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APPENDIX 1.    Socioeconomic Profile of Seattle 
According to the U.S. Census, the population of Seattle was 3,554,760 in 2000. This represents an 
increase of nearly 1 million people since the previous census in 1990. 

Locational issues are discussed with respect to the Seattle area and Alaska fisheries. The first part of the 
discussion is divided into three components: the institution of the Port of Seattle, the "traditional" 
community of Ballard, and the planning area construct of the Ballard Interbay Northend Manufacturing 
Industrial Center (BINMIC). Each component provides a different perspective on the Seattle 
social/socioeconomic ties to the fishery. 

The Port of Seattle 
Martin Associates (2000) provides an overall assessment of the economic impact of fishing activity based 
at Port of Seattle facilities. They conclude that such activity generates $400 million in wages (direct, 
indirect, and induced), $315 million in business revenues, $42 million in local purchases, and $48 million 
in state and local taxes. There is no way to desegregate the Alaskan distant water fleet from this overall 
impact, so the utility of the information for the present purposes is limited. They do provide estimates for 
the annual expenditures in Seattle of the various fishing vessels homeported there, and as might be 
expected, those for the larger vessels, such as participate in the Alaskan groundfish fisheries, are the 
highest in terms of expenditures per vessel – $250,000 for catcher trawlers, $900,000 for factory trawlers, 
and $1.7 million for motherships. Crabbers are in the $180,000 range. Most of the vessels in these classes 
homeported in Seattle probably participate in the Alaskan groundfish fisheries but also participate in other 

fisheries. There are also many vessels in the Seattle distant water fleet that do not participate in the 
Alaskan groundfish fisheries. The Port itself does not have information on moorage fees received, either 
in total or for segments of the fleet. 

The Port of Seattle is separate from the Municipality of Seattle and is an economically self-supporting 
entity. Besides its direct revenues, it receives 1 percent of the property tax collected in King County, but 
with a cap on funding not to exceed $33 million a year. In turn, all port revenues are charged a 12.4 
percent tax, which is split between the City of Seattle and the State of Washington (in lieu of property 
tax). The Port's charge is the development of infrastructure that will support local and regional economic 
activities, especially in cases where the rate of return on investment in that infrastructure may be too low 
(although still positive) for the private investor. Such development contributes to the overall economy of 
the region through synergistic and multiplier effects. 

Ballard 
When looked at on a neighborhood basis, one of more obvious foci of the distant water fishery in the 
greater Seattle area is the community of Ballard. Today the term "Ballard" represents a loosely defined 
geographical neighborhood of northwest Seattle. There is no geographically standard area for which 
various types of comparable information exists. Nonetheless, the area does have a geographical identity in 
peoples' minds and, together with Magnolia and Queen Anne, has its own yellow pages telephone 
directory (published by the Ballard and Magnolia Chambers of Commerce). The following brief section is 
based predominately on information from the Ballard Chamber of Commerce (1998), Reinartz (1988a, 
1988b, 1988c, 1988d), Hennig and Tripp (1988), and McRae (1988). 

Fishermen's Terminal on Salmon Bay is recognized as the home of the Pacific fishing fleet and has been 
characterized as the West Coast's "premier home port." Fishermen's Terminal (Salmon Bay Terminal) in 
turn has often been identified with Ballard, which was formerly a separate city (incorporated 1890) before 
annexation by Seattle in 1907. Until the construction of the Chittenden Locks and the Lake Washington 
Ship Canal, opened in 1917, Salmon Bay Terminal was confined to relatively small vessels but was the 
focus of a developing fishing fleet. Once the area was platted and incorporated, it quickly attracted settlers 
and industries desiring or dependent upon access to Puget Sound. The timber industry was the first to 
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develop, due to the need to clear land as well as the value of the timber that was available. By the end of 
the 1890s, Ballard was a well-established community with the world's largest shingle manufacturing 
industry, as well as boat building and fishing industries. By 1900 Ballard was the largest area of 
concentrated employment north of San Francisco. 

Ballard effectively blocked the expansion of Seattle to the north, and court decisions had given Seattle 
control over Ballard's freshwater supply, with the result that Ballard became part of Seattle in 1907. At 
that time the community had 17 shingle mills, 3 banks, 3 saw mills, 3 iron foundries, 3 shipyards, and 
approximately 300 wholesale and retail establishments. The Scandinavian identity of Ballard developed at 
or somewhat before this time. In 1910, first- and second-generation Scandinavian-Americans accounted 
for 34 percent of Ballard's population, and almost half of Ballard's population was foreign-born. 
Currently, less than 12 percent of the population is of Scandinavian descent, but the cultural association 
remains pervasive. 

Ballard's economy continued to develop and diversify, but it remained fundamentally dependent on 
natural resources, and especially timber and fishing. In 1930 the Seattle Weekly News reported that 200 of 
the 300 schooners of the North Pacific halibut fleet were homeported in Ballard, demonstrating not only 
the centrality of Ballard but the long-term importance of distant water fisheries to Seattle fishermen. In 
1936, the Port of Seattle built a new wharf at the Salmon Bay terminal, and in 1937 a large net and gear 
warehouse was scheduled for construction there. Over the years, Seattle-based vessels were central to the 
evolution of a number of North Pacific fisheries.  

Thus in some ways Ballard is considered a "fishing community within" Seattle. While this has historically 
been the case, when examined specifically with respect to the BSAI crab fishery, the area cannot cleanly 
be considered a "village within a city." While there is a concentration of multigenerational fishing 
families within the area, the "industrialization" of the Alaska fisheries has tended to disperse the ties and 
relationships. While support service businesses remain localized to a degree (as discussed in another 
section below), there does not appear to be a continuity of residential location that is applicable to the 
Alaska crab fishery. This is due to the many changes within the cluster of individual species fisheries that 
make up the overall Alaska crab fishery, and others in which these fishermen may participate. In 
summary, this "community within the community" issue is not straightforward due to the complex nature 
of historical ties, continuity of fishing support sector location through time, changes in the technology and 
methods of fishing, and industrialization of the fishery. Clearly, Seattle represents a different pattern of 
colocation of residence and industry with respect to the BSAI crab fishery than that seen in the relevant 
Alaska communities. 

The Ballard Interbay Northend Manufacturing Industrial Center 
One of the fundamental purposes for the establishment of the BINMIC Planning Committee was the 
recognition that this area provided a configuration of goods and services that supported the historical, 
industrial, and maritime character of the region. At the same time, developmental regional dynamics are 
promoting changes within the BINMIC area that may threaten the continued vitality of its maritime 
orientation. Among other objectives, the BINMIC final plan states: 

The fishing and maritime industry depends upon the BINMIC as its primary Seattle home 
port. To maintain and preserve this vital sector of our economy, scarce waterfront 
industrial land shall be preserved for water-dependent industrial uses and adequate 
uplands parcels shall be provided to sufficiently accommodate marine-related services 
and industries (BINMIC Planning Committee 1998:6). 

Previous documents produced for the NPFMC (e.g., NPFMC 2002; IAI 1998) have discussed the 
BINMIC area, and some of this information is abstracted below. It is now becoming dated, however, as 
the BINMIC planning document has remained in the form in which it was "finalized" and the City of 
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Seattle does not collect time series measures for the BINMIC area comparable to those, for example, 
collected for the Port of Seattle.  

As previously noted, Ballard, in northwest Seattle, is commonly identified as the center of Seattle's 
fishing community. This may be true in a historical residential sense, but commercial fishing-related 
suppliers and offices are spread along both sides of Salmon Bay-Lake Washington Ship Canal, around 
Lake Union, along 15th Avenue West through Queen Anne, and then along the shores of Elliot Bay on 
both sides of Pier 91. Not surprisingly, this is also the rough outline of the formal boundaries of BINMIC, 
which is bordered by the Ballard, Fremont, Queen Anne, Magnolia, and Interbay neighborhoods. It is 
defined so as to exclude most residential areas, but to include manufacturing, wholesale trade, and 
transportation-related businesses. It includes rail transportation, ocean and freshwater freight facilities, 
fishing and tug terminals, moorage for commercial and recreational boats, warehouses, manufacturing 
and retail uses, and various port facilities (Terminal 86, Piers 90 and 91). 

The BINMIC "Economic Analysis" document (Economic Consulting Services 1997) uses much of the 
same information as was reviewed above, in combination with an economic characterization of the 
BINMIC area, to establish that certain economic activities are especially important for that area. One of 
these activities is commercial fishing, although again the specific extent of connections to the BSAI crab 
fishery in particular are difficult to establish. 

The BINMIC area is relatively small, but contributes disproportionately to the city and regional economy. 
Again, those characteristics are part of what determined its borders. The BINMIC resident population is 
only 1,120 (1990 census), but there are 1,048 businesses in the area and 16,093 employees. The great 
majority of business firms are small, 85 percent have fewer than 26 employees, but accounted for only 30 
percent of total BINMIC employment. Self-employed individuals (i.e., fishermen) are probably not 
included in these numbers. 

An important indicator of the importance of commercial fishing and other maritime activities is the 
availability of commercial moorage. As of 1994, more than 50 percent of all commercial moorage 
available in Puget Sound was located in Seattle, and of that, more than 50 percent was in the BINMIC 
area (representing 30 percent of all commercial moorage in the Puget Sound area). Thus, the BINMIC 
area is clearly important in terms of being an area where vessels (especially larger commercial vessels) 
are concentrated. The Port of Seattle has concluded that only the ports of Olympia and Tacoma at present 
provide a significant source of moorage in Puget Sound outside of Seattle. Port Angeles may build 
additional capacity at some point in the future. Olympia's facility was rebuilt in 1988. Some older 
moorage constructed of timber piling prior to 1950 is nearing the end of its useful life and will need to be 
replaced. On the other hand, it is expected that much of the private old timber moorage will not be 
replaced, so that overall moorage capacity will decline. In the Seattle area, there has also been a dynamic 
whereby commercial moorage had been converted to recreational moorage. Within the BINMIC area, 
recreational moorage within the UI Shoreline is prohibited altogether, because of the importance of 
commercial activity and the danger of interference from recreational moorage. The Port has concluded 
that it is unlikely that any new private commercial moorage will be developed (because of cost and 
regulatory regime) and is examining their options (Port of Seattle 1994). As previously mentioned, the 
Port is pursuing a program of repairing its facilities where economically feasible (when it can be fairly 
well assured of a steady tenant). 

The BINMIC area is fairly well "built out." The BINMIC area contains 971 acres, divided into 806 
parcels with an average size of 1.043 acres, but a median size of 0.207 acres. Thus there are many small 
parcels. Public entities of one sort or another own 574.8 acres (59 percent). The Port of Seattle is the 
largest landowner with 166 acres, while the city has 109 acres. Private land holders own 396 acres, of 
which only 19.45 acres were classified as vacant – 19.27 acres in 81 parcels as vacant industrial land and 
0.18 acres in 2 parcels as vacant commercial land. An additional 200.76 acres were classified as 
"underutilized," meaning that it had few buildings or other improvements on it. This classification does 
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not mean that the land may not be in use in a fruitful way (for instance, storage of gear or other use that is 
not capital intensive). 

Economic Consulting Services (1997, Appendix C) lists 85 companies that have a processing presence in 
Washington State. Of these, over half (47) are located in Seattle, with many in the surrounding 
communities (Bellevue, Kirkland, Redmond). Of these 47, at least 18 are located within the BINMIC 
area, and the rest are located very near the boundaries of the BINMIC. Some examples of fairly large 
fishing entities that are located within the BINMIC (as well as elsewhere) are Trident Seafoods, Icicle 
Seafoods, Ocean Beauty Seafoods, Peter Pan, Alaska Fresh Seafood, and NorQuest Seafoods. All 
demonstrate some degree of integration of various fishing industry enterprises. 

The BINMIC area of Seattle displays the following characteristics, which indicate its important economic 
roles: 

• significant component of, and plays a vital role in, the greater Seattle economy; 
• integrated into local, regional, national, and multinational markets; 
• key port for trade with Alaskan and the West Coast, Pacific, and Alaska fishing industries and the 

Alaskan fishery is especially significant; 
• Salmon Bay, Ship Canal, and Ballard function as a small port of its own but also support fishing 

and a wide range of other maritime activities - including recreation and tourist vessels and 
activities; and 

• an area of concentration of businesses, corporations, organizations, institutions, and agencies that 
participate in, regulate, supply, service, administer, and finance the fishing industry. 

Importance of Fisheries and Seafood Industry 
Chase and Pascall (1996) focus on the importance of Alaska as a market for Seattle region (Puget Sound) 
produced goods and services. They do so by identifying particular industrial sectors that generate the bulk 
of these economic impacts, but they do not locate these industrial sectors in terms of particular geographic 
locations within the region. In their discussion of the fisheries sector, Chase and Pascall indicate that only 
a fraction of the regional economy is based on fishing and seafood processing industries, but that these 
industry sectors are concentrated in several communities and rely heavily on North Pacific (Alaskan) 
resources. The communities that they single out are Bellingham, Anacortes, and the Ballard neighborhood 
of Seattle. They say that Seattle is the major base for vessels for various fisheries – groundfish (catcher 
vessels, catcher processors, motherships), halibut, crab, salmon, and others. There are numerous 
secondary processing plants in the region, and about 60 percent of the seafood harvested and shipped 
south for processing moves through the Port of Tacoma (Chase and Pascall 1996:23). 

The relative value of Alaskan shellfish (crab, shrimp, etc.) for the Seattle fleet varies from year to year, 
but in 1994 was about 25 percent of the ex-vessel value of the Alaska/North Pacific commercial fishing 
harvest (Chase and Pascall 1996:26), which represented about 75 percent by harvest value, and 92 percent 
by weight, of all fish harvested by the Puget Sound fishing fleet (Chase and Pascall 1996:23 – citing 
ADF&G, NPFMC, NMFS). Since that time, crab harvests have declined considerably, however, so this 
percentage would now be smaller. 

Other relatively recent work (Martin O'Connell Associates 1994) indicates the wide range of activities 
that the Port of Seattle supports and the web of support services that commercial fishing helps support, 
but it provides no measure of the contribution of the BSAI crab fishery to this support. Fishing activities 
are included in this study only to the extent that they are reflected in activities at Fishermen's Terminal. 
This would generally reflect Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska catcher vessel activity but would also include 
a great number of other smaller vessels moored at Fishermen's Terminal. On the other hand, it would also 
include some Alaskan groundfish activity of similarly sized and somewhat larger vessels, and some 
factory trawlers. It would not include the activities of larger Alaskan groundfish vessels such as catcher 
processor, mothership, and secondary processing activities. By their estimation, fishing activity at 



BSAI Groundfish Amendment 80  Appendices 

Public Review Draft May 5, 2006   367

Fishermen's Terminal in 1993 generated 4,007 direct jobs (the majority of them crew positions), earning 
an average of $48,690 per direct job (total $195 million). Also, an additional 2,765 induced and indirect 
jobs were created. Fishing businesses also expended $145 million on local purchases of goods and 
services (Martin O'Connell Associates 1994:45-49). Again, this does not indicate the contribution of the 
BSAI crab fishery so much as it establishes that the local fishing/processing economy is densely 
developed.  

Natural Resource Consultants (NRC) has compiled quite comprehensive accounts of commercial fishing 
activity by the Seattle and Washington state fleets (NRC 1986, 1999). They provide a brief historical 
narrative on the development of the various fisheries and then a more detailed summary of the status of 
fish stocks and historical harvest information. In 1986, the estimated ex-vessel value of the grand total of 
all seafood taken from local waters by Washington's local fleet was about $93 million (NRC 1986:18,19). 
Distant water fisheries, primarily in the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea, yielded an estimated grand 
total of $290 million by 1,371 vessels with an aggregate crew of 6,088 (NRC 1986:28,33). The joint 
venture fleet accounted for about $80 million (ex-vessel) of this, with about 81 vessels and 405 crew, with 
an additional 11 catcher processors accounting for another $25 million (ex-vessel) and about 330 jobs. In 
terms of weight or volume, 92 percent of the seafood harvested by Washington fishermen came from 
Alaskan waters, and only 7 percent from local waters. In terms of ex-vessel value, the Alaskan harvest 
was worth $283 million and local harvest $110 million (and other harvest $8 million). None of these 
general statements had changed to any appreciable degree by 1998/99, and Alaskan distant waters 
fisheries still provided 95 percent of the harvest for the Washington state fishing fleet (NRC 1999). 

Most of the Alaskan catch was processed to some extent in Alaska by processing entities based in Seattle 
(i.e., either by mobile facilities or onshore facilities owned by Seattle-based entities). NRC states that 
there were about 130 seafood processing/wholesaling and 33 wholesale/cold storage companies in 
Washington in 1985, operating 250 primary processing and wholesale plants in Washington and 120 
shore based or at sea in Alaska. Washington processing employment was 4,000 seasonally and in Alaska 
was 8,000, with half coming from Washington (NRC 1986:35-39). A similar NRC study in 1988 found 
that Washington fishermen harvested about 80 percent (ex-vessel value) of their catch in distant waters, 
with 98 percent of that coming from Alaskan waters. About 72 Washington state vessels participated in 
the joint venture trawl fishery, directly employing about 360 people. There were also 43 catcher 
processors employing about 2,200 people, and 26 shore-based trawlers, employing about 130 people. 

Turning to relatively more recent data, Chase and Pascall (1996) focus on the importance of Alaska as a 
market for Seattle region (Puget Sound) produced goods and services. They do so by identifying 
particular industrial sectors that generate the bulk of these economic impacts, but they do not locate these 
industrial sectors in terms of particular geographic locations within the region. In their discussion of the 
fisheries sector, Chase and Pascall indicate that only a fraction of the regional economy is based on 
fishing and seafood processing industries, but that these industry sectors are concentrated in several 
communities and rely heavily on North Pacific (Alaskan) resources. The communities that they single out 
are Bellingham, Anacortes, and the Ballard neighborhood of Seattle. They say that Seattle is the major 
base for vessels for various fisheries – groundfish (catcher vessels, catcher processors, motherships), 
halibut, crab, salmon, and others. There are numerous secondary processing plants in the region, and 
about 60 percent of the seafood harvested and shipped south for processing moves through the Port of 
Tacoma (Chase and Pascall 1996:23). 

The relative value of Alaskan shellfish (crab, shrimp, etc.) for the Seattle fleet varies from year to year, 
but in 1994 was about 25 percent of the ex-vessel value of the Alaska/North Pacific commercial fishing 
harvest (Chase and Pascall 1996:26), which represented about 75 percent by harvest value, and 92 percent 
by weight, of all fish harvested by the Puget Sound fishing fleet (Chase and Pascall 1996:23 – citing 
ADF&G, NPFMC, NMFS). Since that time, crab harvests have declined considerably, however, so this 
percentage would now be smaller. 
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Other relatively recent work (Martin O'Connell Associates 1994) indicates the wide range of activities 
that the Port of Seattle supports and the web of support services that commercial fishing helps support, 
but it provides no measure of the contribution of the BSAI crab fishery to this support. Fishing activities 
are included in this study only to the extent that they are reflected in activities at Fishermen's Terminal. 
This would generally reflect Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska catcher vessel activity but would also include 
a great number of other smaller vessels moored at Fishermen's Terminal. On the other hand, it would also 
include some Alaskan groundfish activity of similarly sized and somewhat larger vessels, and some 
factory trawlers. It would not include the activities of larger Alaskan groundfish vessels such as catcher 
processor, mothership, and secondary processing activities. By their estimation, fishing activity at 
Fishermen's Terminal in 1993 generated 4,007 direct jobs (the majority of them crew positions), earning 
an average of $48,690 per direct job (total $195 million). Also, an additional 2,765 induced and indirect 
jobs were created. Fishing businesses also expended $145 million on local purchases of goods and 
services (Martin O'Connell Associates 1994:45-49). Again, this does not indicate the contribution of the 
BSAI crab fishery so much as it establishes that the local fishing/processing economy is densely 
developed. Also, if the estimates or models of vessel expenditures developed for operations using 
Fishermen's Terminal can be extrapolated to other vessels based in Seattle, an estimate of the contribution 
of the BSAI crab fishery may be possible. 

A summary profile of the Puget Sound maritime industry, which includes commercial fishing, is included 
in Economic Development Council of Seattle and King County 1995 (Appendix A:39-49). Pertinent 
information has been abstracted here. The list of included businesses is quite long and is a good indicator 
of how far indirect benefits can spread: 

. . . cargo shipping, tugs and barges, commercial fishing and supply; ship and boat building; 
cruise ships; vessel design and repair; fueling; moorage; the fabrication and sale 
of marine gear such as electronics; refrigeration, hydraulics, and propulsion equipment; 
the operation of marinas, dry docks and boat yards; services provided by customs and 
insurance brokers and shipping agents; and maritime professional services including 
admittedly law, marine surveying and naval architecture (Appendix A:39). 

It was estimated that in 1992 there were 30,000 jobs in the maritime sector within the four-county region, 
including 10,000 in commercial fishing, 7,000 in fish processing, 5,000 in marine recreation, and 3,900 in 
boat building and repair. Average wages were estimated at $24,000 for fish processors, $32,000 for ship 
and boat building and repair, and $50,000 to $80,000 for commercial fishing. The sector is one noted for 
providing entry-level positions for those with limited education and job skills, so that they can learn a 
high-wage job. Each job in this sector creates or supports one to two other jobs in the regional economy, 
and each dollar of sector output generates about one additional dollar in output from the rest of the 
economy. 

Seattle offers the maritime sector, and the distant water fleet in particular, a "critical mass" of businesses 
that allows vessel owners and other buyers a competitive choice of goods and services. The same is true 
to a lesser extent of other regional ports, such as Tacoma. Efficient land transportation systems are also 
critical, and Seattle has good rail and truck linkages (and the Port of Seattle is working to improve them).  

Although the maritime sector is an important one for the region, some of its components are currently 
experiencing some difficult times. Other regional communities (Anacortes, Bellingham, Port Townsend) 
as well as locations in Alaska (closer to the distant fishing waters) are working to develop port facilities to 
lure vessels so that they may gain the economic benefits of the associated support and supply business. 
Common sorts of projects are the improvement of shoreside access, building additional moorage, or work 
and storage capacity. 

NRC revised some of their earlier work and added additional analysis focused specifically on the 
contributions of inshore Washington state (but also Alaska) processing plants to the Washington State 
economy (NRC 1991/92, 1997). The Washington inshore seafood processing industry purchased $859.5 
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million of raw material in 1991, $720.1 million from Alaska, and $139.4 million from Washington 
waters. Salmon accounted for 46 percent of the total value of these purchases, shellfish for 20 percent, 
groundfish for 19 percent, halibut for 11 percent, and other species for much less. The total finished 
product from all this raw material was worth $2.1 billion ($1.8 billion from the Alaskan raw material). 
Salmon accounted for $780 million of the final product's value, shellfish for $563 million, and groundfish 
for $482 million. "... inshore processors operating in Alaska and Washington account for more than 50 
percent of the value of U.S. seafood exports" (NRC nd:4). For 1996, the total purchased was comparable 
at $877.2 million – 41 percent salmon, 20 percent shellfish, groundfish 15 percent, halibut 9 percent, 
herring 7 percent, and other species much less. The total finished product totaled $2.17 billion, $1.9 
billion from Alaskan material. Salmon accounted for 35 percent, shellfish for 28 percent, and groundfish 
for 18 percent. Thus Alaskan shellfish is at least as important in terms of value of product as is groundfish 
for 1991-1996.  

Expenditure patterns for Washington (and Washington-owned Alaskan) inshore plants were modeled in 
these NRC documents. Inshore plants expenditures average 46 percent for their raw materials (fish and 
shellfish), 16 percent for wages and benefits, 9 percent for processing materials, and 7 percent for 
tendering and other transportation costs. About 55 percent of these expenditures were made in 
Washington, 43 percent in Alaska, and 2 percent from other states. This is stated to include fish and 
shellfish purchased in Alaska from fishermen who homeport in Washington (NRC nd:9), and economic 
benefits were produced from these expenditures in direct proportion to their magnitude. 

The estimated total economic output from primary and secondary processing activities for all seafood to 
the Washington state economy in 1991 was calculated to be $1.865 billion. This was the result of three 
main factors (in order of their significance in terms of contributions to economic benefits): 

• A substantial portion of expenditures for raw material (fish) in Alaska is made to 
fishermen whose home ports are in Washington. 

• The majority of administrative and sales functions of processing companies are carried 
out in Washington. 

• A major portion of support industries (equipment and packaging manufacturing) is 
located in Washington. 

In 1996 the Washington inshore seafood industry generated 32,837 full-time equivalent jobs (21,308 in 
Washington and 11,529 in Alaska) and $791 million of earnings impacts ($532 million in Washington 
and $259 million in Alaska). In terms of economic output, it contributed $1.9 billion to the Washington 
state economy and $1.2 billion to the Alaska state economy (NRC 1997). As noted earlier, these data 
underscore the interrelatedness of the economies of Alaska and Washington and, as has been seen through 
the sector profiles and the ties to particular communities, the ties between Seattle and specific Alaska 
communities. Companies based in Washington depend on Alaska fisheries for the great bulk of the raw 
materials processed in Washington, and residents of both states harvest Bering Sea resources. Also, as 
noted earlier, the corporate offices and sales outlets of the processing companies are located in 
Washington, as are most of the suppliers and support services for the industry. 
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APPENDIX 2.    Allocation Percentages 
 
Table A2-1 Percent of the Amendment 80 species allocated to the Non-AFA Trawl CP sector  

Year 

Average 
Annual 

Retained 
Catch of 
Sector 

Average 
Annual Total 

Catch of 
Sector 

Option 3.1 
(Total/Total) 

Option 3.2 
(Retain/Retain) 

Option 3.3 
(Retain/Total) 

 Atka Mackerel (2005 ITAC was 6,375 mt EAI/BS, 30,175 mt CAI, & 17,000 mt WAI) 
1995-2003 45,236 52,391 84.8% 91.9% 73.2% 
1997-2002 39,924 44,608 84.6% 92.5% 75.7% 
1998-2002 39,440 43,899 87.6% 96.1% 78.7% 
1998-2003 39,159 44,739 88.1% 96.7% 77.1% 
1999-2003 39,009 44,965 90.3% 99.6% 78.3% 
2000-2003 37,708 44,088 90.3% 99.8% 77.2% 

Flathead Sole (2005 ITAC was 16,575 mt) 
1995-2003 10,584 13,701 76.4% 97.1% 59.0% 
1997-2002 11,888 15,140 78.6% 97.4% 61.7% 
1998-2002 12,245 15,289 80.5% 97.9% 64.5% 
1998-2003 11,725 14,630 80.8% 98.1% 64.7% 
1999-2003 10,969 13,632 80.9% 98.2% 65.1% 
2000-2003 10,804 13,438 80.9% 98.1% 65.0% 

AI Pacific Ocean Perch (2005 ITAC was 2,618 mt EAI, 2,580 mt CAI, & 4,322 mt WAI) 
1995-2003 8,444 9,766 90.6% 99.0% 78.3% 
1997-2002 8,195 9,283 92.9% 99.9% 82.0% 
1998-2002 7,769 8,828 93.3% 100.0% 82.1% 
1998-2003 8,112 9,331 91.4% 99.2% 79.5% 
1999-2003 8,193 9,492 90.9% 99.1% 78.5% 
2000-2003 7,847 9,170 91.0% 98.8% 77.9% 

Rock Sole (2005 ITAC was 35,275 mt) 
1995-2003 13,020 29,149 65.8% 94.1% 29.4% 
1997-2002 13,133 29,616 67.9% 94.2% 30.1% 
1998-2002 11,875 27,132 69.9% 95.9% 30.6% 
1998-2003 12,126 27,075 70.8% 96.6% 31.7% 
1999-2003 12,684 27,988 71.5% 96.8% 32.4% 
2000-2003 13,380 28,463 73.4% 96.9% 34.5% 

Yellowfin Sole (2005 ITAC was 77,083 mt) 
1995-2003 51,892 67,536 67.6% 78.1% 52.0% 
1997-2002 52,940 67,782 71.3% 82.6% 55.7% 
1998-2002 45,501 59,042 75.9% 88.5% 58.5% 
1998-2003 46,968 59,864 77.6% 89.6% 60.9% 
1999-2003 45,621 57,453 79.4% 91.3% 63.0% 
2000-2003 48,099 59,622 80.9% 92.8% 65.3% 

aData is not yet available for the 2004 period, so 2003 was the latest year used. 
Source: Data summarized from 1995-2003 NOAA Fisheries Weekly Production Reports and 1995-2003 ADFG groundfish fish 

tickets. Total harvest for all sectors is from NOAA Fisheries blend data (1995-2002) and Catch Accounting System (2003). The 
2003 fish ticket data should be considered preliminary. 
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APPENDIX 3.    Draft Cost, Earnings and Employment Survey 
This survey is provided to inform the reader of the types of data that are anticipated being collected. 
Before the survey can be finalized, it will need to undergo additional review by economists working with 
the effected members of the Non-AFA Trawl CP sector. That review and the development process are 
intended to be completed in a timely fashion so it will not delay implementation of the overall program. 
 

 

Cost, Earnings and Employment Survey 
for 

Non-AFA Trawl Catcher-Processors 
 
 

Vessel Name: {provide info we have} 

Owner: {provide info we have} 
 

 

Instructions for Completing Questionnaires 
 

This questionnaire is designed to collect information on individual vessels even if the vessel is 
part of a larger company. The intent is to evaluate each vessel as a stand-alone entity. If this 
vessel is part of a larger company with multiple vessels or other operations we request that you 
report only costs and revenues that are allocated to this vessel.  
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Person Completing the Survey 
Name:______________________________________________________ 

Title: ______________________________________________________ 

Telephone Number:_____________________FAX __________________  

E-mail address:_______________________________________________ 
 

Current Company and Vessel Information 
 
1. Please verify or correct the following information about the owner of this vessel.  

 

 If all of the information in the table below is correct, please check ( ) this box . 
 

Item (1) 

Information On Record 

(2) 

CORRECTIONS or ADDITIONS 

a. Vessel Name [provide information we have]  

b. Owner [provide information we have]  

c. Address 1 [provide information we have]  

d. Address 2 [provide information we have]  

e. City [provide information we have]  

f. State [provide information we have]  

g. Zip [provide information we have]  
 

2. What was the starting date (mm/dd/yyyy) of this vessel’s 2006 fiscal year? 

 

STARTING DATE OF 2006 FISCAL YEAR  (___/___/___) 

        mm dd yyyy 

 

3. Please verify or correct the following information about this vessel.  
 

 If all of the information in the table below is correct, please check ( ) this box . 
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Item (1) 

Information on Record 

(2) 

CORRECTIONS or ADDITIONS 

a. USCG Vessel ID [provide info we have]  

b. ADF&G Vessel ID [provide info we have]  

c. Home Port [provide info we have]  

d. US Gross Registered 
Tonnage 

[provide info we have]  

e. Net Tonnage [provide info we have]  

f. Length Overall [provide info we have]  

g. Beam [provide info we have]  

h. Shaft Horsepower [provide info we have]  

i. Fuel Capacity (US gal.) [provide info we have]  

j.Year Built [provide info we have]  
k. Year of rebuild   
 

4. What was the most recent survey value, rounded to the nearest 100 dollars, of the vessel and equipment 
(fair market value)?    

 

 US $ _________________________ SURVEY VALUE (FAIR MARKET VALUE) 
 

4a. What was the date (mm/dd/yyyy) of this vessel’s last value survey? 

 

 ____/____/_____ DATE OF LAST VALUE SURVEY 

 mm dd yyyy 

 

4b. Did the survey value given above reflect the value of permits and groundfish 
licenses associated with the vessel at the time of the value survey? 

   1 YES (Value of permits/licenses $________) 

2 NO 

4c. Did the survey value given above reflect the value of processing equipment on 
the vessel at the time of the value survey? 

   1 YES (Value of that equipment $__________) 

2 NO 
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Fiscal Year 2006 Questionnaire 

 

All of the following questions pertain to the vessel’s fiscal year. 

 

Section 1: Vessel Characteristics in Fiscal Year 2006 
1.1 How much freezer space (measured in pounds of product) did the vessel have at the 

beginning of fiscal year 2006 (round to the nearest 100 pounds)?  

 

a. Product Freezer Storage ___________Lbs. 

 

1.2 Please indicate the number and type of processing equipment this vessel had in place at the 
beginning of the 2006 fiscal year for each type listed below. 

 

  Manufacturer  Model # Model Year Number of Units 

 

Example: Baader   176  2001  2 

 

1.  ___________  _______ _____  ____________ 

2.  ___________  _______ _____  ____________ 

3.  ___________  _______ _____  ____________ 

4.  ___________  _______ _____  ____________ 

5.  ___________  _______ _____  ____________ 

6.  ___________  _______ _____  ____________ 

7.  ___________  _______ _____  ____________ 

8.  ___________  _______ _____  ____________ 

9.  ___________  _______ _____  ____________ 
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1.3 For each of the following activities please give the vessel’s average fuel consumption per 
hour during fiscal year 2006. If not applicable please write “NA”. 

 
ACTIVITIES GALLONS OF FUEL  

PER HOUR 

a. Fishing and processing North Pacific groundfish  

b. Steaming - fully loaded with product  

c. Steaming - empty  

 
1.4 Fuel Usage and Days Fished during fiscal year 2006. Any portion of a day fished or 
processing would count as one day. 

 

Total Gallons of Fuel Used in 2006:  ___________ Gallons 

Total Cost of Fuel for Vessel in 2006  $_________ 

Total Days Fished (groundfish) in 2006 ___________Days 

Total Days Fished (Other species) in 2006 ___________Days 

Total Days Spent Processing in 2006  ___________Days 

Section 2: Fiscal 2006 Revenues 
 

2.1 Please give the total amount of revenue received from each of the following categories for 
fiscal year 2006 (rounded to the nearest 100 dollars). 

 

REVENUE CATEGORY (US $) 

a. Total fishery product sales revenue (including inventory)  

b. Income derived from lease of fishery permits or 
catch/processing rights normally associated with this vessel  

 

c. All other income derived from vessel operations (e.g., 
tendering, charters, cargo transport, etc.) 

 

 

2.2 Please give the number of days in fiscal 2006 that the vessel was laid up or in the shipyard. 

 _______________ DAYS LAID UP OR IN SHIPYARD 

Section 3: Fiscal 2006 Expenditures and Materials Usage 
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Capital Expenditures 
 

3.1 Please give the fiscal year 2006 capital expenditures associated with each of the following 
categories for this vessel. Round all answers to the nearest 100 dollars. 

CAPITAL EXPENDITURE CATEGORY TOTAL CAPITALIZED 
EXPENDITURE(US $) 

a. Purchases of fishery permits and licenses (capitalized)  

b. Fishing gear (nets, net electronics, doors, cables, etc.)  

c. Expenditures on processing equipment   

d. Expenditures on vessel and on-board equipment (other 
than fishing gear or processing equipment) 

 

e. Other capital expenditures related to vessel operations  

 

Expenses 
3.2 For each expense category, please provide the total 2006 fiscal year expenditure. Round all 

answers to the nearest 100 dollars.         
    

 

EXPENSE CATEGORY 

TOTAL 
EXPENDITURES for 
2006 FISCAL YEAR 

(US $) 

a. CDQ royalties  

b. Uncapitalized lease or purchase of fishery permits or 
catch/processing quota 

 

c. Fisheries landings taxes  

d. Observer fees  

e. Technicians (on board)  

f. Processing labor expenses (including bonuses and payroll taxes but 
excluding benefits and insurance) 

 

g. Labor expenses for all other crew on board the vessel (including 
bonuses and payroll taxes but excluding benefits and insurance)  

 

h. Fuel and lube  

i. Food and provisions (not paid by crew)  



BSAI Groundfish Amendment 80  Appendices 

Public Review Draft May 5, 2006   377

j. Product packaging materials  

k. Cooperative costs (including lawyer and accountant costs, 

association fees, reporting costs, etc.) 

 

 l. Total fish purchases (excluding those accounted for in (a) and (b))  

m. Sales cost for non-FOB sales   

n. Freight and storage cost other than for products (e.g., gear, supplies, 
etc.) 

 

o. Lease expenses for this vessel and all on-board equipment  

p. Repair and maintenance expenses for vessel and processing 
equipment (including shipyard accrual and all purchases of parts and 
equipment that were expensed in fiscal year 2006) 

 

q. Fishing gear leases, repairs and purchases fully expensed in fiscal 
year 2006 (e.g., nets, net electronics, doors, cables, etc.) 

 

r. Insurance (vessel insurance, P&I, and other insurance associated with 
the operation of this vessel) 

 

s. Recruitment, travel, benefits and other employee related costs 
(excluding food and provisions and other employee costs already 
provided in question 3.3 e. and 3.3 f.)  

 

t. General and Administrative (including professional services and 
management fees, excluding costs under 3.2(k))  

 

u. Interest payments  

v. Depreciation and Amortization  

w. Capital Construction Fund (CCF) contributions  

x. All other expenses not included in this table (excluding capitalized 
expenditures) 

 

Section 4: Fiscal 2006 Labor 
4.1 Please provide the average number of processing positions and the average number of all 

other positions aboard this vessel while fishing and processing during the 2006 fiscal year. 
The sum of the number of positions should equal the total number of employees aboard the 
vessel (on average). 

 

Average Number of Processing Positions _______________ 

Total Number of Processing Employees that worked on the vessel during 2006 ___________  

Average Number of all Fishing Positions _______________ 
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Total Number of Harvesting Employees that worked on the vessel during 2006 ___________ 

Average Number of Other Vessel Support Positions ____________ 

Total Number of Vessel Support Employees that worked on the vessel during 2006 
___________ 

 

4.2. On average, how many hours per day did a typical processing line employee work during 

fiscal year 2006? ___________________Hours 

4.3 Did the vessel use a crew or revenue share system to pay processing or non-processing crew 
in fiscal year 2006? (Circle one number for each) 

 YES  NO 

 a. To pay some processing crew ........................................................ 1   2 

 b. To pay all processing crew ............................................................ 1  2  

 c. To pay some non-processing crew................................................. 1  2 
 d. To pay all non-processing crew ..............................................................  1  2 

 

 



One Hundred Eighth Congress 
of the 

United States of America 
AT THE SECOND SESSION 

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Tuesday, 
the twentieth day of January, two thousand and four 

An Act 

Making appropriations for foreign operations, export financing, and related programs for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2005, and for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the `Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2005'. 

SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 
Sec. 3. References. 
Sec. 4. Statement of appropriations. 

 
 
SEC. 219. (a) DEFINITIONS- In this section: 

(1) AFA TRAWL CATCHER PROCESSOR SUBSECTOR- The term `AFA trawl 
catcher processor subsector' means the owners of each catcher/processor listed in 
paragraphs (1) through (20) of section 208(e) of the American Fisheries Act (16 U.S.C. 
1851 note). 
(2) BSAI- The term `BSAI' has the meaning given the term `Bering Sea and Aleutian 
Islands Management Area' in section 679.2 of title 50, Code of Federal Regulations (or 
successor regulation). 
(3) CATCHER PROCESSOR SUBSECTOR- The term `catcher processor subsector' 
means, as appropriate, one of the following: 

(A) The longline catcher processor subsector. 
(B) The AFA trawl catcher processor subsector. 
(C) The non-AFA trawl catcher processor subsector. 
(D) The pot catcher processor subsector. 

(4) COUNCIL- The term `Council' means the North Pacific Fishery Management 
Council established in section 302(a)(1)(G) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1852(a)(1)(G)). 
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(5) LLP LICENSE- The term `LLP license' means a Federal License Limitation program 
groundfish license issued pursuant to section 679.4(k) of title 50, Code of Federal 
Regulations (or successor regulation). 
(6) LONGLINE CATCHER PROCESSOR SUBSECTOR- The term `longline catcher 
processor subsector' means the holders of an LLP license that is noninterim and 
transferable, or that is interim and subsequently becomes noninterim and transferable, 
and that is endorsed for Bering Sea or Aleutian Islands catcher processor fishing activity, 
C/P, Pcod, and hook and line gear. 
(7) NON-AFA TRAWL CATCHER PROCESSOR SUBSECTOR- The term `non-AFA 
trawl catcher processor subsector' means the owner of each trawl catcher processor-- 

(A) that is not an AFA trawl catcher processor; 
(B) to whom a valid LLP license that is endorsed for Bering Sea or Aleutian 
Islands trawl catcher processor fishing activity has been issued; and 
(C) that the Secretary determines has harvested with trawl gear and processed not 
less than a total of 150 metric tons of non-pollock groundfish during the period 
January 1, 1997 through December 31, 2002. 

(8) NON-POLLOCK GROUNDFISH FISHERY- The term `non-pollock groundfish 
fishery' means target species of Atka mackerel, flathead sole, Pacific cod, Pacific Ocean 
perch, rock sole, turbot, or yellowfin sole harvested in the BSAI. 
(9) POT CATCHER PROCESSOR SUBSECTOR- The term `pot catcher processor 
subsector' means the holders of an LLP license that is noninterim and transferable, or that 
is interim and subsequently becomes noninterim and transferable, and that is endorsed for 
Bering Sea or Aleutian Islands catcher processor fishing activity, C/P, Pcod, and pot gear. 
(10) SECRETARY- Except as otherwise provided in this Act, the term `Secretary' means 
the Secretary of Commerce. 

(b) AUTHORITY FOR BSAI CATCHER PROCESSOR CAPACITY REDUCTION 
PROGRAM- 

(1) IN GENERAL- A fishing capacity reduction program for the non-pollock groundfish 
fishery in the BSAI is authorized to be financed through a capacity reduction loan of not 
more than $75,000,000 under sections 1111 and 1112 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936 
(46 U.S.C. App. 1279f and 1279g). 
(2) RELATIONSHIP TO MERCHANT MARINE ACT, 1936- The fishing capacity 
reduction program authorized by paragraph (1) shall be a program for the purposes of 
subsection (e) of section 1111 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936 (46 U.S.C. App. 1279f), 
except, notwithstanding subsection (b)(4) of such section, the capacity reduction loan 
authorized by paragraph (1) may have a maturity not to exceed 30 years. 

(c) AVAILABILITY OF CAPACITY REDUCTION FUNDS TO CATCHER PROCESSOR 
SUBSECTORS- 

(1) IN GENERAL- The Secretary shall make available the amounts of the capacity 
reduction loan authorized by subsection (b)(1) to each catcher processor subsector as 
described in this subsection. 
(2) INITIAL AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS- The Secretary shall make available the 
amounts of the capacity reduction loan authorized by subsection (b)(1) as follows: 

(A) Not more than $36,000,000 for the longline catcher processor subsector. 
(B) Not more than $6,000,000 for the AFA trawl catcher processor subsector. 
(C) Not more than $31,000,000 for the non-AFA trawl catcher processor 
subsector. 
(D) Not more than $2,000,000 for the pot catcher processor subsector. 

(3) OTHER AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS- After January 1, 2009, the Secretary may 
make available for fishing capacity reduction to one or more of the catcher processor 



subsectors any amounts of the capacity reduction loan authorized by subsection (b)(1) 
that have not been expended by that date. 

(d) BINDING REDUCTION CONTRACTS- 
(1) REQUIREMENT FOR CONTRACTS- The Secretary may not provide funds to a 
person under the fishing capacity reduction program authorized by subsection (b) if such 
person does not enter into a binding reduction contract between the United States and 
such person, the performance of which may only be subject to the approval of an 
appropriate capacity reduction plan under subsection (e). 
(2) REQUIREMENT TO REVOKE LICENSES- The Secretary shall revoke all Federal 
fishery licenses, fishery permits, and area and species endorsements issued for a vessel, 
or any vessel named on an LLP license purchased through the fishing capacity reduction 
program authorized by subsection (b). 

(e) DEVELOPMENT, APPROVAL, AND NOTIFICATION OF CAPACITY REDUCTION 
PLANS- 

(1) DEVELOPMENT- Each catcher processor subsector may, after notice to the Council, 
submit to the Secretary a capacity reduction plan for the appropriate subsector to promote 
sustainable fisheries management through the removal of excess harvesting capacity from 
the non-pollock groundfish fishery. 
(2) APPROVAL BY THE SECRETARY- The Secretary is authorized to approve a 
capacity reduction plan submitted under paragraph (1) if such plan-- 

(A) is consistent with the requirements of section 312(b) of the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1861a(b)) except-
- 

(i) the requirement that a Council or Governor of a State request such a 
program set out in paragraph (1) of such subsection; and 
(ii) the requirements of paragraph (4) of such subsection; 

(B) contains provisions for a fee system that provides for full and timely 
repayment of the capacity reduction loan by a catcher processor subsector and 
that may provide for the assessment of such fees based on methods other than ex-
vessel value of fish harvested; 
(C) does not require a bidding or auction process; 
(D) will result in the maximum sustained reduction in fishing capacity at the least 
cost and in the minimum amount of time; and 
(E) permits vessels in the catcher processor subsector to be upgraded to achieve 
efficiencies in fishing operations provided that such upgrades do not result in the 
vessel exceeding the applicable length, tonnage, or horsepower limitations set out 
in Federal law or regulation. 

(3) APPROVAL BY REFERENDUM- 
(A) IN GENERAL- Following approval by the Secretary under paragraph (2), the 
Secretary shall conduct a referendum for approval of a capacity reduction plan 
for the appropriate catcher processor subsector. The capacity reduction plan and 
fee system shall be approved if the referendum votes which are cast in favor of 
the proposed system by the appropriate catcher processor subsector are-- 

(i) 100 percent of the members of the AFA trawl catcher processor 
subsector; or 
(ii) not less than 2/3 of the members of-- 

(I) the longline catcher processor subsector; 
(II) the non-AFA trawl catcher processor subsector; or 
(III) the pot catcher processor subsector. 



(B) NOTIFICATION PRIOR TO REFERENDUM- Prior to conducting a 
referendum under subparagraph (A) for a capacity reduction plan, the Secretary 
shall-- 

(i) identify, to the extent practicable, and notify the catcher processor 
subsector that will be affected by such plan; and 
(ii) make available to such subsector information about any industry fee 
system contained in such plan, a description of the schedule, procedures, 
and eligibility requirements for the referendum, the proposed program, 
the estimated capacity reduction, the amount and duration, and any other 
terms and conditions of the fee system proposed in such plan. 

(4) IMPLEMENTATION- 
(A) NOTICE OF IMPLEMENTATION- Not later than 90 days after a capacity 
reduction plan is approved by a referendum under paragraph (3), the Secretary 
shall publish a notice in the Federal Register that includes the exact terms and 
conditions under which the Secretary shall implement the fishing capacity 
reduction program authorized by subsection (b). 
(B) INAPPLICABILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION PROVISION OF 
MAGNUSON- Section 312(e) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation 
and Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1861a(e)) shall not apply to a capacity 
reduction plan approved under this subsection. 

(5) AUTHORITY TO COLLECT FEES- The Secretary is authorized to collect fees to 
fund a fishing capacity reduction program and to repay debt obligations incurred pursuant 
to a plan approved under paragraph (3)(A). 

(f) ACTION BY OTHER ENTITIES- Upon the request of the Secretary, the Secretary of the 
Department in which the National Vessel Documentation Center operates or the Secretary of the 
Department in which the Maritime Administration operates, as appropriate, shall, with respect to 
any vessel or any vessel named on an LLP license purchased through the fishing capacity 
reduction program authorized by subsection (b)-- 

(1)(A) permanently revoke any fishery endorsement issued to the vessel under section 
12108 of title 46, United States Code; 
(B) refuse to grant the approval required under section 9(c)(2) of the Shipping Act, 1916 
(46 U.S.C. App. 808(c)(2)) for the placement of the vessel under foreign registry or the 
operation of the vessel under the authority of a foreign country; and 
(C) require that the vessel operate under United States flag and remain under Federal 
documentation; or 
(2) require that the vessel be scrapped as a reduction vessel under section 600.1011(c) of 
title 50, Code of Federal Regulations. 

(g) NON-POLLOCK GROUNDFISH FISHERY- 
(1) PARTICIPATION IN THE FISHERY- Only a member of a catcher processor 
subsector may participate in-- 

(A) the catcher processor sector of the BSAI non-pollock groundfish fishery; or 
(B) the fishing capacity reduction program authorized by subsection (b). 

(2) PLANS FOR THE FISHERY- It is the sense of Congress that-- 
(A) the Council should continue on its path toward rationalization of the BSAI 
non-pollock groundfish fisheries, complete its ongoing work with respect to 
developing management plans for the BSAI non-pollock groundfish fisheries in a 
timely manner, and take actions that promote stability of these fisheries 
consistent with the goals of this section and the purposes and policies of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act; and 
(B) such plans should not penalize members of any catcher processor subsector 
for achieving capacity reduction under this Act or any other provision of law. 



(h) REPORTS- 
(1) REQUIREMENT- The Secretary shall submit to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate and the Committee on Resources of the House 
of Representatives 5 reports on the fishing capacity reduction program authorized by 
subsection (b). 
(2) CONTENT- Each report shall contain the following: 

(A) A description of the fishing capacity reduction program carried out under the 
authority in subsection (b). 
(B) An evaluation of the cost and cost-effectiveness of such program. 
(C) An evaluation of the effectiveness of such program in achieving the objective 
set out in section 312(b) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1861a(b)). 

(3) SCHEDULE- 
(A) INITIAL REPORT- The Secretary shall submit the first report under 
paragraph (1) not later than 90 days after the date that the first referendum 
referred to in subsection (e)(3) is held. 
(B) SUBSEQUENT REPORTS- During each of the 4 years after the year in 
which the report is submitted under subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall submit 
to Congress an annual report as described in this subsection. 

(i) CONFORMING AMENDMENT- Section 214 of the Department of Commerce and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2004 (title II of division B of Public Law 108-199; 118 Stat. 75) is 
amended by striking `that--' and all that follows, and inserting `under the capacity reduction 
program authorized in section 219 of the Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the 
Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2005.'. 
SEC. 220. None of the funds appropriated in this Act or any other Act may be used to disqualify 
any community which was a participant in the Bering Sea Community Development Quota 
program on January 1, 2004, from continuing to receive quota allocations under that program. 
SEC. 221. In addition to amounts made available under section 214 of the Department of 
Commerce and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2004 (title II of division B of Public Law 
108-199; 118 Stat. 75), of the funding provided in this Act under the heading `NATIONAL 
OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION, OPERATIONS, RESEARCH, AND 
FACILITIES', $250,000, to remain available until expended, for the Federal Credit Reform Act 
cost of a reduction loan under sections 1111 and 1112 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936 (46 
U.S.C. App. 1279f and 1279g), not to exceed an additional $25,000,000 in principal, for the 
capacity reduction program authorized in section 219. 
This title may be cited as the `Department of Commerce and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 2005'. 

 







































































xdoduser
APPENDIX 5



xdoduser
APPENDIX 5



xdoduser
APPENDIX 5



xdoduser
APPENDIX 5


	rhdr01: BSAI Groundfish Amendment 80 Appendix 4
	pageno01:  
	rhdr11: BSAI Groundfish Amendment 80 Appendix 4
	pageno11:  
	rhdr21: BSAI Groundfish Amendment 80 Appendix 4
	pageno21:  
	rhdr31: BSAI Groundfish Amendment 80 Appendix 4
	pageno31:  
	rhdr41: BSAI Groundfish Amendment 80 Appendix 4
	pageno41:  
	rhdr141: Appendix 4
	pageno141:  
	pageno51:  
	rhdr151: Appendix 4
	pageno151:  
	pageno61:  
	rhdr161: Appendix 4
	pageno161:  
	pageno71:  
	rhdr171: Appendix 4
	pageno171:  
	pageno81:  
	rhdr181: Appendix 4
	pageno181:  
	pageno91:  
	rhdr201: Appendix 4
	pageno201:  
	pageno111:  
	pageno101:  
	rhdr211: Appendix 4
	pageno211:  
	pageno121:  
	rhdr221: Appendix 4
	pageno221:  
	pageno131:  
	rhdr231: Appendix 4
	pageno231:  
	rhdr241: Appendix 4
	pageno241:  
	rhdr251: Appendix 4
	pageno251:  
	rhdr261: Appendix 4
	pageno261:  
	rhdr271: Appendix 4
	pageno271:  
	rhdr281: Appendix 4
	pageno281:  
	pageno191:  
	rhdr291: Appendix 4
	pageno291:  
	rhdr301: Appendix 4
	pageno301:  
	rhdr311: Appendix 4
	pageno311:  
	rhdr321: Appendix 4
	pageno321:  
	rhdr331: Appendix 4
	pageno331:  
	rhdr341: Appendix 4
	pageno341:  
	rhdr351: Appendix 4
	pageno351:  
	rhdr361: Appendix 4
	pageno361:  
	rhdr371: Appendix 4
	pageno371:  
	rhdr381: Appendix 4
	pageno381:  
	rhdr391: Appendix 4
	pageno391:  
	rhdr401: Appendix 4
	pageno401:  
	rhdr411: Appendix 4
	pageno411:  
	rhdr421: Appendix 4
	pageno421:  
	rhdr431: Appendix 4
	pageno431:  
	rhdr441: Appendix 4
	pageno441:  
	rhdr451: Appendix 4
	pageno451:  
	rhdr461: Appendix 4
	pageno461:  
	rhdr471: Appendix 4
	pageno471:  
	rhdr481: Appendix 4
	pageno481:  


