AGENDA C-6
JUNE 1990

MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, AP and SSC Members
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke

Executive Director
DATE: June 13, 1990

SUBJECT: Inshore-Offshore Allocation

ACTION REQUIRED

Receive status report on analysis and Committee recommendations. Review schedule and provide
guidance to analytical team.

BACKGROUND R

In April the Council finalized its inshore-offshore problem statement and management alternatives
and approved working definitions and assumptions for the analysis. The analytical team met on
May 8-9 to review progress on the economic and social impact components of the analysis.
Consultants have been hired to provide economic and social expertise. Their work, outlined in jitems
C-6(a-d), is proceeding satisfactorily. However, data collection is not.

The team was directed in April to prepare a comprehensive survey to collect economic information
- from all sectors of industry. They met with Council members and industry representatives to assure
that the questionnaires were clear and complete. The survey was submitted to Washington, DC on
May 21 for NOAA and OMB review and approval. This will be a lengthy process.

On May 25, the Fishery Planning Committee reviewed progress on the inshore-offshore analysis (C-
6(e)) and the industry survey. The Committee was told that the OMB process may delay Council
receipt of the finished analysis until April 1991. The fishing industry has volunteered to write letters
to NMFS encouraging an expedited review of the survey. The Fishery Planning Committee will meet
on July 18-19 in Juneau to review progress on the inshore-offshore analysis and continue work on
a community development quota system for groundfish.

Agenda C-6 HLA/MTG



AGENDA C-6(a)
Resource Valuations, Inc. JUNE 1990

Lake Oswego, Oregon

ARTICLE I - OBJECTIVES AND STATEMENT OF WORK

Objective

To develop reasonable approximations of the fixed and variable cost components, changes in labor
utilization, and the impacts of harvesting and processing activities on key ports.

Statement of Work

(a)  Basic data review and consultation: This will involve working with NMFS staff, Alaska Sea
Grant, and industry personnel to assess final data requirements for the model and to review
what is currently available and what data must be collected.

(b)  Consultation on cost and budget data as well as basic inventories of key operations: This will
involve working with NMFS staff and industry personnel to test and confirm data output from

Ingolfur Arnarson’s modeling efforts and to determine the vessel and processors classification
structure (once a classification has been determined, it will be necessary to inventory each
group for each port in the model).

(c) Design and construct revised computer model: This includes an operating manual and a one
day seminar in Seattle for NMFS staff. It also assumes working with key NMFS staff during
the development of the model.

(d)  Additional IMPLAN I/O runs and construction of Alaska final demand matrix: Although they
have IMPLAN computer output from previous modeling work, this model will require several
additional runs.

(e)  Analysis and write-up of alternative scenarios: Work will include working with NMFS and
Council staff to develop, analyze, and write-up alternative allocation scenarios. It will also
include data review and adjustments for the model runs.

Key Ports to be included in the analysis include:

Kodiak Akutan Dutch Harbor Washington
Sand Point King Cove St. Paul Oregon
Sitka Petersburg Homer Seward
Cordova

ARTICLE II - PROJECT SCHEDULES AND DELIVERABLES

Date Event

June 1, 1990 Design and Construct revised computer model; Additional
IMPLAN I/O runs and construction of Alaska final demand
matrix

June 30, 1990 Basic Data Review and Consultation

July 31, 1990 Consultation on cost etc

August 15, 1990 Analyze and write-up of alternative scenarios

August 31, 1990 Final Report

Contract 90-5 HLA/DOC



AGENDA C-6(b)
JUNE 1990

PACIFIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION

2501 S.W FIRST AVENUE, SUITE 200, PORTLAND. OREGON 97201
PHONE (503) 326-7025 FAX (503) 326-7033

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
GLUY N THORNBURGH

Contract No. 90-29

This agreement is between Mr. Ingolfur Arnarson and the Pacific States Marine Fisheries
Commission (PSMFC) for providing economic analysis and modelling the impacts of inshore-offshore
allocations in the groundfish fisheries off Alaska.

Services Rendered
Mr. Arnarson will:

1. Prepare a model which simulates the industry’s economic behavior, which will include a
Linear Programming component, based upon his fisheries economics work at Oregon State
University dealing with the groundfish fisheries of the North Pacific and Bering Sea, and
similar modeling he has done for Norwegian and Atlantic Canadian fisheries.

2. The model should include elements which characterize the economic and operational
performance (described below) of each of five sectors of the DAP groundfish industry,
identified within the analysis, under the prevailing "status quo” condition. These sectors are:

Catcher vessels delivering unprocessed fish to either inshore or offshore processors.
Catcher/processors.

Motherships.

Inshore “permanently moored" floating processing plants.

Onshore processing plants.

opo o

(Categories a and b must include both trawl and fixed gear (longline, pot, etc. ) components.)

3. The model should allow "prediction” of economic and operational performance, by sector, by
area, on a monthly (or at a minimum, quarterly) basis, in the following terms:

Maximization of revenues (gross minus variable costs, net)

Product mix.

Employment (labor demand by product output)

Simulate (predict) production cost relationships

Sensitivity to input and output price signals (output price response would be
dependent upon work done by others, e.g., grad student, but should be potentially
integrated into the model). The behavior of each DAP sector must reflect the
simultaneous activities of all of the others.

papop
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4. Having characterized the status quo, simulations will be performed for each of the proposed
alternatives which will "predict” the probable reaction (as measured by the economic and
operational variables of the simulation) of each sector to inshore-offshore policy changes.

S. All work will be done in close coordination with the inshore/offshore technical team and it
is expected that by the end of the contract, selected members of the technical team will be
fully familiar with the workings and maintenance of the model to use it as a tool on other
groundfish problems in the future. Mr. Arnarson will deliver a computer model in suitable
format to the contractor.

Schedule

Mr. Arnarson will commence work on or about March 15, 1990. He is encouraged to attend the
North Pacific Fishery Management Council’s Fishery Planning Committee meeting on March 16 in
Seattle, Washington.

Mr. Arnarson will work in cooperation with Dr. Lewis Queirolo of the NMFS AFSC who is the
section leader for the economic component of the inshore-offshore analysis. The work will extend
for about three months ending on or about June 15, 1990. It is expected that Mr. Arnarson will
program and test the model in the first two months and that data inputs and results will occur in the
third month. It is expected that to meet this schedule an assistant programmer will be made available
to work with Mr. Arnarson.

Mr. Arnarson will produce a written report on his model and results for integration into the overall
economic study. This report must be available in draft form by 1 June 1990 allowing time for editing
final approval by the end of the contract.



AGENDA C-6(c)
JUNE 1990

PACIFIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION

2301 8.W. FIRST AVENUE, SUITE 200, PORTLAND, OREGON 97201
PHONE (503) 326-7025 FAX (503) 326-7033

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR May 15, 1990

GUY N. THORNBURGH
Impact Assessment, Inc.
Contract 90-46

This agreement is between Impact Assessment, Inc, and the Pacific States Marine
Fisheries Commission (PSMFC) for providing social impact analysis of impacts of
inshore/offshore allocations in the groundfish fisheries off Alaska.

Social impact assessments are the product of analyses of the social consequences of
projects or policies, The purpose and logic of the analyses are the same as those for
the other elements of the environmental impact analysis: to determine (social)
conditions in areas likely to be affected by the planning or policy-making proposed, to
roject future (social) effects of current management actions, and to estimata the
social) effects on a local, regional, and national scale if various management
alternatives are implemented.

Services Rendered

Impact Assessment, Inc, will:
Phase L

1. Prepare secondary data profiles of six reglonal communities (St. Paul,

Dutch Harbor/Akutan, Sand Point, Kodiak, AK; Seattle/Ballard (or
Bellingham), WA; and Newport, OR).

2, Prepare an indepth social profile of the Kodiak community which will
include: a detailed demography of the community, its people, industry,
and social and cultural factors.

This social impact analysis will be conducted in three phases, which are dependent on
funding, Phaselincludes the preparation of six outline community profiles as
defined by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council's analytical team, Italso
includes preparation of an indepth profile of one community and initial development
of a “baseline” database for analysis.

Phase II will encompass the preparation of five other indfﬁth community profiles and
completion of a “baseline” database for analysis. Phase I1I, will include community
impact analysis of the inghore/offshore management alternatives as defined by the
North Pacific Council. The combination of these three phases will resultin a .
comprehensive social impact anal&sis of the inshore/offshore issue as well as a social

impact database that could serve the Council’s needs in future allocative and limited
access projecta.

Should additional funding become available the following services will be rendered:

“To promote the conservation, dcveloément and management of Pacific coast
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3. Prepare indepth community profile for St. Paul, Dutch Harbor/Akutan,
Sand Point, AK; Seattle/Ballard (or Bellingham), WA; and Newport, OR.

4, Complete social impact database for use by PSMFC or Council,

Phase III
6. Analyze social impacts of inshore/offshore management alternatives on
identified communities.

6. Evaluate community impacty un a local, regional and national scale.

IAI will produce a written report on the sacial impact analysis for integration into the
inshore/offshore amendment package. The written report should be available both in
hard copy and in WordPerfect format.

dul

Imract Assessment, Inc. (IAI) will commence work u;on approval of this contract.

IAI will work with advice and guidance of Dr. Peter Fricke, of the National Marine
Fisheries Service - Washington, D.C. Additional coordination and guidance willbe 7~
provided by Mr. Steve Davis, of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council - :
Anchorage, AK. The following deadlines have been agreed upon (subject to available

funding):
July 15, 1990 Phage, item 1 due, (camera ready, plus 20 copies),
August 21, 1890 Phase , item 2 due, (camera ready, plus 20 copies),
October 15, 1990 Phase I, five indepth community profiles due.
November §, 1980 Phase III, draft analysis to Fricke/Davis for review and

comment
November 10, 1990 Comments back to IAI

November 15, 1990 Final analysis available for distribution to Council.
(Camera ready, plus 20 copies).

December 5, 1990 ?mg lpresentation of social impact analysis to Council
amily,
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AGENDA C-6(d)
JUNE 1990

F/CM1i: PHF: 427-2338:2/27/90

Gulf of Alaska/Bering Sea Groundfish
INSHORE/OFFSHORE ALLQOCATIONS PROPOSAL
Requirements £for Social Impact Assessment

Introduction

The Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MFCMA)
of 1976, as amended, requires "the preparation and
implementation, in accordance with national standaxrds, of fishery
management plans which will achieve and maintain, on a continuirg
basis, the optimum yield from each fighery" [MFCMA Sec. 2(b)(4)].
The Act defines optimum yield as "the amount of figh -

(A) which will provide ths greatest overall benefit

to the Nation, with particular reference to food

production and recreational opportunities; and

(B) which i3 prescribed as such on the basis of the

maximum sustainable yield from such fighery, as

modified by any relevant economic, social, or

ecological faotor* [MPCMA S8ec.3(18)].

Congress chose this language in part to conform with the
National Environmental Poliocy Act (NEPA) of 1969. NEPA requires
Federal agencies to considex the interactions of natural and
human environments, and the impacts on both systems of any
changes. This is to be done through the use of "a systematioc,
interdisiplinary approach which will insurxe the integrated use of
the natural and social and the environmental design arts in
planning and in decisiorimaking” [NEPA Sec. 102(2)(a)].
Environmental impact aseessments thus are required to reflaect
ecological, economic, and social impacts of any Federal planning
or rulemaking. In timee when resourcesg are abundant and all
human uses can be gatisfiead without overexploiting the resource,
impact assessments typically described impacts on the natural
environment., As exploitation of the rescurce approachas maximum
sustainable limits and allocation between human user groups
becomes necessary, impact assessments are broadened to inocluds
full consideration of impacts on the human environmant.

The MFCMA reflects this approach in its prohibition on
overfishing standard [MFCMA Sec 301(a)(1)] and the fairx and
equitable allocation standard [MFCMA Sec 301(a)(4)). Where a
"system for limiting access to the fishery in order to achieve
optimum yield" (MFCMA Sec. 303(b)(6)] is deemed necessary, the
Act requires the Secretary and Counoil to consider the social and
aconomic impacts of the system in depth., Specifically, an impact
assesament of the following factors is required:

“(A) present participation in the fishery;

(B) historical figshing practices in, and dependence on,

the fishery;

(C) the economics of the fishery;

(D) the capability of fishing vessels used in the fishery
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to engage in other fisheries;
(E) the cultural and social framework relevant to the
fishery, and

(F) any other relevant considerations “ [MFCMA Sec.
303(b)(6)].

In the cass of the proposed "Inshore-0ffshore Amendment”,
there is some evidence that allocation between user groups is
necessary to prevent of overfishing and provide for the fair and
equitable digtribution of benefits. For this reason, a full
range of impact assessments - ecological, economic, and social -
will bs necessary to meet MFCMA and NEPA requirements.

Social Impact Assassment (SIA)

Social impact assessments are the product of analyses of the
social consequences of projects or policies. The purpose and
logic of the analysis are the same as for the other elements of
environmental impact analysis: to determine {gocial] conditions
in areas likely to be affected by the planning or policymaking
proposad, to project future [social) effeots of the current
- nanagement actions, and then estimate the {social] effeocts on a
lccal, regional, and national scale if various management
alternatives are implemented. The analysis attempts to answer
basic queations such as: who is affeocted? what will happen to
those psople affected by the proposed actions? why and where will
they be affacted? what will change under each alternative? how
will any of the proposed changes affect soclal systems and the
stability of thess systems?

While aconomic impact analysis focuses on issues of economic
efficiency and the distributional aspects of resource eupply and
demand, prices, and employment, social impact assessment
considexs the social and cultural aspects of changes in
employment-unemployment, community and industry dsvelopment.

Both impact assessments are interzelated and share some
overlapping sociceconomic data sets, but their foci are different
and each adds to the decisionmaking information needed by a
resource manager. The eoconomic¢c analysis is an efficiency
analysis which asks how industry profits and costs will be
affected. The social impact analyeis explores the impacts upon
people and communities affected by the management or poliocy
decigsion. The bridging data sets, which form sociceconomic
assessments to which both analyses contribute, examine the
impacts upon employees of affected fishing industry operations
and related infrastructure components. The relationship of these
elemente is shown in Figure 1.

Managing the SIA

The instinctive reaction of researchers is to gather as much
data as possible; this is not necessary for the purposes of an
SIA. To manage an SIA effectively, three principles should be
adhered to. First, the foocus should be on the major social

S
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FIGURE 1.

* Types of inputs, * Plan-induced changes * Damography of
outputs, & production in income, employment affected commu-
processeas * BEffect on business nities, peopls,
* Trends in commodity activity industry
prices & costs of raw * Infrastructure * Cultural and
materials, labox capacity social factors:
* Monetary & other * Resource & use trends - lifestyles
benefits & costs, * Labor force stability - norms, values
expreased as present * Extent of economic- - land/sea use
net value ally induced migzration - social system
* Implied resource * Income distribution - native Ameri-
trade-offs of each * Local revenue changes cans
alternative * How proposed
* Margins of profit actions & their
fox industry sectors altezrnatives
in each alternative affect the

: above. elements
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issues revealed in the scoping process. These concerns and
issues may be augmented by others discoversd and considered
during the analysis, but most antiocipated social effects should
be identified during the scoping process to target the analysis
and reduce the need for additional exploration by the analyists,

Second, social effects variables should be sought in an
analytie rather than encyclopedic manner. Informatioa which
directly represents the identified concerns and issues should be
the focus of the data collection efforts, Too much data can
overwhelm decisionmakers and analyists; an SIA is not a doctoral
thesis or a license to hunt, and a bounded study will assist
researchers and/or congultants in producing a timely and
satisfaoctory SIA.

Third, before collecting new data, all existing data bases
should be examined, Often data useful for fishery management
SIAs is available in existing data bases gathered for other
purposes, §State and Federal census and survey materials on
communities and regions is usually available, often with local
interpretive analysis, Other environmental impact aggsesaments,
such as for oil development, will frequently yield important data
sets, Literature reviews of research studies, biographies and
higtories will also yield much social information. Thus the idea
should not be to gather as much new data as possible, but as
little new data as necessary to fill lacunae in other studies and
assessments and bring them up to date for the purposes of the
SIA.
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Broad Categories of Data Needed for the "Inshore-Offshore"” SIa

The Council has provided a series of alternative management
schemes for analysis (TOC I/Q - HLA/DOC, distributed 2/13/90) and
gndertgok &8 public scoping of the inshore/offshore allocation
issue in Degcember, 1989. Social variables for analysis need to
be q;awn from these two sources, prior to data collection and
teatlng.against the variables selected. The following broad
gg:eggfies of data and analysis are likely to be appropriate to

B L]

* Historioal participation in the fishery. This is a
description of the social aspects of the fishery over time,
including changes in the pattezns and technology of fishing and
fish-processing as they affected employment and communities,

* Demographics of industry, community, and zregion. This
population data, articulated by age, gender, education,
employment, household-size, and ethnicity, provides bhaseline
information against which proposed changes and their impacts can
be asasessed, .

* Community and industry profiles, These profiles
articulate community dependency on the fishing industzy and
“lifestyle" 1ssues. The social/annual /seasonal round of the
fishery is described and related to that of other fighing and
eoonomic/subgistence activities. Any recreational and
subsistence fishking likely to be affected is assessed and
participation descrided. Vessel and plant employment, seasonal
and year-round, is described. Stability/change of vessel and
plant ownership/operation is assessed, and alternative uses
oconsidered, Alternative employment opportunities are outlined,
and the relationship of fighing to overall employment in the
community/region described.

* Sociocultural issues., Traditional culture and values
agssociated with fishing and the fishery under analysis are
deacribed. Recreational and subsistence fighing are discussed if
they are not part of the community profiles.

From these broad categories of information, impaot
categories will be identified and selected, indicators assigned
and measured. These provide the materials for analysis. The
analyls could involve trend analysis for the status quo and other
alternativea, the development of dynamic system models, and/or
the estimation of impaot indicator values for alternatives.

These can then be used in sensitivity analyses for alternative
outcomes, crogs~impact analysis, and/or cumulative impact
analysis., The results of these analytical tests axe any
"gignificant" impact findings for esach alternative.

In evaluating the analysis, the "optimum" outcome for each
alternative is ranked, and weighted as approprxiate, and any

L4
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"trade-offs" are analyzed. The assessment is completsd with thne
identification of the preferred alternative.

Sources of data,

If this SIA is to be completed in line with the Council’s
proposed schedule, the use of secondary and tertiary source data
will be essential. Appropriate data bases include those of the
Bureau of Census’ decennial and quinguennial surveys of
population, employment and industry; state surveys conducted for
community development, labor statistics, health and human
services, budget, and education purposes eoxpand on the Bureau of
Census matexial and provide local interpretation of trends.

Material with specialized relevance to fisheries includas
that of the U.8. Minerals Management Sexrvices OCSEAP data base on
oil development impacts projected for Alaskan communities.

Alaska Department of Fish and Game hag specialized data bases on
commercial and asubsistence fisheries by community and region, andéd
like the U.8. Foxest Service and the U.S, Park Service, has
materials on reoreational fishing, Coastal 2one Management land
use plang, where available, provide another excellent source of
infromation on mazine related industry and employment. Genezxsal
literature reviews will produce community and regional studiss by
anthropologists, economists, geographers, and historians which
have germane information. Studies commissioned by communities
and community or regional organizations are also useful sources
although they may have a "promotional! slant.

State and NMFS vessel licensing data and information about
processing plants will provide some of the industry profile
information. This material will also be used in the economic
analysis. Production and product flow information in terms of
seagonality and employment will need to be obtained frem industry
and community sources.

Approximate costs.

For a SIA to he available in August and based on seoondary
and tertiary souxrce data, some Bix person-months of prinocipal
investigators’ time will be needed, A guesstimate would suggest
that salaries, overheads, etc. would cost some $60,000. An
additional §7,000 for travel from Seattle oxr Anchorage to the
sites at which data is kept will be necessary, and an estimated
$5,000 for computer and miscellansous costs will be required.
The total cost of such a study could be of the order of $72, 000,



AGENDA C-6(¢)
JUNE 1990

Summary Report
Fishery Planning Committee
May 25, 1990

Alaska Fisheries Science Center
Seattle, Washington

L INTRODUCTION

The meeting was convened at 8:35 a.m. by Chairman Joe Blum. Other members in attendance were
Rick Lauber, Bob Alverson, Larry Cotter, Ron Hegge, and John Peterson. Support staff in
attendance were Clarence Pautzke and Steve Davis, NPFMC; Jay Ginter, Lew Queirolo, Steve
Freese, and Jim Balsiger, NMFS; and Craig O’Connor, NOAA-GC. There were also over 60
members of the public in attendance.

I MORATORIUM

The FPC reviewed the draft Federal Register notice prepared by staff on the moratorium. The FPC
made revisions to text listed under the section heading "The Problem” and "The proposed and
possible alternative actions".  Specifically, the changes addressed concerns with the term
"overcapitalized”, and the need to expand the pipeline definition to include those vessels in the
process of sale or conversion at the time of the control date. Staff was directed to draft language and
make other technical revisions as necessary to incorporate the FPC’s recommendations.

The Committee briefly discussed the concept of applying the moratorium to all fisheries or some part
thereof as later determined by the Council. The FPC highlighted this issue as one that should be
addressed by the full Council as to whether it be included in the notice. The Committee also
reviewed the Council’s intended moratorium work schedule and recommended the addition of two
NEPA scoping sessions in Seattle and Kodiak (with teleconferences) during the summer.

III. INSHORE/OFFSHORE ALLOCATION

The FPC received an update on the progress of the analytical team on the analysis. It was noted that
with the generous contribution by industry to the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission, work
can begin on the social impact analysis (SIA). Several members requested a review of the SIA
outline and a better understanding of what information the analysis would provide to the Council.
This issue was placed on the agenda of the next FPC meeting.

FPCMTG.RPT 1 PK\Corresp



An update on the biological and economic analysis was also provided. Work is proceeding in
developing the biological database and economic models. Concerns were expressed by both members
of the analytical team and the committee over the inherent delays associated with the need to obtain
NMFS, NOAA, and OMB approval of the industry economic survey. The delays might require
rescheduling the amendment package deadline from December 1990 to April 1991. Chairman Blum
volunteered to discuss this matter with the Alaska Regional Director and will provide further
direction to staff on behalf of the committee as necessary.

The FPC received a copy of the Council’s most recent statement of the community development
quota concept and have scheduled discussion of this topic as it applies to inshore/offshore during its
next meeting.

Several points of concern were raised to the FPC by members of the public.

- Some members questioned the need to include Pacific cod in the inshore/offshore analysis
given that there is no current allocation problem with this fishery.

- Some members raised the issue of floating processing capacity (e.g., mothership or
catcher/processor declaring its intent to participate as an "inshore” operator as defined by the
Council). The fact that current committee rules would allow this mobile capacity to move
anywhere in the Gulf of Alaska or Bering Sea/Aleutians, or the fact that it can transfer from
inshore or offshore from year to year doesn’t address the Council’s stated preemption
problem.

- Some members raised the issue of placing historical JV catches with the inshore category.
They suggest limiting the focus of the analysis to the historical DAP sector only and should
JV catches be incorporated, that it is more appropriate for them to be added to the offshore
category.

" The FPC has tentatively scheduled to meet next in Juneau, July 18-19.

IV. ADJOURNMENT

The Chairman adjourned the meeting at 2:40 p.m.

FPCMTG.RPT 2 PK\Corresp



AGENDA C-6
JUNE 1990
SUPPLEMENTAL

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

DATE: June 19, 1990

SUBJECT: Inshore-Offshore Industry Projection Survey

ACTION REQUIRED

BACKGROUND

In April the Council directed the analytical team to prepare an industry-wide economic survey and
submit it to NOAA and OMB for approval. This survey, which will eventually reach all participants
in the groundfish fishery, provides basic economic information necessary for the regulatory impact
analysis.

Another important piece of information necessary for analysis will be industry sector projections of
future growth and development. The analytical team requests the Council’s approval of an industry
projection questionnaire that will be sent to industry associations or individuals representing the
following sectors:

- hook and longline catcher vessels delivering to "inshore processors"
- pot catcher vessels delivering to "inshore processors”

- catcher vessels delivering to "offshore processors"

- catcher/processors, probably separately trawl and fixed gear

- motherships

- "inshore floating processors"

- onshore plants

These questionnaires will provide the Council and analysts with an indication of how various sectors
expect to develop during the next three years. A list of associations will be developed at the meeting.
It is anticipated that these associations will contact their members and other sector associations in
providing the forecasts. A sample copy of a questionnaire is attached.

Agenda C-6 Supplemental HLA/MTG



Section VI. Forward projection
Category: Catcher/Processor (Trawl)

Please provide your best projection for the following questions, for each year: 1991, 1992,
and 1993. Assume that the groundfish fisheries in the EEZ off Alaska are managed under
current (1989-1990) regulations (roughly the same levels of TACs, bycatch caps, etc.) with
the addition of a ban on pollock roe-stripping.

1991 1992 1993
1. What will be the number of
factory trawlers in the
domestic groundfish fleet

2. The average length (LOA)
of these vessels?

3a. Do you anticipate a change from current patterns with respect to target species?
Indicate current target species.

1991 1992 1993
Bering Sea/Aleutians

Gulf of Alaska

If switch is expected, please indicate new target species and note rationale for the
anticipated switch.

Bering Sea/Aleutians

Gulf of Alaska

Rationale:

FUTURE.PRJ GP/MEETING



3b. Do you anticipate a change from current patterns with respect to product forms?
Indicate yes or no, by area.

1991 1992 1993
Bering Sea/Aleutians

'Gulf of Alaska

If yes, please indicate the change and note rationale for the anticipated switch.

Indicate change and rationale:

4a.  What are your current markets for pollock, Pacific cod, and other groundfish? List.

4b.  Will there be a significant shift in the primary markets for groundfish as a whole?
Indicate yes or no.

1991 1992 1993

If yes, please explain the forecasted shift and rationale.

FUTURE.PRJ GP/MEETING



5. Do you expect any new machinery, gear, or other technological development coming
on line that will improve the productivity or profitability of this type of operation?
Indicate yes or no.

1991 1992 1993

If yes, please explain the anticipated change and its impact (ie. a new filleting machine that
will increase throughput per hour by 10%).

6. If the pollock and cod fisheries in the EEZ off Alaska become unavailable to your
type of operation in the future, what alternative will your sector choose? If different
components of your sector are likely to pick different alternatives, please indicate
what percentage of your type of operation would fall in each category. -

1991 1992 1993

a. Target another species
within EEZ off Alaska
What species?

b. Move to another ground
Where?
C. Be unable to continue

operations (bankrupt)

d. Other

FUTURE.PRJ GP/MEETING



7. Do you anticipate a labor shortage? Indicate yes or no. ~

1991 1992 1993
8. From what state or area do you anticipate most of your future harvesting/processing ,
crews will come? .
1991 1992 1993
Comments on labor availability.
9. Are there any other nonmanagement changes that you anticipate occurring within ~

the next 3 years within these fisheries, assuming current management continues, that
you would like to address? Please use additional sheets if necessary.

FUTURE.PRJ GP/MEETING
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pPat Shanahan or Jeanne McKnight
McKnight & Company Public Relations
(206) 464~0884
Eric Eckholm
Pacifio Communications
(907) 586=3333
INSHORE HARVESTERS AND PROCESSORS DENOUNCE LATEST
PROPOSAL BY FAOTORY TRAWLER GROUP
In a move to protect the rights of the North Pacific
- in-shore groundfish fishery, tha North Pacific seafood
Cealitiamn haz donouncod a recaent racommendation made by the
K Alagka Factory Trawler Assoclation (AFTA) to the North
+ Pacific Fishery Management Council. Under tha
recommendation proposed by AFTA, the Council would exclude
tha catch history of former joint venture fishing vessels
when determining groundfish alleeations.
nIf the Council takes this recommendation seriously,
these fishermen might ag well tie up their beats," said John
Tani, a mpakesperaon for tha North Facific Seafood
Coalition. "Right now, 80 percent of thesa smaller boats
are delivering to in-shore plants. £ their catch histery
is given to off-shore lnterests, or not conaidered at all,
7~

these catcher vessels and the in-shore processors they sell

to will be sariously affected."
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Recommendation Dencunced
Page 2

In a letter sent teo the North Paeiflc Fishery
Management Council, AFTA has asked the Counecil to basa its
groundfish resource allocations on the 1989 domestlic
processors fishery (DAP), without taking into account the
catch history of the former joint-venture harvesters.

T# this method of allocation is adopted, these U.8.
catcher vessals would be excluded from future participation
in the North Pacific groundfish fishery, the Coalition
maintaing.

nour boats wera built in America and are owned and
crewed by U.8. citizens. We pioneered the North Pacific
groundfish fishery," asserted Doug Gorden, executiva
director of the American High Seas Fisheries Association,
and member of the North Pacific Seafood Coalition. "The
factory trawlcre would be happy to &ea us go, but we refuse
to give up our historical percentage of the catch."

The Council is also considering another alternative,
which the North Pacific Seafood Coalition supports.

This alternative would inolude dividing the jeint
venture catch history according to a review of tha fighery
from 1966 to 1989. Under this plan, 80 percent go to the
ine~shore interests and 20 percent to the off-ghore
interests.
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Recommendation Denounced
Paga 3
"Because 80 percent of the harvesting vessels deliver
their catch to in-shore plants, this alternative makes
perfect sense," said Iani.
The North Pacifric $eafood Coalition jis an organization
of in-shore fishermen and processors fxom Alaska,
Washington, Oregon and California. They have 40ined forces
to seek the equitable allocation of the North Pacific
groundfish resource between the in-shore catcher vessels and
the offeshore inaustrial factory trawles fleet, Members of
Faan the Coalition include the American High Seas Fisheries
o Assoclation, Fishing Vessel Owners Accociation and the
Pacific Seafood Processors Assoclation.
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