increase in the amount of unproductive, non-fishing time which must of

necessity be spent in handling gear, prospecting, running, etc. Increased
competition from (and possible gear conflict with) foreign fleets reduces
fishing time and requires more prospecting and moving of gear. Excluding

foreign effort would, therefore, increase fishing time for the domestic fleet,
either as more hours fished per day or as more days fished per season.

A 20-mile closure could encourage expansion of domestic fishing efforts in the
area. To date there has been only one joint venture operation (Soviet) within
the 20-mile closure area for Atka mackerel which in 1983 fished with a catch
of 10,359 mt. Another Korean joint venture for POP is in planning stages. It
is difficult to determine, in many cases, whether U.S. fishermen are being
preempted or whether they are simply not at the state of development where
they could actively fish the 20-mile area. Therefore, the preemption question
might be more of a potential problem than one which is a problem now.

Nevertheless, in the event that the U.S. fishery has yet to develop, then
removal of foreign fishing will allow resources to "lie fallow" until U.S.
effort moves into the area, making the area potentially more economically
productive when U.S. exploratory operations begin. Thus, the expected effect
would be to increase marginal catch rates for this domestic fishing effort.
This increase would be transitory, since higher catch rates will encourage
additional U.S. trawl effort to move in, but may provide incentive for the
initial stages of development by the U.S. industry.

A detailed analysis of these benefits 1is carried out in the RIR for
Amendment 6 (NPFMC 1982) on the establishment of a U.S. fishery development
zone (FDZ). The FDZ is east of the proposed closure but is mentioned here
because potential benefits may be similar to those discussed in the
Amendment 6 RIR, although the basic issue was different. That RIR provided a
quantitative measure of how a given improvement in operating efficiency (from
reduced crowding) will benefit American fishermen. It was not possible to
estimate how much operating efficiency would improve with a reduction in
foreign effort. Thus, it was not possible to provide a quantitative measure
of that source of benefits.
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One aspect of a 20-mile closure which may be beneficial tc American interests
is the encouragement to the lending industry which creation cf "American-only"
areas seem tc provide. It was discovered during Council consideration of the
Fisheries Development Zone (Amendment 6 to the FMP) that considerable support:
for the measure existed in the banking community. This is not surprising,
because it seems reascnable that assured access to future raw product supply
ie a «concern to lenders for expensive grcundfish conversions or new
construction, and lenders felt that actions such as the FDZ or, in this case,
a 20-mile closure, do help provide a beneficial environment fer lending in the
groundfish industry.

Alternatives 1 and 2 involve foreign incidental catch at some level, and less
than maximum access to fully wutilized species is provided to domestic
industryv, However, 1if the Council chose to eliminate or greatly reduce
bycatch TALFFs under these alternatives, nearly maximum access could be
provided to the domestic industry.

Alternative 3 1is the most straightforward means of achieving elimination of
foreign bycatches of fully utilized domestic species. Under this alternative
all, or very nearly all, of these resources could be wutilized by U.S.
fishermen. Other impacts would be similar to those described for
Alternative 1.

Due to the severe weather conditions and geographic remoteness of the Aleutian
Islands area, only large vessels will be involved in the foreseeable future.
Vessels fishing in that area are equipped to stay at sea from four to six
weeks on average. Consequently, none of the proposed alternatives including
the status quo has distributional implications for small vs. large operations
as is referred to in the RFA.

Processing. At the present time almost all domestic fishing activity in the
Aleutian Island area is in connection with joint ventures. The secondary
benefits to processing of improved operating efficiency and productivity of
effort accruing to harvesting as a result of the closure are difficult to
quantify at present. There are no other apparent benefits to the processing
sector from implementation of Alternatives 1, 2 or 3 aside from a general
encouragement of domestic development. The existing low DAP catch levels may
be construed as the cost of the foreign fishing presence in the area.

Consumer. None of the alternatives should affect retail prices for consumers
under any of the alternatives. Bering Sea groundfish catches represent only
about 37 of the world catch each year and all of the catch within the 20-mile
closure area is currently destined for foreign markets whether totally foreign
or joint venture in harvest origin.

Management and Enforcement Impacts

If Alternative 1 is implemented, all foreign trawling within 20 miles of the
Aleutian 1Islands would cease. Foreign fees 1lost by adoption of this
alternative would depend on whether comparable concentrations of flatfish,
pollock and rockfish are available to foreign trawlers outside the closure
area. Indications are that comparable concentrations do exist in other areas
in the Bering Sea/Aleutians vicinity and that foreign fees would not decline
due to lack of availability of fish. However, foreign fees are declining as
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be guaranteed and a 20-mile closure weould probably bte a safer alternative.
Alternctive 3 wculd also eliminate foreigrn fishing {including Ionglining:}
within 2C miles of the Aleutians and would eliminate almost 211 foreign
fishing in the entire Ares IV, Foreign fees would he reduced just as they
would of U.S. harvesting were immediately replacing foreign harvesting.
Foreign fees for those species not fully utilized by the U.S. would be lost if
adequate concentrations are mnot available outside Area IV. This is
particularly the cesse for turbots. Other enforcemenf and management impacts
would be similar to Altermative 1.

D. Summary

The 20-mile closure has a potential for reducing foreign incidental bycatch of
fully utilized species but may not be completely successful in that regard.
Other potential benefits are the reduction of potential grounds preemption and
improvement in future U.S. catch rates (however temporal) which result from a
period of no fishing in the area. Given the greatly reduced foreign catches
of the species of concern in the Aleutians in 1984, it is apparent that
potential additional reductions of foreign bycatches are relatively small. On
the other hand, the potential loss of joint venture relationships which might
result from foreign retaliation is tremendous. If the 1likelihocdé of such
retaliation is small then the benefits to the U.S. outweigh the costs to the
U.S.

Bycatch quotas (TALFFs) can be adjusted under the status quo and could
theoretically eliminate all foreign bycatches. Under the status quo option,
the Council has 1limited fiexibility in further reducing or eliminating
bycatches. Low (or zero) TALFFs cannot be established specifically for the
Aleutian area (Area 4) except for pollock, Pacific ocean perch, sablefish and
"other rockfish." If the Council set zero TALFFs for any of these species and
made no bycatch allowances, foreign fishing would be eliminated from Area 4.
However, if the Council set the Atka mackerel TALFF at zero the foreign
fishing would be eliminated from the entire Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
management area if there was a chance ever one Atka mackerel would be caught.
Thus, the zero TALFF option <{Alternative 3) provides more flexibility and
potentially less dislocatiorn.

Establishing zero TALFFs for all species except pollock is similar to the most
stringent status quo, but also addresses other species. The primary
difference between this and Alternative 1 (other than degree of reduction) is
that foreign longlining would also be affected. This alternative appears to
be the most likely to achieve the goal of elimination of all bycatch of fully
utilized U.S. species but also the mcst impact on foreign fishing patterns and
levels.
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1IV. PROPOSAL 2: ESTABLISE A REPORTING SYSTEM FOR CATCHER/PRCCESSOR VESSELS

A. Problems Necessitating the Amendment Proposal

The objective of this proposal is to ensure that fishery managers receive
timely estimates of catch by all domestic vessels so the effectiveness of
inseason management will be enhanced. With the rapid recent growth of the
domestic fishing fleet, increasing importance is being placed on timely
reporting of domestic harvests in order to ensure that OYs are not exceeded.
Vessels which deliver their catch to shore-based processors land their catch
frequently enough to allow timely estimation cf total catch under existing
regulations. However, vessels which process their catch at sea can remain on
the fishing grounds for extended periods of time. Catch reports submitted by
these vessels at the time of landing as required under existing regulations
are not timely enough to prevent O0Ys from being grossly exceeded. The
resulting overharvests could seriously damage future production from
groundfish stocks.

Current fishing regulations implementing the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea
Fishery Management Plans require fishing vessels to submit a State of Alaska
fish ticket or equivalent document to the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
for any commercial groundfish harvest in the Gulf of Alaska or Bering Sea
within 7 days of the date of landing the catch. Vessels which preserve their
catch by non-freezing refrigeration or icing methods must land their catch
within a maximum of 10-12 days from the time of harvest in order to ensure
product quality. The catch from these vessels, when delivered to shore-based
processors, can be reported on a timely basis under existing regulations. If
existing regulations are properly enforced, fishery managers can estimate
harvests by these vessels with sufficient precision to ensure that OYs are not
exceeded.

However, vessels which freeze or salt their catch aboard frequently remain at
sea for trips of up to several months duration and are not currently required
to report their catch until the time of landing and offloading. For the
purposes of this amendment, a catcher/processor vessel is any vessel which
holds its catch or any portion thereof for more than 14 days. At least twenty
two catcher/processor vessels will be operating in the Gulf of Alaska and
Bering Sea areas in 1985. Based on past catcher/processor landing records
the combined hold capacity of these vessels will be approximately 13,000 mt.
Therefore these vessels are capable of harvesting significant portions or even
entire O0Ys in a single trip. Under existing fishing regulations, fishery
managers have no knowledge of the catch aboard these vessels until the time of
landing. In addition, vessels are not required to notify fishery managers when
beginning fishing operations. Since domestic groundfish fishing vessels are
also not marked for identification by enforcement overflights, the number of
catcher/processor vessels actually fishing in a given management area is not
known until the time of landing. Without knowledge of effort levels, fishery
managers are not able to make projections of catch aboard based on past
performance.

Delayed catch reporting is also a problem for fully domestic mothership
operations. In these operations small catcher vessels without processing
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capability deliver their catch, usually by ncd-end transfers, tc 2z mothershigp
processor vessel. Current regulations require that an ADF&G f£ish ticker he
filled cut each time & catcher vessel delivers to the mothership/prccessor ard
that these fish tickets be forwarded tc ADF&G within 7 days cof the date that
fish were delivered, Domestic mothership and floating processcr cperations
thus far have all occurred in sheltered waters with at least periodic access
te U.S. mail service so that regulations requiring filing of fish tvickets with
ADF&C within 7 days could have been enforced. However, there is & pctential
for these mothership operations to occur at sea, with no method ¢f filing the
fish tickets with ADRF&G within the 7 day period required by law.

With such large processing capacities and increzsing numbers of catcher/pro-
cessor and mothership/processor vessels, the risks c¢f cverharvesting ground-
fish resources under the current system are high. Because of the time delays
involved in catch reporting under current regulations, groundfish resources
could be drastically overharvested before fishery managers had even discovered
that 0Ys had been exceeded. Since many of the groundfish species concerned
are slow growing and long-lived, overharvesting can have considerable impacts
on future production.

B. Alternative Management Measures Including Those Proposed

Alternative 1 - Maintain the current reporting requirements.

With the present system catches are reported on ADF&G fish tickets at the time
of landing.

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) - Require an FCZ processing permit with
check-in/check-out and weekly catch reporting.

Under this alternative, catcher/processcr and mothership/processor vessels
would be required to cbtain an FCZ processing permit. These catcher/processor
and mothership/processor vessels would be required to notify NMFS via U.S.
Coast Guard radio each time they entered or left an FMP management area.
Catcher/processor and mothership/processor vessel operators or their
representatives would also be required to submit a report to NMFS by U.S. mail
or telex for each fishing week documenting the hail weight estimates of catch
by FMP species group in each FMP area. These weekly reports would be due
within 7 days of the end of the fishing week. ADF&G fish tickets would
continue to be required to be submitted within one week of the date of
landing to document more precise catch or product weights and specific ADF&G
statistical areas. A completed logbook may be submitted with the ADF&G fish
ticket showing total catch by species for a trip as a means of documenting
catch by specific ADF&G statistical area.

Alternative 3 - Require an FCZ processing permit with a weekly catch report,
but without check-in/check-out reporting.

Under this alternative, catcher/processor and mothership/processor vessels
would be required to obtain an FCZ processing permit. These catcher/processor
and mothership/processor vessel operators or their representatives would be
required tco submit a report to NMFS by U.S. mail or telex for each fishing
week documenting the hail weight estimates of catch by FMP species group in
each FMP area. These weekly reports would be due within 7 days of the end of
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the fishing week. ADF&G fish tickets would continue to be recuired to be
submitted within one week of the date of landing to document more precise
catch or product weights and specific ADF&G statistical areas. A completed
logbock may be submitted with the ADF&G fish ticket showing tctal catch by
species for a trip as a means of documenting catch by specific ADFiC
statistical area.

Alternative 4 - Place observers aboard a pcrtion of the catcher/processor and
mothership/processor vesseis and extrapolate the catch from these vessels tc
the entire fleet.

Under this alternative, catcher/processor and mothership/processor vesseis
would be required to cobtair an FCZ processing permit which would require that
observers be allowed onboard if requested. These catcher/processor and
mothership/processor vessels would be required to notify NMFS via U.S. Coast
Guard radio each time they entered or left an FMP management area. Observers
would be placed aboard a portion of the catcher/processor and mothership/
processor vessels. Radio reports of catch from the observed sample would be
extrapolated to all vessels in each management area. ADF&G fish tickets would
continue to be required to be submitted within one week of the date of
landing to document more precise catch or product weights and specific ADF&G
statistical areas. A completed logbook may be submitted with the ADF&G fish
ticket showing total catch by species for a trip as a means of documenting
catch by specific ADF&G statistical area.

Alternative 5 - Place observers aboard all catcher/processor and mothership/
processor vessels.

Require catcher/processor and mothership/processor vessels to obtain an FCZ
processing permit which would require that an observer be aboard at all times.
Total catch would be computed directly from observer radio reports.

C. Regulatory Impacts of the Alternatives

Alternative 1 - Maintain the status quo system with catches reported on ADF&G
fish tickets at the time of landing.

Because catch reports are not required until the time of landing under the
current regulatory regime, OYs will almost always be exceeded before a fishery
closure order can be issued. Given the large hold capacity of the current
catcher/processor and mothership/processor fleets and the rapid expansion of
these fleets, the risks of overfishing and reducing stock production in future
years is high. Under the current regulations, fishery managers have no
knowledge of fishing effort by area prior to the time of landing by each
vessel and are therefore not able to project catches based on past
performance.

Under this alternative, as well as under all alternatives which do not require
onboard observers, discarded prohibited species catches will remain largely
unaccounted for. Prohibited species caught and discarded at sea usually have
high mortality rates, especially for trawl gear catches. Prohibited species
catches as well as discard mortality of unwanted species is 1largely
unaccounted for under the present system. In certain few cases, prohibited
species catches can be extrapolated from data provided from the limited
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observer program of ADF&C or from the NMFS foreign ernd joint venture observer
program. Prohibited species catches can easily be illegally retained, landed
and sold by catcher/processors under the current enforcement system.

Enforcement of regulations prohibiting catches of species after fishery
closure orders have been issued is extremely difficult under the present
system. Because there is no existing method of tracking or even idertifying
catcher/processor vessels on the fishing grounds, it is difficult to locate,
board and inspect the holds of these vessels on the fishing grounds or in port
during the infrequent landings of these vessels. Because of the duration of
fishing trips by catcher/processor vessels, these vessels retain large
quantities of legally caught catches in their holds long after fisheries for
certain species have been closed but prior to their subsequent landing arnd
offloading. Enforcement of fishery closure regulations by hold inspections is
extremely difficult under these ccnditions.

The reporting burdens placed on fishing vessels under the current regulations
are minimal. Vessels are required to fill out an ADF&G fish ticket or provide
equivalent information within 7 days of the date of landing or delivering
their catch. ADF&G fish tickets require vessels tc identify the vessel,
operator, processor, gear(s) used, and catch by species in each ADF&G
statistical area fished for the duration of the trip. Catches are not required
to be subdivided into time units smaller than the duration of the trip.
Vessels which are leaving Alaskan waters to deliver to ports cutside the state
of Alaska are required to notify ADF&G or NMFS of their departure prior to
leaving the FCZ. Very few vessels have abided by this regulation in the past.
The regulation is very difficult to enforce without prior knowledge of which
vessels are capable of delivering catches outside of the state of Alaska.

Alternative 2 - Require FCZ processing permit with check-in/check-out and
weekly catch report.

Under this alternative vessels would be required to obtain a permit to process
their catch in the FCZ. The permit would serve to identify those vessels
which would be required to participate in the additional reporting programs.
Each time one of these vessels enters or leaves an FMP management area (an
area for which a quota is defined), they would be required to notify NMFS via
U.S. Coast Guard radio. These vessels would also be required to submit a
report to NMFS by U.S. mail, or telex for each fishing week documenting the
hail weight estimates of catch by FMP species group in each FMP area. These
weekly reports would be due within 7 days of the end of the fishing week. The
medium by which the catch reports are submitted is up to the discretion of the
vessel operator. lLarge catcher/processor and mothership/processor operations
usually maintain home port offices which are in at least weekly contact with
their vessels. Catch reports could be submitted by these offices via telex,
telephone, or U.S. mail. Smaller operations without frequent home office
contact would have to contact NMFS via U.S. mail or telex.

Under this alternative, as well as under all alternatives which do not require
onboard observers, discarded prohibited species catches will remain largely
unaccounted. Prohibited species caught and discarded at sea usually have high
mortality rates, especially for trawl gear catches. Prohibited species catches
as well as discard mortality of unwanted species is largely unaccounted for
under the present system. In certain few cases, prohibited species catches can
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be extiapelated from data provided from the Iimited cbserver program of ADF&l
or from the NMFS foreigr and joint venrfure observer program. Prohibitec
species catches can easily be illegelily retained, landed and sold by catcher
processors under the current regulatory and enforcement system,

Under this alternative, fishery managers would be providec with estimates of
catch aboard from FCZ domestic precessing vessels that were nc more than tweo
weeks old. With the check-in/check-out reporting requirement, prciections of
catch within the most recent twe week period cculd be mace based on past
performance. This methcd would allow fishery managers to estimate the date
when CYs would be achieved with a moderate level of precision.

With the check-in/check-out reporting requirement, catch reporting by area
fished can be enforced. The locations of vessels bcarded at sea or sighted
from enforcement overflights could be checked against the check-in/check-out
list for verification. Without the check-in/check-out requirement, vessels
could easily alter the reported area of fishing on the weekly catch report in
the rare event of an enforcement boarding or overflight observation. The
check-in/check-out requirement would also enable enforcement officials to be
notified of upcoming landings so that hold inspections could be performed at
the port of landing. Hold inspections performed at the port of landing impose
far less burden on fishing vessels than at-sea boardings and are much less
expensive to implement. Weekly catch reports would be verified against ADF&G
fish tickets which would be submitted at the time of landing. Spot checking
of catches from hold inspections performed at the port of landing could be
used to verify the fish ticket information.

The catch data in the weekly catch reports would be based on skipper's
estimates of catch weights or "hail weights" by species group and management
area. Fishing vessels do not weigh their catch at sea and can only estimate
"hail weights" from experience. At the time vessels offload their catch, more
accurate weights are obtained and these are recorded on the fish ticket,
presently required under state and federal regulations, which is forwarded to
ADF&G. It is always desirable to update the "soft'" data obtained from "hail
weights" with the more accurate weights and specific statistical areas
obtained from fish tickets.

Alternative 3 - Require an FCZ processing permit with a weekly catch report,
but without check-in/out.

Under this alternative vessels would be required to obtain a permit to process
their catch in the FCZ. The permit would serve to identify those vessels which
would be required to participate in the weekly catch reporting programs.
These vessels would then be required to submit a report to NMFS by U.S. mail
or telex for each fishing week documenting the hail weight estimates of catch
by FMP species grcup in each FMP area. These weekly reports would be due
within 7 days of the end of the fishing week. The medium by which the catch
reports are submitted is up to the discretion of the vessel operator as long
as a hard copy of the report is received. Large catcher/processor and
mothership/processor operations usually maintain home port offices which are
in at least weekly contact with their vessels. Catch reports could be
submitted by these offices via telex or U.S. mail.
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Under Alternative 3, as well as under all aliternatives which do not require
onboard observers, discarded prohibited species catches will remain largely
unaccounted for. Prchibited species caught and discarded at sea usually have
high mortality rates, especially for trawl gear catches. Prohibited species
catches as well as discard mortality of unwanted species 1is largely
unaccounted for under the present system. In certain few cases, prohibited
species catches can be extrapolated from data provided from the limited
observer program of ADF&G or from the NMFS foreign and joint venture observer
program. Prohibited species catches can easily be illegally retained, landed
and sold by catcher/processors under the current regulatory and enforcement
system.

Under this alternative, fishery managers would be provided with estimates of
catch aboard from FCZ domestic processing vessels that were no more than two
weeks o0ld. Fishery managers would make projections of current catch based on
past performance and the two week old effort distribution provided in the
weekly catch reports.

Without the check-in/check-out reporting requirement, catch reporting by area
is more difficult to enforce. The locations of vessels boarded at sea or
sighted from enforcement overflights could only be checked against areas
fished that are reported at the end of each week. Vessels could easily alter
the reported area of fishing on the weekly catch report in the rare event of
an enforcement boarding or overflight observation. The current FCZ checkout
regulation could enable enforcement officials to be mnotified of upcoming
out-of-state landings so that hold inspections could be performed at the port
of landing. However, lacking knowledge of the vessels which are actually
operating in an area, the current check-out regulation has been difficult to
enforce. Hold inspections performed at the port of landing impose far less
burden on fishing vessels than at-sea boardings and are much less expensive to
implement. Weekly catch reports would be verified against ADF&G fish tickets
which would be submitted at the time of landing. Spot checking of catches from
hold inspections performed at the port of landing could be used to verify the
fish ticket information.

The catch data in the weekly catch reports would be based on skipper's
estimates of catch weights or "hail weights" by species group and management
area. Fishing vessels do not weigh their catch at sea and can only estimate
"hail weights" from experience. At the time vessels offload their catch, more
accurate weights are obtained and these are recorded on the fish ticket,
presently required under state and federal regulations, which is forwarded to
ADF&G. It is always desirable to update the "soft" data obtained from "hail
weights'" with the more accurate weights and specific statistical areas
obtained from fish tickets.

Alternative 4 - Place observers aboard a small sample of catcher/processor
vessels and mothership/processors and extrapolate the catch from these vessels
to the entire fleet.

Under this alternative vessels would be required to obtain a permit to process
their catch in the FCZ. The conditions of the permit would require observers
to be allowed onboard, if requested. All processing vessels would be required
to notify NMFS via U.S. Coast Guard radio each time they entered or left an
FMP management area. Observers would be placed aboard a sample of catcher/
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processors and mothership/processors. Observers would radic catch reports teo
fishery managers on & weekly basis. The observed catch <sample would be
extrapolated tc the total catch in an FMP management area based cr the ratic
of sampled effort to total effort as determined from the vessel check-in,
check-out system.

Observer derived samples provide the mest accurate estimates cof total catch of
the alternatives. Observer samples estimate catch of all species, including
prohibited species and unwanted legal species or sizes that are discarded.
Cbserver samples would also provide the least time delay in catch reporting of
the alternatives, at & maximum lag cf one week. However, observer derived
catch sampling is by far the most expensive of the alternatives. Based on the
performance of the foreign anrd joint venture observer programs, cbservers
would have to be placed aboard at least 307 of the vessels in the fleet ir
crder to provide catch estimates with sufficient precision. Reporting burdens
place on vessel operators are reduced under this alternative since no
in-season catch reporting is required of the vessel operator. Vessel operators
would still have to notify NMFS each time they entered or left an FMP area.
Because of cramped living conditions aboard most domestic fishing vessels,
vessel operators would be burdened tc some extent by the presence of the
cbserver aboard, even if reimbursed for the living expenses of the observer.

The costs of an observer program can be high. Currently, the federally
managed foreign observer program costs a minimum of $235/day plus the cost of
food, transportation to and from the vessel, liability insurance, and other
support services. Who would bear the costs of an observer program, the
federal government or the resource users, is an important question. Other
questions include whether the observer would be a biologist, an enforcement
agent, or both, and whether the vessel can be held liable for injury or death
of an observer.

Alternative 5 - Place observers aboard all catcher/processor and mothership/
processor vessels.

Under this alternative vessels would be required to obtain a permit to process
their catch in the FCZ. The conditions of the permit would require an
observer to be taken aboard at all times. Observers would radio catch reports
to fishery managers on a weekly basis. Catches within areas could be computed
by fishery managers as total counts.

Observer derived samples provide the most accurate estimates of total catch of
the alternatives. Observer samples estimate catch of all species, including
prohibited species and unwanted legal species or sizes that are discarded.
Observer samples also provide the least delay in catch reporting of the
alternatives, at a maximum lag of one week. Placing observers aboard all
catcher/processor and mothership vessels could be prohibitively expensive.
Reporting burdens placed on vessel operators are minimal under this alterna-
tive since no in-season reporting is required of the vessel operator. Vessels
would not be required to check in or out of FMP areas since the observer
reports would contain this information for all vessels. Because of cramped
living conditions aboard most domestic fishing vessels, vessel operators would
be burdened to some extent by the presence of the observer aboard, even if
reimbursed for the living expenses of the observer.
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L. Discussion of the Costs and Benefits cf Establishing a Reporting Svstem
for Catcher/Processors.

Tabie 8 summarizes our best estimates cf the costs anc benefits asscociated
with catcher/processor weeklv reporting. It breaks cut the costs imposed on
different classes of vessels, both in terms o¢f additicral time spent
reporting, additicnal costs o¢f reporting, and costs to the government for
entrv of data collected under this regulation.

It appears, at this point, that approximately 25 vessels would be affected by
this requirement. With 2 total of approximately 140 vessel-weeks in the
fishery by all vessels, at $10 per marine operator-assisted call, the addi-
tional home office-to-vessel contacts (at one per week) are estimated to ccst
$1,400. The additional fleet costs for trawl catcher/processors are estimated
to be $450 per week; with a total of 40 vessel-weeks anticipated for the
fishery, this figures to a total of $18,000 per season for this category of
vessels. Through a similar line of reasoning, the estimated added fleet costs
of $80 per week per vessel for pot catcher/processors, each week for 35 weeks,
totals to $2,800; and the estimated added fleet costs for longline catcher/
processors is $4,000. The total added fleet costs in a season, therefcre, is
$24,800, in addition to the $1,40C estimate of direct phone costs.

Home offices will have to make additional contacts with NMFS, which, through
the assumptions laid out in Part B of Table 10, totaled to $6,853 for the
fleet for the season. Additionally, the time burden can be estimated as
approximately 1/2-hour per week onboard vessels, 0.2 hours per week in the
home office, and 0.3 hours estimated for home office contact with NMFS. The
total burden, therefore, 1is 1 hour per vessel per week. Choosing,
arbitrarily, a value of time of $15 per hour, the total time cost associated
with this regulation is estimated to be $13,800. Totaling these three cost
categories, then, the total costs to fishermen of this regulation are
estimated to be $45,453. There may be some additional costs associated with
NMFS clerical and data entry functions, once this data is collected. Based on
informed staff-level estimates, this cost has been placed at $50,000, so that
total costs of this regulation are estimated to be $95,000 per year.

On the benefits side, it is useful to note that the value of the groundfish
resource targeted by catcher/processors, excluding pollock, is approximately
$113.9 million. A major benefit of this regulation will be an increased
ability of managers to properly achieve the optimum yields from the fishery,
because of the more timely provision of information about total catches in the
fleet. This can be a quite tangible benefit, when one considers the potential
reductions in stock size and subsequent quotas which could occur if over-
fishing were to result from an absence of timely data from vessels that do not
deliver their catches until the end of their season.

Assessing the change in risks of affecting future quotas by current year for
overfishing is a very complex subject. Overfishing this year would result in
an increase in industry earnings this year, which would later be offset by
reduced earnings in future years compared to what would be attainable had not
the overfishing occurred.

For purposes of the present discussion, an assumption was made that over-
fishing by catcher/processors, caused bv lack of timely data to be used by
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Table 8.

A. Added Home Office
to Vessel Contacts:

B. Home Office to
NMFS Contacts:

C. Added Reporting
Time Burden:

D. Total Costs
to Fishermen:

E. Costs to NMFS:

F. TOTAL COSTS:

G. BENEFITS:

COST/BENEFIT:
BENEFIT/COST:

GOA8/AE

COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS OF CATCHER/PROCESSOR WEEKLY

Vessel Class:

No. of vessels
No. of weeks in fishery

No. of marine oper. calls
Marine operator costs/call
Total added vessel costs/seas
Total added fleet costs/week
Total added fleet costs/seas

Method of contacting NMFS
Weekly cost of contact method
Total add'l vessel costs/seas
Total add'l fleet costs/week
Total add'l fleet costs/seas

On-vessel tabulation hrs/week
Added off. contact hrs/week
Home office to NMFS hrs/week
Total burden/vessel/week

Cost of time ($/hr)

Cost of burden/vessel/week
Total add'l vessel costs/seas
Total add'l fleet costs/week
Total add'l fleet costs/seas

Total add'l vessel costs/seas
Total add'l fleet costs/week
Total add'l fleet costs/seas

Clerical data entry

REPORTING OPT!ON

(Vessel boardings and hold inspections in port and
enforcement overflights must be done to properly
enforce any of the alternatives.)

Value of groundfish resource targeted by catcher/processors

(all species except pollock)

Trawl Pot Longline
Mothership/ Catcher/ Catcher/ Catcher/
Processors Process. Process. Process.

2 15 4 4

40 40 35 25

0 3 2 b

$10 $10 $10 $10
$400 $400 $350 $250
$0 $450 $80 $160

$0 $18,000 $2,800 $4,000
Telex Telex Mail Mail
$10 $10 $0.22 $0.22
$400 $400 $8 $6
$20 $150 $1 $1
$800 $6,000 $31 $22
0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3

1 1 1 1

$15 $15 $15 $15
$10 $15 $15 $15
$600 $600 $525 $375
$30 $225 $60 $60
$1,200 $9,000 $2,100 $1,500
$1,400 $1,400 $883 $631
$50 $825 $141 $221
$2,000 $33,000 $4,931 $5,522

Potential reduction in EY caused by overfishing by catcher/processors

Potential benefit of catcher/processor reporting:

Total

25

9

$1,400
$690
$24,800

$813
$172
$6,853

- O
.
FoooN

$60
$2,100
$375
$13,800

$4,313
$1,237
$45,453

$50,000

$95,453

$113,908,968
2%
$2,278,179

0.042
23.9



managers in closing seasons, wouid result ir a potential reduction in OY of 27
of the groundfish resource, distributed proportionally for all species. This
wculd, if it occurred, result in a lowering of annual groundfish value by some
$2.3 million, and a regulation which prevents this occurrence can be
counsidered to convey a benefit in that amount. Whether this is precisely the
savings in lost future earnings which would occcur or not it is very much an
open question; however, it is useful to note that this particular assumption
results in an annual savings of some 24 times the ceost of the regulation
itself. Looked at another way, if the regulation forestalled a decrease in
annual groundfish earnings of $95,453/$113,908,968 = .087%, the regulation
would have a positive benefit-cost ratio.

The value of this regulation is to reduce the variability in actual harvests
around the target harvests determined annually by the Council. The Council is
a forum for determing what society's preferences for harvesting of groundfish
over time are, and these preferences are reflected in the Council's designa-
tion of optimum yield. Any deviations in actual harvest which result from the
inability of our management system to precisely attain the target can be
considered social costs, although the measurement of these social costs can be
quite complex because of our lack of understanding of biological ramifications
of "underharvesting" or "overharvesting." A measure which reduces that
variability can be considered to provide a benefit in two ways: first, in the
form of a reduced risk of longer term damage to the stocks productivity; and
second, rrespective of effects on the longer term productivity of the stock, a
benefit derives from a closer matching of actual harvests to the
Council-determined socially optimal harvests over time.

Additional analysis on the weekly catch reports and on vessel check-in/check-
out requirements are provided in the Paperwork Reduction Act document (Form
SF83I).

V. PROPOSAL 3: IMPLEMENT THE NMFS HABITAT POLICY

The proposed action amends the FMP by modifying and adding certain sections
specifically to address the habitat requirements of individual species in the
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands groundfish fishery. The amendment describes the
diverse habitat types within the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands, delineates
the life states of the species, identifies potential sources of habitat
degradation and the potential risk to the fishery, and describes existing
programs, applicable to the area, that are designed to protect, maintain, or
restore the habitat of living marine resources. The amendment is not mandated
by law but rather responds to the Habitat Conservation Policy of the National
Marine Fisheries Service, which advocates emphatic consideration of habitat
concerns in the development or amendment of FMPs, and the strengthening of
NMFS' partnerships with states and the Councils on habitat issues. It also
provides the necessary authorization for institution of marine debris
restrictions and other regulations to protect the marine habitat.

Alternative 1 (Preferred) - Amend the FMP to address habitat considerations,
based on the best available information, to meet standards set forth in the
National Marine Fisheries Service's Habitat Conservation Policy.

This alternative focuses, within the FMP, on habitat as the source of
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productivity of a fishery and demonstrates Council awareness of potential
adverse and cumulative effects of man-induced habitat alterations on the
health of stocks and size of the harvest. It would provide legal foundation
for future Council expressions c¢f concern and action should the need arise,
and would provide the Secretary with & tasis for implementing appropriate
Council habitat recommendations tc the extent possible within legal and budget
limitations.

Alternative 2 - Amend the FMP to add a general habitat conservation cbjective.
However, the mcre detailed material that is under the Alternative 1 proposed
amendment would be included in a separate Council Habitat Document that would
be referenced in, but not part of, the FMP.

This slternative would issue the amendment text as a Council Habitat Document
separate from, but referenced in the FMP. Not subject to Secretarial
approval, it would provide essentially the same information without the need
for FMP amendment should the information change. Whether future Council
action based on information published separately from the FMP would have the
same legal effect is uncertain and is being evaluated.

Alternative 3 (Status Quo) - Do not amend the FMP to address habitat
considerations.

Under this alternative, the FMP would not be responsive to the NMFS Habitat
Conservation Policy.
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