MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke
Executive Director
DATE: September 15, 1993

SUBJECT:  Exclusive Registration

ACTION REQUIRED

Final consideration of exclusive registration alternative.

BACKGROUND

AGENDA D-2(b)
SETPEMBER 1993

ESTIMATED TIME
3 HOURS

In December of 1992 the Council approved an amendment to both groundfish plans which would
have required trawl vessels fishing for pollock to register in either the BSAI or the western/central
GOA. In June of 1993 the Council rescinded this action and noticed the industry and public that
they would reconsider the issue at the September meeting. The Council was explicit that the
alternatives to be considered in September would be either (1) the status quo (no exclusive
registration) or (2) Alternative 8 from the original analysis, which is exclusive registration (entire

GOA or BSAI) for all trawl vessels for all groundfish species.

The original analysis, along with an Executive Summary emphasizing the results of Alternative 8, was
released for public comment in mid-August. The Executive Summary is contained in the notebooks
as Jtem D-2(b)(1). Written comments received are under Item D-2(b)(2).

D-2(b) Memo

hila/fsep



AGENDA D-2(b)()
SEPTEMBER 1993

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -
for the
Exclusive Registration Amendment

(Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea Aleutian Islands)

Prepared August, 1993

BACKGROUND

In 1991 the Council received proposals urging consideration of exclusive registration due to the influx of
vessels into the Western Gulf once the halibut bycatch caps for the Pacific cod fisheries had been reached
in the BSAIL This influx of vessels resulted in the cod catch quotas in the Western Gulf being reached
very early in the year, and in fact, overruns of the TAC occurred due to this large, unexpected effort.
In 1992, approximately 93% of the annual P. cod TAC was taken in the first quarter of the year due
primarily to relocation of vessels to the GOA after February 16 when the BSAI was closed to bottom
trawling due to halibut bycatch. As recently as 1990, the first quarter catch of P. cod was less than 40%
of the annual TAC, which permitted participation by vessels from the GOA during a larger portion of the
fishing year.

Also in 1992, the first quarter catch of pollock in the westernmost district (61) was 12,638 mt, an overrun
of the TAC of 7,808 mt. This was due to a larger influx of effort from vessels which moved in from the
BSAI after completing the pollock 'A’ season. Because of this unanticipated effort, NMFS was unable
to close the fishery soon enough.

In December of 1992, the Council voted to establish exclusive registration for trawl vessels engaged in
directed pollock fisheries. This amendment was not forwarded for Secretarial review as of the June 1993
Council meeting where the Council received an additional proposal to add flatfish to the exclusive
registration amendment. The proposers cited high halibut bycatch rates by the offshore catcher/processor
fleet per unit of flatfish retained, thereby resulting in inefficient use of the existing halibut trawl bycatch
caps for the GOA. At that time the Council voted to rescind its previous action specific to pollock and
to reconsider the issue of exclusive registration in a more comprehensive fashion,; i.e., either stay with the
status quo or implement Alternative 8 which would apply to trawl vessels only but would include all
groundfish species.

ALTERNATIVES

The analysis looked at three different classes of vessels (all groundfish vessels, trawl vessel and longline
catcher/processor vessels, and trawl vessels only) for each of three different registration proposals (all
groundfish, pollock only, and Pacific cod only). This results in nine species-vessel alternatives to the
status quo. The authors of the analysis note that this combination of alternatives should provide a
representative picture of the direction and magnitude of impacts for any combination of species. Though
based on 1991 data, these impacts would hold basically true today. Although this summary may touch
on other alternatives, as they relate to the overall picture, it will concentrate on Alternative 8 from the
document, which is for trawl vessels only, but includes all groundfish species.
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ANALYTICAL METHODOLOGIES --

(1) Cost/benefit analysis (net benefit to the nation) - use area choice model to measure resulting costs and
revenues. Major components of this model are:

(a) Choice of fishing area is related to the incremental profits expected to be gained from
participating in a fishery relative to expected incremental profits from fishing in other area.

(b) Estimates set of statistical relationships between effort and catch and landed value using data
from 1991 fishing year.

(c) Uses these equations to predict catch and value for vessels in the fisheries in which it could
legally, but did not actually fish.

(d) Estimates statistical relationship predicting which area and fishery a vessel will choose.

(e) Since choice is modeled as a function of expected incremental profit, one can implicitly

recover a marginal cost from the estimated choice relationships.
(2) Impact analysis - estimates local and regional changes in income using the Alaska Fisheries Economic
Assessment Model (Radtke-Jensen model). Model is used to project how changes in the harvests between
onshore and offshore processing, due to exclusive registration, would change the contribution of
groundfish processing to income in Dutch Harbor and Kodiak, as well as total U.S. direct income. These
communities are used as proxies for all GOA and BSAI regions. Note that the model does not attempt
to project actual contribution of groundfish to income, but rather the change in the contribution of
landings to income which may result from different policies. Incorporates assumptions about:

(a) Volume of groundfish delivered to onshore processors and offshore processors supported by
a community.

(b) Product forms, wages, salaries, non-wage expenditures, and revenues resulting from harvesting
and processing.

(c) Where these revenues or wages are received.

(d) Lastly, how further flow of these revenues generates induced income at the local, regional, and
national level.

RESULTS
(1) Choices of affected vessels (Summarized in Table 3.5 attached)

(a) Majority of trawl catcher/processors choose BSAI under the all species alternative, resulting
in a 94% decrease in the number of these vessels operating in the GOA.

(b) Trawl catcher vessel activity in GOA would decline by 39%.

(c) Overall effort in both areas will be reduced.
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(d) Trawl catcher vessels from Dutch Harbor and Akutan will be faced with particular problems
because they typically operate back and forth among several fisheries during the fishing year.

(2) Effects on landed catch (Summarized in Table 3.10 attached)

(a) Large decline in trawl catcher/processor for all species in the GOA, and a slight increase for
the BSAL

(b) Many trawl catcher vessels will exit from GOA to BSAI, but, overall harvest for this group
actually declines slightly in BSAI and increases slightly for GOA, due to increased effort by
remaining boats.

(c) Transfer of trawl vessels from GOA to BSAI results in more fish available for fixed gear
operators in GOA.

(d) Generally expect seasons in the GOA to lengthen while seasons in BSAI will remain relatively
unchanged.

(e) Little overall change in onshore vs. offshore landings, all species considered.
(3) Net economic benefits (Summarized in Table 3.17 attached)

(a) Net economic loss of $18.5 million for Altemative 8 - all species for trawl vessels only. This
compares to $23.5 million net loss if all vessels are included.

(b) Net loss to society is much smaller under the pollock only altemative - around $5 million per
year.

(c) Projected costs to trawl catcher boats overshadow all other effects ($17.7 million annually).

(d) Benefits are transferréd from trawl vessels to fixed gear vessels - average trawl catcher
processor loses $100,000 per year; average trawl catcher vessel loses $70,000 per year, average
longline catcher/processor gains $100,000 per year.

(e) Inshore/offshore amendment likely reduces the net loss estimates, but does not eliminate them.
Trawl catcher/processors in particular face costs from exclusive registration which are independent
of inshore/offshore considerations - lost opportunities for other species, principally rockfish and
flatfish, impose a large portion of the estimated costs. Conversely, total costs associated with
inshore/offshore for this sector may be excacerbated by exclusive registration.

(4) Distributions of net economic impacts

(a) Effects on trawl vessels do not depend on whether fixed gear vessels are included in the
exclusive registration.

(b) Costs to trawl catcher vessels will be shared by motherships and shoreside processors, but
accrue primarily to vessel owners.



(c) Larger catcher trawlers suffer much greater costs under this proposal than-do smaller catcher
trawlers.

(5) Income impact analysis (Summarized in Table 3.26 attached)

(a) Effects in the BSAI are to increase offshore landings while reducing onshore landings by the
same amount. Effects in GOA are to increase onshore landings while reducing offshore landings
by the same amount.

(b) Relatively little redistribution of landings occurs among vessels currently making onshore
landings in Alaska.

(c) Most of the net impacts on direct income result from impacts in the GOA. The increase in
value due to increased onshore landings in the GOA (an increase of $51 million in direct local
income) significantly outweighs the loss in value due to decreased offshore landings in the GOA
(a decrease of $22 million in direct local income).

(d) Overall net effects show a projected increase in total local direct income of $28 million, and
a projected increase in total U.S. direct income of $34.1 million.

(e) Income impacts projected by this input/output analysis overstate actual income impacts to the
extent that resources are drawn from other productive activities. In an accounting sense, total
income impacts calculated may be viewed as the total income flows from the industry or policy
action. These impacts cannot be interpreted as additions to total U.S. income since some
productive resources currently employed in other industries had to be redirected to the modeled
industry.

(6) Conclusions

(a) The analysis projects an increase in total U.S. direct income of $34.1 million, yet it projects
a net loss to the nation of $18.5 million.

(b) To reconcile these two apparently contradictory findings, one must view it from the following
accounting perspective: A total of $52.6 million in implied costs are incurred by the exclusive
registration Altemnative 8. This is partially offset by the increase of $34.1 in income (most of
which is realized at a local, not U.S., level) so that the overall net loss to the nation is $18.5
million,

(c) No adverse biological or environmental impacts are projected for the excluéive.tegisu'ation
alternatives.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
(1) Recent Pacific cod allocation
_The effects of the exclusive registration alternative are expected to be mitigated somewhat by the
Council’s recent Pacific cod allocation amendment. Because a majority of the impacts projected are due

to a redistribution of benefits to fixed gear vessels, fixing this gear’s percentage would likely reduce the
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net loss predicted for Alternative 8 (as well as the other altematives in the analysis). “However, because
the Pacific cod split is for the BSAI only, and most of the projected redistributions occurred in the GOA,
the difference in overall net loss will not likely be significant.

(2) Bycatch and discard considerations

High discard rates and inefficient use of halibut PSC apportionments by the mobile, offshore fleet
operating in the GOA (primarily Central GOA) have been cited as reasons for expanding the original
pollock only exclusive registration amendment. The primary targets of these vessels are flatfish and
rockfish species. A review of the 1992 catch, discard, and bycatch information for the Central GOA
flatfish fisheries is summarized below:

(a) For all flatfish fisheries, including arrowtooth flounder, Cétcher/Processors (C/Ps) discarded
around 70% of their catch, retained 4,117 mt of flatfish, and used approximately 367 mt of halibut
mortality.

(b) Shorebased vessels (S/Bs) discarded about 28% of their total flatfish catch (when arrowtooth
flounder and plant discards are included), retained 8,781 mt of flatfish, and used approximately
309 mt of halibut mortality.

(c) Both C/Ps and S/Bs discarded nearly 100% of their arrowtooth flounder catch. Overall catch
of flatfish by C/Ps was mainly arrowtooth flounder, while overall catch of flatfish by S/Bs was
mainly deepwater flatfish, shallow water flatfish, and flathead sole.

For 1993 flatfish fisheries in the Central GOA (through July) the catch, discard, and bycatch information
is summarized below:

(a) Both sectors again.discard nearly 100% of arrowtooth flounder.

(b) Including arrowtooth flounder and plant discards, S/Bs discarded flatfish at about 53% rate.

(c) C/Ps discarded flatfish at about 68% rate.

(d) S/Bs retained 4,498 mt of flatfish while using approximately 285 mt of halibut mortality.

(e) C/Ps retained 4,859 mt of flatfish while using approximately 386 mt of halibut mortality.
(3) SSC Minutes

For reference, the minutes on Exclusive Registration from the Council’s Scientific and Statistical
Committee, from December 1992, are attached to this Executive Summary.



Table 3.5 Number of Vessels and Change in Participation Projected

under Exclusive Registration Proposals for Trawlers

Number of Vessels Projected to Remain
in the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska

Assumed Percentage Change in Number of
Participating Vessels Relative to Status Quo

Catcher-processors Catcher Vessels Catcher-processors Catcher Vessels

Affected Fishery Trawl Longline Trawl Fixed-gear | Trawl Longline Trawl Fixed-gear
All groundfish

BSAl 67 41 147 1756 4% 0% -18% 0%

GOA 3 19 108 1592 -94% 0% -39% 0%
Pollock only

: BSAl 66 - 71 - -2% - -13% -

GOA 4 - 66 - -55% - -27% -
Cod only

BSAIl 70 41 107 109 0% 0% -15% 0%

GOA (¢} 18 101 616 -100% 0% -31% 0%

Notes: Only trawl catcher-processors and trawl catcher boats are assumed subject to exclusive registration. Distribution of
other vessels assumed to follow historical pattern, with reallocation from Bering Sea to Gulf of Alaska to preserve the same
relative catch per vessel as before exclusive registration. Figures in pollock and cod rows reflect only vessels fishing for those

species under exclusive registration for those species alone.
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Table 3.10. Percentage Change in Alaska Groundfish Harvest Under Full

Exclusive Registration Proposal for Trawlers
by Fishery and Type of Fishing Vessel

Offshore Sector Onshore Sector
Catcher-processors Catcher Vessels
Trawl Longline Pot Total Trawl Longline Pot Total Trawl __ Longline/Jig Pot Total
|Pollock
BSAI 5% 9% - 6% -10% - - 0% -10% 9% - -10%
GOA -88% - - -88% 21% - - 0% 21% 98% 28% 21%
Total 3% 9% - 3% -9% - - -1% -4% 97% 28% 4%
Cod
BSAI 2% 7% 7% 5% -12% 7% - 0% -12% 7% 7% 11%
GOA -91% 49% 49% -65% -9% 49% 49% 0% -9% 49% 49% 8%
Total -10% 8% 9% 1% -11% 26% 49% -65% -10% 43% 49% 2%
Other
BSAl 1% 6% 6% 1% -13% - - 0% -13% 8% 6% -8%
GOA -89% 86% - -79% 14% 86% - 0% 14% 86% 86% 76%
Total -14% 30% 6% -13% -12% 86% - 0% 3% 83% 60% 64%
All groundfish
BSAI 4% 7% 7% 4% -10% 7% - 0% -10% 6% 7% -10%
GOA -89% 65% 49% -78% 4% 77% 49% 0% 7% 79% 49% 28%
Total 0% 10% 9% 0% -10% 60% 49% -10% -6% 74% 49% 3%

Note: Assumes no inshore-offshore amendment.

inshore-offshore amendment will result in additional reallocations.




Table 3.17. Estimated Net Benefits of Exclusive Registration
For Trawl Vessels
By Type of Vessel

Net Benefits Total Net
per Vessel Number of Benefits
Vessel Type ($1,000 per year) Vessels ($1,000 per year)
All Groundfish
Catcher-Processors
Trawl ($102) $70 ($7,126)
Longline $108 $42 $4,540
Pot - $9 -
Catcher Boats
Trawl ($69) $256 ($17,741)
Fixed Gear $1 $1,646 $1,837
Total $2,023 ($18,490)
Pollock Only
Catcher-Processors
Trawl ($17) $70 ($1,183)
Longline - $0 $42 $0
Pot -- $9 -
Catcher Boats
Trawl ($16) $256 ($4,045)
Fixed Gear $0 $1,646 $0
Total $2,023 ($5,228)
Cod Only
Catcher-Processors
Trawl ($1) $70 ($77)
Longline $39 $42 $1,655
Pot - $9 -
Catcher Boats
Trawl ($55) $256 ($13,978)
Fixed Gear $0 $1,646 $54
Total $2,023 ($12,345)

Parentheses indicate negative numbers, that is, losses.
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-~ Table 3.26: Alaska Fisheries Economic Assessment Model Projections of Impacts on Income of
‘ ' Exclusive Registration for Traw] Vessels for all Groundfish

Bering Bering Gulf Gulf
Sea/ Sea/ of of
Aleutians Aleutians Alaska Alaska
Onshore Offshore Onshore Offshore Total

ESTIMATED IMPACTS ON INCOME PER

THOUSAND METRIC TONS LANDED ($000)*

POLLOCK

Impacts on local direct income n 31 143 31

Impscts on local total income 88 401 205 40}

Impacts on U.S. direct income 465 600 216 600

COD

Impacts on local direct income 106 29 386 29

Impacts on local total income 143 42 536 42

Impacts on U.S. direct income 714 578 600 578
OTHER )

Impacts on local direct income 728 soH 2500 " 1131

Impacis on local total income 908 93 3384 1726

Impacts on U.S. direct income 4711 1197 3785 1878
PROJECTED CHANGES IN LANDINGS (000 MT)**

Pollock -18 18 11 -11 0J

Cod -3J 3 5 -5 ]

Other Specics 0 ] 19 -19] 0
PROJECTED CHANGES IN INCOME ($000)
POLLOCK .

7"\ | Impacts on local direct income -1270 556 1576 -340| 522
Impacts on local total income -1,587 714 2,255 437 946
Impacts on U.S. direct income -8373 10,794 237 -6.596 -1,799

|coD
Impacts on local direct income -317 86 1,929 -143 1,554
Impacts on local total income -430 126 2,679 -209 2,165
Impacts on U.S. direct income -2,143 1,733 2,998 -2,888 -300
OTHER
Impacts on local direct income 0 0 47.500’ -21,488 26,012
Impacts on local total income 0 0 64,297 -32,798 31,499
Impacts on U.S. direct income 0 0 71,921 -35,688 36,233
TOTAL
Impacts on local direct income -1587 642 51,006, 219N 28,089
Impacts on local total income -2,017 840 69,231 -33,444 34,610
Impacts on U.S. direct income -10,516 12,527 71,295 -45,172 34,134

*From Table 3.22 (figures were multiplied by 2.2046 because of change in units). **From Table 3.14.

Note: As discussed in the introduction, "income impacts” may overstate actual net impacts to the extent that resources are

withdrawn from other productive sectors.



SSC Minutes - December 1992

D-3(b) EXCLUSIVE AREA REGISTRATION PROPOSAL
The Draft EA/RIR for Exclusive Area Registration contains analyses of both net economic benefits
and economic impacts. We address these two analyses in order.

et Economics Benefits ne t Analysis

This analysis has been developed to estimate the increase or decrease in net earnings likely to occur
throughout various segments of the groundfish fleet due to exclusive area registration proposals. It
does this using an innovative empirical approach which uses detailed information on catch and
revenue by area/season/vessel characteristics to predict how vessel operators choose fishing areas.
The model assumes vessel owners select fishing areas based upon expected net earnings. When an
area is closed due to regulation, the vessel operator will seek out another area with next-best earning
opportunities. Because each operator will choose the best areas first, any reduction in areas available
may cause a reduction in expected profits for that vessel type. Exclusive registration areas essentially
cause a restriction in the ability of vessels to make the best adaptations to fishing conditions. Hence,
the model will not predict an increase in net economic benefits, and will generally cause a reduction
in net benefits. This characteristic of the economic model dictates that increasing restrictions on area
of operation will impose costs on the fishing fleet. Gauging the magnitude of the costs and
distribution of costs and benefits among segments of the fishery requires quantitative specification
of the model.

The analysts estimated a choice model for groundfish fleets in the BS/AI and GOA using individual
vessel catch and revenue (weekly reports or fish ticket) data. The resulting cost estimates are specific
to circumstances encountered in 1991, as well as numerous assumptions built into the economic
model. The SSC finds the model to be a promising extension of existing approaches to economic
assessment, and is pleased with its ability to correctly model and measure the impacts of area

restrictions. While the technically complex choice model needs further review and, possibly, more
thorough development, the direction of change in economic benefits predicted is correct under the
assumptions and the magnitude seems reasonable. If the model were updated to include data of
more recent years (years that encompass recently adopted fishery regimes, i.e. onshore-offshore
allocation, CVOA, etc) the quantitative estimate of economic loss might be different. But the
difference would be of degree, not kind.

Economic Impact Analysis

The EA/RIR contains a brief analysis of potential income impacts of exclusive area registration based
upon the Alaska Fisheries Economic Assessment Model. As with all such models, the predicted
impacts depend upon a large number of assumptions and estimated parameters( i.e. prices, production
yields, distribution of raw fish to product categories, etc.). Unfortunately this particular impact model
continues to be poorly documented. The authors of the EA/RIR note that the model is the best
information available to the analysts. The SSC finds it to be less than acceptable.

Anomalous results of the analysis detract from our confidence in it. For example, the large economic
impact gain associated with shifting "other groundfish” to the onshore sector in GOA (Table 3.26)
is not very credible. It is unclear how a net increase of $34 million can be generated from
redistribution of fish. It is likely that this large magnitude of income increase is due to a fallacious
assumption that low-valued groundfish offshore can be converted to high-valued groundfish onshore.

Given the poor documentation provided, we cannot determine what exactly accounts for the reported

impacts; neither can the analysts doing the work. Hence, we conclude that the current model for
economic impact assessment in Alaska’s fisheries in not an acceptable scientific tool of analysis.
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AGENDA D-2(b)

SEPTEMBER 1993
k ] ] ] a
A)\E, ; North Pacific Fishing, Inc. -
>‘> 4039 21st Ave. W, #201 B Seattle, WA 98199
< (206) 283-1137 B TWX 5101004709 N PAC FI B FAX 2062818681
F. h ! e -
e T ECENVE,
. ol "
September 10, 1993 ; SEP | 41933 o
il i

Richard B. Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, AK 99501

RE: Groundfish Plan Amendments, Exclusive Registration in GOA & BSAI, Agenda Item D-2
Dear Chairman Lauber:

North Pacific Fishing, Inc. operates a trawl vessel in the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska and will
be significantly effected by the proposed Exclusive Registration proposal. The proposal has been
extended beyond the pollock fishery on the grounds that it will protect a specific flatfish fishery in
the Gulf of Alaska from preemption by other fishermen. The plan to solve this problem by forcing
any vessel participating in the Groundfish fishery to fish exclusively in the Bering Sea or Gulf of

-~ Alaska is unnecessarily burdensome. The goal of preserving this fishery could be achieved by the
more traditional means of creating a separate halibut cap by species or subarea.

The proposal will effect all of the GOA fisheries and reduce the overall economic yield to the
nation by between $18.5 and $23.5 million (EA/RIR Table 13.7). While there may be social
reasons to justify a loss, those reasons do not justify a $18.5 to $23.5 million dollar loss to the
nation when another management measure would also preserve the fishery but at a much smaller
cost to the nation.

The proposal's proponents assert that there has been excessive halibut bycatch by offshore
processors. However, there is significant evidence to suggest that catcher only vessels are
responsible for higher halibut bycatch rates than the observed catcher/processors. The findings of
the Coast Guard boardings by the USCGC MIDGET last Spring showed high halibut bycatch
rates on inshore trawl vessels which did not have observers. Prior to making the decision to
implement exclusive registration to prevent supposedly high halibut bycatch offshore

processors from taking flatfish inefficiently, the Council and NMFS would be wise to implement
100% observer coverage to determine if there is indeed a reduced halibut bycatch by the inshore
vessels.

The plan's proponents are attempting to justify the creation of an exclusive fishing region by
stating that in order to optimize the fisheries yield the nation must sacrifice between $18.5 and
$23.5 million dollars in net revenue. This is of course reducing the yield of the fishery in an
N attempt to increase the same yield. It does not make sense.



R. Lauber, NPFMC, 9/10/93, page 2 -

The continued movement toward cutting the Bering Sea and Gulf fisheries into smaller and
smaller pieces in an effort to maintain the status quo for various groups is only contributing to the
overall destruction of every fisherman's options and is damaging all fishermen. The Council
should choose the least intrusive means of managing the fishery not the most effective means of
creating private fishing rights.

Sincerely,

Rudy A. Petersen
President
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TRAWLER AisocmmN

September 15, 1993

Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Post Office Box 103136

605 West fourth Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Re: Exclusive Registration Amendment for the Gulf of _
Alaska and Bering Sea Groundfish Fisheries

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The purpose of this letter is to comment on the above-
referenced amendment to the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) and Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands (BSAT) groundfish management pians, amd the
analylical documents that have been prepared in support of the
proposed amendment.

At the outset, we would like to point out that the
proposed amendment is only the latest in a series of allocation
disputes that have arisen among various sectors of the Alaskan
groundfish fishery. It has been and remains AFTA's position that
the only viable solution to allocation problems such as those
underlying the current proposal is a comprehensive management
plan that allows market forces to rationalize the various
fisheries under the Council's jurisdiction. The Council has
embarked on the arduous and time-consuming task of developing
gsuch a rationalization plan but still has a long way to go before
the plan can be implemented. 1In the meantime, proposals such as
the one in guestion only serve to delay the time when a
comprehensive plan can be implemented by diverting the Council's
time, energy and other limited resources away from the real task
at hand. In AFTA's view, the Council should get on with
comprehensive management and stop getting involved in allocation
gkirmishes designed to benefit one interest group at the expense
of others while the rest of the industry languishes under the
universally discredited open access system.

Turning to the amendment package itself, we have a
number of specific comments about the Exclusive Registration
proposal and the underlying analysis. They are set forth below.

4039 215t Avenue West » Suito 400 @ Seattle, Washington 98199
Telaphone: 206-285-5139 o Fax; 206-285-1841
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Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman
September 15, 1993
Page 2

1. The Analysis is Inadequate to Support the Proposed
Action. Executive Order 12291 requires the preparation of a
Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) for all regulatory actions that
are of significant public interest. Among other things, the
purpose of an RIR is to: provide a review of the problems and
policy objections prompting a regqulatory proposal and an
evaluation of the major altermatives that could be used to solve
the problem; and ensure that the Council systematically and
comprehensively considers all available alternatives so that the
public welfare can be enhanced in the most efficient and cost
effective ways. The analysis that has been circulated in
connection with the Exclusive Registration Amendment fails to
meet either of these critical tests -- there is no clear
statement of the problem(s) that the Council is dealing with, and
there is not sufficient review of alternatives that might be
available to deal with the problem(s) in the most efficient and
cost effective way.

The current analysis consists of two documents: an
EA/RIR, which was prepared last Dacember; and an “Executive
Summary," which was prepared by Council staff in August of 1993.
The EA/RIR identifies the problem underlying the proposed
amendment as one of preemption in the Western GOA cod and pollock
fisheries. Accordingnto the EA/RIR, the problem is caused by
BSAT vessels moving into the Western GOA and harvesting a
disproportionate share of the local cod and pollock resource in
that area. The examples cited, however, either predate
implementation of Amendment 23 (the inshore/offshore allocation
scheme that gave all of the GOA pollock and 90% of the GOA cod to
shoreside processors); or, they result from one shoreside sector
(e.g., shorebased BSAI catcher vessels) moving into the Western
GOA and harvesting resources that GOA shorebased catcher vessels
wanted to catch. In either case, the problem cited by and
analyzed in the EA/RIR has nothing whatsoever to do with the
offshore fleet. 1If, as the EA/RIR suggests, the problem we are
dealing with is preemption in the Western GOA cod and pollock
fisheries, then factory trawler vessels should be exempt from the
Exclusive Registration Amendment since they do not fish for
either of these species in the GOA. The cited problem simply has
nothing to do with the at-sea fleet.

The recently released Executive Summary references an
entirely new and different problem. It cites allegations that
the offshore fleet (which, after inshore/offshore, only fishes
for rockfish, atka mackerel and some flatfish species in the GOA)
takes a disproportionate share of the halibut PSC when fishing
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o~ Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman
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for flatfish in the GOA. This is an entirely new problem t?at
lies completely outside the scope of the EA/RIR's analysis.

The "Executive Summary" does not attempt to analyze
whether or not there really is a new problem, or how any of the
alternatives considered in the EA/RIR might deal with the new
problem. Nor does the document identify any new alternatives
that might be available to deal with the newly identified
problem. The Executive Summary simply provides an analysis of
the impacts and cost/benefits associated with an exclusive
registration system, and cites some bycatch and discard ..

information from the 1992 and 1993 GOA flatfish fisheries.

The bycatch and discard rate differentials cited in the
"Executive Summary" are subject to question due to the fact that
shorebased vessels carry only 30% observer coverage while factory
trawlers have 100% coverage. Even if those differentials could
be relied upon to demonstrate the existence of a problem
requiring regulatory action, there are several obvious solutions
= that need to be considered. One would be to delay the opening
date of the flatfish fisheries until later in the year; another
would be to divide the halibut PSC among the various target
fisheries in the GOA -- just as the Council has done in the BSAI.
Yet such solutions are not even included as alternatives in the
amendment package., This is not surprising since all the
alternatives considered in the EA/RIR were identified in
connection with the prior problem -- not the new problem recently
cited in the "Executive Summary."

Simply put, there are solutions to the PSC problem that
do not impose significant costs on any sector of the industry.
such solutions would be preferable from a cost/benefit standpoint
and could be imposed without the large-scale "net national .
losses" that are projected to result from the "preferred
alternative® (No. 8). ‘

The failure to include PSC apportionment or seasonal
delay alternatives in the list of options to be considered is
critical since those alternatives are the ones that address the
only problem'associatedvwith“offshore'operations in the GOA. In
short, the proposed amendment is not “the most efficient and cost
effective way" of dealing with the new problem as required by

7 'The Executive Summary was prepared by Council staff
following the June meeting of the Council. Although titled an
"Executive Summary," there is no underlying document that it
summarizes. It is the only document that mentions the new
problem of disproportionate PSC usage.






