AGENDA C-9
APRIL 1990

MEMORANDUM

TO: Council, AP and SSC Members

FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke
Executive Director

DATE: April 16, 1990
SUBJECT: Amendment 19/14: Pollock Roe Stripping and/or Seasonal Apportionments
ACTION REQUIRED

Final action on Amendment 19/14 (pollock roe stripping and/or seasonal apportionments) to the Gulf
of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Fishery Management Plans.

BACKGROUND

At its December meeting, the Council approved the Amendment 19/14 Environmental
Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review subject to incorporation of SSC comments and several new
options. The document was made available for 30-day public review on March 9. An executive
summary is provided as item C-9(a). Draft sample regulations are included as item C-9(b). Public
comments received by the April 9 deadline and a summary are included as item C-9(c). The five
alternatives under consideration are:

1. Do nothing; maintain the status quo.

2. Prohibit the practice of roe-stripping in the pollock fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands, or portions thereof.

3. Require full utilization in the pollock fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands, or portions thereof.

4. Establish a seasonal apportionment schedule for pollock in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands, or portions thereof.

5. Prohibit pollock roe stripping and implement a seasonal apportionment schedule for pollock
in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, or portions thereof (a combination of
alternatives 2 and 4).

Alternatives 4 and 5 include options to: prohibit pollock fishing during the roe season in the Gulf
of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, or portions thereof; establish separate TACs for pollock
fishing during the roe and non-roe seasons in both areas, and restrict all Gulf of Alaska pollock trawl
fisheries to the use of midwater gear. '
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Any alternative other than the status quo would be submitted to the Secretary of Commerce for
approval and processed under the following target schedule:

April 27:
May 30:

June 5:

August 6:

Sept. 10:

Sept 25:

Oct 25:

Jan 1, 1991:

Agenda C-9

Council approves alternative other than status quo

Submittal of final EA/RIR to Secretary of Commerce for review and approval

Secretarial review begins
60 day public review period begins

Public review period ends

Secretarial review ends
Amendment approved or disapproved

Final regulations filed
Amendment 19/14 implemented

Groundfish fishery begins
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DRAFT AGENDA C-9(a)

SUMMARY OF EA/RIR/IRFA FOR AMENDMENTS 19 AND 14
TO THE
FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLANS FOR THE GROUNDFISH FISHERIES
OF THE GULF OF ALASKA
AND THE BERING SEA/ALEUTIAN ISLANDS

POLLOCK UTILIZATION IN THE GROUNDFISH FISHERIES OFF ALASKA

At its April 1989 meeting, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council requested that its
groundfish plan teams prepare an amendment addressing roe-stripping. The Council reviewed the
initial analysis in June and directed that a draft amendment package, including a draft environmental
assessment/regulatory impact review/initial regulatory flexibility analysis (EA/RIR/IRFA), be released
for public comment. The draft package was released in August.

In September, because of legal and procedural questions, the Council postponed action on this issue
and instructed staff to revise the analysis and include an option of quarterly apportionments of
pollock TACs. At that time the Council stated its intention to ban pollock roe-stripping and promote
full utilization. It also postponed further consideration of action to consider full utilization of
groundfish resources until more complete information on losses and discards is available. The
Council examined the revised amendment package in December, requested modifications to the
alternatives being analyzed, and recommended that it be distributed for public review as soon as
practicable such that the Council could take final action at their April, 1990 meeting. Should the
preferred alternative be other than the status quo, the package will be forwarded to the Secretary
of Commerce for approval and implementation.

Since the amendment, if approved, would not take affect until mid-1990, a period in which pollock
roe is no longer available, the Council took emergency action in December to regulate the 1990
pollock roe fishery. Specific measures recommended to the Secretary of Commerce include a
prohibition on roe-stripping in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and quarterly
apportionments of pollock TACs for the Western and Central Gulf of Alaska. The emergency rule
to prohibit roe-stripping in the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands was implemented
on February 16 and will be in place for a 90-day period which will extend beyond the roe season.
The quarterly apportionments of the Guif of Alaska TACs were implemented under existing authority
of the Regional Director to respond to a conservation emergency.

This document examines current pollock management in the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands with respect to the issues of roe-stripping and seasonal apportionments of
pollock TACs.

riptio t ti uti

One of the principal objectives of the Magnuson Act is to provide an opportunity for the U.S.
domestic fisheries to expand and replace the foreign and joint venture fisheries. The North Pacific
Fishery Management Council and the National Marine Fisheries Service have taken a variety of
actions to provide such an opportunity and to encourage the growth of domestic harvesting and
processing capacity in the groundfish fisheries off Alaska. These actions have been successful.
Capacity has increased rapidly in recent years and in 1990 the domestic groundfish industry is
expected to harvest and process the entire pollock TACs for both the Guif of Alaska and the Bering
Sea, but not for the Aleutian Islands.
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This growth has provided employment and income for a large number of people in the groundfish
industry and in support industries. The employment and income have resulted in increases in local.
regional, state, and national economic activity. This growth has also increased U.S. net exports of
fishery products.

However, because capacity continues to grow and has grown beyond the level necessary to fully utilize
the pollock TACs, the demands for pollock of all the participants in the groundfish industry cannot
be met and individual harvesting or processing operations are competing against each other for shares
of the limited pollock TACs. The first intense competition for pollock in the domestic fishery
occurred in the Gulf of Alaska in 1989. During the 1989 pollock roe fishery, factory/trawler and
mothership operations harvested about 32,000 mt of pollock, approximately 53% of the initial Gulf
of Alaska pollock TAC. This combined with an accelerated rate of harvest by vessels delivering to
shoreside processors resulted in all of the initial TAC for the Western and Central Gulf being taken
by the time the valuable roe fishery was closed in late March. Until the TAC was later increased,
no TAC was available either for the pollock fisheries that had been expected to occur later in the
year or for bycatch in other groundfish fisheries.

The unexpected level of competition by at-sea processors increased employment and income for those
dependent on these operations and naturally decreased income and employment for those dependent
on other sectors of the groundfish industry. The costs to the latter group were higher than they
would have been had the change in the competition been expected and planned for.

That experience in the Gulf clearly demonstrated that there was an allocation problem. The problem
was as follows: two or more fishing or processing operations wanted to use the same fish; the existing
mechanism for allocating the pollock TAC among competing uses was the race for fish; and some
people, including those that didn’t do as well as they had expected to do with this allocation
mechanism, didn’t think the resulting allocation of the pollock TAC among the competing uses was
appropriate. ,

There was not a similar situation in the BSAI in 1989, because the pollock TACs exceeded the
amount of pollock the domestic fishery wanted to use. However, due to the continued growth in
capacity, the NMFS adjusted domestic fishery requests for pollock exceed the 1990 Bering Sea
pollock TAC by about 556,000 mt or 43% and the requests are expected to exceed TAC by even
more in 1991 and beyond. Therefore, beginning in 1990, there is expected to be increasing
competition for shares of the pollock TACs. Note that although the requests did not exceed the
Aleutian Islands pollock TAC for 1990, they are expected to in the future. The expansion of the
pollock TAC allocation problem to the Bering Sea not only eliminates what some considered a simple
and low cost solution to the allocation problem in the Guilf, it intensified the problem in the Guif
because the increased competition in the Bering Sea will result in more at-sea processors operating
in the Gulf.

Because there is not sufficient pollock to meet the demands of all fishing and processing operations,
the issue of whose demands or plans for pollock will be met and the issue of the level of the TACs
are suddenly much more important. The increased importance of both of these issues has again
raised questions concerning the efficacy of using some of the pollock TAC to only produce roe.!
It has also raised questions concerning the appropriate seasonal distribution of catch. More

1 This use of pollock, which consists of stripping roe from female pollock and discarding all male
pollock and the carcasses of female pollock, is referred to as roe-stripping in this report.
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specifically it has resulted in the Council considering an amendment to the Gulf of Alaska and Bering
Sea/b?leutian Islands Groundfish FMPs in response to the following four potential management
probilems:

1. Roe-stripping may be a wasteful practice.
2. Roe-stripping may adversely affect the ecosystem as the resuit of additional discards.

3. Targeting on spawning populations may adversely affect the productivity of the
pollock stocks.

4. Roe-stripping and/or a large roe fishery may cause an inappropriate, unintended
allocation of the pollock TACs among seasons and types of processing (at-sea or
shorebased).

The following alternative amendments are being considered:
L Do nothing. Maintain the status quo.

2 Prohibit roe-stripping in the pollock fisheries in the Guif of Alaska and Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands or portions thereof.

3. Require full utilization of all pollock in the pollock fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska and
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands or portions thereof.

4, Implement a seasonal apportionment schedule for pollock to place limits on the
winter-early spring harvest in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands or
portions thereof.

s. Prohibit roe-stripping and implement a seasonal apportionment schedule for pollock
in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands or portions thereof (a
combination of Alternatives 2 and 4).

Alternatives 4 and § include the options to: prohibit pollock fishing during the roe season in either
the Gulf of Alaska or Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, establish separate TACs for the roe seasons in
both areas, and restrict all Guif of Alaska pollock trawl fisheries to the use of midwater gear.

The first alternative retains the race for fish as the allocation mechanism; however, the current FMPs
provide considerable authority to protect the stocks and alter the rules of the race. Neither a ban
on roe-stripping nor the requirement of full utilization can be implemented without an FMP
amendment. The other alternatives would retain the race for fish as the allocation mechanism but
with some explicit changes in the rules for the race. The changes would eliminate some operations
from the pollock fishery, increase the cost of the fishery to some or all operations, and, at least
temporarily, reduce the competition faced by some operations. The alternatives do not include the
use of the market mechanism to solve the allocation problem, that is to efficiently allocate the TACs
among competing uses.
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Ana of the Issues

By addressing the following five questions, information is provided that can be used to evaluate
alternative management measures including some that can only be taken by amending the FMPs and
some that may be possible without an amendment.

L Is roe-stripping a wasteful practice?
2. Does roe-stripping adversely affect the ecosystem as the result of additional discards?

3. What is the effect on the productivity of the pollock stocks of a roe season fishery
that may be highly concentrated in both time and space and that may target on female
pollock?

4, What effects does the timing of the pollock fishery have on the bycatch of crab and
halibut?

S. What effects does the timing of the pollock fishery have on the populations of sea
lions and other marine mammals?

1. -stripping a wastefu ctice?

Public support for a ban on roe-stripping has been considerable. Much of this support results from
the perception that roe-stripping is wasteful simply because it may result in increased discards and
a lower total product recovery rate relative to operations which extract roe and other products, or
operations which produce other products but not roe. Defining waste strictly in terms of foregone
product weight, instead of in terms of the foregone net benefits is inappropriate and can result in
misleading conclusions because the benefits and costs of producing different products are ignored.
These costs and benefits should be defined as broadly as is appropriate given the Council's goals and
objectives, the MFCMA, and other applicable Federal regulations and directives.

Under this more general definition of waste, all waste is ultimately measured in broadly defined
economic terms; the focus is on the current and future benefits that can be obtained from a given
pollock TAC; and roe-stripping is not necessarily wasteful.

The conclusions drawn from information provide by the industry and from NMFS catch data are as
follows: (1) the benefits per metric ton of pollock catch vary significantly among individual operations
for each use of pollock; (2) the benefits per metric ton are higher for some roe-stripping operations
than for some other types of operations; (3) in the Gulf, roe-stripping operations as a whole in 1989
had substantially higher benefits per metric ton of catch than did other operations as a whole for
either the year or the first quarter in terms of gross and net wholesale values and employment cost,
but lower benefits in terns of employee days; (4) in the BSAI, roe-stripping operations as a whole
in 1989 had substantially higher benefits per metric ton of catch than did other operations as a whole
for the year in terms of gross wholesale values, employee days, and employment cost, but lower
benefits in terns of net wholesale value, and roe-stripping operations as a whole also had lower gross
wholesale value per metric ton of catch than did other operations as a whole for the first quarter;
and, therefore, (5) it cannot be concluded that roe-stripping was a wasteful use of pollock in 1989
or that it will be in 1990 and beyond.
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| 2. Does roe-stripping adversely affect the ecosystem as the result of additional discards?

Seafood processing discard is a major environmental concern. All discards other than live fish are
considered a pollutant, and as such may not be dumped into the marine environment of the United
States (including all EEZ waters) unless approved by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Given that: (1) processing of pollock for surimi and other accepted product forms already accounts
for discard of hundreds of thousands of metric tons of waste; (2) processing of other groundfish
contributes substantial discard; (3) the incidental catch of prohibited species must also be discarded:;
(4) catches of undersized or otherwise undesirable fish or other marine organisms are often discarded,
it appears that the incremental discard of pollock from roe-stripping operations may not be significant
relative to other practices common to the groundfish fisheries in the Bering Sea and the Gulf of
Alaska. Current indications are that the amount and type of processing discharge are not negatively
impacting the environment, except possibly in confined areas. Such occurrences and other adverse
effects of additional discharges of processing waste would be reduced if existing EPA requirements
were more closely adhered to, specifically if all discards were ground into particles less than 0.5 inch.
Therefore, the conclusion is that roe-stripping does not adversely affect the ecosystem.

3. at are the tivity effects on t tocks of a season fishery which is
concentrated i ime and s whic target o ?

The productivity of a fishery can be measured biologically and economically, that is, in terms of catch,
product weight, and net benefits over time. In terms of the wise use of the resources, net benefit is
the most comprehensive measure of productivity for the same reasons that foregone net benefit is
a better measure of waste than is foregone product weight. However, because catch over time is a
critical factor in determining net benefits, the first part of this section focuses on the potential effects
of a roe fishery on future productivity measured in terms of catch, that is, biological productivity.

Note that the question being addressed in this section deals with the effects of a roe season fishery,
not with the effects of roe-stripping, per se. There are two reasons for this. First, one of the
alternatives being considered is intended to limit the roe season fishery without banning roe-stripping.
Second, although the timing of the harvest, the compression of the harvest in time and space, and
the disproportionate harvest of females are among the factors that may affect the sustainable yield
of the pollock stocks, they are primarily determined by the size of the roe fishery and not by the types
of processing that occur during the roe fishery.

3.1  Effects on sustainable catch
3.1.1 the timi t

A preliminary analysis (Collie 1989) showed that growth outstrips mortality in the early years but falls
behind at age S. Under this set of conditions, there is no advantage (increased yield) to harvesting
late in the year versus early in the year.

3.1.2  Effect of fishing mortality occurring over a short time period

These stocks are not thought to be directly affected by fishing mortality occurring over a short time
period. Rather potential negative effects are associated with overharvest of the TAC. The potential
for exceeding TAC can be decreased by the recently implemented observer program and expanded
reporting requirements. If necessary, this potential can be further reduced by improving inseason
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monitoring. The use of conservative TACs greatly reduces the potential for overfishing when TACs
are exceeded. Therefore, the major concern is not the compressed season, per se, but rather that
the fishery occurs during the spawning season.

3.1.3 ffect ishing duri awnj

Whether concentration of fishing effort during the spawning season would lead to a decrease in the
equilibrium size of the Gulf and eastern Bering Sea stocks is an open question. At least one
theoretical model suggests that this is a possibility, given the stock-recruitment relationship assumed
in the model (see Appendix IT). However, the same model indicates that even though equilibrium
stock size would be expected to decrease, the impact on the acceptable catch level is less clear; catch
could be higher or lower than in the case of uniform effort distribution. Again, it is noted that this
model presents an example of conditions which would result in the decrease of equilibrium stock size,
and is not necessarily representative of current pollock stock dynamics.

Without a well-defined stock-recruitment relationship and an understanding of all the factors affecting
recruitment, definite conclusions regarding the impacts of targeting on spawning pollock cannot be
made.

3.14 Effect of targeting on females

The impact of this removal to future recruitment is difficult to evaluate. If intra-species competition
plays a significant role in controlling pollock stock production, minor reductions in egg concentrations
may be advantageous for survival of the young. If, on the other hand, density independent factors
are the major coatrolling factors influencing survival during the early life history period, the additional
mortality caused by fishing may be deleterious to the stock. Until the relative importance of density
dependent and density independent processes can be quantified, it is difficult to anticipate the net
result of egg removals to the stock.

Appendix III suggests that targeting on females could unbalance the sex ratio of the stock under high
exploitation rates. This could be a factor in the Bering Sea where the exploitation rate is greater
than 15%, but probably is not an issue in the Guif where exploitation is less than 10%. Note that
fishermen reported less success in targeting on females in the Bering Sea than in the Guif, reducing
the importance of this factor in the Bering Sea.

3.1.5 Localized depletion

One potential impact of concentrating fishing activities on spawning concentrations of pollock is the
localized depletion of discrete stocks. At the current time there is insufficient information to define
localized stock boundaries.

3.16 Conclusions

Current understanding of pollock stock dynamics does not permit clear-cut conclusions about the
biological impacts of a roe fishery. The research that has been conducted does not indicate that there
are significant adverse impacts. The probability of adverse impacts occurring has not been considered
to be sufficiently high by the Council, NMFS, ADF&G, or the industry for them to fund research
projects that might provide more definitive results. Although there have been large or dominant
pollock roe fisheries for many years, the issue of adverse biological impacts has apparently not
warranted such research.
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3.2 ffects on the sustainable economic vield of th fishe

:I'lie effect of a roe fishery on the sustainable economic yield of the pollock fishery is determined by
its effects on both sustainable catch and the net benefit per unit of catch.

The conclusions based on information provided by the industry and NMFS catch data are as follows:
(1) in the Gulf, estimated benefits per metric of catch during the first quarter compared to those later
in the year are 18% higher in terms of gross wholesale value, 90% higher in terms of net wholesale
value, 4% higher in terms of employment costs, but 12% lower in terms of employee days; (2) in the
BSAL estimated benefits per metric of catch during the first quarter compared to those later in the
year are 22% higher in terms of gross wholesale value, 35% higher in terms of net wholesale value,
11% higher in terms of employee days, but 1% lower in terms of empioyment cost; therefore, (3) a
transfer of catch from the first quarter to later in the year would substantially reduce three out of
four measures of benefits in both areas and substantially reduce the economic viability of the
domestic pollock fishery; and (4) net wholesale value would have been higher with the actual 1989
GOA pollock fisheries all scaled back by 50% than with the actual level of catch but without a roe
season fishery.

In considering the distribution of benefits between those who benefit from catch for at-sea processing
and those who benefit from catch for onshore processing, it should be noted that there was also a
difference in the proportion of catch delivered to shoreside processing plants during roe fisheries and
during non-roe pollock fisheries later in 1989. The difference was substantial in the GOA but
minimal in the BSAI. PacFIN data indicate that 42.5% and 21.5% of the pollock catch was delivered
to shoreside processing plants, respectively, for the GOA and BSAI roe season fisheries. The
corresponding values for the rest of the year were 99.8% and 22.8%. As capacity continues to
increase, the seasonal difference in the distribution of catch between at-sea and shoreside processing
is expected to decrease in the Guif.

Even without quantifying income and employment impacts it is clear that if jobs and, hence, income,
are created or maintained in communities that participate in shoreside processing (for example,
Kodiak) jobs will be lost in the at-sea processing sector. It is not possible to characterize a job in one
community as "superior” to a job in a different community.

The late winter/early spring fishery which targets on roe-bearing pollock is primarily an off-bottom
trawl fishery with low bycatch rates for halibut and crab. Later in the year, pollock tend to be found
on or near the bottom. The target gear, bottom trawls, can encounter significantly greater numbers
of halibut and crab if fished "hard on bottom". Thus, any management measures which seek to limit
the spring pollock fishery and apportion quota to the latter part of the year will tend to result in
higher bycatch rates for crab and halibut if, as a consequence, a smaller proportion of the groundfish
harvest is taken with gear that is fished off-bottom. This would result in greater crab and halibut
mortality in the pollock fishery and/or decreased groundfish catch depending on when the bycatch
caps would be taken with and without such a change in the seasonality of the pollock fisheries.
Bycatch would not be expected to exceed established limits.

Because the bottom trawl halibut PSC cap in the GOA is expected to be taken regardless of any

change in the seasonality of the pollock fishery, the major cost of a change in seasonality would be
in terms of foregone groundfish catch and increased fishing costs, with the latter resulting both from
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earlier area closures and from additional efforts by the fleet to reduce bycatch rates. If the PSC caps
in the BSAI are constraining regardless of the seasonality of the pollock fishery, the same would be
true in the BSAI This is likely to be the case due to the expansions of the domestic fisheries and
the domestic observer program.

5.

National Marine Mammal Laboratory (NMML) research indicates that the recent declines in
northern sea lion abundance in Alaska are linked, at least in part, to changes in either the quality or
quantity of prey available. It is hypothesized that walleye pollock roe fisheries may be contributing
to these declines for at least the following reasons.

1. These fisheries target on dense aggregations of gravid female walleye pollock, which
for sea lions are easy to catch (because of their concentration) and may be the most
nutritional form of pollock.

2 These fisheries occur in the late winter and early spring, a time when pregnant adult,
and newly weaned juvenile northern sea lions would be very vulnerable to nutritional
stress.

These remain hypotheses to be tested because evidence linking population declines of these marine
mammals to declines in prey availability is insufficient at this time to suggest such a cause-effect
relationship.

t ati

The analysis contained herein may be summarized with respect to the four identified management
problems. With respect to the discard issue (problems 1 and 2), Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 directly
reduce or eliminate the amount of discard associated with pollock through regulatory controls on the
type of processing that may occur. The amount of processing discard under Alternative 4 may be less
than under the status quo depending on the seasonal dates and apportionments chosen. The
potential changes in the quantity, geographical location and timing of waste discharge are likely to
be undetectable against the background of general processing waste discharge and the ability of the
ecosystem to recycle organic material.

With respect to the pollock productivity issue (problem 3), Alternatives 4 and 5 will affect the timing
of the pollock harvest directly and Alternatives 2 and 3, indirectly. The biological impacts are
dependent on the form of the spawner-recruit relationship, the current stock status, and density
independent factors. Appendices I-III provide examples of conditions under which roe-stripping can
effect changes in the spawning stock, but these examples are simplified and do mot necessarily
represent current stock dynamics. Current understanding of pollock stock dynamics does not permit
clear-cut conclusions about the biological impacts of a roe fishery.

With respect to the issue of inappropriate allocation of pollock among seasons and processors
(problem 4), information provided by processors who processed pollock in 1989, indicates that, under
the market and fishery conditions that existed, roe-stripping was a relatively high valued use of
pollock. Results also indicate that transferring catch from the roe season fishery to a later fishery
can adversely affect the profitability of the pollock fishery.
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Shifting the fishery to later in the year could increase the bycatch rates for halibut and crab, relative
to the status quo, if the fall fishery were prosecuted primarily with bottom trawls fished hard on
bottom rather than with midwater trawls which tend to have much lower bycatch rates for crab and
halibut. Because the bottom trawl halibut PSC cap in the GOA is expected to be taken regardless
of any change in the seasonality of the pollock fishery, the major cost of a change in seasonality
would be in terms of foregone groundfish catch and increased fishing costs, with the latter resulting
both from earlier area closures and from additional efforts by the fleet to reduce bycatch rates. If
the PSC caps in the BSAI are constraining regardless of the seasonality of the pollock fishery, the
same would be true in the BSAL This is likely to be the case due to the expansions of the domestic
fisheries and the domestic observer program. Any increase in bycatch would be limited by the
established PSC caps. Alternatively, the Council may require that a fall fishery for pollock be
prosecuted only with midwater trawis.

Shifting the harvest to later in the year may also temporarily redistribute income from at-sea
processors to shoreside processors in the Gulf of Alaska, particularly those located close to the fishing
grounds, but this effect will likely be short-lived as domestic processors expand their demand for
pollock.

Enforcement of a prohibition on roe-stripping, as defined by Alternative 2 or 5, will be difficult.
Regulations would require some amount of pollock product other than roe to be onboard should an
enforcement agent wish to inspect a vessel carrying pollock roe. Depending on enforcement policy
and practice, the latitude given vessel captains and plant foremen may render enforcement either
ineffective or prohibitively expensive.

Enforcement of a requirement to have meal plants onboard at-sea processing vessels will not be
difficult. Verifying that all processing by-product is reduced to meal, however, may be extremely
difficult, particularly in the absence of 100% observer coverage. Likewise, determining that all
shorebased waste product is going to the local meal plant may prove troublesome. Enforcement of
a requirement to deliver processing waste to other at-sea processors or to shorebased processors will
be geared to the effectiveness of the Council’s observer program and domestic logbook program.

It is difficult to identify both the intent of a ban on roe-stripping and the regulations that would
assure that the intent is met. It is clear that the intent includes a ban on operations that only intend
to extract roe. It is not clear that the intent is to prevent operations from occasionally discarding
pollock when equipment failure or exceptional catch rates preclude that operation’s normal utilization
of its catch. Neither is the intent clear with respect to what other products and what quantities of
those products define acceptable utilization behavior. As suggested in the analysis of Alternative 3,
depending upon the particular options selected by the Council to deal with issues of "surplus” or
"unmarketable® product, enforcement of a full utilization regulation may be extremely complex and
costly.

A more detailed summary of the analysis by Alternative suggests the following:
t ive 2: Ba -
Environmental Impacts
In the Bering Sea, pollock harvest would be spread more uniformly over the year, at least initially,

until the fishing capacity of vessels that utilized more than just roe increased and compensated for
the initial reduction caused by roe-only boats leaving the roe season fishery. However, unless the
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amount of catch taken for roe-stripping increases substantially from the 1989 level in the absence of
a ban, this effect would not be large. In the Guif of Alaska, given current catch and production
capacity and stock abundance, there will likely be no discernible shift in the timing of the harvest.
In effect, there is sufficient harvesting and processing capacity to take the entire quota early in the
fishing year, irrespective of regulations on roe-stripping.

Crab and halibut bycatch could increase if fishing effort displaced from the relatively low bycatch, roe
fishery transferred that effort to a on-bottom fishery. This would be mitigated in the long term as
capacity to utilize more than roe increased and once again enabled the fleet to fuily prosecute the
stocks in a spring, midwater fishery. It would also be mitigated by the PSC caps that are in place.

The change in discards would be small in comparison to the overall level of discards from the
groundfish fisheries under "normal" processing and would not be expected to affect the productivity
of the ecosystem.

Economic Impacts

As noted above, a ban on roe-stripping would replace some individual operation or groups of
operations that produce relatively high benefits per ton of pollock catch with some operations that
produce lower benefits.

Vessels not equipped to process pollock beyond roe extraction (H&G) numbered nine in the Gulf
of Alaska and 16 in the Bering Sea in 1989. These vessels would be eliminated from the pollock
fishery with an estimated loss in gross revenue of about $21 million. Processors other than H&G
vessels who stripped roe in 1989 would have lost an additional $12 million in gross revenue if they
had not produced roe. The latter losses would be offset to some unknown extent by income
generated by production of additional product forms. Additional costs would be imposed on vessels
to upgrade their processing capacity for more than roe-extraction. This could impact more heavily
smaller vessels that do not have as much room for expanded machinery.

Banning roe-stripping in the BSAI would reduce, at least temporarily, the pace of the fishery which
would help to alleviate any shortage of pollock available to processors outside the roe season.
However, in 1989 only 29,700 mt were taken for roe-stripping, so a ban in 1989 would have resulted
in at most 29,700 mt of additional pollock being available later in the year. This could be a short
term result nullified by additional capacity, capable of fuller utilization, entering the roe fishery.
Because the pollock TAC in the Gulf of Alaska is so small and the capacity of processors that can
process more than roe is so large, banning roe-stripping would probably not have guaranteed the
opportunity for directed fisheries on pollock after the roe season.

N tive 3;: Require full utilization of polloch
Environmental Impacts

Current indications are that the amount and type of processing discharge associated with the pollock
fisheries are not negatively impacting the environment, except possibly in confined areas. Such
occurrences and other adverse effects of additional discharges of processing waste would be reduced
if existing EPA requirements were more closely adhered to, specifically if all discards were ground
into particles less than 0.5 inch. Therefore, the resulting reduction in discards is not expected to
increase the productivity of the ecosystem.
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Requiring (ull utilization would eliminate more of the present fleet than just a ban on roe-stripping,
at least until the capacity for full utilization compensates for the initial reduction. The concomitant

increase in fishing effort at other times of the year and in on-bottom fisheries could impact the
bycatch of crab and halibut.

Economic Impacts

Requiring full utilization will impose costs on the processing industry to retool for fuller utilization
as it is eventually defined by the Council. Additional onboard and shorebased reduction capacity will
be necessary. Capital costs of such expansion are about $1 million per 100 mt/day capacity. An
average at-sea reduction plant would cost approximately $1.5 million and an average shoreside plant
$8 million. The capital cost of the required meal plants is estimated to be about $50 million.

Catch in the domestic pollock fishery would be limited by existing meal plant capacity. The
production of many at-sea and shoreside processors would be reduced until their meal plant capacity
is significantly increased.

Requiring reduction to fish meal would almost double the world supply of whitefish meal and could
cause price reductions that would jeopardize the economic viability of existing meal plants and
increase the extent to which new meal plants would have to be subsidized by the profitable
components of the pollock operations.

Enforcement difficulties would be compounded by a need to assure that all processing waste is
delivered to meal plants.

ternative 4: al a jonment
Environmental Impacts

Current understanding of pollock stock dynamics does not permit clear-cut conclusions about the
biological impacts of a roe fishery. The research that has been conducted does not indicate that there
are significant adverse impacts. The probability of adverse impacts occurring has not been considered
to be sufficiently high by the Council, NMFS, ADF&G, or the industry for them to fund research
projects that might provide more definitive results. Although there have been large or dominant
pollock roe fisheries for many years, the issue of adverse biological impacts has apparently not
warranted such research.

To the extent that the fishery is shifted to a later year fishery using trawls fished hard on bottom,
bycatch of halibut and crab could increase. Any such increases would be limited by the existing PSC
caps. In some cases, the established caps would prevent a change in the seasonality of the pollock
fishery from having any effect on the level of bycatch.

Economic Impacts

Semi-annual or quarterly allocations would have reduced the amount of pollock taken in the 1989
Gulf of Alaska pollock roe fishery but would have had little impact on the Bering Sea fishery.

Quarterly apportionments of pollock in 1989 would have caused a reallocation of catch from the
GOA to the BSAL The share of the GOA catch going to shoreside processors would have increased.
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In 1990 and beyond, any shift in catch from the first quarter to later in the year is expected to
decrease the profitability of the pollock fishery because the estimated gross and net wholesale values
per metric ton of catch are substantially higher in the first quarter than later in the year. Quarterly
allocations could increase the loss by concentrating more of the first quarter fishery early in the
quarter before the roe is in peak condition.

Effort would be expected to shift to other fisheries as seasonal pollock closures occur. This could
lead to a shortening of seasons in other target fisheries. Quarterly apportionments would eventually
result in four short fishing periods at the beginning of each quarter. This would increase operating
costs.

If increased bycatch rates lead to closure of the pollock fishery or other groundfish fisheries before
attainment of the TAGCs, gross exvessel revenue will be foregone, or if the groundfish fleets take
additional actions to reduce bycatch rates, costs will increase. If the seasons are adjusted to eliminate
the roe fishery, the benefits associate with approximately $50 million of pollock roe exports to Japan
would be eliminated.

ternative S: ibition on roe-strippi asonal a i

The environmental and economic impacts associated with adoption of this alternative are
approximately the same as those described under Alternatives 2 and 4.

It should be recognized that even without this amendment the Council may be able to control the
amount of harvest effort on prespawn pollock by regulatory amendment; this course of action could
be taken by the Secretary of the Commerce under the fishing season framework adopted under
Amendments 18 and 13 to the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea FMPs. In this case, the Council could
change the pollock fishing season so that it commences on, say, May 1, effectively eliminating a roe-
only fishery.

Concluding Remarks

The issue being addressed is the appropriate allocation of pollock TACs among types of fishing and
processing operations and among different seasons. The appropriate allocation is that which
maximizes the net value of the pollock fishery, where value is broadly defined to be consistent with
Council goals and objectives, the MFCMA, and other Federal regulations. The allocation can affect
the value of the pollock fishery through its effects on the sustainable TACs and through its effects
on value per metric ton. Whether or not there is sufficient biological information to determine the
first type of effects, a significant part of the problem before the Council is assuring that the value per
metric ton of catch is not significantly reduced by an incorrect allocation of pollock among competing
uses.

The alternatives being considered are part of a large set of alternative management measures that
can be used to influence the allocation of pollock among these uses. The difficulty with most of
these alternatives, including those being considered, is that a tremendous amount of information is
needed by the Council to make the right allocation decisions and much of the required information
is not available. Also, even if the Council makes the "correct" allocation decision in 1990, it does not
necessarily follow that a similar scheme would be “correct” in 1991 and beyond.
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AGENDA C-9(b)

Appendix V

EXAMPLE REGULATIONS TO IMPLEMENT ALTERNATIVES 2-6
FOR AMENDMENT 19/14

Examples of draft regulatory language are presented only for 50 CFR Part 672. Similar regulatory
changes would also occur in 50 CFR Parts 611 and 675.

ternative 2:  Prohibit roe-stripping in the pollock fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea
or portions thereof.

Regulations implementing this alternative would require some amouat of pollock product other than
roe to be retained by a vessel during a fishing trip and would not necessarily prohibit pollock roe-
stripping as long as the amount of roe product retained by a processor meets established retention
criteria. Regulations could be based on: (1) acceptable roe retention criteria applied against the
round weight equivalent of other pollock product onboard (amount of pollock product, excluding roe,
divided by published average product recovery rates); or (2) an established, acceptable roe to product
weight ratio that is applied to all pollock processor operations, regardless of the product produced.

Option 1 is similar to regulations set forth under the emergency rule implemented February 16, 1990
that limited pollock roe stripping operations during the latter portion of the 1990 roe season.
Option 2 would provide pollock operations with higher product recovery rates a greater opportunity
to strip roe as long as an acceptable level of wastage and established roe to product weight ratio is
not exceeded. In essence, this option would allow head and gut (H&G) vessels to retain as much roe
for product on board as a surimi operation, regardless of the round weight equivalent of product
retained.

An example of regulations that would implement both options follow. Product recovery rates and
roe retention criteria enclosed in brackets { ] are examples only. Examples of recovery rates for
pollock surimi and fillets were obtained from pollock processors in 1989.
Option 1.

PART 672 - GROUNDFISH OF THE GULF OF ALASKA [AMENDED]

In Section 672.20, a new paragraph (i) is added to read as follows:

§ 672.20 General limitations.

(i) Allowable retention of pollock roe. Pollock roe may comprise no more than [seven]
percent of the total round weight equivalent of pollock and other pollock products
retained onboard a vessel at any time during a fishing trip.

(1) Assumed product recovery rates used to extrapolate round weight equivalents.

The following product recovery rates will be used to calculate round weight
equivalents:
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Option 2.

(A) Pollock surimi - [15] percent;

(B) Pollock fillets - [18] percent;

(C) Pollock minced product - [17] percent;
(D) Pollock meal - [17] percent; and

(E) Pollock headed and gutted - [50] percent.

Other product recovery rates.

(A) Recovery rates for products not listed under paragraph 672.20(i)(1) must
equal or exceed the product recovery rate established for pollock surimi.

(B) Round weight equivalents for products not listed under paragraph
672.20(i)(1) will be based on the best available information, including
recovery rates reported by observers.

Fishing trip. For purposes of this paragraph (i), a vessel is engaged in a single
fishing trip when commencing or continuing fishing during the period of time
from {insert date of filing for public inspection with the Office of the Federal
Register] until any transfer or offload of any pollock or pollock product or until
the vessel leaves the regulatory area where fishing activity commenced, whichever
comes first.

PART 672 - GROUNDFISH OF THE GULF OF ALASKA (AMENDED)]

In Section 672.20, a new paragraph (i) is added to read as follows:

§ 672.20 General limitations.

(i) Allowable retention of pollock roe.

(1)

€

(C)

Pollock roe may comprise no more than [47] percent of the total weight of
primary pollock products retained onboard a vessel at any time during a fishing
trip.

Primary pollock product. For purposes of this paragraph (i), a primary pollock
product is the product produced from a fish that recovers the highest percentage
of pollock flesh relative to all other pollock products produced from the same fish.

Fishing trip. For purposes of this paragraph (i), a vessel is engaged in a single
fishing trip when commencing or continuing fishing during the period of time
from [insert date of filing for public inspection with the Office of the Federal
Register] until any transfer or offload of any pollock or pollock product or until
the vessel leaves the regulatory area where fishing activity commenced, whichever
comes first.
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Alternative 3: Require full utilization in the pollock fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering
Sea or portions thereof.

Regulations implementing this alternative would require full utilization of all pollock harvested such
that no discard of solid processing waste is allowed. Given current technology, such a requirement
would necessitate the installation of processing reduction (meal) plants in all pollock processing
facillilties 9;. alternatively, delivery of processing by-product for reduction to meal plants either at-sea
or shoreside.

Discharges of processing waste would be limited to that allowed by Federally approved point source
NPDES discharge permits.

PART 672 - GROUNDFISH OF THE GULF OF ALASKA [AMENDED)]
In Section 672.20, a new paragraph (i) is added to read as follows:
§ 672.20 General limitations.

(i) Processing of pollock. At-sea processors harvesting or receiving pollock must fully utilize
pollock such that no at-sea discard of whole fish or solid processing waste occurs.

Processing vessels that are not equipped to fully utilize pollock must deliver pollock
processing by-product to a meal reduction plant for further processing.

] ] ] L4 ]

Alternative 4:  Establish a seasonal apportionment of pollock in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering
Sea or portions thereof.

Regulations implementing this alternative should reflect a framework procedure whereby seasonal
apportionments of pollock TACs for an upcoming year could be accomplished through the existing
September - December process of developing initial and final TAC and PSC limit specifications.
This approach would provide the Council with the flexibility to change TAC apportionments between
seasons in response to changing conditions in the pollock fishery. Although the example regulations
set forth below would establish a triannual apportionment of TAC, final regulations would reflect the
Council’s intent for the number of seasonal apportionments of pollock TAC with respect to limiting
the roe fishery.

PART 672 - GROUNDFISH OF THE GULF OF ALASKA [AMENDED]

In Section 672.20, paragraph (c)(3) is revised, paragraphs (e) through (h) are redesignated as
paragraphs (f) through (i), respectively, and a new paragraph (e) is added to read as follows:

§ 672.20 General limitations.
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3)

(e)
(1)

M

(A)
(B)
©
(D)

(E)
(F)
(G)

()

] . t ]

Notices of closure. (i) If the Regional Director determines that the TAC or seasonal
apportionment of TAC for any target species or of the "other species” category in any
regulatory area or district in Table 1 has been or will be reached, the Secretary will
publish a notice in the FEDERAL REGISTER prohibiting directed fishing for that
species, as defined at $672.2, in all or part of that area or district, and declaring such
species in all or part of that area or district a prohibited species for purposes of
paragraph (f) of this section. During the time that such notice is in effect, the operator
of every vessel regulated by this Part or Part 611 must minimize the catch of that species
in the area or district, or portion thereof, to which the notice applies.

t ] ]

Seasonal apportionment of pollock TAC.

As soon as practicable after October 1 of each year, the Secretary, after consultation
with the Council, will publish a notice in the FEDERAL REGISTER specifying the
proposed [triannual] apportionments of annual pollock TAC and associated JVP and
DAP allocations for the fishing year. Public comments on the proposed [triannual]
apportionments of pollock TAC and season dates for the apportionments will be
accepted by the Secretary for 30 days after the notice is filed for public inspection with
the Office of the FEDERAL REGISTER. The Secretary will consider timely comments
in determining, after consultation with the Council, the final [triannual] apportionments
of pollock TAC for the next year. A notice of the final [triannual] apportionments will
be published in the FEDERAL REGISTER as soon as practicable after December 15.

The Secretary will base the final apportionments of pollock TACs among seasons upon
some or all of the following relevant information:

Estimated monthly pollock catch and effort in prior years;

Expected changes in harvesting and processing capacity and associated pollock catch;
Current estimates of and expected changes in pollock biomass and stock condition;
m impacts of expected seasonal fishing for pollock on pollock stocks, and marine

td

The need to obtain fishery-related data during all or part of the fishing year;
Effects on operating costs and gross revenues;

The need to spread out fishing effort over the year, minimize gear conflicts, and allow
participation by all elements of the groundfish fleet;

Poteatial allocative effects among users and indirect effects on coastal communities; and

AV4



(I)  Other biological and socioeconomic information that affects the consistency of seasonal
pollock harvests with the goals and objectives of the FMP.

(2) Unharvested portions of a seasonal apportionment of pollock TAC allocated to JVP or
DAP will be proportionately added to respective allocations of subsequent seasonal
apportionments of the pollock TAC established for the same fishing year under
paragraph 672.20 (e)(1).

(3) If the portion of a seasonal apportionment of pollock TAC allocated to JVP or DAP is
exceeded, the amount by which the seasonal allocation is exceeded will be
proportionately deducted from respective allocations of subsequent seasonal
apportionments of pollock TAC established for the same fishing year under paragraph
672.20 (e)(1).

Alternative $: Prohibit pollock roe-stripping and establish a seasonal apportionment
schedule in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea or portions thereof (a
combination of Alternatives 2 and 4).

Regulations would reflect a combination of those set forth as examples under Alternatives 2 and 4.

Alternative 6: Prohibit pollock fishing during the roe season in the Gulf of Alaska and
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands or portions thereof.

This alternative is authorized under Alternative 4 if the Council apportioned the pollock TAC such
that zero pollock would be available during the first three or four months of the fishing year.

Alternative 6A:  Establish two TAC components for pollock - one for fishing during the roe season
and one for fishing outside the roe season.

Provided that authority for establishing separate pollock TACs by season is set forth in the FMP,
existing regulations would implement this alternative.
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AGENDA C-9(c)
APRIL 1990

SUMMARY
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON AMENDMENT 19/14 EA/RIR

Alaska Factory Trawler Association
- supports alternative 2, with provision that more realistic, individualized product recovery rates

are used

Alaska Groundfish Data Bank
- supports alternative 5

Cascade Fishing, Inc.
- no decision should be made by the Council until alternatives are analyzed for consistency with

the national standards of the MFCMA
- none of the alternatives to the status quo justified on a conservation basis

Emerald Seafoods, Seacatcher Fisheries, Inc. and Seahawk Pacific Seafoods, Inc., Swan Fisheries

- support alternative 2 provided presumed product recovery rates reflect existing domestic
fleet’s product recovery rates

- consideration of alternatives 3, 4 and 5 is premature

- full environmental impact statement necessary before Council adopts any alternative to the
status quo

Fishing Company of Alaska
- supports alternative 4

- opposes alternatives 2, 3, and 5

David Fraser

- opposes alternative 2

- alternative 3 acceptable only if the Council makes policy decision that maximizing protein
production and minimizing waste outweighs net economic benefits

- favors alternative 4 provided that framework procedure is incorporated

- proposes an alternative to the emergency rule prohibiting roe stripping

(latter point supported by Crystal Fisheries, Amfish, Speedwell Inc., Fishing Company of Alaska, and

Jubilee Fisheries)

Greenpeace
- favors alternatives 3, 4, and 6 (an option under alternative 4 to prohibit directed pollock

fishing during the roe season)

International Pacific Halibut Commission

- potential solutions will shift effort from midwater trawl to bottom trawl. Consequences of
such a shift will be 1) an increase halibut bycatch rates, 2) earlier attainment of halibut PSC
caps, and 3) foregone harvest of groundfish.

Dean Pankratz
- opposes the waste observed in the pollock fishery

Agenda C-9 1 HLA/APR



Speedwell, Inc.
- insufficient biological evidence to warrant a prohibition on roe stripping

- presumed recovery rates in event of a ban on roe stripping should be based on actual
experience in the fishery

- Council should take no action until alternatives analyzed for consistency with national
standards of MFCMA

Trans-Arctic Ltd.

- supports full utilization of pollock and a restriction of directed fishing for pollock to midwater
trawl gear.

Agenda C9 2 HLA/APR
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Offered: 2/27/90 AGENDA C-9
Referred: Judiciary APRIL 1990
SUPPLEMENTAL

-

Original sponsor(s): REP. DAVIDSON, Grussendorf, Hudson, Jacko, Leman,
Navarre, Goll; SEN. Sturgulewski, Jones

IN THE HOUSE - BY THE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
SENATE CS FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 394 (Resources)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
| A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to utilization of pollock and pro-
hibiting the waste of pollock taken in a commercial
fishery; and providing for an effective date."”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
%* Section 1. LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS. The legislature finds

(1) extensive and valuable populations of pollock are available
for harvest in the water of and off Alaska;

(2) commercial markets are available for pollock processed in
several forms including both roe and flesh;

(3) the biology of pollock results in the tendency of pollock to
gather in large spawning aggregations during specific times of the year so
that large quantities of female pollock are easily harvested by commercial
trawl fisheries;

(4) the trawl fleet is a highly efficient fishery;

(5) trawl fleets targeting on spawning aggregations of pollock
generate management difficulties for state and federal fisheries managers,
and could cause serious conservation problems for thé pollock resource;

(6) one processing technique presently employed involves strip-
ping roe from female pollock and then discarding the carcasses of both male
and female pollock;

(7) profitable markets for fish roe have promoted roe stripping
in commercial fisheries for salmon, herring, and pollock, ‘however roe
stripping is now prohibited in the salmon and herring fisheries; recent

events have demonstrated the need to prohibit the wasteful practice of roe

HB0394d -1- SCS CSHB 394(Res)
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stripping in the éollock fishery.

*

read:

Sec. 2. AS 16.10 is amended by adding new sections to article 3 to

Sec. 16.10.164. POLICY ON UTILIZATION OF POLLOCK. The legisla-
ture declares that stripping roe from pollock without utilizing the
flesh is wasteful and does not constitute utilization of this resource
for the maximum benefit of the people. Therefore, it is the policy of
the state that

(1) roe stripping be eliminated to the fullest extent
possible; and

(2) pollock taken in a commercial fishery should be uti-
lized for human consumption to the fullest extent practicable.

Sec. 16.10.165. UTILIZATION OF POLLOCK TAKEN IN A COMMERCIAL
FISHERY. (a) Unless otherwise provided by law, a person may not
recklessly waste or cause to be wasted pollock taken in a commercial
fishery.

(b) The Board of Fisheries may adopt regulations wunder the
Administrative Procedure Act (AS 44.62) it considers necessary for
implementation of this section. The board may delegate its authority
under this section to the commissioner. -

(c) A person who violates this section is guilty of a class A
misdemeanor.

(d) Each day on which a violation of this section occurs is a
separate violation.

(e) In this section

(1) "flesh" means all muscular body tissue surrounding the
skeleton;
(2) '"person" includes a joint venture;

(3) "waste" means the failure to use the flesh of pollock

SCS CSHB 394(Res) -2- HB0394d
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for human consumption, reduction to meal, production of food for
domestic animals or fish, or scientific, display, or educational
purposes; "waste" does not include normal, inadvertent loss of flesh
associated with processing that cannot be prevented by practical

means.

* Sec. 3. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).
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US.A.

P.O. Box 104432, Anchorage, Alaska 99510, Tel. (907) 277-8234, FAX (907) 272-6519

STATEMENT OF CINDY LOWRY
GREENFPEACE U.S.A.
TO THE NORTH FACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
ON AMENDMENTS 139/14 TO THE BERING SEA/ALLEUTIAN ISLANDS AND
GULF OF ALASEA GROUNDFISH FISHERY MANAGEMENT FLANS

April 24, 1330

My name is Cindy Lowry and I am providing testimony on behalf
of Greenpeace U.S.A. and its 1.9 million supporters in the United
States. Our supporters include 3000 Alaskans.

We have submitted written comments to the Council on Amendments
19/14 which include specific comments highlighting the
deficiencies wof the draft Environmental Assessment.

As an organization committed to maintaining the integrity of the
marine environment, Greenpeace supports  the selection of
alternative actions 3, 4, and 6 for inclusion in amendments
13/14. G

Our organization is highly concerned that the rapid decline of
the Steller sea lion population indicates that the Bering Sea and
Gulf of Alaska marine ecosystems are facing significant
environmental stresses. Not  only are Steller sea lions
declining, but population drops have also been noted for Alaska’s
harbor  seals, northern fur seals, and fish—-eating seeabird
species such as common murres and kittiwakes.

In the face of the overcapitalization of the domestic trawl
fishery and its problems related to excess capacity and equitable
access to the pollock resource, it is critical that the Council
take action to address the pollock roe-stripping issue through
adoption of these three alternatives in the FMP amendments.
Adoption of all three would provide the immediate precauticnary
measure to halt fishing on roe-bearing pollock, as well as the
needed full-utilization requirement, and the flexibility to
spread pollock harvesting throughout the year.

In our view alternative action 6 is needed as a precautionary
measure for the protection of the threatened sea lion population.
Strong concern has been raised that Stellers may be experiencing
prey deprivation as a result of the concentrated fishing efforts
on roe-bearing pollock. This measure to prohibit fishing during

3
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the rcoe season would serve to provide greater quantities of
pollock as forage for Stellers. The roe pollock are protein rich
prey that are easier to catch and high in energy content for

‘pregnant females and weaned pups.

We have developed this position based on the recommendations found
in the draft report by Dr. Thomas Loughlin of the National Marine
Mammal Lab entitled "Allocation of Groundfish Among Fisheries and
other Marine Resources." We have Jjust gained this information
through a Freedom of Information Act request.

In addition, we support alternative 3, the full utilization
measure, as a result of our concern over the sheer waste of
protein rich-resources due to roe-stripping and other practices
in the pollock fisheries.

As a facet of these options, we support the proposed measure to
restrict fishing for pollock in the Gulf of Alaska to midwater
trawl in order to not increase by-catch of bottom—dwelling
species during months later in the year as a result of the
measure to prohibit pollock trawling during the roe season.
Moreover, trawling hard on the bottem should be prohibited in

sreas of the Bering sea where by-catch rates are historically
igh. .

Thank you for this opportunity to present Gréenpeaée’s views.
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Williams. Kastner & Gibbs

James A. Wexler Two Union Square
(206) 233-2998 601 Union Street, Suite 4100
.- Seattle, Washington 98101-2380
P.0. Box 21926

Seattle, Washington 98111-0040
Telephone (206) 628-6600

FAX (206) 628-6611
36810.101
VIA TELECOPIER 907-271-2815
April 9, 1990 B
e T

Mr. Don W. Collinsworth

Chairman
c/o Clarence G. Putzke -

Executive Director

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.0O.Box 103136

Anchorage, AK 99510

Re: Comments, Amendments 19 and 14, Pollock Utilization
in the Groundfish Fisheries Off Alaska

Dear Mr. Collinsworth:

This firm is general counsel to Speedwell, Inc., a Washington
corporation. Speedwell's primary business is processing ground-
fish in the North Pacific, including the Gulf of Alaska and
Bering Sea waters. Speedwell, Inc. owns and operates the

F/T Speedwell, an at-sea processor vessel which targets the
processing of groundfish, including pollock. Speedwell requests
that the following comments be placed into the Council's hearing
packet for the April 24, 1990 meeting in Anchorage. Speedwell,
Inc. further expects to provide additional comments through the
public hearing process during the April 24 - 27 meeting.

Briefly, Speedwell does not believe that there is sufficient
biological evidence at this time to warrant a prohibition of

roe stripping in the pollock fisheries in either the Gulf of
Alaska or Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands. The Council should not
take actions for reasons to "protect" the resource, unless there
is demonstrable scientific evidence that such steps are necessary.
In fact, such evidence appears totally lacking, at this point.
Speedwell does not believe that action should be taken simply

for "appearances" to satisfy what are in reality allocation
concerns of Alaska based and sited processors.

Seattle
Bellevue
Tacoma

Vancouver
Portland



Mr. Don W. Collinsworth
April 9, 1990
Page 2 ..

If the Council acts to prohibit roe stripping and establishes
certain product.recovery rates for at-sea processors processing
roe bearing pollock, the vessels without such capacity at this
time should be grandfathered. Any recovery rates set should be
based upon the actual experience and ability of the existing
fleet to achieve the recovery rates. For example, it is noted
that current recovery rates are based on out-dated statistics
taken during the time that the foreign fishing fleet or joint
venture fleets were harvesting in the EEZ.

Speedwell further notes that any regulation by the Council will
not be effective unless it is done in conjunction with the State
of Alaska. To Speedwell's knowledge, despite a current emergency
prohibition against pollock roe stripping, the State of Alaska
has not prohibited this practice. The Secretary, to date, has
failed and refused to preempt Alaska's regulation and impose a
ban upon roe stripping within state regulated waters or state
licensed processing facilities. Speedwell specifically objects
to any action taken in the EEZ unless it is done with the specific
intent to require Alaska to conform also to the Secretary's form
of regulations. Unless action is taken in coordination with
Alaska, the Council will merely be taking steps which provide an
undue advantage to Alaska sited processors over the at-sea
processing fleet, clearly a violation of the national standards.

Finally, Speedwell is concerned that the Council's proposed
options, including implementation of a seasonal apportionment
schedule for pollock are being considered for reasons other than
protection of the resource. 1In reality, certain options, including
quarterly season proposals, act to allocate fish between the

at-sea processors and Alaska sited processing plants and their
catcher-processor vessels. Speedwell believes that the Council
should forthrightly state that it is engaged in allocation and
analyze these issues accordingly. To date, Speedwell is unaware

of any analysis of the proposed alternatives for Amendments 19

and 14, which include an analysis of these alternatives for
consistency with the national standards. Without such an analysis,
the public's ability to fairly and intelligently comment on the
proposals is hampered if not effectively precluded. Speedwell
insists that the Council should take no actions on Amendments

19 or 14 until such a consistency analysis is prepared and made
available for public comment and review.
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On behalf of our client, we would like to thank the Council for
its attention to these comments. Again, additional comments

at the scheduled April 24 meeting will be provided.

Sincerely yours,

WILLIAMS, KASTNER & GIBBS

n 2
(./’__,,. o Kermtle Fom -
James A. Wexler

JAW: kc
cc: Speedwell, Inc.
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April 9, 1990 l

Mr. Don W. Collinsworth T
Chairman ) ""i?éqﬁ'
c/o Clarence G. Putzke

Executive Director

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.0.Box 103136

Anchorage, AK 99510

Re: Comments, Amendments 19 and 14, Pollock Utilization
in the Groundfish Fisheries Off Alaska

Dear Mr. Collinsworth:

This firm is general counsel to Cascade Fishing, Inc., a Washington
corporation, which will shortly place into operation in the Alaska
groundfish fisheries the M/V Savage, a H & G boat. On behalf of
Cascade Fishing, Inc. we request that you acknowledge receipt of
the following comments on Amendments 19 and 14 to the Fishery
Management Plan for Groundfish of the Gulf of Alaska, and the
Fishery Management Plan for Groundfish of the Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands, respectively. The client intends to provide additional
comments on these issues at the Council's meeting scheduled to
commence April 24, 1990 in Anchorage. The client requests that
its written comments be included and summarized in the Council's
hearing package.

The client's primary interest relates to alternatives which may
include a seasonal apportionment schedule for pollock in the Gulf
of Alaska and/or Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands.

Cascade believes that any decision should be based upon sufficient
biological evidence of harm to pollock stocks requiring specific,
articulated regulatory action. Cascade does not believe that

many of the alternatives under consideration at the present time
can be justified to protect the pollock stocks, based upon concerns
related to over-fishing. Instead, many of the alternatives appear

Seattle
Bellevue
Tacoma
Vancouver

Portland
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to be methods to implement political choices of the Council,
favoring in particular, shorebased Alaska sited processing
plants.

In addition, none of the alternatives currently under consideration
appear to be analyzed under the standards of the Magnuson Act.

Such an analysis is necessary to ensure consistency with the
requirements of the Act and allow for intelligent, fully informed
public comment. Cascade believes that the Council should not

take action on any amendments to the Gulf of Alaska or Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands management plans until a complete analysis

of the alternatives, for consistency with the Magnuson Act

national standards, has been completed and circulated to the
Council members, as well as the public for review and comment.

In conclusion, Cascade wishes to express its appreciation to the
Council for consideration of its written comments. Cascade is
looking forward to providing additional comments through the
public hearing process.

Very truly yours,

WILLIAMS, KASTNER & GIBBS

)
Dennis D. Reynolds

DDR:kc
cc: Cascade Fishing, Inc.
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Re: Comment Amendment 19/14 Management Alternatives
The Alaska Factory Trawler Association (AFTA) submits the
following comment on the proposed pollock management alternatives
currently under consideration by the North Pacific Fishery
Mangement Council (NPFMC). AFTA continues to support rational
management measures for the fisheries which promote sustainable
species populations and maximize the nation‘'s net benefit return
- from the resource.

AFTA supports an apportionment scheme for pollock which will
promote continued high economic return of the pollock fishery to
the nation, while stretching the effective season in which pollock
are generally available to fishermen. However, actions taken to
artificially manipulate the domestic fishermen's use of the
pollock fishery must be conservative. Market place forces
remain the most efficient method for determining the appropriate
use of the pollock resource. We concurr with the EA/RIR analysis
which concludes any mechanisim effectively transfering excessive
pollock quota from the roe season to later in the year "would
substantially reduce the economic viability of the four measures
of benefits in both areas (Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and Gulf of
Alalska) and substantially reduce the economic viability of the
domestic pollock fishery". (EA/RIR - Summary - Effects on the
sustainable economic yield of the pollock fishery) In effect
transfering pollock quota out of the roe season reduces the net
economic benefit to the nation. Any unnecessary reduction in
economic return to the fisherman and the nation should not be
endorsed by the NPFMC.

Within the Bering Sea the present system is largely driven by the
market place and is working well: "in the Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands alone, pollock accounted for 84% of the catch and 72% of
the exvessel value of the 1989 domestic groundfish fishery".

- (EA/RIR, Section 1.3, page 5) No major adjustments to pollock
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management in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands are now required.

Should the Council initiate an allocation scheme which artifically
defers some of the pollock harvest, any fishery slow down should
take place immediatley following the roe season. During this
period pollock bring less value in their spawned out condition.
CPUEs are somewhat lower since the schools are dispersed during
this time period. Given the choices for a pollock fishing slow
down, the periiod immediatley following spawning is the least
harmful.

Significant bycatch problems will be encountered if the Council
shifts excessive pollock catching effort to the summer and fall.
This year the present Amendment 12A bycatch cap constraints may
well prevent attainment of the pollock TAC in the Bering Sea.
NMFS presently predicts the pollock "other" fishery will close in
mid-May. Imposition of an allocation scheme deferring substantial
pollock harvest to later in the year are likely to exacerbate the
Bering Sea problem. "Any management measures which seek to limit
the spring pollock fishery and apportion quota to the latter part
of the year will tend to result in higher bycatch rates for crab
and halibut if, as a consequence, a smaller proportion of the
groundfish harvest is taken with gear that is fished off-bottom".
(EA/RIR, section #4, page vii).

Pollock management in the Gulf of Alaska during 1989 presented
problems which were distinct from those in the Bering Sea. In
large measure the issues presented in 1989 have now been
satisfied. The Council banned roe stripping and implemented
quarterly allocations of pollock in the Gulf, which slowed the
pollock harvest. 1In addition, the Regional Director this year has
the "single species" management tool which effectively slows the
fishery as necessary for bycatch conservation purposes. The net
result is fishermen are now presently able to compete for pollock
in the Gulf during much of the year. 1In light of the present size
of the Gulf pollock stocks, a semiannual apportionment is a
preferable allocation scheme to quarterly apportionment. 1In the
Gulf, no additional Council pollock managment measures are
necessary at this time. '

AFTA supports a ban on roe stripping as a tool for preventing
waste. However, a new rule banning roe stripping must be
fashioned for replacement of the current emergency rule, if our
management scheme is to permit the best return from the pollock
harvest. The current emergency rule banning pollock roe stripping
was well intended, but unsatisfactory as it actually forced waste
of valuable pollock product and left many fishermen uncertain
about the rule's specific requirements. The emergency rule's
defect was the failure to judge pollock processing productivity on
a basis of the individual processing operation‘s product recovery
efficiency. The averages used in the emergency rule were Comment

N
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insufficient to account for individual efficiency, expertise, or
many of the inherent pollock resource variables throughout the roe
season, In light of the current observer and processor data
information, NMFS should now be able to derive individual product
recovery rates for at-sea pollock processing operations which
operated during the 1990 roe season. Unfortunately, the State of
Alaska failed to implement a roe stripping ban on shore plants
during the 1990 roe season. Perhaps this omission will be
rectified by the State in time for shoreside operations in 1991.
By continuing the requirement for observers at shoreplants, at a
time when the plants are actually operating under roe stripping
contraints, their operators could provide the same avenue for NMFS
to determine accurate shore plant recovery rates during the 1991
pollock roe season.

While a rational ban on roe stripping is desirable, the EA/RIR
demonstrates a well managed and substantial pollock roe fishery
should proceed without question. The broad based economic return
a pollock roe fishery provides is unquestionably important for all
pollock fishermen in both the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea. "(1)
In the Gulf, estimated benefits per metric (ton) of catch during
the first quarter compared to those later in the year are 18%
higher in terms of gross wholesale value, 90% higher in terms of
net wholesale value, ...; (2) in the BSAI, estimated benefits per
metric ton of catch during the first quarter compared to those
later in the year are 22% higher in terms of gross wholesale days,
35% higher in terms of net wholesale value." (EA/RIR, Summary,
Section 3.2) A well managed pollock roe fishery means jobs and
economic stability to all sectors of the groundfish fishery. This
is as true for the pollock fishery as it is for herring or salmon.

Significantly, a well managed roe fishery is an acceptable use of
the resource and does not harm the ecosystem. Several concerns
are examined in the EA/RIR and put to rest: "It appears the
incremental discard of pollock from roe-stripping operations may
not be significant relative to other practices common to the
groundfish fisheries..." (Summary, page v) Discards in the roe
fishery can be reasonably lessened through a rational roe
stripping ban which should reduce any remaining concern. Under
the current conservative pollock management schemes, the timing of
a roe fishery on pollock stocks does no harm to the stocks since
"there is no advantage (increasing yield) to harvesting late in
the year versus early in the year". (Summary, page v) While some
marine mammals feed on gravid female pollock, sea lions are
opportunistic feeders relying on a variety of food sources. No
evidence establishes a "cause and effect relationship" between
pollock fishing and the current status of sea lions. (Summary,
page viii) Pollock are not localized stocks according to the best
scientific evidence. Current exploitation rates are sufficiently
conservative to obviate fears of localized depletion.
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MR . CLARENCE PAUTZIKE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Rpril 2, 1290

To: N.P.F.M.C.

RE: POLLOCK ROE STRIPPING

FR: CAPTAIN G.E. ANDERSON
THE FISHING COMPANY OF ALASKA
SEWARD ., ALASKA

Dear Clarence.,
['Ll just make some brief remarks regarding the E.A.R.I.R. for

Amendment 19/14. The Fishing Company of Alaska 1s  1n support of
Alternative four.

Honestly. 1 feel nothing 13 wrong with the practice of roe-
stripping of pollock. The ecornomic wvalue of the resource when
orocessed 1n  this method certainly justifies any possible moral
1ssue, in my personal oplinion. Howesver , understanding the
tremendous public sentiment aroused against this practice. I feel
we must adopt an alternative which will best suit all of i1ndustry
Tar 1991 .

Alternative 2.

Prohlbition of roe-strippling across the board, or in any portion
of the Gulf and Bering Sea simply 1s not appropriate unless the
sclientists deem 1t necessary. Should Lt become necessary LN any
given area, the Regional Director., upon advice from our
scientists  and the Council should be given the authority to
close or reserve any portion of the TAC, by area or seasons.

Alternative 3.

& worthy goal, full utilization, for all of our fisheries.
Technologically, I don’t feel we are ready for it. It would pozz
A4 severe eaconomic Lmpact on vessels nob equipped or capable to
make the necessary changes to accommodate this alternative. Evein
Lf we were ready, I doubt the market would be able to accommodate
the bi-products.

The Fishing Company of Alaska, Inc.

P.O.BOX 1121 « SEWARD, ALASKA 99664
PHONE (907) 224-8937 . FAX (907) 224-3709



rxk*x Alternative 4.

This 15 definitely the most favorable of all alternatives. 1f
indeed one is proven to bhe needed at all. Wnhile details and
Lmpacts are worked out, the Council can have the fFramewcih
already 1n place for any conservation or economic need. This
would also allow for a "cooling off" period and allow more fLime
for study. This alternative gives the Council the flexibilily it
ngeds to gather scientific assessments annually, and then make
determinations of TACs acceptable.

Alternative 5,

The above alternative simply works better. for now.

Comments:

During the 1990 pollock roe season, one of our vessels did target
on pollock. This was a head and gut vessel.The vessel followed
the guideiines NMFS established for recovery rates .and o2
percent. The roe percentage calculations develnped by NMFS proved
to be inaccurate for a H&G vessel, and we were in the position of
having to throw roe overboard to comply with the Council’'s
intent. This was a greater waste in my estimation, than utilizing
carcasses that have relatively little market value.

Our four vessels will not even consider the retention of any
pollock next year unless it is economically feasible, allowing &
portion of quota for roe-stripping. Perhaps this is the Council’s
intent. It will cause an economic burden as we i:uve LWO mMachlnes
that were purchased and installed prior to the Emergency Rule. [
am certain that other companies must face a similar financial
burden. I don’t think this was the Council's intent.

I also find it difficult that the foreign fleets are allowed to
benefit in the market place with an increase 1In roe prices,
because of our regulations, restricting us to compete on an open
playing field with them.

If there 1s a conservation problem within our control, pollock
fishing should be ceased, or TACs reduced to accommodate the
problem. Some form of roe-stripping should be allowed if there is
not a scientific need established. Alternative four seems to best
sult the Council’'s needs at this time.

Regards,

/Zg%w{wm\/

GEORGE E. ANDERSON

N
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Dr. Clarence G. Pauti e

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.O. Box 103136
Anchorage, AK 99510

Dear Clarence:

Thank you for the opportunity to camment on the Amendment 19/14 package (pollock roe
stripping) which is before the Council. The staff of the International Pacific
Halibut Camission has reviewed the draft EA/RIR/IRFA which was recently distributed.
We do not have comments on selection of specific alternatives, but are concerned that
several of the alternatives may cause greater problems with increased halibut bycatch
rates.

We agree with the conclusions of the analysis that potential solutions will shift

vessel effort for pollock from a midwater trawl fishery to a bottam trawl fishery

which may occur at a later time of year. Although the PSC limits in the GOA and BSAIL

would retain the halibut bycatch within Council-adopted levels, the effect of a shift
7 in the fishery would be:

(1) an increase in bottam trawl fishing where halibut bycatch rates are
typically higher than in midwater trawling;

(2) an earlier attainment of the halibut PSC limits, closing the groundfish
fisheries at an earlier date;

(3) an unknown amount of groundfish, perhaps in non-pollock fisheries,
remaining unharvested.

The analysis points out that costs to the pollock fishery specifically, and other
groundfish fisheries in general, will increase as earlier attainment of bycatch
limits causes foregone groundfish harvest. Under same alternatives, value of the
pollock fishery will decrease as roe production is made less efficient. The analysis
presents no compelling justification that the alternatives to status quo will be an
improvement. We request that the Council find a course of action that will not
increase bycatch problems, while reaching a resolution that satisfies the Council's
policies on roe stripping.

Thank you for this opportunity for input. A member of the Camnmission staff will be
at the April Council meeting and will be available to provide additional information.

s

Donald A. McCaughran
Director

RIT/ jAf
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April 9, 1990

Re: 9/14 to e Beri Se uti S s and
G o} aska Gr is ishe nt ns

Dear North Pacific Fishery Management Council:

We represent Emerald Seafoods, Seacatcher Fisheries, Inc. and
Seahawk Pacific Seafoods, Inc., Swan Fisheries. We make the
following comment on behalf of the above companies.

They support the implementation of roe stripping regulations in the
pollock ground fishery as long as the recovery rates that are
implemented for the various products are reflective of the existing
domestic fleet’s recovery rates.

Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, as discussed in the Environmental
Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis of Amendment 19 address issues of political allocation

‘an rather than biology. Careful review of these alternatives
demonstrates that these alternatives were proposed to implement an
on-shore preference amendment to the FMP. Analysis accompanying
these alternatives indicates that alternatives any unneeded to
protect the pollock fishery or the Northern Sea Lion. The only
clear-cut conclusion that may be drawn is that these alternatives,
if implemented, would adversely affect the at-sea processors to the
benefit of the onshore processors, and creates an allocation
decision unrelated to biological concerns.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council is a federal, not an
Alaskan advisory panel. The interests of the nation should be
foremost in determining whether the Council should recommend an
Amendment to the Secretary for implementation. The advisory panels
were formed to prevent balkanization of the fishery. The members
of the Council have and obligation to examine any proposed
Amendments against the National Standards to ensure compliance.

During the last several months our clients have been deeply
concerned by the actions of the Council upon which the proposed

Seattle
Bellevue
Tacoma
Vancouver
Portland
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alternatives are based. The implementation of quarterly
allocations in the Gulf of Alaska for the 1990 fishing season by
in season adjustment was particularly inappropriate. Quarterly
allocations were not necessary to protect the pollock flshery or
to prevent overfishing. This observation is consistent with the
SAFE report and the testimony of the Council’s Scientific and
Statistical committee members. An issue before the council does
not become a biologic emergency merely because the council
recites a litany of reasons which are not supported by scientific
evidence.

The quarterly allocation system which was implemented by

in season adjustment for 1990 essentially allocated the Gulf of
Alaska fishery to on-shore processors for the first quarter and
eliminated the harvest of roe by-product for the GOA thereby
assuring the 1990 harvest will not maximize the best value of the
pollock fishery. The Environmental Assessment for Amendment 19
indicates that all of the first quarter allocation of pollock was
taken by on-shore processors. This is not too surprising based
on the historical data. In 1989, over 11,000 metric tons were
taken before the majority of the at sea processors repositioned
to the Gulf of Alaska. Setting the first quarter allocation of
pollock in the Western Gulf (excluding Shelikof) to 11,250 metric
tons virtually ensured that all of the first-quarters catch of
pollock would be harvested by on-shore processor boats.

Justifications for the quarterly allocations were not supported
in the record. The scientific evidence did not indicate that a
quarterly allocation scheme was necessary to protect the
integrity of the pollock stock. Furthermore, the Regional
Director, when implementing the quarterly allocations by in
season adjustment indicated that the quarterly allocations would
result in a net benefit to the Nation. Such a finding is in
direct conflict with to the evidence contained in the
Environmental Assessment to Amendment 19, which recognizes that
the roe fishery is a valuable aspect of the roe fishery. In
reality, the quarterly allocations have precluded a strong roe
fishery this year in the Gulf of Alaska, which, in turn, has
resulted in a net loss to the Nation.

Our clients are also concerned regarding the Secretary’s use of
in season adjustments to implement quarterly allocations. This
power, as interpreted by the Secretary, is extremely amorphous
and has no visible constraints. Both the Regional Director and
Mr. O‘’Connor stated during the December and September council
meetings that a seasonal allocation system could not be set up by
in season adjustment. The Regional Director subsequently,
without explanation, used in season adjustments to do exactly
what he said he did not have the power to do. The Secretary has
represented in resulting litigation that the quarterly allocation
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system in 1990 was experimental. This was not an expressed view
at the council meeting and was only expressed when the Secretary
had to justify his action to the court. Before any of the
amendments or alternatives are considered, we would like the
Council to address which of these alternatives can be implemented
in the future by in season adjustment, and which of the
alternatives can only be invoked by Plan amendment.

The above discussion reflects our concern that allocation
regulations and Amendments are being presented to the council
disguised as regulations and Amendments needed to protect the
integrity of the pollock stock. We believe that this is the case
for alternatives 3, 4, and 5 to Amendment 19. Our clients hope
that the Council will recognize that these particular
alternatives are allocative in nature, and are unnecessary for
the protection of the pollock fishery.

Finally, our clients are concerned that the Council is acting
without any real analysis of the National Standards. This step is
exceedingly important, since any actions must be consistent with
these standards as well as other positive dictates of federal
law. Without such analysis, there is a grave danger the Council
could act to protect regional interests over those of the entire
nation.

Alternative 1: Do nothing. Maintain the status quo. Our
clients agree that roe stripping should be regulated. Therefore,
they believe that the status quo should not be maintained.

] Al & d 24ASNA a1l * m-1-1- 4% all - 5 o/ ho
thereof. As stated above, our client supports a prohibition of
roe stripping in both the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea.
However, our clients specifically object to the implementation of
roe stripping regulations which are not based on reasonable
product recovery rates. The emergency regulations implemented by
the Secretary on February 16, 1990 were not reflective of the
fleet’s existing capability and were unreasonable. The
justifications for the rates were reportedly set to prevent
targeting of females during the roe season. The scientific data
before the council did not support the proposition that targeting
on females would adversely affect the productivity of pollock
stocks. Without such a basis, it is unreasonable to restrict the
roe fishery with constraints that were not supported by
scientific analysis.

Alternative 3: Require a full utilization of all pollock in the
Islands or portions thereof. This proposition does not make



North Pacific Fishery Management Council
April 9, 1990
Page 4

sense in light of the analysis which was presented with this
alternative. Full utilization would adversely affect the at sea
processors with no resulting economic benefit to the nation. The
alternative also opens the p0551b111ty for greater direct or
joint-venture foreign part1c1patlon in the pollock fishery. This
alternative would require major refitting of both at sea
processors and on shore processors. Result of such an investment
would only lead to the depression of the world fish meal market,
it would not result in a benefit to the nation.

he

thereof. The quarterly allocatlon system whlch is now proposed
is only a veiled attempt to protect the interests of the on shore
processors. Quarterly allocations in the Gulf of Alaska
allocates the Gulf of Alaska pollock fishery to the on-shore
processors. It is not a mere coincidence that the quarterly
allocation system in the Gulf mirrors the on-shore processors
rate of harvest in 1988, when the at-sea processors participation
in the fishery was inconsequential.

There is no scientific evidence that the quarterly allocation
system is needed to protect the integrity of the pollock stock in
the Bering Sea. Implementation of such regulations only

would lead to unnecessary constraints on the at-sea processors in
the Bering Sea.

. There is no need for
seasonal apportionments to be adopted in addition to roe
stripping regulations. The roe stripping regulations by
themselves accomplish the Council’s goal to minimize waste in the
industry. Seasonal apportionments are allocative measures and
should not be implemented in conjunction with roe stripping
regulations.

Our clients believe that the Council is premature in its
consideration of alternatives 3,4 and 5. The Environmental
analysis underlying these particular alternatives does not
demonstrate any clear environmental impact. The Regional
Director attempted to justify his lmplementatlon of quarterly
allocations for 1990 by saying the scientists needed more data.
Implementing Amendments before this data is available further
clarifies that this is an political allocation issue and not an
issue of biology. oOur clients also believes that a full
Environmental Impact is necessary before the Council recommends
any alternative to the Secretary for implementation.
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Our clients will be present at the Council meeting and will
participate fully in presenting testimony to expand the enclosed
summary of our client’s position with respect to each of the
alternatives.

Sincerely yours,

WILLIAMS, KASTNER & GIBBS

a/wuod.U\)Uf

ames A. Wexler

cc: Emerald Seafoods
Seacatcher Fisheries, Inc.
Seahawk Pacific Seafoods



o N
‘gp\, N

M April 9, 1980 Pt ' S
‘M orth, Chalrman Z'J ' ,{‘(ﬂ}‘ ] N"}E
{ ‘ ’ - . "
—Narth Paciftic Fishery Management Counci | ‘Qﬁ,-<‘zr
P.O. Box 102138 Sad

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Sent by Fax
RE: EA/RIR FOR AMENDMENT 19/14 - ROE STRIPPING

We appreclate the opportunity to review and comment on the draft
EA/RIR for Amcndment 19/14 for the Bering Sea/Gulf of Alaska
concerning roe stripping and seasonal apportionment of poliock.

We support option §, prohibiting roe-stripping and Implementing a .
seasonal apportionment schedule for poliock. We are particularly
concerned that there be a seasonal apportionment In the Gulf of
Alaska.

While the ncw draft EA/RIR is more accurate than the previous
draft we reviewcd, we still feel it |s misleading and incomplete,
Our reasons for supporting option 5 and our concerns with the
EA/RIR are reviewed in the sections below.

SEASONAL_ APPORT | ONMENT '
A. History
Gulf of Alaska was predominantiy a roe tishery in Shelikot
Stralt 1982-1984. By 1985 it was obvious that there were
recruitment failures. disappearance of older year classes
either due to migration or an unexpected high mortality and a
sharp decline In the Shelikof Strait blomass.

At the same time, the untished pollock stocks on the east side
of Kodiak began to increase and notable spawning bliomasses
appeared In Marmot, Chiniak and Barnabas. These spawning
aggregations were not documented by NMFS unti| 1988, though
they were tished as early as 1988.

Whether these events were a result of the roe-fishery or
coincidental is unknown; but they should certainly send a
signal that management should be conservative unti}i further
research can be done or a longer time series Is available.

B. Roe Fishery
There are a muititude of spawning aggregations Iin the Gult of
Alaska of varying sizes. Any other toe fishery is managed
inseason, on the grounds, to assure that no signal aggregation
Is overtished. This has not been done with pollock and we do
not see management attempting to do this.

Since pollock are not managed as a roe fishery, the only
appropriate conservative management regime has to be seasonal
allocations which spread the effort dver time. We also feel

N—— Chris Blackburn ¢ Director « P.O. Box 2298 « Kodiak, Aiaﬁka 99615 «(907) 486-3033 _‘——’J
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smaller area quotas are appropriate to spread the harvest over
s$:ce and will be submitting a proposal in June to that
effect.

If, as some of the data cited suggecsts, there are localized
pollock populations, taking the whole quota in a short time
period presents a serious potential for overfishing selected
components of the stock and damaging the entire stock a
component at a time.

It should be noted that there is no data to suggest that the
size of a spawning aggregation relates to the success of that
aggregation's recruitment or to that aggregation’'s
contribution to overail recruitment. Since pollock spawn year
round in many locations, this suggests that any particuiar
location or aggregation is not guaranteed successful
recruitment.

. Bycatch

At least in the Gulf ot Alaska the fall pollock fishery is
predominantly a midwater trawl tishery and In 1989 was
excluslvely a midwater trawl fishery.

There is no Increase in PSC bycatch in the Gulf by deferring a/
portion of the pollock TAC to the last 4 months In the year.

in fact, there may be net decrease in PSC bycatch because
deferring a portion of the quota to the last part of the year
encourages targeting Pacific cod in the early part of the year
when the cod are aggregated and bycatch is at its lowcst.

- EA/RIR
We feel it is inappropriate for the EA/RIR to state "These

Stocks are not thought to be directly affected by tishing
mortality occurring over a short time period." The truth is
the effect is unknown. Cilircumstantial evidence In the only
short season roe pollock tlishery (Gulf of Alaska) suggests
management should proceed with caution.

The lack of clear knowledge about the effect of tishing during
the spawning season and the effect of targeting females Is
appropriately noted. Fishing mortality over a short perlod of
time should be glven the same treatment.

The repeated references to the potential for increascd bycatch

of PSC species in a fall pollock fishery in the Gult are
erroncous, contrary to existing data and should be deleted

from the EA/RIR. There is no more danger of PSC bycatch in

the fall than in the late-winter spring. As noted above, a
poliock fishery in the fall may actually result In an overal) /™
reduction of PSC take.

The conclusion under 3.1.8 is erroneous. There have not bcen
dominant pollock roe tisheries anywhere but in the Guif of
Alaska 1984-1988. iIn the Bering Sea the pollock tishery has
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been a year round tishery through 1988. In the Gult the
tishery has been basically year round except 1984-1888 and
these years were followed by a drastic reduction In biomass.

The probability of adverse impacts of a roe only fishery has
been considered sufficiently high for the Councl!l, NMFS, ADF&G
and the Industry to Iimit the Shelikof Strait quota to a
research quota only during the roe season rather than at the
current exploitation rate set for stocks outside Shellkot
Strait. Industry has considered the potential problem scvere
enough [n the Gult to request quarterly allocations on
cmergency baslis in 1990.

The presence or absence of research projects has little

bearing on whether there is something critical to research,
but rather on the possibility of economically getting results,

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

The economic analysis appears based on one year and glves highest
points to short term profits.

The logical conclusion from this analysis is that the best use of
the nation’s ftisheries is to allow only foreign vessels to fish
and charge them whatever the market will bear. This would result
in pure profit and eliminate all the costs to the U.S. industry.
Since jobs don't count, the loss of jobs should be of no concern.

Short of this, we could eliminate all quotas and PSC caps and let
the U.S. Industry fish as hard as It wants anyway It wants until
the tish are gone. This eliminates all the costs of management
and entorcement.

If the intent [s to promote a healthy, long term U.S. industry,
then the health of the resource is the primary concern and long
term strategies which create employment, preserve market
position, a company’'s ability to respond to changing market
conditions and attempt to allow adjustment of product flow to
mcet market demands (reduce glutting the market, the nccessity to
ho!d product In cold storage, etc.) would be the major cconomic
concerns.

Nowhere does the anaiysis address the following:

1. The long range advantage of providing a varlety of product
forms to both hedge a company's long term profit and
maintain (ts position in the market.

2. The deferred costs communities must bear when uncmployment
reaches a level which results In the closure of support
businesses and falling property ptlces.

3. Reduced market prices as the result of large amounts of
product coming onto the market all at once.

4. Cost of cold storage for product which cannot be sold
bccause of a glut on the market
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5. The cost of letting pecople go and then having to hire and
train ncw people later. For Kodlak the cost was
considerable 1989-90.

For the Gult of Alaska the references to "as capaclity continucs
to grow" are erroneous for the shorebased segment. There are no
expansion plans for Gulf of Alaska processors nor any ncw catcher
boats being built for the Gulf of Alaska. 1in fact the trawl
catching capacity is less now than it was during the helght of
the shrimp tishery,

We may be a Ifittie sensitive, but it seems since at-sea
processing was only substantial in the Guilf of Alaska In 1983
that protits were shifted from the onshore component to the
offshore component and we are really discussing whether to allow
this shift to accelerate. Using 1889 as the base year ignores a
fot of history. It also ignores that many of the shorebased
catcher vessels In the Gulf were once Gulf joint venture vessels.

The statements referring to "shifting the harvest to later in the
year" as "redistributing Income from at-sea processors to

shorebased processors” are also erroneous. This year's quarterly
release of pollock In the Guit may end up shifting quota from
shorebased processors who could have taken ih early in 19980 to 7
at-sea processors who come into the Guif after the Bering Seca is
closed.

While the economic analysis is certainly in line with the short
term protit taking by a few at the cost of many philosophy which
has spawned leveraged byouts, the collapse of many savings and
loan companles and other headiine making economic declislions, many
of which have left behind the human tragedy of unemployment and
devastated communities across the nation, It is contrary to much
of the council's work during the last ten years from managemen't
for long term stock yield to elimination of pot boats for black
cod through Americanlization of the fisheries.

Whether the economic analysis is adequate, depends on the
counclli's current philosophy on what economic parameters are
important and what constitutes the best return to the natlon of
the common property resource. Obviously from our perspective,
jobs and long term protitadility rank ahead of short term
profitability. '

Sincerely,

Chris Blackburn, Director
Alaska Groundfish Data Bank .
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April 5, 1990

Don W. Collinsworth, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, AK. 99501

RE: Comments on Amendment 19/14 to the Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands and Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Fishery Management
Plans.

Dear Council Members:

On behalf of Greenpeace U.S.A., we are taking the
opportunity to provide comments on the above-referenced
amendments pertaining to pollock utilization in the Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands and the Gulf of Alaska.

As an organization committed to maintaining the integrity of
the marine environment, Greenpeace supports the selection of
alternative actions 3, 4, and 6 for inclusion in amendments
19/14.

Our organization is highly concerned that the precipitous
decline of the Steller sea lion populatlon indicates that the
Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska marine ecosystems are facing
significant environmental stresses. The National Marine
Fisheries Service has provided an emergency threatened listing
for Steller sea lions. Population declines have also been noted
for Alaska's harbor seals, northern fur seals, and fish-eating
seabird species such as common murres and kittiwakes.

In the face of the overcapitalization of the burgeoning
domestic trawl fishery, it is critical that the Council take
action to address the pollock roe-stripping issue.

Greenpeace supports the adoption of alternative action 6 as
a precautionary measure for the protection of the threatened
Steller sea lion population. Concern has been raised that
Steller sea lions may be experiencing prey deprivation as a
result of the concentrated flshlng effort on roe-bearing pollock.
This measure to prohibit fishing during the roe season would
serve to provide substantially greater quantities of pollock as
forage for Steller sea lions. The roe-bearing pollock are
protein-rich prey that are easier to catch and high in energy
content for pregnant females and weaned pups.

Our support for full utilization through alternative action
3 results from our concern over the waste of protein-rich
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resources due to roe-stripping and other practices in the pollock
fisheries. In addition, we support alternative action 4 as a
measure to provide the Council with the option to spread pollock
harvests throughout the year in order to serve conservation
purposes. This measure would provide the Council with
flexibility to implement the prohibition on pollock fishing
during the roe season and spread the fishing effort over the rest
of the year even as an increasing number of trawl vessels enter
the already fully capitalized fishery.

As a facet of these optlons, we support the proposed measure
to restrict fishing for pollock in the Gulf of Alaska to midwater
trawl in order to not increase by-catch of halibut and crab, and
other bottom-dwelling species, during months later in the year as
a result of the measure to prohibit pollock trawling during the
roe-bearing season. Furthermore, trawling hard on the bottom
should should be prohibited in areas of the Bering Sea where by-
catch rates are historically high.

As an attachment to this letter, we are submitting specific
comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact
Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis that the Council
has provided for analyses of the environmental and economic
impacts of the alternatives. There are numerous deficiencies in
the analyses that we encourage the Council to remedy during
production of the final document.

Thank for your consideration of our views.

Sincerely,

A Jenil

Alan Reichman
Pacific Ocean Ecology Coordinator
Greenpeace International

enclosure
cc: Dr. William Fox, NMFS

Dr. Nancy Foster, NMFS
Mr. John Twiss, Marine Mammal Commission

N



SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON
THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW/
INITIAL REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANALYSIS FOR AMENDMENT 19
TO THE FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR GROUNDFISH
OF THE GULF OF ALASKA
AND AMENDMENT 14 TO THE FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN
FOR GROUNDFISH OF THE BERING SEA/ALEUTIAN ISLANDS

Comment # (page #, paragraph)

Section 2. Discussion of Alternatives:
2.2.3. Alternative 4.

Cl (p.10,2 and Table 2.4).

Table 2.4 shows examples of seasonal apportionments for
pollock harvests. The options provided do not illustrate all the
options outlined in the text (no apportionments, limited
apportionments). Rather, they provide only even apportionments
and apportionments according to previous harvest distributions.
There is no reason to include the latter examples, since they
would promote the status quo and make implementation of
alternative 4 meaningless.

Section 2.3. Analysis and Discussion.

Cc2 (pp.10-11).
Three of the five questions should be stated more carefully
to enable adequate and complete analyses:

Question 1: Is roe-stripping a biologically and/or economically
wasteful practice? (The analysis in section 2.3.1. only
addresses the economic part of the question).

Question 2: What effects does roe-stripping have on the ecosystem
due to additional discards? This type of open questioning was
used in questions 3 and 4. It provides for a more complete look
at the effects. Effects may be both adverse or beneficial.

Question 4: What effects does the timing of the pollock fishery
have on the bycatch of crab, halibut, other groundfish and non-
utilized species? There is no reason to limit the discussion on
bycatch effect to the two prohibited species. While it may be
difficult to provide data for effects on non-utilized species, it
would at least provide a base for discussion of the phenomenon.



Section 2.3.1.

C3 (p.1l1,5-7, and Tables 2.6-2.12).

Waste is here defined in bioeconomic terms only. However,
ecosystem effects and bioeconomic analyses are not exclusive of
each other. Thus, future benefits depend on a continuing healthy
resource and harvest. If roe-stripping leads to a decline in
resource and hence to a decline of future harvest, then it might
become bioeconomically wasteful. The analyses outlined in Tables
2.6 to 2.12 only use the status quo (1989 fishery), without any
future scenarios of declining (or rising) harvest levels and
potential market projections (i.e. decline or increase in demand
for pollock roe, replacement by other products, etc.).

c4 (p.11,9 to p.12,1).

Apparently, roe-stripping factory-trawlers are currently
mostly equipped to alternatively produce headed and gutted
products, and not Surimi or filets. See comment C8 for the
implications of this regarding relative waste production.

Cc5 (p.13,1-2).

In the Gulf of Alaska, roe-stripping required substantially
less employee days than either pollock harvesting and processing.
This is considered to be an economic benefit to the
owner/operator. However, it represents a loss in employment
opportunities and thus would destabilize continuity of
employment. This socioceconomic factor is not taken into account
in the benefit comparisons.

Cé6 (p.13,4). :

The data used are means. Therefore, it is not surprising
that some individual operations were economically not wasteful
while others were. Successful operators might have been
harvesting and processing under very special conditions that
normally are not encountered. Nothing is said about the relative
importance of their activities to the total numbers. Thus, such
a statement is inappropriate given the admittedly marginal
quality of the data (cf. page 12, last paragraph). It gives the
impression that the preparer(s) were determined to show by all
means that roe-stripping is economically not wasteful.

C7 (p.14,1-2).

The comments in these two paragraphs need clarification.
DAP requests are expected to exceed pollock TAC's in 1990 and
beyond. Hence, there will be increasing competition for roe, and
an analysis comparing replacement of roe-stripping by other
operations appears justified. This is re-iterated later (see
comment Cl13, p.22). Given these projections,the justification
for the discussion in the last paragraph (no competition expected
for several years to come) is not clear.

™



Section 2.3.2. (see also comment C2).

c8 (p.15).

The calculations on relative increase in roe-waste give an
inaccurate picture of reality. It is assumed that roe-operations
are replaced by Surimi processing, with a 16% recovery rate.
However, it could equally well be assumed that roe-stripping
operations are replaced by filet and/or headed and gutted (H&G)
operations with much higher product recovery rates (approximately
30% and 65%, respectively, cf. Low et al., 1989). The relative
increases in discard from roe operations compared to filet or H&G
operations would be much higher (Table 1) than indicated in the
text: a 21.2% and 1.0% increase over filet operations waste in
the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea, respectively, and a 102.6% and
4.9% increase over H&G operations. If roe-stripping at sea
increased to 30 000 mt in the Gulf and to 297 000 mt in the
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, the relative waste increases would
be 9.2% (GOA) and 4% (Bering Sea) over Surimi production waste
(as indicated in the text, p.15 last paragraph), 29.2% and 10.3%
over filet production waste, and 149.4% and 48.5% over H&G
production waste (Table 1).

Since current operations are a mix of several types of
processing, and roe-strlpplng would likely to be replaced by a
similar mix of processing, the additional waste due to roe-
stripping must lie within the range of values presented in Table
1, and cannot be as low as indicated in the text. Therefore,
clearly, the potentlal of significant waste reductions exist if
roe-stripping is prohibited or limited.

Cc9 (p.16,3).

Whlle it is true that there is substantlal other discard due
to both fishing and processing, it must be noted that pollock
represents the largest single species harvest in both the Gulf of
Alaska (43% of total groundfish fishery in 1989) and in the
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (65.4% of total domestic and joint
venture groundfish fishery). If roe-stripping is allowed to
expand to make up a substantial portion of the pollock harvest
(as currently in the Gulf of Alaska), the incremental discard
would be significant under realistic assumptions of processing
replacements (e.g. Table 1, comment C8). Thus, uncontrolled
dumping from continued roe-stripping could have more significant
long-term effects on food web dynamics, productivity, and habitat
quality than indicated in the text. See also comment C23.

Section 2.3.3.1. Productivity effects on pollock stock.
ci0 (p.17,1).

What is known about the seasonal variability in natural
mortality? If natural mortality is high during the winter and
low during the summer, then there would be an advantage to
harvestlng late in the year. Since the seasonal timing of
harvest is being discussed here, a discussion of annual net



differences between mortality and growth (e.g. the results cited
by Collie, 1989) is inappropriate.

Cll (pp.18-22)."

The biological analyses justly point out the inadequacies
inherent in applying equilibrium-type models such as the Ricker
spawner recruit model, to predict pollock stock behavior. But
the analyses ignore some recent developments. Those models are
based on too many simplifying assumptions to be useful for real-
world situations. For instance, given the relatively large
confidence limits usually associated with stock=-abundance
estimates, it would be difficult to distinguish the fit of a
simple linear regression from the fit of the Ricker curve within
the range of the data shown on Figure 2.4. The data show that in
the Bering Sea, within an 8-fold range of the spawner population,
the number of recruits is nearly independent of spawner
population size. Any other prediction would be inappropriate.

Since we currently do not know much yet about the relative
importance of density-dependent and density independent factors
on fish population dynamics in Alaska groundfish, effects of
fishing impacts, seasonal targeting, etc. cannot be predicted.
Nevertheless, there is increasing evidence that environmental
factors (=density-independent) affect pollock recruitment more
than adult biomass or cannibalism (e.g. Bailey et al., 1988;
Bailey and Stokes, 1986). Hence, any fishing impacts would act
in addition to those environmental effects.

Thus, it appears evident that excessive egg-removals or
excessive targeting on females could unbalance the sex ratio and
threaten future reproductive potential. An important factor
determining the relative importance of such selective removal is
the ratio of fishing to natural mortality, as pointed out in
section 2.3.3.1.4. (top of page 21, and Appendix III).
Obviously, if fishing mortality greatly exceeds natural
mortality, the sex ratio will become unbalanced. Furthermore,
Baldwin and Megrey's (1988) age-structured model indicates that
the timing of the harvest can affect stock condition when fishing
mortality is high.

At best, thus, present data and analytical tools are
insufficient to anticipate any clear-cut effect of excessive
seasonal harvesting and female removal on the pollock stocks. At
worst, the effects will be detrimental to stock conditions and
reproductive potential. Clearly thus, any decision allowing
future excessive seasonal and sex-biased targeting should take
these uncertainties into account.

Section 2.3.3.2. Effects on sustainable economic yield.

Cl2 (p.22,2-4).

Given the poor accuracy of the data, and no indication of
the range of possible confidence intervals, differences less than
5% are probably insignificant. Therefore, only two of four
criteria in the Gulf of Alaska and only one in the Bering Sea
show increased benefits. The conclusions (that roe fishing was



more profitable in 1989) must thus be taken with caution,
especially for the Bering Sea roe fishery. See also comment C20.

C13 (p.22,5).

See comment C7 regarding projections of DAP requests.
Furthermore, given the fact that DAP requests will continue to
exceed TAC's, a more detailed analysis could have been made
assuming different scenarios of future increases or decreases in
catch, and expected future changes of product values, instead of
just relying on a single-year analysis. There is no guarantee
that market conditions will develop such that roe-stripping
remains profitable in the long-term future, given changing levels
of catches, demands, prices, etc. The analysis in this section
thus does not provide satisfactory answers to the question of
effects of roe-fishing on sustainable economic yield.

Section 2.3.4. Effects of timing of pollock fishery on bycatch
of halibut, crab and other bottom dwellers (see comment C2 for
change in wording).

C14 (p.23-24).

This question and the analysis is only geared towards
protecting the interests of crab and halibut fishermen, not of
the ecosystem as a whole or at least of other non-utilized
species. Why were potential effects on other species not
considered? Given the goals and objectives of the Magnuson Act,
such considerations should be included in the environmental
assessment.

C15 (p.23,2-5).

Considering overall bycatch, three scenarios arise: A
pollock fishery with midwater trawls, that is generally clean and
produces little bycatch. A pollock fishery "off the bottom" with
moderate amounts of bycatch. And a pollock fishery hard on the
bottom, with potential for high bycatch and ensuing discard of
any bottom dwelling species including halibut and crab. Thus, if
harvesting is restricted to midwater and off-bottom trawling in
both the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Island regions,
much potential bycatch and discard could be avoided.

Section 2.3.5. Effects on marine mammals.

C16 (p.24,5-8).

The analysis points out that we do not know enough about the
importance of pollock diet for marine mammals, particularly
northern sea lions. Potential deleterious effects on northern
sea lions and other marine mammals can therefore not be ruled out
(see also Marine Mammal Commission Annual Report 1989), and
decisions on pollock harvesting schedules should be made
accordingly. Given the concern of marine mammal scientists that
pollock fishing during the roe-season may adversely affect
pregnant female sea lions and weaned pups by depriving them of



nutritionally-important prey, a precautionary approach needs to
be taken at this time (see also comment C30).

Section 2.3.6. Comparison of Alternatives.
2.3.6.1. Alternative 1.

C17 (p.25,3-6).

For a discussion on the relative increase in discards due to
roe-stripping based on alternative Surimi production only, see
comment C8 and Table 1. Actual increases in discards may be much
higher, if alternative operations include H&G and/or fileting
operations. The analysis assumes that H&G factory-trawlers
producing roe are unwilling to process carcasses into headed and
gutted products (i.e. footnote 1 on page 26). A complete
analysis, however, should include all possible scenarios (e.g. as
done on Table 1). Under some of those scenarios, the increased
fishery discards would be significant and could measurably affect
ecosystem behavior in parts of the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering
Sea. See also comment C18.

C18 (p.26,3). _

It is assumed that H&G processors would be unwilling to
process carcasses into H&G products. On what facts or
observations is this assumption based? It should be assumed that
the carcasses are processed into a mix of products, i.e. headed
and gutted, filets, Surimi, meal, etc. Furthermore, potential
technological progress can be included in the analysis:
alternative 2 might for instance force processors to streamline
their operations such that headed and gutted operations become
more profitable. '

C19 (p.27,2).

It is stated that the pollock available from prohibition of
roe-stripping to other operators later in the year would not
provide them with the level of protection they desire. The
question is, what amount of protection do those operators need to
make pollock processing desirable to them? A numerical basis for
decisions can be given: in 1989, 20 750 mt of pollock were
processed for roe-stripping at sea, 9 150 mt of that amount by
H&G-equipped factory trawlers. According to the assumption on
page 26, the 9 150 mt would be available for other processing
since the H&G processors would be eliminated from the roe-pollock
fishery if roe-stripping was prohibited. This represents a 26.8%
increase over the 34 100 mt pollock taken for processing beyond
roe-stripping during the first quarter. Would the 26.8% increase
represent sufficient amount of protection for those processors,
or how much more would it have to be to be considered sufficient?
The economic assessment of alternative 2 is very vague on this
question. See also comment C21.



€20 (p.27,7).

Given the inaccuracy of the data, the relative increases and
decreases of the economic benefits calculated for the Bering Sea
are insignificant. See also comment C12.

c21 (p.28,1-2).

What was the expected amount of pollock by shoreside
processors in 1989? If roe-stripping would have been prohibited,
shoreside processors could have received maximally 9,150 mt more
in 1989 (see comment Cl19). According to Table 2.3, shoreside
processors received 24 650 mt of pollock during the first quarter
of 1989. If all of that would have gone to shoreside processors,
it would have given them 37% more pollock to process. Would that
have been sufficient to satisfy their expectations? Again, as
above (comment Cl19), the analysis given is very vague.

Section 2.3.6.2. Alternative 3. Require full utilization of
pollock.

Cc22 (p.28,7).

A more balanced biological assessment can be made, based on
discussions in section 2.3.3. E.g., a slower-paced fishery would
prevent a potential for exceeding TAC and provide greater
reserves available for bycatch in other fisheries. It would also
release more food immediately available for other predators who
depend on pollock for their diet, such as the northern sea lion
and other marine mammals. For effects on marine mammals, see
comments C16 and C30.

c23 (p.29,1).

The assessment of relative quantities of discard lacks
precision and perspective, such as: given the relative
importance of the pollock fishery in both the Gulf of Alaska (43%
of groundfish fishery in 1989) and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands
(64.4% of domestic and joint venture fisheries in 1989), the
contribution of discards from pollock fishing and processing
represents somewhere between 40 and 60% of total discard
associated with groundfish fishing in the Alaska region. This is
a very significant part, rather than "only" a part of total
fishery discard. See also comment C9.

c24 (p.29,1).

It is mentioned that no adverse effects of current discards
on stock productivities and components of the ecosystem are
known. However, any level of discards would have effects,
positive or negative, and some are seen in confined nearshore
areas. Therefore, a more accurate assessment would indicate that
the magnitudes of the effects of the current levels of discard on
the pollock stock productivity and on food web dynamics as a
whole are not known, except in confined areas.



C25 (Economic analysis, pp. 29-30).

The economic analysis entirely omits potential social
benefits of meal-plant expansion in the form of future and more
stable employment opportunities.

C26 (p.29,5).

How realistic is an assumption of an overall 20% product
recovery rate? This would assume most of pollock is processed to
Surimi plus roe. However, filet and H&G operations have higher
product recovery rates (25-80%, Low et al., 1989), but roe-only
operations have much lower product recovery rates and represented
a large fraction of the total pollock processing in the Gulf of
Alaska in 1989. Most likely, there are large seasonal and
regional differences in average recovery rates, and a more
complete analysis of it presented to justify the average 20% used
here.

c27 (p.30,2).

The comparisons of the potential effects of meal-production
increases on the world market are misleading. The increased
required production must be compared to an already planned near-
future expansion of capacity. The planned expansion, from
175 000 mt to 780 000 mt of product waste in Alaska is presumably
to be accomplished in the near future. It would represent an
increase of 56.5% over current U.S. meal production and 45.3% of
world-wide fish meal production (Table 2). If such capacity
expansion is already planned in the absence of any regulations
demanding such an expansion, the owners/ operators/ investors
must have reason to believe that such . operations will be
profitable in the future and that the world market can absorb
such a significant increase in fish meal production. Hence, the
total need for maximally 1 200 000 mt of pollock product waste
would represent an additional increase of maximally 58 800 mt of
meal over the planned expanded meal production capacity (equal to
21.6% over planned world fish meal production, Table 2). Seen
from such an angle, the increase in meal production required from
full utilization of pollock appears less significant and
economically acceptable. It must be noted that the analysis
gives no data on the projected world demand for fish meal, and
the potential for new market and product developments. If
industry feels that the world market cannot absorb such an
increase in fish meal, it might be appropriate and not wasteful
to invest into research on innovative marketing and product
conversions for this product and conduct product expansion
surveys.

Section 2.3.6.3. Alternative 4. Establish seasonal apportionment
and restrict the Gulf pollock trawl fishery to midwater gear.

c28 (p.31,1-3). )

The assessment on environmental factors affecting egg and
larval survival is not clear. There is no reason to believe that
egg and larval production are positively linked to the



probgbility of encountering good conditions for eqgg and larval
surv1val..In other words, a high fecundity is not environmentally
coupled with high survival of eggs and larvae. For the
assessment of natural mortality, see comment C10. Seasonal
fishing in combination with natural mortality may significantly
affect stock conditions (e.g. Baldwin and Megrey, 1988) and net
yield to the fishery.

Cc29 (p.31,6).

Bycatch can further be reduced by requiring off-bottom trawl
fishing, rather than hard on the bottom, in the Gulf of Alaska as
well as in the Bering Sea. Under such conditions, it would be
possible to reduce bycatch of crab, halibut, and all other bottom
dwellers with a full pollock season in operation. See comments
Cl4 and C15.

€30 (p.32,2).

Although the relative contributions of the different pollock
fisheries to the decline of the northern sea lion populations and
on other marine mammals are not clearly known, marine mammal
scientists are clearly concerned about effects of groundfish
removals in general and pollock fisheries in particular on marine
mammal populations in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea (see
Marine Mammal Commission Annual Report, 1989). Scientists have
repeatedly proposed that groundfish catches must be reduced to
provide adequate protection for marine mammals, given our limited
knowledge on the problem. Hence, any decisions must consider
such potential effects in the face of the uncertainties.

C31 (p.33,4).
The effect of an annual "multi-season" fishery developing

within a seasonal apportionment schedule could be avoided by
proposing a monthly apportionment schedule.

Prepared by Hans J. Hartmann, Ph.D.
Aquatic Resources Conservation Group
For Greenpeace International

April 6, 1990
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Table 1. Pollock waste produced from various processing
operations, and absolute and relative increases in discard due to
roe stripping. Product conversion coefficents of 7.5% and 4% are
assumed for roe-stripping in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea,
respectively. Data from 1989, in metric tons.

Gulf of Alaska Bering Sea

1. Pollock processed at sea 33 000 mt 1 067 000 mt
2. Roe stripping at sea 20 750 29 700
3. Discards if all is Surimi (16%) 27 700 896 300
4a.Discards, roe strip at sea 19 200 28 500
b.Discards, Surimi, of remainder 10 300 871 300
c.Total actual discards w/

roe-stripping (4a+4b) 29 500 899 800
5. Increase compared to Surimi-

only processing (4c-3) 1 800 3 500

Pct increase roe>surimi (5/3 ) 6.4% _ 0.4%
6a.Discards if all is filets (30%) 23 100 746 900
b.Discards, filets, of non-roe-

stripping operations 8 800 726 100
c.Total discards w/ roe-stripping

(6b+4a) 28 000 754 600
7. Increase compared to filet-

only processing (6c-6a) 4 900 7 700

Pct increase roe>filets (7/6a) 21.2% 1.0%
8a.Discards if all is H&G (65%) 11 600 373 500
b.Discards, H&G, of non-roe-

stripping operations 4 300 363 100
c.Total discards w/roe-stripping

(8b+4a) 23 500 391 600
9. Increase compared to H&G-only _

processing (8c-8a) 11 900 18 100

Pct increase roe>H&G (9/8a) 102.6% 4.9%

Repeat analysis for increased roe-stripping (details not shown):

10. Pollock harvested at sea 33 000 1 067 000
11. Pollock roe stripping at sea 30 000 297 000
12. Increase in discard compared
to Surimi-only processing 2 600 35 600
Percent increase in discard 9.2% 4.0%

13. Increase in discard compared
to filet-only processing 6 800 77 200
Percent increase in discard 29.2% 10.3%

14. Increase in discard compared
to H&G-only processing 17 300 181 200
Percent increase in discard 149.4% 48.5%
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Table 2. Current, planned, and future required fish-meal
production capacities for processing pollock waste in Alaska
waters. Data are taken from the Environmental Assessment
docunent.

1. Current capacity for pollock waste 175 000 mt
2. Fish meal produced (14% of 1) 24 500 mt
3a.Current U.S. production 150 000 mt
b.Current world production 187 000 mt

4. Planned expansion for pollock waste

reduction capacity in Alaska 780 000 mt
S5a.Expansion increase over current capacity 605 000 mt
b.Increased amount of fish meal produced 84 700 mt
6a.Percent increase over current U.S. prod. 56.5%
b.Percent increase over current world prod. 45.3%

7. Total maximal need of capacity for

Alaska pollock waste reduction 1 200 000 mt
8a.Increase over planned expanded capacity 420 000 mt
b.Increased amount of fish meal produced 58 800 mt
9a.Percent increase over expanded U.S. prod. 25.1%
b.Percent increase over expanded world prod.,

assuming no other increase in fish-meal

production elsewhere 21.6%




SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON
THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW/
INITIAL REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANALYSIS FOR AMENDMENT 19
TO THE FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR GROUNDFISH
OF THE GULF OF ALASKA
AND AMENDMENT 14 TO THE FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN
FOR GROUNDFISH OF THE BERING SEA/ALEUTIAN ISLANDS

Comment # (page #, paragraph)

Section 2. Discussion of Alternatives:
2.2.3., Alternative 4.

Cl1 (p.10,2 and Table 2.4).

Table 2.4 shows examples of seasonal apportionments for
pollock harvests. The options provided do not illustrate all the
options outlined in the text (no apportionments, limited
apportionments). Rather, they provide only even apportionments
and apportionments according to previous harvest distributions.
There is no reason to include the latter examples, since they
would promote the status quo and make implementation of
alternative 4 meaningless.

Section 2.3. Analysis and Discussion.

c2 (pp.10-11).
Three of the five questions should be stated more carefully
to enable adequate and complete analyses:

Question 1: Is roe-stripping a biologically and/or economically
wasteful practice? (The analysis in section 2.3.1. only
addresses the economic part of the question).

Question 2: What effects does roe-stripping have on the ecosystem
due to additional discards? This type of open questioning was
used in questions 3 and 4. It provides for a more complete look
at the effects. Effects may be both adverse or beneficial.

Question 4: What effects does the timing of the pollock fishery
have on the bycatch of crab, halibut, other groundfish and non-
utilized species? There is no reason to limit the discussion on
bycatch effect to the two prohibited species. While it may be
difficult to provide data for effects on non-utilized species, it
would at least provide a base for discussion of the phenomenon.



Section 2.3.1.

C3 (p.11,5-7, and Tables 2.6-2.12).

Waste is here defined in bioeconomic terms only. However,
ecosystem effects and bioeconomic analyses are not exclusive of
each other. Thus, future benefits depend on a continuing healthy
resource and harvest. If roe-stripping leads to a decline in
resource and hence to a decline of future harvest, then it might
become bioceconomically wasteful. The analyses outlined in Tables
2.6 to 2.12 only use the status quo (1989 fishery), without any
future scenarios of declining (or rising) harvest levels and
potential market projections (i.e. decline or increase in demand
for pollock roe, replacement by other products, etc.).

C4 (p.1l1,9 to p.12,1).

Apparently, roe-stripping factory-trawlers are currently
mostly equipped to alternatively produce headed and gutted
products, and not Surimi or filets. See comment C8 for the
implications of this regarding relative waste production.

Cc5 (p.13,1-2).

In the Gulf of Alaska, roe-stripping required substantially
less employee days than either pollock harvesting and processing.
This is considered to be an economic benefit to the
owner/operator. However, it represents a loss in employment
opportunities and thus would destabilize continuity of
employment. This socioeconomic factor is not taken into account
in the benefit comparisons.

C6 (p.13,4).

The data used are means. Therefore, it is not surprising
that some individual operations were economically not wasteful
while others were. Successful operators might have been
harvesting and processing under very special conditions that
normally are not encountered. Nothing is said about the relative
importance of their activities to the total numbers. Thus, such
a statement is inappropriate given the admittedly marginal
quality of the data (cf. page 12, last paragraph). It gives the
impression that the preparer(s) were determined to show by all
means that roe-stripping is economically not wasteful.

c7? (p.14,1-2).

The comments in these two paragraphs need clarification.
DAP requests are expected to exceed pollock TAC's in 1990 and
beyond. Hence, there will be increasing competition for roe, and
an analysis comparing replacement of roe-stripping by other
operations appears justified. This is re-iterated later (see
comment C13, p.22). Given these projections,the justification
for the discussion in the last paragraph (no competition expected
for several years to come) is not clear.



Section 2.3.2. (see also comment C2).

c8 (p.15).

The calculations on relative increase in roe-waste give an
inaccurate picture of reality. It is assumed that roe-operations
are replaced by Surimi processing, with a 16% recovery rate.
However, it could equally well be assumed that roe-stripping
operations are replaced by filet and/or headed and gutted (H&G)
operations with much higher product recovery rates (approximately
30% and 65%, respectively, cf. Low et al., 1989). The relative
increases in discard from roe operations compared to filet or H&G
operations would be much higher (Table 1) than indicated in the
text: a 21.2% and 1.0% increase over filet operations waste in
the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea, respectively, and a 102.6% and
4.9% increase over H&G operations. If roe-stripping at sea
increased to 30 000 mt in the Gulf and to 297 000 mt in the
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, the relative waste increases would
be 9.2% (GOA) and 4% (Bering Sea) over Surimi production waste
(as indicated in the text, p.15 last paragraph), 29.2% and 10.3%
over filet production waste, and 149.4% and 48.5% over H&G
production waste (Table 1).

Since current operations are a mix of several types of
proce551ng, and roe-stripping would likely to be replaced by a
similar mix of processing, the additional waste due to roe-
stripping must lie within the range of values presented in Table
1, and cannot be as low as indicated in the text. Therefore,
clearly, the potential of significant waste reductions exist if
roe-stripping is prohibited or limited.

c9 (p.16,3).

Whlle it is true that there is substant1al other discard due
to both fishing and processing, it must be noted that pollock
represents the largest single species harvest in both the Gulf of
Alaska (43% of total groundfish fishery in 1989) and in the
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (65.4% of total domestic and joint
venture groundfish fishery). If roe-stripping is allowed to
expand to make up a substantial portion of the pollock harvest
(as currently in the Gulf of Alaska), the incremental discard
would be significant under realistic assumptions of processing
replacements (e.g. Table 1, comment C8). Thus, uncontrolled
dumping from continued roe-stripping could have more significant
long-term effects on food web dynamics, productivity, and habitat
quality than indicated in the text. See also comment C23.

Section 2.3.3.1. Productivity effects on pollock stock.

Cl0 (p.17, 1)

What is known about the seasonal variability in natural
mortality? If natural mortality is high during the winter and
low during the summer, then there would be an advantage to
harvestlng late in the year. Since the seasconal timing of
harvest is being discussed here, a discussion of annual net
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differences between mortality and growth (e.g. the results cited
by Collie, 1989) is inappropriate.

Cll (pp.18-22)...:

The biological analyses justly point out the inadequacies
inherent in applying equilibrium-type models such as the Ricker
spawner recruit model, to predict pollock stock behavior. But
the analyses ignore some recent developments. Those models are
based on too many simplifying assumptions to be useful for real-
world situations. For instance, given the relatively large
confidence limits usually associated with stock-abundance
estimates, it would be difficult to distinguish the fit of a
simple linear regression from the fit of the Ricker curve within
the range of the data shown on Figure 2.4. The data show that in
the Bering Sea, within an 8-fold range of the spawner population,
the number of recruits is nearly independent of spawner
population size. Any other prediction would be inappropriate.

Since we currently do not know much yet about the relative
importance of den51ty-dependent and density independent factors
on fish population dynamics in Alaska groundfish, effects of
fishing impacts, seasonal targetlng, etc. cannot be predicted.
Nevertheless, there is increasing evidence that environmental
factors (=density-independent) affect pollock recruitment more
than adult biomass or cannibalism (e.g. Bailey et al., 1988;
Bailey and Stokes, 1986). Hence, any fishing impacts would act
in addition to those environmental effects.

Thus, it appears evident that excessive egg-removals or
excessive targeting on females could unbalance the sex ratio and
threaten future reproductive potential. An important factor
determining the relative importance of such selective removal is
the ratio of fishing to natural mortality, as pointed out in
section 2.3.3.1.4. (top of page 21, and Appendix III).

Obviously, if fishing mortality greatly exceeds natural
mortality, the sex ratio will become unbalanced. Furthermore,
Baldwin and Megrey's (1988) age-structured model indicates that
the timing of the harvest can affect stock condition when fishing
mortality is high.

At best, thus, present data and analytical tools are
insufficient to anticipate any clear-cut effect of excessive
seasonal harvesting and female removal on the pollock stocks. At
worst, the effects will be detrimental to stock conditions and
reproductive potential. Clearly thus, any decision allowing
future excessive seasonal and sex-biased targeting should take
these uncertainties into account.

Section 2.3.3.2. Effects on sustainable economic yield.

Cl2 (p.22,2-4).

leen the poor accuracy of the data, and no indication of
the range of possible confidence intervals, differences less than
5% are probably insignificant. Therefore, only two of four
criteria in the Gulf of Alaska and only one in the Bering Sea
show increased benefits. The conclusions (that roe fishing was



more profitable in 1989) must thus be taken with caution,
especially for the Bering Sea roe fishery. See also comment C20.

C13 (p.22,5).

See comment C7 regarding projections of DAP requests.
Furthermore, given the fact that DAP requests will continue to
exceed TAC's, a more detailed analysis could have been made
assuming different scenarios of future increases or decreases in
catch, and expected future changes of product values, instead of
just relying on a single-year analysis. There is no guarantee
that market conditions will develop such that roe-stripping
remains profitable in the long-term future, given changing levels
of catches, demands, prices, etc. The analysis in this section
thus does not provide satisfactory answers to the question of
effects of roe-fishing on sustainable economic yield.

Section 2.3.4. Effects of timing of pollock fishery on bycatch
of halibut, crab and other bottom dwellers (see comment C2 for
change in wording).

Cl4 (p.23-24).

This question and the analysis is only geared towards
protecting the interests of crab and halibut fishermen, not of
the ecosystem as a whole or at least of other non-utilized
species. Why were potential effects on other species not
considered? Given the goals and objectives of the Magnuson Act,
such considerations should be included in the environmental
assessment.

C15 (p.23,2-5).

Considering overall bycatch, three scenarios arise: A
pollock fishery with midwater trawls, that is generally clean and
produces little bycatch. A pollock fishery "off the bottom" with
moderate amounts of bycatch. And a pollock fishery hard on the
bottom, with potential for high bycatch and ensuing discard of
any bottom dwelling species including halibut and crab. Thus, if
harvesting is restricted to midwater and off-bottom trawling in
both the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Island regions,
much potential bycatch and discard could be avoided.

Section 2.3.5. Effects on marine mammals.

C16 (p.24,5-8).

The analysis points out that we do not know enough about the
importance of pollock diet for marine mammals, particularly
northern sea lions. Potential deleterious effects on northern
sea lions and other marine mammals can therefore not be ruled out
(see also Marine Mammal Commission Annual Report 1989), and
decisions on pollock harvesting schedules should be made
accordingly. Given the concern of marine mammal scientists that
pollock fishing during the roe-season may adversely affect
pregnant female sea lions and weaned pups by depriving them of
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nutritionally-important prey, a precautionary approach needs to
be taken at this time (see also comment C30).

Section 2.3.6. Comparison of Alternatives.
2.3.6.1. Alternative 1.

C17 (p.25,3-6).

For a discussion on the relative increase in discards due to
roe-stripping based on alternative Surimi production only, see
comment C8 and Table 1. Actual increases in discards may be much
higher, if alternative operations include H&G and/or fileting
operations. The analysis assumes that H&G factory-trawlers
producing roe are unwilling to process carcasses into headed and
gutted products (i.e. footnote 1 on page 26). A complete
analysis, however, should include all p0551b1e scenarios (e.g. as
done on Table 1). Under some of those scenarios, the increased
fishery discards would be significant and could measurably affect
ecosystem behavior in parts of the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering
Sea. See also comment C18.

Ci8 (p.26,3).

It is assumed that H&G processors would be unwilling to
process carcasses into H&G products. On what facts or
observations is this assumption based? It should be assumed that
the carcasses are processed into a mix of products, i.e. headed
and gutted, filets, Surimi, meal, etc. Furthermore, potential
technological progress can be 1nc1uded in the analysis:
alternative 2 might for instance force processors to streamline
their operations such that headed and gutted operations become
more profitable.

C19 (p.27,2).

It is stated that the pollock available from prohibition of
roe-stripping to other operators later in the year would not
prov1de them with the level of protectlon they desire. The
question is, what amount of protection do those operators need to
make pollock proce551ng desirable to them? A numerical basis for
decisions can be given: in 1989, 20 750 mt of pollock were
processed for roe-stripping at sea, 9 150 mt of that amount by
H&G-equipped factory trawlers. According to the assumptlon on
page 26, the 9 150 mt would be available for other processing
since the H&G processors would be eliminated from the roe-pollock
fishery if roe-stripping was prohibited. This represents a 26.8%
increase over the 34 100 mt pollock taken for processing beyond
roe-stripping during the first quarter. Would the 26.8% increase
represent sufficient amount of protection for those processors,
or how much more would it have to be to be considered sufficient?

The economic assessment of alternative 2 is very vague on this
question. See also comment C21.



C20 (p.27,7).
Glven the inaccuracy of the data, the relative increases and

decreases of the economic benefits calculated for the Bering Sea
are 1insignificant. See also comment C12.

c21 (p.28,1-2).

What was the expected amount of pollock by shoreside
processors in 1989? If roe-stripping would have been prohibited,
shoreside processors could have received maximally 9,150 mt more
in 1989 (see comment C19). According to Table 2.3, shoreside
processors received 24 650 mt of pollock during the first quarter
of 1989. If all of that would have gone to shoreside processors,
it would have given them 37% more pollock to process. Would that
have been sufficient to satisfy their expectations? Again, as
above (comment C19), the analysis given is very vagque.

Section 2.3.6.2. Alternative 3. Require full utilization of
pollock.

c22 (p.28,7).

A more balanced biological assessment can be made, based on
discussions in section 2.3.3. E.g., a slower-paced fishery would
prevent a potential for exceeding TAC and provide greater
reserves available for bycatch in other fisheries. It would also
release more food immediately available for other predators who
depend on pollock for their diet, such as the northern sea lion
and other marine mammals. For effects on marine mammals, see
comments C16 and C30.

c23 (p.29,1).

The assessment of relative quantities of discard lacks
precision and perspective, such as: given the relative
importance of the pollock fishery in both the Gulf of Alaska (43%
of groundfish fishery in 1989) and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands
(64.4% of domestic and joint venture fisheries in 1989), the
contribution of discards from pollock fishing and processing
represents somewhere between 40 and 60% of total discard
associated with groundfish fishing in the Alaska region. This is
a very significant part, rather than "only" a part of total
fishery discard. See also comment C9.

Cc24 (p.29,1).

It is mentioned that no adverse effects of current discards
on stock productivities and components of the ecosystem are
known. However, any level of discards would have effects,
positive or negative, and some are seen in confined nearshore
areas. Therefore, a more accurate assessment would indicate that
the magnitudes of the effects of the current levels of discard on
the pollock stock productivity and on food web dynamics as a
whole are not known, except in confined areas.
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C25 (Economic analysis, pp. 29-30).

The economic analysis entirely omits potential social
benefits of meal-plant expansion in the form of future and more
stable employment opportunities.

C26 (p.29,5).

How realistic is an assumption of an overall 20% product
recovery rate? This would assume most of pollock is processed to
Surimi plus roe. However, filet and H&G operations have higher
product recovery rates (25-80%, Low et al., 1989), but roe-only
operations have much lower product recovery rates and represented
a large fraction of the total pollock processing in the Gulf of
Alaska in 1989. Most likely, there are large seasonal and
regional differences in average recovery rates, and a more
complete analysis of it presented to justify the average 20% used
here.

c27 (p.30,2).

The comparisons of the potential effects of meal-production
increases on the world market are misleading. The increased
required production must be compared to an already planned near-
future expansion of capacity. The planned expansion, from
175 000 mt to 780 000 mt of product waste in Alaska is presumably
to be accomplished in the near future. It would represent an
increase of 56.5% over current U.S. meal production and 45.3% of
world-wide fish meal production (Table 2). If such capacity
expansion is already planned in the absence of any regulations
demanding such an expansion, the owners/ operators/ investors
must have reason to believe that such . operations will be
profitable in the future and that the world market can absorb
such a significant increase in fish meal production. Hence, the
total need for maximally 1 200 000 mt of pollock product waste
would represent an additional increase of maximally 58 800 mt of
meal over the planned expanded meal production capacity (equal to
21.6% over planned world fish meal production, Table 2). Seen
from such an angle, the increase in meal production required from
full utilization of pollock appears less significant and
economically acceptable. It must be noted that the analysis
gives no data on the projected world demand for fish meal, and
the potential for new market and product developments. If
industry feels that the world market cannot absorb such an
increase in fish meal, it might be appropriate and not wasteful
to invest into research on innovative marketing and product
conversions for this product and conduct product expansion
surveys.

Section 2.3.6.3. Alternative 4. Establish seasonal apportionment
and restrict the Gulf pollock trawl fishery to midwater gear.

c28 (p.31,1-3). ,

The assessment on environmental factors affecting egg and
larval survival is not clear. There is no reason to believe that
egg and larval production are positively linked to the



probability of encountering good conditions for egg and larval
survival. In other words, a high fecundity is not environmentally
coupled with high survival of eggs and larvae. For the
assessment of natural mortality, see comment C10. Seasonal
fishing in combination with natural mortality may significantly
affect stock conditions (e.g. Baldwin and Megrey, 1988) and net
yield to the fishery.

c29 (p.31,6).

Bycatch can further be reduced by requiring off-bottom trawl
fishing, rather than hard on the bottom, in the Gulf of Alaska as
well as in the Bering Sea. Under such conditions, it would be
possible to reduce bycatch of crab, halibut, and all other bottom
dwellers with a full pollock season in operation. See comments
Cl4 and C15.

€30 (p.32,2).

Although the relative contributions of the different pollock
fisheries to the decline of the northern sea lion populations and
on other marine mammals are not clearly known, marine mammal
scientists are clearly concerned about effects of groundfish
removals in general and pollock fisheries in particular on marine
mammal populations in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea (see
Marine Mammal Commission Annual Report, 1989). Scientists have
repeatedly proposed that groundfish catches must be reduced to
provide adequate protection for marine mammals, given our limited
knowledge on the problem. Hence, any decisions must consider
such potential effects in the face of the uncertainties.

C31 (p.33,4).
The effect of an annual "multi-season" fishery developing

within a seasonal apportionment schedule could be avoided by
proposing a monthly apportionment schedule.

Prepared by Hans J. Hartmann, Ph.D.
Aquatic Resources Conservation Group
For Greenpeace International

April 6, 1990
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Table 1. Pollock waste produced from various processing
operations, and absolute and relative increases in discard due to
roe stripping. Product conversion coefficents of 7.5% and 4% are
assumed for roe-stripping in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea,
respectively. Data from 1989, in metric tons.

Gulf of Alaska Bering Sea

1. Pollock processed at sea 33 000 mt 1 067 000 mt
2. Roe stripping at sea 20 750 29 700
3. Discards if all is Surimi (16%) 27 700 896 300
4a.Discards, roe strip at sea 19 200 28 500
b.Discards, Surimi, of remainder 10 300 871 300
c.Total actual discards w/

roe-stripping (4a+4b) 29 500 899 800
5. Increase compared to Surimi-

only processing (4c-3) 1 800 3 500

Pct increase roe>sSurimi (5/3 ) 6.4% 0.4%
6a.Discards if all is filets (30%) 23 100 746 900
b.Discards, filets, of non-roe-

stripping operations 8 800 726 100
c.Total discards w/ roe-stripping

(6b+4a) 28 000 754 600
7. Increase compared to filet-

only processing (6c-6a) 4 900 7 700

Pct increase roe>filets (7/6a) 21.2% 1.0%
8a.Discards if all is H&G (65%) 11 600 373 500
b.Discards, H&G, of non-roe-

stripping operations . 4 300 363 100
c.Total discards w/roe-stripping

(8b+4a) 23 500 391 600
9. Increase compared to H&G-only

processing (8c-8a) 11 900 18 100

Pct increase roe>H&G (9/8a) 102.6% 4.9%

Repeat analysis for increased roe-stripping (details not shown):

10. Pollock harvested at sea 33 000 1 067 000
11. Pollock roe stripping at sea 30 000 297 000
12. Increase in discard compared
to Surimi-only processing 2 600 35 600
Percent increase in discard 9.2% 4.0%
13. Increase in discard compared
to filet-only processing 6 800 77 200
Percent increase in discard 29.2% 10.3%

14. Increase in discard compared
to H&G-only processing 17 300 181 200
Percent increase in discarad 149.4% 48.5%
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Table 2. Current, planned, and future required fish-meal
production capacities for processing pollock waste in Alaska
waters. Data are taken from the Environmental Assessment
docunent.

1. Current capacity for pollock waste 175 000 mt
2. Fish meal produced (14% of 1) 24 500 mt
3a.Current U.S. production . 150 000 mt
b.Current world production 187 000 mt

4. Planned expansion for pollock waste

reduction capacity in Alaska 780 000 mt
Sa.Expansion increase over current capacity 605 000 mt
b.Increased amount of fish meal produced 84 700 mt
6a.Percent increase over current U.S. prod. 56.5%
b.Percent increase over current world prod. 45.3%

7. Total maximal need of capacity for

Alaska pollock waste reduction 1 200 000 mt
8a.Increase over planned expanded capacity 420 000 mt
b.Increased amount of fish meal produced 58 800 mt
9a.Percent increase over expanded U.S. prod. 25.1%
b.Percent increase over expanded world prod.,

assuming no other increase in fish-meal

production elsewhere 21.6%




CELIVE TRANS-ARTICLTD.
‘ P.O. BOX 66277 (206) 242-02¢3
APR - 9 1990 SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98166

April 2,1990

Don W. Collinsworth

Chairman

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
P.0. Box 103136

Anchorage Alaska 99510

Subject: Final Draft of Amendment 19/14

Dear Mr. Collinsworth:

After reviewing amendment 19/14, it is the feeling of Trans-Artic
Ltd., is there hasn't been enough research on the potential
impact of concentrated fishing activities on spawning
concentrations of pollock, is the localized depletion of discrete
stocks, and what are the boundries of the localized stock ?

Your draft indicates that NMFS, ADF&G, and industry does not feel
that reasearch is warranted. In this case we feel that
roe-stripping should be prohibited, until research has been done
to see what effects it has on the population of sea lions and
other marine mammals.

In any event there should be full utilization of the pollock,
even if it has to be used for fish meal,

In addition we would hope that the Council would restrict fishing
for pollock in the Gulf of Alaska to midwater trawl.

Sincerely,

_)e‘//

George.ﬂ. Matz
President



April 9, 19350 .

Clarence Pautzke

Executive Director

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, AK 89510 VIA FAX (307) 271-2817
Re: 14719 EARIR
Dear Clarence,

Congratulations to the staff for a job well done on the
amendment 14/19 EARIR. The organization and clarity of the
document has improved with each passing draft. While the issueg
have been clarified, there has been little qualitative change in
the conclusions to be drawn from the analysis; rather, those
conclusions have been underscored. I am therefore requesting my
previous letters on earlier drafts and on the emergency rule be
incorporated by reference as they remain relevant at this time.
I have some further comment which are as follows:

- Alternative 2 should be rejected as an ineffectual measure
with negative net economic benefits. It is allocationally
ineffectual in enhancing shoreside deliveries and in presgerving a
second semester fishery (if those are Council objectives). It is
ineffectual biologically because it has insignificant impact on
the size of a roe season fishery. It should bYe noted that the
catches this season were about 29,000, 33,000, and 34,000 in
three weeks prior to the emergency rule and after the imposition
of the rule they dropped to 28,000, 25,000 and 30,000, a change
of roughly 15%.

As noted in the document it §is also ineffectual in
significantly reducing waste, or increasing protein production.
An analysis recently conducted by the Montlake lab indicated
that pollock roe had a protein content of 25.3% and an oil
content of 4.2% (personal communication with Dick Nelson) this
contrasts with 15.4-18.6% protein and .1-.9% oil from filets
{Process Report 1976 S-761). Thus, the roe alone may have
nutritional value rivaling that of the fileta at certain recovery
rates (i.e. 10% roe during the prime roe season vs. 15-20% filet
yield in the post spawn period) as well as economic value far
exceeding the value of flesh products.

- Alternative 3 would be acceptable only if the Council were
to make a policy decision that the ethical benefits of maximizing
protein production and minimizing diacards out weigh net economic.
benefits as a meaaure of value. If this new policy is adopted by
the Council we should be consistent and apply it beyond just the
roe pollock fishery deaspite the fact that it would diminish or



destroy the prorfitability of many DAP fisheries and likely bring
back JVP as a major player. Within the context of this new
policy objective (which should only be adopted after serious
debate on its implications) Alternative 3 is a far more effectual
measure than Alternative 2.

- Alternative 4 is my personal cheice of a preferred
alternative so long as the framework procedure detailed on pg. 3-
10 is incorporated. As noted, in the last paragraph of 2.3.6.5
(pg.36) the "correct” allocation of TAC will vary from vear to
year (for biological as well as economic reasons) and it is
essential to maintain the ability to adjust accordingly. The
caveats in the laat paragraph of section 2.3.6.3 (pg.34.35) are
important to note. However the 2nd point -~ that information
necessary to avoid a wrong apporticnment may not be available -
is more applicable to attempting to set a fixed apportionment at
this time than it is to a framewsprk process. We should
anticipate that ocur information base will improve as the data
gathered by observers is processed (note that we do not have any
information from the 1990 roe season fishery available to us at
this time, though there were substantial differences between the
'83 and 'S0 fisheries). The 3rd point - that apportionments are
set by political process rather than a market process - is
pertinent to the potential of incorrect apportionments imposing
huge reductions of net economic benefits on the industry, a
criticism that would be equally applicable to interfering with
market decisions by processors under Alternative 2. This
eriticism of a framework is not as valid to the biological
reascns for setting an apportionment.

Perhaps a way to modify the potential of decreased planning
stability associated with a framework would be to limit the
percentage change in the apportionment from the historic or
status quo split to something like a 10-20% change in a single
year, (Greater changes could be accommodated by emergency rule
if clearly warranted.)

While the analysis does not demonstrate any biological risk
associated with a roe season fishery, neither does it allow the
conclusion that there is no risk. Many of us who have been
participating in the roe season pollock fishery for 10 years now
have a gut feeling that there is a risk. We feel that we are
applying uneven exploitation rates to different components of the
stock, which may in fact be distinct stocks. For instance
approximately 80% of the January/February roe season fishery
occurred in area 515 (Bogoslav). Frankly, myself and other
fishermen are frightened by the potential of a disproportionate
amount of the TAC being taken out of one sub area during the roe
season, whether it be Shelikov, or Bogoslav.

This brings me to the phrase "portions thereof". While both

0
4
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the SSC and myself gubmitted plan amendment propcsals that wouid
have allowed setting a separate 5{5 TAC the Council did not
accord the proposal high priority. I believe this is a tragic
miatake, for the reasons just expressed. There would have been
far more potential conservation value in such a measure than in
banning a particular processing practice. I have been informed
by staff that taking such an action is probably not within the
scope of this analysis. However, if we can stretch the phrase
"portions thereof" to do 25, it would ntelp justify the time and
effort spent on this amendment package. I do uaderstand we would
be able to set a separate western GCA TAC for pollock in the roe
geason under this alternative and strongly endorse doing so.

The primary justification for a split season is, in my mind,
based on biological concerns and not as an indirect method to
make allocations. Therefore a split season(i.e. Jan.l - May 31,
and June 1 - Dec. 31} is appropriate because it would limit tctal
fishing mortality that could occur during the spawning season.
However I would find quarterly allocations much more difficult to
justify based on this document.

- Concerning restrictions on the use of bottom trawl gear for
pcllock, I agree that the cost of using bottom gear will be paid
in foregone groundfish catch since the halibut caps are
congtraining to the bottom trawl fishery. Ideally we would allow
a market mechanism to determine the optimum distribution of
bycatch caps and perhaps we will move in that direction by 15¢1.
If we fail to do so then I think we probably should consider
restricting the use of bottom gear in the directed pollcck
fishery, though it makes more sense to do so with the carrot than
the stick.

- Section 2.3.5 (page 34) addresses the "sea lion issue”. It
introduces an hypothesis without attendant documentation that the
roe pollock fishery is an important competitor with the sea lion
for its food, 1930 observer reports do not indicate any sea lion
taking in the 515 pollock fishery where the vast majority of the
roe fishery occurred (personal communication with J. Berger), nor
have observer debriefings indicated any visual sightings of sea
lions in the proximity of the roe pollock fleet in 515. This may
change as more observers are debriefed, however if the Coune¢il
intends to use this particular concern to justify a restriction
on the roe fishery, then the SSC ought to comment on the validity
of this hypothesis. As a footnote our logbook data (submitted to
NMFS) indicates our fishing depth ranged from 175-275 fathoms for
most of the roe season. This is beyond the typical feeding depth
of sea lions and doesn’t fit the characterization of spawning
aggregations as easy prey.

- Page 12 includes discussions of the economie c¢omponents of
net benefits. In doing so it equivocates as to whether employee

&
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days and employee costs are benefits or not depending on ther_ﬁ
mobility of labor., I submi%t the statement is incomplete. From a
national accounting perspective we are ¢oncerned that rents (net
benefits) are captured. W are not particularly concerned
whether they accrue to the enployee or the employer. Thus
employee "costs” are actually a "benefit" when they exceed the
opportunjity cost of labor. in thia regard not that H & G roe
operations have maximum emplcyee costs and minimum employee days
(Tables 2.8-10) per ton of pollock catch. Dividing the employee
cost by employee days one can compare H & G oparations to other
operations, assuming the lower figure represents ean
approximation of something equal te or greater than the
opportunity cast of labor per ton, the higher figure (from H & G
rce operations) represents additional bhenefits captured in this
case by labor. (In other terms wouldn't we all like to work less
days for more pay?)

According to a recent Council mailing forwarding a regort
from the U.3. Embassy in Japan (2/28/9¢C), 8,000 tons of U.S.
pollock ree worth 57 million dollars were exported to Japan alcne
in 1989, the value of the roe fishery in 1990 isg likely to te
substantially greater. While the pregs and others have been
critical of the Council for not reaching a prejudged conclusion,
this is an issue of major proportions and deserves a better
solution than the emotionally based action taken under the
emargency crule. )

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

I

david fraser
P.O. Box 771
Port Townsend, Wa 98368
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fecantly I wrota a la-tar to the 3ecretary of Commerce commensing
on the councl.'s recommendations for amergency ac-ior, and a coay
of that latte- has Seen 38nt to the Souncil. I~ as much as most
of the comments in that letter ars apolicable to consideration of
olan amendment %o regulate ths rse sollack fishery, I would lika
vOou %0 enter tha- letter together with this one in the comment
record.

As cointed out in my previous laetter, there are rsally two aQuite
separaty issues addressed irn this amendmen: package: 1.) Should
the nagni-.de of a roe pol.acik season Siskery Se .imited (for al-
locatioral or kiological reasors)? It i3 my contertior that
thess .o .3sues 3houlid 50 tr3atad as separate arnsndment
packages. 3inced each of these two issues reauires a differer-
ragulatory response.

Alz0, as I have previous.y argued. e issue of wasze ¢r op-imun
utilization needs to be deal: with ir a generic manner, with the
same pPrincisies governing all fisheries under council Jjurisdic-
tion. The council must develop and define the principles govern-
ing such policy before attempting to implement them on an ad hoc
basis. uUntil the council takes this step it would do wel. to set:
aside the proposal to regulate a particular processing process
and focus its attention on the merit of managing the magritude of
“he roe season pollack fishery.

I believe a split season does have nerit. Given analysis ir the
EARIR it im, Nowever, difficult o quantify at this time what
might co& te an optimal split of the TAC between the roe and

non=roe m. Given, also, ocur experience with 3SA amendment
IT, wher 11t was implemented one year and then suspendecd the
next, : {t clearly was no longer appropriate: and given the

long lead time for sdopting new plan amendments--it becomes ap-
pannt that we must framework this action for it to yield lasting
value.

So--1I come to the heart of this letter--which is to ask of coun-
cil and regional staff what latitude we have under the EARIR as

currently drafted to structured a frameworked action. I raised

this question in the AP in September and don’t feel I received a
definitive answer.



i/ 32@a "o ex.svi-~g areas =_an as wese
CA 27 SOoull another "Shelikov =iz
t2d w~itout reqQuirisg a sacarates

ar . ovs,
rict” "yse a-aa

-
A2.3an amencre-=?

-- I¥ 30, would all such sub areas neecd “o He Iden-ified I~ ke
amercment package or could they be developed lataer as ap-
prooriate urcder the authority of -his amendment withous a
further 2lan amendaent?

-- Cauld a separate TAC be 3pecified for as area such as 515
(Sogas.av), as the SSC suggested, w~ithout another plan
amendment?

- Could =he nercentage sSplit bYetween “he .o seaso~s be variasd
fror area %o area?

- Could the -ercentages bYe varied from year %o ysar in a given
area?

- If 2 TAC is not caught 12 the roe zeaso-, .ould 1t automat:-
call roll aver Into the non-ros seasor? £

- If €0, could as urcaught guota ‘o' a specia. sud arsa (..«e
Shelikov or 3ogasilav) "roll out” in %0 the GOA or BSA wide
quota for the remainder of the year?

== If this frame work had beer in place this year could i: have
been used to provide for an exploratory fishery such as was
requested for the area east of Kodiak?

- And if i: ~ad been u*caugh* in the roe season, could it Se
specified to not roll out or over into the genera. area or
TAC?

All the feioing cptions seem like pollack management tools the

council » have wished it had at its disposa. in December. and

if they - 9@ available for next year it could prove a valu-

able asset’ d’aanaoino the pollack fishery. Given the time in-
volved in geing through “he plan amendment cycle, this amendment
Package is the one opportunity to acquire these tools in real
time.

If the EARIR as presently drafted does not allow for a framework
approach, then it would be better to delay consideration at this
meeting and expand the analysis. This would still allow the

amendment to be place for nex: year. -~



3*9.““'t'e* S.gzilsch C2lates D amethe- zuarcer iy ~at=a- teazn
s@Tli-arual e:;:w:io:mer:‘ga: D2 considerss .ader =nisz ZTARIR. -
“%.-I 2@e” tfit cace 3 SDLlt 1S nade Setaeen the rie am2 ncm-ree .
52a307, trai f.-ther dilv.sior of ths zusia durisg the nor-roe ce
S2ason (3 St reasorably relatad - t=g lgss_e =& ma-agil=g a rae
flzmery aclc- 135 tFe onrust 0F thae ZAAIR. (thoug- avoldiag a

seconc suarter “ishery might e -<8tifled o avcid t-e saste of
“3raqgons yie.d der ragryls associa ~@2 with the z00r ca-cision o<
J0llack in <he 208t spawr Feriod.

The Tforegoling all focuzes on the issul of managing Stke magnrisic
Sf & roe season filshery--t-e sort of marnagement action far whica
trera is amn‘e ~regeﬁeﬁ-. Assuming the council decides o rusn
cewn tre "s.iopery sicpe’ of naraging processing as wel! as Sis--
iasg, .ﬁeru seems o be a gla'xﬂg defiziency In the analysis
Paccage, that inpacts the 2udblic’'s ability 2o comment on the
:roposal. That def 'c;oncy is the lack of even a "strawman" ex-
ample =0 what a regulation "Sanning roe stripping” would look
Lika,

srasumably %he emergency ru.e being developed is “he sor: of
regu.ation wa car- expect. Not having seer {4, rumour has it thas
it ~ill involve 3 list of .egal ~rocduct “orms and hymothetical
razoverv rates “53ether wiith a set 0f ratios ofF products thas
~ill cetermire “-e .egality 2f an operation. My .eteer to -he
Secretary of lommarce 30ints out some the the pi:i falls of thi
aporoach, which Lill cuits probably result i= mancdatory w~as:-s
when variaz s real world recovery razes don’t ¢i% with hypothe-i-
cal averages. {is wsaste nore et-ica. when i%'s wanda-ory°‘

Aowever , my 20int here is that %he council ought to have an
obligation %25 the incdustry to allow it to sommen:t on likely
regulatory language. Simply de®ining roe-stripping as "something
you KNow when you see it", is too amorphous. Regulations -o
manage a2rocessing as opposed -0 fishing are qualitatively dif-
ferent and morve complex. It 13 not Just a matier of "shall :t-isz
area b» open or closed?’, "shail this species be allocated %o
this or that gear type?°, "shall a cap or TAC be X or Y
amount?“--gll of which decisions resul: ir fairly straightforuwarc
regulations. A regulation banning a processing practice is ..xe
banning pornography: it presumes a definition of that which is to
be banned. so0 far the council has failed to provide that Jdefini-
tion and & look at what sors of regulation might follow from it,
thus depriving industry and public of <he opportunity ®for effsc-
tive comment.

in short, and once again . . .
1.) Split the question

2.7 Take the opportunity to “ramewor: some mucs needec fis-ary
management tools.



T.at%ary Tisner.es
Sox 772
Townsene, WA 23363
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December 21, 1989

U.S. Secretary of Commerce

Robert Mosbacher

lath St. & Constitution Avenue N.W.
washington, DC 20230

Dear Secretary Mogbacher:

We are writing this letter to express our concerns regarding the
NPFMC request that you implement a "ban on voe stripping” Iin the
pollack fishery. The first part of this letter deals - with the
rationale for, and efficiency of, an emergency ban. The second
vart deals with the imnpacts and equity of such a regulation.

The Rationale

The EARIR preparead for the September council meeting and as
modified in response to comments by the $8C, Region, Plan Team
&nd others was resubmit-ed to the council at the December meeting
and sent out for further oublic comment. While the document is
still In draft form it ~must He regarded as the best available in-
formation for making a decision on this issue. There was little
or no new and substantive information provided in public comment
to justify a ban on roe stripping of the December meeting. Since
the EARIR must provide “he heart of the record, these comments
address the issue in that light.

The EARIR makes it clear there are Lwo issues being addressed:

A. The magnitude of a roe season fishery.
Relative to this issue there exist:

1. Biological corncerns--not necessarily provable or
quantifiable, but valid areas of concern.

2. Allocational questiong~--whether to provide
for a8 fall fishaery to ensure market and labour
continuity.

B. The moral acceptability at & particular proces-
ging practice--roe stripping--which happens to be
the best economic use of pollack for production at

é;ﬂ a single product (i.e., relative to filets only,

surmi only, H&G only, or meal only). Secondary
concerns were raised about the impacts of waste
discharge associated with roe stripping, however, ,
as the EARIR makes clear, they are: +
-=-not incrementally significanrt v

-
‘»

ez
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--already dealt with by EPA regulations
requiring grinding of processing discharge.
(a regulation which deserves to be uniformly
enforced).

The two issues suggest two regulatory strategies:

--The first is seasonal auotas or adjustment
of TAC.

--The second is a prohibition on a processing
practice.

The first measure is clearly an effectual ore.

Allocationally--it guaranrtees a fishery after
the roe season.

Biologically=-~while the concerns aren’'t prov-
able problems a seasonal constraint on the
size of the fishery is prophylactically
effective.

Morally--a seasorai auota is effective in
that it is a constraint that at least limits
the extent of the practice that some find
repugnant .

The second measure is clearly ineffectual:

spish

£34

&-o‘

Allocationally-~the EARIR indicates a "ban on roe
stripping® would have only extended the season by a mat-
ter of days in the GOA last year.

Biologically--in the BSA as well as the GOA it is quite
conceivable that the vast majority of the TAC could be
taken during the spawning season with the tremendous in-
crease in processing capacity without seasonal alloca-
tion of the quota.

Morally--while morality, like beauty, is in the eye of
the beholder, presumably the moral criteria here is the
total amount of protein. If so, there is little to be
sajid for the efficacy of a ban on "roe stripping’. As
noted in the EARIR, ‘roe stripping” accounts for only a

miniscule fraction of the "wasted" or unutilized protein

in the ground fish fishery.

*"Ir summary there is little sense oOF value in proceeding with a

ban on a particular processing practic

but particular in the BSA where the council declined to pursue
the more appropriate seasonal allocation of TAC.

AR
M

e in either the BSA or GOA,

98

™



Impacts

If all of the above were merely an academic debate we would not
be writing, however, there are some serious negative impacts as
the result of the way the emergency rule is being developed.
rhese impacts will both specifically effect our operation and
generally effect the industry’s ability to plan and prepare for
the 1990 roe pollack season.

In the first instance, we (F/V Mulr Milach) have been fishing as
a DAM harvester on roe pollack since 1981 in the BSA and 1982 in
the GOA. For eight years we operated in a JV mocde, then in 1989
we worked with a DAP processor. 1IN all of these years the
production of roe was the primary focus of the processors we
worked with, and in most cases the Processors did not have the
processing capacity or eguipment to produce filets or surimi. On
average, the pollack roe season, while only representing i/4th or
less of our fishing time, has contributed 1/3rd or more of our
oross income per year. In 1989 the roe fishery was absolutely
essential to our survival in the DAP mode. We are fearful our
ability to participate in this fishery, upon which we have his-
toric dependency, will be pre-empted by a ban on "roe stripping”.

*n the more general instance, banning “roe sty ipping" by emer-
gency rule has severe disruptive impact on the H&G type ProcesSs—
ing and catcher/processor operations. As noted in the EARIR,
pre-emption of their ability to participate is likely to have a
multimillion dollar impact.

Because this regulation is being crafted as an emergency rule and
its content will not be known until it is announced and takes ef-
fect at the beginning or during the roe season, there is insuffi-
cient lead time to allow the processors to re-equip their fac-
tories to comply with the regulation even if it were feasible to
do so. Planning is impossible in this atmosphere, with so many
unresolved questions:

what products will be considered legal "co-production”
with roe . . .? "Kirimi" cut? Spinka? Mince? Filets?
Meal? H&G? Surimi?

What recovery rates will be assumed?

Will filet recovery rates be based on capital intensive

,. Bader 182 type technology?

v
Will they allow for lower recovery rates that may result

from damage to the carcass resulting from the roe ex-

fraction process?
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Wwhat recovery rates will be used for the non~traditional

products such as spinka and kirimi cut, that might be

feasible with mocdification of aexisting technology on H&G
. processors?

Perhaps most importantly, how can the use of a ratio of
recovery rates take into account the crossing curves of
escalating roe recovery over two months of the roe
maturation prior to spawning when roce recovery increases
from 5% to 20% (EARIR) while fleeh condition and
recovery is simultaneously deteriorating--and for the
fact that this process occurs at differing times area by
area?

In the face of all this it is like playing Russian roulette for a
processor to attempt to position ones self to comply with an
unkrown regulation. :

Conclusion

When this issue surfaced at the April council meeting I .ade a
mot.ion which passed unamicusly in the Advisory Panel to the
NFFMC. That motion requested that an amendment package be
developed “which would ensure a full airing of the issues and im-
pacts of full utilization". The AP recommended this package
proceed immediately off cycle. At a subsequent meeting the coun-
cil dumped consideration of the generic issues involved in full
utilization into limbo for at least a year, while proceeding
headlong in a rather hysteric atmosphere of orchestrated media
hype and political grand standing %o this emergency ban on roe
stripping. The folly of this should have been apparent when the
council was unable in & half day of debate to define roe strip-
ping beyond “you'll know it when you see it".

In doing so the counci!l disregarded the good advice in the RD’s
September 15th letter:

“We have reviewed the draft analysis of alternatives for
Amendments 19 and 14 to the groundfish fishery manage-
ment plans, the so-called "roe-stripping" amendment.
While the “roe-stripping” issue begs for resolution, I
suggest that the couricil should first establish an over=-
all policy on full utilization. 1I¥ we are to embark on
the precedential path of regulating processing as well

roost ® as fishing activities, we should do so with a clear

£34° sense of direction and destination. I do not believe
that the Council has yet come to such an understanding.
We should hear more argument about what exactly we want $
to achieve, why and how best to achieve {%."
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It also ignored the advice of NOAA general consul in the opinion
presented at the December meeting that cautioned against embar k-~
ing on the slippery slope of regulating the economi¢c decisions of
processors. .

Therefore we request of you to not pursue an emergency ban on roe
stripping. Failing that we suggest a simplified action that
would only state that:

Pollack roe shall not me the majority (b weight of
product), of all pollack products on board a vessel.

such a regulation would avoid all reference to, and problems as=
sociated with, product recovery coefficients. It would result in
minimum recoveries of 10% to 35% which is comparabie (or even
favorable) to recoveries achieved in the non-roe season. It
would also avoid the disproportionate impact on H&G ProcessorT
which borders on defacto discrimination.

Thank you very much for your consideration of these comments.

sincerely,

David Fraser
Cape Flattery Fisheries
P.O. Box 771
sort Townsend, WA 98368

cC: Bill Fox = NOAA
Steven Pennoyer RD
Craig O’Conner
Clarence Pautzke
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Cear Secretary:

~e the undersigned wish to add ou” voice to tre cemments In Mr.
Frasers letter regarding emergencs actlon on vo2 stiripRpinrg.

Thand you.
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