AGENDA D-4
SEPTEMBER 1983

MEMORANDUM

TO: Council, SSC a Members

FROM: Jim H. Branson
Executive Dir

DATE: September 1983

SUBJECT: Tanner Crab Fishery Management Plan’

ACTION REQUIRED

Review and final approval of Amendment #10 to the Tanner Crab FMP.

BACKGROUND

At the July meeting, the Tanner crab PMT presented a revised Amendment #10 for
Council review. This amendment focuses on the regulatory inconsistencies
created by the Alaska Board of Fisheries at their spring shellfish meeting.
Specifically, the amendment would establish two new exclusive registration
areas (Alaska Peninsula and Southeastern) and set a 200-pot limit in the
Kodiak district, down from 250 pots as proposed in Amendment #8. Following
Council review, the amendment was approved for public comment at the last
meeting. A copy of Amendment #10 is included in your notebooks as item D-4(a).
The public comment period began on August 15 and ends at this meeting. The
only comments received to date have been a letter from the Aleutians East
Coastal Resource Service Area Board, supporting the amendment and a letter
from Yak-Tat Kwaan, Inc. supporting the designation of Southeast as an
exclusive registration area. Their letters are enclosed as item D-4(b) and

(c).

It was apparent from the Council discussion in Homer that based on the infor-
mation we have available serious questions exist as to whether the exclusive
area designations and pot limits can be considered legal or cost-effective in
terms of the Magnuson Act, the Regulatory Flexibility Act and Executive
Order 12291. Do the proposed actions serve a conservation purpose? Have all
the alternatives to the problems Amendment 10 addresses been adequately
examined and considered? In fact, have the objectives of the amendment been
adequately specified?

Specifically, the Council must show that proposed rules are based on adequate
information concerning the need for them and they must assess the consequences
of the proposed actions; regulatory objectives have to be chosen to maximize
the net benefit to society; and the least-cost approach to achieving a given
objective should be chosen.
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To help the Council in this matter, the staff has prepared a detailed
Regulatory Issues Paper (RIP), outlining what we see as the primary issues and
economic impacts of the proposed measures. An oral summary of this document
will be available. An abstract of the RIP is included in your materials as
item D-4(d). 1In addition, the staff sent a letter to the Alaska Department of
Fish and Game asking for clarification of the objectives and any additional
justification for the proposed measures. A response to that letter should be
available at this meeting. Letters were also sent to the National Marine
Fisheries Service, U.S. Coast Guard, and the Alaska Department of Public
Safety (ADPS) requesting their opinion on the enforceability of pot limits.
While the NMFS and the Coast Guard state that they are in no position to
enforce pot limits, given their. limitations in equipment, persomnel, and
current fiscal situations, the ADPS feels they can assure reasonable compli-
ance with pot limits. Their letters are included as items D-4(e), D-4(f) and

D-4(g), respectively. A representative from ADPS will be available to answer
any additional questions.

Amendment #9, which establishes a framework procedure for setting fishing
seasons and udpates MSY ad ABC values was approved by the Council for
Secretarial review at the July meeting. The amendment package, including the
Environmental Assessment, Regulatory Impact Review and implementing regula-

tions is nearing completion and will be sent to Washington D.C. in the next
few weeks.

Amendment #8, '"the housekeeping amendment," which eliminated many regulatory
inconsistencies that existed between the Tanner Crab FMP, federal regulations
and state regulations, was partially approved by the Secretary on August 18,
1983. The portion of the amendment which would establish Tanner crab pot
limits in the Kodiak and Prince William Sound areas was disapproved because it
was not consistent with National Standard 7, which requires that conservation
and management measures shall, where practicable, minimize costs. It was also
determined that there was a lack of adequate information justifying the
proposed pot limits. A Iletter to the Council from NMFS explaining their
action is included as item D-4(h). The approved portions of Amendment #8 will
become effective on October 5, 1983.

The Northwest and Alaska Fisheries Center Summer Trawl Survey is now complete

and currently undergoing analysis. A preliminary report on the status of the
Bering Sea Tanner crab stocks will be available.
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AGENDA D-4(a)
SEPTEMBER 1983

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONSIDERATIONS
FOR THE TANNER CRAB FISHERY IN THE FCZ OFF ALASKA
PROPOSED AMENDMENT #10

I. INTRODUCTION

The Magnuson Fishery Conservation.and Management Act of 1976 (MFCMA) requires
that stocks of Tanner crab be managed as a unit throughout their range. The
Tanner crab fishery off Alaska extends into the.waters of both state and
federal jurisdictions, and the management objectives and measures of both
zones should, therefore, be compatible. The intent of the FisheryAManagement
Plan (FMP) is to manage the Tanner crab resources off Alaska in a manner that
is consistent with the State of Alaska's management regime and MFCMA National
Standards while promoting conservation and allowing full utilization of the

resource for food production.

In March 1983 the Alaska Board of Fisheries (Board) reviewed proposed fishery
regulations for the 1983-84 Tanner crab fishery. These proposals were
submitted by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game and the fishing industry.
Following review of the proposals and public testimony, the Board took regula-
tory action which created inconsistencies between state and federal fishery
regulations. While some inconsistencies can be eliminated through proposed
FMP Amendment #9 currently undergoing public review, others remain. To remove
the remaining differences the Council is considering similar proposals that
will create two exclusive registration areas and change pot limits in the
Kodiak area. Amendment #10 to the FMP represents the changes necessary to

bring state and federal regulations into conformity.

II. REGULATORY PROPOSALS

Specific regulatory alternatives for the Tanner crab fishery have been
submitted by the Tanner crab Plan Maintenance Team and individuals and are
listed below. Alternatives that will bring the FMP and féderal regulations
into exact conformity with current state regulations are indicated by an

asterisk (*). The Council wishes to put these proposals out for public review
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and discussion. Based on public testimony and any new information, the
Council will review and consider final approval of the amendment at their

September meeting.

A brief discussion of each proposal and its alternative is included where

necessary to provide background information.

A. Registration Areas

*la. Create a new exclusive registration area to be named Alaska Peninsula
(Area M).

Discussion: This proposal combines the non-exclusive Chignik and South
Peninsula districts of Registration Area J (Westward) and establishes a new
exclusive registration area (Figure 1). The new area will be named Area M -
Alaska Peninsula and will consist of the two districts, Chignik and South
Peninsula. Area M will have as its eastern boundary the 1ongitude.of Cape
Kumlik (157°27'W. long.) and as a western boundary, a line extending south
from Scotch Cap Light. The new registration area mirrors in both size and

location the Alaska Peninsula area currently in use by the state for managing

king crab.

If the Council adopts this proposal, they would also be designating this new
area as an exclusive registration area. As with the other federal and state
exclusive registration areas (Cook Inlet and Prince William Sound), vessels
registering to fish Tanner crab in an exclusive area will only be allowed to
fish that area and no other area. This differs from the exclusive registra-
tion areas defined in the king crab fishery where vessels are allowed to fish
in one exclusive area and in any other non-exclusive registration area. The
current federal and state definition of exclusive registration areas in the
Tanner crab fishery are identical to the definition of super-exclusive regis-
tration areas adopted by the state for some of the Gulf of Alaska king crab
fisheries. Prior to the Board's action in March 1983, the Chignik and South
Peninsula districts were designated non-exclusive, meaﬁing that vessels
registered to fish these area districts could move to any other non-exclusive

area following a change in vessel registration.
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Figure. 1. Current(top) and new(below) registrarion areas being proposed in
this amendment. The Alaska Peninsula Area would be designated as
exclusive while the other areas would keep their non-exclusive status.
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The Alaska Peninsula area (composed of the current Chignik and South Peninsula
districts) Tanner crab resource is relatively small compared to levels of
Tanner crab found to the east (Kodiak area) and the west (Bering Sea area).
Fishing vessels and floating processing facilities which fish Tanner crab in
the Kodiak and Bering Sea districts transit the Alaska Peninsula area.
Presently, opportunity exists for this mobile processing and harvesting fleet
to fish in the Alaska Peninsula area on the way to more productive fishing
grounds in the Bering Sea. Thi§ situation presents two major concerns --
conservation and management of the Alaska Peninsula Tanner crab resources, and

allocation of this resource among competing users.

The most significant conservation purpose served by exclusive registration
areas is the reduction of opportunity for pulse type fishing effort, which
tends to require overly conservative management, preventing full utilization
of available segments of the total crab stocks within the registration area.
The exclusive registration designation reduces the mobility of fishing
vessels, particularly 1larger vessels which are capable of operating long
distances from their home ports. Larger vessels generally have greater
fishing power due to their ability to carry more fishing gear and to fish in

adverse weather conditions.

It is generally thought that if the new Alaska Peninsula area is made
exclusive, larger vessels will bypass the area, with its relatively smaller
and less productive stocks, in favor of the opportunity to fish multiple areas
elsewhere. Such a reduction in large vessels participating in the Alaska
Peninsula fishery, if it occurred, should allow for a longer harvesting season
and reduce the risk of the optimum yield being inadvertently exceeded.
Management biologists felt such a threat existed in 1983, because the combined
hold capacities of the fleet fishing the area exceeded nine million pounds,
while the area's optimum yield was five million pounds. In theory, if all

vessels returned with full holds, a single trip by the fleet could seriously

endanger the resource.

It should be noted that with Tanner crab stocks currently at a relatively low
level of abundance, catch per unit effort is low and the chances of vessels

returning with full holds are low. If stock abundance improved, the likeli-

i
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hood of this occurring would increase, but the optimum yield would also be
higher. Thus, it seems unlikely that there is a serious risk of a single
fleet trip bankrupting the resource. Nonetheless, the more fishing capacity
on the grounds, the greater the uncertainty facing managers about when to
close the season as catches approach the harvest guideline. There is
currently no reporting system to inform managers of the catch by vessels still
on the grounds, so the more vessels on the grounds, the greater is the chance
of missing the optimum yield. It seems more likely that the optimum yield
would be underharvested rather ihah overharvested, given the conservative
philosophy employed by area management bioiogists, but the error could be in
either direction. It is safe to conclude that any reductions in effort which

the exclusive area designation produces should make it easier to attain OY.

The effect of the restriction on the deployment of fishing effort is not
entirely clear. The accepted wisdom is that imposing exclusive status on an
area will reduce the number of vessels fishing there, particularly the number
of transient vessels. In past years, this was what occurred when exclusive
areas were created. However, with current stock conditions there is some
uncertainty about the net effects on fishing effort of exclusive area desig-
nation. What determines how an operator deploys his fishing effort is his
expected profits, and expected profits for vessels which fish several areas
depend heavily on the health of stocks in those areas. In the late seventies,
particularly with the Bering Sea resource being as productive as it was,
vessels which fished multiple areas chose not to fish in exclusive areas if it
meant foregoing fishing in the Bering Sea. With Tanner crab stocks being now
generally depressed, especially in the Bering Sea, the operator faced with the
decision whether or not to fish in an exclusive area might feel that fishing
in the exclusive area was the best among dismal choices. Thus, there is no

guarantee that imposing an exclusive area designation will achieve the stated

goal of slowing the harvest rate.

The possible economic effects of establishing the exclusive area should be
noted. In general, the regulation would seem to impose additional costs on
those vessels whose operations are affected by the exclusive designation,
because they are prevented from attaining the most economical level and

pattern of effort and catch for their operation. Vessels which find it most
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economical to fish in the Peninsula area either before or after fishing in
other areas will be prevented from doing so; this will reduce their profits
(gross earnings less operating costs). The reduction in profits is a cost to
these individuals. Offsetting this cost are gains which may accrue to local
fleets if large vessels are forced to choose between fishing the Peninsula
area or fishing elsewhere. If the exclusive area designation causes a reduc-
tion in fishing effort in the Peninsula area, the productivity of the crab
stocks may improve, or competition for them may decrease, which could improve
the profits of the remaining vessels. In a similar fashion, profits of other
vessels in the areas where displaced vessels shift to could be adversely
affected. In the aggregate, however, it is likely that fleet profits will
decline, since the regulation imposes a restriction on the economic behavior
of at least some individual vessel operators, forcing a shift to a new equili-
brium of effort deployment which is less favorable than before exclusive area
status was instituted. It is not possible to provide a quantitative estimate

of these impacts.

It appears that most of the direct impact of exclusive area designation would
be felt in the harvesting sector, where substantial redistribution of harvest
shares between local and non-local vessels could occur. Exclusive regis-
tration areas have generally been proposed either to minimize the effects on
local area economies of anticipated influxes of non-local boats, or to reverse
the effects of influxes which have already occurred. To the extent that local
boats gain from the exclusive area, incomes of both boat owners and their
crews would be expected to improve. As mentioned earlier, this would likely

be offset by reductions in harvesting profits elsewhere.

The processing sector would probably be largely unaffected by the imposition
of exclusive registration areas, since the same harvest will occur in either
case, regardless of who catches it. An exception would be the circumstance
where the rate of harvest was drastically affected by the regulation. If the
absence of an exclusive area resulted in a rapid acceleration in harvest
capacity, and an abbreviation of the fishing season, processing facilities
could be strained, and result in a shorter period of processing employment for
workers without other job prospects. Processors would likely incur increased

costs from handling large volumes of product in a short time. Avoidance of
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these undesirable effects would be a benefit of imposing the exclusive regis-
tration area. The significance of this source of benefits from exclusive
registration areas must be qualified because of uncertainities about whether
the harvest rate will accelerate enough in the absence of an exclusive regis-
tration area to exceed processing capacity, and because the net effects of
exclusive registration areas on the distribution of fishing effort are not

entirely clear.

It should be noted that if an exclusive area does result in a redistribution
of catch favorable to local boats (or prevents an unfavorable redistribution),
secondary impacts on businesses in the local commﬁnity could be of signifi-
cance, Rural coastal communities in Alaska, particularly in western Alaska,
are heavily dependent on fishing for cash income. Much of the infrastructure
and support and service industries found in these communities can be traced
directly to fishing. Increases in local harvesting employment and income
which may result from exclusive registration areas generate secondary impacts
in support and service industries which may exceed the original, or direct,

impact of the increase in fishing income.

1b. Maintain status quo.

Discussion: No action would allow all vessels to continue to fish in the
Chignik, South Peninsula, and any other non-exclusive registration area in the
FCZ. 1In 1982 approximately 50% of the Chignik Tanner crab harvest and ap-
proximately 30% of the South Peninsula harvest came from the FCZ.

Conduct of the Chignik-South Peninsula Tanner crab fishery must be evaluated
in relationship to other Tanner and king crab fisheries. The levels of
capitalization which developed in the mid-to-late seventies in the western
Alaska crab fleets were, in part, based upon three factors: (1) a large high
value crab biomass available for harvest in past years; (2) the ability of new
vessels to fish crab in several fishing districts; and (3) the opportunity for
vessels to participate in other fisheries (e.g., bottomfishing, tendering,
etc.). As more vessels entered the fisheries and as crab stocks have declined,
the crab fishery is now characterized by surplus harvesting capacity. Vessels

which were constructed to participate in a large boat mobile fleet which
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fishes numerous areas and species are suddenly handicapped by regulations
which severely restrict a mobile crab fleet. Vessel captains must now, in
some instances, choose between a single area crab fishery and fishing in
several areas in their attempt to maximize the vessel's advantage of mobility
and fishing power. As noted earlier, exclusive registration areas may concen-
trate vessel effort into a few crab fisheries with high stock levels because
large vessels must fish higher proddétion areas to meet their expenses; less

productive areas may, as a result, have reduced competition.

While making the Alaska Peninsula an eﬁclusive registratioﬁ area could
discourage transient vessels from fishing in the region, it is doubtful that
it would slow the growth of the local fleet. As Tables 1-3 show, the net
growth of the local fleet during 1979-83 was 38 vessels, while the non-local
fleet increased by five vessels. Thus, exclusive registration may not solve

the problem of continued fleet growth.

The major difficulty in adopting this option is enforcement problems which
would exist if state and federal regulations were inconsistent. Monitoring
this fishery and providing any needed protection to the resource would be
difficult because federal enforcement of domestic crab fisheries in the FCZ is

minimal and the state enforcement effort would be restricted to state waters.

*2a. Change the Southeastern Registration Area (Area A) from non-exclusive to

exclusive.

Discussion: At their March 1983 meeting the Board of Fisheries changed the
designation of the Southeastern Area from non-exclusive to an exclusive regis-
tration area. This action was taken in response to concerns over the current
condition of the Tanner crab stocks in this area, in an effort to slow the
entry of unpredictable amounts of crab gear to the fishery. 1In 1982, there
were 85 vessels in the Southeast Tanner crab fishery, an increase of 55
vessels over the previous season. Of the 55 new vessels, 20 large vessels
were considered transient and, following the closure of this area, moved
elsewhere. With a significant increase in fishing effort and an expected
harvest of 750,000 - 2 million pounds, managers were concerned that the

optimum yield would be exceeded by such a large fleet, or that small, isolated
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Table 1. Vessel effort and catch in the Alaska Peninsula super-exclusive
Tanner Crab registration area, 1978-79 through 1983.

Change from

Total Previous Local Non-local
Season Vessels Year (%) Vessels Vessels Catch
1983 130 +11% 68 (52%) 62 (u48%) 6,361,168
1981-82 117 +75% . 52 (44%) 65 (56%) 7,829,625
1980-81 - 67 -35% 36 (54%) 31 (448) ‘6,947,829
197980 103 .+188 36 (35%) 67 (65%). 10,479.171
1978-79 - 87 30 (348) 57 (668) .11,256,5i§:f;2mi;,n;

Table 2. Vessel effort and catch in the South Peninsula District Tanner g TR
crab fishery, 1978-79 through 1983.

Total - Local Non-local
Season Vessels Vessels Vessels Catch
1983 82 55 (67%) 27 (33%) 2,863,798
1981-82 . n 42 (58%) 30 (423) 4,589,049
1980-81 43 28 (65%) 15 (35%) 3,294,106
1979-80 61 32 (52%9) 29 (48%) 6,961,251
1978-79 48 25 (52%) 23 (48%) 8,684,408

Table 3. Vessel effort and catch in the Chignik District Tanner fishery,
1978-79 through 1983.

Total Local Non-local
Season Vessels - Vessels Vessels Catch
1983 48 13 (27%9) 35 (73%9) 3,497,370
1981-82 45 10 (22%) 35 (78%) 3,240,576
1980-81 24 8 (33%) 16 (67%) 3,653,723
1979-80 42 4 (10%) 38 (90%). 3,517,920
1978-79 39 5 (13%) 34 (87%) 2,536,105




stocks of Tanner crab would be overfished if such a large fleet concentrated 7
in a few areas. This concern was compounded by the lack of information on
harvest rates and vessel location, which led to a season closure on. the
fifteenth day of the fishery. A review of this fishery showed that the final
harvest of 1.1 million pounds could have been larger, if the season had
remained open longer and if the fleet had been distributed more evenly through-

out the area. Changing this area to exclusive registration could discourage
transient vessels from participating in this fishery, because it probably

wou}d not be worthwhile for them to fiéh soiely in the Southeast area. How-

ever, the Board of Fisheries took other actions whi;h should redﬁée the number

of transient vessels fishing Southeast waters (see discussion of the status

quo alternative, 2b, below). A reduction in fleet size, however accomplished, .
would reduce the intensity of this fishery, thereby allowing for a longer and

more orderly season which should result in a greater yield.

2b. Maintain status quo.

Discussion: Currently the Southeastern Registration Area (Area A) is divided V)
into two districts, Yakutat and Southeast. The historical average harvest
from this area has been less than three million pounds. Only a small portion
of that harvest (averaging less than 100,000 pounds from the Yakutat district)
can be expected from federal waters. There has been no recorded catch of
Tanner crab from federal waters in the Southeast district. Therefore,
selecting the status quo alternative in the Southeastern area would have

little impact on the fishing fleet and the resource.

The original proposal presented to the Alaska Board of Fisheries stated that
one of the primary justifications for designating the Southeastern Registra-
tion Area (Area A) as exclusive was the concern over the increasing number of
large, mobile vessels that fished this area prior to their moving to the
westward Tanner crab fisheries. With such an influx of vessels, the season
can be shortened considerably (as was the case in 1982-1983) with the local,
smaller vessel component of the fleet remaining idle and out of work for
longer periods of time. The Board, in review of this situation, took two
separate actions: the first was to change the Tanner crab season opening date P

to coincide with the opening of the westward fisheries; the second was the -
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change in registration area designation from non-exclusive to exclusive. Each
of these actions, together or separately, will likely reduce the number of
mobile vessels from participating in this fishery since those vessels will
tend to fish more productive areas in favor of fishing Southeast waters.
Therefore, maintaining the non-exclusive status would have little impact on
either the resource or the local communities, as long as the season opens

simultaneously with the westward area.

2c. Close federal waters in the Séutheaétern'Registration Area (Area A) in

part or in its entirety to Tanner crab fishing.

Discussion: With only a small portion of the Tanner crab harvest being taken
from federal waters in the Yakutat district, and with the continuing problems
maintaining consistency between state and federal fishing regulations in

Area A, this alternative may be desirable.

If the federal waters of the Southeast district were closed to Tanner crab
fishing, there would be no adverse impacts on current participants, since
there is no harvest currently from these waters.

B. Pot Limits

*la. Set a pot limit in the Kodiak district to 200 pots per vessel.

Discussion: In 1980 the State of Alaska implemented a 250 pot limit for the
Kodiak Tanner crab fishery. (The North Pacific Council adopted a similar
measure in 1982, but the measure was not approved by the Secretary of Commerce).
This action was taken in response to a variety of concerns, but primarily was
intended to protect small, concentrated crab stocks, and to slow the rate of
harvest, thereby allowing closer monitoring of the exploitation rate, and

reducing gear saturation and crowding problems on the grounds.

Recently, with Kodiak Tanner crab stocks supporting an increasing harvest, the
number of new vessels entering this fishery has grown. Since 1980 the fishing
fleet has grown from 188 to 360 vessels. In a single season, from 1981/82 to
1982/83, the growth in number of vessels fishing in Kodiak was 139, from 221
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to 360. With gear saturation on the fishing grounds being an acute problem in
the Kodiak district, pot limits restrict the number of pots brought into the
fishery by new entrants and stabilizes the amount of gear used by traditional
participants. Following the successful 1983 Tanner crab harvest (which
exceeded 18.9 million pounds) and with the stocks in a healthy condition,
especially when compared to other Tanner crab fisheries, it is likely that the

Kodiak fishery will experience continued growth.

Based on the distribution of number of pots fished by vessels in this fishery,
it has been estimated that the growth in effort (number of pots fished) from
1981/82 to 1982/83 was about 64% with the existing 250-pot limit, and would
have been about 54% with a 200-pot limit, assuming that the lower pot limit
didn't deter any vessels from fishing Kodiak waters. Roughly 21% of the fleet
would be affected by the pot limit, since they fish between 200 and 250 pots.
Presumably these vessels would be forced to fish in a less efficient manner
with a lower number of pots, thus increasing their costs of production. Some
effort may be redistributed elsewhere, as other areas with higher (or no) pot

limits become relatively more profitable.

The Kodiak fishing community has expressed their desire for a lower pot limit,
and in 1983 the State of Alaska lowered the pot limit from 250 to 200 pots.
While it is questionable whether a 50 pot reduction will reduce the gear
saturation problem, an advantage of this alternative would be the conformity

between state and federal fishing regulations.

1b. Maintain status quo.

Discussion: With this alternative, a regulatory inconsistency will exist.
This would undermine the State of Alaska's efforts to enforce its pot limits.
However, there are serious concerns about whether pot limits can be enforced

at all, given the extent of patrolling that would be required and the current
fiscal climate.
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While most of the fleet uses fewer than 200 pots (due to individual economics,
vessel sizes, desired soak time, etc.), approximately 21% of the fleet does
use more than 200 pots. Fishermen who fish with more than 200 pots have
chosen to do so because they have determined it is the most efficient use of
their time and vessels. Adoption of this alternative would allow this segment

of the fleet to continue to fish in the FCZ with more than 200 pots, avoiding
the imposition of increased costs on them.
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September 2, 1983 T S
Mr. Jim Branson

North Pacific Fishery Management Counci .

P.O. Box 103136 - 4

Anchorage, Alaska 99510 ;

Subject: Amendment to the Fishery Management Plan fof”‘?ﬁﬁ“‘““£

Commercial Tanner Crab Fishery off the Coast of Alaska,
and Amendment #9 Transfer of Regional Director's
authority.

Dear Mr. Branson:

The Aleutians East Coastal Resource Service Area Board represents
residents from Sand Point, King Cove, False Pass, Nelson Lagoon,
and Cold Bay. The Aleutians East Board has evaluated and unani-
mously supports the Amendment to the Fishery Management Plan for
the Commercial Tanner Crab Fishery off the Coast of Alaska. The
Sand Point Fish and Game Advisory Committee Board submitted the
proposal calling for a exclusive registration area in the South
Peninsula Area to the Board of Fish this spring.

The Aleutians East Board agrees that state and federal management

guidelines should be consistent and urges the council to pass
this Amendment.
The Aleutians East Board has also reviewed and unanimously sup-

ports Amendment #9 which gives the Regional Director of the NMFS
authority to impose restrictions on the foreign and domestic
groundfish fisheries for conservation reasons. The Board is all
for 1locally based decision making. Decisions made in Alaska
around a particular fishing season is needed and should help
facilitate better management of the fishery.

ooy A

Abby Arnold
Program Coordinator

Sincerely,

cc: Board members .
Paul Grundholdt, President, Peninsula Marketing Association,
Sand Point
Stanley Mack, President,
Association, Sand Point

Alaska Peninsula Gillnetters



AGENDA D-4(c)
SEPTEMBER 1983

YAK-TAT KWA

PHONE 907-784-3335 P.O. BOX 416 YAKYFAT—ALASKA 99689
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September 2%,1983
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Mr. Jim Branson, Executive Director R
NORTH PACIFIC FISHING MANAGEMENT COUNCIL ’

605 West 4th Avenue :

Anchorage, AK 99510 SENT: TEDERAL EXPRESS

Dear Mr. Branson:

I have reviewed your letter to the public, of
August 11, 1983 on possible amendments to the Fishery
Management Plan for the commercial tanner crab fishery,
off the coast of Alaska, by which the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council hopes to eliminate differences between
federal and State regulations.

Of the three possible scenarios being considered.
for Southeast Alaska (area A), our organization favors
changing from a non-exclusive registration area to an
exclusive registration area, and leaving the federal waters
open to tanner crab fishing. This scenario was the one
adopted by the Alaska Board of Fisheries, at their March
1983 meeting.

Tanner crab fishing, in the Yakutat area, not only
provides income for fishermen, it also provides income for
our local residents working in the plant, processing tanner
crab.

We believe that an exclusive registration area,
for Southeast Alaska, would give both federal and State
Management Officials, a good edge on managing the tanner
crab fishing and protect the stocks from being over fished.

Sincerely,

YAK-TAT KWAAN, I}
r 4
- / }

Henry Porter
President

HP/sb






