AGENDA C-1

JUNE 1997
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
ESTIMATED TIME
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke 6 HOURS
Executive Director
DATE: June 12, 1997

SUBJECT: Inshore/Offshore 3

ACTION REQUIRED
Finalize problem statement and alternatives for analysis.

BACKGROUND

Last December, we scheduled initial discussion of the inshore/offshore pollock allocations forApril, noting that
the current program sunsets the end of 1998. In April the Council discussed current issues relevant to the
allocations and potential elements of a new Problem Statement, and identified a variety of alternative allocation
percentages in addition to the ‘status quo’. Alternatives also included changes to the definitions of industry
sectors, such as motherships, as well as direct allocations to catcher and catcher/processor vessels. The April

1997 newsletter detailed these alternatives and solicited input from the industry regarding the scope of issues,
and potential alternatives, for a new analysis, with a notice that the Council intended to finalize the problem

statement and alternatives at this meeting.

That newsletter item is reiterated here as Item C-1(a). While there is a wide range of alternatives and options,
these can be described in the following five basic forms:

Alternative 1:  No Action- allocations would expire at the end of 1998.
Alternative 2:  Rollover existing allocations- 35% inshore/65% offshore (after 7.5% CDQ allocation).

Alternative 3:  Redefine inshore sector to include ‘true motherships’, with a variety of alternative allocation
percentages to inshore and offshore sectors (after 7.5% CDQ allocation). CVOA in effect for

‘A’ and ‘B’ seasons.

Alternative 4: Three-tier allocation with alternative allocation percentages to inshore, offshore, and true
mothership sectors (after 7.5% CDQ allocation). CVOA in effect for ‘A’ and ‘B’ seasons.

Alternative 5:  Range of allocation percentages to catcher vessels (CVs) and catcher/processor vessels (CPs),
with potential minimum shoreside delivery guarantee.

The scope of the analyses planned for this iteration of inshore/offshore will depend on the final alternatives

identified by the Council. Item C-1(b) is a discussion paper which will be the basis for our staff report at this
meeting. In this paper we discuss the analyses which have been prepared for earlier iterations of inshore/offshore,
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information/data issues as they relate to the earlier analyses as well as the current situation, and other issues as
they will relate to the current consideration of this agenda item. We also discuss the pollock CDQ program and
how it fits into the overall picture.

Following this report, we will discuss some of the information contained in the report, ‘Economic Aspects of the
GOA and BSAI Pollock Fisheries’ (mailed to you last week). This report was prepared by NMFS-AFSC
economists to assist our staff in responding to your information requests from the April meeting.

Item C-1 Supplemental contains written comments received on this issue since April.
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AGENDA C-1(a)
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SPECIAL SUPPLEMENT

BSAI POLLOCK

INSHORE-OFFSHORE
and

CDQ PROGRAM

Current BSAI Fishery Inshore-Offshore Provisions
Alternatives Proposed at the April 1997 Council Meeting
Proposed Alternatives Reformatted to Facilitate Analysis
Past, Current, and Proposed Problem Statements

Information Requested by Council

May 1, 1997



Current BSAI Inshore-Offshore Provisions

The current provisions for Inshore-Offshore pollock in the BSAI are shown below, and will serve as a reference
point for additional proposals and comments.

Amendment 38 to the Bering Sea and Aleutian [slands Groundfish FMP

1.  Inshore/offshore allocations of pellock: The allowed harvest of Bering Sea and Aleutians pollock is allocated
between the inshore and offshore components of industry in specific shares in order to lessen or resolve resource use
conflicts and preemption of one segment of the groundfish industry by another, to promote stability between and within
industry sectors and affected communities, and to enhance conservation and management of groundfish and other fish

resources.
2. Definitions:
Inshore is defined to consist of three components of the industry:
D All shoreside processors as defined in federal regulations.
2) All catcher/processors which meet length requirements defined in federal regulations and which have
declared themselves to be "Inshore.”
3) All motherships or floating processors which have declared themselves to be "Inshore."
Offshore is defined to consist of two components the of industry:
D All catcher/processors not included in the inshore processing category, or which have declared
themselves to be "Offshore.”
2) All motherships and floating processing vessels not included in the inshore processing category, or which

have declared themselves to be "Offshore."

The Secretary is authorized to suspend the definitions of inshore and offshore as prescribed by federal regulations
implementing this FMP to allow for full implementation of the Western Alaska Community Development Quota Program
for pollock.

3. Declarations and gperating restrictions: Annually before operations commence, each mothership, floating
processing vessel and catcher/processor vessel must declare on its Federal Permit application whether it will operate
in the inshore or offshore component of industry. This declaration must be the same for both the BSAI and the GOA
if applications for both are made. All shoreside processors will be in the inshore component. Once declared, a vessel
canmot switch to the other component, and will be subject to restrictions on processing amounts or locations for pollock
for the rest of the fishing year. Harvesting vessels can choose to deliver their catch to either or both components.

Catcher Processors which have declared themselves to be inshore have the following restrictions:
1) The vessel must be less than 125' LOA.
2) The vessel may not catch or process more than 126 mt (round weight) of pollock or GOA Pacific cod in
combination in a given week of operations.
Motherships and floating processors which have declared themselves to be inshore have the following restriction:

D Processing from a directed pollock fishery or a directed GOA Pacific cod fishery must occur in a single
location within the waters of the State of Alaska.

4.  Allocations: The allowed harvest of BSAI pollock shall be allocated as follows: Thirty five percent (35%) of the
pollock in each subarea for each season will be allocated to the inshore component, beginning in 1996 and continuing
through 1998. By the same action, the offshore fleet will be allocated 65% of the pollock resource beginning in 1996
and continuing through 1998 in each subarea and in each season. The percentage allocations are made by subarea and
period as provided in federal regulations implementing this FMP. All pollock caught as bycatch in other fisheries will
be attributed to the sector which processes the remainder of the catch.




5.

Reapportionment of unused allocations: If during the fishing year it becomes apparent that a2 component will not
process its entire allocation, the anticipated excess shall be released to the other component for that year. This shall

have no impact upon the allocation formula.

Western Alaska Community Development Quota: For a Western Alaska Community Development Quota, 50%
of the BSAI pollock reserve (7.5% of TAC) as prescribed in the FMP will be beld annually. This held reserve shall
be released to communities on the Bering Sea Coast which submit a plan, approved by the Governor of Alaska, for
the wise and appropriate use of the released reserve. ‘

The Western Alaska Community Development Quota program will be structured such that the Governor of Alaska is
authorized to recommend to the Secretary that a Bering Sea Rim community be designated as an eligible fishing
community to receive a portion of the reserve. To be eligible a community must meet specified criteria and have
developed a fisheries development plan approved by the Governor of Alaska. The Govemor shall develop such
recommendations in consultation with the Council. The Governor shall forward any such recommendations to the
Secretary, following consultation with the Council. Upon receipt of such recommendations, the Secretary may designate
a community as an eligible fishing community and, under the plan, may release appropriate portions of the reserve.

Bering Sea Catcher Vessel Operational Area: For directed pollock harvesting and processing activities, a catcher
vessel operational area (CVOA) shall be defined as inside 167°30' through 163° West longitude, and 56° North
latitude south to the Aleutian Islands. The CVOA shall be in effect commencing on the date that the second allowance
of pollock is available for directed fishing until the inshore allocation is taken, or the end of the fishing year. Only
catcher vessels and Catcher/Processors fishing under the Western Alaska Community Development Quota Program,
defined in section 14.4.11.5, may participate in a directed pollock fishery in this area during this period.

Duration: Inshore-offshore allocations of pollock, the CVOA, and the Western Alaska Community Development
Quota program shall cease to be a part of this FMP either (1) at midnight on December 31, 1998; or (2) earlier if
replaced with another management regime approved by the Secretary.




Alternatives Proposed at the April 1997 Council Meeting

The following alternatives were proposed in public comment at the April meeting. It is assumed that existing
plan amendment language not specifically addressed by the proposals would remain unchanged.

Altemative | -
Iternative 2 -

Alternative 3 -

Alternative 4 -

Alternative 5 -

No Action - allocations (including CDQs) expire at end of 1998.
Continue current allocations of 35% inshore/65% offshore after a 7.3% allocation to CDQs.
Allocation adjustments and redefined inshore component

» Exclusive CVOA in effect for both pollock ‘A’ and ‘B’ seasons.

» 7.5% CDQ allocation, off the top.

» “Motherships” would be defined as floating processor vessels that have never caught their
own fish while operating within the U.S. EEZ under U.S. flag.

» Motherships would be included within the onshore sector.

» 70% of pollock TAC allocated to catcher vessels delivering to the onshore sector.

* 30% of pollock TAC allocated to factory trawlers.

A three-tier allocation adjustment based on the current definitions of inshore and offshore
components, as follows:

Exclusive CVOA in effect for both pollock ‘A’ and ‘B’ seasons.

7.5% CDQ allocation, off the top.

40%-55% of remaining pollock TAC to catcher vessels delivering to the inshore component.
13%-15% to catcher vessels delivering to offshore motherships.

30%-47% to factory trawlers and catcher vessels delivering to factory trawlers.

Analyze a range of percentage allocations of the BSAI pollock TAC (after CDQ deductions)
between catcher vessels (CV) and catcher processor vessels (CP). The percentages would be
as follows:

Option | CV=352% CP=48% (roughly approximates status quo)
Option 2 CV=55% CP=45%
Option 3 CV=60% CP=40%
Option 4 CV=65% CP=35%

The proposers of Alternative 5 recognize that within the above concept there is a necessity for
a minimum shoreside delivery guarantee. Additionally, other check and balances would have
to be developed.



Proposed rnati formatted to Facili Analysi

The Council requested that staff “flesh out” the proposed alternatives and provide additional options which would
reflect “reciprocal” or “symmetrical” changes from those proposed at the April meeting. The proposed suite of
reformatted alternatives below attempts to capture the alternatives proposed, alternatives reflecting “reciprocal”
shifts, and additional alternatives reflecting the “status quo.” Their order of the alternatives reflects the
complexity of the changes in the FMP language implied by the alternatives; thus “Reauthorization” is listed as
Alternative 1, “No Action” is listed as Alternative 2, and so on.

Deriving “Reciprocal” Allocations

In April, after receiving proposals for Inshore-Offshore II1, the Council instructed staff to consider
those proposals, plus their “reciprocal.” As used throughout this supplement, reciprocal is not simply
the reverse of the percentage allocations between the inshore or offshore components. Rather, it is
derived and applied in the following context.

All of the proposals received in April would reduce the offshore sector’s allocation of pollock. For
example, Alternative 3, Option 1, reformatted below from the proposal submitted by the North Pacific
Seafood Coalition, would move motherships to the inshore sector and then allocate 30% of the pollock
TAC (after CDQ removal) to the offshore catcher-processor fleet. Compared to the offshore’s 1996
harvest of 55% of the pollock, this would be a ((55-30)/55) or 45.4% reduction in catch. To determine
a reciprocal percentage for analysis, this same percentage reduction is applied to the redefined inshore
component. Therefore, if the inshore component actually harvested 45% in 1996 as shown for
Alternative 3, Option 2, then a 45.5% reduction in the inshore component’s percentage allocation
results in the “reciprocal” allocation of 24.53%, rounded to 25% as shown for Altemative 3, Option
3. The offshore percentage allocation is simply the inshore percentage subtracted from 100%.

As a second example, consider Alternative 4 which would allocate a specific percentage to
motherships. Option 1 shows one of the resulting permutations: 40% to inshore, 13% to motherships,
and 47% to offshore. Because the offshore fleet harvested 55% in 1996 (again, with mothership
harvests removed), Option 1 would result in a ((55-47)/55) or 14.6% reduction in that sector’s
allocation compared to 1996 performance. Because a specific percentage allocation is made to the
mothership sector, deriving the reciprocal is more complicated than shown in the first example above.
In this case, the 14.6% “hit” or reduction is first applied to the combined inshore (35%) and
mothership (10%) allocations shown in Altemative 4, Option 7. The 14.6% change reduces the
combined 45% to 38%, which is then split 29% to the inshore and 9% to mothership sectors, using
the same proportion as their allocation percentages shown in Option 1. The inshore and mothership
percentages are then subtracted from 100% to calculate the offshore percentage. In this manner,
Option 8 becomes the reciprocal of Option 1.




-~

Alternative 1: Reauthorize existing FMP language for three more years. The current FMP language would
be reauthorized under a new amendment. The only change would occur in Section 8 as shown below.

8.  Duration; Inshore-offshore allocations of pollock, the CVOA, and the Western Alaska Community Quota program
shall cease to be a part of this FMP either (1) at midnight on December 31, 2001; or (2) earlier if replaced with another
management regime approved by the Secretary.

Staff Comment: This alternative is a continuation of the “Status Quo” Three-year Management Regime.
Optionally, the Council could choose to lengthen the duration of the program, or make it permanent until
replaced. If these options are to be considered, they should be included as specific options for analysis. It
should be noted that the Magnuson-Stevens Act does not allow the Council to submit any new IFQ plans until
October 1, 2000. If the Council determined that such a follow-on program is appropriate, it probably could
not be implemented until January 1, 2002.

Alternative 2: No Action. The current FMP language would be deleted. There would be no specific
allocations of pollock to inshore or offshore processors, and the Western Alaska CDQ program for pollock
would be eliminated.

Staff Comment: This alternative is required by law to be included. It would however contradict the
Magnuson-Stevens Act in that the Act specifically indicates provisions for a pollock CDQ program. If this
alternative were chosen, an additional amendment would be necessary to maintain the pollock CDQ program
to comply with the Magnuson-Stevens Act.

Alternative 3: Reauthorize existing FMP language for three more years, but change the allocation
percentages and assign “True Offshore Motherships” to the Inshore Sector. This alternative would change
the duration language of Section 8, add language to Section 2 (Definitions), and change the language in Section
4 (Allocations) to reflect the new percentage allocations. Proposed and implied changes in the allocation
percentages follow the new language of Section 2 shown in the box below.

2.  Definitions
True Motherships are defined as motherships or floating processors vessels that have never caught their own fish while
operating within the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone under U.S. Flag.

Other Motherships are defined as any vessel acting as a mothership, including catcher/processors taking deliveries from
other harvesting vessels, which do not meet the criterion established for “true motherships.”

Inshore is defined to consist of three components of the industry:

D All shoreside processors as defined in federal regulations.

2) All catcher/processors which meet length requirements defined in federal regulations and which have
declared themselves to be “Inshore.”

3) All true motherships, other motherships, or floating processors which have declared themselves to be
“Inshore.”

Offshore is defined to consist of two components of the industry:

1) All catcher/processors not included in the inshore processing category, or which have declared
themselves to be “Offshore.”

2) All true motherships, other motherships, and floating processing vessels not included in the inshore

processing category, or which have declared themselves to be “Offshore.”

Staff Comment: The allocation percentages shown below as Option I reflect the allocation as proposed in
public comment. The second option reflects the 1996 harvest levels, if the new definitions (as shown above)
were in place. In 1996 “true motherships” processed approximately 10% of the non-CDQ pollock. Finally,
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the Council requested that staff calculate and include an additional option reflecting the “reciprocal” of the 7~
proposed alternative. This is shown as Option 3, and reflects the change from 1996 harvest levels implied

by Option 1.

Allocation Percentage Options For Alternative 3

Option | Inshore % | Offshore % | Source of the Option

l 70% 30% Proposed by North Pacific Seafood Coalition

2 45% 55% Derived by Staff to reflect the 1996 harvest were the proposed changes to ‘
the FMP language in place.

3 25% 75% “Reciprocal Change” Option as directed by the Council. The inshore % is ’

calculated by dividing the offshore % in option 1 by the offshore % in
option 2 above, and multiplying the inshore % in Option 2 by the resulting
ratio (30% + 55% x 45% = 25%). The offshore % is calculated as
follows: (100% - 25% = 75%).

Alternative 4: Reauthorize existing FMP language for three more years, but change the allocation
percentages and define a new sector called “True Motherships” which would receive a separate allocation
of the pollock TAC. This altemative would change language in Section 2 (Definitions) and Section 4
(Allocations) to reflect the new percentage allocations and the new “True Mothership™ sector for allocations.
Other sections of the FMP would change to reflect the additional sector. Section 8 would change to reflect the
new sunset date. Proposed and implied changes in the allocation percentages follow the new language of Section
2 and Section 4 are shown in the box below. Proposed allocation percentages follow the changes in the FMP lamnY

language.

2.  Definitions
True Motherships are defined as motherships or floating processors vessels that have never caught their own fish while
operating within the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone Under U.S. Flag.
Other Motherships are defined as any vessel acting as a mothership, including catcher/processors taking deliveries from
other harvesting vessels, which do not meet the criterion established for “true motherships.”

Inshore is defined to consist of three components of the industry:

D All shoreside processors as defined in federal regulations.

2) All catcher/processors which meet length requirements defined in federal regulations and which have
declared themselves to be “Inshore.”

3) Other motherships, or floating processors which have declared themselves to be “Inshore.”

Offshore is defined to consist of two components the of industry:

D All catcher/processors not included in the inshore processing category, or which have declared
themselves to be “Offshore.”

2) Other motherships, and floating processing vessels which have declared themselves to be “Offshore.”

4.  Allocations: The allowed barvest of BSAI pollock shall be allocated as follows: XX% of the pollock in each subarea
for each season will be allocated to the inshore component, beginning in 1999 and continuing through 2001. By the
same action, the offshore fleet will be allocated YY% of the pollock resource beginning in 1999 and continuing
through 2001 in each subarea and in each season. Finally, the true mothership fleet will be allocated ZZ% of the
pollock resource beginning in 1999 and continuing through 2001 in each subarea and in each season. The percentage
allocations are made by subarea and period as provided in federal regulations implementing this FMP. All pollock -
caught as bycatch in other fisheries will be attributed to the sector which processes the remainder of the catch. h




Staff Comment: The allocation percentages shown as Options 1 and 2 in the box below reflect the allocation
as proposed in public comment. Options 3-6 reflect the ranges of allocations implied by the proposal. A
seventh option reflects the 1996 harvest levels, were the new definitions (as shown above) in place. In 1996
“true motherships” processed approximately 10% of the non-CDQ pollock. Finally, the Council requested
that staff calculate and include additional options reflecting the “reciprocals” of the proposed alternatives.
These are shown as Option 8-13, and reflect the change from 1996 harvest levels implied by Options I-7.

Allocation Percentage Options for Alternative 4

Option % to % to True % to Source Of The Option
Inshore | Motherships | Offshore

I 40% 13% 47% Proposed by North Pacific Seafood Coalition.

2 55% 15% 30% Proposed by North Pacific Seafood Coalition.

3 40% 15% 45% Implied by ranges included in the proposal.

4 55% 13% 32% Implied by ranges included in the proposal.

5 38% 15% 47% Implied by ranges included in the proposal.

6 57% 13% 30% Implied by ranges included in the proposal.

7 35% 10% 55% Derived by Staff to reflect the 1996 harvest were the proposed

changes to the FMP language in place.
8 29% 9% 62% R.of 1 | “Reciprocal Change” Options (R.) are included as

directed by the Council. These are calculated by
dividing the offshore % in Options 1-6 respectively,
9 15% 5% 75% R.of2 | by the offshore % in Option 7, and multiplying the
sum of the inshore % and mothership % in Option 7
by the resulting ratio. The split between inshore and
10 27% 10% 63% R.of 3 | true motherships is calculated by taking the proportion
of each in the specific allocation. As an example the
splits in Option 8 are calculated as follows:

1 21% 5% 74% | R of4
Inshore =(47% + 55%) x (35% + 10%) x
((40%+(40% + 13%)) = 29%
12 28% 11% 62% | R of5
True MS =(47% + 55%) x (35% + 10%) x
((13%+(40% + 13%)) = 9%
13 20% 5% 75% | R of6

Offshore =100% - 29% - 9% =62%

Alternative 5: Reauthorize existing FMP language for three more years, but change the language to
eliminate references to Inshore and Offshore allocations. New language would be included providing for
allocations to Catcher Vessels and Catcher Processors with a guaranteed portion of the Catcher Vessel
allocation to be delivered to a newly defined Inshore sector. This alternative would allocate specific
percentages to be harvested by catcher vessels and catcher processors. Either sector could make deliveries to any
processor, except that there would be a minimum delivery guarantee to inshore processors from the catcher vessel
allocation. Wholesale changes to the FMP would be made under this alternative, but these are reflected primarily
in the revised Sections 2 and 4 as shown below. Allocation options are shown following the changes in the FMP
Language. The actual proposal did not include specific percentages for the shoreside guarantee, and therefore,



the options show a percentage of the catcher vessel harvest which would reflect the amount of the 1996 pollock
TAC processed by the inshore sector, i.e, 35% of the non-CDQ pollock in the BSAL

2. Definitions

Catcher Vessels are defined as all vessels permitted to harvest groundfish which are not permitted to act as processing
vessels for groundfish.

Catcher Processors are defined as all vessels permitted harvest groundfish which are also permitted to act as
processing vessels for groundfish.

Inshore is defined to consist of two components of the industry:
1) All shoreside processors as defined in federal regulations.
2) Other motherships, or floating processors which have declared themselves to be “Inshore.”

. Allocations: The allowed harvest of BSAI pollock shall be allocated as follows: XX% of the pollock resource in each
subarea for each season will be allocated to catcher processors, beginning in 1999 and continuing through 2001. By
the same action, the catcher vessels will be allocated YY% of the pollock resource beginning in 1999 and continuing
through 2001 in each subarea and in each season. From the amount of the pollock resource allocated to catcher
vessels, a minimum of ZZ% will be delivered to the inshore component. The percentage allocations are made by
subarea and period as provided in federal regulations implementing this FMP. All pollock caught as bycatch in other
fisheries will be attributed to the appropriate harvesting sector.

Staff Comment: The allocation percentages shown as Options 1-3 in the box below reflect the allocation as
proposed in public comment. The Council Staff calculated the shoreside guarantee such that 35% of the
pollock TAC would be delivered by catcher vessels to the inshore sector. Council staff also included a fourth
option which reflects the 1996 harvest levels, were the new definitions (as shown above) in place. In 1996
catcher vessels harvested approximately 51% of the non-CDQ pollock. Finally, the Council requested that
staff calculate and include additional options reflecting the “reciprocals” of the proposed alternatives. These
are shown as Options 5-7, and reflect the change from 1996 harvest levels implied by Options I-3.

Allocation Percentage Options for Alternative 5
Option % to % to % of C.V. Source of the Optio
Catcher | Catcher | Guaranteed \” X
Processors | Vessels for Inshore W 1" s
(35% of TAC) | A\
1 45% 55% 63% /Proposed by United Catcher Vessels.
1

2 40% 60% 58% 1 Proposed by United Catcher Vessels

3 35% 65% 53% q ~Proposed by United Catcher Vessels

4 4%% 51% 68% Derived by Staff to reflect the 1996 harvest were the .

proposed changes to the FMP language in place.

5 52% 48% 73% R.of 1 | “Reciprocal Change” Options (R.) are included as
directed by the Council. These are calculated by

6 55% 45% 7% R.of2 | dividing the offshore % in Options 1-3
respectively, by the catcher processor % in Option
4, and multiplying the catcher vessel % in Option

0, 0, 0,
7 57% 43% 81% R.of 3 4 by the resulting ratio.
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Past, Curren oposed Problem Statements

The Council requested that the following problem statements be included in the newsletter to help focus their June
discussions of an appropriate problem statement for Inshore/Offshore III.

Inshore-Offshore 1
Problem Statement

The finite availability of fishery resources, combined with current and projected levels of harvesting and
processing capacity and the differing capabilities of the inshore and offshore components of the industry, has
generated concern for the future ecological, social and economic health of the resource and the industry.
These concerns include, but are not limited to, localized depletion of stocks or other behavioral impacts to
stocks, shortened seasons, increased waste, harvests which exceed the TAC, and possible preemption of one
industry component by another with the attendant social and economic disruption.

Domestic harvesting and processing capacity currently exceeds available fish for all species in the Guif of
Alaska and most species in the Bering Sea. The seafood industry is composed of different geographic, social,
and economic components which have differing needs and capabilities including, but not limited to, the
inshore and offshore components of the industry.

The Council defines the problems as a resource allocation problem where one industry sector faces the risk
of preemption by another. The analysis will evaluate each of the alternatives as to their ability to solve the
problem within the context of harvesting/processing capacity exceeding available resources.

The Council will address these problems through the adoption of appropriate management measures to
advance the conservation needs of the fishery resources in the North Pacific and to further the economic and

social goals of the Act.

Inshore-Offshore I1
Problem Statement

The problem to be addressed is the need to maintain stability while the Comprehensive Rationalization
Program (CRP) process goes forward. The Council believes that timely development and consideration of
a continuing inshore-offshore and pollock CDQ allocation may preserve stability in the groundfish industry,
while clearing the way for continuing development of a CRP management system. The industry is in a
different state than existed in 1990 as a consequence of many factors outside the scope of the Council
process, as well as the inshore-offshore allocation. The Council intends that staff analyze the effects of
rapidly reauthorizing an interim inshore-offshore allocation relative to maintaining stability in the industry
during the CRP development process, as well as the consequences of not continuing the present allocation.
These alternatives are appropriate as they address the problem of maintaining stability. Therefore, the focus
of analysis to be done over the next few months should assist the Council to:

0} Identify which alternative is least likely to cause further disruption and instability, and thus,
increase the opportunity for the Council to accomplish its longer-term goal of CRP
management.

) Identify the future trade-offs involved for all impacted sectors presented by the two
alternatives.




DRAFT PROBLEM STATEMENT
(offered by Council Member Pereyra at April 1997 Council meeting)

The problem to be addressed is the need to maintain stability, e.g., no changes in the sector splits, while the
Comprehensive Rationalization Program goes forward. The Council believes that a continuing inshore-
offshore and CDQ pollock allocation, as was done in 1995 when the inshore-offshore regulations were
essentially “rolled over” through 1998, will minimize instability in the groundfish industry, while allowing
for continuing development of a CRP management system, including the National Academy of Science’s
study of individual quotas as mandated by Congress. The groundfish industry is in a different state than
existed in 1995 as a consequence of many factors outside the scope of the Council process, such as the
ongoing negotiations with Russia over the Bering Sea maritime boundary, as well as the inshore-offshore
allocation. Furthermore, the sectors of the Bering Sea pollock fishery are now fairly evenly balanced as
evidenced by the time periods required for each sector to take its quota; and beginning in 1998 the discarding
of pollock and cod will be prohibited in the groundfish fisheries.

The Council intends that staff analyze the effects of reauthorizing the inshore-offshore allocation relative to
maintaining stability in the industry during the CRP development process, as well as the consequences of not
continuing the present allocation structure. These alternatives are appropriate as they address the problem
of maintaining stability with regard to the sector splits. Therefore, the focus of the analysis to be done over
the next year should assist the Council to:

(1) Identify which alternative is least likely to cause further disruption and instability, and thus increase
the opportunity for the Council to accomplish its longer-term goal of CRP management.

(2) Identify the future trade-offs involved for all impacted sectors presented by the two alternatives.

Council action will be required no later than June of 1998 to keep the program going until the CRP process
can be completed. Action by the Council in June would allow for Secretarial review and approval by the start
of the 1999 fishing year. No new regulations or infrastructures would be necessary for (continued)
implementation of the program under this schedule.

ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1: No Action - the current inshore-offshore allocation and the pollock CDQ program would
expire at the end of 1998.

Alternative 2: Continuation of the current program, as is, including the CDQ allocation, until replaced by
a long-term CRP solution, but with review after five years if the CRP is not completed by that
time. ’

In developing these alternatives, the Council feels that changes to the present allocation program, such as
changes in the percentage allocations, would have similar consequences as were identified for the last “roll
- over” (Amendment 18/23), i.e., (1) require significant new and complex economic analyses, (2) create
additional debate over basic management policy by the Council, (3) be inconsistent with their overall intent
to deal with the issue on a more long-term, comprehensive basis through CRP, and (4) create unnecessary
delays in implementing the continuation. Because of these concerns, and because the Council still intends
minimal disruptions to the fishery and processing industry, only two basic alternatives are being considered.
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Information uested by Council

A revised Problem Statement, and alternatives for formal analysis, will be decided by the Council at their
June meeting in Kodiak for both the GOA and the BSAI. The Council is encouraging comments on the
alternatives and problem statements for their June discussions. The Council notes that when considering and
commenting on the proposed alternatives, the public should be aware of discussion points raised by the Council
in April, which included the following:

« changes in biomass levels of pollock

» consolidation of effort in some industry sectors

« ownership structures of the industry sectors involved
changes in delivery patterns for pollock

current and future stability of the industry

long-range management considerations for pollock (CRP)

* - L

The Council also requested information from staff to facilitate their June discussions. Information which may
be provided in June (as available) includes: data and analytical requirements necessary for various proposed
alternatives; numbers of vessels, plants, and motherships operating in the pollock fisheries; ‘migration’ patterns
of vessels previously operating in the pollock fisheries, and; recent harvest delivery patterns associated with BSAI
pollock fisheries. The industry also is encouraged to document problems and concerns that have arisen as a result
of past or current inshore/offshore allocations.

Written public comments on the above should be provided to the Council office by June 9 to be placed in the
Council meeting notebooks. There will be time set aside at the Council meeting for further comment. A draft
analysis of the alternatives resulting from the June 1997 meeting will be presented to the Council in February
1998 at the earliest. The Council needs to make their final decision by June 1998. Staff contact is Marcus

Hartley.
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AGENDA C-1(b)
JUNE 1997

Discussion Paper
Issues and Analysis for Inshore-Offshore 3

This discussion paper presents the current thinking of Council staff on the assessment of alternatives for
Inshore-Offshore 3. It is divided into the following ten sections, some having appendices:

1  Current Situation and Proposed AILEIatiVes...........c.c.ciciiiierierienieieieeeeeeeseeeeieee e eesecenssreesaesens 2
2 Assessment for Inshore/Offshore 1. 2
3 Assessment for Inshore/OffShore 2.............coooiiiiiiiiiiii e 4
4 StOCK PrOJECHIONS .......c.ooeiiuiiieicetieiertetcn ittt ettt ettt st ss s a e s bbb 5
5  Catcher Vessel Operational Area (CVOA)...........ooiiiiiiinieeceeeece et R 6
6 Pollock CDQs and the Magnusen-StEVENS ACE ..........c.coveeiueeriiieeiriireeeneeseenteieeseesreseeaeeeeesre s 10
7 Catch and Processing Data...........cccoeviiiiieiiniieniiniiiieiee ettt et ssae s s 13
7.1 Confidentiality of Catch and Processing INfOrmation............cccecieeieneniinienniinecnenerececteie e 13
8 Cost Data Collection and ProjeCtions..............cccovruirieiieriiiiiesiictiestceee et esee s seeeaene 14
9  Price and Market PrOJECTIONS...........cccoiiiirieuiieeceeiciieteete st sttt sae et saeeses e e e saseeee 14
10 Foreign Ownership and Control...............ccociiiiiiiiiiniiniiieeiie et sne s see e saae e 15
11 Modeling the Fishery Under the AIternatives...........cc..ccoectrriiniriirnenieeee e 15
11.1 Who Has Standing in the Accounting of Costs and Benefits to the Nation?............cccceccveeeverricniinivreneneenne 16
12 SUumMMArY DISCUSSION. .....ccc.iiiiieeiiiiiieiieeeieereetceeteee e e e e ere e s e beeebeessaeesseenseasseeasseesnsnansnesneennne 17



1  Current Situation and Proposed Alternatives

Inshore-Offshore 2 will sunset in December 1998, a mere 18 months away. Inshore-Offshore 3 will have
to be approved by the Council in June 1998 to take effect in 1999. Therefore, a preliminary draft analysis
must be available for Council review in February 1998, and the Council must approve a draft for public
review at their April 1998 meeting. Thus, there are only about seven months to complete the study.
Assuming the latest possible implementation date (01/20/99), then Inshore-Offshore 3 must be submitted
to the Secretary of Commerce no later than September 2, 1998, leaving only 70 days after the June 1998
meeting for drafting the Proposed Rule and Preamble, and for internal review by the Region. Clearly
there is no room for slippage.

The Gulf of Alaska portion appears non-controversial. Only two options have been discussed: (1) a
rollover of the current regulations, and (2) “No Action,” whereby the allocation would sunset.

The Bering Sea and Aleutians alternatives proposed thus far, and reordered by Council staff, are
described in Item C-1(a). They have five basic forms:

1. Return to unallocated open access; the “No Action” Alternative.

2. Allocations to two processing sectors (inshore & offshore) as currently defined, allocating
35% of the non-CDQ Pollock inshore and 65% offshore.

3. Allocations to two processing sectors, redefining the Inshore sector to include “true
motherships.” “True Motherships” are motherships or floating processor vessels that have
never caught their own fish while operating within the U.S. EEZ under U.S. flag. Proposed
inshore allocations are 25%, 45%, or 70%, with the remainder going offshore. In 1996 “true
motherships” processed approximately 10% of the non-CDQ pollock TAC.

4. Allocations to three processing sectors (imshore, offshore, and “true motherships”). The
inshore sector would be defined as they are currently. The range of inshore allocations goes
from a low of 19% to a high of 55%. Proposed allocations to “true motherships” range
between 5% and 15%. The offshore sector would be allocated the remaining portions of the
non-CDQ TAC.

5. Allocations to catcher vessels and to catcher processors, with an optional minimum shore-
side guarantee. Catcher processors would be allocated between 35% and 57%, and catcher
vessels between 43% and 65% of the non-CDQ pollock TAC. In 1996 catcher vessels
harvested approximately 51%. Of the catcher vessel allocation, between 53% and 81% could
be guaranteed to the Inshore sector as currently defined.

Alternatives 2-5 also include a Catcher Vessel Operational Area. To date no changes in the definition of
the CVOA have been proposed. There have been proposals to enforce the CVOA in both the A and the B
seasons. Currently, the CVOA is only in effect in the B season until such time as the inshore pollock
fishery opens.

2 Assessment for Inshore/Offshore 1

Inshore/Offshore 1 was approved by the Secretary in two phases. Initially, the Secretary approved the
GOA, but rejected full approval of the Council's preferred alternative for the BSAI. That alternative was
a three-year program which allocated progressively greater amounts of pollock to the inshore sector each
year going from 35% in the first year to 55% by the third year. The Secretary of Commerce approved a
35% allocation for the B-Season of 1992, as well as the pollock CDQ program, but asked that the Council
resubmit options for allocations beyond 1992.



The original analysis for Amendment 18/23, dated September 19, 1991, included a Social Impact
Assessment and detailed cost and revenue profiles for various types of vessels and processors involved in
the pollock and Pacific cod fisheries. Cost information was based on an OMB approved survey of the
industry prepared and distributed by NMFS-AFSC in summer 1990. It asked for information for 1989
and for partial year information for 1990. (Copies of the survey forms mailed to Catcher Vessels, Catcher
Processors, and Shoreside Processors are found in Attachment III, and will be available at the meeting.)
This information was the basis of the economic assessment, which largely focused on distributional
impacts of the allocation, and featured the Jensen-Radtke Fishery Economic Assessment Model, a
disaggregated input/output tool still used today, most recently in the halibut charter issue. This study
concluded there would be a net gain in “direct income™ of approximately $9 million over the life of the
program.

The controversy surrounding the Council's approval of the original allocation, and the somewhat limited
“cost-benefit” analysis included in the original SEIS, led NMFS to embark on an unprecedented
“independent” assessment of the alternatives. The NMFS Economics Special Studies Team, a group of
economists not directly involved in the fisheries of the North Pacific and led by Dr. Morton Miller,
provided the Secretary with a draft report dated February 14, 1992. Their findings (projecting a loss of
$181 million to the nation over the three years of the program) were singularly important in the
Secretary’s “only partial” approval of the Council's Preferred Alternative. This report and a subsequent
final draft, dated April 14, 1992, are available by contacting Council staff. These assessments were
primarily “cost-benefit studies.” Costs for the Inshore Sector were based on the OMB survey, while costs
for the Offshore Sector were based on data submitted during public comment.

Council staff and NMFS economists, including members from the “Special Studies Team”, prepared a
Supplement to the SEIS following the “only partial” approval of the amendments. This document
included a distributional input-output study as found in the original SEIS and a “Cost-Benefit” analysis
similar to that found in the “Special Studies Team” report. It attempted to incorporate uncertainty in key
parameters such as price, recovery rates, bycatch, discards, and marginal cost indices, by developing two
sets of ranges, one set comprising industry input, and the other reflecting the “best estimates” of the
analytical team. The ranges of the various parameters were fed into a “Monte Carlo” model. The cost-
benefit results of the study projected a loss to the nation of roughly $35 million over the three-year
program. However, the hypothesis that the allocation would be neutral in terms of net-benefits could not
be rejected, as roughly 18% of the Monte Carlo outcomes were positive, as shown in Figure 1 below,

taken from the Supplementary Analysis of the Proposed Amendment 18.
Figure 1
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In the end the Council resubmitted a program which would allocate 35% to the inshore sector in the first
year, stepping up to 37.5% in the second and third years. The Secretary approved a 35% allocation for all
three years.

3  Assessment for Inshore/Offshore 2

Inshore/Offshore 1 was scheduled to expire on December 31, 1996. The Council asked staff to examine a
simple rollover of the amendments, though there were discussions in the early development of Inshore-
Offshore 2 to include changes in the allocation percentages. The Council was apparently dissuaded from
including these options partly as a result of advice from the SSC. The September 1994 SSC minutes read
as follows:

“The scope of the socio-economic analysis needed will depend upon (a) the length of the
extension, because a longer extension begins to look like a permanent allocation rather than an
interim measure, and (b) whether any options are considered besides a simple extension of the
existing allocation rules. Consideration of new allocation options (such as different percentages
of cod and pollock allocated to onshore processing, or different CDQ percentages) or a long term
extension would, in our view re-open the complex issues of social and economic impacts which
were extensively examined in the original amendment process.

A more extensive analysis would need to quantitatively assess social and economic impacts and
national net benefits of allocation among onshore and offshore sectors, and it would likely need to
assess the success of the CDQ program in providing for economic development of Western
Alaskan Communities.”

The analysis of Inshore/Offshore 2 (Amendments 38/40) did not re-spade the previous cost-benefit or
distributional analyses; rather, it examined the state of the fisheries from 1992-1994. It identified
significant changes affecting the overall findings of the previous analysis. Directional changes from the
original analyses, and their likely magnitudes, also were identified. Projections were made regarding the
likely distributions of fishing and processing activities under two alternatives—expiration or
reauthorization of the allocation using the 1993 and 1994 fisheries as a base case.

The analysis also examined other issues identified by the Council including stability within the industry,
future trade-offs for affected industry sectors, and potential impacts on the Council's overall
Comprehensive Rationalization Program (CRP) development. The pollock CDQ program also was
examined, from the perspective of each of the six CDQ organizations' development relative to the overall
goals and objectives of the CDQ program created by the Council.

No new cost information was available, so the analysis included no detailed cost profiles, and therefore no
quantitative results showing costs and benefits or distributional impacts. Instead, the analysis focused on
parameters for which new data were available and qualitatively assessed how these parameter changes
might have affected the results of the cost-benefit and distributional studies of Inshore/Offshore 1. The
analysis concluded that the losses of net benefits projected in the 1992 Supplemental Analysis were most
likely overstated, and that changes in the actual fisheries would tend to move the expected impacts of the
original analysis toward a more neutral outcome.

The analysis concluded that the distribution effects also were likely overstated in the original analysis.
This finding derived from the fact that prices and therefore revenues were significantly lower than
assumed. Lower revenues tend to dampen the magnitude of distributional changes, which are primarily a
function of income.
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The Council's focus during the reauthorization was on stability, and the assessment concluded the
following:

“The existing allocations provide a reasonable assurance to each industry sector involved regarding the
amount of fish for harvesting and processing. Business planning is largely affected by these allocations
for both inshore and offshore processors and the harvesting vessels delivering to them. The continuation
of these allocations for an additional three years was projected to maintain the relationships between these
sectors as they had developed over the previous three years. The stability, which had been established
between these various industry sectors, would not guarantee survival of entities within these sectors, but
would be crucial to the successful fruition of the CRP program over the next three years.”

4  Stock Projections \

Previous inshore/offshore assessments assumed that pollock stocks in the Bering Sea were stable and the
pollock TACs would remain constant over the allocation period at levels between 1.1 and 1.2 million
metric tons. The same assumptions are unlikely to be acceptable for Inshore-Offshore 3.

The Eastern Bering Sea pollock stock biomass has fluctuated in abundance over the last 35 years, from
very low levels in the mid-1960s (< 2 million mt.), to a peak of about 12 million mt. in the mid-1980s
(Figure 2). The stock has since declined, and the 1997 exploitable biomass is estimated to be 6,120,000
mt. ABC and TAC are set at 1,130,000 mt for 1997.

High stock biomass in the 1980s resulted from consistently good year-classes produced between 1972 and
1984 (Figure 3). More recent year-classes have been below average, except for an abundant 1989 year-
class and average 1992 year-class. Without consistently large year-classes, TAC specifications will
become more dependent on recruitment. Available recruitment data from U.S. surveys, while uncertain,
suggest that the stock may continue to decline in the foreseeable future.

Figure 2 Figure 3
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Preliminary data from the 1997 summer survey should be available by September, and should provide
some additional indication of the strength of the newest recruits into the fishery, i.e. the 1994 year-class,
as well as some indications of the 1996 year-class index. If the 1994 year-class recruits well into the
fishery, or if the 1996 year-class shows up in good numbers, then TACs could be relatively stable.
Otherwise declines in the TAC would be expected.

If indeed the pollock stocks are less stable than in previous years the importance and impact of the
inshore/offshore allocation may be magnified. On the one hand, declining stocks may be used to justify
an increase to one or other of the sectors on stability grounds. On the other hand, the instability of the
sector receiving a smaller allocation will only be increased if TACs decline significantly.



5  Catcher Vessel Operational Area (CVOA)

The proposed alternatives include an option to change current CVOA regulations to exclude catcher
processors from operating in the CVOA during the A-season. This would have potential biological and
socio-economic impacts.

Catches in the CVOA are not explicitly recorded in the blend data, making estimates of catches within the
CVOA somewhat problematic. Management areas 517 and 509 cover most of the CVOA, but large
portions of those areas are north of it. In 1996 roughly 70% of the pollock targeted by catcher-processors
in the A-season were taken from 517 and 509. Area 513, to the north and west of the CVOA, accounted
for an additional 23% of the A-season pollock. In 1997 areas 517 and 509 accounted for 91% of the
catcher processors’ A-season total, while area 513 accounted for only 3% of their A-season. Figure 4,
below, shows the CVOA and it relationship the Bering Sea Management Zones.

Observer data more accurately show catch locations. Figures 5-8 show haul locations with pollock targets
by all vessels in both the A and B seasons for 1995 and 1996. The CVOA boundary is the shaded area
superimposed on the map. The figures show the differences in effort inside the CVOA during the A-
season compared to the B-season. Clearly the areas in and around the CVOA are important for catcher-
processors during the A-season. On the other hand, the CVOA is also a part of the “cntlcal habitat” for
Steller sea lions, recently listed as “endangered”. Figure 9 shows the overlap of critical habitat area and
the CVOA.
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6 Pollock CDQs and the Magnusen-Stevens Act

When the Council approved Inshore/Offshore 2 in June 1995, they also approved the License Limitation
and the multi-species CDQ programs for groundfish and crab. They explicitly made the pollock CDQ
allocation part of the inshore/offshore amendment package that would expire at the end of 1998, and not
part of the multi-species CDQ allocation that would commence in 1998. The Magnuson-Stevens Act has
been revised to include very specific language pertaining to Western Alaska CDQ allocations. The
language from Section 305 is shown in the box below:

(i) ALASKA AND WESTERN PACIFIC COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS.--

(1) (A) The North Pacific Council and the Secretary shall establish a western Alaska
community development quota program under which a percentage of the total allowable catch of
any Bering Sea fishery is allocated to the program.

(B) To be eligible to participate in the western Alaska community development quota
program under subparagraph (A) a community shall—

(i) be located within 50 nautical miles from the baseline from which the breadth
of the territorial sea is measured along the Bering Sea coast from the Bering Strait to the western
most of the Aleutian Islands, or on an island within the Bering Sea;

(ii) not be located on the Gulf of Alaska coast of the north Pacific Ocean;

(iii) meet criteria developed by the Governor of Alaska, approved by the
Secretary, and published in the Federal Register;

(iv) be certified by the Secretary of the Interior pursuant to the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) to be a Native village;

(v) consist of residents who conduct more than one-half of their current
commercial or subsistence fishing effort in the waters of the Bering Sea or waters surrounding the
Aleutian Islands; and

(vi) not have previously developed harvesting or processing capability sufficient
to support substantial participation in the groundfish fisheries in the Bering Sea, unless the
community can show that the benefits from an approved Community Development Plan would be
the only way for the community to realize a return from previous investments.

(C) (@) Prior to October 1, 2001, the North Pacific Council may not submit to the
Secretary any fishery management plan, plan amendment, or regulation that allocates to the
western Alaska community development quota program a percentage of the total allowable catch
of any Bering Sea fishery for which, prior to October 1, 1995, the Council had not approved a
percentage of the total allowable catch for allocation to such community development quota
program. The expiration of any plan, amendment, or regulation that meets the requirements of
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clause (ii) prior to October 1, 2001, shall not be construed to prohibit the Council from submitting
a revision or extension of such plan, amendment, or regulation to the Secretary if such revision or
extension complies with the other requirements of this paragraph.

(ii) With respect to a fishery management plan, plan amendment, or regulation
for a Bering Sea fishery that-

(@) allocates to the western Alaska community development quota program a
percentage of the total allowable catch of such fishery; and

(II) was approved by the North Pacific Council prior to October I, 1995; the
Secretary shall, except as provided in clause (iii) and after approval of such plan, amendment, or
regulation under section 304, allocate to the program the percentage of the total allowable catch
described in such plan, amendment, or regulation. Prior to October I, 2001, the percentage
submitted by the Council and approved by the Secretary for any such plan, amendment, or
regulation shall be no greater than the percentage approved by the Council for such fishery prior
to October 1, 1995.

(iii) The Secretary shall phase in the percentage for community development
quotas approved in 1995 by the North Pacific Council for the Bering Sea crab fisheries as follows:

() 3.5 percent of the total allowable catch of each such fishery for 1998 shall be
allocated to the western Alaska community development quota program;

(1) 5 percent of the total allowable catch of each such fishery for 1999 shall be
allocated to the western Alaska community development quota program; and

(III) 7.5 percent of the total allowable catch of each such fishery for 2000 and
thereafter shall be allocated to the western Alaska community development quota program, unless
the North Pacific Council submits and the Secretary approves a percentage that is no greater than
7.5 percent of the total allowable catch of each such fishery for 2001 or the North Pacific Council
submits and the Secretary approves any other percentage on or after October 1, 2001.

(D) This paragraph shall not be construed to require the North Pacific Council to
resubmit, or the Secretary to reapprove, any fishery management plan or plan amendment
approved by the North Pacific Council prior to October I, 1995, that includes a community
development quota program, or any regulations to implement such plan or amendment.

There has been considerable debate among Agency and Council staffs over the issue of whether
continuation of the pollock CDQ program is mandated in the above legislative language. Council staff
believes that the combined effect of subsections (1)(A), (1)(C)(ii)(II), and (1)(D) (all in italics) is to
mandate the continuation of the pollock program at the current level of 7.5%. A counterpoint that has

been offered informally by NOA GC is that the clause in (1)(C)(ii)(II):

“... the Secretary shall, except as provided in clause (iii) and after approval of such plan, amendment, or

regulation under section 304,..."
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will require the Council to submit a full blown plan amendment analyzing and demonstrating positive net
benefits to the nation of continuation of the pollock CDQ program. Further, NOAA GC has argued that
one of the alternatives analyzed must be the no action alternative, i.e., letting the pollock CDQ program
expire.

To clarify congressional intent, we researched the congressional record of the legislation. The Senate
Commerce Committee report on S. 39, dated May 23, 1996, states on the pages shown in parentheses:

“The North Pacific Council has implemented CDQ programs that set aside about 7.5 percent of the
Bering Sea harvests of pollock, halibut and sablefish for 55 villages in western Alaska. In
addition, that Council has recommended CDQs in several other major Bering Sea fisheries,
including crab. The bill legislatively mandates both current and proposed Bering Sea CDQ
programs and authorizes similar programs in the western Pacific. (p. 6)

In June of 1995, the North Pacific Council renewed the pollock CDQ program by unanimous
consent (with one abstention)(p. 27)... New section 305(i) of the Magnuson Act would explicitly
provide for the western Alaska CDQ programs and combine them in a single program for
regulatory efficiency... (p. 28)

New subsection (i) of section 305 of the Magnuson Act would require the North Pacific Council
and the Secretary to establish a western Alaska community development program under which a
percentage of the total allowable catch of each Bering Sea fishery is allocated to the program.
Bering Sea CDQ programs already recommended or submitted by the North Pacific Council
would be combined into a single, more efficient western Alaska CDQ program... (p. 28)

This subsection would establish a moratorium through FY 2000 on the submission by the North
Pacific Council of a ... western Alaska CDQ program unless the Council had recommended a
CDQ allocation in the fishery prior to October 1, 1995. The moratorium therefore would limit the
new combined western Alaska CDQ program to the pollock, halibut, sablefish, crab and
groundfish fisheries until September 30, 2000. In addition the Secretary would be prohibited
during that period from approving or implementing a greater percentage of the total allowable
catch of the Bering Sea pollock, ... for the western Alaska CDQ program than the North Pacific
Council had already recommended as of September 30, 1995 in those fisheries. The effect of this
restriction with respect to pollock would be that North Pacific Council and Secretary would be
required to continue to allocate a percentage of pollock to the western Alaska CDQ program,
notwithstanding the current expiration date for pollock CDQs, but the Secretary would not be
allowed to approve a percentage higher than 7.5 percent for pollock CDQs prior to October 1,
2000. (pp. 28-29)

Senator Stevens' comments on the Senate floor on September 19, 1996, concerning manager’s
amendments to S. 39, echo the committee report:

Pacific Community Fisheries

The amendment requires the North Pacific Council and Secretary to establish a western
Alaska community development quota (CDQ) program under which a percentage of the total
allowable catch of each Bering Sea fishery is allocated to western Alaska communities that
participate in the program. The amendment prevents the North Pacific Council from increasing
the percentage of any CDQ allocation approved by the Council prior to October 1, 1995 until after
September 30, 2001. The amendment includes a sentence at the end of a new section 305(i)
(1)(C)(i) making clear that this cap through September 30, 2001 does not prevent the extension of
the pollcck CDQ allocation beyond 1996. In complying with the western Alaska CDQ
requirement, a percentage of the pollock fishery (and each Bering Sea fishery) must be allocated to
the program every year. In the event that the North Pacific Council fails to submit an extension of
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In the previous analysis, price and gross revenue projections served as an indicator of directional changes
in the projections and distribution of benefits as estimated from 1992 supplemental analysis. Even with
accurate estimates of past and current prices, there will still be a great deal of uncertainty regarding future
prices. Because of the international nature of the pollock market, forecasts of future prices are
particularly troublesome, as they depend not only on demand for product, in both the United States and
abroad, but also on the yen/dollar exchange rates, and demand for close substitutes of pollock products.
The issue is clouded further by vertical integration within the pollock industry, and the existence of long
term marketing arrangements.

10 Foreign Ownership and Control

In Inshore/Offshore 1, estimates of foreign ownership, based on studies by ADFG and the General
Accounting Office (GAO), were used to discount producer surplus accruing to the U.S. It was assumed
that 75% of offshore producer surplus accrued to U.S. owners, while only 35% of inshore producer
surplus accrued to U.S. owners. The remaining quantities “leaked” from the system to foreign nationals.
Because the information in the two studies was relatively recent, it was deemed reasonable for use in the
inshore/offshore analysis.

More recent comprehensive studies of foreign ownership do not exist. However, some information
appears to be available from databases maintained by the states of Alaska and Washington. A quick
survey of the State of Alaska Corporations database on the Internet revealed that Japanese ownership of
shore plants in Dutch Harbor was extensive. Unfortunately, a similar level of information regarding
fishing vessels is not so readily accessible, primarily because fishing and processing vessels tend to be
held in limited partnerships rather than in corporations. Complete access to Alaska’s corporate database
should be available on the Internet this summer. In addition, data on limited partnerships may also be
available. Similar data from Washington State apparently are available by obtaining a use license.

In addition to these public sources, we are investigating to possibility of accessing databases on LEXIS-
NEXIS. Apparently, this company provides fee-based access to public records including State
Corporation Databases, databases reporting bankruptcies, and other financial statements. Other sources of
information include fishery trade journals such as “Fishing News International,” which in March 1997
printed an extensive article and interview with executives from American Seafoods, the large corporation
heavily involved in the factory trawl sector. All of these sources will be accessed to document the extent
of foreign ownership and control in the pollock fisheries of Alaska.

11 Modeling the Fishery Under the Alternatives

Council staff has not yet finalized a methodology to project catch and processing by types of various
vessel and processors under the various alternatives. Two methods could produce reasonable results. The
first is a linear extrapolation model used in Inshore/Offshore 1 and 2. The second is a simulation model
developed for the Comprehensive Rationalization Program by Dr. Matt Berman at University of Alaska’s
Institute of Social and Economic Research, and Council Economist Marcus Hartley. Both models may
provide very similar results for the pollock fisheries. The simulation model would likely provide better
projections of the impacts of reallocations in other target fisheries such as Pacific cod, and Atka
Mackerel, and of the impacts of changes to the CVOA. Both models would use similar inputs for the
pollock fishery, but the simulation model would require additional cost, revenue, and operational
information for Pacific cod, Atka Mackerel and perhaps other fisheries. The simulation model would also
require more detailed bycatch information. An additional consideration is the relative complexity of the
two models. The simulation model is much more complex and difficult to explain and understand, while
the extrapolation model relies on a relatively straightforward process of linear expansions and
contractions.

15



In either case we anticipate modeling the uncertainty inherent in the parameters, as was done in the 1992
cost-benefit analysis. This will involve assigning probability distributions around key inputs, and
employing “Monte Carlo” simulation methodologies to randomly select inputs from the distributions for a
large number of iterations. The end results will provide “expected values™ for the cost-benefit tradeoff, as
well as demonstrate the level of uncertainty around that expected value.

We also anticipate using the Jensen-Radtke Fishery Economic Assessment Model (FEAM) to show
distributional impacts. Results from the simulation model or the extrapolation model can be fed into the
FEAM. In addition we plan to examine the effects of uncertainty by conducting “Monte Carlo” iterations
of the model using random inputs from the same probability distributions mentioned in the previous

paragraph.

11.1 Who Has Standing in the Accounting of Costs and Benefits to the Nation?

Foreign ownership may be a crucial determinant in the assessment of net benefits. The proper way to
deal with foreign ownership and consumption in a cost/benefit analysis is currently under debate. It
appears that we are mandated to examine costs/benefits and impacts only as they apply to the U.S.
consumers and producers. This would imply that we should not consider impacts on consumer surplus
accruing to foreign nationals. Further we would ignore costs and benefits relating to foreign owned
producers. Of course the logical extension of this is the elimination of free trade.

On the other hand, economic theory holds that the benefits of free trade outweigh the benefits of trade
barriers, leading to the conclusion that the U.S. is best off if the value of the resource is maximized
regardless of the nationality of the beneficiaries. Thus we would count all foreign producer and consumer
surplus.

Squire and Van Der Tack in "Economic Analysis of Projects" (World Bank, 1976) appear to advise
analysts to exclude foreign interests from the assessment of the project:

“The traditional policy of the World Bank and most other lending agencies is to take account of physical
externalities, as in the case of international rivers, and expect agreement between the countries concerned
on the sharing of water and appropriate compensation for any untoward effects. Thus far, however, it has
not normally taken into account external price effects on other countries caused by the projects it
finances, and, with some exceptions for multinational projects, it evaluates investment projects from the
point of view of the country in which the project is to be undertaken. This means that costs borne by

foreign countries or foreign participants in the project, as well as benefits accruing to them, are excluded
from the economic analysis of the project”. (Emphasis added).

William Trumbull in his article "Who Has Standing In Cost-Benefit Analysis," (JPAM; V.9 No.2; 201-
218; 1990), draws the following conclusions.

“Given that cost-benefit analysis is based on the potential Pareto principle, then the methods of the
analysis must be consistent with the implications of the principle. I have argued that five implications are
helpful in deciding what preferences have standing: (1) only willingness-to-pay measures of value have
meaning; (2) the perspective is ex ante rather than ex post; (3) the results of a cost-benefit analysis must
be interpreted within the context of other policy concerns, particularly the distributional consequences of
the project; (4) the evaluation has to be consistent with the social, as well as the physical constraints that
define the 'welfare space'; and (5) within that welfare space, the preferences of all who are affected by the
project must be counted. With these implications, I have argued that future generations must have
standing, while current recipients of the benefits of existing programs should not; the gains from criminal
acts should not be counted; citizens of other countries have standing; and, certain individuals should not
be given less than full standing in order to account for the distributional consequences of a project.”
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the pollock CDQ in 1998, it is the intent that the Secretary continue to allocate to the western
Alaska CDQ program the percentage of pollock approved by the Council for previous years until
the Council submits an extension.

The Council retains the ability to revise CDQ allocations, except as provided in the
amendment for crab fisheries, provided that the allocations not exceed the levels approved by the
Council prior to October 1, 1995 (after September 30, 2001, the Council retains the full ability to
revise CDQ allocations). The Secretary is required to phase in the CDQ percentage already
approved by the North Pacific Council for the Bering crab fisheries, allocating 3.5 percent in 1998,
5 percent in 1999 and 7.5 percent in 2000 and thereafter, unless the Council submits a percentage
no greater than 7.5 percent for 2001 or any other percentage on or after October 1, 2001. CDQ
allocations already approved by the Council (pollock, halibut, sablefish, crab and groundfish) do
not need to be resubmitted by the Council or reapproved (if already approved) by the Secretary.

From these expressions of Congressional intent, we conclude that the Council does not have the option of
letting pollock CDQs expire, but might be able to consider a reduced percentage, though the language is
somewhat ambiguous on this latter conclusion. Therefore, the staff needs clear direction from the
Council on two issues: (1) the alternatives to be analyzed for pollock CDQs, and (2) the scope of the
analysis desired. Based on what we believe are mandates in the Act, and unless otherwise directed by
the Council, the staff will include the pollock CDQs at 7.5% without sunset as the only option. The
analysis will be very brief. It will dwell mainly on the benefits that have resulted from the current and
past pollock CDQ programs. There will not be a comprehensive cost-benefit analysis attempting to show
net benefits to the nation. The amendment more-or-less will be viewed as a technical amendment
removing the current sunset date.

7  Catch and Processing Data

We anticipate including 1997 data in our analysis, however that will depend on the ability of ADFG to
quickly process this year’s fish tickets. Catch estimates for past years will be based on a combination of
blend data, NORPAC observer data, and ADFG fish ticket data. Because it appears there will be added
importance to estimates of catcher vessel participation, we plan on using a catcher vessel catch estimation
algorithm similar to that used in the analysis of gear splits in the Pacific Cod fisheries. This algorithm
combines blend data with the best estimate of catcher vessel harvests, such that the total catch by catcher
vessel is inflated to equal the total catch estimated by the blend data. Processed product estimates for past
years will be based on weekly processor reports, and to the extent they are available, on annual operator
reports submitted to ADFG. NMFS-AFSC has recently compiled a draft discussion paper showing catch,
processing and participation in the BSAI and GOA pollock fisheries. It was included in the council
mailing of June 10, 1997.

7.1 Confidentiality of Catch and Processing Information

Data submitted to NMFS and ADFG weekly production reports and fish-tickets are confidential. In
addition, all data submitted by observers are confidential. Therefore, we will not be able to discuss
amounts of catch and processing accruing to individual companies, unless they voluntarily submit their
individual data. This will limit our ability to provide quantitative estimates regarding the concentration of
catch and processing within each sector.
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8 Cost Data Collection and Projections

The only comprehensive set of cost information for the pollock and Pacific cod fisheries comes from the
OMB survey for Inshore/Offshore 1. Several attempts to generate new information have come up short.
A quantitative analysis of costs and benefits and distributional impacts will require new cost data from
each of the affected sectors.

NMFS-AFSC has recently submitted to OMB a request to conduct a cost data collection, which will serve
as a “prototype” for an annual collection process. There will be a 60-day public comment period,
followed by a 30-day OMB review. No decision on the acceptability of the process may be made prior to
the end of the 30-day OMB review, but a decision must be rendered within the subsequent 30 days.
Therefore we may begin collecting cost information as early as 16 August 1997, but more likely
sometime in September. It is envisioned that the annual process will provide cost information in a less
controversial environment. Unfortunately, the cost information gathered in the initial prototype, which
will focus on the pollock fishery, may produce “skewed” results if respondents attempt to influence the
outcome of the inshore/offshore decision. A copy of the text of the Federal Register Notice for the cost
gathering program is attached.

On June 10, 1997, NMFS and Council staff met with industry representatives to discuss the proposed
collection of cost data. In general it appears that industry is willing to work with agency personnel to
develop a survey instrument, which will provide meaningful cost data. The representatives also felt
inclined to provide more complete information than had been proposed initially. Two areas were
discussed in which additional information could be gathered: (1) inclusion of greater detail regarding non-
pollock activities of participants in the pollock fisheries, and (2) inclusion of the head and gut factory
trawl fleet in the survey. The former would be included to get a more complete profile of the participants
in the pollock fishery. The latter would be included because it is deemed likely that they would be
impacted by a change in the inshore/offshore allocation. Although they could not make promises, the
representatives stated that they believed their colleagues would be willing to support the data collection to
OMB, and would likely support additional burden hours in comments to OMB.

There are potential negative implications of expanding the survey. An expansion would increase the
burden on industry and the agency, and may actually decrease the ability of the agency to collect the core
information on the pollock fisheries. =~ While the benefits of the expanded survey could marginally
enhance the analysis, these marginal improvements could very likely be captured in a more qualitative
manner.

9  Price and Market Projections

Accurate and comprehensive price data may be more difficult to obtain than in previous iterations of
Inshore/Offshore. Price data through 1994 were collected in a cooperative effort between NMFS and
ADFG. More recent data have been collected by ADFG alone. The most information available is for
1995, but it appears to be somewhat less reliable than earlier years. ADFG is currently collecting 1996
data which should be available in time for use in the analysis. Other sources of price information may
prove useful, such as market newsletters published by various research firms. With the proliferation of
the Internet, additional price information may be available. The major problem with alternative sources
of price information is that the products rarely match those reported in the weekly processor reports. It
may be possible that additional information may be gathered through public comments, or from a survey
planned by NMFS-AFSC, which will be discussed in the next agenda item.
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An informal survey of respected fishery economists around the country, including Dr. Criddle, Dr.
Larson, and Dr. Marasco of the Council’s Scientific and Statistical Committee, was conducted to provide
insight on this issue. To date, responses have been fairly consistent in expressing the difficulty of the
question. In general these six points have emerged:

1. Economists interpret the Magnuson Act national standards to require an examination of costs and
benefits as they accrue to domestic consumers and producers only

2. Most economists, however, state that there are benefits to the U.S. from free trade, and that the U.S.
actually benefits, albeit indirectly and perhaps not as much, when the ownership of the means of
production is foreign rather than domestic.

It will be very difficult to gather sufficient information to adequately determine foreign “leakages”.

4. There is a belief that there should be a high degree of consistency in the treatment of non-domestic
benefits. Thus if we exclude foreign consumers, we should exclude producer surplus accruing to
foreign owners.

5. On the other hand there is an argument to exclude foreign consumers, but include the producer
surplus accruing to foreign owners of U.S. companies. This argument states that the companies are
in fact U.S. companies, and that they are geographically located inside the U.S. Foreign consumers
should be excluded because they are geographically located outside the U.S.

6. There are several suggestions to show both effects, i.e., estimate the total change in consumer and
producer surplus including surplus accruing to both domestic and foreign entities, and then try to
estimate how much might be leaking from the U.S. to foreign consumers and owners.

12 Summary Discussion

The previous discussion topics have provided a fairly complete summary of the factors which will
influence the analysis. First and foremost, of course, are the Council’s problem statement and the
alternatives to be studied. These can be broken into three general categories: (1) status quo alternatives
leading to a reauthorization of the current regulations; (2) no-action, whereby the current regulations
would expire; and (3) changes in the current allocations.

Comprehensive, quantitative analysis of the alternatives will depend on recent cost data. Unfortunately,
they have not been adequately updated yet to provide sufficient information for a quantitative
distributional or cost-benefit analysis. NMFS-AFSC has initiated an OMB survey request that may
provide the needed information.

Unlike the initial reauthorization, the Council will not be able to show progress toward a meaningful
market-based allocation system, because of the moratorium on new IFQ programs in the Magnuson-
Stevens Act.

Finally, uncertainty regarding the pollock stock appears to be much more pervasive than in earlier
analyses.

The following table describes the various parameters involved in the assessment of the previous two
inshore/offshore allocation assessments. The first column provides a description of the parameter. Each
of the next four columns shows the level of controversy surrounding the parameter and the status of the
parameter in terms of data availability and uncertainty during the three assessment periods. The last two
columns reflect the parameters under two scenarios: (1) a simple rollover of the existing allocation, and
(2) a significant change in the allocations. These of course are value judgements of the Council staff. A
set of shorthand codes are employed as follows:
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Shorthand Codes For Controversy and Uncertainty Used in the Table Below

Item Code Definition Description
The parameter or issue was not present in the
1 NP Not Present analysis or in allocation issue.
) The parameter or issue was not controversial in
2 NC Not Controversial the analysis or in the allocation issue.
3 C Controversial The parameter was controversial in the analysis.
4 HC Highly Controversial The parameter was highly controversial.
Data showing parameter values were known with
5 K Known .
reasonable certainty.
. . . Data to make parameter estimates were generally
6 AU Available with Uncertainty available, but there was some uncertainty.
) . Some or all of the data were unavailable and
7 U Unavailable and Uncertain there was uncertainty in the assumptions made.
8 HU Highly Uncertain and Unavailable Data were generally unavailable and the

assumptions made were highly uncertain.

Controversy and Uncertainty in Parameters Involved in the Three Assessments of Inshore Offshore

Current

Parameter Original Reauthorization ‘

Rollover Change
Pollock TACs NC,K NC,K C,AU C,AU
Catch C,AU NC, K NC, K HC,K
Catch Location C.U C,AU NC, AU -~ C, U
PRR HC, HU NC,U NC, AU C,AU
Discards HC,U NC,U NC, AU NC, AU
Utilization Rate NP, HU C,AU NC, AU - HC,U
Cost HC, AU NP, U C,U HC,U
Current Ex-Vessel Prices NC,K NC, K NC, U -~ C,U
Future Ex-Vessel Prices C,U NC, U C,U . HC, HU
Current Product Prices C.U NC, AU NC, U C, U
Future Product Prices C,HU NC, AU C,U HC, HU
Foreign Control C,AU NP, HU C,U HC,U
Fish Taxes C.K NC, K NC,U - CU
Income Taxes C,U NP, HU C,U HC, HU
Employment C,U NP, U C,AU ~ HC,U
Community Impacts in AK HC, HU NC,U C,U HC, HU
Community Impacts in L-48 HC, HU NC,U C.U - HC,HU

18




The table shows, for example, that from the perspective of the Council staff, pollock TACs in
Inshore/Offshore 1 were not controversial and were assumed for future years with reasonable certainty.
The same was true for Inshore-Offshore 2. However in Inshore/Offshore 3, future pollock TACs are
likely to be controversial because of uncertainty surrounding the estimates.

In Inshore/Offshore 1, baseline catch estimates were available, but there was some uncertainty
surrounding the estimates. This was because the estimates were based strictly on Weekly Production
Reports and Product Recovery Rates (PRRs) which created uncertainty in the baseline catch levels and
directly affected the magnitude of the projected changes in catch by sector under different allocations. As
a result, NMFS implemented the blend system, which combines observer data and Weekly Production
Reports. Thus, in both Inshore/Offshore 2 and 3 catch estimates for a given TAC level are reasonably
certain and therefore less controversial.

The location of catches was fairly controversial in Inshore/Offshore 1, primarily because of the level of
uncertainty in total catch, as discussed above, and because of the CVOA. Implementation of a CVOA
would displace catcher processor effort into other areas. In Inshore-Offshore 2, there was some
controversy regarding catch locations because of the eastward shift in the CVOA. In Inshore/Offshore 3
we expect that catch locations will not be controversial in the assessment of a simple reauthorization, but
would likely be highly controversial, and much more uncertain in an assessment of a change, assuming
that change excluded catcher-processors from the CVOA in the A-season.

As mentioned earlier product recovery rates were very controversial in Inshore/Offshore 1, as they were
the basis of catch estimates and the magnitude of the changes under the allocation. In Inshore/Offshore 3
PRRs were almost irrelevant, and would likely be so under a simple rollover under Inshore/Offshore 3.
They are likely to be somewhat more controversial and less certain if alternatives with significant changes
in the allocation are analyzed. This would result if individual operators shift to less familiar product types
such as fillets from surimi production.

Another important parameter is the “utilization rate”, defined as the total amount of product divided by
the total amount of round fish. This parameter was not really present in the original analysis because of
the dependence on PRR for catch estimates. (All of the controversy was in the PRRs.) With independent
estimates of catch from blend data, the “utilization rate” becomes a meaningful parameter. Thus it was a
somewhat controversial issue in Inshore-Offshore 2, and is likely to be highly controversial if allocations
are significantly changed in Inshore/Offshore 3. The controversy and uncertainty would result because
estimates would have to be made of the amounts of different product produced under significantly
different constraints.

It is apparent that there are some trends in controversy and uncertainty, a parameter being less certain
will be more controversial. Uncertainty is usually a result of potentially significant changes in the
parameters under the alternatives.  For example future product prices are judged to be highly
controversial and uncertain in any Inshore/Offshore 3 alternatives which change the allocations, but are
projected to be more certain with a simple rollover.

In general we project that the greater the change in the allocation, the more controversial and uncertain
the parameters will become. = We expect to be able to conduct both a cost-benefit analysis and
distributional impact analysis of any of the alternatives, using the best data we have available. However,
such projections will be in the form of expected values surrounded by ranges of uncertainty (see Figure |
on page 3). Concrete point estimates of outcomes under the various alternatives cannot be justified given
the magnitude of the potential changes and the level of certainty contained in the data.
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Attachment 1

Draft Notice For An Annual Data Collection Program
I. Abstract

Data on cost, earnings and employment in Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BSAI) and Gulf of Alaska (GOA)
groundfish fisheries and the Alaska halibut fisheries will be collected from the following four groups: (1) on-shore
processors;, (2) motherships; (3) catcher/processor vessels; and (4) catcher vessels. Companies associated with these
groups will be surveyed for cost, earnings and employment data. In general, questions will be asked concerning ex-
vessel and wholesale prices and revenue, variable and fixed costs, dependence on the fisheries, and fishery
employment. During the first year of this data collection program, data will be collected for the BSAI pollock
fishery. The BSAI pollock fishery data are expected to be used for the following three purposes: (1) to evaluate
methods for collecting cost, earnings and employment data on an ongoing basis for the Alaska groundfish and
halibut fisheries in order to better assess inter-annual changes in the economic performance of the fishery and the
effects of alternative management measures; (2) to allow the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council)
and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to conduct such assessments for the BSAI pollock fishery; and
(3) to prepare the Regulatory Impact Review (E.O. 12866) and Regulatory Flexibility Act Review of the BSAI
pollock allocation alternatives that the Council and the Secretary of Commerce will consider before the current
inshore, offshore and CDQ allocations expire at the end of 1998. As required by law, the confidentiality of the data
will be protected.

The ex-vessel and product value of the BSAI pollock fishery in 1995 exceeded $250 million and $800 million,
respectively. The large scale of many of the harvesting and processing operations and the concentration of
ownership in this fishery mean that improved economic data for the management of this fishery is a high priority for
the individuals who will provide data for each of the four groups. This is demonstrated by the fact that the
associations representing the four groups support this data collection effort and have volunteered to assist in proving
the data.

In each subsequent year, the data collection effort will focus on a different component of the groundfish and halibut
fisheries and more limited data will be collected for the previously surveyed components of these fisheries. The
latter would be done to update the models that will be used to track economic performance and to evaluate the
economic effects of alternative management actions. This cycle of data collection will result in cost, earning and
employment data being available and updated for all the components of the groundfish and halibut fisheries.

I1. Method of Collection

During the first year, data will be collected from a sample of the owners and operators of catcher vessels and factory
trawlers that participate in the BSAI pollock fishery and from the owners of each of the principal on-shore
processing plants and motherships that participate in the BSAI pollock fishery. The data are expected to be
collected principally by NMFS economists unless funding becomes available to collect some of the data under
contract. Questionnaires will be mailed to the selected members of each of the four survey groups and in many
cases those individuals will be interviewed to ensure the clarity of their responses. To the extent practicable, the
data collected will consist of data that the respondents maintain for their own business purposes. Therefore, the
collection burden will consist principally of transcribing data from their internal records to the survey instrument
and participating in personal interviews.

In subsequent years, a similar method will be used to collect the same types of information from comparable groups
for other components of the groundfish and halibut fisheries and brief questionnaires will be sent to a sample of
previous respondents to update that data. Current data reporting requirements will be evaluated to determine if they
can be modified to provide improved economic data at a lower cost to respondents and the Agency.
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Attachment | (continued)

[I. Data
Affected Public: Selected harvesters and processors in the Alaska groundfish and halibut fisheries.

Estimated Number of Respondents First Year: 45 in total consisting of 20 catcher vessel owners, 15 factory trawler
owners, 5 mothership owners, and 5 on-shore processing plant owners.

Estimated Time Per Response First Year: 2 hours per catcher vessel and on average 2 catcher vessels per
respondent; 5 hours per factory trawler and on average 2 vessels per respondent; and 5 hours per mothership
and on-shore processor.

Estimated Total Annual Burden Hours First Year: 255 hours
Estimated Number of Respondents in Subsequent Years: 60 - 200

Estimated Time Per Response in Subsequent Years for New Respondents: 2 hours per catcher vessel per respondent;
5 hours per processing vessel or plant per respondent

Estimated Time Per Response in Subsequent Years for Previous Respondents: 1 hour per catcher vessel per
respondent; 2 hours per processing vessel or plant per respondent

Estimated Total Annual Burden Hours Subsequent Years: 400 - 600 hours

Estimated Total Annual Cost to Public: $0. Respondents will not be required to purchase equipment or materials to
respond to this survey.

IV. Request for Comments

Comments are invited on: (a) Whether the proposed collection of information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the agency, including whether the information shall have practical utility; (b) the
accuracy of the agency's estimate of the burden (including hours and cost) of the proposed collection of information;
(c) ways to enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected; and (d) ways to minimize the
burden of the collection of information on respondents, including through the use of automated collection techniques
or other forms of information technology.

Comments submitted in response to this notice will be summarized and/or included in the request for OMB approval
of this information collection; they also will become a matter of public record.
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AGENDA C-1

JUNE 1997
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
ESTIMATED TIME
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke 6 HOURS
Executive Director
DATE: June 12, 1997

SUBJECT: Inshore/Offshore 3

ACTION REQUIRED
Finalize problem statement and alternatives for analysis.
BACKGROUND

Last December, we scheduled initial discussion of the inshore/offshore pollock allocations forApril, noting that
the current program sunsets the end of 1998. In April the Council discussed current issues relevant to the
allocations and potential elements of a new Problem Statement, and identified a variety of alternative allocation
percentages in addition to the ‘status quo’. Alternatives also included changes to the definitions of industry
sectors, such as motherships, as well as direct allocations to catcher and catcher/processor vessels. The April
1997 newsletter detailed these alternatives and solicited input from the industry regarding the scope of issues,
and potential alternatives, for a new analysis, with a notice that the Council intended to finalize the problem

statement and alternatives at this meeting.

That newsletter item is reiterated here as Item C-1(a). While there is a wide range of alternatives and options,
these can be described in the following five basic forms:

Alternative 1:  No Action- allocations would expire at the end of 1998.
Altemative 2:  Rollover existing allocations- 35% inshore/65% offshore (after 7.5% CDQ allocation).
Alternative 3:  Redefine inshore sector to include ‘true motherships’, with a variety of alternative allocation

percentages to inshore and offshore sectors (after 7.5% CDQ allocation). CVOA in effect for
‘A’ and ‘B’ seasons.

Alternative 4:  Three-tier allocation with alternative allocation percentages to inshore, offshore, and true
mothership sectors (after 7.5% CDQ allocation). CVOA in effect for ‘A’ and ‘B’ seasons.

Alternative 5:  Range of allocation percentages to catcher vessels (CVs) and catcher/processor vessels (CPs),
with potential minimum shoreside delivery guarantee.

The scope of the analyses planned for this iteration of inshore/offshore will depend on the final alternatives
identified by the Council. Item C-1(b) is a discussion paper which will be the basis for our staff report at this
meeting. In this paper we discuss the analyses which have been prepared for earlier iterations of inshore/offshore,
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information/data issues as they relate to the earlier analyses as well as the current situation, and other issues as
they will relate to the current consideration of this agenda item. We also discuss the pollock CDQ program and
how it fits into the overall picture.

Following this report, we will discuss some of the information contained in the report, “Economic Aspects of the
GOA and BSAI Pollock Fisheries’ (mailed to you last week). This report was prepared by NMFS-AFSC
economists to assist our staff in responding to your information requests from the April meeting.

Item C-1 Supplemental contains written comments received on this issue since April.
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AGENDA C-1(2)
JUNE 1997

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENT

BSAI POLLOCK

INSHORE-OFFSHORE
and

CDQ PROGRAM

¢ Current BSAI Fishery Inshore-Offshore Provisions
 Alternatives Proposed at the April 1997 Council Meeting
* Proposed Alternatives Reformatted to Facilitate Analysis
* Past, Current, and Proposed Problem Statements

 Information Requested by Council

May 1, 1997



Current BSAI Inshore-Offshore Provisions

The current provisions for Inshore-Offshore pollock in the BSAI are shown below, and will serve as a reference
point for additional proposals and comments.

Amendment 38 to the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Groundfish FMP

1. Inshore/offshore allocations of pollock: The allowed harvest of Bering Sea and Aleutians pollock is allocated
between the inshore and offshore components of industry in specific shares in order to lessen or resolve resource use
conflicts and preemption of one segment of the groundfish industry by another, to promote stability between and within
industry sectors and affected communities, and to enhance conservation and management of groundfish and other fish

resources.
2. Definitions:
Inshore is defined to consist of three components of the industry:
D All shoreside processors as defined in federal regulations.
2) All catcher/processors which meet length requirements defined in federal regulations and which have
declared themselves to be "Inshore."
3) All motherships or floating processors which have declared themselves to be "Inshore.”
Offshore is defined to consist of two components the of industry:
) All catcher/processors not included in the inshore processing category, or which have declared
themselves to be "Offshore.”
2) All motherships and floating processing vessels not included in the inshore processing category, or which

have declared themselves to be "Offshore."

The Secretary is authorized to suspend the definitions of inshore and offshore as prescribed by federal regulations
implementing this FMP to allow for full implementation of the Western Alaska Community Development Quota Program
for pollock.

3. Declarations and operating restrictions: Annually before operations commence, each mothership, floating
processing vessel and catcher/processor vessel must declare on its Federal Permit application whether it will operate
in the inshore or offshore component of industry. This declaration must be the same for both the BSAI and the GOA
if applications for both are made. All shoreside processors will be in the inshore component. Once declared, a vessel
canmot switch to the other component, and will be subject to restrictions on processing amounts or locations for pollock
for the rest of the fishing year. Harvesting vessels can choose to deliver their catch to either or both components.

Catcher Processors which have declared themselves to be inshore have the following restrictions:
9] The vessel must be less than 125" LOA.
2) The vessel may not catch or process more than 126 mt (round weight) of pollock or GOA Pacific cod in
combination in a given week of operations.
Motherships and floating processors which have declared themselves to be inshore have the following restriction:
D Processing from a directed pollock fishery or a directed GOA Pacific cod fishery must occur in a single
location within the waters of the State of Alaska.

4.  Allocations: The allowed harvest of BSAI pollock shall be allocated as follows: Thirty five percent (35%) of the
pollock in each subarea for each season will be allocated to the inshore component, beginning in 1996 and continuing
through 1998. By the same action, the offshore fleet will be allocated 65% of the pollock resource beginning in 1996
and continuing through 1998 in each subarea and in each season. The percentage allocations are made by subarea and
period as provided in federal regulations implementing this FMP. All pollock caught as bycatch in other fisheries will
be attributed to the sector which processes the remainder of the catch.




5.

Reapportionment of unused allocations: If during the fishing year it becomes apparent that a component will not
process its entire allocation, the anticipated excess shall be released to the other component for that year. This shall

have no impact upon the allocation formula.

Western Alaska Community Development Quota: For a Western Alaska Community Development Quota, 50%
of the BSAI pollock reserve (7.5% of TAC) as prescribed in the FMP will be held annually. This held reserve shall
be released to communities on the Bering Sea Coast which submit a plan, approved by the Governor of Alaska, for
the wise and appropriate use of the released reserve.

The Western Alaska Community Development Quota program will be structured such that the Governor of Alaska is
authorized to recommend to the Secretary that a Bering Sea Rim community be designated as an eligible fishing
community to receive a portion of the reserve. To be cligible a community must meet specified criteria and have
developed a fisheries development plan approved by the Governor of Alaska. The Governor shall develop such
recommendations in consultation with the Council. The Governor shall forward any such recommendations to the
Secretary, following consultation with the Council. Upon receipt of such recommendations, the Secretary may designate
a community as an eligible fishing community and, under the plan, may release appropriate portions of the reserve.

Bering Sea Catcher Vessel Operational Area: For directed pollock harvesting and processing activities, a catcher
vessel operational area (CVOA) shall be defined as inside 167°30" through 163° West longitude, and 56° North
latitude south to the Aleutian Islands. The CVOA shall be in effect commencing on the date that the second allowance
of pollock is available for directed fishing until the inshore allocation is taken, or the end of the fishing year. Only
catcher vessels and Catcher/Processors fishing under the Western Alaska Community Development Quota Program,
defined in section 14.4.11.5, may participate in a directed pollock fishery in this area during this period.

Duration: Inshore-offshore allocations of pollock, the CVOA, and the Western Alaska Community Development
Quota program shall cease to be a part of this FMP either (1) at midnight on December 31, 1998; or (2) earlier if
replaced with another management regime approved by the Secretary.




Alternatives Proposed at the April 1997 Council Meeting

The following alternatives were proposed in public comment at the April meeting. It is assumed that existing
plan amendment language not specifically addressed by the proposals would remain unchanged.

Alternative | -

Altemnative 2 -

Altemnative 3 -

Alternative 4 -

Alternative S -

No Action - allocations (including CDQs) expire at end of 1998.

Continue current allocations of 35% inshore/65% offshore after a 7.5% allocation to CDQs.

’

Allocation adjustments and redefined inshore component

» Exclusive CVOA in effect for both pollock ‘A’ and ‘B’ seasons.

» 7.5% CDQ allocation, off the top.

* “Motherships” would be defined as floating processor vessels that have never caught their
own fish while operating within the U.S. EEZ under U.S. flag.

» Motherships would be included within the onshore sector.

» 70% of pollock TAC allocated to catcher vessels delivering to the onshore sector.

* 30% of pollock TAC allocated to factory trawlers.

A three-tier allocation adjustment based on the current definitions of inshore and offshore
components, as follows:

Exclusive CVOA in effect for both pollock ‘A’ and ‘B’ seasons.

7.5% CDQ allocation, off the top.

40%-55% of remaining pollock TAC to catcher vessels delivering to the inshore component.
13%-15% to catcher vessels delivering to offshore motherships.

30%-47% to factory trawlers and catcher vessels delivering to factory trawlers.

Analyze a range of percentage allocations of the BSAI pollock TAC (after CDQ deductions)
between catcher vessels (CV) and catcher processor vessels (CP). The percentages would be
as follows:

Option | CV=52% CP=48% (roughly approximates status quo)
Option 2 CV=55% CP=45%
Option 3 CV=60% CP=40%
Option 4 CV=65% CP=35%

The proposers of Alternative 5 recognize that within the above concept there is a necessity for
a minimum shoreside delivery guarantee. Additionally, other check and balances would have
to be developed.



Proposed Alternatives Reformatted to Facilitate Analysis

The Council requested that staff “flesh out” the proposed altematives and provide additional options which would
reflect “reciprocal” or “symmetrical” changes from those proposed at the April meeting. The proposed suite of
reformatted alternatives below attempts to capture the alternatives proposed, alternatives reflecting “reciprocal”
shifts, and additional alternatives reflecting the “status quo.” Their order of the alternatives reflects the
complexity of the changes in the FMP language implied by the alternatives; thus “Reauthorization” is listed as
Alternative 1, “No Action” is listed as Alternative 2, and so on.

Deriving “Reciprocal” Allocations

In April, after receiving proposals for Inshore-Offshore III, the Council instructed staff to consider
those proposals, plus their “reciprocal.” As used throughout this supplement, reciprocal is not simply
the reverse of the percentage allocations between the inshore or offshore components. Rather, it is
derived and applied in the following context.

All of the proposals received in April would reduce the offshore sector’s allocation of pollock. For
example, Altemative 3, Option 1, reformatted below from the proposal submitted by the North Pacific
Seafood Coalition, would move motherships to the inshore sector and then allocate 30% of the pollock
TAC (after CDQ removal) to the offshore catcher-processor fleet. Compared to the offshore’s 1996
barvest of 55% of the pollock, this would be a ((55-30)/55) or 45.4% reduction in catch. To determine
a reciprocal percentage for analysis, this same percentage reduction is applied to the redefined inshore
component. Therefore, if the inshore component actually harvested 45% in 1996 as shown for
Alternative 3, Option 2, then a 45.5% reduction in the inshore component’s percentage allocation
results in the “reciprocal” allocation of 24.53%, rounded to 25% as shown for Altemnative 3, Option
3. The offshore percentage allocation is simply the inshore percentage subtracted from 100%.

As a second example, consider Alternative 4 which would allocate a specific percentage to
motherships. Option 1 shows one of the resulting permutations: 40% to inshore, 13% to motherships,
and 47% to offshore. Because the offshore fleet harvested 55% in 1996 (again, with mothership
harvests removed), Option | would result in a ((55-47)/55) or 14.6% reduction in that sector’s
allocation compared to 1996 performance. Because a specific percentage allocation is made to the
mothership sector, deriving the reciprocal is more complicated than shown in the first example above.
In this case, the 14.6% “hit” or reduction is first applied to the combined inshore (35%) and
mothership (10%) allocations shown in Alternative 4, Option 7. The 14.6% change reduces the
combined 45% to 38%, which is then split 29% to the inshore and 9% to mothership sectors, using
the same proportion as their allocation percentages shown in Option 1. The inshore and mothership
percentages are then subtracted from 100% to calculate the offshore percentage. In this manner,
Option 8 becomes the reciprocal of Option 1.




Alternative 1: Reauthorize existing FMP language for three more years. The.current FMP language would
be reauthorized under a new amendment. The only change would occur in Section 8 as shown below.

8. Duration: Inshore-offshore allocations of pollock, the CVOA, and the Western Alaska Community Quota program
shall cease to be a part of this FMP either (1) at midnight on December 31, 2001; or (2) earlier if replaced with another
management regime approved by the Secretary.

Staff Comment: This alternative is a continuation of the “Status Quo” Three-year Management Regime.
Optionally, the Council could choose to lengthen the duration of the program, or make it permanent until
replaced. If these options are to be considered, they should be included as specific options for analysis. It
should be noted that the Magnuson-Stevens Act does not allow the Council to submit any new IFQ plans until
October 1, 2000. If the Council determined that such a follow-on program is appropriate, it probably could
not be implemented until January 1, 2002.

Alternative 2: No Action. The current FMP language would be deleted. There would be no specific
allocations of pollock to inshore or offshore processors, and the Western Alaska CDQ program for pollock
would be eliminated.

Staff Comment: This alternative is required by law to be included. It would however contradict the
Magnuson-Stevens Act in that the Act specifically indicates provisions for a pollock CDQ program. If this
alternative were chosen, an additional amendment would be necessary to maintain the pollock CDQ program
to comply with the Magnuson-Stevens Act.

Alternative 3: Reauthorize existing FMP language for three more years, but change the allocation
percentages and assign “True Offshore Motherships” to the Inshore Sector. This alternative would change
the duration language of Section 8, add language to Section 2 (Definitions), and change the language in Section
4 (Allocations) to reflect the new percentage allocations. Proposed and implied changes in the allocation
percentages follow the new language of Section 2 shown in the box below.

2.  Definitions
True Motherships are defined as motherships or floating processors vessels that have never caught their own fish while
operating within the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone under U.S. Flag.

Other Motherships are defined as any vessel acting as a mothership, including catcher/processors taking deliveries from
other harvesting vessels, which do not meet the criterion established for “true motherships.”

Inshore is defined to consist of three components of the industry:

D All shoreside processors as defined in federal regulations.

2) All catcher/processors which meet length requirements defined in federal regulations and which have
declared themselves to be “Inshore.”

3) All true motherships, other motherships, or floating processors which have declared themselves to be
“Inshore.”

Offshore is defined to consist of two components of the industry:

D All catcher/processors not included in the inshore processing category, or which have declared
themselves to be “Offshore.”

2) All true motherships, other motherships, and floating processing vessels not included in the inshore

processing category, or which have declared themselves to be “Offshore.”

Staff Comment: The allocation percentages shown below as Option I reflect the allocation as proposed in
public comment. The second option reflects the 1996 harvest levels, if the new definitions (as shown above)
were in place. In 1996 “true motherships” processed approximately 10% of the non-CDQ pollock. Finally,

5




the Council requested that staff calculate and include an additional option reflecting the “reciprocal” of the
proposed alternative. This is shown as Option 3, and reflects the change from 1996 harvest levels implied

by Option 1.

Allocation Percentage Options For Alternative 3
Option | Inshore % | Offshore % | Source of the Option

1 70% 30% Proposed by North Pacific Seafood Coalition

2 45% 55% | Derived by Staff to reflect the 1996 harvest were the proposed changes to
the FMP language in place.

3 25% 75% “Reciprocal Change” Option as directed by the Council. The inshore % is

calculated by dividing the offshore % in option 1 by the offshore % in
option 2 above, and multiplying the inshore % in Option 2 by the resulting
ratio (30% + 55% x 45% = 25%). The offshore % is calculated as
follows: (100% - 25% =75%).

Alternative 4: Reauthorize existing FMP language for three more years, but change the allocation
percentages and define a new sector called “True Motherships” which would receive a separate allocation
of the pollock TAC. This alternative would change language in Section 2 (Definitions) and Section 4
(Allocations) to reflect the new percentage allocations and the new “True Mothership™ sector for allocations.
Other sections of the FMP would change to reflect the additional sector. Section 8 would change to reflect the
new sunset date. Proposed and implied changes in the allocation percentages follow the new language of Section
2 and Section 4 are shown in the box below. Proposed allocation percentages follow the changes in the FMP

language.

2. efinitions
True Motherships are defined as motherships or floating processors vessels that have never caught their own fish while
operating within the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone Under U.S. Flag.
Other Motherships are defined as any vessel acting as a mothership, including catcher/processors taking deliveries from
other harvesting vessels, which do not meet the criterion established for “true motherships.”

Inshore is defined to consist of three components of the industry:

)] All shoreside processors as defined in federal regulations.

2) All catcher/processors which meet length requirements defined in federal regulations and which have
declared themselves to be “Inshore.” ;

3) Other motherships, or floating processors which have declared themselves to be “Inshore.”

Offshore is defined to consist of two components the of industry: ‘

1 All catcher/processors not included in the inshore processing category, or which have declared
themselves to be “Offshore.”

2) Other motherships, and floating processing vessels which have declared themselves to be “Offshore.”

4.  Allocations: The allowed harvest of BSAI pollock shall be allocated as follows: XX% of the pollock in each subarea
for each season will be allocated to the inshore component, beginning in 1999 and continuing through 2001. By the
same action, the offshore fleet will be allocated YY% of the pollock resource beginning in 1999 and continuing
through 2001 in each subarea and in each season. Finally, the true mothership fleet will be allocated ZZ% of the
pollock resource beginning in 1999 and continuing through 2001 in each subarea and in each season. The percentage
allocations are made by subarea and period as provided in federal regulations implementing this FMP. All pollock
caught as bycatch in other fisheries will be attributed to the sector which processes the remainder of the catch.

-
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Staff Comment: The allocation percentages shown as Options 1 and 2 in the box below reflect the allocation
as proposed in public comment. Options 3-6 reflect the ranges of allocations implied by the proposal. A
seventh option reflects the 1996 harvest levels, were the new definitions (as shown above) in place. In 1996
“true motherships” processed approximately 10% of the non-CDQ pollock. Finally, the Council requested
that staff calculate and include additional options reflecting the “reciprocals” of the proposed alternatives.
These are shown as Option 8-13, and reflect the change from 1996 harvest levels implied by Options 1-7.

Allocation Percentage Options for Alterative 4

Option % to % to True % to Source Of The Option
Inshore | Motherships | Offshore

l 40% 13% 47% Proposed by North Pacific Seafood Coalition.

2 55% 15% 30% Proposed by North Pacific Seafood Coalition.

3 40% 15% 45% Implied by ranges included in the proposal.

4 55% 13% 32% Implied by ranges included in the proposal.

5 38% 15% 47% Implied by ranges included in the proposal.

6 57% 13% 30% Implied by ranges included in the proposal.

7 35% 10% 55% Derived by Staff to reflect the 1996 harvest were the proposed

changes to the FMP language in place.

8 29% 9% 62% R. of 1 | “Reciprocal Change” Options (R.) are included as
directed by the Council. These are calculated by
dividing the offshore % in Options 1-6 respectively,
9 19% 5% 75% R.of 2 | by the offshore % in Option 7, and multiplying the
sum of the inshore % and mothership % in Option 7
by the resulting ratio. The split between inshore and
10 27% 10% 63% R.of3 | true motherships is calculated by taking the proportion
of each in the specific allocation. As an example the
splits in Option 8 are calculated as follows:

11 21% 5% 74% R.of4
Inshore =(47% + 55%) x (35% + 10%) x
((40%+(40% + 13%)) = 29%
12 28% 11% 62% R.of 5
True MS =(47% = 55%) % (35% + 10%) x
((13%+(40% + 13%)) = 9%
13 20% 5% 75% R.of 6

Offshore =100% - 29% - 9% =62%

Alternative 5: Reauthorize existing FMP language for three more years, but change the language to
eliminate references to Inshore and Offshore allocations. New language would be included providing for
allocations to Catcher Vessels and Catcher Processors with a guaranteed portion of the Catcher Vessel
allocation to be delivered to a newly defined Inshore sector. This alternative would allocate specific
percentages to be harvested by catcher vessels and catcher processors. Either sector could make deliveries to any
processor, except that there would be a minimum delivery guarantee to inshore processors from the catcher vessel
allocation. Wholesale changes to the FMP would be made under this alternative, but these are reflected primarily
in the revised Sections 2 and 4 as shown below. Allocation options are shown following the changes in the FMP
Language. The actual proposal did not include specific percentages for the shoreside guarantee, and therefore,



the options show a percentage of the catcher vessel harvest which would reflect the amount of the 1996 pollock
TAC processed by the inshore sector, i.e, 35% of the non-CDQ pollock in the BSAL

2.

efinitions

Catcher Vessels are defined as all vessels permitted to harvest groundfish which are not permitted to act as processing
vessels for groundfish.

Catcher Processors are defined as all vessels permitted harvest groundfish which are also permitted to act as
processing vessels for groundfish.

Inshore is defined to consist of two components of the industry:
1) All shoreside processors as defined in federal regulations.
2) Other motherships, or floating processors which have declared themselves to be “Inshore.”

Alocations: The allowed harvest of BSAI pollock shall be allocated as follows: XX% of the pollock resource in each
subarea for each season will be allocated to catcher processors, beginning in 1999 and continuing through 2001. By
the same action, the catcher vessels will be allocated YY% of the pollock resource beginning in 1999 and continuing
through 2001 in each subarea and in each season. From the amount of the pollock resource allocated to catcher
vessels, a minimum of ZZ% will be delivered to the inshore component. The percentage allocations are made by
subarea and period as provided in federal regulations implementing this FMP. All pollock caught as bycatch in other
fisheries will be attributed to the appropriate harvesting sector.

Staff Comment: The allocation percentages shown as Options 1-3 in the box below reflect the allocation as

proposed in public comment. The Council Staff calculated the shoreside guarantee such that 35% of the
pollock TAC would be delivered by catcher vessels to the inshore sector. Council staff also included a fourth

option which reflects the 1996 harvest levels, were the new definitions (as shown above) in place. In 1996
catcher vessels harvested approximately 51% of the non-CDQ pollock. Finally, the Council requested that
staff calculate and include additional options reflecting the “reciprocals” of the proposed alternatives. These
are shown as Options 5-7, and reflect the change from 1996 harvest levels implied by Options 1-3.

Allocation Percentage Options for Alternative 5

Option % to % to % of C.V. Source of the Optio
Catcher | Catcher | Guaranteed \{ '
Processors | Vessels for Inshore W\j ) A s
(35% of TAC) | A W) Gy )SY
I 45% 55% 63% /Proposed by United Catcher Vessels.
2 40% 60% 58% / Proposed by United Catcher Vessels
3 35% 65% 53% L\hc:;zosead by United Catcher Vessels
4 45% 51% 68% Derived by Staff to reflect the 1996 harvest were the
proposed changes to the FMP language in place.
5 52% 48% 73% R.of 1 | *“Reciprocal Change” Options (R.) are included as
directed by the Council. These are calculated by
6 55% 45% 77% R.of2 | dividing the offshore % in Options 1-3
respectively, by the catcher processor % in Option
4, and multiplying the catcher vessel % i ti
7 57% ) ) s plymng essel % in Option
( 43% 81% R.of3 4 by the resulting ratio.
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N Past. Current, and Proposed Problem Statements

The Council requested that the following problem statements be included in the newsletter to help focus their June
discussions of an appropriate problem statement for Inshore/Offshore III.

Inshore-Offshore I
Prqblem Statement

. The finite availability of fishery resources, combined with current and projected levels of harvesting and
processing capacity and the differing capabilities of the inshore and offshore components of the industry, has
generated concern for the future ecological, social and economic health of the resource and the industry.
These concerns include, but are not limited to, localized depletion of stocks or other behavioral impacts to
' stocks, shortened seasons, increased waste, harvests which exceed the TAC, and possible preemption of one
industry component by another with the attendant social and economic disruption.

Domestic harvesting and processing capacity currently exceeds available fish for all species in the Gulf of
Alaska and most species in the Bering Sea. The seafood industry is composed of different geographic, social,
and economic components which have differing needs and capabilities including, but not limited to, the
inshore and offshore components of the industry.

The Council defines the problems as a resource allocation problem where one industry sector faces the risk
of preemption by another. The analysis will evaluate each of the alternatives as to their ability to solve the
problem within the context of harvesting/processing capacity exceeding available resources.

The Council will address these problems through the adoption of appropriate management measures to
advance the conservation needs of the fishery resources in the North Pacific and to further the economic and

social goals of the Act.

Inshore-Offshore I1
Problem Statement

The problem to be addressed is the need to maintain stability while the Comprehensive Rationalization
Program (CRP) process goes forward. The Council believes that timely development and consideration of
a continuing inshore-offshore and pollock CDQ allocation may preserve stability in the groundfish industry,
while clearing the way for continuing development of a CRP management system. The industry is in a
different state than existed in 1990 as a consequence of many factors outside the scope of the Council
process, as well as the inshore-offshore allocation. The Council intends that staff analyze the effects of
rapidly reauthorizing an interim inshore-offshore allocation relative to maintaining stability in the industry
during the CRP development process, as well as the consequences of not continuing the present allocation.
These alternatives are appropriate as they address the problem of maintaining stability. Therefore, the focus
of analysis to be done over the next few months should assist the Council to:

¢y Identify which alternative is least likely to cause further disruption and instability, and thus,
increase the opportunity for the Council to accomplish its longer-term goal of CRP
management.

) Identify the future trade-offs involved for all impacted sectors presented by the two
alternatives.




DRAFT PROBLEM STATEMENT
(offered by Council Member Pereyra at April 1997 Council meeting)

The problem to be addressed is the need to maintain stability, e.g., no changes in the sector splits, while the
Comprehensive Rationalization Program goes forward. The Council believes that a continuing inshore-
offshore and CDQ pollock allocation, as was done in 1995 when the inshore-offshore regulations were
essentially “rolled over” through 1998, will minimize instability in the groundfish industry, while allowing
for continuing development of a CRP management system, including the National Academy of Science’s
study of individual quotas as mandated by Congress. The groundfish industry is in a different state than
existed in 1995 as a consequence of many factors outside the scope of the Council process, such as the
ongoing negotiations with Russia over the Bering Sea maritime boundary, as well as the inshore-offshore
allocation. Furthermore, the sectors of the Bering Sea pollock fishery are now fairly evenly balanced as
evidenced by the time periods required for each sector to take its quota; and beginning in 1998 the discarding
of pollock and cod will be prohibited in the groundfish fisheries.

The Council intends that staff analyze the effects of reauthorizing the inshore-offshore allocation relative to
maintaining stability in the industry during the CRP development process, as well as the consequences of not
continuing the present allocation structure. These alternatives are appropriate as they address the problem
of maintaining stability with regard to the sector splits. Therefore, the focus of the analysis to be done over
the next year should assist the Council to:

(1) Identify which alternative is least likely to cause further disruption and instability, and thus increase
the opportunity for the Council to accomplish its longer-term goal of CRP management.

(2) Identify the future trade-offs involved for all impacted sectors presented by the two alternatives.

Council action will be required no later than June of 1998 to keep the program going until the CRP process
can be completed. Action by the Council in June would allow for Secretarial review and approval by the start
of the 1999 fishing year. No new regulations or infrastructures would be necessary for (continued)
implementation of the program under this schedule.

ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1: No Action - the current inshore-offshore allocation and the pollock CDQ program would
expire at the end of 1998.

Alternative 2: Continuation of the current program, as is, including the CDQ allocation, until replaced by
a long-term CRP solution, but with review after five years if the CRP is not completed by that
time. '

In developing these alternatives, the Council feels that changes to the present allocation program, such as
changes in the percentage allocations, would have similar consequences as were identified for the last “roll
- over” (Amendment 18/23), i.e., (1) require significant new and complex economic analyses, (2) create
additional debate over basic management policy by the Council, (3) be inconsistent with their overall intent
to deal with the issue on a more long-term, comprehensive basis through CRP, and (4) create unnecessary
delays in implementing the continuation. Because of these concerns, and because the Council still intends
minimal disruptions to the fishery and processing industry, only two basic alternatives are being considered.
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Information Requested by Council

A revised Problem Statement, and alternatives for formal analysis, will be decided by the Council at their
June meeting in Kodiak for both the GOA and the BSAI. The Council is encouraging comments on the
alternatives and problem statements for their June discussions. The Council notes that when considering and
commenting on the proposed alternatives, the public should be aware of discussion points raised by the Council
in April, which included the following:

» changes in biomass levels of pollock

» consolidation of effort in some industry sectors

» ownership structures of the industry sectors involved

» changes in delivery patterns for pollock

» current and future stability of the industry

+ long-range management considerations for pollock (CRP)

The Council also requested information from staff to facilitate their June discussions. Information which may
be provided in June (as available) includes: data and analytical requirements necessary for various proposed
alternatives; numbers of vessels, plants, and motherships operating in the pollock fisheries; ‘migration’ patterns
of vessels previously operating in the pollock fisheries, and; recent harvest delivery patterns associated with BSAI
pollock fisheries. The industry also is encouraged to document problems and concerns that have arisen as a result
of past or current inshore/offshore allocations.

Written public comments on the above should be provided to the Council office by June 9 to be placed in the
Council meeting notebooks. There will be time set aside at the Council meeting for further comment. A draft
analysis of the alternatives resulting from the June 1997 meeting will be presented to the Council in February
1998 at the earliest. The Council needs to make their final decision by June 1998. Staff contact is Marcus

Hartley.
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Dr. Clarence Pautzke

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4" Ave.

Anchorage, AK 99501

RE: inshore/Offshore Il Data

Dear Clarence,

The Council's recent Newsletter item on Inshore/Offshare il requested input from

5 the public on a number of items, including information to help develop a problem
statement, a list of alternatives for analysis, and data and analytical requirements.
This letter concerns just the latter item, data and analytical requirements and is a
more formal version of an email message | sent to Marcus Hartley a couple of
weeks ago.

What would be ideal is for the public and Council family to have a brief written report
presented at the June meeting from your staff that would answer a few key
questions. | believe answers to the following questions would serve to facilitate the
Council, AP & SSC's discussions on Inshore/Offshore 1l at the June meeting. What

follows is a few data requests.

1. Data on changes in distribution of catch by size categories within the BSAI
catcher boat sector that would indicate:

a. Number of active trawlers
- by size class (76100, 100-126, 126-150,>150).
- by year from 80- 86,
- separated by inshore and offshore,
- separated by catcher/processor, mothership and shoreside,
- where active is defined as more than one delivery in the directed
P~ poliock fishery;

b. A plot of the above vessels categories, showing the maximum single
delivery poundage by each vessel by year,

1791 TP T 1 L Cule T Theharmen's Torminal ¢ Seattle WA OR110 « Tal (206) 782-72539 « Fax (206) 282-2414
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¢. a plot of the above vessel categories, showing the total pollock catch by
each vessel by year,

2. Similar information specified in #1 above for the catcher/processor trawlers to
help determine changes in that sector’s fleet (use the definition of a trip, rather
than delivery).

3. The number of vessels which would qualify under LLP for BSAI groundfish
licenses which have not trawled, but whose licenses would be valid for trawl use,
by size class (75-100, 100-125, 125-150,>150).

4. The ex-vessel price of BSAI pollock paid to fishermen by shoreside, true
mothership and catcher/processor market over time, since 1990.

5. The ex-vessel price of BSAI pollock as a percentage of average monthly surimi
price exported from Alaska to Japan, say 1991 - 1997.

6. A list of vessels who were classified as a floating processor that never caught
their own fish while operating within the EEZ under U.S. flag, between the years
1992-97. : '

7. A plot of the amount of BSAI pollock landed, by shoreside plant, over time, since
1990 (include the five shoreside plants and the two inshore motherships).

This kind of information would be helpful in analyzing the effects that
Inshore/Offshore | & Il have had on the groundfish industry as well as understanding
the characteristics of the current BSAI pollock fleet. Thank you for considering our

requests.
Sincerely,
— =7 -
M [ Cer
Brent Paine



Steve Hughes
Technical Director

Brent C. Paine
mmExecutive Director

May 15, 1997

Mr. Richard B. Lauber, Chairman
Mr. Clarence G. Pautzke, Executive Director
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 89501-2252

Re: Inshore/Offshore lil
Dear Rick and Clarence:

This letter is a request by United Catcher Boats (UCB) that a correction be made to the
North Pacific Fishery Management Council’'s (NPFMC) “Special Supplement - Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands Pollock Inshore-Offshore and CDQ Program” dated May 1, 1997,
on page 3, Altemate 5. The UCB option (which later became the Council’s Alternate 5)
- ended on page 1 of UCB'’s April 11, 1997 letter (enclosed) to the Council, with the words

End of Motion. The text on page 2 of the UCB letter was not part of the option but was
later incorporated, in part, into the Council’s Alternative 5. To make the correction,
please delete the following language from Alternative 5 as presented in the special
supplement.

“The proposers of Altemative 5 recognize that within the above

concept there is a necessity for a- minimum shoreside delivery

guarantee. Additionally, other checks and balances would have to

be developed.”

The differences between the UCB proposed option and the NPFMC Alternative 5 are not
the fault of the Council staff. This fault is ours as we should have been more specific.

Thanks for your assistance in clarifying this sensitive issue.

Sincerely,
UNITED CATCHER BOATS W
Steven E. Hughes Brent C. Paine

7 Enclosure

cc: UCB Membership with 4/11/97 UCB letter
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May 25, 1997

Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman

Dr. Clarence Pautzke, Executive Director
North Pacific Fishcry Management Council
Post Office Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Re: Amendment 18, Round 3

Dear Clarence.

At the April council meeting during the discussion of Inshore/Offshore, NOAA-CG
reminded the council that solutions should flow from definitions of a problem. The council
requested that the public provide input on Inshore/Offshore for the June meeting in order that a
problem statement and alternative could be developed at that meeting. In that light, i propose the
following problems and solutions.

Problem I
The staff is bored and needs more work to keep them occupied.
Solution
Develop a myriad of options for the next round of Inshore/Offshore.

Problem 11
I want to catch more pollock.
Solution
Allocate more pollock to me.
Problem 111
Everyone wants to catch more pollock.
Solution

Allocate more pollock to everyone (within the existing ABC, of course). This will require
some creative math, but could be accomplished by cutting the TAC in half, then doubling each
sector’s share. It’s a real win/win, everybody gets a bigger share of the pic by allocating 200% of
the pie.

Problem IV
Indulging allocation grabs by groups who are able to muster 6 votes, encourages similar
behaviour by other user groups.
Solution
Stop indulging whining behaviour.

Problem V
Allocation battles before the council require all participants to paint their opponents as bad
guys, exaggerating each others faults, thus foster negative public perception of the industry as a
whole.
' Solution
Don’t encourage this behaviour by rewarding it.



Problem VI
The “race for fish™ is the rcal underlying problem and is not addressed by changing the
%'s of fish available to different sectors.
Solution
Don’t tinker with the percentages.

Problem VII
Everyonc has had to live with Inshorc/Offshorc as we now know it since 1992 and have
adapted and made their investments accordingly with the given set of rules. A change in the rules
will be highly destabilizing. without addressing the real problem (Problem VI)
Solution
Don’t tinker with the percentages. Rollover status quo.

More Problems and Solutions

Okay, recognizing that the urge to tinker can be irresistible (what’s the good of political
power if you can't exercise it?), so here are some more problems that Inshore/Offshore failed to
address and some potential solutions. The solutions admittedly share the shortcoming of not fixing
the real “race for fish” problem, if we are going to shuffle the pieces of pie for political reasons, we
all have our lists of preferred winners.

Problem VIl
Inshore/Offshore was supposed to protect “small catcher boats” and lengthen seasons.
However, in the GOA scasons are shorter now than before 1/0. Part of this is due to large
shoreside catcher vessels who pack over 1 million Ibs of pollock ‘raiding’ the GOA to take fish
back to Dutch Harbour and Akutan.
Solution
Adopt trip limits in GOA pollock and cod fisheries.

Problem IX
Inshore/Offshore was supposed to protect “small catcher boats” . In the BSAI, this meant
the JV fleet who had Americanized the harvest of pollock. Most of these boats were under 1257,
yet after 6 years of Inshore/Offshore, the % of the shoreside quota harvested by these vessels has
shrunk radically.
Solution
Allocate the majority of the Inshore quota to vessels under 125°.

Problem X ‘

The state of Alaska in its salmon limited entry program, and the council in the halibut and
sablefish ITQ program, set a high value on preserving an owner/operator mode in those fisheries.
The catcher fleet at the end of the JV era still had a high degree of owner/operators and ownership
by fishing familics in a small business mode. During the ensuing I/0 era, a rapid shift to vertical
intcgration with ever greater ownership of catchers by transnational corporations has occurred.
This shift weakens the position of independent catcher vessel owners and operators.

Solution
Allocate the majority of the Inshore quota to vessels with no processor ownership.



Problem X1

The moratorium (and LLP, should it be approved), do nothing to prevent the conversion
of non trawl vessels to trawlers, nor CP’s to catcher vessels. Much of the pre-emption of the
under 1257 vesscls sharc of the shoreside catch has occurred as the result of the conversion of CP’s
to CV's (this is an ongoing problem - witness the conversion of the Titan to shoreside delivery
mode - a vessel which will have 6000 horsepower and pack far in excess of 1 million Ibs.) If the
council does reallocate more pollock to Inshore and in so doing sets off a new round of capital
stuffing, there is nothing to prevent the conversion of large crab vesscls to trawl or cven new
vesscls being built utilizing idle non-trawl licenses.

Solution

Revisit LLP and retroactively precludc the conversion of CP’s to CV's, and non-trawl
vessels to trawl (the west coast LLP showed that retroactive dates can be approved by the
Secretary).

Problem XII
Under Inshore/Offshore rules, there are only definitions of the processing scctors. The
result was a processor based allocation. Catcher vessel representatives have requested the
inclusion of a CV/CP split in each round of /O. With the increasing level of concentration under
Inshore/Offshore there is increasing potential for the creation of a de facto processor ITQ in the
pollock fishery, particularly by CP’s.

( According to Associated Press: On May 20, 1997, the US Dept. of Justice announced its
approval for the Whiting Conservation Cooperative (Alaska Ocean Seafood, American Seafoods,
Glacicr Fish Co., and Tyson Seafood Group) to dividc among themselves the 34% of the annual
Pacific whiting harvest allocated to the catcher-processor fleet as a group rather than compete in
harvesting this quota.)

Such agreements could freeze out independently owned catcher vessels from an opportunity to
participate in the offshore or “true mothership” fishery.
Solution

Allocate directly to catcher vessels and allow catchers to deliver to the market of their
choice. Such an allocation could include provisions for sub-allocations to vessels under 125°, for
trip limits, and strengthened LLP provisions preventing conversions of non-trawl vessels into
trawlers. The purpose of such provisions would be to dampen the tendency toward capital stuffing
that would occur because allocations do not address the “race for fish”.

Problem X111

Because Inshorc/Offshore is a processing based allocation, combined with the trend toward
vertical integration and processor ownership and control of catcher vessels. there is a less
competitive market for pollock than there might otherwise be. This results in less raw fish tax to
the state of Alaska as well as lower crew shares to working fishers. Catcher vessels now receive
less for pollock delivered to the dock, than CDQ communities receive for pollock still swimming in
the ocean.

Solution

Allocate directly to catcher vessels and allow the price offered by processors to dictate

where fish will be sold.



Problem X1V

If the proposal of NPSC is acccpted and the 3 offshorc motherships rcceive their own
quota, and there is a reallocation from offshore to inshore, catcher vessels delivering offshore will
get the short end of the stick (along with CP’s - but my interest is the problems that impact CV’s).
In the game of musical chairs that followed the adoption of I/0, everyone has found a place to sit
down. Re-allocation will not creatc new chairs in the inshore or mothership scctor. Inshore
catchers will get a longcer scason. and offshore catchers will get a shorter season, with no likelihood
of being able to jump the fence to the inshore scctor.

‘ Solution

Modify the NPSC proposal to set aside a portion of the quota in the offshore sector for
catcher vesscls delivering to CP’s. cqual to the amount delivered to “falsc motherships™ (those not
meeting NPSC definition of “true motherships™) in 1996. Such quota would be reserved for “truc
offshore catcher vessels”, defined as those catcher vessels which have delivered more than 75% of
their pollock catch to “false motherships” in the period from 1995-1997. If the amount reserved
for “true motherships” is scaled up from their actual take in recent years, the amount reserved for
“true offshore catcher vessels” should be scaled up by the same proportion.

Conclusion

The council and its staff do in fact have plenty of work to do without getting into tinkering
with Inshore/Offshore. The only reasonable course of action, given the FCMA moratorium on
development of ITQs, is to define the problem as one of preserving the stability of the
regulatory environment until the council can resume work on CRP. With such a problem
statement the only reasonable alternative is to rollover the status quo until at least 2001.

However, if the council is going to consider any other definition of the problem and any
other altcrnatives, then all the problems and alternatives outlined in Problems VIII-XIV nced to be
included as well.

Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

david fraser

F/V Muir Milach

PO Box 771

Port Townsend, Washington
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North Pacifi¢ Fishery Managemont Cay..il Greg Reines
605 west 4th, Suite 306 183 Whitetail Ln.
Anchorage, Alaska 9950] Sequim,Wa. 98382

.

Honorable Chairman
Rick Lauber,

the real prospect of losing all that we have and are working for.

I'm not very politically savvy on this In shore/ Off shore debate but [ do know
if things change where mine and literally 100's of friends careers disappear, all our
families will be drastically influenced, and definetly not for the better.

Sincerely,
The Greg Reines Family

»*  cc Governor of Washington, Gary Locke cc Representitive , Norm Dicks
¢c Senator , Patty Murray
cc Senator, Slade Gorton ' —_
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F/T ARCTIC FJORD

400 North 34th Strees - Suite 306
7~ Seattle, WA 98103
(206) 547-6557 / Fax: 547-3165

FACSIMILE COVER PAGE

FAX: 1.907-271-2817

DATE: Juoe 1,1997
#PGs: 1  (includes Cover Page)

TQ: Chairman Rick Lauber
COMPANY: North Pacific Fishery Management Council
FROM; Employees of F/T Arctic Fjord
SUBJECT: Pollock allocations

The undersigned support the contiruation of the current poliock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and
jobs provided by the F/T Arctic Fjord to support our families-

35% to onshore processors, We depend on the
i i the at-gea processors will directly reduce our paychecks. The
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FT ARCTIC FJORD 206 940 8581

F/T ARCTIC FJORD

400 Noxth 34th Street - Suite 306
Seattle, WA 98103
(206) 547-6557 / Fax: 547-3165

FACSIMILE COVER PAGE
TO: Chairman Rick Lauber FAX: 1-907-271-2817
COMPANY: North Pacific Fishery Management Council DATE: Juge 1,1997
FROM: Employees of F/T Axctic Fjord #PGs: 1  (includes Cover Page)

SUBJECT: Poliock allocations

The undersigned support the coptinuation of the current pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and
35% to onshore processors. We depend on the jobs provided by the F/T Arctic Fjord to support our families.
ANY reduction in the poliock allocation to the at-sea processers will directly reduce our paychecks, The
changes proposcd by the Japanese onshore processors will more than Likely eliminate our jobs. We believe
that sacrificing our paychecks to support the Japanese dominated shoreplants is grossly unfair. Please
consider our livelihood ang-pur farnilies in any deliberations to change the current allocations of the pollock

.92
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American Seafoods Company

May 28, 1997

Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4th Street, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Lauber:

I am writing with regard to the upcoming vote to re-allocate the Bering Sea pollock quota
between shoreside and at-sea processors.

I am a Quality Assurance Manager with American Seafoods Company in Seattle, where I
have been employed for the past two years. Previously, I was with Gorton’s of
Gloucester, MA one of the largest users of Alaskan pollock blocks in the world. I am
native to the Seattle area, and have participated in the pollock fishery since 1982, when I
began fishing aboard Joint Venture vessels. Upon completing my education at the
University of Washington School of Fisheries, I began my professional career.

I am very concerned by the pending vote, and would like to urge your full support in
preserving the existing shoreside/at-sea split, or even considering increasing the
allocation for at-sea processors. As you may be aware, Alaskan pollock is processed into
two primary product forms--Surimi and Fillet block. Presently, the primary product
produced by shoreside processors is Surimi (primarily for Export). This is in sharp
contrast with the at-sea processors, which produce a significant volume (nearly 50%) of
Fillet block which is used exclusively by the Domestic market. This block is sold to
secondary processors who in turn produce finished products for retail, food service, and
restaurants (Burger King, McDonald’s, Long John Silver’s, etc.).

Recognizing that the shoreside/at-sea allocation will not likely be abandoned, I would
strongly urge that the at-sea allocation not be further reduced. It is the at-sea contingent
that accounts for the majority of Domestic sales, which justifies my job, career, and
livelihood, and I would urge that the NPFMC take this into consideration when making
their decision.

Thank you.

Sgni c%jely

Dan Block
Quality Assurance Manager

Market Place Tower 2025 First Ave. Suite 900 Seattle, Washington 98121 USA
(206) 448-0300 Sales and Marketing FAX (206) 448-0505 Operations FAX (206) 448-0303
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WILLIAM A. ROSE
1829 BAGLEY AVE N.
SEATTLE WA 98103

CHAIRMAN RICK LAUBER

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES COUNCIL
605 WEST 4th, SUITE 306
ANCHORAGE, AK 99501

DEAR CHAIRMAN LAUBER,

EIGHT YEARS AGO AT THE AGE OF 18 I TOOK MY FIRST JOB ON A FACTORY
TRAWLER. I STARTED AS A PROCESSOR, LATER I WORKED ON DECK, AND
EVENTUALLY IN THE ENGINEERING DEPT. I’VE WORKED ON SIX VESSELS,
AND BEEN TO MANY PLACES FOLLOWING MY CAREER AS AN ENGINEER.
LAST YEAR I GOT MY COAST GUARD ENGINEERING LICENSE.

ALMOST ALL MY CLOSE FRIENDS WORK TRAWLERS, MY BROTHER FISHES
IN AFRICA. MY POINT IS THIS, FACTORY TRAWLERS PROVIDE
OPPORTUNITY FOR ADVANCEMENT THAT JUST WOULDN’T BE THERE IN A
SHOREPLANT. THERE ARE A LOT OF PEOPLE WHOSE LIVELIHOOD
DEPENDS ON THE AT SEA PROCESSING FLEET, MINE INCLUDED.

REGARDS,

WILLIAM A. ROSE
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June 2, 1997

Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman

Dr. Clarence Pautzke, Executive Director
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

RE: Testimony Intended to be Presented at the June 1997
Kodiak Council Meeting

Dear Mr. Lauber and Dr. Pautzke,

Enclosed is a copy of the testimony I intend to present at
the upcoming June, 1997 Council Meeting. I am providing a
text of the presentation so that it can be included in the
Council’s briefing books. I have written this in the
manner in which it will be orally presented. I appreciate
your inclusion of this material in the briefing books.

Since ely Yours,

%/

Douglas rsyth
Vice Pre51dent

TESTIMONY :

Ladies and Gentlemen of the Council,

I would like to take a few minutes of your time to enter
some testimony regarding the market for surimi in general
and the Japanese market in particular.



By way of introduction my name is Doug Forsyth. I am a
fish monger, I sell fish for a living. Specifically I sell
surimi. I currently sell the production of the Ocean
Phoenix and I previously sold the production of the Arctic
Storm as well. 1In total I have sold about 125,000 metric
tons of surimi in the past 11 years. Of that about 80% has
gone to the Japanese market. My comments on the surimi
market are those of someone who has to understand it and
work in it from a realistic and practical point of view on
a day to day basis, in up markets and in down markets, in
the slow times of the summer and the hectic year end
period.

U.S. producers of surimi have gone to great lengths to try
and differentiate their products from those of competitors.
The primary tools in this are product quality and ‘
distribution systems. Over time the market has developed
where a top rank producer can get a price premium of about
10% over a second rank producer. The rankings are what the
marketplace gives you over time as they reward or penalize
your particular business plan.

Contrast this with automobiles. A top rank car such as
Rolls Royce will command a price 20 times greater than a
Geo Metro. 10% for surimi, 2000% for automobiles.

Whether we like it or not surimi is a commodity. So are
most other seafood items. Prices can be differentiated a
touch but by and large prices tend to rise and fall with
the supply situation. Supply goes down, prices rise.
Supply increases, prices fall. Let me demonstrate this
with surimi prices over the last three years.

In the data I will present the inventory figures are those
reported by the Japanese Government for cold storage
holdings at the end of January and the end of December in
each year. Prices are the actual sales price in Yen for
Ocean Phoenix FA grade surimi in A and B season of each
year.

In 1994 between the end of January and the end of December
the surimi inventory in Japanese cold storage decreased by
7.5%. Between A and B season of 1994 our sales price on a
delivered Japan basis rose 10%.



In 1995 inventory increased 12.8% between end of January
and end of December. Our sales price between A and B
season decreased 13.3%.

In 1996 inventory decreased 25.5%, and our price increased
19.2%.

Looking at the difference between A season 1996 and A
season 1997, the Japanese surimi inventory decreased 39%
and our A season price increased 34% between 1996 and 1997.

As much as we would like to think the surimi market is
complicated by many interactive factors, it is pretty
simple - if supply increases prices will fall, if supply
decreases prices will rise.

A second factor that I would like to point out is the
changing distribution system between US surimi producers
and Japanese end users of surimi. The result is a much
closer connection between producers and users that is
effectively removing the buy/sell transfer point between
producers and importers for subsequent resale.

American Seafoods has opened an office in Japan and from
this A season began importing product under its own name
and selling directly to major end users. For the past two
years we have had a distribution contract with Nissui
wherein we negotiate sales prices and delivery terms with
end users directly and pay to Nissui a distribution fee to
handle the warehousing and delivery costs. Trident now
holds surimi in US cold storage and sells container loads
on a month to month basis throughout the year.

In fact of the approximately 44,000 mt of surimi exported
to Japan from the 1997 A season and CDQ fisheries by all
surimi producers only about 15% was sold by producers not
using sophisticated distribution techniques. 1In the surimi
business the days of make the product, negotiate with and
sell to an importer, and then the importer resells to an
internal distributor for eventual sale to an end user are
well in decline.

Statements have been made to the effect that if the Council
were to allocate additional quota share to those Japanese
owned and controlled shore plants the surimi price would
plummet the next day. In my professional opinion as
someone who sells surimi for a living it just ain’t so.



The strong fact is that surimi is a commodity and that
prices react to changes in supply and not to other factors.
Secondarily the changing nature of the distribution system
renders manipulation of the import prices basically moot.

A change in the allocation scheme will undoubtedly have
many impacts on many people. But one of the things that
you do not have to worry about is what impact a change in
the allocation scheme will have on the surimi market. 1In
December when quotas are determined that decision has an
impact because it effects supply. But other than that the
surimi market will not in my opinion be influenced by your
allocation deliberations.

Thank you for your time.

Douglas C. Forsyth

Vice President

Premier Pacific Seafoods

Fishery Investments Limited

General Partner of

Phoenix Processor Limited Partnership
Owner S/S Ocean Phoenix



" 5/29/97

Doug 'E- campbqll N : . e o C ;- S Cl
P.0.Box 172 .~ ot o , PR
Chinook, WA. 98614

'

Chairman Rick Lauber

North Pacific Fisheries' Council
605 West 4th, Suite -306-
Anchorage, AK. 99501.

Chairman Lauber, L :

I have been working on . the F/T Arctic.Storm since
November of 1988. I was- hired as a processor at that ‘time. I
am now the Assistant Pactory Manager.' : i

The small town that'I’m from on- the Columbia Rlver has .
suffered from high unemployment for the last dozen years cr
so. Many fish processing plants like I used to work in have
shut down. Fishing in the:River is history- and'fishing
outside has become severely 1im1ted Logging is no longer a
viable occupation for anyone with a family.

Faced with these difficult economic conditions I sent .out
my resume to a variety of fish processing concerns. I didn’t
really want to have tp move from my home but there was just
no reasonable employment available in the area. I had several
responses  and chose Arctic Storm Inc. because it seemed like
one of the smaller factory trawler companies. I was hoplng :
that there would be. a“ better chance for advancement in a .
company that-size. - . -

The way -things: worked out I have been. able . to keep my
home even though I’'m away for a good part of the yearx I would
rather continue to do.this than anything else. -There are
several other people from Chinook ‘that have made the factory
trawlers their principal occupation.

I have no- desire ‘to ‘work in a’ shoreside plant anymore
After seeing ‘the superior quality of our processed at sea
products it would be very difficult for me to-adjust to-
dealing with 2 and 3 'day old fish again. The factory,trawler
fleet is an important part of the U.S. of A’s overall fishing
efforts and produces a high quality export product that does
it’s part to help balance our trade with .the Orient. '

Sincerely,
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David Morse
10175 Torvanger Rd.
Bainbridge Is. Wa. 98110

Chairman Rick lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4%, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Chairman,

I am presently employcd as captain of the F/T Highland Light. I have had this job for the past
two and onc half years, before that I was the captain of scveral other factory trawlers fishing in Alaskan
watcrs. I have been fishing in Alaska for the past eleven years so I have seen the rapid capitalization of
the industry. I now fecl both the inshore and offshore fleets are overcapitalized, but I can see no simple
solution to improve this situation. Therefore, since both scgments of the industry seem to be surviving
with the status quo, I feel we should leave well cnough alone. Iam very proud of wha I do for a living
and feel good about the industry I am in. I believe we in the factory fleet have done an excellent job of
modifying our fishing tactics to comply with all the new regulations we have expericnced during the past
ten years. 1am a firm supportcr of the observer program and welcome the much improved data base we
all have helped create. ] also belicve in conserving the fish stocks, so we will have a future that we can
look forward to. As I said, I came to Alaska eleven years ago; lcaving the east coast, where fisherics
remained unmanaged and in a state of virtual decline. I think the North Pacific Council has done an
excellent job of managing the stocks and allocaling the resource to the appropriate user groups.

There is no doubt that both the inshore and offshore scgments of the pollock fishery are
overcapitalized. Both sides saw this coming long before the seasons were reduced to less than two months
of directed fishing for pollock. I belicve the current split between inshore and offshore represents the
faircst compromisc we can come up with. This is evidenced by the fact that the offshore quota has always
been reached before the inshore quota, however, lately the time gap is becoming much narrower. This is
due to the faster rate of capitalization within the catcher boat flcct as well as the increased capacity of the
inshore plants to handle this volume of fish. This is not to say the offshore segment has not also npped
their capacity, but theirs has not kept pace with the inshore effort.

Since the quota has been dividcd betwecn inshore and offshore, very few vessels have left the
industry. A fow factory trawlers bave Icfi for Russian waters, however, as an industry factory trawlcrs
have remained a source of rclatively stcady employment for most of who are willing to put up with the
reality of the job. We in the indusiry have developed skills and expertise unique to opcrating factory
trawlers. Many of the jobs on thesc vessels have uo paralicl on any other type of fishing boat or shore
based operalion. If the apportionment of the quota were to be significantly altered, many of thcse vessels
would no longer be able to opcrate, thus costing many of us our only means of employment. Mr.
Chairman I implore you to leave the inshore/ofIshore apportionment as it is. Both sidcs have had ample
time to adjust to this very equitable compromise, and to alter it would severely impact many who lme
devoted themselves to a carcer they have become dependent upon.

David Morse
Captain, F/T Highland Light
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uﬂdﬁSh Data Bank P.O. Box 2298 « Kodiak, Alaska

TO: RICK LAUBER, CHAIRMAN
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMEN]

DATE: JUNE 9, 1997
SENT BY FAX: 1 PP

RE: INSHORE/OFFSHORE - GULF OF ALASKA

The members of Alaska Groundfish Data Bank support the continuation of the inshore/offshore
allocation of pollock and Pacific cod in the Gulf of Alaska. The Guif inshore/offshore program
allowed pollock fisheries to manageable (just barely) during the years the stocks were quite low.
As the stocks have increased, processing plants in Seward and Cordova have invested in’

equipment to process pollock.
The Pacific cod quota was split three ways this year - inshore, offshore and State Managed.

The Central/Western Gulf is also an area where the decline in the sea lion populations is of
concern. Though the Guif pollock operations would prefer and A and B season pollock fishery
similar to the Bering Sea A and B season, the concern that localized depletion of pollock could
occur to the determinant of sea lions has mandated that the Guif pollock fishery be conducted
in at least trimesters.

Considering the increase in pollock users, creation of a State Managed Pacific cod fishery and
the continued concern over sea lion declines making any change which could increase fishing
effort seems contraproductive and not in the interest of local communities or conservation.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

&\A&\@Q Cl&l-.&v—/\
Chris Blackburn, Director
Alaska Groundfish Data Bank

N\ Chris Blackbura . :
¢ Director ¢ (907) 486-30?3 * FAX (507) 486-3461 * e-mail 7353974@mcimail.com —)

_/
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SEDE LEGALE:

Bonifica de! Salinelio

64018 Tortareto (Ta)

UFFICI COMMERCIALI:

Via Plreili, 19 - 20124 Milano

Tel. 0276701852

Talefax 02 / 66888083 - Telex 334057 FIBEN

North Pacific Fishing
Management Council
605 West Fourth Avenue

Suite 306
June 9, 1997 Anchorage, Alaska 9950
L
Dear North Pacific Fishing Council Members,
Our Company, FIDECO 8.r.l., Tortoreto, Italy, is one

leading manufacturers of surimi products in Italy.

Our company produces over 1000 MT of surimi products per

gets the majority of the raw material supply from t
States. Our primary raw material resource Pollock sur
the U.S. !

We have been informed about the fisheries allocation
currently taking place in the US Bering Sea. We are aw

there is some effort by a group to push the North Pacifi
Council to revise and reallocate the Bering Sea Pollock
favour of the Shore plant companies and we are concerned
situation.

Currently the E.U. receives its supply of surimi in ap
equal portions from the factory trawlers and shor
companies, which allows a steady and competitive supply
material. Our great concern of the reallocation project
the majority of the raw material supply would be
shoreplants which belong primarily to Japanese (o
companies. As a result, our supply channels for Polloc
will potentially become very limited and the Lwo major
who have strong interests in their operations in Japan w
no interest to support other markets, including ours
European Union.

This is the reason why we are concerned about the resul
reallocations talks and we would like your committee
throroughly the consequences that your decision may hav
world market of surimi and surimi products and eventu
wealth and future of that industry worldwide.

We believe that the current allocation levels with a
number of competitors promotes a healthy and competitiv
products industry worldwide. A decision to reallocate i
of the land based factories will put all the power in t
of 2-3 major companies, and will surely destabilize 'th
world market for surimi products. Our only requestl is

act knowledgeably and aware.

5
G e G O
R BENATOFF
President

igncere%y yours, ¢

AA. 97311
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100 Second Ave. §
Edmonds, WA 980
June §, 1997

Chairman Rick Lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501
Dear Mr. Lauber,

It has been brought to my attention that in the upcoming June meeting the council will be
considering allocation issues that could potentially eliminate at-sea processor jobs. Twould like to take this
time to express my feelings to the council on the impact this would cause to mry career.

Five years ago, fresh out of college, I was cne of many graduates in search of a job. A friend told
me of the Alaska fishing industry. Something I was never fully aware of, being from the east coast, I
decided to look into it, sort of as an ‘adventure ‘. That single season has tumed into a career and a lifestyle
which I have come to respect and enjoy. I think I have been fortunate to be involved in this and would be
very disappainted to have it taken away through reallocations to the shore-side fleet. Sentimentality aside
though, let me stick to the more serious issues at hand. 1am the Quality Control supervisor for Alaska
Trawl Fisheries, aboard the F/T Endurance. We fish both A and B Pollock seasons to produce surimi and
then continue with the Yellowfin Fishery. While this company is not involved with the CDQ program I
have worked with companies that are and am aware of the background of the program.

If the council were to lower cur quotas I think I would find myself forced out of the offshore fleet.
As with most jobs it comes down to the financial side of things. I know people think we get rich out here
but that isn’t the case anymore. I make a comparable anmual salary with the advantage of making it in
fewer days which gives me time to enjoy life and pursue other interests. If I were faced with fewer fishing
days I wouldn't make enough to get me through the year and would have to seek other employment. Ihave
worked in a shoreplant and found it to be much more stressful. You are still faced with quotas and time
frames so I put in as many hours in the plant as I would at sea. It is harder on land because you must also
continue with everyday influences while at sea this can be put aside for a time and I can fully concentrate
on my job and work to the best of my ability without unnecessary distractions. Being involved with
Quality Coatrol I could probably find ancther avenus to pursue but you also have to take into consideration
the rest of the crew. For many of the processers, many of whom lack the educational background needed
for better paying jobs, this is their career. A place to make money, feel a sense of accomplishment, and it is
a career to then just as any other. To take that away would find some of them in a difficult position.

I realize I am only a single voice but hope that this letter is still regarded with significance. I only
hope more people have also written and maybe together we can demonstrate the importance this has to us.
Thank you very much for your time and consideration to this matter.

Sincerely,
Justine Hoffman
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June 7, 1897

Chairman Rick Lauber
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th,Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Council,

Please don’t take my life away. I have been in the fishing industry for 14
years and there is nothing else for me. Cooking on a factory trawler isa
future for me.

I am chief steward on the F/T Endurance with a crew of 55-100 multi-
nationals. Ibegan in 1983 in shore plants in Pelican, Kodiak and Dutch
Harbor. I have been with the factory trawler fleet since 1986. The fleet has
evolved into a good place for a woman to have a career. This is my intent. T
have worked on longliner/processors, processing vessels, and seine boats.
As a woman in this industry, a trawler is the best possible place for me to
be. Iknow; I have tried all other fishing options. This is a good life with
lots of challenge and reward. |

In all the years I have been involved in the industry, 1 have seen a major
reduction in the length of seasons and openings. There is not too much left to
take from us. The income is not nearly as good as it used to be up here.
Please consider the people whose lives revolve completely around this
industry. Tt will be a catastrophe to us if we can’t do this anymore.

Please don’t take our lives away.

Nedra Gordon
Chief Steward
F/T Endurance



2360 Squak Mt. Loop SW = Issaguah, Washington

(206} 391-7602

June 6, 1997

Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman

Dr. Clarence Pautzke, Executive Director
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 w 4th Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

RE: Comments for Inclusion in ssc, AP, and Council’s meeting materials
Item C-1 Inshore-Offshore 3 for Kodiak meeting

Dear Rick and Clarence:

I was asked by the North Pacific Seafood Coalition to review the information in the
NPFMC April 1997 newsletter concerning the development of a problem statement and its
associated alternatives for analysis by Council’s staff.

Upon receiving the results of my review, the Coalition further requested that I provide the
Council and its committees with a copy of my suggested revised problem statement and a
summary of the reasoning that led me to this statement of the issue. I hope that this in-
formation will assist the Council in shaping its approach to Inshore-Offshore 3.

First, T would like to commend the Council and its staff on already moving to address this
issue. When the previous Inshore-Offshore amendment was set to expire at the end of
1995, the Council did not begin discussion until September 1994 and did not adopt a
problem statement until the December 1994 meeting. Given the limited scope of the issue,
that schedule was clearly adequate to ensure that the Council could meet its deadline of
taking final action at the June 1995 meeting. I interpret the fact that the Council has al-
ready initiated discussion and intends to finalize the Inshore-Offshore 3 problem state-
ment 6 months ahead of its previous timeline as an awareness that things are substantially
different this time around.

Indeed, even a cursory review quickly led me to that same conclusion and thus to a rejec-
tion of the reasoning behind the draft problem statement offered at the April 1997 meet-
ing. It would make the analysis easier if we could just treat this issue as a rollover with
only two alternatives, and as one of the analysts likely to be involved, I am all for making
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life easier! However, as so aptly put by Albert Einstein, “Everything should be made as
simple as possible, but not more so” (emphasis added). Even though it is tempting to argue
that the problem in front of the Council remains the same as it was back then — to pre-
serve stability — this approach has two key limitations:

1) it overlooks significant actions, primarily the passage of the Magnuson-Stevens Fish-
ery Conservation and Management Act, that have happened since the Council last
addressed this issue, and

2) the limited set of alternatives does not give the Council sufficient options to lay the
groundwork for its eventual comprehensive management policy. Given that the cur-
rent allocative split has already been in place since the 1992 fishery, and could poten-
tially with this approach be extended to 2003 and beyond, the performance of indi-
vidual companies and sectors under this regime could effectively become the only
historical source from which any permanent future crp decisions or 1FQ allocations
will be made.

I look forward to attending the meeting in Kodiak and to making myself available to the
ssc, ap, and Council for any further discussion of this issue. Although I do not have any
specific recommendations as to the actual alternatives that should be included beyond the
two already tentatively identified, I ask the Council to carefully consider the implications
of only going forward with a narrow range at this time. As indicated in the attached re-
view, there are many potential sources of information that could end up shedding light
on this allocative issue before the current allocation expires. It seems premature to close
off options that may be more consistent with the Council’s long-range and primary goals.

Sincerely,

Rebecca Tuttle Baldwin
Resource Economist



Review for North Pacific Seafood Coalition by Economic & Environmental Analysts, May 1997

Response to Special Supplement
April 1997 NPFMC Newsletter
BSAI Pollock Inshore/Offshore and CDQ program

Based on my review of the material provided from the April 1997 Council meeting and my pre-
vious work on Inshore-Offshore | and I, | would suggest the following is a more accurate as-
sessment of the current state of this issue.

REVISED PROBLEM STATEMENT

The current allocation will expire at the end of 1998, without having completely fulfilled its ob-
jective of being the interim solution during the crP development process. In addition, as of late
1996, the primary source of guidance for fishery management in this nation is a new law: the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. The problem is to identify what
allocation would best serve to

1) ensure compliance with the provisions of the new Act;

2) continue to provide a suitable lead into the crP process, and

3) reflect our current understanding of the make-up and implied future composition of the
fishery, with respect to the effects on individual sectors, individual companies, and com-
munities, and with respect to the original issue of potential preemption that has been in-
corporated directly or through reference in previous analysis of this issue.

This allocation will not have a sunset date but is intended to serve as an interim measure until the
crp has been completed.

At this time, the Council further directs staff to begin gathering preliminary information on the
relevant communities, sectors, and companies that would be involved in such an allocation.
These data could be applied to a broad range of alternate allocations. In addition, given the size
and value of the pollock fishery and the companies that currently harvest and process this spe-
cies, the Council recognizes that some of this basic information will also be useful for addressing
other ongoing Council projects and implementing some provisions of the new Act.

RATIONALE
Why yesterday’s solution worked then

Last time the Council addressed this issue, it only considered one alternative, other than the No
Action alternative required by law. This was a reasonable approach because:

1) the original allocation had only been in place for two years and with the lag in data collec-
tion, there was very little new information about cpqs or the allocative split that could
have been incorporated into an analysis at that time.

2) the original allocation process had been both exhaustive and contentious and the actual
allocation percentages finally approved by Noaa and Commerce reflected a modification
of the Council’s original preferences. It seemed unduly disruptive to the industry and to
the Council process to broadly re-open that issue without a clearer indicator of what long-
term management objectives were being met.
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When the initial allocation was due to expire, it was a time of great flux in fishery man-
agement, particularly with regards to the potential for substantial modifications to the
Magnuson Act.

Why yesterday’s solution won’t work now

The above reasons for considering only one alternative are no longer valid and thus the pre-
selection of such a narrow range of options (before conducting any analysis) cannot be justified.

1

3)

4)

The allocative split has now been in place for several years. This longer time series of data
may now be sufficient to provide insights into the trade-offs and trends resulting from the
creation of these two separate olympic pollock fisheries. In addition, the Alaska Fisheries
Science Center of NMFs just announced its intent to began routinely collecting cost,
earnings, and employment data on the participants of the Bering Sea pollock fishery
(Federal Register, May 16, 1997). Although the actual data may not be available in sufficient
detail to assist in the analysis of this new allocation, it would be unfair to presuppose that
this process will provide neither relevant information nor discover credible sources of ex-
isting company information for previous years.
The Southwest Fisheries Science Center of NMFs conducted a cost-benefit analysis for the
extension of the Pacific whiting allocation, which has some interesting results (Squires et
al, Admin. Report Lj-97-05, April 1997). Shouldn’t there at least be some discussion as to
whether such an approach or data collection can be used for the pollock fishery as well?
Why may not the same results hold here?
As it is such a difficult and complicated task to develop a comprehensive management
strategy, the entire process has been extended. This interim pollock allocation could now
become a de facto permanent base for any future awarding of access to individual compa-
nies. It is not clear without further discussion as to whether this would be in the best in-
terest of either the Nation or of the Council.
As of October, 1996 the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
has become the new source for the principles guiding the use of our Nation’s fishery re-
sources. While there are numerous sections of this Act that could influence this allocation
process, two substantial parts have to do with

a) the Alaska and Western Pacific Community Development Programs and

b) the requirement of National Academy of Sciences reports on both individual fishing

quotas and for community development programs.

Although it is unlikely that the final Academy reports would be available before the Council must
take final action in June 1998, a draft report shall be submitted to the Secretary of Commerce by
January 1, 1998 (Appendix, page 119 of Act, NoaA Tech. Memo NMFs-F/spo-23.). That informa-
tion should be available in sufficient time to aid the Council in its decision, especially if the
Council has the flexibility of drawing from a broad range of options. If the Council elects to go
ahead now with only a narrow selection of alternatives, one could infer the Council expects no
useful information to come from these new studies that might alter the Council’s perception of
the pollock fishery, the industry sectors who use it, or the role of the fishing communities.



HENRY L. VANDERBEEK
HC1 BOX 116

LONGVILLE MN, 56655

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

DEAR COUNCIL MEMBERS,

I am writing this letter to you in hopes that it show
my concern about the constant reduction of the quota taken
away from the at sea processors.

I am currently employed with Alaska Trawl Fisheries. I
am a licensed assistant engineer aboard the F/T Endurance. I
have been working in Alaska on a at sea processor for over
six years. During those six plus years I have seen the
Pollock Quota for us slowly diminish.

Along with the reduction of the quota I have also seen
personnel forced to look elsewhere to maintain the lifestyle
that there families are accustom too. From the way it looks
on this side of the fence, it would seem that the rerouting
of the quota isn’t to benefit the hourly workers at the
shore plants but the company owners that have expanded over
and over again. You never really hear of a shore plant boat
going broke or having to go to foreign waters to make ends
meet.

For me and all of the engineering staff that I work
with here consider this our career and livelihood. For you,
the council, to consider reducing our chance at a future in
this field would displace many more career orientated
personal throughout the entire fleet.

Why is this job so important to me? For starters this
“JOB” has brought me to the place that I am in My life at
the present time. This Job has allowed me to buy a home, it
has allowed me to travel, but I think the biggest importance
of all is that it has given me a GOAL to shoot for. I truly
believe with out a goal you stand at permanent idle.

For me and many others in this industry not knowing if
we will be working another year is truly very scary. It is
a very valid concern with all of us. As the quota is reduced



year after year forces you to think about having to start
all over again in a different field. I don’t really know
for sure, but I don’t see the need for a Marine Engineer in
the shore plant fleet. At least I do not see being able to
advance or upgrade my license in which I have spent all of
these years working to do.

Besides the fact that working for a shore plant owned
company would not advance my career I believe it would
almost take me backwards. I really wouldn’t enjoy working

for someone that forced me to be in the position of
unemployed to begin with.

Sincerely,

AV T

HENRY L. VANDERBEEK
ASSISTANT ENGINEER

LICENSE # 774825



JAMES R. MARCZAK
5846 Rolling Ridge Rd.
o i St. CLOUD MN 56303

o pW' May 27, 1997

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

605 West 4th, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Council Members,

I am an oiler on the Factory Trawler ENDURANCE. I have
worked in the Factory Trawler Industry for 5 yrs. I would like
to express my great concerns regarding the continual loss of
pollock quota, given to the shore plants and shore based fleet.

I made my way to the Bering Sea by answering an add in our
local news paper. The add spoke of hard work, and good pay,
working on a fishing, processing vessel. Other adds spoke of
work at shore based facilities. At the age of 22, I had
struggled to earn money for college or find a job that suited my
person. Through trial of different jobs (including two that were
factories) in our town, I decided a fishing, processing vessel
would be the better choice.

I came as a processor, and through certain circumstances I
was given a chance at an oilers position. Not knowing it at the
time, but soon realized I had the career opportunity that I had
been searching for. As a seaman, a fisherman, an engineer. This
took place upon the F/T HIGHLAND LIGHT, which has since gone
bankrupt.

Many pecple I have met in this business came in the hopes
of quick riches. As we know, the riches are no longer available
“like the way it used to be” I hear so much. So why do the
people I see keep coming back, year after year, season after
season? It’s because they have found an occupation that works
for them. Almost every man and woman in the world struggles to
find a job that suites their person, and some never do. And
every fishing day that is taken away from us, threatens mine and
many others opportunity to fulfill their American dream. To find
their place, to work hard, and to have hope for a good life.

You may ask if I could fulfill these dreams at a shore
plant. I say no. A shore plant is a factory, and a factory on
land. I am a seaman, and need the sea to survive. The shore
plant offers me no seatime to let me advance to my goal of chief
engineer. And this holds true for wheel house and deck personnel
alike.



You may ask if I could find a job as an engineer on
another vessel. I say anyone’s chance of finding a job in their
field is tough. Good jobs are hard to find in this field. And
more so, with the constant depletion of the factory trawler
fleet. Also an at-sea processor holds little use for licensed
engineers.

In whose best interest are the choices being made to cut
the factory trawlers quota, and hand it to the shore plants, and
shore based fleet? Is it for the hard working American, or for
the rich to get richer, and take control over fish prices, and
employee wages?

Let us not forget that the Bering Sea is part of the
United States of America. Every American should have the chance
to do business where they choose, and where the resources are
available. Well, fishing is our business, and we should have the
same rights, to fish where the fish are, and process them on our
ship. The laws should be made to give us equal opportunity so we
can all profit in the fish that God gave us. It should not be
that one of us, (meaning us) should be put out of business. And
that is what will happen if our quota keeps diminishing.

Thank you for taking the time to read this, and would like
to end this letter with a quote from our 28th president Woodrow
Wilson,

AMERICA LIVES IN THE HEART OF EVERY MAN, EVERYWHERE, WHO
WISHES TO FIND A REGION WHERE HE WILL BE FREE TO WORK OoUT HIS
DESTINY AS HE CHOOSES.

Sincerely,

JAMES R. MARCZAK
Seaman, Fisherman, Engineer
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Mr. Richard Lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

re: Rollover of Inshore/Offshore
Dear Mr. Lauber:

As the owner/operators of the first American-flag surimi factory trawler, we strongly
urge the Council to rollover the existing regulatory regime for inshore/offshore. This is the only
reasonable alternative. Any of the other aliernatives as presented in the Special Supplement to
the Council’s Newsletter are totally without merit and should be rejected.

First, one must ask, “What is the problem?” Inshore/Offshore (I) was based on the
premise that the offshore segment had somehow “preempted” the inshore sector. To remedy this
perceived problem, the offshore sector was climinated from the Gulf of Alaska pollock fishery
while in the Bering Sea the inshore portion of the pollock catch was increased from 20 to 35
percent (a 75 percent increasel).

When inshore/offshore was to expire in 1995, all segments of the industry and the
Council agreed that this allocative arrangement was working well and should be continued.
Therefore, the preblem under Inshore/Offshore (1) became simply “regulatory stability”. To
address the problem of regulatory stability, the inshore/offshore regulation was rolled over for
an additional three years through 1998.

Unfortunately the inshore/offshore regulations must be addressed again because they
expire in 1998. Conditions now are not much different than they were in 1995 except that the
underlying overcapitalization in the industry has only worsened for all segments and
bankruptcies have continued in the offshore sector. Furthermore, Congress has put the Council’s
comprehensive rationalization program on hold by establishing a temporary moratorium on any
new IFQ endeavors. We would argue that this congressional mandate is a de facto mandate to
the Council to not change the inshore/offshore regulations until this congressional moratorium
on IFQ’s expires and the Council can complete its work on comprehensive rationalization of the
pollock fishery.

Again, we strongly urge the Council to select regulatory stability as the guiding element of
the problem statement for Inshore/Offshore (IlI), and rollover of the existing inshore/offshore
regulation as the operative alternative to address this problem. Furthermore, we would suggest
that the rollover continue indefinitely until it is replaced by a comprehensive long-term solution
to the overcapitalization problem in the pollock fishery. To do otherwise would be a disservice to
the industry and a misuse of the Council’s limited technical staff.

Sincerel
Walter T. Pcreﬁ :
Partner

(206) 547-6557 / FAX: (206) 547-3165
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Rick Lauber, Chairman
605 West 4th, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Chairman Lauber:

I am writing to follow up on testimony I gave regarding the Inshore-Offshore Pollock
Allocation now under consideration by the Council. At the Council meeting in Anchorage on
April 16-19 I introduced myself as the president and principal owner of Aleutian Spray Fisheries,
which owns the F/T STARBOUND and six more vessels in the 124’ range. My father started the
company in 1970 and I began working with him in 1974. Prior to 1980 we built and operated our
boats as crabbers. When crabbing collapsed we converted our vessels to draggers and
participated in joint ventures with the Japanese fleet for many years. When the Magnuson Act
was passed, with the goal of Americanizing the industry, our political leaders urged us to invest
heavily in factory trawlers and in modifying the smaller boats. My dad, my partners and I believed
there was an implied bilateral commitment to the establishment of a profitable American factory
trawler fleet, so in 1989 we built the F/T STARBOUND.

With the implementation of the initial Inshore-Offshore Pollock Allocation, we found
ourselves in a double bind. The fishing days available to our factory trawler, the STARBOUND,
were severely curtailed. To preserve the company, we widened and repowered the smaller boats.
Then the shoreplants dropped the price they paid for fish delivered to them by the smaller boats.
Knowing they were guaranteed 35% of the quota, the shoreplants had the overwhelming
advantage at price negotiations. Their attitude was take it or leave it and for the most part, that is
what we have had to do.



Aleutian Spray Fisheries, Inc.
Page 2

Though we find ourselves in increasingly unstable financial circumstances, we have
adjusted. Under the present system all of us, whether shoreplants, factory trawlers, mother ships
or catcher boats, can survive. As you weigh the present proposal to change the Inshore-Offshore
Allocation, please consider the long-term adverse effects of any change you may make. The
interests of the entire fishing industry are in precarious balance. I believe it is unwise to make any
changes at this time. I urge you to roll the present Inshore-Offshore Allocation over.
Respectfully,

F oSl

Cary K. Swasand
President,
ALEUTIAN SPRAY FISHERIES, INC.

CK:sp



F/T STARBOUND

Suite 500
5470 Shilshole Avenue N.W.
Seattle, Washington 98107

Phone (206) 784-5000
Fax (206) 784-5500

June 3, 1997

Chairman Rick Lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Chairman,

This letter concerns the issue of Offshore pollock allocation for factory trawlers.
I am employed with STARBOUND Litd. Partnership, working as the Personnel Director for F/T
STARBOUND. How I got here is a story that I would like to share with you.

I, like so many others in the industry, started with the idea of trying out a new career,
something completely different than anything I had done before. I had heard about work on a
factory trawler and was intrigued with the adventure of working in a factory at sea. Even more
intriguing was the idea of working in Alaska; this seemed like the opportunity of a lifetime. Not
often do people take such an adventurous step.

When I was hired as a processor on my first trawler, I planned to work and finish my 90-
day contract and then return home and resume my life on land. When the contract was
completed, I extended. My first contract ended up being 5 months long. That was in 1987.
Back then no one could have convinced me that I would still be in the fishing business 10 years
later. But here I am. I gained so much experience, not only about catching the fish, packaging
and off loading it, but also through becoming a member of a very large, very diverse family.
Working with all types of people in such close quarters allowed me to experience a whole new
way of life. It was truly a positive experience.

After working as a processor for 4 years, my supervisors and the vessel owners observed
that I had developed positive people-skills qualifying me to work in vessel administration so they
trained me as a Purser. I worked as a Purser for the next 4 years. Then in 1995 I was offered a
position with F/T STARBOUND as the Director of Personnel, where I still am today. I would
never have had the opportunity to acquire the skills I have today if I had not been hired for that
first contract on a factory trawler in 1987. I am immeasurably grateful to the people who have
built and are operating the factory trawler fleet.



In the last ten years I have experienced first hand the year to year decrease in the
allocation for factory trawlers. In 1987 factory trawlers were fishing 12 months a year in the
Bering Sea. Now, in 1997, the average length of fishing time is 6 to 7 months out of a year. We
are already hurting at the present level of allocation. To lessen the allocation even more would
be catastrophic. It would leave thousands of dedicated, hard-working people unemployed six
months or more each year, cutting their wages in half or forcing them into jobs at subsistence-
level earnings. This company alone has already cut its employee level by 55%. Many valued
crew members turned to the government for assistance, lost their homes and in some cases saw
their families torn apart.

Please take the information I've presented here into serious consideration when setting the
allocation for the factory trawler fleet.

Respectfully,

Mitzi O’Brien
Director of Personnel
F/T STARBOUND



ARCTIC FJORD, INC.
400 N. 34th St., Suite 306
Seattle, Washington 98103

May 30, 1997

Mr. Richard Lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

re: Inshore/Offshore 11l Rollover

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The F/T Arctic Fjord is a parinership involving several Northwest fishermen and fishing
interests who have been pioneers in the Americanization of the pollock fishery; and the Bristol
Bay Economic Development Corporation, a CDQ group that is involved in the pollock fishery.
We are an active participant in the offshore pollock fishery in the Bering Sea.

As part of our participation in the pollock fishery, we have been making a strong effort to
expand out involvement in Alaska. Our payment of the landing tax is now available to the State
of Alaska and communities such as Dutch Harbor. Over the past year we have expanded our
Alaskan-hire program which has resulted in the hiring of 71 Alaskans as crew, many of which
are from Western Alaska. This year we expect our payroll to our Alaskan crew to approach $2.0
million. Unfortunately these tax revenues, jobs and the benefits to Alaska could be lost
depending on how the Council chooses to address the reexamination of inshore/offshore.

We are quite concerned regarding the myriad of alternatives which have been thrust
upon the public for evaluation before the Council has established a problem statement. .In our
opinion this is “putting the cart before the horse” and does not provide a logical basis to move
forward with the reexamination of inshore/offshore.

In considering all factors associated with the renewal of inshore/offshore it is apparent to
us that the only reasonable and supportable “problem statement” is the preservation of
regulatory stability until the Council can complete its deliberations on comprehensive
rationalization of the pollock fishery. To come to any other conclusion would be inconsistent
with the problem statement given for Inshore/Offshore II in 1995.

With “preservation of regulatory stability” as the problem statement, the most logical
action by the Council then should be to roll over the existing inshore/offshore regulation in its
entirety. There is absolutely no basis for changing the rationale associated with inshore/offshore
from that which was overwhelmingly endorsed by the industry and approved by the Council in
1995. The “problem” is still the maintenance of regulatory stability until the Council can
complete its deliberations on comprehensive rationalization of the pollock fishery.

On behalf of the owners and crew of the Arctic Fjord, we thank you for your consideration of our
views on this subject of critical importance to our survival.

o
Douglas L. Christensen

President

(206) 547-6557 /FAX: (206) 547-3165
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SEA STORM FISHERIES, INC.

400 North 34th Street, Suite 306
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Mr. Richard Lauber ifg Y\
North Pacific Fishery Management Council i\

' l‘\
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306 A\l\——//

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

re: Inshore/Offshore III Rollover
Dear Mr. Lauber:

The F/V Sea Storm is a 123-foot catcher that delivers pollock almost exclusively to factory
trawlers offshore. Under the existing seasons we can only fish several months during the year.
We have no reasonable inshore markets. Furthermore, now that the Japanese-dominated inshore
processors are expanding their vertical integration in the pollock fishery by buying up their own
fleet of powerful catchers, it is doubtful that we can or will ever have access to an inshore market
for our catches of pollock - - - in other words we are always going to be dependent on offshore
markets for our pollock catches. ‘

It disturbs us greatly that the Council might be considering changing the pollock quota.
Ever since the original inshore/offshore pollock allocation scheme, the inshore boats have had a
fishery that has lasted longer than the offshore sector. In fact this A-season the inshore fishery
lasted 30% longer than the offshore season.

Therefore, it is preposterous to think that the Council would even consider lengthening
the inshore fishery at the expense of an already shorter offshore fishery. The request of the
Japanese-dominated inshore processors for more fish is nothing more than a blatant fish grab
and should be totally rejected.

To cave into the selfish demands of the inshore processors for more pollock at the expense
of the offshore sector would only be playing into the hands of the Japanese-owned processors
who are intent on achieving total market control over the pollock industry, as they have for other
key species of fish and crab in Alaska. The Council cannot give the Japanese the strategic
advantage over pollock or our prices will plummet again as they did after the Japanese were
awarded a 75% increase in their catch as part of inshore/offshore I.

We respectfully request that the Council maintain all segments of the industry by rolling
over Inshore/Offshore indefinitely. This action will preserve the diversity of the entire industry
which is in the best overall interest of the American catcherboat fleet. For the sake of the
American fishermen do not bend to the fish grab by the selfish Japanese inshore processors who
have market control and dominance as their longterm objective.

Partner

(206) 547-6557 | FAX: (206) 547-3165



Tokai Denpun Co, Ltd.

24-15 Tenma-Cho, Shizuoka, Japan 420
Tel: 054-253-0976 Fax: 054-251-3522

TO: North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Attn.: Chairman Rick Lauber

Fm: Isao Konagaya

Date: June 9, 1997

Re:  Pollock Quota Allocation

Dear Chairman Lauber,

I am writing this letter in support of a continuation of the current pollock allocation
between the onshore and at-Sea processing sectors in the Bering sea. Tokai Denpun Co.,
Ltd. is a food items distribution company in the Japan. We supply directly to final users.
Surimi is one of the largest product items we handle. Our history of the last 35 years
shows that surimi was mainly produced by Japanese companies until the 200 miles
regulation was in place. Currently, Bering Sea, Alaska is the number one production area
in the world. Our role in the industry is to supply stable quantity and quality to our
customers. Not only do we sell products to user but we match their unique need with the
different quality characters of the surimi produot.

The Japanese Kamaboko makers had their surimi supply from Japanese fishing
companies for several years in the past. These were all produced at-sea. Due to this
history, our customers prefer at-sea production than onshore. The market place
evaluation is that the quality of both surimi and pollock roe at- sea production is higher
than shore production.

Our role is to meet these needs. Therefore, any big change in quota allocation will
directly contradict with what the market needs. We believe you will see this issue from
all angels and make the right decision for the benefit of all parties in the industry.
Best Regards,

l , sza»] A

Isao Konagaya
General Manager
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=~ ~hairman Rick Lauber
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
405 West 4th, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 39501

Mr. Lauber.

I am currently employed by a vessel of the offshore fishing
flest in Alaska. It has come to my attention that thg
Inshore processing plants have requested of the Council a
reallocation of the quota percentages for Alaskan qulo;k.
Tt ie also my understanding that this reallocation 18 highly
in favor of the inshore processors. I am certain that the
council will take into congideration the futures and
families of ALL its constituenis.

This is my third season to work as a Quality Control
Technician on the FsT American Triumph. Prior to this I
worked as an Observer for NMFS, after obtaining my degrees
at Texas A&M in Marine Biology and in Marine Fisheries.

while employed as an observer I learned many things about
the Pollock Fishery. I learned that the of fshore fleet
makes a better product because they use fresher fish. The
N offshore fleet works hard to comply with all regulations put
forth by The Council. The processors are paid very well
offehore. and the quality of life for these people is very
good while they are employed on this vessel.

Many of the personnel working on this vessel have been
working in the fishing industry for a good portion of their
adult lives and would find a tough battle seeking work on
land. I am certain that they would not be satisfied with
the life of a shore based processor. I have seen many of
those plants. The people on this vessel are treated too
well and are making too good money out here to settle for
another way of lifs. The standard of life that an cffshore
processor isg accustomed would be hard to match inshore.

I. having obtained two degrees, could fall back on my
education to help find another job. I do not wish to do
this because I have chosen to work offshore, and I strongly
feel that I find a better way of life out hers. The same
job at an inshore plant would not be satisfying, nor would
it pav me as well.

Sincerely:

g e

Mary E. Delos Santos
Quality Control Technician
F/T American Triumph



CHAIRMAN RICK LAUBER e
NO. PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL N v

605 WEST 4TH SUITE 306 HERN SRR ! \-,\.'_/i o
ANCHORAGE AK. 99501 P L

DEAR SIRS,

My name is James Lebo. I am A Chief Steward on the Amiérican Triumph, a
factory trawler for American Seafoods. I’ve been A Chief Steward for American Seafoods
since march of 1989. Since then I've worked on three of their vessels. I was formerly
a local Seattle area hotel Chef. I’ve found working on the factory trawlers to be a
rewarding and challenging career. As Chief steward I deal with everyone on board
these vessels on a daily basis. Sometimes as many as 170 people for three months at a
time. I’m responsible for all the food and accommodations for each crew member.

In the past eight years I have seen a lot of different people on board these vessels
all of them hardworking caring individuals. I have seen them set themselves up for the
future with homes and families. I have seen some move up in the industry from processors
to factory managers, from processors to 1st Mates, from processors to engineers, and
from cooks to Chief Stewards. All rewarding and respected careers.

To speak for myself I have found fishing on these trawlers has improved my
lifestyle very much. It has provided me and my family with a much higher living standard.
Also, it has allowed me more time for my family than ever in my 30 year career as a Chef.
Being a Chef I could still find other work, but never as good a job. American Seafoods
has treated me and I think, all of its other employees very well.

American Seafoods produces the finest products made from Pollock in this
industry. And factory trawlers produce a fresher product than land based plants. They
also employ a substantial amount of people, and pay much better than the land based
plants. These factory trawlers do their utmost to follow all the regulations set by all the
agencies managing the fishing. Many times I have seen them stop fishing if
there was too much by catch. American Seafoods also does much to help Research
Agencies. with net tests and scale tests. I have seen and talked to several people on board
working for these agencies, and their always impressed with our concern for the resource.

I’m sure you have many things to consider in your meetings in June.
please remember that the factory trawlers do deserve a fair share of the
pollock as they are a valuable industry. Contributing much to the lives of many people.
70% of the pollock to land plants would be devastating to all of us and our families.

7

Sincerely,

James Leb



".-\.‘, .:\"w-.
MR John P. Abbott

9998 10 Mile Rd.
Mecosta, MI 49332
27 May, 1997

Chairman Rick Lauber T

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Chairman Lauber:

[ am writing you concerning the upcoming expiration of the 35/65 split of the Bering Sea/Aleutian Island
pollock quota between the shoreside plants and the at-sea processors. There are rumors on the waterfront
that the present 35/65 split may be changed to give a larger percentage of the allocation to the shoreside
plants. This possible action is of great personal concern to me.

I am sure that you have been inundated with statistics, charts, graphs, and lobbyists all supporting one side
of this issue or the other. Please allow me to show you some impacts that this action could have on me,
personally.

I am the Chief Engineer on an at-sea processor. Ihave been going to sea for over 20 years and have
worked my way up from ordinary seaman to a licensed Merchant Marine Officer. I am very proud of that
fact and of the hard work on many ships that made it possible. If this allocation of pollock is changed to
reduce the at-sea processor’s share, it is very likely that these vessels will cease to operate. These vessels
are one of the last large employers of seamen in the United States. I am sure that you are aware that the
number of US flagged hulls decreases every year as the container ships re-flag or are sold off. If the at-sea
processors disappear, I will be out of a job and a profession. There is no longer any other place for me to
practice my hard learned skills. There will be no other place for younger people to work their way up the
ladder as I did if these vessels are not running.

Financially speaking, I can not find a job that will pay the same as this one does - especially at a shoreside
fish processing plant. They don’t need highly trained personnel versed in keeping a ship afloat, running
safely, and making a profit. The level of engineering expertise required ashore is not that demanding and
thus, pays much less. [ am nearing the middle of my life, and, like most at this point, have the normal
financial obligations: children’s college tuition, mortgage, car payments, etc. If this quota changes so that:
the vessel I work on ceases to operate and I am out of a job, things are going to be very difficult for me and
my family. Please keep this in the back of your mind while you are considering this allocation.

Just one more point and that’s it. I enjoy being at sea. I love this job and am extremely proud of my ship.

I work hard to make it even more efficient. It is a thing of beauty and grace when it is at sea in its natural
element. I have been to shoreside plants and have seen their workings. I have pulled my anchor up from
the dead, mucky bottoms in the bays where some of them are located. I saw very little beauty there and feit
extremely far from grace.

Sincerely,

John P. Abbott
Chief Engineer



Saia Moimoi P
201 Northlake Way, Apt. A ‘
Bremerton , WA 98213

Chairman Rick Lauber
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Chairman Lauber:

I am writing you to oppose increasing the percentage of the shoreside fish processing plant’s share of the
pollock quota.

[ work on a factory trawler and am very happy with my job and income. If the percentage of the pollock
quota is decreased for the factory trawlers, they may stop running and I will be out of a job. My family
consists of myself, my wife and three children, with another child due this July. There is no way that I can
support them adequately without this job. If my ship has to stop processing, or works less of the year, I
don’t know how I will provide for my family. ‘

If there were jobs available in the shoreside plants, I would have to move my family to Alaska where the
cost of living is much higher and the wages paid by the shoreside plants much lower than my present
income. I just don’t see anyway I could manage that move, or provide for my family once they were there.

I have worked hard for this company as a processor and have just worked my way up to a position in the
engineering department. It would just be too cruel if, after finally getting somewhere in this company, I N
lost it all because of politics.

Please think about my situation, and many others similar to me, when you are making up your mind on the
quota.

Sincerely,

Saia Moimoi



Czeslaw Zylik

11434 High Bridge Ct.
Houston, TX 77065
Chairman Rick Lauber
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Chairman:

I work as a Factory Technician onboard a factory trawler and am writing you to urge you not to increase
the shoreside processor’s share of the pollock quota. I am very concerned about this proposed change to
the quota as it could radically affect my life.

I am Polish. Because I was an ardent supporter of Lech Walensa in Poland, I was deported from that
country. I was granted political asylum in this country in 1985. My wife, child and I had to leave Poland
with nothing. We started over in this country and I was able to find a good paying job onboard the factory
trawlers after several years of scraping around from job to job. It s to this industry that I owe my present
financial situation.

If the pollock quota is reduced for the factory trawlers, I may once again be out of a job. I don’t think that
at my age I have too great a chance getting another job that will support my family. Even if I could get a
job at a shore plant, I would once again have to leave everything that I have built up and move to Alaska.
My wife is not up to starting all over again and I would not be too excited about it myself. After all these
years, we finally have a house that we own (with a mortgage), my child is in a good school and rapidly
becoming a standard American teenager, and we are able to put a little money away for our old age.
Losing everything again would just be too much.

When my wife and 1 became citizens of the United States, we were so proud and happy. I told her that
now we were safe and would have a fair and honest chance to make a living and enjoy our lives. There
would be no more hiding and running . Faceless men changing policies and programs to make themselves
rich and powerful would no longer interrupt our lives. I hope we weren’t wrong.

Thank you for listening to me. [ ask that you think about my story as you listen to those people who want
to change the quota. All want is to live out my life with some prosperity in this country and see my child
grown up and happy. What do these other people really want?

Sincerely,

Czeslaw Zylik



Douglas Seitz
7820 Riverside Dr.
Boise, ID 83703

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Attn: Richard Lauber

5/30/97
Dear Mr. Lauber:

Please consider the following when deciding as to the allocation of Bering Sea
Pollock in future Council meetings:

I am a thirty-three year old factory manager who has been employed in the
Factory Trawler industry for the past eleven years. If I could put all of my
experiences for the past eleven years into this letter, it would be a very, very long
letter, but here is a brief explanation as to why I am concerned.

Any change or loss by allocation in the offshore component of the pollock fishery
would be detrimental to myself, my child, family and the theory of “trickle-down”
would pretty much be put on a full-blown personal level. Not to say that without
fishing I am at a total loss for qualification and change, but as I’m sure that you well
understand when you have children, family, life and a home, a new career at this
point would definitely alter life’s routine for myself and those around me. Right
now, being from Boise, Idaho, I am making a comfortable living. I just basically
can’t see changing without seeing something devastating happening. I’ve been
around long enough and have many friends and acquaintances in the same industry
with their hopes and goals close to the same. I’m sure they share the same feeling.

In closing, these are the things that are the most important to me and those
around me. Please consider this.

Sincerely

Douglas Seitz

Douglas Seitz
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F/T NORTHERN EAGLE
AMERICAN SEAFOODS COMPANY
2025 FIRST AVENUE, SUITE 900

T SEATTLE, WA 98121

~au.
.
\,

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
ATTN.: Chairman Rick Laubcr

605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchoragc, AK 99501

Dear Sir,

I am thirty-fivc ycars old and I havc been in and out of the fishing industry since 1979. I am now a
deckhand on the F/T Northern Eagle. In 1992 I started here as a factory processor. I worked in that
position for two ycars. Then moved to combi, which mcans half dock - half factory. This lasted for
something in the figure of three years. Now that I’'m a deckhand I have a goal. This is a goal to become a
Captain. This takcs timc.

I have worked in shoreplants from Pacific Coast Seafoods to Alaska Packers. Every shoreplant that I
havc worked in was a dcad-cnd. A shorcplant pay is the lowcst wages possiblc, with a small raisc oncc a
year. For people like myself with an eighth-grade education, where else could I get this experience.
There arc many things to lcarn here and I have a good incomce. Do you think I could make $40,000 to
$70,000 a year in a shore plant? Even as a processor I made more money than a shore plant could pay
mc. Also I think its better to have a product frozen at sca, rather than to lay in the hull for threc to five
days on ice and then processed. It’s a lot better recovery rate at sea. A question for you, have you ever
been out here on a boat or have you cver donc a story on somoonc out here? Try it. You may find its
exiting, better all together than a shoreplant.

Pridc is our goal and where we go onc, we go all.

Henry K Sutphin, Jr.

Gl I ST



MAY 25, 1997

Chairman Rick Lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Fax: (907) 271-2817

Mr. Lauber,

My name is Brendan C. Hardy. I am the Captain of the F/T AMERICAN TRIUMPH,
owned and operated by American Seafoods Co. I am writing in regards to the allocation
issues that will be considered during the June ‘97 North Pacific Fishery Management Council
meeting, specifically the Inshore/Offshore Pollock allocation issue.

I have been fishing in the Bering Sea since 1988 aboard various Factory Trawlers, primarily
in the pollock fishery. Prior to this I attended the California Maritime Academy and before
that I was a mere green horn fishing salmon in SouthEast Alaska during the summers of my
highschool years. I have been making a living at fishing for more than a third of my life.
There was a time I didn’t think that I would continue working in the fishing industry because
of the uncertain nature of the occupation. But because of the opportunity that my present
employer has provided and the opportunities that have historically existed in the fishing
industry, I can not think of any other thing that I would rather do. This is not just a job to
me, it is my “vocation”. Unlike many of the people I work with, I have a college education to
fall back on. A prospect that is less than appealing to me nor do I view it as an option. My
point is, I have made my career choice and I am more than content.

I am, though, for the first time in my career, very concerned about the upcoming Councils
decision on the allocation of the pollock quota. In the past the council has, for the most part,
made wise decisions regarding the well being of the pollock resource. Though often hard to
swallow for the few, the Councils decisions have been in the interests of the many. I am all for
the strict regulation of the pollock resource if it means the continued availability of that
resource. I think it bears mentioning for the lay-person that pollock is a “public resource” to
be used by all who endeavor to hurtle the countless obstacles that stand in the way of
participating in it. Pollock and its various by-products are valuable commodities on the
world market. The value of our resource not only supports the companies that catch and
produce the fish but also the thousands of employees who sometimes stand 16 hours a day in
front of a processing machine to make the product. The value supports his or her families.
And it doesn’t stop there. Don’t forget to factor in the value that supports the office
personnel of the various companies and their families. The number of people involved in the
American Factory Trawler fleet who depend on the continued availability of the pollock
resource runs into the tens-of-thousands!

The Inshore interests have proposed to the Council that they receive as much as 70% of the
allocation in their favor! This proposal would absolutely put the American Factory Trawler



fleet out of business. Many people have asked me if the Inshores proposal is a possible
allocation alternative that the Council would even consider. I jokingly say it’s not possible.
Is it?? For the past several years the Offshore component has born the brunt of most of the
Councils decisions. But we have rebounded and consolidated, become more efficient,
explored other fisheries, explored other markets, become leaner and meaner and yes, since it
is the 90°s, even “downsized”. But it has reached a point where by taking away even 2% of
the quota from the Offshore component equates to a days lost wage to the worker and their
families. For some of the companies operating in the fishery it could be devastating.

The high quality of product that the Factory Trawlers produce and the high utilization of the
pollock resource by the Factory Trawlers has been extolled time and time again. Everybody
in the world knows that the highest quality pollock products come from the Offshore
component. The bycatch in the pollock fishery is the lowest of any fishery in the world! Yet,
people sometimes overlook the effort it took to get to this point. The Factory Trawler
companies and fisherman have many times made the hard decision or sacrifice for the good of
the fishery. Either by complying with new regulations or voluntarily taking action into their
own hands to avoid running afoul with sensitive environmental issues like the Halibut, Salmon
and King Crab bycatch issues. For example: when a new regulation regarding the
construction of our trawl nets is required, do you think it is easy or inexpensive to comply?
At $100,000 a net I don’t think so. But we do it. When we run into a higher incident of
bycatch of a prohibited species in an area, most conscientious companies and fishermen take it
upon themselves to at least change fishing tactics if not leave the area all together. This last
decision is a tough one to make, especially when fishing is good. But we do it.

I would like to close by saying that I have always had faith that this fishery would be available
and that it would be managed for the good of all who participated without partisanship. 1 do
not believe that there needs to be any drastic changes in the present allocation. 70% is
drastic!! At the very least, the present allocations have served us well provided there is not a
decrease in the available quota. I think I speak for a lot of other fisherman when I ask that
the Council, when making their decision on allocations for the pollock fishery in the Bering
Sea, be fair. That is all I ask, that is all this industry asks and that is all my family and many
other families ask.

My dream is to someday retire saying “...For the last 20 years I have worked in the American
Factory Trawler fleet...”. ‘

{ncerely,

(

Capt. Brend
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. F/T Northern Eagle

e if American Seafoods Company
e 2025 First Ave. Suite 900

Seattle, Wa. 98121

May 28th 1997

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306
Anchorage, Ak 99501

To whom it may concern,

On behalf of the crew and myself, I strongly urge you to consider the consequences
the new proposal, i.e. 70% shoreside 30% offshore, would have on the Factory Trawler
fleet. At peak seasons, pollack “A” and “B”, this vessel alone employs 170 people. Most of
who make their living fishing onboard Factory Trawlers.

Your upcoming decision could greatly impact the quality of life, and have severe
consequences on the financial status of the crews and their families.

I believe that the present allocation should stay intact until a more equitable way of
dividing the quota can be implemented. One that does away with the present Olympic style
fishery.

Thank you for your time and patience in reading this letter.

/PP

Alexander S. Ritchie (Master)
F/T Northern Eagle
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3[ F/T NORTHERN EAGLE
L AMERICAN SEAFOODS COMPANY
| — l 2025 FIRST AVENUE, SUITE 900
SEATTLE, WA 98121

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
ATTN.: Chainman Rick Laubcr

605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

To: Whom it may concern

The votc to be taken concerning the quota sharcs for Onshorc processing plants in 1998 wifl greatly have
an impact on myself and family. I live in Coos County, Oregon, Population of 55,000, with very little
opportunity other than minimum wagg carnings. Being a landowncr, if the quota is shifted in favor of the
shoreplants, this could cause me 10 lose my job. In turn, possibly put me in a major position to relocate to
a larger metropolitan arca. This will causc turmoil for my family ard havc onc’s quality of lifc greatly

reducced. ‘
With onc singlc voicc crying out, plcasc take heed the concerns of the trawler factory industry. This

voice is echoed throughout the fleet. Thank you for your patience.

At Kunhas

Dalc Krohn
Amcrican Scafoods
Northern Eagle



FIT NORTHERN EAGLE
American Seafcods Company
2025 First Avenue

Suite 800

Seattle, WA 19121

May 29, 1997

Chairman Rick Lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear NPMFC,

This Offshore/inshore allocation debate should be dictated by how it can best support
American interest. It should not be played like a sea-saw ride with the middle man, or
foreign interest lobbyists, stepping on whichever side of the board that best interests
them.

I am only a pawn in a career that has been up, down, and all over the board for nine
years. Whatever is decided it will certainly effect me. All that the board has decided in
the past can be seen in the fluctuations of my bank account...

| work at sea for many reasons big and small; not having to commute, enjoying time off
and normally a decent paycheck. | do not think shore plants can offer that. | would not
rule out working at one in the future, but only if at sea wages, directly related to
allocations, fall below what a life at sea compensation should be...

Sincerely,

Jon Carlson, Fishmeal Foreman

%m ﬁﬂx(/ﬁm
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F/T NORTHERN EAGLE
= AMERICAN SEAFOODS COMPANY
i 2025 FIRST AVENUE, SUITE 900
4 SEATTLE, WA 98121

North Pacific Fishcry Management Council
ATTN.: Chairman Rick Laubcr

605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

To: NPFMC

I, Tommy Montenguise, Freezer Rat extraordinare on the Northern Eagle have made Processing a full
time career. 1

I believe that I will be greatly affected by this because of my experience on shore plants. Shore plants
roquire you to work longer hours for Icss moncy. [ also belicve that the Amcrican citizens arc affected the
most for the fact our economy is a lot higher as compared to the economies of Mexico, Philippines, and
Victnamesc countrics, who make out like fat rats. Arc these Amcerican watcrs? Do we have any say?
Don’t get me wrong, I believe everyone should work, but at least on a Factory Trawler we get a percentage
and can makc a decent wagc.

I believe that fish caught and processed on a boat is of a higher quality because of its freshness and
cfficicnt production. I also belicve that most of our buycrs arc Japancsc and my cxpericnee with them is
quality at its best.

On a processing vesscl you don’t have the turn over of cmployccs that you do at shorc plants. ' This
creates a higher quality and better care of the product. Also it provides a secure employment.

Of coursc that all probably docsn’t mcan anything causc this is probably a political thing. Ido
appreciate your letting us put in our two cents.

Thank you,

Tom Mbntenguise

()\('”\ 0/\ @:ﬁ 3L,G,c



May 27, 1997

Chairman Rick Lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

To NPFMC,

I have just finished reading that a proposal has been presented to your council that
would give as much as 70% of the pollock quota to the shoreside processing facilities.

| am appalled that such a proposal could even be made, let alone seriously
considered. How can this possibly be justified? The Pollock A & B seasons are the
two major fishing seasons for all of us who work at sea aboard factory trawlers. Asitis
now, my income that is derived from the A & B Pollock Season is of paramount
importance to my overall eaming capacity due to the fact that length of the A & B
seasons are proportionately longer than the sum of the other seasons that | can work.
There is just not as much work for the year as |, as well as others, would like to have. A
& B Pollock seasons account for approximately seventy-five percent of my yearly
income.

This proposal, if adopted, would surely cause people to consider seeking other
employment and could possibly put vessels and companies out of business. This
business | consider my career. This is my sole form of income. Currently, the number
of months | work each year is acceptable. However, if the council were to reduce my
eaming potential by 50% during these seasons through a reduction of approximately 12
weeks to 6 weeks of fishing, this | would find unacceptable.

| fear that this proposal would effectively put me out of work aboard factory trawlers
and | can only wonder why and for whom does this benefit? Foreign entities? Is this
another chess move by Japanese business to further control and dominate yet another
market? The American fishing industry? There are already too many companies and
politicians that are in their hip pockets. Itis no secret that most shoreside facilities
cannot operate without the Japanese money invested in development and the
Japanese money to maintain these operations.

| feel that this proposal would make the factory trawlers the present day dinosaur, and
the council deciding in favor of the shoreplants would act as our ice age.



As stated previously: This is my career, this is what | want to do. | want to work at
sea and preferably aboard trawlers. | first became a part of the fishing industry in Feb.
1989 aboard a crab processor where | remained until April 1996 when | came to work
on a Factory Trawler. | work in the Galley department as 1st cook aboard the F/T
Northern Eagle. | do not know the trawling industry like | knew the crab industry and |
do not yet know the depth of this issue, but | will not and cannot remain ignorant to
what may be happening. Especially since your decisions will directly impact my sole
source of income.

| pay taxes upon the money | earn. The money that | eam is mostly spent in
Washington State, where | reside. So therefore, my money is recirculated within my
state and within our country. | have two children that | support, both of whom are now
teenagers in High school. | actively support and donate to their school in athletic as
well as academic and social boosters. 1 also actively support and donate to their
involvement in church activities such as camps, trips and community involvement. This
involvement and finical support is possible because of my income that is derived from
the fishing industry. This proposed change of allocation would directly impact my ability
to be as supportive of a father that | am. So in tum, this becomes a trickle down cycle
affecting the lives of may others besides myself. Also, raising the question of
uncertainty in regards to trawlers and my employment aboard. Such raises the
question of affordability of expenditures such as a quality college education for my
children in the not to distant future. Because | work as a daily rate crew member on the
F/T Northem Eagle, any reduction of the number of days worked affects my income.
Though | do not live a lavish lifestyle, | enjoy myself while | am off between seasons. |
have worked hard for what | do have and | do not relish the idea of losing my home or
changing how | live, nor do | like the idea of having to seek another from of employment
due to a re-allocation of the Pollock fishing quota.

My understanding is that the Factory Trawler fleet can grow no larger that it currently
is, buy anyone or any company with enough money, be it domestic or from a foreign
investor can build a shoreside processing facility. Why must | and others such as
myself fear loosing employment or income after years of hard work and less than ideal
working and living conditions to big business that has jumped late onto the band
wagon? | ask - are there limitations to the number and size of shoreside facilities? |
can only act as one person voicing the concerns of many by making an impassioned
plea for a fair and equivocal solution to this issue.

| ask the council not to change the allocations, and to support American Fisheries and
Americans working to achieve our goals - whatever they may be. In closing, | would
ask the council to consider what your reaction and feelings would be if a goveming
body were to consider drastically reducing your income.

Thank you for allowing my views to be voiced and my concems to be heard.

Sincerely,

1202 S. 3rd Ave
Yakima, WA 98902



Owen Scott

PO Box 9290
Seattle, WA 98109
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Washington, DC
May 27,1997

Dear Sirs and Madams:

I am presently employed on a factory trawler that operates in the Bering Sea for about
150 days each year. I would like to provide you with a little personal background before I
make my point: I first came to the industry about nine years ago after a short career in the
construction industry. I had been a framing carpenter for five years when I injured my
back off the job, and found myself unable to work or be compensated for a period of about
nine months. Edging dangerously close to bankruptcy, I took a job as a fish processor in
1988 on a large ship that was permanently anchored in Lost Harbor, Alaska. The wage
was $4.50 per hour, plus overtime, of which there was plenty. This meager compensation
allowed me to get back on my feet within a few months, and after learning a little about the
relatively new and growing fleet of factory trawlers, I returned to Seattle to interview with
several companies. In 1989 I accepted a job with a small company named American
Seafoods. Over the years I was able to grow with the company, and now, some eight years
later, I am the Mate on the F/T Ocean Rover.

I cannot describe to you in this single page how much this industry has meant to me, to
my life, and to my extended family, all of whom have benefited in one way or another from
my ability to fish in the Bering Sea. The past eight years have been some of the most
interesting and positive years of my life for many, many reasons, nearly all of then
associated with the lifestyle of fishing in the Bering Sea. The skills I have learned here are
many and varied, but they are skills that are specific to this way of life. These skills would
not travel well to other industries, not even shore-based processing. As a result, the health
of this industry has a direct impact on my ability to make a living, and I am concerned that
there might be regulatory changes in the future that will affect the industry, and ultimately,
my job. '

I am not getting rich by working in the Bering Sea onboard factory trawlers, and I will
never be rich from this work, but I earn a fairly decent, middle-class income, and I rely on
that relatively modest income to feed my family, make mortgage payments, and meet the
expenses associated with normal, modest living.

Please understand that ANY reduction in quota to the offshore component of Bering
Sea Pollock would severely impact my ability to earn a living, since I am paid by the
number of days I work at sea, and also as a percentage of the catch. Those of us who have
worked in the industry for any amount of time have already seen a steady dwindling of the
number of days we are able to fish — please consider very carefully any decision that would
reduce further those days we spend at sea, and please think of those of us who would
affected by such a decision. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Owen Scott



i

F/T Ocean Rover
PO Box 920248
Dutch Harbor, AK 99692
8889081717
£ax87291500345

TO: North Pacific Fisheries Management Council

FROM: Owen Scott

DATE: 5/27/97

RE: Considerations of Offshore/Inshore Pollock Quota Split

Dear NPFMC:

As an informed member of the fishing industry, and as one who is directly and
profoundly affected by the decisions of your council, I am urging you to maintain
the current status of the Offshore/Inshore allocations for the Walleye Pollock in the
Bering Sea. A reduction in the Offshore allocation would have a severe impact on
the industry that employs me, and ultimately on my myself and my family. I am one
of several thousand individuals who work onboard factory trawlers in the Bering
Sea, and like many others in this industry, my skills do not travel well, even toward
the somewhat similar industry that would benefit from an allocation reductlon -- the
shore-based industry. By significantly reducing the allocation of pollock quota for
the offshore component, your actions could be placing my entire livelihood in
jeopardy. Please consider the impact of your decisions on people like myself when
you meet later this year to discuss quotas, allocations, and matters related to pollock
fishing. Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Owen Scott

Owen Scott
1st Mate, F/T Ocean Rover



To: The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Attn: Richard Lauber, Chairman

Re: Bering Sea Pollock Inshore/Offshore allocations

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The undersigned believe that the existing Inshore/Offshore
pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and 35% to
shoreside processors that has been in place for the last five
years should be continued unchanged until a more rational
allocation system is implemented. Each industry sector has
adjusted to this system and any changes could have
disastrous effects on the people who are employed in this
fishery. The jobs provided by at-sea processors are important
to us and to our families.

Many of us have been on this boat for over eight years and
some for as little as one year. But for the most part the thing
that we all have in common is that we live, eat, and work
together while onboard thed4MERICAN TP/ PH Which brings us
to our point, and that is that we and our families all very
much depend on our jobs. Our time at sea is already limited,
due to strict laws that prevent overfishing. For most of us
here this is the lifestyle we have chosen and take much pride
in the quality of our work. Please consider carefully the effect
of your decisions on our future in this industry. Thank you for

taking the time to read this letter.

A
Detede
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: s F/T NORTHERN EAGLE
. AMERICAN SEAFOODS COMPANY
2025 FIRST AVENUE, SUITE 900

SEATTLE, WA 98121

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
ATTN.: Chairman Rick Lauber

605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

To: Whom it may concern
I’'m Dan Mcdoza, I've been in the fishing industry for scven and a half ycars. I consider this work my

lively hood. Ilive in Reno, NV. and have three kids and one granddaughter. This job provides me the
mcans to carc for my family. This job is vcry important to me and my family as well.

4 o Sincerely,



7N AMERICAN SEAFOODS
2025 first ave S. Suite 900
Seattle, WA 9812])

May 29, 1997

North Pacific Fishery Management Council ]
605 West 4th, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

To whom it may concern,

I departed from Vietnam in 1980. I spent one and a half years in the refugee camp inP.IL
I came to the U.S. in 1982. I graduated from high schoul and completed two years of
college. At that time I had a few freinds who were in the fishing business. They'told me
all kinds of stories about fishing. 1 do like the water and adventure, and [ had problems
financially, so 1 started fishing in 1989. 1 was really enjoying it. | started processing on
the M/V Omista. A year later I moved to Dutch Harbor to work at the big surimi plant as
a factory engineer’s helper. | worked my way up to factory engineer.

I worked there for five years. During that time, I made a lot of freinds who worked on the
fishing vessels. They told me to go for it. I had worked on the vessels before, and was
ready for more adventure and competition. Now I have worked on the F/T Northern
Jaeger for over 3 years. Idon’t have financial problems anymore. I have a good career, a
house, and a beautiful 8 ycar old daughter. Ialways have a dream to sec my daughter go
through college. Tam very happy with my work and hope that my dream will come true.

Sincerely,

OW\/W

John Vu
Factory Engincer on the F/T Northem Jaeger
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To: The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Attn: Richard Lauber, Chairman

From:Crewmembers of the F/T_thﬁ[;ﬁbﬁﬂ ER,
Re: Bering Seca Pollock Inshore/Offshore allocations

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The undersigned believe that the existing Inshore/Offshore
pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and 35% to
shoreside processors that has been in place for the last five
years should be continued unchanged until a more rational
allocation system is implemented. Each industry scctor has
adjusted to this system and amny changes could have
disastrous effects on the people who are employed in this
fishery. The jobs provided by at-sea processors are important
to us and to our families.

P~ Many of us have been on this boat for over eight years and

some for as little as one year. But for the most part the thing
that we all have in commp is that we live, eat, and work
together while onboard the&wﬂ_ —. Which brings us
to our point, and that is that we and our families all very
much depend on our jobs. Our time at sea is already limited,
due to strict laws that prevent overfishing. For most of us
here this is the lifestyle we have chosen and take much pride
in the quality of our work. Please consider carefully the effect
of your decisions on our future in this industry. Thank you

for taking the timge to read this letter.
W W MRSTHE
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THE CREW OF THE

F/T AMERICAN EMPRESS
AMERICAN SEAFOOD’S COMPANY
MARKET PLACE TOWER

2025 FIRST AVE. SUITE 900
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98121

MAY 27th 1997

MR. RICK LAUBER

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
605 WEST 4 th, SUITE 306

ANCHORAGE,AK 99501

FAX # 907-271-2817

DEAR MR. LAUBER, WE ON THE AMERICAN EMPRESS WOULD LIKE TO
SHARE SOME OF OUR THOUGHTS AS TIME DRAWS CLOSER FOR THE JUNE
COUNCIL MEETING. FIRST SOME QUICK BACKGROUND ON SOME OF US
WHO HAVE SIGNED THIS LETTER. THERE ARE MANY OF US WHO HAVE
BEEN ON THIS BOAT FOR OVER EIGHT YEARS, AND SOME FOR AS
LITTLE AS ONE YEAR. BUT FOR THE MOST PART THE THING WE ALL
HAVE IN COMMON IS THAT WE ALL LIVE,EAT, AND WORK TOGETHER
WHILE ON BOARD THE AMERICAN EMPRESS. WHICH BRINGS US TO OUR
POINT, AND THAT IS THAT WE ALL VERY MUCH DEPEND ON OUR JOBS,
NOT TO MENTION OUR FAMILIES. OUR TIME AT SEA NOW DAYS IS
LIMITED DUE TO QUOTAS AND STRICT LAWS THAT PREVENT OVER
FISHING. IF WE WERE TO LOSE EVEN MORE OF THE OFFSHORE
ALLOCATION, THAT WOULD BE DISASTROUS FOR US AND OUR
FAMILIES. FOR MOST OF US OUT HERE, THIS IS WHAT WE DO FOR A
LIVING AND TAKE MUCH PRIDE IN THE QUALITY OF OUR WORK. WE
ARE FISHERMEN, AND THIS IS THE LIFE STYLE WE HAVE CHOSEN.

WE WANT TO BE IN BUSINESS IN THE FUTURE AND HAVE A FUTURE
FISHING. WE FEEL THAT IF SHORESIDE PLANTS RECEIVED AN EVEN
LARGER SLICE -OF THE QUOTA, THE ONLY ONES THAT WOULD PROSPER
WOULD BE THE WEALTHY FOREIGN INTERESTS THAT OWN THEM. IT’S
NOT THAT THEY, THE “SHORESIDE” COMPONENT, SHOULDN’T HAVE A
FAIR SHARE OF THE QUOTA, BUT FOR THEIR PERCENTAGE TO BE
INCREASED WOULD ONLY BRING HARDSHIP TO THE PEOPLE THAT WORK
IN THE OFFSHORE FLEET. OUR BOATS EMPLOY WELL OVER A HUNDRED
PEOPLE PER BOAT. THAT’S A LOT OF TAX REVENUE. AND THESE ARE



GOOD JOBS, NOT THE MINIMUM WAGE TYPE, THAT HAVE BEEN CREATED
THROUGH CORPORATE DOWN-SIZING THAT WE ARE ALL FAMILIAR WITH.
PLEASE REMEMBER THE SIGNATURES YOU’LL SEE,ARE FROM THE
CAPTAIN TO THE ENGINEER TO OUR COOKS, AND PROCESSORS ECT.

WE HAVE ONE THING IN COMMON AND THAT IS TO WORK. WE NEED
OUR JOBS AND WE NEED TO AT LEAST KEEP WHAT’S LEFT OF OUR
OFFSHORE ALLOCATION TO KEEP ON WORKING. THANK YOU FOR
TAKING THE TIME AND EFFORT TO READ THIS LETTER.

SINCERELY,
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To: The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Attn: Richard Lauber, Chairman

From:Employees of American Seafoods Company

Re: Bering Sea Pollock Inshore/Offshore allocations

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The undersigned believe that the existing Inshore/Offshore
pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and 35% to
shoreside processors that has been in place for the last five
years should be continued unchanged until a more rational
allocation system is implemented. Each industry sector has
adjusted to this system and amy changes could have
disastrous effects on the people who are employed in this
fishery. The jobs provided by at-sea processors are important
to us and to our families.

Many of us have been with this company for many years and
some for as little as one year. We have chosen to work in this
industry, take great pride in our efforts, and we and our
families all very much depend on our jobs. Please consider
carefully the effect of your decisions on our future in this
industry. Thank you for taking the time to read this letter.
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To: The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Attn: Richard Lauber, Chairman

From:Crewmembers of the F/T Northern Eagle

Re: Bering Sea Pollock Inshore/Offshore allocations

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The undersigned believe that.the existing Inshore/Offshore
pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and 35% to
shoreside processors that has been in place for the last five
years should be continued unchanged until a more rational
allocation system is implemented. Each industry sector has
adjusted to this system and amy changes could have
disastrous effects on the people who are employed in this
fishery. The jobs provided by at-sea processors are important
to us and to our families.

Many of us have been on this boat for over eight years and
some for as little as one year. But for the most part the thing
that we all have in common is that we live, eat, and work
together while onboard the Northern Eagle. Which brings us to
our point, and that is that we and our families all very much
depend on our jobs. Our time at sea is already limited, due to
strict laws that prevent overfishing. For most of us here this
is the lifestyle we have chosen and take much pride in the
quality of our work. Please consider carefully the effect of
your decisions on our future in this industry. Thank you for
taking the time to read this letter.
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North Pacific Fishing Council Members
Dear all members of the North Pacific Fishing Council:

A~

I am the President and Chairman of the Korean Fish Meat Pé'*“ AssocnaLlon Wthh
represents a membership of approximately 150 Imitation Crab and Smum products
manufacturers in Southh Korea. As you may know the Korean markel utilizes

approximately 85,000 mt of surimi annually, which makes Korea the second largest
user of surimi world wide. DBased upon our historical direct and indirect access (o
surimi from the U.S. and Russian Bering Sea, our primary supply sowrce of surimi is
generated from Pollock.

Due to our long term reliance on surimi, and especially surimi made from Pollock, we
have been closely watching the fisheries allocation process cusrently Laking vace in
the U.S. Bering Sea. Unlike other regions and countries of the World, the .S, Ueing

s ParTinals semmmimmsan
LS LT S uu.u\_,l\ l\.nB\JU.I.LvL

emains one of the most healthy resources reimaining  wor i wide,
[However, during recent months we have become acutely aware that their is a strong
effort by a specific group of shore-based companies to aggressively push the
membership of the Nerth Pacific [ ‘ishing Council to revise and reallocate the Bering

Sea Pollock quota in greater faver of the Shore plant and Mothership operators.

We are extremely concerned by this movement, and have complete confidence that if
you as members of the North Pacific Fishing Council reallocate the annual Pollock
quota in favor of the Shoreside processors, that your actions will not oniv severely
damage the Facltory Trawler companies of the US, but will surely bankrupt the
majority of the surimi product manufacturers in Korea Specially, vour decision, will
determine whether our members companies will have fair access to competitively
purchase Pollock surimi from a variely of [Factory Trawler, Mothership, and
Shore-side producers. As you probably are aware the majority of the Shoreside
producers raw the U.S. Bering Sea are directly affiliated or directly controlled and
financed by major participants in the Japanese seafood industry. Currently We have
the option to purchase raw surimi supply from a wide range of companies operating
the in the Bering Sea. If the reallocation process occurs, our supply channels for
Pollock Surimi Will be narrowed to approximately 4 channels,

ST R [ ¥ PO o .



With two the major producers having strong interest and intent to support then'

"‘;':

own surimi product manufacturing interests located in Japan. - l‘ Rk
Obviously. this will negatively impact Korea. L

We do not believe that the current "Olympic” style fishing system in Alaskai“is'the

most efficient method for managing a productive and profitable industry, but until a
ITQ or IFQ system can be agreed upon, the current allocation levels provide a
balanced industry. we ask that in making your decision and quota recommendation
that you look past the inshore/offshore issues of Alaska, and recognize the extreme
economic your decision will have on the surimi product manufacturing industries of
Korea, Japan, china, Taiwan, U.S. and Europe. ‘

In summary we believe that the current allocation levels will continue to promote a
healthy and competitive surimi products industry worldwide. A decision to
reallocate in favor of the land based factories will put all of the power in the
hands of 2-3 major companies, and will likely have an un-survivable impaci on the
entire world market for surimi products.

Sincerely yours,

Chairman President

Korean Tfish Meat Paste Association
A2 BEE RIAIA 58-6 v d
ﬁ@ﬁ\mﬂkﬂml*fﬁ%ﬂﬁ‘“ /
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To: The North Pacific #‘isheries Management Council
Attn: Richard Lauber, Chairman

Prom:Crewmembers of the F/T

Re: Bering Sea Pollock Inshore/ Offshore allocations

Il
|

Dear Mr, Lauber: [

|
The undersigned belicye that the "existing Inshore/Offshore
pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and 35% to
shoreside processors that hag been in place for the last five
years should be continued unchanged until a more rational
allocation system is implemented. Each industry sector has
adjusted to this system and amy changes could have
disastrous effects on the people who are employed in this
fishery, The jobs provldcd by at-sea processors are important
to us and to.our famlues

Many of us have been on this boat for over cight years and

NN some for as little as ong year. But for the most part the thing

that we all have in ¢ mmon is that we live, eat, and work
together while onboard!the _U;W Which brings us
to our point, and tha is that' we and dur families all very
much depend on our j ba Our time at sca is already limited,
due to strict laws that prevent overfishing. For most of us
here this is the lifestyle we have chosen and take much pride
in the quality of our work. Pleas constder carcfully the effect

of your decisions on o r future ﬂns industry. Thank you
for taking the time to r ad this lcttér

.
F3
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To: The North Pacific Fiyheries Management Council
Attn: Richard Lauber, Chairman

From:Employees of American Seafoods Company

Re: Bering Sea Pollock Inshore/Offshore allocations

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The undersigned believe| that the existing Inshore/Offshore
pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and 35% to
shoreside processors that has been in place for the last five
years should be continued unchanged until a more rational
allocation system is implemented. Each industry sector has
adjusted to this system and amy changes could have
disastrous effects on the people who are employed in this
fishery. The jobs provided by at-sea processors are important
to us and to our families.

Many of us have been with this company for many years and
some for as little as one year. We have chosen to work in this
industry, take great prifle in our efforts, and we and our
families all very much depend on our jobs. Please consider
carefully the effect of ypur decisions on our future in this
industry. Thank you for taking the time to read this letter.

NAME POSITION
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F/T Northern Jaeger
P.O. Box 650
Unalaska, AK

June 9, 1997

Attention: Richard Lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Chairman, members of the council:

This letter is in reference to the Bering Sea / Aleutian Islands jnshore/oftshore and Cc.DQ.
allocations. Specifically, to propose alternatives to the allocation splits presented during the April 1997
council meeting.

As the Master / Fishing mastcr of the F/T Northern Jaeger, 1 strangly object to the proposed alternatives,
with the exceptions being alternatives 2 and 5 (option 1). Two years ago the entirc program rolled aver
with little or no change. Suddenly, a sector has emerged requesting a larger percentage of the pollock
allocations. This is not an example of working together to manage 2 resource.

During the implementation of the shoreside preference rule, economic distress has prevailed for the

offshore sector. Within the same period, expansion developed for the shoreside sector. This expansion by

/A\ certain shoreside processors has included a rapid turnover in ownership of the catcher vessels in order to
increase control of the market. In 1992 approximately 30% of the catcher fleet was wholly or partially
owned by shoreplants. At this time in 1997, approximately 60% of the catcher vessels are wholly or
partially owned by shoreplants. This reflects more control of the catcher vessel fleet. A further
examination of this issue shows that the price paid per metric ton to catcher vessels fishing for shoreplants
has decreased by some 6% since 1992. These are just a few of the reasons why I find alternatives 3 & 4 and
options 2,3, & 4 of alternative 5 absolutely unacceptable. Thesc changes would only provide for an
economic monopoly for the corporate inshore sector. This was clearly not the intention of the “Magnuson
Act”.

Prior to the shoreside preference rule passed in 1992, the F/T Northern Jaeger provided two complete Crews
of 120 people a very acceptable income. Today, we operate with one complete crew of over 120 people.
Of these 120 people, many have been on this vessel for seven years. As the master of the vessel | bear the
responsibility of their present and future well being. In a sense, you will also know this responsibility as
you cast your votes on the proposed alternatives. Alternatives that will inflict insufferable damage to the
offshore sector and will transfer directly to my créw of 120 people, their families, futures and thousands of
others involved within the factory trawler fleet. The community of Dutch Harbor and Unalaska will suffer
as will the state of Alaska.

I entered into this pollock fishery during it's inception to the U.S. fishery. During this time many hopes and
dreams also developed. Never once did 1 dream my crew or myself would facc political extraction to this
fishery. We all remain confident that you will arrive at the only acceptable conclusion for the industry and
resource, that being status quo.

Sincerely; | ﬁmﬂ\mm

Timothy W. Thomas/Master F/T Northern Jaeger and her crew of 120.

(I Naialll . .
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To: The Nort¥ Pacific F{sheries Management Council
Attn:Richard Laub¢r, Chairman,,
From:Crewmembers of the F/ T_Pm."e‘;(g_ lover
Re: Bering Sea Pollock Inshore/Offshore allocations

- ]

Dear Mr, Lauber:

The undersigned believ¢ that the existing Inshore/Offshore
pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and 35% to
shoreside processors th4t has been in place for the last five
years should be continjed unchanged until a more rational
allocation system is implemented. Each industry sector has
adjusted to this syst¢ém and amy changes could have
disastrous effects on the people who are employed in this
fishery, The jobs provided by at-sea processors are important
to us and to our families|

Many of us have been In this boat for over eight years and
some for as little as one jyear. But for the most part the thing
that we all have in common is that we live, eat, and work
together while onboard the _Expg(over—___. Which brings us
to our point, and that {s that we and our families all very
much depend on our jobg. Our time at sea is already limited,
due to strict laws that prevent overfishing. For most of us
here this is the lifestyle we have chosen and take much pride
in the quality of our work. Please consider carefully the effect
of your decisions on our| future in this industry, Thank you
for taking the time to readl this letter.
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American Seafoods Company
2026 First Avenue, Sulte B0D; Seattia, Washington 88121 USA
Phone: (208) 448-0300 Fax: (206) 448-0303

FACSIMILE MESSAGE

Mr. Clarence Pautzke, Executive Director
North Paclfic Fisherles Management Couricll
P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 88510

Re:  Agenda item C-7, Inshore-OffahorP 3

Dear Mr. Pautzke,

Now that conslidsration of the existing Inshore-Offshore allocation regime is once again being raviewed by
the Council, it's important to put this Issue Into parspective. A useful starting place Is the timeframe of the
Councli's Comprehensive Rationalization Plan (CRP). Inshore-Offshore (1/O) was supposed to be only a
. temporary step in the development of a mgre rational plan for dealing with contentlous allocation issues
Faan such as these. Since the newly reauthorizied Magnuson-Stevens Act Includes a moratorium on the final
stage of CRP, there should be no changey to the existing management system untit CRP has been
completed. NPMFC staff analysis in Juneof 1095 stated that “the disruption of existing distributions of
harvesting and processing of pollock and . cod, and the business relationships based on those
distributions, could have serlous and advefse implications for successful CRP development.”

Before aiternatives other than no action or{roliover can be considered, a problem has to bs identifled.

How can the Councll discuss other alternatives if they don't even know what the problem Is? In 1995 the
overriding concern of industry was to maintain stability and minimize disruption, it seems obvious that this
Is still the primary problem. Of course eithpr sector would benefit from an increase In thelr ailocation, but it
would be an almost impossible task to Justify any change In the current parcentages.

After /0 was implamented in 1982 nine attsea processing vessels went bankrupt. Fishing companies
have since adjusted to the /O regime whigh has now been In place for five years, and a delicate
equilibrium has been reached. American Seafoods has made considerable investments in the groundfish
fishery based on this established regime. We feel we have contributed to stability through sound
management and fiscal responsibliity. A predictable pollock fishery has made It possible for American
Seafoods to develop several other relatedactivities, such as our Bristol Bay salmon operations, our
program to employ Alaskans, participation|in CDQ programs for pollock and other groundfish, and $20
mililon In annual purchases from support duslneeses In Alaskan coastal communities.
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Problems in the onshore sector include ungontrolied overcapitalization and acquisition of catcher vessels
by shoreside processing companies, which ultimately hurts Independent fishermen. Increasing the
aliocation of pollock to shoreside processers would only be an Incentive to continue this behavior. For
example, the onshore sector has increased its harvesting and processing rate from 3300 MT in 1982 to
6500 MT/day today. Shoreplants now have an ownership interest in 60% of the catcher boat fieet, up
from 30% befors Inghore-Offshore. Since|1982 prices paid to catcher boat fishermen by the same
shoreside processors have dacreasad nearly 25%, relative to market prices, which is why almost every
year fishermen go on strike over low priceg. Increasing allocations to shoreside processors will give them
eyen more leverage over the fishermen. INot surprisingly, United Catcher Boats (UCB) has made it clear
that they do not endorse any minimum shareside delivery guarantses.

On the other hand, a healthy at-sea sector|benefits Alaskan coastal economies and the nation as a whole
through thelr partnerships with CDQ communities, landing tax revenues, employment of Alaskans, support
of northwest and Alaska businasses, redudtion of discards to zero under the full retention program, and
participation In one of the cleanest fisherleg in the world. A study commissioned by the National Bank of
Alaska concluded that Unalaska is equally dependent on the at-sea and shoreside sectors.

There is no Justification for considering any|additional alternatives other than no action or a rollover. An
enormous amount of time and effort would be required by the NPFMC and NMFS staff for a full blown
anglysis. The bensfit of any reallocation would be negligible, the negative and divisive effect on the
Industry would be tragic. We urge the Couhcll to consider that the only reasonable aiternative Is to
roliover the existing Inshore-Offshore allocation regime until CRP has been completed. The rollover
should include not only the 35/66 Bering Sga poliock spiit but the CDQ program for Bering Sea pollock,
and the Gulf of Alaska cod and pollock set paide for Guif shoreside communities, Thank you for your time
and attention {o this matter. 1

Sincerely,

Director of Gov't, Affairs
American Seafoods Company
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North Pacific Fishing Management Council
605 West Fourth Avenue

Suite 306

ANCHORAGE

ALASKA 99501-2252

Pouzauges,
le 10 juin 1997
LOVB 0697-231

Dear North Pacific Fishing Council Members,

Our company, FLEURY MICHON, is the leading marufacturer of surimi products in
France and Europe. We want to send you this information on behalf of our company
but also the european surimi products industry in general.

As you may Jmow, the European market ulilizes approximately 6 000 MT of surimi
annually, and the E.U. is one of the fastest growing users of surimi worldwide with a
growth rate of 30 to 40 % per year. Qur company FLEURY MICHON currently
purchases over 2 000 MT of surimi. i

Due to the size of the Pollock resource and the quality of the surimi available from the
US. we have maintained through the years our primary supply source as Pollock
surimi. Because of our heavy reliance on Pollock surimi, we have been closely
watching, the fisheries allocation process currently taking place in the US Bering Sea.
We have lately become aware that there is a strong effort by a group to aggressively
encourage the North Pacific Fishing Council to revise and reallocate the Bering Sea
Pollock quota in greater favor of the shore plant companies. We are exiremely
concerned by this movement since we rely heavily on the supply of surimi that is
produced by the factory trawlers.

Currently, the E.U. receives its supply of surimi in approximate equal portions from the

factory trawlers and shore plant companies, which allows a steady supply of raw
material. Our great concern of the reallocation project is that the majority of the raw
material: supply would be moved to shore plants which belong primarily to Japanese
controlled companies.

This situation makes us extremely nervous. The world wide surimi market is facing a
supply shortage situation due to declining world wide stocks of fish species usable for
surimi production. We have been facing this type of shortage situation in the past, as in
1991, and the result was a cut off of supply to the European market in favor of the
“‘m Japanese market. At that point in lime, the majority of the surimi was also controlled
ity by Japanese organizations with operations in the U.S. Bering Sea. Therefore, we think
that your decision may greatly impact on our fuir access to Pollock surimi.
E
1
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As a result of the reallocation process, our supply channels for Pollock surimi will
potentially become very limited, and two major producers whom have a strong interest
and intend lo support their own surimi product, manufacturing interests located in
Japan will have no interest to support other markets, include ours in the European
Union.

In making your decision and quota recommendation, we ask that you look past the
basic inshore/offshore issues of Alaska, and be aware of the negative economic impact
your decision could potentially have on the world wide surimi markets, and the directly
related industries outside the United States.

We believe that the current allocation levels promote a healthy and compelitive surimi
products industry worldwide. A decision to reallocate in favor of the land based
Jactories will put all of the power in the hands of 2-3 major companies, and will surely
destabilize the entire world market for surimi products. Our only request is that you act
knmowledgeably and aware.

Sincerely Yours.

FLEURY-MICHON
TRAITEUR SA

Louis ONNO
Chief Buyer

NOILVHNVISIY NNd BrI£991S208R TT1:8T L. 8001



Lung John Silver's
Restaurants, Inc.

Kincaid Towers

300 West Vine Street

P.O. Box 11988
Lexington, KY 40579-1988

Company Line:

606,388,6000
Fax Line:

AJB&G“S

fnd

June 10, 1997

Mr. Rick Lauber

Chairman, North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

VIA FACSIMILE: (907) 271-2817

Dear Mr. Lauber:

| am writing on behalf of Long John Silver's, a quick service restaurant
chain of 1,500 restaurants throughout the United States, and a major
user of fillet blocks made from Alaska pollock caught off Alaska.

Long John Silver's is strongly opposed to any further allocation away
from the offshore sector of the pollock harvesting and processing
industry. We do, however, support an extension of the current program,
as is, while the Council completes work on its Comprehensive
Rationalization Plan.

" We are opposed to a reallocation of the pollock quota because we are

deeply concerned over the effect such a reallocation would have on filiet
production out of Alaskan waters. In calendar year 1996, only six
percent of the on-shore sector's primary production went into fillets (the
rest was surimi) while 35 percent of the factory trawiers sector's primary
production went into fillets. In calendar year 1897, only 18 percent of
Long John Silver's fillet purchases will come from the on shore sector but
none of this product will have been produced in a shore-based plant.
Rather, it will be produced on floating processors anchored with their
product counted within the shore-based sector.

We have in the past approached shore-based plants to produce fillet
blocks to our specification but with little success. Only one of the on-
shore plants made any serious effort to produce fillets for LJS and those
attempts were met with mixed results and with a much higher rejection
rate than what has consistently been achieved by our at-sea suppliers.

CRIGTIANACTRTECEAT MKl VLI A AROIT ANT 1P AT
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Mr. Rick Lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
June 10, 1997

Page 2

\
Long John Silver's purchases more than 99 percent of its Alaskan
poliock product from Alaskan waters. One hundred percent of our
products are further processed in the United States, creating further
economic benefit to the people of the United States. In addition it is sold

. exclusively in the United States. While we do not have the numbers in

front of us, we believe a much greater share of the fillet production is
further processed and consumed in the U.S. than Is the case for surimi
blocks. If the allocation to the shore-based sector is increased, Long
John Silver's would be forced to buy foreign product which is further
processed overseas as well.

A greater allocation to the on-shore sector would divert fillet production
currently generated by the offshore flest into surimi production by the
large-scale shore-based plants which are, for all practical purposes,
dedicated surimi facilities. This is particularly true for the Dutch Harbor
plants.

We do not believe there is a sound rationale for greater allocations to the
on-shore sector. In the original analysis, the justification was to avoid
"preemption” of one sector by another. To a certain extent, the
inshore/offshore regime has accompliished that objective, but we cannot
imagine how that argument could be used to make further allocations
and find it difficult to comprehend how any rationale could justify further
re-allocations. We urge you to roli over the current Inshoreloffshore
regime, |

Thank you for your time and your consideration of our views.

ruce Cotton
Sr. Vice President for Public Affairs
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Phone{025)273-7333 Fax(025)273-2531 Telex3122-733

June 10, 1997
North Pacific Fishing Management Council
605 West Fourth Avenue , i‘ﬂ
Suite 306 ;

Anchorage, Alaska 99501—2252

Attention: North Pacific Fishing Council Members:

I am the President of Ichimasa Kamaboko Co., Ltd which has a long history of manufactuning
products made from Surimi for the Japanese market. My company is located in Niigata, and is
one of the largest producers of surimi products in Japan and distributes throughout the country. In
our annual production we utilize approximately 18, 000 mt or more annually. Due to long term
availability of Pollock from our domestic waters, and based upon the size of the Pollock

resource and the quality of the surimi available from the US, we have maintained Pollock surimi
as our primary supply source.

Due to our historical reliance on Pollock surimi, we are concerned by the quota allocation process
in the Bering Sea, and have been closely watching the fisheries allocation process currently taking
place in the US zone. Unlike other regions and countries of the world, the US Bering Sea
Pollock resource remains one of the most healthy resources remaining worldwide. However, we
have become alarmed that our ability to access this resource may be in jeopardy due the
aggressive efforts by a group to encourage the North Pacific Fisbing Council to revise and
reallocate the Bering Sea Pollock quota in favor of the Shore plant and Mothership operators.

We are expremely concerned by this movement since we rely heavily on the Pollock surimi that is
produced by the factory trawlers and shoreplants. Accessing surimi that is of a specific quality
level on a consistent basis is very important to success or failure. More importantly, our ability
to purchase surimi on consistent and competitive basis is our primary concern. My company
continues to work diligently to produce high quality surimi products to attract new customers and
design new products. However, if we are unable to receive a consistent supply of appropriate
quality surimi, we do not believe that we can continue operation of viable business. Additionally,
your decision, will determine whether we will have fair access to competitively purchase Pollock
surimi from a variety of Factory Trawler, Mothership, and Shoreside producers. The majority of
the Shoreside producers in the US Bering Sea are directly affiliated or directly controlied and
financed by major participants in the Japanese seafood industry, which makes the supply from the
Factory Trawlers extremely important. Since the supply of surimi affected by the health of the
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various marine resource, our ability to purchase raw surimi supply from a wide range of comanies
operating in the Bering Sea is very critical to our future. If the reallocation process occurs, our
supply channels for Pollock Surimi will be become very limited, and the two major producers we
likely take a strong interst and intent to support their own surimi product manuafctureing interests
located in here in Japan.

In making your decision and quota recommendation we ask that you look past the basic inshore/
offshore issues of Alaska, and be aware of the severely negative economic impact your decision
will have on the Japanese kamaboko industry and the world wide surimi markets as a whole.
Competitive access to the resource is extremely import to this industry.

We believe that the current quota allocation is not perfect, but that until a better distribution

process is created, the cwrent quota levels promote a healthy and competitive surimi products

industry worldwide. Allocationg the Bering Sea pollock quota heavily to one side will place the

control in the hands of few companies, destroy the factory trawler companies, and remove our

ability to competitively obtain our surimi supply. In the end, we will no longer be able to

compete in the Japanese kamaboko industry. Your decision has the power to destabilize the entire
world market for surimi products. Please act carefully in your decision.

Respectively,

P s i)

Shohei NéGzaki |

President

Ichimasa Kamaboko Co., Lid.
7—T7 Tsushimaya, Niigata, Japan
950
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Steve Hughes
Technical Director

A0t C. Paine
L  ative Director

June 10, 1997

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Attn: Richard Lauber, Chairman

605 West 4% Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 98051-2252

RE: Agenda ltem C-1, Inshore/Offshore I, June 1997 NPFMC Meeting
Dear Rick,

- The United Catcher Boat (UCB) Board of Directors held a special membership

o retreat after the April 1997 Council meeting to discuss the looming issue of
inshore/Offshore Ill. For two days in May, nearly the entire membership of ucB
met and discussed this issue in great detail with the goal of providing the Council

with our insight.

For the Council's understanding, the present ownership structure of the
catcherboat fleet in the Bering Sea is quite diverse and UCB represents roughly
86 percent of the Beriny Sea catcherboat trawlers. No longer is the trawler
catcherboat sector totally owned by individual fishermen. UCB member-vessels
include those owned by individual fishermen and families, catcherboat
companies, shore-based processor companies as well as factory-trawler

companies.

Due to the diverse nature of our organization, the UCB membership decided that
we would be best served by not taking a position on this issue at this time. The
motion that supported this position passed on a 45 - 3 vote at our recent retreat.

Sincerely,
Bt €. fu. P =
7 Brent C. Paine Steve Hughes

IR IRL AR S A f e T) Fiehasman's Toeminal o Qeattle WA 98119 » Tel. (206) 282-2599 « Fax (206) 282-24]4



183 Whitetail Lane
Sequim, Washington 98382
(360)681-7517

North Pacific Fisheries Management Counsel
605 W. 4" suite306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Chairman Rick Lauber,

This letter is in regard to the Bering Sea Pollack Inshore/offshore Allocation. I am writing
this letter in the hopes that my opinion will matter in the decisions of the counsel. My
husband is a Chief Engineer on a trawler and has worked as an engineer in shore plants
and on ships for seventeen years. Prior to starting a family, I spent six years working on
crab boats, fishing trawlers and in shore plants. I lived for eight years in the state of
Alaska until I met my husband and moved down to Washington State.

I recently found out that the shore plants would like to have more of the pollack allocated
to them, much more(70% compared to 35%). I feel this is extremely unfair to everyone
involved with the exception of the shore plants themselves. Thousands of families in
Washington and Alaska would suffer financially. I am referring to all the Washington
and Alaskan workers who are supporting families by working on fishing trawlers. It
would be devastating to local economies who generate a lot of income from the trawling
industry. What would happen with all the trawlers? Would the owners all declare
bankruptcy?

In my opinion neither Alaska or Washington state will benefit from the allocation
changes. How many of the shore plants are domestically owned? At the five shore plants I
have worked in, the majority of employees were foreign and much of the income they
earned went to their families in their native countries. On the fishing trawler I worked on,
there were only a few foreigners out of one hundred and twenty crewmembers and the
company was American owned. ‘

Our family just bought a house and settled down. My husband is putting me through
college so hopefully he won’t have to work away from our family in five or six years. If
this proposal did actually become reality, our family and countless others would see our
dreams for the future be destroyed.

Please vote against the proposal. Thank you for taking your time to read my letter.
Sincerely,

Allison Reines
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AMERICAN FACTORY
TRAWLER AﬁSOCIATION

April 95, 1997

Mr. Clarence Pautzke SENT VIA FAX
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West Fourth Avenue

Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Re: Agenda Item C-7/Inshore-Offshore Allocation Regime
Dear Mr. Pautzke: » -

on behalf of the American Factory Trawler Association
("AFTA"), I would like to submit some brief comments in
connection with the above-referenced agenda item that will be
considered at the Council meeting in Anchorage later this month.

As we all know, the current inshore/offshore (v1/0")
regime expires at the -end of 1998. There are essentially three
gseparate and distinct elements of the I/O regime: the community
development program for Bering Sea pollock (the "CDQ Program") ;
the Gulf of Alaska cod and pollock set aside for shoreside
communities in and around: the Gulf; and the I/0 allocation split
(35/65) between shoreside and offshore processors in the Bering
Sea. We will comment on each of these elements separately.

1. The CDO Program for Bering Sea Pollock Should be
Continued. The CDQ program has been entirely successful insofar
as the objective of providing economic opportunity to Western
Alaskan communities is concerned. The program should. be
continued and should be de-linked from the unrelated allocation
issues involved in the I/0 debate.  The jobs, investment programs
and other benefits associated with the CDQ Program should not be
subjected to the vagaries and uncertainties of a three-year
reauthorization process as ‘is currently the case. In AFTA'S
view, the pollock CDQ program should be accorded the same status
as the CDQ programs for other groundfish species -- as part of
the license limitation program that the Council approved in 1995
and that the Congress recently endorsed in the Sustainable
Fisheries Act. - :

2. The I/O Regime in the Gulf of Alaska Should be
Maintained. The current regulations allocate 100% of GOA pollock
and 90% of GOA cod to the shoreside sector. Any change in the
1/0 regime would only serve to destabilize an industry that has

e aAaa e Wl v b0 L001on
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Mr. Clarence Pautzke -
April 9, 1997
Page 2

adapted to the current rules and requlations over the past four
and one-half years (since 1/0 #1 went into effect). Furthermore,
the relatively limited size of the GOA pollock resource, the
traditional dependance on that resource by small-boat local
fishermen and the fact that offshore processing vessels are not
dependent on the GOA pollock resource, all support maintenance of
the current I/0 regime in the Gulf.

3. The I/0 Allocation in the BSA Should be Extended
Reauthorization Plan ("CRP'). While it could be argued that the
I/0 allocation regime in the Bering Sea should be allowed to
expire at the end of 1998, AFTA endorses a rollover of the
existing regime until a CRP plan is implemented for several
reasons. First, in the absence of a quota-based management
system, expiration of the I/0O allocation system would only serve
to trigger a renewed “race for fish" between competing sectors of
the industry. Such a race would inevitably lead to increased
capitalization in the form of "capital-stuffing" by individual
operations so as. to more.effectively compete in the renewed race. )
This would not only be costly in terms of additional excess
investment, but would exacerbate the overall overcapitalized
state of the pollock fishery in the North Pacific.

. Second, a renewed- race for fish between the two
competing sectors would only serve to undermine the goals and
objectives of I/0 #1 (avoidance of preemption of one sector over
another) and I/0 #2 (maintenance of stability in the industry
pending completion of the CRP process). Given the "equilibrium"
or "stability" that has been created between the sectors during
the time that I/O #1 and I/O #2 have been in effect, a resumption
of the race for fish between those two sectors would inevitably
result in some level of preemption and a great deal of
instability as a result of one sector or the other capturing a
greater share of the annual pollock quota than that sector has
been harvesting under the I/0 regime. ' To the extent .that the
avoidance of preemption and the need to maintain stability in the
industry were legitimate justifications in the past, those same
justifications would seem to argue against an expiration of the
current regime until the CRP process can be completed. .The same
applies to a change in the allocation percentages themselves. A
change in those numbers would automatically result in preemption
of one sector’s opportunity to participate in the fishery and
would, by definition, be destabilizing to both sides
(exacerbating overcapitalization in one sector and renewing the 7~
race for fish in the other).
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Mr. Clarence Pautzke
N April 9, 1997
Page 3

Third, a rollover of the existing regime is the most

. appropriate action for the Council to take in view of the study
that Congress has commissioned on quota-based management
programs. Unless and until the ITQ study has been completed, the
Council should maintain the "status quo" insofar as the competing
Bectors are concerned. Once that study has been completed, the
Council will be in a better position to determine the best and
most appropriate course it should take on the road to
comprehensive rationalization.

In the event the Council chooses to abandon the "anti-
preemption" and "maintain stability" rationales that have guided
the I/0 management regime since 1990, AFTA is prepared to offer a
number of alternative management options for consideration.
Absent a compelling reason to abandon those rationales, however,
AFTA will defer from making alternative proposals at the present
time.

Thank you for the opportunity to present these
/-~ comments. We will be at the Council meeting to testify on this
particular agenda item when it comes up later this month.

Sincerely yours,

AMERICAN FACTORY TRAWLER ASSOCIATION

Paul MacGregor
Managing Director

PM:kal
LPautzks.008/pmt
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AMERICAN FACTORY
TRAWLER P;ESOCIATION '

June 10, 1997

Dr. Clarence Pautzke SENT _VIA FAX

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West Fourth Avenue

Suite 306

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Re: Agenda Item C-1/Inshore-Offshore Allocation Regime

Dear Dr. Pautzke:

I am writing on behalf of the American Factory Trawler
Agsociation ("AFTA"), to comment on the above-referenced agenda
item that will be discussed at the North Pacific Council'’'s
meeting in Kodiak next week.

As we advised the Council in April (see attached
comments dated April 9, 1997, "AFTA‘s April Comments"), AFTA
supports a roll-over of the exigting inshore/offshore
regulations, including:

1. Continuation of theNCDQ program for Bering Sea
pollock, as is;

2. Maintenance of the inshore/offshore ("I/0O") regime
for pollock and cod in the Gulf of Alaska ("GOA"), as is; and

. 3. Extension of the current I/O regulatory regime and
allocation split for Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands ("BSAI") pollock,
as is, until the Council’s Comprehensive Rationalization Plan
("CRP") can be implemented.

A roll-over of the existing I/0 regulations is
necessary to preserve the stability that has existed in the North
Pacific pollock industry since the first I/0 regime was
implemented in 1992; and to avoid the threat of inter-sector
preemption that prompted passage of the initial I/0 regime in the
first place. While both the inshore and offshore sectors remain
overcapitalized, a relative equilibrium exists between them at
the present time -- even though the BSAI shoreplants continue to
have more pollock fishing days per year than do offshore vesgsels

4039 215t Avenue Wast, Suite 400 - Seatle, Washington 98199
206-285-5139 . Fax: 206-285-1841
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under the current allocation split. Any regulatory change in the
allocation percentages in either the BSAI or the GOA would
inevitably result in a great deal of economic disruption and
unnecessary dislocation in the communities, markets and support
service industries that are dependent on the economic viability
of the two sectors. Furthermore, efforts to interfere with the
inter-sector equilibrium will only serve to reignite the
contentious and acrimonious allocation battle that raged in the
North Pacific for such a protracted period in the early 1990s.

It is for these reasons that we support a simple roll-over of the
I/0 regime. For further discussion of the stability and
preemption issues, please refer to AFTA’sS April comments.

In the unfortunate event that the Council decides to
proceed with an analysis of options other than a straight roll-
over of the existing I/0 plan, AFTA believes that the array of
options for consideration should include the following:

1. Reciprocal and Prbgorgigna;g Allocation
Alternatives and a No-Action Baseline. As discussed in a

separate technical memorandum that has been submitted by AFTA's
economist, Dr. Ed Richardson, any analysis of alternative
allocation options (as has been proposed by the Dutch Harbor
shoreplants) should look at reciprocal and proportionate
allocation options. For example, if one of the allocation
options proposed by the Dutch Harbor shoreplants would increase
the inshore share of BSAI pollock by 10%, a parallel option that
would increase the offshore quota by 10% should be evaluated, and
so on for each allocation option considered. The Council
approved such an approach in April. Furthermore, as also
discussed in Dr. Richardson's technical memorandum, the baseline
to be used for analytical purposes should be the "no-action"”
alternative, under which the I/O regime would expire at the end
of 1998 as per the terms of the I/0 amendment and implementing
regulations.

2 Access to Surplus Pollogk in the GOA. The Council

should evaluate an option that would -- in the event the BSAI
allocation available to the offshore fleet is reduced -- create
an open-access fishery for GOA pollock whenever the ABC for
pollock exceeds 111,000 mt. The open access fishery would be
open to motherships, catcher/processors and shorebased catcher
vessels alike, but would be limited to the amount of the ABC in
excess of 111,000 mt. Such an approach would ensure that the GOA
shorebased industry has sufficient access to the pollock
regources to maintain production at the maximum level achieved
during the last six years (110,891 mt. in 1994) while providing

S17S4801H1307271251T  P.OBS-007
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Dr. Clarence Pautzke
June 10, 1997
Page 3

some relief to the catcher/processor fleet threatened with guota
losses as a result of reallocation shifts in the BSA.

3. Market Freedom for Catcher Vessels Coupled with a

50/50 Split Between Catcher Vessels and Catchex/Processors. 1In
the event the Council decides to evaluate options other than a
straight roll-over, AFTA recommends the inclusion of an option
that would split the Bering Sea pollock quota on a 50/50 basis
between catcher vessels and catcher/processors, with the proviso
that the catcher vessels would be completely free to deliver to
whatever market (shoreside, mothership, catcher/processor) they
choose. A 50/50 split fairly approximates the 1996 fishery.
This option would put the catcher boat fleet in a better position
to negotiate reasonable prices for their f£ish and would
especially benefit the independent catcher boats (those not owned
in whole or in part by their market) who are fighting for
survival. At the same time, shoreplants and motherships would be
assured of adequate supplies since most of them have already
?iquired substantial ownership interests in their catcher boat
eets.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments.
1f you or any of the Council members have questions concerning
the points raised above, or in the comments we submitted last
April, we will be happy to discuss them with you by phone or at
the meeting in Kodiak next week.

Sincerely yours,

AMERICAN FACTORY TRAWLER ASSOCIATIQN

Paul MacGregor
Executive Directo

PM:kal
LPautzk3.000/pmt

Attachment
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AMERICAN FACTORY
TRAWLER A;ESOCLATION |

Dr. Clarence G. Pautzke, Executive Director
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

RE: Technical Comuments on Agenda Iten C-1

Dear Dr. Pautzke,

The purpose of this letter is to provide technical comments concerning
reciprocal allocation alternatives and the appropriate analytical baseline should the
Council eventually adopt a problem statement which seeks to evaluate a set of
pollock harvest allocations different from the status quo.

If the Council should adopt a problem statement which seeks to evaluate a set
of harvest allocations different from the status quo, then the set of evaluated
alternatives should be as broad as is required by law, and in particular, include a no-
action alternative where the inshore and offshore sectors compete directly and fully
as was the case prior to the 1992 B season (i.e., without harvest allocations or area
restrictions). According to Miller et al. (1994), during 1987-1991, at-sea processors
caught 78% of landings.

Furthermore, the no-action alternative should be the baseline from which all
of the pollock fishery regulations, both previously implemented and currently
proposed, are evaluated. With the no-action alternative as the baseline, it will be
possible to evaluate the social costs and benefits of all regulatory alternatives using
the economic performance available today among the various sectors of the pollock
fishery. In this way, the economic efficiency impacts of all regulatory alternatives,
and especially those whose aims are mainly social in nature, may be adequately
accounted for and considered. Also, given the large shift in landings away from the
inshore processing sector which would likely follow the adoption of the no-action
alternative (with 78% of the landings, the offshore share would increase about 20%
over the status quo, and the inshore share would decline 37%), any economic
analysis of the costs and benefits of the no-action alternative will require a level of
detail sufficient to measure changes in the fair-market value and deployment of
industry capital assets.

A039 21t Avenve West, Suite 400 - Seatlle, Washington 98199
206-285-5139 - Fax: 206-285-184]
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With regard to the regulatory alternatives set forth in the supplement to the
Council's April Newsletter, I am setting forth below an alternative set of "reciprocal
options” that more accurately reflects the symmetry mentioned in Dr. Pereyra's
motion.

Concerning the nature of the "reciprocal” calculations, AFTA. believes the
"reciprocal” allocations stipulated by the Council are allocations which would offer
equal percentage increases to the sector whose share is eroded by the initially
proposed reallocation. Also, AFTA believes that the reciprocal shares should be
calculated in exactly the same manner as those of the initially proposed reallocation.
So, for example, if it is proposed that 70% of the TAC be allocated to shoreside
processors and the quantity remaining be left for offshore processors, then in
"reciprocal form," an equal percentage increase would be awarded to the offshore
sector and what remained would be available to the inshore sector. The "reciprocal”
allocations shown in the supplement deviate from this approach, and in fact are
calculated in a manner such that the shares of the offshore sector are always slated as
a remainder (what is left over) in both the initial and “reciprocal” proposed
reallocations. One problem with the method adopted by Council staff to calculate
the "reciprocal” allocations shown in the newsletter supplement is that, in most
cases, the "reciprocal” share calculated for offshore processors is smaller than it
should be.

Our substitute allocation percentage options for Alternatives 3 and 5 are
shown below. We do not show any percentage of the catcher vessel share that
would be guaranteed for inshore processors under Alternative 5 because no such
guarantee was intended as part of the catcher boat proposal. (See letter from UCB to
the Council dated May 15, 1997 clarifying their proposal.) With regard to the
“reciprocal” of the imposition of a CVOA restriction during the A season, AFTA's
position is that the fairest "reciprocal” for analysis would be the elimination of the
CVOA during the B season. Thus, while we note that such a "reciprocal" measure
was not explicitly mentioned in the options listed for analysis in the supplement, it
is our position that the elimination of the B season CVOA should be explicitly
included in all reciprocal reallocations which address instances where status-quo
allocations change and a CVOA. is imposed during the A season.

r
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Allocation Percentage Options for Alternative 3

Option Inshore % (% inc.) Offshore % (% inc.) Source of Option
1 70 (55.5) 30 () North Pacific Seafood Coalition
CVOA imposed during the A and B season
2 45 () 55 () Staff baseline
3 14 () 86 (55.5) Reciprocal reallocation 1
No CVOA either season

Allocation Percentage Options for Alternative 5

Option CP % (% inc.) CV % (% inc.) Source of Option

1 45 (.) 55 (7.8) United Catcher Boats

2 40 (.) 60 (17.6) United Catcher Boats

3 35 (.) 65 (29.4) United Catcher Boats

4 49 (.) 51 (.) Staff baseline

5 53 (7.8) 47 () Reciprocal reallocaékm 1
6 58 (17.6) 42 () Reciprocal reallocation 2
7 63 (29.4) 37 () Reciprocal reallocaﬁon 3

We show our substitute Alternative 4 reallocations last because they include a
three-way split, and here the metaphor of a "reciprocal” allocation becomes less
precise. The substitute "reciprocal” allocations below were calculated after adopting
the viewpoint that the reclassification of true offshore mother ships as inshore
processors was advocated simply to build a bigger inshore coalition for reallocation
which pre-empts offshore economic interests. Hence, inshore share reductions that
result from the "reciprocal” offshore catcher-processor (CP) share increases were
calculated as to be endured proportionately among the two "inshore" sectors. This
yields the following table of Alternative 4 allocation options.
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-~ Allocation Percentage Options for Alternative 4
Option In.% MS% Total In. % (% inc.) CP % (% inc.) Source of Option
1 40 13 53 (17.7) 47 () NPSC*
2 55 15 70 (55.5) 30 () NPSC*+
3 40 15 55 (22.2) 45 () NPSCH
4 55 13 68 (51.1) 32 () NPSC*
5 38 15 53 (17.7) 47 (.) NPSC*
6 57 13 70 (55.5) 30 (.) NPSC*
7 35 10 45 (.) 55 (.) Staff Baseline
8 27 8 35 () 65 (17.7) Reciprocal reallocation 1&
9 1 3 4 () 86 (55.5) Reciprocal reallocation 2&
10 18 5 23 () 67 (22.1) Reciprocal reallocation 3&
11 13 4 17 () 83 (51.1) Reciprocal reallocation 4&
-~ 12 27 8 35 () 65 (17.7) Reciprocal reallocation 5%
13 1 3 14 () 86 (55.5) Reciprocal reallocation 6&

*+CVOA imposed during the A and B season
& No CVOA either season

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the issues of alternative fair
“reciprocal” reallocation calculations and the baseline to be used for economic
analysis. As was noted, these comments are intended to address issues of great
importance to our members should the Council decide to evaluate a suite of pollock
harvest reallocation alternatives like those described in the newsletter special

supplement.
Sincerely,
<
Edward J. Richardson
A Miller, M., Lipton, D., and P. Hooker. 1994. “Profile of Change: A Review of Offshore Faclory Trawler

Operations in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Pollock Fishery.” Manuscript, National Marine
Fisheries Service, Silver Spring, Maryland.
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Harvest (MT) of BSAI Pollock by Processing Mode and year, 1980 - 96.

Source: 1980 - 1990 NMFS PacFin, 1991 - 1996 NMFS-AKR. !
|

True At-Sea C/P | Catcher/ | Total Total

Year JVP Shoreside |Motherships|Motherships! Processor | Catcherboats C/Ps

1980 10,652 133 - ! - 10,785 | -

1981 42,083 234 - - 42,317 | -

1982 54,604 155 - - ! 54,759 -

1983 149,014 1,091 - - 150,105 -

1984 237,008 7,313 - - 244,321 -
1985 337,540 12,000 - 16,7565 | 349,540 15,755
1986 835,103 14,200 14,587 29,113 863,890 ! 29,113
1987| 1,044,468 76,600 36,467 102,433 © 1,157,535 102,433
1988 826,413 150,300 72,934 310,466 | 1,049,647 310,466
1989 288,352 190,723 120,341 . 686,892 ! 599,416 686,892
1990 22,397 218,650 131,281 | 1,040,981 | 372,328 ; 1,040,981
1991 - 375,598 142,964 37,227 | 1,054,499 | 555,789 | 1,054,499
1992 - 411,947 147,182 29,687 | 751,737 | 588,816 751,737
1993 - 436,556 116,093 48,958 ¢ 651,698 | 601,607 651,698
1994 - 445,921 110,963 33,764 | 688,989 | 530,648 688,989
1995 - 424,191 100,981 64,326 | 636,991 589,498 | 636,991
1996 - 398,877 113,144 64,822 ¢ 547718 | 576,843 | 547,718

r |

C/P Vs. Catcher Boat Pollock Harvest, BSAI
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Bering Sea Pollolck Season Duration, 1990 - ?997
Year Inshore 'A' Season Offshore 'A' Season | Inshore 'B' Season |  Offshore 'B' Season
start | finish | Days | start finish Days | start | finish | Days | start | finish | Days
1990 1-Jan| 15-Mar| 73 _Adan|  15-Mar| 73 | 1-Jun| 13-Oct| 134] 1-Jun| 13-Oct| 134
1991 | 1-Jan| 22-Feb| 52 |  1-Jan|  22-Feb| 52 | 1-Jun| 4-Sep| 95| 1-Jun| 4-Sep| 95
1992 | 20-Jan| 6-Mar| 45 20Jan|  6-Mar| 45 | 1-Jun| 22-Sep| 113| 4-Jun| 28-Jul] 57
1993 | 20-Jan| 24-Mar| 63 20-Jan 22-Feb| 33 | 15-Aug| 3-Oct| 49| 15-Aug| 22-Sep| 38
1994 | 20-Jan| 2-Mar| 41 20-Jan 18-Feb| 29 | 15-Aug| 4-Oct| 50| 15-Aug| 24-Sep| 40
1995 | 20-Jan| 1-Mar| 40 26-Jan 21-Feb| 26 | 15-Aug| 23-Sep| 39| 15-Aug| 20-Sep| 36
1996 | 20-Jan| 2-Mar| 41 26-Jan 26-Feb; 31 | 1-Sep| 17-Oct| 46| 1-Sep| 17-Oct| 46
1997 | 20-Jan| 18-Feb| 29 26-Jan 18-Feb| 23 o B
Total Fishing Days Total Catch (mt) _ |LandingsperDay (mt) | |
Inshore | Offshore Inshore | Offshore Inshore | Offshore |Ratio I
1990 207 207 218,650 | 1,172,262 1,056 | 5,663 | 5.361| o
1991 147|147 375,598 | 1,234,690 2555 | 8399|3287 | -
11992 158  102| | 411,947| 928606 | | 2,607 | 9,104 | 3.492| R
1993 112 71| | 436,556 | 816,749 | 3,808 | 11,504 | 2.951|
1994 91| 69| | 445921| 833,716 | | 4,900 | 12,083 | 2.466| ]
1995 79 62 424191 802298| | 5370| 12,940 | 241 IR
1996 87 77 398,877 | 725,684 4585| 9424|2056 |
1997 29 23 T B
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June 16, 1997

Richard Lauber, Chairman .
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.0O.Box 103136 -

Anchorage, AK 99510

Dear Chairman Lauber,

As a rule, Greenpeace doesn’t get involved in allocation battles for allocations sake.
However, we do have several serious concerns that we feel should be addressed in any
analysis for a revised inshore/offshore allocation.

Environmental Implications

Greenpeace testified last December regarding our concerns about the overexploitation of
the pollock stock and the potential for steep declines in that stock as a result of the current
exploitation strategy. We further testified that we were equally concerned about the
effects that a reduced stock of pollock will have on a number of pollock predators,
including the endangered Steller sea lion, as well as other marine mammals and seabirds.

More specifically, we are very concerned with the way the current pollock fishery is being
prosecuted. We are concerned that the high intensity pollock roe season may be creating
localized depletions of this energy rich resource during a time of particular vulnerability
for female Steller sea lions. We are also concerned about the spatial and temporal
compression of the pollock fishery onto the Eastern Bering Sea shelf in critical Steller sea
lion foraging habitat. These concerns are addressed in depth in the following excerpt from

" our December 1996 testimony on the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Groundfish
Specifications: :

Pollock Roe Season

Greenpeace is particularly concerned that the heavy concentration of fishing pressure on
spawning pollock in the Eastern Bering Sea “A” season may be depleting local areas of
spawning pollock and depriving pregnant sea lions and weaned pups of a rich,

concentrated, easily obtained food source in the critical winter months. Sea lions are

known to farage far out to sea in winter, and readily available aggregations of energy-rich
spawning pollock may be crucial to the reproductive success of females and perhaps to the
_survival of weaned juveniles. Depletions of this important food source may cause food-
stressed females to abort fetuses or wean nursing pups before they are able to feed
themselves. (Lavigne and National Marine Mammal Lab, 1991)

4649 Sunnyside Avenue N. + Seattle, WA 98103 - Tel (206) 632-4326 « Fax (206) 6326122

Argentina « Australia « Austria « Belgium » Brazil - Canada + Chile » Czech Republic » Denmark « Finland « France » Germany * Greece * Guatemala » Ireland * Italy
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_ : . - Spatial Cémp{ession of the BS/AI Pollock Fisizery '
Although the annual eastern Bering Sea/Aleutian Island pollqck allocauon has
remained fairly constant in the post-Magnuson Act era, thereis a disturbing trend
toward increasing concentration of fishirig pressure and harvest on the southeastern

" Bering Seashelfinareastotheeastand.nqrtheast@fkeasml The catch quota has

rémained high throughout the 1990s but has been extracted from a smaller and smaller
area., . . ‘ .. o . .' . . S .

Upon closure of the Bogoslof pollogk fishery (Area 518) in 1992, the pollock TAC

. . remained constant - ieaning that the pollock harvest was effectively increased by

200,000 metric tons on the EBS shelf. Since 1991, pollock harvests in the northwest
mianagement areas have declined steadily from over 500,000 metric tons (45%) to

less than 100,000 tons (7%) in 1995 and.1996, Meanwhile harvests from the southeastern
Bering Sea have risen fron 654,000 metric.tons (55%) to over 1.1 million metric tons

. (93%)in 1995 and 1996.

In effect, the southeastem Bering Sea, hasf‘expeﬁenoed.- a >40% increase in pollock

' harvest since 1991. We believe that this intensified fishing pressure in a shrinking area.

“is bound to have negative ecosystem impatts which néither the Council gor the -

| Fisheries Service has addressed, aithough NMFS has acknowledged that spatial asd

emporal compression of the BS/AI pollock fishety during the 19805 and 1990s may

' e contributing to-and exacesbafing the decliné of the Steller sea lion population.

Pollock cstch in Steller foraging dréas of the eastern Bering Sea soared from the 1980s

‘ _ totheearly 1990s:

.+ “Estimated removals of pollock from Stellr.sea lion critical habitat in the BS/AI region.-
have increased from betiveen 250,000 and 300,000 tons in 1981-1986 (between 20-30% -

of total BSAT pollock landings) to betwéen 410,000 and 680,000 tons in 1987-1993.
(between 35-53% of total BSAI pollock landings). Much of this increase in pollock

' tandings from critical habitat came from the EBS foraging area...” (AFSC, 1995)

Spatial compression of the fishery has oont.in;zed.intq the present.. There is no longer

‘anywhere else to fish profitably for pollock and no way to spread out the fishing pressure :

.. and'the harvest excépt by reducing the BS/AI catch significantly.

" Grocapeace fruly believes that sny analysis of & change in inshore/offshore allocation

. should address the issues above, ‘Specifically the analysis should look at whether.the

change in.allocation would affect the spatial and temporal concentration of the pollock
fishery, how it would be affected, and possible ways to reduce this concentration,
especially in the winter “A” season that is so iniportant to the endanger Steller sea lion.

@o11

«
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. ‘Haying oaid that Greenpeace doesn’t gt invqweainan@aﬁogbatdés;wesﬁnwiéhto .
. wmmmnweamm@ybﬁmmmmmmmﬁcmes

associated with the inshore and offshore sectors. ‘We believe that thie economic incentives

' _forlongtermconservaﬁonoftheresourcetendstobesuongcrforthe'inshorgs,ector,.

which is limited.in it's mobility, versus the offshore sector which can often literally tum the
key and move to another fishery when it’s current fishery is overfished. We have seen
many lustoncal ex:amples of this practice of offshore fleets of factory trawlers doing just -

that.

We fiel that the analysis should explore thesé incentives, look at the historical récord of

. "offshore fleets, their global record relating s the overfishing of fish stocks ad ecosystems
" on other ¢coasts and in other parts of the world. This will better inform the council’s -

decisibnvﬁtpregéréiovéha is likely to be a better long term steward of the resource.

o . .RecemFacto;'y'Iréwla_‘Pr'ivatérI‘QP_rogams' o

T

" 'Lastly,,wear"e extremély concerned with the recént de\.relopmeq‘t.;,inthel’.aciﬁ'cwmting'
fishery proseanedby'thefactorytrawlers off the coasts of Washington and Oregon. As

you'are’probahlyaware;thefourfaciqry trawler companies that participate in the offshiore - -
waorofthmﬁshaymsﬁgnedmlndividudﬁahsfaablequbmwwym.thfwghg

private contractual agreemeit. NOAA general counse} Eileen Cooney admitted in'a recent -

*~phone call that ifthis program bad been don throu the Pacific Council, it would be

illegal-under the Magnuson Act moratorium on the iniplementation of any new Individual

_ Quota: programs. Until the results of National Academy of Sciences report can be -

reviewed by Congress, the regional councils and the public, n0.1Q programs are supposed

_to be impleniented.

Commerce or public review by implementing this agreement in secret. A’Lppareutly, even '
the possibility of this type of agreement, was never mentioned during the council o
negotigtions and geliberations on the matter of splitting the offshore allocation between

. factory trawlers asd mothershiips. However, it is hard to imagine that this was not part of

the factory trawlers plan all along.

“This type,of action has dramatic implications for fishery management intheUS,and

particularlyin the North Pacific. Whether one thinks what the factory trawlers did was a '

. good thing or not, the point is that no analysis was ever done to support one side or the

. other. There was no opportunity to assess what questions fo even ask. What are the

potential environmental impacts and benefits? What are tlie economic impacts, of this: .
action? . " - . o B



-

2017,

.\:__

- dumguey
COSUTNLPAIT .
| fpmomg - |
-onss} JrE)Iodun ST} U0 $/891A 100 36314 O} &;hgmoddé o1 303 oK YuEq, .

eAAInS 150 103 3oofjod T pusdap et supEdod pIIqEs PUE PUIIEW .

suLEm o) JO A3A000I ST} iog 340 TOTAE JI93 S} JOYISY ‘PIAI0SIIION 318 stuajqoad 5o

. J1 “Ksonsy Yoofiod Ayyea wise} Siof € 0y adoy S S1 AU} U3 PAAL0S2 107 8 “Asaysgy.
* yooyjod 91 Jo uoIssaIdWIOD [Ereds pue feIodna) ST FHLM POUIGUOD “01nosaz-ofjod -

513 JO NoNENO|dXRIIA0 O SWS|qOsd: [EfuaEpuLy T J1 “A1SUST oofjod oy w1 sofjed 10w
o Sumores ST oYM ID1JBUN OU JBUR SSNS IS M ‘ahoqe smammMQmﬂu;PmsqgmzoN

k3

' uofsnpﬁoj :

wjonb yoofjod 51 Jo UOEMP ERORI

fus £q SOLI 1eatsd,, 103 pateaso s [enusiod 3EGA 18 J0O] PROYS wds azoysgoRIOYSUL

" posIAGl ¥ JO SISATEUE AT 76U 2491 9\ TOGESO[[E AIOYSO/RIOTE] pastral Kue
paTeoofIe sei gjonb yoofjod sy Aem oy uo Butpuadap ommiry o1 up A35USTy ST [0.9U0D PUE
*- oyePIOSUeD JoYNINY PO Awedulod WL “Jeak-KI9A3 1591 QI0YSPO O3 JO uomod 398x8{
© g 15A0 [ON}I0D 10U} SUIEPIOSUOS 51 Ot Auediwod SO Ajreapd 8t 2y KRSy Sunmm
Waaq;u;'smampummdaqom 0} 913¢ 0} dAey

: S IR L °ogpi;aquoné§1}'u!:§imqgs’spd_
30 Teos Y PuOASQ 10U 51 UOKHE FONS OSTIESSG PIWISINO] 8 OST8 POYS [OURDD .

‘au], 1oV uosnuBeN o) pus $53501d 1OUNOY 9Y1JO UOHTIAWINOILD o3 moqe Afuo 100

" - pomIoo0s 3q PROYS QWAAN S OV Suead)S-uostuBEyy o Jo aBessed 157 YENOT

ogqﬁdaq;pomxdaxmsxomaspnewnssaﬁuqo oy pue ongnd a1 ospe ng Tounosy

o3 pue SN 78 A0 108 $350T ST quureys 03 Su;mm'am sppmen 10305 3 fpead |

\ 3 oa18e 0} 9w pirioM Jut AUSg Jofiod -
-ogIo8d fHION 33 U somedines Japuen Ksopoeg 3o soquunu J5ue] 8 AUTELRO STARM MM, - -

L4

L9

-

-Xvd G0°ST I¥d 18/81/90



L

o e

April 20, 1995 .-

Mr. Richard Lauber, Chairman '
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue ' :
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Re:  Inshore Offshore & Pollock CDQ Analysis

Dear Mr. Lauber,

We are writing the North Pacific Fishery Management Council as a group to urge the
current package of analysis regarding reauthorization of the Inshore/Offshore and pollock
CDQs (amendment 18/23) be sent out for public comment in its present form. The
package presents a comprehensive analysis which should provide ari appropriate basis for
Council decision making in June. As of this writing the analytical package has been
presented to both the SSC and AP. Both Council advisory bodies are recommending the
package be circulated for public comment. The SSC was complimentary of Council staffs'
efforts which reflect a thorough analytical approach. We support the SSC and AP
recommendation that the package go out for comment as it appears to us the analysis
package comprehensively considers the two relevant alternatives presented.

In addition to the staff analysis, the Council has received A Summary Review of Policy
Measures and Relevent Performance Indicators As Applied to the North Pacific

" Inshore/Offshore Allocation, prepared by Economic and Environmental Analysts. The
report has beea copied, made available to the public by Council staff, and was also
considered by the SSC and AP. We think this report contributes additional policy
information relevant to an informed discussion of the Inshore/Offshore reauthorization
question. The document largely focuses on the value of maintaining stability in the fishery
and the multifaceted benefits such stability can bring to both industry and the ultimate
CRP decision. : ' :

As representatives of Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and GOA fishermen, processors, and
CDQ communities we believe it is of paramount importance, to maintain stability in our
fishing industry through a consistent Inshore/Offshore and pollock CDQ regulatory
scheme. Preserving stability through the Inshore/Offshore and pollock CDQ allocation
will also make it much easier for the industry to effectively move towards comprehensive

rationalization of the fisheries. The general business climate will improve as all sectors _
will know they can rely upon a major component of the present regulatory scheme. The



April 20, 1995
Page 2

* present allocation has only been in place for a relatively short time. Extension of the
Inshore/Offshore allocation will also generate a more useful data basé and performance
history for both inshore and offshore industry participants. As a result, the Council and
NMEFS will ultimately learn more about each sector's CRP needs as the existing allocation
continues for an additional period. This in turns should allow the Council to fashion a
more useful comprehensive rationalization program.

Reauthorization of Inshore/Offshore and pollock CDQs will preserve both the offshore
and onshore sectors which are presently viable, in the current state of equilibrium..
Ultimately this keeps your CRP options open. The present Inshore/Offshore allocation in
all its components including the CVOA, CDQ, and quota splits has enabled both sectors of
the industry to operate and remain in a healthy condition.

The package contains reasonably based impact projections under Alternative 1 (18/23 to
expire) as well as Alternative 2 (Reauthorization of 18/23). The Council document
examines benefits and costs of maintaining stability in the fishery and the regulatory system
through continuation of all components of the existing allocation. The Council document
is constituted by analysis variously expressed through cost-benefit impacts, distributional
1mpacts fisheries impacts, impacts regarding bycatch and marine mammals, coastal and
marine habitats, the need to continue the CVOA, E.O.12866 findings, impacts on small
entities, stability implications, examination of CDQ program benefits, and community
impacts. We believe the staff examination of each of these aspects of the alternativés and
the record it presents, in combination with the public comments you will receive, should
provide a sound basis from which the Council can thoroughly consider the question before

it.

Thank you for considering our views.

S~
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NORTH PACIFIC INDUSTRY AND cop. ) o
REQUEST REAUTHORIZATION e~
: OF o
INSHORE-OFFSHORE ALLOCATIONS IN BSAI & GOA
AND CDQ PROGRAM :

June 12, 1995

Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman )

North Pacific Fishery Management Council-
P.O. Box 103136 y
Ancherage, Alaska 99510

Re: C-1 Inshore-Offshore Allocations and CDQ:s.

Dear Chairman Lauber,
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PACIFIC SEAFOOD PROCESSORS ASSOCIATION
4019 - 21st Ave. West Suite 201

. Seattle, WA 98199

(206) 281-1667
FAX (206) 283-2387

October 31, 1995

Mr..-Ron Berg

Chief, Fisheries Management Division
Alaska Region

NMFS

P.O. Box 21668

Juneau, Alaska 99802-1668

Re:  Comment Amendments 38 and 40 to the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and Gulf of
Alaska Groundfish Plans

Pacific Seafood Processors Association (PSPA) strongly supports timely Secretarial
approval of the inshore-offshore allocations under Amendment 40 for the Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands and Amendment 38 for the Guif of Alaska, as passed by the North
Pacific Fishery Management Council. We urge these measures be approved so the
allocations are in place for the beginning of the 1996 fishing season.

Support for continuing the inshore-offshore allocations is broad based within the fishing
community, the processing community, and from citizens living within coastal
communities throughout Alaska and the Northwest. Enclosed is a copy of the letter
endorsed by PSPA as well as the American Factory Trawler Association calling for
Council and Secretarial approval of this measure.

If the present basic allocation system is maintained, as approved by the Council, the
groundfish industry will be able to concentrate of effective operations on the fishing
grounds as well as rationally examine reasonable future modifications to the fishery
management system. Without the basic allocation for the pollock and Pacific cod
fisheries, the industry will be placed into chaos and attention will be refocused upon ways
to avoid the disruptive experiences of 1989. Without approval and implementation of
amendments 38 and 40, it is doubtful any further progress can be made towards an
ultimate CRP solution for the fishery.

Quick Secretarial approval will preserve stability in the North Pacific seafood industry at
many levels. Operational stability within the pollock and Pacific cod industry sectors
presently exists primarily due to the current inshore-offshore allocation system. Under a
continuing inshore-offshore regime both the offshore and onshore sectors can operate with
a reasonable degree of seasonal security. Each knows how much quota will generally be
available for that sector's use. This allows our industry to reasonably calculate operational
plans and deploy resources in a sensible fashion. Without the present, as well as the
proposed allocations, business planning and fishing strategies are made impossible.



PSPA Comment
November 2, 1995

page 2

{—The testimony from coastal community representatives throughout Alaska, and from
citizens living in the Washington and Oregon demonstrated broad support for continuing
the Inshore-Offshore allocations. Coastal communities benefit through continuing
employment opportunities made possible because of the basic inshore-offshore allocation.
This in turn generates significant revenues and stability within the community which must
be maintained. Our member companies operate in the coastal communities of Alaska,
Washington and Oregon. We attest to the need for a continuing inshore/offshore
allocation from the community standpoint.

Amendments 38 and 40 should be approved as they will extend a consistent pollock and
Pacific cod management system. This in turn will generate a longer term, and thus more
reliable data set regarding the actual results of the inshore-offshore allocation. Itis
interesting to note the original analysis projected large negative national losses which
never materialized. The benefits of the allocation on balance have been positive. It is
reasonable to expect the benefits of greater utilization onshore, which is the ultimate form
of efficiency, will continue to push the economic benefits into the positive category. At
the very least, three additional years of inshore-offshore will provide a more certain basis
from which to decide the CRP question.

PSPA wishes to incorporate by reference the comments submitted to the Council and
NMEFS entitled, A S Review of Policy Measures and Relevant Performance
Indicators As Applied to the North Pacific Inshore/Offshore Allocation, April, 1995.
PSPA also incorporates by way of making comment, its previous letters to the Council
and the record made by the Association during the initial Inshore/Offshore debate.

W§ urge a rapid approval and timely implementation of Amendments 38 and 40.

ReSjectﬁJlly, a &
Vincent A. Curry
President

enclosure: PSPA/AFTA letter - dated 6/13/95, 1 page
cc: Congressional delegations



June 13, 1995

Mr. Richard Lauber, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Dutch Harbor, Alaska

Re:  Agenda Item C-1
Dear Mr. Lauber,

Having discussed our mutual desire to create an atmosphere of cooperation and an
opportunity to explore CRP options; the undersigned organizations agree to support
reauthorization of Amendments 18/23 for an additional three years. Three modifications
to Amendments 18/23 should be included: 1) The western edge of the CVOA should be
modified to 167 degrees 30 minutes allowing offshore processors additional fishing
opportunities throughout the offshore season. 2) offshore catcher processors may be
allowed within the CVOA after all onshore BSAI pollock quota has been used and the
onshore season closes. 3) The offshore "A" season start date should be January 26. It is
further agreed that the modifications set forth in items 1 and 2 above will be revisited if
they disrupt the onshore sector's opportunity or ability to prosecute the onshore sector's
share of BSAI quota. Both industry sectors pledge their full cooperation and support for
the reauthorization of the Inshore - Offshore allocation with these modifications before
the North Pacific Fishery Management Council and throughout the Secretarial review

O{??%Q | %

process.
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November 8, 1995

The Honorable Ronald H. Brown
Secretary of Commerce

Department of Commerce

14th Street and Constitution Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20230

Dear Secretary Brown:

"I am writing to encourage prompt approval and implementation of the extension to the

Inshore/Offshore amendments as adopted by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council at
their June 1995 meeting. Timely approval of the extension is critical to the seafood industry,

to fishery dependent coastal communities, and to the council process itself.

Industry support for the extension is broad based, running across all affected sectors.

"Analysis of the proposed extension has shown that the original fears of dramatic damage to

the offshore sector simply have not been realized and all sectors of the industry benefit from
the stability and certainty provided by the amendments. The amendments have constrained
wholesale preemption of one sector by another and provide a known access to the resources
involved benefiting all industry in their. business planning.

Support for the extension in Alaska's coastal communities is equally broad. Traditional
fishing centers throughout the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and Guif of Alaska management
areas also enjoy the benefits of stability and certainty. By guarding against broad sectoral
preemption, the amendments maintain the existing distribution of vital employment options in
fisheries dependent communities. Jobs on boats, in processing plants, and in the seafood
industry support sectors are all vulnerable to the destabilizing impacts of industry preemption.
The economies of many of Alaska’s coastal communities depend on the jobs and revenues
generated by the Inshore/Offshore allocation. In addition, the Community Development
Quota (CDQ) program has brought significant gains and a new sense of hope and opportunity
to the underdeveloped coastal communities of western Alaska.

Finally, I believe it is important to understand the benefits the amendments bring to the
council process. All industry sectors and affected communities benefit from the stability the
amendments impart to the management environment. The unprecedented support for the
extension is indicative of the success of the Inshore/Offshore amendments as a calming
influence on the high tension environment of fisheries management in the North Pacific.

Juneau. Alaska 99811-0001
(807) 465-3500 . -



Mr. Ron Brown
MNovember 7, 1995
Page 2

Without the continuation of the Inshore/Offshore amendments, the council will be forced to
shift their efforts back to addressing basic allocation and preemption issues and this can only
mean a return to the problems and combativeness of the past. Future progress on major issues
such as bycatch control, the reduction of waste and discards, and other important fishery
management measures will stall. The industry allocations and the CDQ program are simply

not the divisive issues they once were.

Thank you for your kind consideration of this matter. Again, I urge you to speedily adopt
and implement the extension of the Inshore/Offshore amendments.

Sincerely,

Sty

Tony Knowles °
Governor
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July 26, 189S

The Honorable Ronald H. Brown
The Secretary of Commerce
Department of Commerce

14th St. and Constitution, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20230 )

Dear Secretary Brown:

We are pleased to inform you that an accommodation has' been
reached within the commercial fishing industry regarding a fishery
management issue which has historically proven to be quite
contentious. We write to offer our support for this agreement,
which calls for a three year extension of the inshore/offshore
fishery allocation for groundfish stocks off Alaska.

Several years ago, the Commerce Department approved and
implemented the first three years of an allocation of fishery
resources between vessels. which process at sea and vessels which
deliver their catch to processing plants on’land. - This allocation,
which has brought a measure of stability to these fisheries, is set
to expire at the end of 1995. The North Pacific Fishery Management
Council recently voted 10 to 0.to recommend to you a three year
extension of this allocative regime. The extension was supported
by affected industry sectors which had previously been at odds over
‘the plan. We are pleased that this compromise has been worked out
and we urge you to use your authority under the Magauson Fishery
Conservation and Management Act to approve the North Pacific
Council’s recommendation.

Now that the animosity which had earlier characterized this
issue has been replaced by a spirit of cooperation, we feel that
the Council will be better able to proceed in developing a
permanent management structure for these fisheries. In fact, at
its June meeting the Council voted to recommend a system for
limiting entry into these fisheries, and voted to proceed with a
detailed analysis of a system whereby Individual Transferrable
Quotas could be granted to industry participants.

We believe, the Council is making progress toward. a long term
solution to the problems facing the North Pacific seafood industry.
We hope that you will encourage further progress by approving the
Council‘s recommendation of a three year extension of the
. allocation plan. Your support is essential if the Council is to
have the time necessary to continue working to resolve the complex



Ronald H. Brown : ) o
July 26, 1995 7

challenges facing the seafood industry in our region of the
country.

We thank you for your attention to this matter and taking into '
‘account the views of our fishery constltuen:s as you conduct your
review of the Council’s proposal.

WO T =

Sincerely,

Slade Gorton

wu\@we
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3300 Arctic Boulevard, Suite 203
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Phone (907) 562-7380
Fax (907) 562-0438

November 2, 1995

Mr. Ronald J. Berg, Chief

Fisheries Management Division
Attention: Lori Gravel, Alaska Region
National Marine Fisheries Service
P.0. Box 21668

Juneau, AK 99802-1668

Dear Mr. Berg:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed rule for Groundfish of the Gulf
of Alaska; Groundfish Fishery of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Area; and Extension of
Allocations to Inshore and Offshore Components published in the Federal Register on

Monday, September 18, 1995.

The Southwest Alaska Municipal Conference (SWAMC) is comprised of nearly 130
communities, businesses, Native organizations and nonprofits located or doing business in
Bristol Bay, Kodiak Island, the Alaska Peninsula, the Aleutian Chain, and the Pribilof Islands
areas. Our membership includes the Bristol Bay Borough, Lake and Peninsula Borough,
Aleutians East Borough, Kodiak Island Borough, and many communities in Southwest
Alaska. We are a regional membership organization that advances the collective interests of
Southwest Alaska people, businesses, and communities. We help promote economic
opportunities to improve the quality of life and influence long-term, responsible

development.

-

SWAMC supports the p
proposed Amendment 40 to the Fishery Managem

of Alaska and proposed Amendment 38 to the FM
Sea and Aleutian Islands Area.

osition of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council in the
ent Plan (FMP) for Groundfish of the Gulf

P for the Groundfish Fishery of the Bering

We strongly support the continuation of the current program for a period of three additional
years, including the pollock CDQ program. SWAMC originally introduced the inshore-
offshore allocation to the North Pacific Council, and we have continued to take a supportive
. lrole. We have passed at least four resolutions over the past several years supporting the

allocation. In addition, we have provided comments and testimony to the Council, to the
National Marine Fisheries Service, and to the Secretary of Commerce on the issue. We also
supported and commented on the implementation of the CDQ program.

G:\fishnew .com\prorule.ios
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r‘ We support a continued inshore/offshore allocation because it clearly benefits Alaska coastal
communities economically and provides community stability. The communities rely on taxes
generated from the fisheries as a basis for their economy. Fisheries are taking on an even
greater role in the future of Alaska, as oil production diminishes, and the state must rely on
renewable resources for economic stability. With the continued allocation, there are the

following results:

o There are more stable flows of municipal and state revenues, as opposed to the
economic peaks and valleys prior to the inshore/offshore allocation;

o Locally-managed and owned support businesses operate more evenly throughout the
year to serve processors, their workers, and their fleets;

o An expanded market is available to fishermen for processing traditional species;

o Integration and permanent residency of processing and management personnel and
their families can continue;

o Employment and education opportunities for local residents continue to improve; and

o Longer-term decision-making and planning can occur, which facilitates financing of

much-needed infrastructure.

Coastal communities benefit from the combined operation of both the onshore and offshore
sectors. Each sector creates a different and essential type of economic benefit to coastal
communities. The stability of both sectors is achieved by a continued allocation.

Communities in Southwest Alaska depend heavily on state revenues from raw fish taxes,
municipal sales tax revenues from services and goods, fuel tax revenues from sales to the
fishing fleet, corporate income tax revenues, and real and personal property tax revenues.
Without dependable long-term sources of revenue, the financial stability of coastal
communities is tenuous.

In the Aleutians/Bering Sea region, including Unalaska/Dutch Harbor, Akutan, the Aleutians
West area, and the Pribilof Islands, the total economic impact of the shoreside seafood
processing industry in 1993 was $1.1 billion, of which $493 million were direct
-expenditures. Seventeen and half million was spent on tax related items. These statistics
were according to a study done by Pacific Associates in April of this year.

In Kodiak, the same study estimates the total impact of shoreside processing at $523
million, of which $209 million were direct expenditures, and $9.4 million was spent on tax

related items.

Much of the revenue generated in the last three years has gone into critical community
infrastructure. SWAMC's 1995 Overall Economic Development Program update identifies
water, electricity, phone, sewer, and solid waste disposal improvements in many

G:\fishnew.com\prorule.ios



communities; harbor, dock, and port development projects undertaken; roads and airport
N facilities upgraded; and health care facilities, schools, and other community facilities built or

expanded.

In looking toward a diversified, nonpetroleum-funded state economy, Alaska's communities
must generate revenue for their own growth and security, and help contribute monies to
‘ assist other communities in attaining their own stability.

. In summary, long-term community stability, in which communities can continue to build
k their self-sufficiency through a variety of means, will result from revenues generated by a
continued inshore-offshore allocation and the continuation of the CDQ programs. We urge
you to adopt the proposed rule, based North Pacific Council's recommendations.

Il

dum
e Director

Sincerely,

Mary
Exe

G:\fishnew.com\prorule.ios



AMERICAN SEAFOODS CO.

SEATTLE, WA.
F/T PACIFIC NAVIGATOR
MARINE ENGINEER
6/9/97
ATTENTION NPFMC:
DEAR SIR,

I AM WRITING YOU CONCERNING THE CURRENT INSHORE/OFFSHORE PLANT
ALLOCATION. I'VE BEEN WORKING IN THE FISHING INDUSTRY FOR JUST A FEW
YEARS COMPARED TO MY COLLEAGUES AND I CAN NOT FATHOM WORKING
FEWER DAYS OUT AT SEA PER YEAR OR AT A SHOREPLANT FACILITY. THE MOST
INTERESTING FACTOR FOR ME (BEING A MARINE ENGINEER) WORKING OUT AT
SEA IS HOW ALL THE ENGINEERING SYSTEMS ARE BEING LOADED TO THEIR
WORKING CAPACITY. I WILL NOT BE ABLE TO FIND THIS OPPORTUNITY AT A
SHOREPLANT FACILITY. AS A MARINE ENGINEER IN THIS FISHING FLEET I HAVE
A GREAT POTENTIAL FOR GROWTH IN THIS ELITE CAREER AND IF THE
OFFSHORE FLEET LOSES THIS QUOTA ME AND MY COLLEAGUES WILL HAVE
LOST SOMETHING GREAT THAT WAS STARTED MANY YEARS AGO. IF THIS
HAPPENS THEIR WILL BE A LOSS OF THOUSAND OF JOBS AND THE QUALITY OF
THE PRODUCT WILL DECLINE GREATLY IN THE UNITED STATES AND SLOWLY
LOSE ITS ROLE IN THE MARKET. A CATASTROPHE . ME AND MY COLLEAGUES
TAKE GREAT PRIDE IN THE QUALITY OF OUR WORK, WHICH ALSO REFLECTS IN
OUR PRODUCT AROUND THE WORLD AND WE DEPEND UPON IT GREATLY.
PLEASE TAKE THIS INTO CONSIDERATION AND BE AWARE OF THE EFFECT YOUR
DECISION BARES ON OUR FUTURE IN THIS SPECIALIZED INDUSTRY.

SINCERELY,

CHRISFOPHER FAVALORO



F/T NORTHERN EAGLE
AMERICAN SEAFOODS COMPANY
2025 FIRST AVENUE, SUITE 900
SEATTLE, WA 98121

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
ATTN.: Chairman Rick Lauber

605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

To: Whom it may concern
I’m Dan Mcdoza, I'vc been in the fishing industry for scven and a half years. I consider this work my

lively hood. I live in Reno, NV. and have three kids and one granddaughter. This job provides me the
means to carc for my family. This job is vcry important to me and my family as well.

I
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To: The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Attn:Richard Lauber, Chairman

From:Crewmembers of the F/T Northern Eagle

Re: Bering Sea Pollock Inshore/Offshore allocations

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The undersigned believe that the existing Inshore/Offshore
pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and 35% to
shoreside processors that has been in place for the last five
years should be continued unchanged until a more rational
allocation system is implemented. Each industry sector has
adjusted to this system and amy changes could have
disastrous effects on the people who are employed in this
fishery. The jobs provided by at-sea processors are important
to us and to our families.

Many of us have been on this boat for over eight years and
some for as little as one year. But for the most part the thing
that we all have in common is that we live, eat, and work
together while onboard the Northern Eagle. Which brings us to
our point, and that is that we and our families all very much
depend on our jobs. Our time at sea is already limited, due to
strict laws that prevent overfishing. For most of us here this
is the lifestyle we have chosen and take much pride in the
quality of our work. Please consider carefully the effect of
your decisions on our future in this industry. Thank you for
taking the time to read this letter.

NAME POSITION NAME POSITION
Llvuns ShzcsS _geenrc

/{é’ J.L:\) D— Crygmen. Choe € &E%“‘*_gﬂﬂ?_i

e c g




/](;"C/],( L‘)\M\ -

Q1978 Jp/nmi

HA—M CLiap: i

)[gﬁ /4_7//

Y Ix e
Z_cé.lq Graste N
TazY Egt
NS NS
7~~~ ,Q'Loyl, Zp,oa ys
M:@/m@_ _
Q@1 efoe s
- Cg/u‘/o f: -

Ay S

\ﬁ”’“’////r e

i it

Cligpotd Do
__E; =1 ¥ :) % ‘\.‘l/f‘.:'fj
_—/"“/ .
© / /:\/ ~
.;/L A L

AMLQUE/ 7—5/3/2_@(.
\——

'/_j BNE i 'l,"if'(" .
: i
27 &O_L( |
Dl -E:#N/c/ﬁﬁ

Iex s Qo
%' RS 2IEAG

r’//

Fri
f/?@‘d/d 0# yZ3 CASE

‘Clum N @d,wwr

Fosh
(Vr@eg%og

Loy
. ._f

Pﬂ C' /F) SS."),""







May 27, 1997

Chairman Rick Lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

To NPFMC,

I have just finished reading that a proposal has been presented to your council that
would give as much as 70% of the pollock quota to the shoreside processing facilities.

| am appalled that such a proposal could even be made, let alone seriously
considered. How can this possibly be justified? The Pollock A & B seasons are the
two major fishing seasons for all of us who work at sea aboard factory trawlers. Asitis
now, my income that is derived from the A & B Pollock Season is of paramount :
importance to my overall eaming capacity due to the fact that lengthofthe A& B
seasons are proportionately longer than the sum of the other seasans that | can work.
There is just not as much work for the year as |, as well as others, would like to have. A
& B Pollock seasons account for approximately seventy-five percent of my yearly
income.

This proposal, if adopted, would surely cause people to consider seeking other
employment and could possibly put vessels and companies out of business. This
business | consider my career. This is my sole form of income. Currently, the number
of months | work each year is acceptable. However, if the council were to reduce my
eaming potential by 50% during these seasons through a reduction of approximately 12
weeks to 6 weeks of fishing, this | would find unacceptable.

I fear that this proposal would effectively put me out of work aboard factory trawlers
and | can only wonder why and for whom does this benefit? Foreign entities? Is this
another chess move by Japanese business to further control and dominate yet another
market? The American fishing industry? There are already too many companies and
politicians that are in their hip pockets. It is no secret that most shoreside facilities
cannot operate without the Japanese money invested in development and the
Japanese money to maintain these operations.

| feel that this proposal would make the factory trawlers the present day dinosaur, and
the council deciding in favor of the shoreplants would act as our ice age.
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As stated previously: This is my career, this is what | want to do. | want to work at
sea and preferably aboard trawlers. | first became a part of the fishing industry in Feb.
1989 aboard a crab processor where | remained until April 1986 when | came to work
on a Factory Trawler. | work in the Galley department as 1st cook aboard the FIT
Northemn Eagle. | do not know the trawling industry like | knew the crab industry and |
do not yet know the depth of this issue, but | will not and cannot remain ignorant to
what may be happening. Especially since your decisions will directly impact my sole
source of income.

| pay taxes upon the money | eam. The money that | eam is mostly spent in
Washington State, where | reside. So therefore, my money is recirculated within my
state and within our country. | have two children that | support, both of whom are now
teenagers in High school. | actively support and donate to their school in athletic as
well as academic and social boosters. | also actively support and donate to their
involvement in church activities such as camps, trips and community involvement. This
involvement and finical support is possible because of my income that is derived from
the fishing industry. This proposed change of allocation would directly impact my ability
to be as supportive of a father that | am. So in tum, this becomes a trickle down cycle
affecting the lives of may others besides myself. Also, raising the question of
uncertainty in regards to trawlers and my employment aboard. Such raises the
question of affordability of expenditures such as a quality college education for my
children in the not to distant future. Because | work as a daily rate crew member on the
FIT Northem Eagle, any reduction of the number of days worked affects my income.
Though | do not live a lavish lifestyle, | enjoy myself while | am off between seasons. |
have worked hard for what | do have and | do not relish the idea of losing my home or
changing how ! live, nor do | like the idea of having to seek another from of employment
due to a re-allocation of the Pollock fishing quota.

My understanding is that the Factory Trawler fleet can grow no larger that it currently
is, buy anyone or any company with enough money, be it domestic or from a foreign
investor can build a shoreside processing facility. Why must | and others such as
myself fear loosing employment or income after years of hard work and less than ideal
working and living conditions to big business that has jumped late onto the band
wagon? | ask - are there limitations to the number and size of shoreside facilities? |
can only act as one person voicing the concems of many by making an impassioned
plea for a fair and equivocal solution to this issue.

| ask the council not to change the allocations, and to support American Fisheries and
Americans working to achieve our goals - whatever they may be. In closing, | would
ask the council to consider what your reaction and feelings would be if a goveming
body were to consider drastically reducing your income.

Thank you for allowing my views to be voiced and my concems to be heard.

Sincerely,

1202 S. 3rd Ave
Yakima, WA 98902



To: The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Attn: Richard Lauber, Chairman

From:Employees of American Seafoods Company

Re: Bering Sea Pollock Inshore/Offshore allocations

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The undersigned believe that the existing Inshore/Offshore
pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and 35% to
shoreside processors that has been in place for the last five
years should be continued unchanged until a more rational
allocation system is implemented. Each industry sector has
adjusted to this system and any changes could have
disastrous effects on the people who are employed in this

fishery. The jobs provided by at-sea processors are important
to us and to our families.

Many of us have been with this company for many years and
some for as little as one year. We have chosen to work in this
industry, take great pride in our efforts, and we and our
families all very much depend on our jobs. Please consider
carefully the effect of your decisions on our future in this
industry. Thank you for taking the time to read this letter.

NAME POSITION NAME POSITION
B, &%"@i MATE Z&% %4‘,7[___% fotenn
@L%@A_ﬁéﬁ%’

T Jedo by Modn 4¢







To: The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Attn: Richard Lauber, Chairman

From:Employees of American Seafoods Company

Re: Bering Sea Pollock Inshore/Offshore allocations

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The undersigned believe that the existing Inshore/Offshore
pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and 35% to
shoreside processors that has been in place for the last five
years should be continued unchanged until a more rational
allocation system is implemented. Each industry sector has
adjusted to this system and any changes could have
disastrous effects on the people who are employed in this

fishery. The jobs provided by at-sea processors are important
to us and to our families.

Many of us have been with this company for many years and
some for as little as one year. We have chosen to work in this
industry, take great pride in our efforts, and we and our
families all very much depend on our jobs. Please consider
carefully the effect of your decisions on our future in this
industry. Thank you for taking the time to read this letter.

NAME POSITION NAME POSITION




To: The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Attn: Richard Lauber, Chairman 7;
From:Crewmembers of the F/T__/Qa rc /%:2« (74

Re: Bering Sea Pollock Inshore/Of shore atlocations

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The undersigned believe that the existing Inshore/Offshore
pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and 35% to
shoreside processors that has been in place for the last five
years should be continued unchanged until a more rational
allocation system is implemented. Each industry sector has
adjusted to this system and any changes could have
disastrous effects on the people who are employed in this

7~ fishery. The jobs provided by at-sea processors are important
to us and to our families.

Many of us have been on this boat for over eight years and
some for as little as one year. But for the most part the thing
that we all have in common is that we live, eat, and work
together while onboard the _ 2 AMAL . &aATR"Which brings us
to our point, and that is that we and our families all very
much depend on our jobs. Our time at sea is already limited,
due to strict laws that prevent overfishing. For most of us
here this is the lifestyle we have chosen and take much pride
in the quality of our work. Please consider carefully the effect
of your decisions on our future in this industry. Thank you for
taking the time to read this letter.
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To: The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Attn: Richard Lauber, Chalrman

From:Crewmembers of the F/T e A/ad <«742

Re: Bering Sea Pollock Inshore/Of shore ocatlons

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The undersigned believe that the existing Inshore/Offshore
pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and 35% to
shoreside processors that has been in place for the last five
years should be continued unchanged until a more rational
allocation system is implemented. Each industry sector has
adjusted to this system and amny changes could have
disastrous effects on the people who are employed in this

- fishery. The jobs provided by at-sea processors are important
to us and to our families.

Many of us have been on this boat for over eight years and
some for as little as one year. But for the most part the thing
that we all have in common is that we live, eat, and work
together while onboard the _ 2 A/ gy_‘_s:&mkj‘Whlch brings us
to our point, and that is that we and our families all very
much depend on our jobs. Our time at sea is already limited,
due to strict laws that prevent overfishing. For most of us
here this is the lifestyle we have chosen and take much pride
in the quality of our work. Please consider carefully the effect
of your decisions on our future in this industry. Thank you for
taking the time to read this letter.
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To: The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Attn: Richard Lauber, Chairman .
From:Crewmembers of the F/T ' /Mngﬁ@éb

Re: Bering Sea Pollock Inshore/Offshore atfocations

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The undersigned believe that the existing Inshore/Offshore
pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and 35% to
shoreside processors that has been in place for the last five
years should be continued unchanged until a more rational
allocation system is implemented. Each industry sector has
adjusted to this system and amny changes could have
disdastrous effects on the people who are employed in this
fishery. The jobs provided by at-sea processors are important
to us and to our families.

Many of us have been on this boat for over eight years and
some for as little as one year But for the most part the thing
that we all have in comm 1s tha we ljwe, eat, and work
together while onboard the ?zﬁé Wh1ch brings us
to our point, and that is that we a our families all very
much depend on our jobs. Our time at sea is already limited,
due to strict laws that prevent overfishing. For most of us
here this is the lifestyle we have chosen and take much pride
in the quality of our work. Please consider carefully the effect

of your decisions on our future in this industry. Thank you for
taking the time to read this letter.
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To: The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Attn: Richard Lauber, Chairman .
From:Crewmembers of the F/T C _/_élgya,é?/

Re: Bering Sea Pollock Inshore/Offshore allocations

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The undersigned believe that the existing Inshore/Offshore
pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and 35% to
shoreside processors that has been in place for the last five
years should be continued unchanged until a more rational
allocation system is implemented. Each industry sector has
adjusted to this system and any changes could have
disastrous effects on the people who are employed in this

~~ fishery. The jobs provided by at-sea processors are important
to us and to our families.

Many of us have been on this boat for over eight years and
some for as little as one year. But for the most part the thing
that we all have in commo i.s that ,we ljwe, eat, and work
together while onboard the%‘c_ﬁ Which brings us
to our point, and that is that we a our families all very
much depend on our jobs. Our time at sea is already limited,
due to strict laws that prevent overfishing. For most of us
here this is the lifestyle we have chosen and take much pride
in the quality of our work. Please consider carefully the effect

of your decisions on our future in this industry. Thank you for
taking the time to read this letter.
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To: The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Attn: Richard Lauber, Chairman

From:Employees of American Seafoods Company

Re: Bering Sea Pollock Inshore/Offshore allocations

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The undersigned believe that the existing Inshore/Offshore
pollock allocation of 65% to at-sea processors and 35% to
shoreside processors that has been in place for the last five
years should be continued unchanged until a more rational
allocation system is implemented. Each industry sector has
adjusted to this system and any changes could have
disastrous effects on the people who are employed in this

7 fishery. The jobs provided by at-sea processors are important
to us and to our families.

Many of us have been with this company for many years and
some for as little as one year. We have chosen to work in this
industry, take great pride in our efforts, and we and our
families all very much depend on our jobs. Please consider
carefully the effect of your decisions on our future in this
industry. Thank you for taking the time to read this letter.

NAME POSITION NAME POSITION s
%&ﬁ% sy M&L , émm
R ceoustagt / ___ ______ Ib/[z/
! i

- s - e . = . St e e e et et et b e e — —— e = ————n . ——" ——— ——




_a@_@l@%wd
\Q &QC(\,\I\“ KDPJLOIT@_

- [/ " %
L::E@%
m

/M_W
}r\ /hC( UG/ ‘ CA d«,;&n 977 ;
0@/’ f)%éﬂ'/’k) ?M/l% W .!)towi[:‘,/ut;u Tuvents \lw Toter
@é_@m_@

), Loy Rk

%f@m

H)M%u
@ D st ()

Sl

w\_—.

A/ --
oS Loosky




