AGENDA C-1
SEPTEMBER 1997

MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
ESTIMATED TIME
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke ¢ HOURS
Executive Directar
DATE: September 18, 1997

SUBJECT: Inshore/Offshore 3

ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Review information to date.

it NOAA GC opinion on scope of analysis.

) Consider separation of pollock CDQ program from the inshore/offshore amendment.
(d) Develop Problem Statement and alternatives for analysis.

BACKGROUND

Information to Date

In Jure the Council requested thar staff develop industry sector profiles which describe the evolution of the BSAI
pollock fisheries over the past several years, with the intent that a problem statement and set of alterpatives would
be identified at this meeting. Information developed thus far was mailed to you in early September, and staff will
now provide an overview of the various sections of that document, including a couple of additions that we have
added since that mailing. Item C-1(a}1) is a copy of a repart on foreign ownership of fish processing facilities

prepared in 1994 by the State of Alaska Legislative Research Agency. Attached to that is a diagram from a 1980
report which is illustrative of the complexities involved in discerning these ownership structures.

Council staff has been conducting its own research, through a “Lexis-Nexis’, internet-linked data base. While
this research has generated 2 considerable volume of ownership information, on both processors and vessels, we
have not compiled that information in a form suitable for distribution at this time. More to the point, we intend
to continue this research, if the Council wants this type of information, and aticmpt to groundirth the information
prior to public release. While we have not unearthed anything particularly unexpected, we feel that information
of this nature can be quite sensitive and it is our responsibility to be careful with its release.

Itern C-1(2}(2) contains supplementary information prepared by staff regarding utilization rates by pollock
processors, similar to some of the analyses we did for inshore/offshore 2. This represents an overall look at
utilization, as a ratio of processed product per metric tons of raw pollock input, and is intended to supplement
Tab 2 of your document.
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During our June mesting you requested that NOAA GC provide comments and guidance to the Council regarding
the necessary breadth and depth of analysis required to suppoert a decision on allocation alternatives, including
those alternatives which diverge from the “status quo’. We made such a request to NOAA GC and have
disenssed this issue within our respective staffs. NOAA GC may wish to comment on this question at this time.

From Council staff's perspective, we need to imform you of what we belteve is doable, given time and data
limitations. Once an analysis is completed, you (as well as the Secretary of Commerce) will have to decide
whether the information in front of you is sufficient for a particular decision. For reference, [tem C-1(b}1) is
a copy of the discussion paper we presented in June which describes the analytical aspects of this issue. The
Council needs to be aware that we will be unable to do mmch in the way of a strictly quantitative net benefits
assessment, due to the fact that we will not have the necessary cost data to incorporate in such an analysis.
Regardless of the altematives identified by the Council, the analysis will be largely a gross revenue based
analysis, much as we did with inshore/offshore 2. We would certainly focus on distributional impacts, and
quantify those to the extent possible, but definitive net benefit projections will be lacking,

Our iptent is also to supplement our analyses with a community imparct assessment, under contract to Impact
Assessment, [ne., the consulting firm which did the original inshore/offshore community profiles as well as the
CRP-related sector profiles in 1994.  This decision is based lergely on the new Magnuson Act National
Standards, one of which requires community impact assessments for FMP amendments. We have developed a
very draft Statement of Wodk (SOW) for this study, which may be adjusted afier this meeting, depending on the
scope of alternatives identified by the Council. We will need the OK from the Finance Commitiee, and Council,
before procesding with this contract.

Ttem C-1¢c¥1} is a letter from NMFS recommending that the potlock CDAQ allocation be separated from the
inshorefoffshore 3 amendment and proceed om its own course, to be combined with the multi-species CDQ
ptogram, as 8 permanent allocation. The letter also advises that the pollock CDQ program, notwithstanding the
Magmuson-Stevens Act mandate, has to be extended via a new FMP amendment, which could be prepared and
acted upon by earty 1998. This would allow for a final rulemaking by June of next year. Ttem C-}{c)(?) contains

As a reference point for the Council, we have included the action memo from the June meeting, which includes
example problem statements and the range of alteratives that were put forth at the April meeting {Tigin C-
1(dX1N. The Council had explicitly directed staff to circulate these in our newsletter prios to the June meeting.
Alternatives raised at the June meeting, but not acted upon by the Council, are not directly referenced here.
Compments related to the geperal inshore/offshore issue are under [tem C-1{d)(2).
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Legislative Research Agenc s aw.

{30 Seward Seeet, Sy 218 -
Junedy, Alasia 99301.2196

Phone: (907) 465-3991
Fax: (907 483-1151

Alaska State Legislature

January 21, 1994
MEMORANDUM
TO: Senator Loren Leman

FROM: Betsy A. Jensvold <2AT
Legislative’ Analyst

RE: Foreign Ownership of Fish Procegsing Facilities
: Research Request 94.048

You requested 2n update to Legisiative Research Agency Report $0.167, published April 3,
1990, which described ownership patterns in the Alaska seafood processing industry. This
report and ies predecessor provide specific data on the extent of foreign ownership of maior
on-shore and off-shore facilities in Alaska.

Berwesn [989 and 1993, there was a drop in the percentage (and number) of Alaska seafood
processing facilities reporting some foreign ownership, In 1989, at least 23 percent of
Alaska processors had seme foreign ownership; by 1993 that number dropped to 15 percent.
That cumber, however, understates the impact of foreign ownership becanse foreign owned
facilities tend to be larger than the average size of the 525 facilities which filed an intent to
process in Alaska in 1993. In additon, most of the change from 1989 to 1993 can be
attributed to two large transactions in which Americans purchased Japanese companies’
minority shares: Tyson Foods' purchase of Arctic Alaska brought 20 processing vessels back
into U.S. hands (Nissui previously owned 12 percent); and the Brindle family’s purchase of
Marubeni’s share of Wards Cove Packing {20 percent) brought 13 shore-based operations
back into U.S. hands. In addition, 13 vessels with some foreign ownership in 1989 were no

longer operating in Alaska by 1993.

This report has four sections. The first section deseribes our 1990 findings and how
conditions have changed since that ime. The second section explains the various methods
other than ownership that foreign investors may use to exert influence over seafoed
processing operations. The third section outlines the methodology used to obtain ownership
data. The fourth section summarizes prior efforts to study foreign influence in the Alaska
seafood processing industry.



Senator Leman

January 21, 1994
Page 2

Ownership information is presented in six tables. Table | offers an overview of the
nationatity of investors, type of facilities owned, and extenr of ownership, for both 1989 and
1993. The five remaining tables provide specific 1993 ownership data which paratle] data.
presented in our April 3, 1990 report. Al five tables provide the same data sorted in
different ways: by company name (Table 2); vessel name.(Table 3); location of shore-based
facility (Tabie 4); name of foreign investor (Table 5); and nationality of foreign investor
(Table 6).

Changes in Foreign Ownership Since 1989

Our 1990 report concluded that foreign companies and individuals controfled a significant
segment of the Alaska seafood processing industry, but the exact amount of conmol was
difficult to quaniify. In addition, because it was hard 1o quandfy the extent of foreign
ownerskip, it was also hard to draw definirive conclusions about how that influence had
changed over time. Nevertheless, because the same rasearch methodology was used in 1990
and 1994, some comparisons can be drawn between those years,

Qur Iggﬂsmdym'eaiedmarin1939at1east23pmmofaﬂseafoodpmessorsinAlaskz
had some foreign ownership; and more than 66 percent of vessels [isted on Pacific Fishing

magazine's 1989 Factory Trawler Directory had at least partial foreign ownership, By 1993
comparable numbers were: at least 13 percent of all seafood processors who filed an intent
to process hﬂuhhadmfurdgnmuﬁp;mthmﬂmufmliﬂed
mPacﬁcmee’sMDw(WﬂdmhmmWhMaskaj

ownership. Itshmﬂda]subenntedtha:mstofthecbangacanbaexplatuedb}'m
wransactions that removed the minority foreign ownership from 20 vessels and 15 shore-based
plants (Arctic Alaska and Wards Cove Packing), plus the fact that 13 vegsels with some
foreign owmership in 1989 were no longer fishing in Alaska by 1993. Unfornumatety,
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although the State of Alaska coilects processing volume dara, the market share of individual
companies cannot be estimated because production and sales darz are not availabie.'

[2 1989, foreign ownership within the industry already exhibited different pamems for vessels
and for shore-based plants: most vessels (79 percent) were less than 30 percent foreign
owned; while most shore-based facilities (62 percent) were more than 50 percent foreign
owned. By 1993 the pattern was even more distinct: 88 percent of vessels with some foreign
ownership were less than 50 percent foreign owned; and 90 percent of shore-based facilities
with some foreign ownership were more than 30 percent foreign owned (see Teble 1).

The nationality of foreign ownership has changed since 1989, but only at the margins, Japan
is still dominant with 72 percent of all foreign-owned processing facilities in 1989 and 61
percent in 1993, even after selling their interest in 35 procassing units, Norway and Canada
each increzsed their presence slightly but are siill distant seconds to Japan: Norway held 9
percent of foreign-owned facilides in 1989 and 14 percent in 1993; Canada heid 5 percent
i [989 and 11 percent in 1993. In 1989, England owned 5 percent, while Denmark, Korea,
Switzerland, Taiwan and the USSR had some involvement. By 1993, only Denmark and
Korea remained. England, Switzerland, Taiwan and the USSR had dropped out and -
Indonesia (6 percent), the Netherlands and South Korea had entered the market (see Table

.

Types of Control

Foreigners have several mechanisms through which they may influence the Alaska seafood
industry, including equity nvestment (owmership), dsbt (loans), marketing or price
arrangements, control of information, technology wansfer agreements, or employment of
foreign management and technicians (Orth 1980). Ownership provides direct conuol

'Foreign influence is Iikely to be greater than the percentages listed in this report for
three reascos: 1) companies may under-report foreigm ownership due w confusion abeut
reporting requirernents concerning alien affiliates and indirect foreign ownership; 2) forms
of influence other tham equity have not been considered in this study; and 3} the Alasks
. Department of Fish and Game database which served as the foundation for this research
includes all processors regandless of the size of operation. Becauses forsign companies are
more likely to invest in large facilities, their operations can be expected to produce a greater
share of the total seafood production than the percentages indicate. For example, if the 13
percent of processing facilities with foreign ownership process 75 percent of the caich, the
significance of foreign ownership would be much greater then the ownership percentages

suggest.
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although debt often provides equal leverage. Equity investment is the easiest 1o study simply
because internal financial, sales, technical, and staffing arrangemtents are usually not revealed
to the public. Nevertheless, it is important to remember that other forms of influence exist,
and thar they are significant. Alaska Department of Law memorandum "Bristo] Bay Salmon
[nvestigation” provides 2 detailed case smudy of the way in which foreign investors mav
influence the Alaska seafood industry.

Control through equity takes place when a foreign company or individual has complete or
partial ovwnership in an Americen-based company or if 2 parmership exists with that
company.® A foreign company or individual may control 2 seafood processing company
through direct ownership or may have indirect control through ties to a parent company. A
study by Orth and Associates (1980) illustrates the complexity of ownership interties
between seafood processors (artached)’

Control through debt may occur when an Alaska seafood processing company bas a financial
arrangement with 2 foreign company. Debt may involve issuance of notes or bonds. Loans
may be stmictly financial in nature, with monetary repayment as the only obligation, bt they
frequently involve other obligations as well. Processors sometimes enter into preseason
agresments where 2 foreign company may loan money to the processor with conditions such
as the right of first refusal for processed seafood, established prices for product throughout
the season, or a promise o employ foreign technicians or managers (GAQ 1990). Alaska
does not require disclosure of information concerning loans by foreign companies.

Foreigners may also influence a processor through control of technological innovations and
wechnical product kmowledge, or control of distribution channels. Foreign influence through
pricing and marketing may be significant. For example, the Japanese fisheries import quota

‘A foreign company may own as much as 100 percent of a shore-based processing
facility, bt foreign ownership of off-shore processors is restricted. Since 1987, fishing and
processing vessels in the Exclusive Economic Zone (from 3 miles 1o 200 miles fom shore)
must have ar least 51 percent U.S. ownership and the corporate board must have an
American president and a U.S. voting majority.

*This chart illustrates the kinds of ownership interties that are common within the
seafood processing industry, although the specific details have changed substantially since
1980,
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system ﬁmy give Japanese processing and holding compeanies addirional leverage (Helgath
and Rainery 1989).°

Methodology

Several sources were used to conswuct a database of seafood processors with probable
foreign ownership. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game provided 2 list of 525
facilities (shore-based, floaters, and carcher/processors) which filed an intent to operale as
processors in 1993; this report established the universe of businesses reviewed.’ Due to the
large number of facilities listed, processors that appeared to be small operations were not
investigated. However, before excluding any processors, the full database was reviewed to
determine possibie interties between processing facilities and o remove duplicete listings.*
Several additional sources were used to assure that important processors were not excluded:

Alaska Legisiative Research Agency’s 1990 foreign ownership study:

National Marine Fisheries Service’s list of federally permined processors;
Alaska Journal of Commerce, list of "Alaska’s Top Fish Processing Companies”;
Pacific Fishing, "Processor Directory”;

Pacific Fishing, "Factory Trawler Directory”;

Pacific Fishing, "Pot and Longline At-sea Processors™; and

Puger Sound Business Journal, list of top 24 "Seafood Processors™.

Eachprocessormsreviewed'&gamstth:Depmomeeuedecunﬂmic
Development (DCED) corporate biennial report database to obtain ownership information.

‘Jepen imported 95 percent of Alaska's seafood expors in 1989 (McDowell Group
1950). Control through marketing may occur through sales comtracts, sales agreements, and
the relactionship betwesn processors and Japanese trading and fishing companies (Orth 1930).

*Companies operating exclusively ourside state waters (more than three miles from shore)
are not required to file an intent to process form with the state, although many file anyway
in order to avoid pessible problems should they need to come ashore for any reason.
Consequently, the Natiopal Marine Fisheries Service's list of federally permitted processors
was reviewed 1o assure that no major processors were overlooked.

‘Some processors create separate cdmpanies for each of their facilities although each of
these companies are managed from one office. For example, Oceantrawl has three vessels,
each incorporated under a different name. However. all three vessels have the same Seattle

address and contact person.
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Many companies were not listed at all, or the data provided was incomplete.” Companies
were then contacted directly to obtain or verify data concerning ownership and interties. The
DCED dara were used whenever it appeared to be complets and the company could not be
reached or would not provide information® The resuiting database of Processors with
apparent foreign ownership was sorted to create lists of processors by company name (see
Table 2), vessel name (see Table 3), site of shore-based facility (see Table 4), paremt
company (sez Table 5), and country of investor (see Table 6),

. The acmal impact of foreign investment would be easier to evaluate if production or sales
volume data were readily available. Unfortumately, production and sales dara are closely
guarded by companies and even government records are confidential. The completeness and
accuracy of data in this report is a function of the quality of information provided by seafood
PIOCSSS0TS overthewiept[mandinmﬁng,asweuas&nmptjmthatmumm
which were not investigated did not have foreign ownership. - ‘

"The DCED database only includes information for processors that are organized as
corporations and there is no enforcement o ensure that corporations have filed with the
deparmment or that the information filed is correct A review of the database revealed that
informaticr concerning foreign ownership is inconsistent. Data may be out-of-date and some
company represeniatives either misunderstand the reporting requirements or intentionally
submit erroneous informadon. -

Theremaybecbnﬂ:sionabomthedeﬁniﬁonnfforeigncorponﬁm and alien affiliates. For
DCED purposes, "foreign™ wmeans an out-of-state corporation, while “alien” means an
individual who is aot a citizen of the United States. There may aiso be confission abour how
to report foreign ties o a U.S. company with out-of-county investors. Foreign ownership
mnbehardmidmﬁﬁﬂ'tﬁemisowmdbymmmpmymdmimmdaﬁm
affiliates on their biennjal repore. If the processor is a subsidiary of an out-of-state company
or a company which is not incorporated, there is no requirement to report ownership of that
cormpany.

"Most compeny representatives provided ownership information without hesitarion
However, some were reluctant to release information about ownership without a written
request, and others refused to comment Whenaskedabnntdim:tqr indirect foreign
ownership during telephone interviews for this research, many company employees stated
that their company was 100 percent American even though follow-up questions revealed
these companies either had foreign investors or were a subsidiary of a company with foreign
ownership.
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Prior Studies

Sevc;ai_ anempts to quantify the extent of foreign ownership of the Alaska seafood
processing induswy have been made over the last 15 years, but with inconclusive results.

In 1980, the Alaska State Legislanire commissioned Orth and Associates to produce a study
entitled Foreign Investment in the Alaska Seafeod Industry. Orih and Associates based their
findings on government documents and did not obtain information from industey
representatives. Orth stated that "Alaska's efforts to monitor alien investment has been based
on confusing, sometimes misleading stanutes that have been inadequately administered and
weakly enforced” (p. 9).° Nevertheless, Orth concluded that Canada and Japan were the
major foreign investors in Alaska seafood processing, with the Japanese maintaining partial
ownership of 33 percent of the wtal value of alfl species processed '* However, Orth was
unable (o determine the ownership of 35 percent of the 127 companies examined. United
States processors were found to target high-value species, while Japanese-owned companies
processed both high- and low.value species. The study contains an excellent description of
the complex interties that frequently occur between seafood processing companies, as well
as a summary of studies completed prior 1o 1980,

In 1930, the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAOQ) also smdied foreign ownership in the
U.S. seafood processing industry with an empbasis on Alaska. As the title revealed, Forzign
Investment in US. Seafood Processing Industry Difficult to Assess, the results were
incomplete. The GAQO sent guestiompaires to processors in Alaska and other states to
determine foreign ownership and loans from foreign endties. The GAQ reported that
Japanese loans to processors were considerable and that some of the loans contained
provisions to acquire 2 portion of the production as well as provisions to employ foreign
technicians.

Alaska state agemcies have also attempted to determine the extent of foreign ownership of
Alaska's seafood processors. In 1981, the House Research Agency estimated that the fair
market value of foreign ownership accoumed for about one-third of the total investment in

*The DCED reporting requirements concerning alien affiliates have been swengthened
(AS 10.06.808), but no one verifies the accuracy of this information. )

"“Japan's total share of the Alaska seafood market was actually less than 33 percent
This figure includes the total value of all preduction by firms with partial Japarese
ownership even though some firms had substantial owmership by other natiopalities
(primarily USA). '
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Alaska shore-based seafood processing facilities.' During the late 1980s, staff at the
Office of International ‘Trade, the Department of Commerce and Economic Development,
Commercial Fisheries Deveiopment section, and the Alasks Seafocd Marketing [nstitute also
investigated companies with probable foreign ownership.

In 1990, the GAO published Seafoad Processing: Foreign Ownership of Facilities in dlaska
Oregon, and Washington. After describing the types of foreign investment data available
from federal and state sources, the report goes ozt ta explain that the dara is not sufficiently
detailed 10 answer questions pertaining to a specific industry, The State of Alaska was
determined 10 have the best availabie ownership data, although federal data is expected to
improve within the coming years.” The GAO also imerviewed management at three
Seartle-based seafood processors with some foreign ownership to qualitatively assess the
impact of other types of agreements All three companies repormed having additional
dgreements with the parems company including loans, represemtatives on the: board of
directors and management, employmen: of foreign technicians and production/price
commitments,

In 1993, an Alaska Department of Law memorandum entitled "Bristol Bay Salmon
Investigation" described the findings and conclusions of an extensive study of the allegations
of anticompetitive behaﬁorbymnmmandbuymofﬂnswlﬂaymhyem This
smdy,&rmmﬁmmyaﬁapubﬁéa&mdﬂpmﬁdsuseﬁﬁhﬁgh;bandmmldm
into how the Alaska seafood indusay operates. It also indicates thar several major Japanese
© companies areinvulvedintheﬁlaskaseafoodindusuywhichmnutidenﬁﬁedbynme
through our research.  Their facilities however, may have been identified and included on
our list under the name of one of their subsidiaries.

I hope you find this memorandum useful. Should you need additional information abour
foreign ownership of Alaska seafood processing facilities, pleass contact this office. '

Attachments

"'"This conclusion involved an assumption that the vatue of ail foreign-owned seafocd
processing facilities paralleled that of three mzjor firms that changed ownership between
[979 and 1981.

“*The only ownership data reported was drawn from Alaska Legislative Research Agency
Memorandum 90.167. '
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' TABLE 1
CHANGES IN FOREIGN OWNERSHIP OF ALASKA SEAFOOD PROCESSORS

1993
Hationally  Mumberal  Mumbes of Number nj Owno ship
-ftwestor  Facites. _Vewssls . Ghoje-based -...Forcontage Major Ownetship Changas {1 880 — 1983)
Canada : -] - 8 W% Qll.—.nllenmmﬂgu;
Denmark t ] - 7 20 - Tyson Faous purchansd Nised's share
indonoata 5 ] - . 100% of Arctic Alaxka

. - 4 100% 19 - Fuueign - ownad vassele no longe;
Japan 4 23 - 17 <B0%, 9 = 6D%, 3 ? opelaling In Alnska in 1903

. - 28 3 <50%, 3 > 50%, 20 100%

Karea 2 1 - 100% Shore-baeed operations:

a - t « 50% IS ~ Brindie famity purchaced Marubeni's
Nathattards 3 : - « 50% " shate of Waids Cave Packing
Norway ] " - 8 <60%, 3 L 1 - |ha Muda Purchased Ocoan Beauly
Saulh Kaorea L o _—— <50% bom Scataska

2 - Morubend purchased Hllsdown'e
Tafal 81 4 40 . share of Silka Bound Becioods
_____________________________________________________________________ 3 - Misc. Amertoan iwestare purchased
hiledown's share ol Al Alasuan
1989
Caparme name changan;
Nallonaiity Numbat ol  Numbe of Numba: of Ownarship
oflpysstor  _Facililes Vessds  Shors-based Poreentage N. Hogol changed 1o New Nippo Gorp,
Talyn Fleherea changed vo Maruhe Corp.
Canada 4 L= & 100% Toyo Menka Kaloha Lid, changed 1o Tamen
Denmnrk | 3 - 2 100%, 1 ? Caxp,
England & 2 - <50%
. - q 1 <BQ¥%, 3 >50%
Japan 93 485 - 36 <60%, 8 100%, 4 7
. - 2% 18 <505, 7 »60%, 2t 100%
Karea 4 3 - * < H0%
- - 1 100%
Morway 12 2 - 3 <50%, 1 >60%, 8 ?
Swizesland 3 3 - <50%
Talwan i - I <505,
ugan ! L —— Sa%
Taial 125 0] a0 ‘

Prepaied by he Legisinilve Aesearch Agency, Janunty 1964 {94.0484)
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TABLE 2
SHOHE -BASED AND DFF -SHONE ALASKA SEAFOOD PROCESBONG WTH FOREIGH OWNERSHIP SORTED BY COMPANY NAME

. PEACENT COUNTRY OF FOREIGH TYFEQF | TYPE OF PROCESSING  SHORE-HASED VESREL

- -COMPANYNAME _ FOREIGN OWMERSHEP ... OWNER __  _OPERATION —-BEAFOOD, =~ WEMOpS = -LOCATHH wo . JNAME _ _ sIE
ALAGHA PACIFIC SEAFODDS 100% Japany MarwnerdCorp. -3 BHEC,GH FFAC _Hodlak ;
ALATIA TRAWL FEHERIES 100%  Horen PDawimCoyp c G (i} ENDURANCE 103
ALYESKA BEAFODNG <B0%  Jupin Mprhe Eoip. 8 FCKFAS FCKFRS Duteh Horbor
AMERIGANGHAMPION LMY PRINASHP  <50%  Moiway Wl Pokke C aM A AMERICAN CHAMPION 189"
AMERICAN AFAFOODS CO. <508  Howay Wil Fokka c BM RO MMERICAN EMPRAESE a0g-
AMERICAN SEAFOODS CO. <30%  Hoiway Hisit Ackke G G TRAMPH
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ARICA FIIHING COMPANY T Demark Hitabwis [+ G FR : ARICA 1B
BEAING SEA FBHERIER ING. 5% Japan ManbanpiGorp. a 8 FR Emmanak
BIGCREEK FIaY NG, Ho% Jupan VYuasa - Fumshohy Co. Lid 5 ] FFAS Egwgik
BLUE WAVE SEAFODDD INC. /%  Japan Niehica Casp. (sevare) hysis) F SHEC,QH R 1 UE WAVE
CAM-ALASKA BEAFOODS 1HE. 0% Canada Oovan Flahmies Lid. ] SH FFAO Ketchikan
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DUTEH HARBOR SEAFOODE L0 2% Japan Mippon Sulen Kalaba (Unisss) F SBHED G MH CHFAE CMMISER ar
EXFLOREALTD. PARTHERSHIP <5U%  Jupsn Contidantal c am FR FRONTEAENFLOAER oy
GLACIER FIAHECO. LT W Moy Confidential c aH.G ] NORTHERN GLACIER 20y’
GLACIER FIBH CO. LTI 1% Howay Contidunilal c a ] PACIFIG GLAGIER b2
GOLDEN MLASKA SEAFQODS 7 Jspan Contidentisi r a A GOLDEN ALASHA sy
1CY WATERY LTH. - 00 Ganada TWhie Hosthan Eoho ne. 2 &H EFR Hadnss i

A 1wk Tanada Yohontlld - . . .
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Y WATERS LTD. % Ganads Mich Poushinsky Hetdinga L. . " . '
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HENAI FAGKERD 0 Japan Muuten] Coop, 8 SHEH FFRC Kemal
MING CAAS NS, 0% Indundsin tha Muda (Dasan Desuly} 8 BHECSHOGH FOKFACS Hodiy
HING CRABINC, 100%  Indonasis {ha Muds {Deuan Baauly} 8 GME 41 akreh
MARHEALTD. FARTHERSHIP <60k Japan Confidunls) c 0.0.M Fil FAONWER MARINER  (as
NALITRUS MARINE INC. ROX  Jepan Pagasus Foods dapan inc. 8 BMEQH EFRS Valiez
NELBAQ PACKING COMPANY 100% Cannda Waslon Rasowreqs Ino. 3 L F.C Maknak
NELBAO PACHING COMPANY 1ok Canada Wastan Reacuress ine. & BHE.H (3T Palsithurg
EW BTAR FISHERIES [NG. % Japan Higanhl Hihom Aelio Go. Lid. < a - F NEW STAR 100*

. W Japan Watua) Co. Lid. * . . . .
RORTHPACIFIC PROGESSORY 100%  Japan MutubaniCorp. 3 sco F.CK.FR Cotddava
HORNH PACIFIC PADCESSORA 0% Japun Marubant o, 5 BHE A Noknsk
KORYHEAN EALLE FARTNERS 0% Ml lads Inihemar Colp. (Doaaniapw) c [+ - B HORTHEAN EAGLE o
NORFHEHH HAWK PARTHERS 4P WE  Malwdands  Gthieimas Cop. {Dcwnbaw] [ a & HOATIHEAN HAWK uy
ROAVHEHN JAEGER FARTHERS L P 2%  Helwedands  (ubhwimal Cop, {Oicesntinwg c a o HORTHERN JAEGER e
OCEAN PEACE INC. TR Bo Ko ll Houng Ce. Ltd, ¥ O R OCEANPEACE 29

. % Japan Hippy Woild ino. . . . M



wmen e COMPANY MAME

OCEANFHIDE

PACIFIC EXPLORER LOATED
FACIFIC KING FISBHERIER
FACIFIC BEOUTLYD. PRHIP
PAN PAOIFIC BEAFGODS WG,
PELICAN BEAFOODS INC.
PENINSLAA SALMON (NG,
PETER PANSEAFOODS INC.
FETER PAN GEAFOUDE ING.
PETER PAN GEAFODDS INC,

FEVER PANSEAFOUDS INC,
AOVAL ALEUTIAN OFD3 11O
AOYAL KING FISHERIES. ING.
BEADATSHER FISHERIER INC,
SEAHAWK PACIFIC SEAFODDS
BATHA SOUND SEARQODS INC,
SITHA SOUND BEAFOGDS INC.
SIHA BOLUND SEAFODDE ING.
BT LTD. PARTNERSNP

ST. £LIAS OCEAN FRODLCTS

STELLAR GEAFOONS ING,
SUFREME ALASKA BEAFOUDS INC.
DVWAN FIIHENIES INC.

TOGIAX FIGHERIES B0

TRANS - AGUAINTL ING.

LIMIPAK CORPCRATION

UNIBEA INC, i

URIBERA ING.
WESTERN AK FIBHERIFE I,
WWDHMQ NG,

WHITNEY FODDS

WHITHEY FOORB

WHIVHEY HASLLOP GEAFODDS [NC.
WRANGELL FBHERMES (NG,
TEMITH FHERIESR I P

SHONE--UASED AMD DFF

PENCENT
FOREION

100%
< 5
1%
< PN

20K
1009

i
ik
100%
1%,

100%
25%
1%

T
?
>3k
>4
> 00%
<50%
oo

anx
LY
?
100%
<
Ll
100%
100
o0
1009

oo
1o
1H0%
1o

L]

COUNYAY OF
DWHERSHIE

inconeal
g’
th
Notway
Jdspan
dapan
Japan
Japan
Japan
Sy

dapan
Neosn
Japary
Norway
Novway
Japup
Japan
PR

dapan
Indone sk

Japan

Japan
Novway

Smalood Froesssors With Pousibis Foralgn Dwma ship

ARCTIC BTORM (KO,

Y. SEAFOONSE OF AR 1NC.
INTL SEAFQODE OF AX [NC.
(BAFJOAD AEHING G
NORTHEANVICTOR PTRERSHIP
PENGWINING,

Koy bo Abbisuialions

Tepes ol Openailor: 1B e company buyei, ¢ =cnichmiprocusay;
C ~crak; G2 groundbsty; H=hathud; HE =
Processing Meihodts: G =cenning, CK #cooking: D= diying. Fr

Typin of Seatoosd.

?
100%
100%

¥
Hox

7

4-‘-&-‘-0*

Froparsd by ths Leysnive Ressaish Agency, Januay 1904 64 0480)

)

FOHEIGN

Tk Muecks (Ocaan Baauly)
HjalY Rokke

Kalsh SulsanCo. Lid.

Khall Roke

Talka Amarlcs tac. -
Haioh tnisyiationst v, Co.
Mukiha Carp. (savasml layar)
HiohhoCop,

MNithkoCorp

HichboCagp.

Kishiro Caip,

Dasuac Corp.

Watueu) o, LI,

Cionlidwnkis

Conitidaniks

Matubend Corp.{8 subnidulss)
MuruboniCorp (8 suhaldariss)
MusubaniGorp. 14 subsidaitas)
Confidantini

{ka Muds {Cosan Beanty)

Kk hite ot (sesvsinl byars)
Masishs $AK Marine Bavicy Coj
Confidential

Waruhend Coup.

Tomen Corp.
SatostyBasakl (LS resldant]
Nippon fiwlsen Natyhe tid.
Nippon Sulaan Katohe Lid,
Mayubs Crep,

Muuhe Coep.

Hyohuyo Co. Lid {Mychuys UBA}Y
Kyshuyo Co. Lid [Hythuyo
Kyoluyo Co. \ny
5 MeMiian Fahwlas Lid,

Now Hippe

1
Intatna¥onat Ciceanic Exd,
Intesnalonal Qosania Enl,
1

Mugo Fisharies ine,
T

F =iloater; 3= shoshasad
hening: 8 o ssiron; SH= sk

mp; M= mivcallnaous linfishi;
bash (rodticnkig); FA = haezng; Paplckimg; 3 “sulimg: SM = smaklng
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o
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Brae. »

TH'E OF

. .BEAFQOR

SHEC.G
o

.M

q

HHE
SHEC.O.OH
4

G.HE
B,HEC, G H
GHEC

BHEC.GH
SHEC,QH
<]

BCEHG
GEHG

a
SHECSHO.GH
SHELHH.00H
0.8.M
SHEC.D.QH

BHEC.GH
aM
scana
8.HE
SHEQH
CaH

Q

C.ah
BHELOGH
C.GH
SHEH

a8

-
:.I'IE.BMH

BHEC G H
G

ca
c

Qo othe shaltiinh

FNOCESSING
o METHOUS

FA

FA

FR

Fi

o
F.CKFR
A
FFR.C
FFACSE
FFRG

FFACE
F.CHFR

FFRa
F.CIFRS
FCHFAS
FR

FLHFRCE

F,GH.FR4
FRO

FR9
Ffite
F.CKFR

F.CKFR
F.CK.FR.BM
FCKFRE

F.FRA

EFAC
FFR

FR,O
FFR8.8M
F.CKFR.D.8 am
FLHFA

FA

FEKFA

~SHDNE ALASKA REAFOOD MIGGESIORS WikH FOREIGN OWNERSIIIP SORTED BY COMPANY NAME

SIORE-BASEG
.. LOCANON

Pelican

Blilngham
King Cave
Pord Molis

Vaidar

VESSEL

e HAME

OICEAN FAIDE

PACIFIC BAPLORER

REBCLUTE
PACIFC 8COUT

PACKC PRODUCER

POLAR QUEEN

sz

o
218
Mo

Butsh Haboy —Hoyal Alaulian Psrmanenly mootad

Dy Bay
Bithay

Vahulag

Togak
Fnlof

M. Paud Ishrwd
Outeh: Harhpy
. Paud halangd

Duioh Hashot

An
Kalag
Kanilod
Winngail

' E’n-pin

Kodak

ROYAL kN0
HEATHER SEA
CLAYMORE SEA

FROMTIER 8PIRIT

BTELLARA BEA
EXCELLENGE
BAGN SEA

2ENITH

ARCTIC STORM

{GAFIORD

NORTHERK VIGTOR
FEMGW

a
F. 3
"y

"y

y
awyr
o

12y

BT
Hy



TABLE 3

OFF—~BHORE ALATKA BEAFOOD PNOCESSORS WA FOREIGH OWHENSHIP SORTED BY MEBSEL NAME

FEACENT COLNIRY OF FOREGHN TYWE OF TWEOF - FROOESBING  BHOAE-BAYED VESBEL
co—— COMPANYIAME . FOREION OWNERSIP & —DWNEY -OFERARON  __BEAFOOD . - MEDONS —A0GAamON MNAME . 8ZE
AMERIGAN CHAMPION LMY PRINASHP <% Morvay H]oll Rakive C G,k A AMERICAH CHAMPION 18y
AMERICAH BEAFOODE GO <S0%  Heorwmy Kinll Ackie L+ qa FR.O AMERIGAN DYRASTY 232
AMERICAY SEAFOODS CO. <B0%  Hooway Kjoll Aokin c am Fh.O AMERICAN EMPRERS  a0ar
MCTIC KD FIBHERIES 100%  Japan Kalah Gulsen Co. Lid, c a ) AGTI TAMNLER 200
ARICA FIBHIMG COMPANY T Dk IWtshals & a FA Y it
HLUE WAVE BEAFOODS INC. WU Japan Mighko Corp. (yeveral Byeis) F BHELC,GH R BLUE WAVE
BEAHAWK FACIFIC GEAFOCDA 7 Howay Conljdandial c &LCEHG FA CLAYMORE 5a nr
CLIPPEA BEAFOODS LT Y Jepan Conlidantal c GM - FA CLIPPER ENDRAVOR 24
CLIFPER 3EAFO0DE LTO. * Japan Contiduniial [ G.MH Fi CLIPPEA GUAPRISE 2
DEEF PACIFIC FISHING CD. <8%  lapan Confldanlla) c a4 F.FR QEEP PACIFIC (1
ALASKA TRAWA HOHER|ES 100% Ko Dawnlm Coyp, L a o ENDUARNCE 2
SUPHEME ALASHA REAFDODS (NG, B&%  Japan Maritn {AK Mesine Buvics Co) - F aM FRO EXCELLENCE Py
EXPLOARA LTD. PARTHERSHIP <60%  Japan Confidantial c aM FA FRONUER EXFLOREA  13a
MARINER L TD. PARTHERSHIP <60%  Japan Corfidential G OG6M FR FRONTIER MARINER 1
SPIRITLYD PARTNEASHIP <K% Japan Confideniis c G.aM FR FRONTIER ARIRY 1y
DUTCHHARBOR SEARSODS LTD %  lapan Nppon Bulan Kalska {Uiniasa) "F S HEC FR BALARY e
GQOLDEN ALASKA BEAFOODS T Jupan Cunfidenilal F o FR GDLOEN ALATIA, Wy
SEACAYCHER FISHERER ING. T Howway Condidundial G ScaHa Fh HEATHER BEA o
JUBILEE FISHERIES INC, 40%  Japan New Nippo L C.aH FLHFR WIEVOLA ™
BEEP PACIFIC FisHING 6O, <B0%  Japan Coyfidantial c am Fo LELIANN "
NEW 8YAR RAHERED INC. W% Japan Higash! Hiham Rullo Ca. Lid. L G P NEWSTAR ey
. R depan Watatel Co. Lid. . - . - N
NOATHERN EAG E FARTNERS 20U Nethwlands {sthelma; Coup. (Oowntiawy [+ a aQ NOATHEAN FAGLE My
GLACIERA FISH CO. LT, Mk Noowsy Conficarsiay c fh.g FA NORTHEAM QLACIER 2o
HORATHERH HAWK PARTHERS LP % Nethwlands Ixthebiner Corp. {(ommiraw) .8 a 0 NORTHERN Hawik o
HORTHERN JAEGER FARTHERS L F % Helhwispds Inthabnas Gop. {O00mniomrd) c G o HORTHERM JAEGER s
OCEAN PEACE INC. 0K 8o, Kores 11 Meung Co, Lid. F oM FA DGEAN PEACE P
- 16%  Japan Happy Wold Inn . . - " h
OCPAN FRIGE 100%  indonesl U M (Crowan Peauty) F 8.HEC,O FR QCEAN PRIDE 16
OUICH HANBDRBEAFOODS LTD 2% Jipan KpponBulsen Kaisha flinlveaj F BHEC.OMH CHFR3 UMMEEA v
PAZINC EXPLORER LIMAED <3N Masway Kjwl) Acidie c G FH PACIFIC EXPLORER 239
GLACIER FIEHCD, LTO. % Morway Confidsniia c a FR PACIFIC Gb 20
FANPACING EEAFOODS ING. 2% Japsn Tlha Armvagleok Ing. F B.HE 1] PACIFIG RADDLCER
PACIFIC ECOUTLYD. PEHIP <B0%K  Monway IR T [+ a FA - FACIFIC BCOUT 20
PEMINIURA SALMON INC. % Jdapan NahboCosp. {ssumal Myars) F a FR ) POLAR QUEEN
PACIFIC KING FIZHERIES 100%  Jupan KulahSulsan Co. Lig. G aM FA REGOLUTE 2y
ROYAL jING FISHEHIER INGC. W% Jdapan Wataral Co, Ltd. LY a | FH ROYAL NG ar
BWAN FISHERIBS. INC. 7 Noway Canfidaztisl L 2.C5H.6 FA BAGA HEA 2
BYELLAR SEAFOODS IKC. 2% Japan NichkoCoip. fawvaral layusa) r SHEG, OH F.CKFRE STELLAR BEA ny
AMERIAN SEAFOODS CO. <30% Moy Klsll Rokhe c ] * TRILUMPH
JUBILEE FEIHERIES ING, 0%  Jagoan Haw Nippo o ] FR VAERDAY, (13
ZERENHFISILERLES L P 0% Japan Hew Mppo C, L] Fra ZENITH S -
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FERCENY

... COMPANVNAME _ _ _ FOREQN
WHIYNEY FOODS 100%
CAPILAND PACIFIC 1HG. 100%
NORTH PACIFIC PROCESAORS 1 00%
8T. ELiAY OCEAN PROGDLICTS 100%
PETER PANSEAFQDDA IHC, 10
SITKA SOLND SEAFOODS INC. »80%
ALYESHA BEAFOODS <50%
ROYAL NEUTIAH BFDY IHE. %
UNIBEA NG, 100%
WESTWARD SEAFDODS ENC. 100
B33 CAEEK FEH ING. 1005
BERINABEA FOHEAIES THC. 5%
CAPILAND PACIFIC |NC. 100%
(CY WATERS. 470, 30%
. %
. : 15%
* -+ %
WHITHEY FODDS 100
TAANG - AQUAINTL [N, 00%
WHITHEY mu.nfmunps NG, 100%
MEMAI FACMNERS 100
CAN-ALATKA BEAFOONS ING. vl
KAMAWAY SEAFODDS ING. 1004
PETER PANSEAFODDS (NG, 100%
ALASKA PACIFIC REAFODDS 100%
DAL ICHI SEAFOOD LTOD ?
KING CHARB, iHC, 100%
WESTEAN AK FISHERIES. (NC. 100%
NG CRAR, IND. 100k
HELEBAO PAGHING COMPANY 00%
NORTHPAGIFC PHOCESSORS 100%
© PELICAN SEAFODDS (NG, 100%
CHATHAM BTRAIT EEAFCODE 100%
HELERO PACKING COMPANY 100%
FETEAPAN SEAFOODS 1HC. 100%
BITEA SDUND SEAFDODS (NC, b Y
UNIPAKCORPORATION 100%
URIBEA INC., 100%,
TOGA FISHERIES INC 100%.
NAUTILUS MARINE ING. 20%
PETER PAN SEARCDDE (NG, 1004
WRANGELL FIIHERIES NG, oon
SITHA HOUND SEAFODDE NG, >Hr%

Besfood Frocessomn With Posaliis Fasign Ownaushlp
INTL BEAPOODS OF AN [N, T o

My lo Abbyavintiane
Typon ot Opanslion: Cucaicherfprocesyos; Foiloatsr; 8
Typas ol Saatnod,

)

TAMUE 4

EHONE -AAIED ALASHA SEAFOON FLOGEESONS WATH FOAEIGN OWNERSHIP SDORATED BY LOGATION

COLNTRY OF
QWHNERRIIP
agan
Canada
Japan
indonssia
dapan

Japan

Jnpan

Horea

dapun

Japan

Japan

dapan
Carsdy

Canads
Canadn
Canmda
Canada
dapan
Japan
Jupan

Jupan
Cannds
Canads
Japan
Jagan
Cannda
lndonasis

T

sghotabiasad

C 2 pinb; G=groundinh; Hehatlbuw; HE o byring: S o sain
Piocassing Melhods. C = canning; CH=coaking; Dadying, Folresh (pwiianing

Fraparadby ihe Lepiskitive Aeasizab Aganzy, Sasuasy 18940 (04.0480.

........... ER
Kychuyo Co. Lid. (Xychiya LaA)
0. MucDapatd

MarubanlCoip,

Thees Mitaka §0vwan Banuty}
Nichlra Corg.

Manbanl Coup. {8 autwidizies)
Miruha Cots,

(aswoo Colp

Hppan Sulaan Kalaha Lkl
Manula Gop.

Yussn - Funsshobu Ca. Lid.
Manbani Cap.

0. MasDonaid

Wiilla Borlhuen Echgine,

Yukon Lid.

First Evho Group Lid.

Mok Poushinsky Holdings Lid
Kiohuyo Go. Lich yehuya UBA}
Tarown Coip.

Kyohuyo On. Led fHysduya UBAY

Bsuban] Corp.

Dosrn Flaheles Lid,
Canadisn Fish Co,
Hickvo Coup.

Mayuban Coep.

2 .

n Mucs (Doann Buauty)
Muube Corg,

i Mush (D2ean Beauty)
Wialon Resoisgan no,

Matubanl Cop.

* Halohinternaiional Inv. Co.

Ik Muds (Dcean Banuly)
Waaton Assolices Ine.
HichkaCap.
MaubantiCorp.{& subsidlaiss)
Batoshl Sasald (I3

Hippon Submn Hatstha Lid,
MurubeniCorp.

Pagayus Foods Jagan Ine.

Nichio Cotp.
8 MeMitan Flahacles Lid,
Muubsr Corp. |4 wiidnldiaring)

Inlenaiional Oceanta Ent

TYPE OF
. DFERATION

DER PODPIPERREO0 DPERREHCARD TOW s rBBUYE DOVUDPESRP AR

8.C.0
SHEC.OOQH
8. HE

a

FLOKFNS
SHEC.OQH

a

C.GH

8§
-
-
8H

3
SHEGH
]

SHEH

8H

BHE.QMH
SHEC.4H
SHEC.QH

Q
SHECAHO.GH
BHEC.OGH
.HE

a

AHE
S.HEGC,0.0H
BHEC,0.0H
BMEH

AHED
SHECHHO.GH
c.an

c.aH

BHE

8HEQH

GHEC. QM
SHERHOH
SHEGAHO.GH

AHEC.OH

on; GH =skelmp; M= misosllntous linkshy; Duolher sheifiih
Ji A= humelng; P eplehting: 8 anailing; 88 agmoklng

FROCESSING

. METNOOS |
;,ms IoNG

FLHFA
FLRFRGA
FFR.C
FFha
FCHFRS
FCHFA
FFAO
F.LHFR.S

FFRS
A

FE
FFA

[
FFAS
F

F.rA.C
FFA.O
fFALO
FFACS
FFRLC
F.CKFR8
FCKFACH
FLEFRSM
Fh

FAC

A
FEKFA
FEKFRC
FREC
FFh3
FCK.FAE
F.CK.FR
FCH.FA
FAG
EFRA

FFALC,3
FERC
RCKFAS

F.CHFR.D.8.80

SHORE-BAYED VERSEIL

Anchomgs
Aurddk
Cordova
Coscdova
Dillingham
Dvy By
Dm: Harbiw
Duloh Hubios - ~floyal Alwutisn perisans

Marhey ] iy aooreu
Duich Hashbo

Egegih
Emmanak
Aatans
Halnes
Hallag
Hnadlof
an Hat

Hanaj
Kalchikan
Kelohihan
HingCova
Kodiak
Hndak
Hodlk
Kodink
MNakngh
Haknak

Nabknok
Palican
Palwshiurg
Palmsburg
Poyl Mollsr
Bk,

8L Puul lalaad
B Payl lnbsrd
Tophy
Vatdex

-'M;In

Wiangsit
Yakutat |

Kadink



—— GOMPARY HAME

KANAWAY SEAFO0D3 INC.
CLIFPEA SEAFOODE LYD.
CLIFRER SEAFDODS LYD
DEEP PACIFIC FISHING CO,
DEEP PACIFIC FIBHING CO.
EXfMLOREBLTD. PARTHNERSHIF
QOLDEN ALASHA SEAFODDI
MARINER LTD. PARTHERSHIP
GFIRIT LTD. FANTNERSHIP
GLACIER FIBHCO. LTO.

GLAGIER FIBHCO, LTD.
SEACAVCHER FISHERIES ING.
EEAHAWYK PACIFIC SEAFOODRS
BINAN FIBHERIES INC.
ALASHA TRAWL FISHERIES
ROYAL ALEUTHAMEFDE [NC.
CAPILAND PACIFIC NG,
CAPILAND PACIFIC INC.

CY WATERS LTD.

GCEAN PRACE ING.

HEWBTAR FSHERIES INC, .
ARICA FIEHIND COMPANY
QCEAM FEALE INC.
CHATHAL STRNY BEAFOODS
KING ORAR, IHC.

KNG CRAR, ING.

OCEMH PRIDE

AT, ELIAd OCEAN PRODUCTA
MOATHEAN EAGLE PARTNERS

MNORTHERN HAWK PARTNERS LP
HORTHEAN JAEGER PAHTHERS o P

ARCTIC HING AGHEMES
PACIFIC WING FSHERIES

AMEAICAN unmnmmrmmmnr

AMERIEAN REAFODDS ©
AMERICAN SEAFOODE GG
AMERIGAN BEAFCODS CO.
FACIMC EXPLORER LIMAED

PACIFIG SCOUTLTD. FEHIP
WHITHEY FOOD3
WHITHEY FOODA

WHITHEY WASILOF SEAFOCDS |NC.

ALASHA PACIHC BEAFOGDHS
HER:NQ SEA FISHERIER INC
KENM PACKERS :
NOATMFACIFIC PROCESIDRS
NORN FACHIC PROCESSORS
FOUIAM FIBHERIES (NG

)

TABRLE &

ﬂllﬂﬂﬁ ~HASED AN OFF - BIONE ALASHA SEAFODD MOGESSONS WITII FOREARN OWNERSHIP SDRTED aY FONEIWGN OANER

PERGENT

100%
|

[
<30%
50N
< 3%
7

< JN
<son
145

COUNTAY OF

OWHElS)IP
Canasla
Japan

Japan

Jagei

apan

Japan

Japan

FOREIM

— 1
Gapwdinn Flzh o,
Cordidenlial
Cartidanilal
Cordiduniial
Coridanlkal
Confidenial
CaorBdunlial
Cantideniip)
Cortidental
Gontiianile)

Hlulhl!mpndrncn. L,

GU-I-M
"* (Dumen Emputy)
(349 Muihe {Gapn Geaity)

S
\ L T)]

Mrubam Corp.

TYPE OF
ﬂl‘!i!'&m — BEATOOD

VAR LOBISD OOSONOOPNG DONTREEDTIOD THORAOOO0O0 OHOOTDOLROOO®

Fage 10} 2

TVWPE OF
BHEGM}Y) -
amMm

Q.MH

amM

am

aM

a
LG
0.aM
EH.Q

a
s.C51a
a.cava
8.08Ha
a

SHEC,GH

K

;;nﬂ ﬂﬁgﬂgg

gﬂgﬂﬂ
25
:

ac.a

FROCEBSING

SHONE - BASED

VESTOEL
— MEYMODG =~ LOCATON
FFAL.O Keschikan T e B
A CLIPPER ENIEAVOR 4
FA CLIPPER SUNPRIDE 11y
FFA CEEF PACIFIC T
O LILLL AN '
FA FAONNEREXPLOAEA 1%
FR COLOEN ALASMA oy
] FRONFIEA MARINER 135
A FRONTIER APIRIT ay
- A HOATHEAN GLACIER 204
FA PALCWFIC QLACIER 2m
3] HEAYHER SEA 2
R CLAYMOHE S8EA oo
.an EAGA SEA 02
ENDURANCE v
:.GK.FH nmhthmw-nqm Myl permansntly Il'lﬁﬂl'lﬂ
Anvk
FB Onlsna
F.FA Halnws
R OCEAN PEACE 2
F HEWATAR e
PCKFR.C Palacatuug e
FEKFACH Kodiah
g Hahnak
UCEAN PHINDE
FLHFACS Coufova “
g NORTHEAN EALGLE My
NOATHEAN HAwx Iy
o NORTH ;
FFRE Wrenged ERN JAEGER s
FCUFPR Pallean
:ln ARCTIC TRAVAER 205
phi RESOLUTE Mo
e AMERICAM CHAMPION 3y
phigd AMERICAN OYHASTY anr
k AMERICAN EMFAEES 1o
TAIUMPH
FA FACIFIC ENPLORER 210'
FR PACIFI: GEGU 3
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EHGHE - ASED AND OFF-SHORE A ASKA SEAFOOD PROCESSON

FERCENT

COUNYRY OF

TMUE ¢

B WINI FONEIGN CHANERSHIF SORTED BY COUNTRY OF FONEIGN INVESTOR

FORE{GN TVEE OF TYPE OF PADCESSING  SHOME-BASED VESSEL
oo —COMPANY NAME _ | FONEIGN  OWNERSHIP ——— OVMER -OFEIANION,  _ _sEAFOOD . METHOLS | _ LOCATION JMAME s
ROYAL KING FISHERIES ING, 4% dapan Walaral G0, LIy, C a FR AOVAL HING LT
BITHA 8QLND SEAFONDE NC. »50% Ripan Muuben| Covp. |8 subsichngiag) -] 8 FFRE Duy Bay
BIVHA SOUND BEAFOGDS INC. »60%  Japan Musiiban Corp. |8 subsldiarios) 8 SHECBHO,GH FCHFAS Sithn
BITKA SOUNKD SEAFODDS NG, =E0%  Japan Masuhani Gorp. [ aybsiciarles) s BHECSHOAH FCHFRS Vahulal
SRIRIYLTO. PARTHERSHIP <30% o Confideslal H o, (7] FRONYIER SPIRIT 1
STELLAR SEAFODDE (NG, B Japn Wichdo Goip. {swvernl byery) ¥ SHEC.OH FEKFRS STELLAH BPA ny'
EUFREME ALASKASEAFODDS INC. % Japag Mujuba (M Muine Snuice Go) F GM FR.D EXCELLENCE e
TQGIAK FISHERIER IND 100%  Jpan Muubenl Corp, [ B.HE FA.3 Toghh
TAANE - AQUAINTL. NG 100% S Tamen Gosp, : SHE GH FFRE8 Hasliof
LNIPAN CORPORATION 1006 Sy Sadanh! Sassk {US realoenty 8 COH F.CKFR 9, Paud ilna
UNIIEA INC. 0% Japn Hippan Bulen Kalvha Lid. 8 a *FA0 Dutch Harbor
UNRISEA INC, WO%  Japan.. Mippon Bulsen Kalsha Lig, [ camM F.CKFR 1. Paud latand
WEATERN AN FeSHERIER INC. 100% m Muuls Corp, 8 SHEC.O,GH FLK.FR.OM Hodi
WESTWARD EEAFOLNG INC. 100% Japah Muaruba Cocp, | C,O0H FCHFRS Duich Hubo
WHITHEY FOUDS 6%  lpn Hyakiyo Co. Lid Kyakupo UsA) 2 SHEH FFAS Archoage
WHITHEY FOODS 108  Japan Hyokuyo Co. Lid. LigA) 8 8 F Hallag
WHITHEY KABILOF SEAFOODS ING. 0o Japan Kyoksyo Ca, Lid. (yokuyo LGA) 8 5 F Kanitaf
2ENITH FIDHERIES & P A% Japen Maw Hippo ] a FFA 2ENITH 129
ALABKA TEAWL HOHERIES ON  Koses Daniim Cotp. c o o ENDURANGE 2e
AOYAL ALEUMIAN SFDE. ING. L2 3 Motwn DaswboCorp. 8 SHEC.OH FLK.FH Bulch Hastios - Raysl Alautlan patmanantly moored
HORTHERM EAGLE PARTHERS 0% Nelhedands - inthatmar Gosp, (0 emantanwd] [+ a o NORTHERN EAGLE 1T
HOATHERN HAWK PARTNERS LP #0%  Nulwdande  lethetmer oo, fOnmnlawy & G ] HOAVHEAN HAWH an
HORTHERN JASGER PAATNERS L £ 2% Nethedands  tuteine Carp, Qe rami) G (] a ROANIERN JAEGER 20
AMERICAH CHAMPION L MT PRINASHP <50% Hotyay KjuH Fodka c QM R AMERICAN CHAMPION 183
AMERICAN SEAFOONS CO. <B0%  Horway s Rokin c a FR,O AMERICANDYNASTY 279
AMERICAN SEAFOODO CO. <80%  Noywny Nisi Riokice < o.M FRO AMERICAN EMPRESS  J08'
AMERICAN SBAFQODS GO, <00%  Notway Hjsl Rodia G o TRUIPH
QLACIER FEHCO, LD, 11 Ny Confidentlal G 8H.Q FA HORTHEAN GLAGIER zo('
GLAXEA FIINCOD. LTO M Nowsy : . Confidental c a A PACIFIC GLACIER e
PAGIFIC EXPLORER LIMITED <% Raway. - HpllRokke 4 a FA PABIFIC EXPLOHER 2w
PACIFIC BCOLTLYD. PSHIP - <50k Noway ¥ Aoke e a FH PACIFIC BEOUY 21e
SEACATCHER FBHEMES INC. 7 Conlidansist [H Scana H HEATHER BEA, e
BEAHAWY PACIFIS BEAFOONS T Hoaway Confidentisl c SC8HG FR CLAVMORE SEA 2y
SWAN FIBHERIES INC. 1 Cantidanila) [4] 8.caHA FRA BAGH GEA o
OCEAN PEACE INC. 0% Bo. Horay liewng Co. Lid F aM FR OCEANPEACE 218
B foad Processors With Possibis Forsign Oumsship
ARCTIC BTORM INC. T Japan 7 c a . fRO ARCTIC HTORM aw
INTL, BEAFGDDSE OF AK INC. 1 . intwrnaiiona) Oveante End. B [ . F.FA.B.SM Egnglh
INTL BEAFOODE OF AX INC. 0ox 7 intetnationat Oceanls Ent. 5 SHEC.QH FLUFADASM  Hodiwk. _
HOSTHERN WGTOR £THERIHIP 1 Maico Fishuise bnc. ] ca FA NOATHEAN WCTOR am
ISAFIORD FBHING O, T % T c C . F.LK.FR ISAFLORD
PEHOWINING, ) R 7 c G FCKFRA FENGWIN HE

Ky 1o Abbravistions

Typas of Opustion:  Bacompany huym; € - catcharjprocassor, F - iater: 5 uahorsbazad _

lypes o Beaond:  E:2etab; G giowaiinly; Huhabhu), HE = hering: 8w aalmon, S < §hvimp; M= mitcallaneons Bndsh, O alhar shatltihn
Frocasvng Mells G <canning, CRacoghing, 0w dantg F=ash {puchonirag), FA - reasing: P~ prchbing, 8 - sitlling; Gia +mokmng

Praparad by ihe Legividive Resenicl Agency, dishisizy 1894 (B4 D4EH) )
) ¥
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AGENDA C-1{2)(2)
SEPTEMBER 1997

Utilization of pollock may also be represented in terms of the amount of products that are derived
from the round fish. In this section we will estimate the ratio of total pollock products produced to
total target pollock catch. All products have been included in this calculation except discards. For
example, if whole fish or meal were reported as a preduct form, they would be included,

The tables indicate that the overall utilization rate has increased over time. BSAl-wade the ratio has
increased from 18.85% in 1991 to 24.17% in 1996. Only the fillet catcher processor class had a
decrease. In 1996 their ratio was 16.99%, down from the 18.89% calculated for 1994, The decrease
was likely due to that class increasing its production of deep skin fillets in response to U.S. market
demand (see Tabs 5 and 6). Deep skin fillets are listed as having a product recovery rate (PRR) of
0.13, whereas boneless/skintess fillets had a PRR of 0.21 according to NMFS.

Across all product forms, offshore has been relatively stable since 1994, The onshore segment of the
industry has increased from about 30% in 1994 to 33% in 1996, and the data reflect a near doubling
of their vtilization rate (for the limited products) from 1991 to 1996 (from 14,66% up to 26.18%).
Comparing the two sectors, the onshore component had a utilization rate of over 30% in 1996 while
the offshore rate was close to 20%.

When only surimi, minced, fillet, oil, and roe products are included, the utilization rates fall more for
the onshore segment than the offshore. In 1996 for example, the onshore utilization rates fell from
33% to 26%, for a decrease of 7%. The offshore rates also fell, but only by 2% to 4% However,
the onshore rates are still higher than those calculated for the offshore sector.



Production and Total Caich of Target Pollock in the Beri

Sea and Aleutian Islands m 1996

Total Catch {Total Product  |Limited Products*

Fillet Catcher Processor Tons 213,756 36,308 32,604
Product/Total Catch (PRR) 16,99% 15.25%

Surimi Catcher Processor  Tons 432,308 84,999 72124
Product/Total Catch (PRR) 19.66% 16.68%

True Mothership Tons 121,959 28437 23,420
Product/Total Catch (PRR) 23.32% 19.20%

Inshore Tons 393,561 131442 103,577
Product/Tota Catch (PRR) 33.23% 26.18%

BSAI Total Tons 1,163,584 281,184 231,725
Product/Total Catch (PRR) 24.17% 19.91%

Production and Total Catch of Target Pollock in the Berin

Sea and Aleutian Islands in 1994

Total Catch |Total Product  |Lirmuted Products®

Fillet Catcher Processor Tons 233,005 44.011 41231
Product/Total Catch (PRR) 18.89% 17.70%

Surimi Catcher Processor  Toas 535,609 103,571 28,150
Product/Total Catch (PRR) 19.33% 16.46%

True Mothership Tons 113,077 24 864 19,480
Product/Total Catch (PRR) 21.99% 17.23%

Inshore Tons 423,012 128,547 94,676
Product/Total Catch (PRR) 30.32% 22.33%

BSAI Total Tons 1,305,663 300,993 243,537
Product/Total Catch (PRR) 23.05% 18.65%

Production and Total Catch of Target Pollock in the Ber

 Sea and Aleutian Islands in 1991

Total Catch [Total Product  |Limited Products®

Fillet Catcher Processor  Tons 265,249 43 598 35,032
Product/Total Catch (PRR) 16.44% 13.21%

Surimi Catcher Processor  Tons 738,069 129,346 110,839
Product/Total Catch (PRR) 17.59% 15.02%

True Mothership Tons 142,956 36,385 27,638
Product/Total Catch (PRR) 25.45% 19.33%

Inshore Tons 395,421 00,525 57,982
Product/Total Catch (PRR) 22.8%% 14.66%

BSAI Total Tons 1,541,695 300355 231,491
Procduct/Total Catch (PRR) 19.48% 15.02%

* Limuted Products include sunimi, minced, fillet, cil, and roe products



AGENDA C-1{(b}(1}
SEPTEMBER 1597

Discussion Paper
Issues and Analysis for Inshore-Offshore 3

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

1  Cument Sitmation and Proposed ARBMAtIVES. ......cooeviieet et trreeesres s e e e reee e ses st ma s sanas 2
2  Assessment for Inshore/OHBhore L ... s
3 Assessment for Inshore/Offshore 2. eeeberseserestassssarnseenetesatenseEranerare st oebeats ot es e e 4
4 SEOCK PIOJECHIONS ....o.oevevveovoisceesetries s sans s tesesaessenssanssensessssansesne s anseseeesresavasbanrebrtebobiansssanas sesiressrars D
5  Catcher Vessel Operational Area (CVOA} ....................................................... 6
6  Pollock CDQs and the Magnusen-Stevens ACt ......cc.oowveeeveresrvcnnrecensicnscseasmmsnscsssmemsiasserssarasssressees 10

7 Catch and Processing DIBta ... ......oocoeioeieeeriieeeeemassenetias s evissraes s esssenssressmrene sommeacicssinems e resenres 13
7.1 Confidentiality of Caich and Processing INformation.........co.cocoerrenenearersssrr e ssssscns s e smnsenes srereransses 13

8 Cost Data Collection and PTOJECLONS.........c...cciviimeeeicieseecesircns v eeer s ene e nssosssisonassnssns s ssseravanos 1
9 Price and Market PYoJeCLONS. ..........ocoiuitiieiictiiei e et roet e b s anas s s sa s sama e s 14
10 Foreign Ownership and Control..............ocovoiv e s s s nnresesssnse s 13

11 Modeling the Fishery Under the AREIAVES. ..coocover i cesarn s e sena s 15

11.1 Who Has Standing in the Accounting of Costs and Benefits to the Nation?.. ..o 1&

12 Summary DS CSSI0M. o ettt et et et e et s ee e be bbb s A A e en shamE e na e 17



1 Current Situation and Proposed Alternatives

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

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

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

1. Retum to unallocated open access; the “No Action™ Alternative.

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

3. Allocations to two processing sectors, redefining the Inshore sector to include “true
motherships.” “True Motherships™ are motherships or floating processor vessels that have
pever caught their own fish while operating wathin the U.S. EEZ under U.S. flag. Proposed
inshore allocations are 25%, 45%, or 70%, with the remainder going offshore. In 1996 “true
motherships” processed approximately 10% of the non-CDQ pollock TAC.

4. Allocations to three processing sectors (inshore, offshore, and “true motherships™). The
inshore sector would be defined as they are currently. The range of inshore allocations goes
from a low of 19% 1o a high of 35%. Proposed allocations to “true motherships” range
between 5% and 15%. The offshore sector would be allocated the rernaining portions of the
non-CDQ) TAC.

5. Allocations to catcher vessels and to catcher processors, with an optional minimum shore-
side guarantee, Catcher processors would be allocated between 35% and 57%, and catcher
vessels between 43% and 65% of the non-CDQ) polleck TAC. In 1996 catcher vessels
harvested approximately $1%. Of the carcher vessel allocation, between 33% and 81% conid
be guaranteed to the Inshore sector as currently defined.

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

fishery opens.
2  Assessment for Inshore/Qffshore 1

Inshore/Offshore | was approved by the Secretary in two phases. lImitially, the Secretary approved the
GOA, bui rejected full approval of the Council's preferred alternative for the BSAI. That alternative was
a three-year program which allocated progressively greater amounts of pollock to the inshore sector each
year going from 35% in the first year to 45% by the third year. The Secretary of Commerce approved a
35% allocation for the B-Season of 1992, as well as the pollock CDQ program, but asked hat the Council
resubmit cpticns for allocations beyend 1992,



The criginal zmalysis for Amendment 18/23, dated September 19, 1991, included a Social Impact
Assessment and detailed cost and revenue profiles for various types of vessels and processors involved in
the pollock and Pacific cod fisheries. Cost information was based on an OMB approved survey of the
industry prepared and distributed by NMFS-AFSC in summer 1990. It asked for information for 1989
and for partial year information for 1990. (Copies of the survey forms mailed 1o Catcher Vessels, Catcher
Processors, and Shoreside Processors are found in Attachment [, and will be available at the meeting.)
This information was the basis of the economic assessment, which largely focused on distributional
impacts of the allocation, and featured the Jensen-Radtke Fishery Economic Assessment Model, a
disapgregated input/output tool stil used today, most recently in the halibut charter issue. This study
concluded there would be a net gain in “direct income”™ of approximately $9 million over the life of the
program.

The controversy surrounding the Council's approval of the original allocation, and the somewhat limited
“cost-benefit” analysis included in the original SEIS, led NMFS to embark on an unprecedented
“independent™ assessment of the alternatives. The NMFS Economics Special Studies Team, a group of
economists not directly involved in the fisheries of the North Pacific and led by Dr. Morton Miller,
provided the Secretary with a draft report dated February 14, 1992. Their findings (projecting a loss of
£18] million to the nation over the thres years of the program) were singularly important in the
Secretary’s “only partial” approval of the Council's Preferred Altemnative. This report and a subsequent
final draft, dated Aprl 14, 1992, are available by contacting Council staff. These assessments were
primarily “cost-benefit studies.” Costs for the Inshore Sector were based on the OMB survey, while costs
for the Offshore Sector were based on data submitted during public comment,

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

be rejected, as roughly 18% of the Monte Carlo outcomes were positive, as shown in Figure 1 below,

taken from the i the Proposed ent 8.
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I the end the Council resubminted a program which would allocate 35% 1o the inshore sector in the first
year, stepping up to 37.3% in the second and third years. The Secretary approved a 35% allocation for all

three years.
3  Assessment for Inshore/Offshore 2

Inshore/Offshore 1 was scheduled to expire on December 31, 1996. The Council asked staff to examine 2
simple rollover of the amendments, though there were discussions in the sarly development of Inshore-
Offsbore 2 to include changes in the allocation percemtages. The Council was apparently dissuaded from
including these options partly as a result of advice from the SSC. The September 994 SSC minutes read
as follows:

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

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

The analysis of Inshore/Offshore 2 {(Amendments 38/40) did not re-spade the previous cost-beasfit or
distributional analyses, rather, it examined the state of the fisheries from [992-1994. It identified
significant changes affecting the overall findings of the previous analysis. Directional changes from the
original analyses, and their likely magnitudes, also were identified. Projections were made regarding the
likely distributions of fishing and processing activities under two alternatives—expiration or
reauthorization of the allocation using the 1993 and 1954 ficsheries as a base case.

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

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

The analysis coneluded that the distribution effects also were likely overstated in the original analysis,
This finding derived from the fact that prices and therefore revenues were sigmficantly lower than
assumed. Lower revenues tend to dampen the magnitude of distrbutional changes, which are primarily a
finction of income.



The Council's focus during the reanthorization was on stability, and the assessment concluded the
following:
“The existing allocations provide a reasomable assurance to each industry sector involved regarding the
amount of fish for harvesting and processing. Business planning is largely affected by these allocations
for both inshore and offshore processors and the harvesting vessels delivering 1o them. The coptinuation
of these allocations for an additional three years was projected (o maintain the relationships between these
sectors as they had developed over the previous three years. The stability, which had been estzblished
between these various industry sectors, would not guarantes survival of entities within these sectars, but
would be crucial to the successful frvition of the CRF program over the next three years.”

4 Stock Projections

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

The Eastern Bering Sea pollock stock biomass has fluctuated in abundance over the last 35 vears, from
very low levels in the mid-1960s {< 2 million mt.), to a peak of about 12 million mt. in the mid-1930s
(Figure 2). The siock has since declined, and the 1997 expioitable biomass is estimated to be 6,120,000
mt. ABC and TAC are set ar 1,130,000 mt for 1997,

High stock biomass in the 1980s resaited from consistently good vear-classes produced between [972 and
1984 (Figure 3). More recent year-classes have been below average, except for an abundant 1989 year-
class and average 1992 year-class. Without conosistently large year-classes, TAC specifications will
become more dependent on recruitment. Available recruitment data from U.S. surveys, while unceriain,
suggest that the stock may continue to decline in the foreszeable future.

Figure 2 Figure 3
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Preliminary data from the 1997 summer survey should be available by September, and should provide
some additional indication of the strenpth of the newest recruits inte the fishery, i.¢. the 1994 year-class,
as well as some indications of the 1996 year-class index. If the 1994 year-class recruits well into the
fishery, or if the [996 yearclass shows up in good numbers, then TACs could be relatuvely stable.
Otherwise declines in the TAC would be expected.

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



5  Catcher Vessel Qperational Area (CVOA)

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

Catches in the CVOA are not explicitly recorded in the blend data, making estimates of catches within the
CVOA somewhat problematic. Management areas 517 and 509 cover most of the CVOA, but large
portions of those areas are north of it. In 1996 roughly 70% of the pollock targeted by catcher-processors
in the A-season were taken from 517 and 309, Area 513, to the norih and west of the CVOA, accounted
for an additional 23% of the A-season pollock. In 1997 areas 517 and 509 accounted for 91% of the
catcher processors’ A-season total, while area 513 accounted for only 3% of their A-season. Figure 4,
below, shows the CV0A and it relationship the Bering Sea Management Zones.

Observer dats more accurately show catch locations. Fignres 5-8 show hawul locations with pollock targets
by allf vessels in both the A and B seasons for 1995 and 1996. The CVOA boundary is the shaded area
superimposed on the map. The figures show the differences in effort inside the CVOA duxing the A-
season compared to the B-season. Clearly the areas in and around the CVOA are important for catcher-
processors during the A-season. Om the other hand, the CVOA is also 2 part of the “critical habitat™ for
Steller sea lions, recently listed as “endangered”. Figure 9 shows the overlap of critical habitat area and
the CVOA.
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Figure 5
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6 Pollock CDQs and the Magnusen-Stevens Act

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

{i) ALASKA AND WESTERN PACIFIC COMMUNEITY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS —

t1) {4} The North Pacific Council and the Secretary shall establish a western Alaska
community development quota program under which g percentage of the lotal allowabie catch of
any Bering Sea fishery is allocated o the program.

{(B) To be eligible to participate in the western Alaska community development quota
program under subparagraph (A) 2 commumity shall—

(i} be located within 50 nautical miies from the baseline from which the breadth
of the tefritorial sea is measured along the Bering Sea coast fum the Bering Strait to the westemn
most of the Alegtian Islands, or on an island within the Beting Sea;

(1i} oot be located on the Gulf of Alaska coast of the north Pacific Ocean;

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

{iv) be certified by the Secretary of the Interior pursuant fo the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act {43 U.S.C. 160} ¢t seq.) to be a Native village;

(v) consist of residents who conduct more than one-haif of their curren
commercial ar subsisteace fishing effort in the waters of the Bering Sea or waters surrounding the
Aleutiaz Istands; and

{(v) cot have previcusly developed harvesting or processing capability sufficient
o support substantial participation in the groundfish fisheries in the Bering Sea, unless the
community can show that the benefits from an approved Community Development Plan would be
the only way for the community to realize a return from previous investments.

(C} (i} Prier to Cotober 1, 2001, the North Pacific Council may not submit to the
Secretary any fishery mapagement plan, plan amendment, or regnlation that allocates to the
westere: Alaska commmity develcpment quota program a percentage of the total allowable catch
of any Bering Sea fishery for which, prior to October 1, 1995, the Council had not approved a
perceatage of the total allowable ¢atch for allocation to such community development quota
program. The expiration of any plan, amendment, or regulation that meets the requirements of
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clause (ii) prior to October 1, 208, shall not be construed so prohibit the Council from sebmitting
& revigion or extension of such plan, amendment, or regulation to the Secretary if such revision or
extension complies with the other requirements of this paragraph.

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

() allocates to the western Alaska community development guota propram 2
percentage of the total alowable caech of such fishery; and

(5} was approved by the Nerth Pacific Council prior to October 1, 1995, the
Secretary shall, except as provided In clause (iii) and after approval of such pilan, amendment, or
regulation under section 304, allocate to the program the percentage of the total allowable catch
described in such plan, omendment, or regulation. Pricr to October 1, 2001, the percentage
submitted by the Council and approved by the Secretary for amy such plan, omendment, or
reguiation shatl be no greater than the percentage approved by the Council for such fishery prior
to October i, 1993,

(iiif) The Secretary shall phase in the percentage for comunenity develepment
quotzs approved in 1995 by the North Pacific Council for the Bering Sea crab fisheries as follows:

(D) 3.5 percent of the total allowable catch of eack such fishery for 1998 shall be
allocated to the western Alaska community development quata program,

(IT) 5 percent of the total allowable catch of each such fishery for 199% shall be
allocated 1o the western Alaska community development quota program; and

(ITE) 7.5 percent of the total allowable catch of each such fishery for 2000 and
thereafter shall be allocated to the western Alasks community developrient quota program, unless
the North Pacific Councit submits and the Secretary approves a percentage that is no greater than
7.5 percent of the total alfowsble catch of each such fishery for 2001 or the Nerth Pacific Council
submits and the Secretary appraves any other percentage on or after Oclober 1, 2001.

(D)} This paragroph shali not be construed fo require the North Paclfic Council to
resubmit, or the Secretary to reapprove, any fishery management plan or plan amendment
approved by the North Facific Council prior to October I, 1993, that includes a community

development quata program, or ony regulations fo implement such plan or amendment.

There has been considerable debate among Agency and Council staffe over the issve of whether
continuatior of the pollock CDQ program is mandated in the above iegislative langeage. Council staff
believes that the combined effect of subsections (L)(A), (IWC)GD(D), and (1)D) (2lf in italics) is to
mandate the comtinuation of the pollock program at the current level of 7.5%. A counterpoint that has

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

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

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

expire.

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

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

En June of 1995, the North Pacific Council repewed the poliock CDOQ) program by unanimous
consent {with one abstention)(p. 27)... New section 305(i) of the Magnason Act would explicitly
provide for the western Alaska CDQ) programs and combine them in a single program for
regulatory efficiency... (p. 2%)

New subsection (i) of section 3035 of the Magnnson Act would require the North Pacific Council
and the Secretary to establish a western Alaska commmity development program wnder which a
percentage of the total allowable catch of each Bering Sea fishery is allocated to the program.
Bering Sea CD{} programs already recommended or submitted by the North Pacific Council
would be combined into a single, more efficient western Alaska CDO) program... {p. 28)

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

Senator Stevens' comments on the Senate floor on September 19, 1996, concerning manager’s
amendments to 5. 39, echo the committes report:

Pacific Community Fisheries

The amendment requires the Nowth Pacific Councif and Secratary to establish a western
Alaska community development quota (CD()) program under which a percentage of the total
allowable catch of each Bering Sea fishery is aliocated to western Alaska comumonities that
participate in the program. The amendment prevents the Nonth Pacific Counctl from increasing
the percentage of any CDQ allocation approved by the Council prior to October 1, 1995 until afler
September 30, 2001. The amendment includes a sentence at the end of a new section 305(i)
(IXCXi) making clear that this cap through Seprember 30, 2001 does not prevent the extension of
the pollock CDQ allocation beyond 1995, In complying with the western Alaska CDQ
requirement, a percentage of the pollock fishery (and each Bering Sea fishery) must be allocated to
the program every year. In the event that the North Pacific Council fails to submit an extension of
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the poilock CDQ in 1998, it is the intent that the Secretary continue to allocats to the western
Alaska CD(Q program the percentage of pollock approved by the Council for previous years umntil
the Council submirs an extension.

The Ceouncil refains the ability to revise CD(Q) allocations, except as provided in the
amendment for crab fisheries, provided that the allocations not exceed the levels approved by the
Council prior to October 1, 19935 ¢after September 20, 2001, the Council retains the finil ability to
revise CIM) allocations). The Secretary is requirsd 1o phase in the CDQ percentage already
approved by the North Pacific Council for the Bering crab fisheries, ablocating 3.5 percent in 1998,
5 percent in 1999 and 7.3 pegcent in 2000 and thercafier, unless the Council submits 2 percentage
oo greater than 7.5 percent for 2001 or any other pexcentage on or after October 1, 200L. CDOQ
allocaticns already approved by the Council (pollock, halibut, sablefish, crab aed groundfish} do
not eed 1o be resubmitted by the Council or reapproved (if already approved) by the Secretary.

From these expressions of Congressional intent, we conclude that the Couneil does pot have the option of
letting pollock CDQs expire, but might be able to consider a reduced percentage, though the language is
somewhat ambiguous on this latter conclusion. Therefore, the staff needs clear direction from the
Council on two issues: (1) the altemnatives to be analyzed for pollock CDQs, and (2} the scope of the
analysis desired. Based oo what we believe are mandates in the Act, and unless otherwise directed by
the Council, the staff will include the pollock CD(Qs at 7.3% without sunset as the only opiion. The
analysis will be very brief. It will dwell mainiy on the benefits that have resulted from the current and
past pollock CDQ programs. There will not be a comprehensive cost-benefit analysis attempting to show
net benefits to the nation. The amendment more-or-less will be viewed as a technica! amendment
removing the current sunset date.

T  Catch and Processing Data

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

7.1 Confidentiality of Catch and Processing Information

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

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

NMFS-AFSC has recently submitted to OMB a request to conduct a cost data collection, which will serve
as 2 “prototype” for an annuval collection process. There will be a 60-day public comment period,
followed by a 30-day OMB review. No decision on the acceptability of the process may be made prior to
the end of the 30-day OMB review, but a decision must be rendered within the subsequent 30 days.
Therefore we may begin collecting cost “information as early as 16 August 1997, but more likely
sometime in September. It is envisioned that the annual process will provide cost information in a less
controversial environment. Unfortunately, the cost information gathered in the initial prototype, which
will focus on the pollock fishery, may produce “skewed” resuits if respondents attempt to influence the
outcome of the inshore/offshore decision. A capy of the text of the Federal Register Notice for the cost
gathering program is attached.

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

There are potential negative implications of expanding the survey. An expansion would increase the
burden on industry and the agency, and may actually decrease the ability of the agency to collect the core
information on the pollock fisheries. While the benefits of the expanded survey could marginally
enhance the analysis, these marginal improvements could very likely be captured in 2 more gualitative
manner.

9  Price and Market Projections

Accorate and comprehensive price data may be more difficult to obtain than in previous iterations of
Inshore/Offshore. Price data through 1994 were collected in a cooperative effort between NMFS and
ADFG. More recent data have been collected by ADEG alone, The most information available is for
1995, but it appears to be somewhat less reliable than earlier vears. ADFG is currently collecting 1996
data which should be available in tirae for use in the analysis. Other sources of price information may
prove useful, such as market newsletters published by various research firms. With the proiiferation of
the Internet, additional price information may be available. The major problem with altemative sources
of price information is that the products rarely match those reported in the weekly processor reports. It
may be possible that additional information may be gathered through public comments, or from 2 survey
planned by NMFS-AFSC, which will be discussed in the next agenda item.
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In the previous analysis, price and gross revenue projections served as an indicator of directional changes
in the projections and distribotion of benefits as estimated from 1992 supplemental analysis. Even with
accurate estimates of past and current prices, there will still be a great deal of uncertainty regarding firture
prices. Because of the international nature of the pollock market, forecasts of future prices are
pasticularly troublesome, as they depend not only on demand for product, in both the United States and
abroad, but also on the yen/dollar exchange rates, and demand for close substimates of pollock products.
The issue is clouded further by vertical integration within the pollock industry, and the existence of long
term markéting arrangements.

10 Foreign Ownership and Control

In Inshore/Offshore 1, estimates of foreign owmership, based on studies by ADFG and the General
Accounting Office (GAQ), were used to discount producer surpius accruing to the U5, Tt was assumed
that 75% of offshore producer surplus acerved o0 U.S. owners, while only 35% of inshore preducer
surplus accrued to U.S. owners. The remaining quantities “leaked” from the system to forgign nationals.
Because the information in the two studies was relatively recent, it was deemed reasonable for use in the
mshore/offshore amlysis.

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

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

11 Modeling the Fiskery Under the Alternatives

Councii staff has not yet finalized a methodology to project catch and processing by types of vanous
vessel and processors under the various altematives. Two methods could praduce reasonable results. The
first is a linear extrapolation mede! used in Inshore/Offshore 1 and 2. The second is a simulation medel
developed for the Comprehensive Rationalization Program by Dr. Matt Berman at University of Alaska’s
Institute of Social and Economic Research, and Council Economist Marcus Hartley. Both models may
provide very similar results for the pollock fisheries. The simulation model would likely provide better
projections of the impacts of reallocations in other target fisheries such as Pacific cod, and Atka
Mackerel, and of the impacts of changes to the CVOA. Both models would use sumilar inputs for the
poilock fishery, but the simulation model would require additional cost, revenue, and operational
information for Pacific cod, Atka Mackere] and perhaps other fisheries. The simulation model weald also
require more detailed bycatch information. An additional consideration is the relative complexity of the
two models. The simulation model is much more complex and difficult to explain and understand, while
the extrapolation model relies on a relatively strightforward process of linear expansions aod
contractions.
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In either case we anticipate modeling the uncertainty inherent in the parameters, as was done in the 1992
cost-benefit analysis. This will involve assigming probability distributions around key wputs, and
employing “Moate Carlo” simulation methodologies to randomly select inputs from the distributions for a
large number of iterations. The end results will provide “expected values”™ for the cost-benefit tradeoff, as
well as demonstrate the level of uncertainty around that expectad value.

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

paragraph.

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

Foreign ownership may be a crucial determinant in the assessment of net benefits. The proper way to
deal with foreign ownership and consumption in a cosi/benefit analysis is currently under debate. It
appears that we are mandated to examine costs/bepefits and impacts only 2s they apply to the U5,
consumers and producers. This would imply that we should act consider impacts on consumer surplus
accruing to foreign nationals. Further we wonld ignore costs and benefits relating to foreign owned
producers. Of course the logical extefision of this is the elimination of free trade.

On the other hand, economic theory holds that the benefits of free trade outweigh the benefits of trade
barriers, leading to the comclusion that the U.S. is best off if the value of the respurce is maximized
regardless of the nationality of the benefictaries. Thus we would count 2l foreign producer and consumer
surplus.

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

“The traditional policy of the World Bank and most other lending agencies is to take account of physical
exiernalities, as in the case of international rivers, and expect agreement between the countries concerned
on the sharing of water and appropriate compensation for any untoward effects. Thus far, however, it has
not normally taken moacwmtmﬁema]pnmeﬂ’ﬂctsunuthﬂmunmescamdhylheprujm it
finances, and, with some exceptions for multinational projects, it evaluates investment projects from the

pomldmwnfthemunﬂymwhmhthemmecﬂstobeurﬂermken. wmm
ggmtheeoonunucaml\rsmufﬂwm ect”. {Emphasis added). - T

William Trumball in bis article "Who Has Standing In Cost-Benefit Apalysis," (JPAM; V.8 No.2; 20]-
218; 1990), draws the following conclusions.

“Given that cost-benefit analysis is based on the petential Pareto principle, then the methods of the
analysis must be consistent with the implications of the principle. 1 have argued thar five implications are
belpful in deciding what preferences have standing: (1) only willingness-to-pay measores of value have
meaning. (2) the perspective is &x anfe rather than ex pest; {3) the results of a cost-benefit analysis mast
be interpreted within the context of other policy concerns, particulasly the distributional consequences of
the project; (4) the evaluation has 10 be consistent with the social, as well as the physical constraints that
define the ‘welfare space’, and (3) within that welfare space, the preferences of all who are affected by the
project must be counted. With these implications, | have argued that future generstions must have
standing, while current recipients of the benefits of existing programs shoutd net; the gains from criminal
acts should not be counted;, citizens of other countries bave standing, and, certain individuals shoald ot
be given less than full standing in order to account for the distributional consequences of a project.”
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An informal survey of respected fshery economists around the country, including Dr. Cnddle, Dr.
Larson, and Dr. Marasca of the Council's Scientific and Statistical Comimittes, was conducted to provide
insight on this issue. To date, responses have been fairly consistent in expressing the difficulsy of the
question. In general these six points have emerged:

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

2, Most economists, however, state that there are benefits 1o the U.S. fom free trade, and that the U.S.
actually benefits, albeit indirectly and perbaps not as much, when the ownership of the means of
production is foreign rather than domestic.

3. It wiil be very difficuit to gather sufficient informatior to adequately determine foreign “leakages™.

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

5. On the other hand there is an argument to exclude foreign consumers, but include the producer
surplus aceruing to foreign owners of U.S. companies. This argument states that the companies are
in fact U.S. companies, and that they are geographically located inside the U.8. Foreign consumers
should be excluded becaunse they are geographically located cuiside the U.S.

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

12 Summary Discussion

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

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

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

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

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

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

assumptions made were highly uncertain.

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

Current

Parameter Origiral Reanthorization

Rollover Change
Pollock TACs NC, K NC, K C, AU C, AU
Caich C, AU NC, K NC. K HC.K
Catch Location c,.u C, AU NC, AU c.u
PRR HC, HU NC, U NC, AU C,AU
Discards HC.U NC, U NC, AU NC, AU
Utilization Rate NP, HU C AU NC, AU HC, U
Cost HC, AU NP, U Cc.U HC, U
Current Ex-Vessel Prices NC. X NC, K NC, U CU
Future Ex-Vessel Prices Cu NC, U C.u HC, HU
Currsnt Product Prices C,U NC, AU NC. U .U
Future Product Prices C,HU NC, AU cC.U HC,HU
Foreign Control C, AU NP, HU C.U HC, U
Fish Taxes C.K NC,K NC, U CU
Income Taxes c.u NP, HU C.u HC, HU
Employment c.u NP, U C. AU HC, U
Community Impacts in AK HC, HU NC, U cu HC.HU
Comrnunity impacts in L-48 HC, HU NC,U C,uU HC, HU
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The table shows, for example, that from the perspective of the Council staff, pollock TACs
Inshore/Offshore 1 were not controversial and were assumed for future years with reasonable certainty.
The same was true for Inshors-Offshore 2. However in Inshore/Offshore 3, future pollock TACs are
likely to be controversial becanse of uncertainty surrounding the estimates.

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

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

As mentioned earlier product recovery rates were very controversial in Inshore/Offshore 1, as they wete
the basis of catch estimates and the magmitude of the changes under the allocation. In Inshore/Offshore 3
PRRs were almost irrelevant, and would likely be s0 under a simple rollover under Inshore/Offshore 5.
They are hikely to be somewhat more controversial and less certain if alternatives with significant changes
in the allocation are analyzed. This would result if individual operators shift to less familiar product types
such as fillets from sudmi production,

Another important parameter is the “utiliztion rate”, defined a¢ the total amount of produet divided by
the total amount of round fish. This parameter was oot really present in the original analysis because of
the dependence on PRR for catch estimates. (All of the controversy was m the PRRs.) With independent
estimates of catch from blend data, the “utilization rate” becomes a meaningful parameter. Thus it was a
somewhat controversial issue in Inshore-Offshore 2, and is likely to be highly controversial if allocations
are significamtly changad in InghorefOffshore 3. The controversy and uncertaipty would result becanse
estimates would have to be made of the amounts of different product produced under significantly
different constraints,

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

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

Draft Notice For An Annual Data Collection Program
I Abstract

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

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

In each subsequent year, the data collection effort will focus on a different cornponent of the groundfish and halibut
fisheries and more limited data will be collected for the previcusly surveyed components of these fisheries. The
latter would be dooe t¢ update the models thar will be nsed to track economiic performance and tw evaluase the
economic effects of aliernative management actions. This ¢ycle of data collection wifl result in cost, eaming and
employmert data being available and updated for all the componeats of the groundfish and haiibut fisheries.

II. Method of Collection

During the first year, dats will be collected from a sample of the owners and operators of catcher vesseis and factory
trawlers that participate in the BSAI pollock fishery and from the owners of cach of the principal on-shore
processing plants and motherships that participatz in the BSAE pollock fishery. The data are expected to be
collected principally by NMFS economists unless funding becomes available to collect some of the data under
contract Questonnaires will be mailed to the selected members of 2ach of the four survey groups and in many
cases those individuals will be interviewed to ensure the clarity of their responses. To the extent practicable, the
data coilectad will congist of data that the respondents mainmin for their own business purposes. Therefore, the
collection burden will consist priecipally of transcribing data from their internal records to the survey instument
and participating in personal interviews,

In subsequent years, a similar method will be wsed to collect the same types of informarion from comparable groups
for other components of the groundfish and halfbut fisheries and brief questionmaires will be sent to a sample of
previous respoudents to opdate that data. Current data reporting requirements will be evaluated to detenhing if they
can be modified to provide improved economic data at a lower cest to respondents and the Agency.
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Antachment 1 {continued)

III. Data -

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

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

Estimated Time Per Response First Year: 2 hours per cztcher vessel and on average 2 carcher vesseis per
Tespondent; 5 hours per factory trawier and on average 2 vessels per respondent; and 5 hours per mothership
and on-shore processor.

Estimated Total Annual Burden Hours First Year: 255 hours

Estimated Number of Respondents in Subsequent Years: 60 - 200

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

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

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

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

IV. Request for Comments

Comments are invited on: (z) Whether the proposed collection of information is necessary for the pwoper
performance of the functions of the agency, including whether the information shall have practical wiility; (&) the
accuracy of the agency's estimate of the burden (including hours and cost) of the proposed collection of information;
{¢) ways to enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the informatior to be collected; and (d) ways to micimize the
burden of the collection of information on respondents, including through the use of automated coilection iechniques
or other forms of infonmation technology.

Comments submisted in response to this notice will be summarized and/or included in the request for OMB approval
of this information collection; they afse will become a matier of pubtic record.
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ATIORNEY - CLIENT PRIVILEGE

July 17, 1997

MEMORANDUM FQR: F/SF - Ga Hat}nck
FROM: GCF = Marga Frailsy Hayes
SUBJECT: Interpratation of section 305(i)

[avyers in GCAK and GCF have reached the consensus that sectian
305(i) requires that an FMP amendment be submitted by the Council
and approved by the Secretary in order to extend the polliock CDQ
program beyond December 31, 1594.

At the time the Sustainable Fisheries Act {SFA) was passcd, the
North Pacific Council had approvedq threes COQ programs., Of thase
three programs, tws had been approved by the Sacretary.

The halikbut and sablefish CDQ program vas part of Amendment 15.
Amendment 15 was approved by the Council on December 8, 1551
(resonfirmed in April 1982), and by the Secretary on January 29,
1993,

The pollock CDQ program for 1952 through 1995 was part of
Amendment 18 to the Fishery Management Plan for the Grouyndfish
Fishery in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Area. It was
approved by the Couneil in Junie 1991 and by the Secretary on
March 4, 1992. The polleck cDQ Program was extended through
December 11, 1958, as part of Amendment 38. Amendment 36 was
appraved by the Council in June 1995 and by the Secretary on
Navexber 28, 1995,

The multispecies groundfish and crab cDQ PTOgram was approved by
the Council in June 1995 as part of Apendment 35. Amendment 39
is currantly underxgcing Secretarial peview.

The introductory sentence of saction 308(3i) (1) (A) of the

Hagnuson-Stevaens Fishery Conservation and Management Act states,

“The North Pacific Csuncil and the Secretary shall establish a

western Alaska cosmunity development quota pragram under which a

percentage of the total allowable catch of any Bering Sea fishery

is allccated to the program.® Although this szentence regquires

the Secretary to establish a single, stand-alene western Alaska

CORQ program, such program must be consistent with +he

rugquirezents ¢f the Temwining paragraphs of section 305(1). -
)
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Sectien 305(i) (1) (C) (1) statee, "Prier to Octobar 1, 2001, the
Netth Pacifie Coyncil may not submit to the Secratary any fishery
management plan, plan arendnent, or regulation that allocates to
the western Alaska community development quota program a
parcentage of the tatal allowable catch of any Bering Sea fishery
for which, prior to Octuber 1, 1995, the Council had nat approved
a percentage of the total allewable catch for allocation to such
community development quota program.” This sentence preclades
the submission of a CDQ program for additional species such as
salmon or scallops.:

Section 305(i) (1) (¢) {1) coentinues by stating, “"The expiration of
any plan, amendment, er regulation that meets the requirenents of
clause (ii) prior to Octebsr 1, 2001, shall net be cemstrued to
prohibit the Council from submitting a revision or extension of
such plan, amendment, or requlation to the Secretary if such
ravision or extension compiies with the other requirenents of
this paragraph.* Of the three CDQ programs that were approved by
the North Pacific Ceouncil prior to Octoker 1}, 1995, cnly the
pellock CDQ program was schaeduled to expire. Therefore, we
believe the secand sentence of section 385({1) (1) (C) (i) applies
primarily to the pellock CDQ program. This sentence authorizes
the Council to submit a revised or extended pollock €DQ progran
for Secretarial review. The sentence would not have been
necessary if the drafters had intended that sectien
305(i) (1) (€) (il) would automatically extend the pellosk CDQ

program after 1998.

Section 305(i) (1} (C) (i) states, “With respect to a fishery
Danagement plan, plan anendpent, or regulation for a Bering sea
fishery that--(I)} allocated te the western Alaska community
developwent queta program a percentage of the total allewable
cateh of such fichery; and (II) was appraved by the Nerth Pacific
Council prisr to Octobexr 1, 1995; the Secretary shall, except as
provided in clause (iii)} and after appreval of such plan,
Imendment, or regulation under section 304, allocate to the
pragram the parcentage of the total allowable cateh described in
Such plan, amendment, or regulation.® (Section 305{1) (1) (C) (iii}
amends the allocation percentages of crab in the multispecies
groundfish and crab program.)

The primary application of section 305{1i) {1)(c¥(ii) is to the
wultispecies groundfish and orab program, because that is the
only one that had been approved by the North Pacific Council
prior to October 1, 1995, but had not yet been appreved by the
Secretary of Commerce on Octeber 11, 19%6, Thas current pollack
CDQ program had already been appreved by the Secretary in 1995.
Thig sentenca cannot be read as mandating continuatiocn of the
Pollack CDQ program past its expiration date, brmoause Amendment
38 does not describe any allocation of TAC to the CDO program for
any year after 19%90.

The second sentence in section 208(i){1) (C) (ii} is susceptible of
diffarent intoxprotatione, dut we bolieve songranocional intent
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vas to cap all thres programs at 7.5 percent, the highest
percaentage recommanded for any of the programs prlor to Octaber
1, 1995. (See the Senpate Commerce Committee report at 28.)

Section 305(i) (D) states, "This paragraph shall not be construed
to require the North Pa¢ific council to resubmit, ox the
Secretary to reapprove, any fishexry management plan or plan
amendment approved by the North Pacific Council prier te October
1, 1995, that includes a compunity development program, Or any
regulations to implement such plan or amendment.” This provislion
was added because some staffers wvere concerned that the
multispecies/crab ¢DQ program vauld have to be reapproved by the
council folliowing passage of the SFA, since that amendnant had
not yet been implemented.

We read this sentence as permissive: it allows the Council te
extend or revise an amendment, under sectian 30s5(1){1) (c) {1), but
dogs not mandate such extension or reviaion, We respectfully
disagree vith Mr. Young’s opinion that this lanquage “requires
the Secretary to allocate a percentage of the total allowable
catoh of Bering Sea pollock to the stand-alene western hlaska CDQ
program.™ The sentence doea not raquire the Secretary te de
anything.'

We are aware of the material Senator Stevens inserted inte the
racord, describing the changes effected by the managers’
amendment. We have tzied to find a zreading of section 205{i)
that veuld accomplish what the Senate managers thought they had
done. We are unable, bowever, to find any provision in saction
305(1i) that authorizes the Secretary, independent of a Couneil
subnissien extending the pellcck CDQ pregran, to allocate any
ameunt of pollock to such a program after the expiration date of
the current amendwent.

Woen section 305(i) is read in its entirety, we believe that it
requires an FMP amendment to be sutmitted by the Council and
approved by the Secratary to extend the polleck CDQ program
peyond December 31, 1994.

ce: DGE - Jay S. Johnsen
GCAR - Jonathan Pellard
GCF ~ Marian Macpherson

1 In addition, if gection 305(l) (D) vere r¥ead to extend the
pollock TDQ prograd indafinitely, the second sentence of saction
308(i) (1) (C) {i) would become superflucus, since no relevant
pians, amendments, or regqulatiene weuld ever hove eNpirad.
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Dr. Clarence G, Pautzke

Executive Director

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

Dear Clarence:

The current Western Alaska Community Development Quota (CDQ)
program for pollock in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands {BSAI}
area is scheduled to cease on December 31, 19%98. This resgults
from the linkage of the CDQ program for polleck to the current
inshore-gffshore allocation of pollock, which also is scheduled
to sunset on that date. The Council aust act to recommengd an
amendment of the Fishery Management Plan for the Groundfish
Pishery of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Area (FMP) if it
wishes to extend or change the pollock CDQ program.

In the past, the Council has maintained the linkage between the
allocation of pollock to the CDQ reserve and the allocation of
pollock between inshore and offshore components of the industry.
Recent amendments to the Magnuson-Stevens Pishery Conservation
and Management Act (MSA), however, indicate that the pollock CDQ
program, if it is extended should not be temporary and that it
should be combined with the existing halibut and sablefish CDQ
programs and the proposed multi-gpecies CDQ program, if it is
approved. PFurther, the Council must act to recommend an FMP
amendment to this effect if the Council wants to extend the
pellock CDQ program. The Council should not assume that this
will happen automatically without Coungil action simply because
a CI{Q program is now required by the MSA. This guidance is based
on a legal opinion (dated July 17, 1997) from NOAA General
Counsgel {eaclosged).

I recommend that the Council separate the issue of reauthorizing
the pollock CDQ program from the issue of inshore-offshore
allocations of pollock in the BSAI area. The Council could
initiate analysis of an FMP amendment to extend or revige the
allocation of BSAI pollock to the CDQ program at its next
meeting. The Council could take final action on this amendment
at itse meeting in February 1998. This wourld allow us Lo review
and, if approved, implement regqulations well in advance of the
end of 1998, which should reduce uncertainty among participants
in the CDQ fisheries.

Basically the potential effects of two alternatives would be
examined in the envirenmental assessment and regulatory impact .,
review supporting Council action on an FMP amendment £or the ‘?W\;

R



pollock CDQ program. First, the Council should assess the "no-
action® alternative. As explained in the enclosed legal opinion,
the Council iIs not required to submit a revision or extension of
the pollock CDQ program. The second alternative would be to
recommend adding pollock to the existing CDQ program. Because
the MSA requires a singlie CDQ program, the Council cannot choose
to have a separate pollock CDQ program. This is important for
bycatch management purposes. Options under thig alternative
could gpecify the percentage of the total allowable catch (TAC)
of pollock to allocate to the CDQ reserve. The MSA limits the
amount of the TAC that may be allocated to a pollock CDQ reserve
Lo not more than 7.5 percent of the TAC. The Council could
consider CDQ reserve options that are equal to or legs than that
percentage. The Council may recommend an increase in the
percentage of the TAC allocated Lo the CDQ reserve only after
October 1, 2001,

In sunmary, I recommend that the Council schedule action on a
separate FMP amendment that would extend the pollock CDQ program
indefinitely, and authorize a percentage of the TAC for BSAI
pollock to be allocated to a CDQ reserve. The Council's action
schedule could be as followa:

Initial discussion & staff tasking September 1%97 meeting
Initial review of analygis December 1997 meeting
Public review/comment January 1998

Final review and action February 1998 meeting

In this event we would attempt to publish the proposed
implementing rule by the end of March 1998, and the final rule by
June.

Sincerely,

Py Lires

Steven Pennoyer
Administrator, Alaska Region

Enclosure

cc: GCAK
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AGENDA C-1{c)(2)
SEPTEMRER 1997
DONALD C. MITCHELL

Aftomeay at Law
1355 F Strest
Archarage, Alagka 99501
(20T} 2751681

- -  august 29, 1997

et Hayes
Dffice of the General Counsel
National oOceanie and Atmospheric Admimistration
Unitad States Department of Commerce
Washington, D, C., 202320

Re: lLetter from Steve Pennoyer to Clarence
Pautzke (July 31, 1997), re Pennoyer
Recommendation that the NPFMC Initiate
an Analysis of an FMP Amendment to Extend
the Allocation of Bering Sea Polleck to the
CDQ Program, :

Dear Margaret Hayes:

For some inexplicable reasen, I do not think we previously
have met, but as you may know, I represant the Western Alaska
Fisheries Develug:;nt Association (WAFDA), the organization that
represents the fishing groups that are participating in the
wegtern Alaska community development guota (CDQ) program.

Recently, WAFDA was provided a copy of a July 31, 1997
letter from Steve Penroyer, the Administrator of the NMFS Alaska
Region, to Clarence Pautzke, the Exscutive Director of the North
Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC), in which Mr. Pennhoyer
recormended to Mr., Pautzke that the NPFMC initiate an analysis of
an FMP amendment to axtend the allocation of Bering Sea pollack
+o the ¢DO program. In respanse to the letter, Mr. Fautzke hag
added Mr. Pennoyer's recopmendation as an agenda item for
discussion by the NPFMC at its September meeting.

Attached to the copy of the Pennoyer letter that WAFDA
received was a copy of your July 17, 1997 memorandum to Gary
¥Matlock in which you advise Mr. Matlock regarding the intent of
the 104th Congress that NOAA General Counsel believes iz embodied
in the text of what, as a consequence of the epactment of the
Sustainable Fisheries Act, now is section 305(i) (1) of the
?hqnuso?-stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act

MSFCMA) .
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- Tn pertinent part, your nemorandum explicitly advises that -
if- the NPFMC does not submit to the Secretary of Commarce
(Sacretary) an FMP amendment whose approval and implementation
will make an allocation of the total allewable catch (TAC) of
Bering Sea pollock to the western Alaska CDQ progran subseguent
to Jamuary 1, 1999 - gection 305(i) (1) does not authorize "the
Secretary, independent of a Council submission extending the
polleck CDQ program, to allccate any amount of polleock to such a
progran after the ewxpiration date of the current amendment.® And
the memerandum implicitly advisss that section 305(1i) (1) does not
impose an affirmative and nomdiscretionary duty on the NPFMC and
the Sscretary to allecate a percentage of the TAC of Baring Sea
polleck to the western Alaska CDQ progranm gubsaquent to the
expiration in 1998 of the FMP amendment in which the pollock
allocation presantly is located.

With all due respect and for the reasons below, the second
of the abova-deseribed interpretations of the intent of the 104th
Congress embodied in the text of section 305{i) (1) does not
accurately describe the result that the 104th Congress intended
jts enactment of section 305(i) (1) %o mandate regarding the
pollock allecation. and the first interpretation has the -
practical consequence of allowing NOAA General Counsel to nake a
pelicy decision regarding the intent of the 104th Congress that
more properly belongs to the Secretary.

Section 305({i) (1) was part of an amendment in the nature of
a substitute for the version of the text of S. 3% that the Senate
Committae on Commerce, Science and Transportation reported to the
Senate during the 104th Congress. Because the text of section
205(1i) (1) was the product of & post-eleventh hour member-staflf
negctiation, the intent of the drafters embodied in several
provisions of the text may ke ambiguous. Howevaer, the intent
both of the drafters and of ths 104th Congress embodied in the
text of section 305{i) (1)(A) is ¢lear and unambiguous.

The text of section 305(i) (1) (A) is identical (with the
exception of several nonsubstantive style changes) to the text of
the version of saction 313(£) (1) of the MSFCMA that the House
Cermittee on Resources reported to the U. 5. House of
Representatives as section 14 of H. R. 39. Sga H. R. Rep. 171,
104th Cong., 18t Sess, 12 (1995). When it reported E. R. 33, the
Committee informed the House that:

[S]ection 14 of H. R. 39 amends saction 313 of the Magnuson
Act to remuire the NPFMC to establish, and the Secretary of
Commerce to adopt, regulations implementing the western

Alaska CDQ program as a paymanent, gtand-alone pregram. The /™
subsection also requires the North Paciflc Fishery
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- Management Council to allocate the cpportunity to harvest
© a percen of the total allowable cateh of gach Berlng Sea
fighery to commmnities, or groups of communities, eligible
to participate in the progran.

The Committee expects that, for sach Bering Sea fishery, the
NPFMC, with the final approval of the Secretary, will
allocate to the communities participating in the program a
percentage that is adeqnate to ensure their significant and
sugtainable economic participation in the fishery.

{emphasis added).
Id- 35.

After having been so informed by the House committee on
Resources, the U. S. House of Representatives passed the
Committea's version of section 14 of H. R. 39 without amendment.

In the Senate, the text of the version of S. 3% that the
Senate Committee on Commerce, Sclence, and Transportation
reported contained a section 112 that adcopted the above=-quoted
language from H. R. 39 {albeit with sevazal nonsubstantive style
ghanges). See S, Rep. 276, 104th Cong., 2d Sess. 120 (19396). At
+ne time it did so, the Committee informed the Senate that

Now section 305(i)[ (1) (A}] of section 305 of the Magruson
Act would reguire the North Pacific Council and the
Secretary to establish a western Alaska community
development cuota program under which a percentage of the
tetal allowable cateh of gach Bering Sea fishery is
allocated to tha program. Bering Sea CDQ programs already
recommended or submitted by the North Pacific Council would

be combined inte a single, more efficient westernm Alaska CDQ
program. (emphasiz added).
Id. 28.

In its section 205(1) (1) the Committee alse included a
moratorium througk FY 2000 on the making of allocations to the
paw, single CDQ program from fisheries other than the pellock,
nalibut, sablefish, crab and other groundfish fisheries.

However, with respect to the polleck allocation, the Comnittaa
informed the Senate that section 305{i) (1) regquired a pelleck
allocation to be made to the CDQ program throughout the
moratorium period, even though the present polleck allocation is
contained in an FMP amendment that expires in 1998. Ia pertinent
part, the Committes explained that:
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- The effect of this restriction with respect to pollock would
- pe that (sic) North Pacific Council and Secretary would ba

ragquired to continue to allocate a percentage of pollock to
the western Alaska CDQ program, potwithstandipg the curxent
sypiration date for pollock COOs, but the Secretary would
not be allowed to approve a percentage higher than 7.5
percent for pollack CDQs prior to October 1, 2000.
{emphasis added).

Eu 28=25,

The text of the version of sectleon 305(1) (1) () that the
104th Congress enacted into law is verbatinm the text of the
version of section 305(i) (1) (A) that the Senate Committee on
Commerce, Science and Transportation reported.

When the U. 5. House of Representatives passed the amendment
in the nature of a substitute for 8. 39 that the Sepate had
passed, Representative Younyg, whe as +he chajirman of the House
Committee on Rescurces and the sponser of H. R. 3¢ had personal
xnowledge of what he spoke, informed the House that he was

In that regard, when the western Alaska comuunity
development guota program was considered by the Resources
Committea, I and other members of the committee gave serious
sonsideration to including a provision which would have
mandated the North Pacific Fishery Management Council and
the Seeretary to annwally allocate specific percentages of
the total allowable catches and guideline harvest levels of
gach Bering Sea fishery to the western Alaska copmunity
development gquota program, so that the percentages allccated
are large enough to enable participating compunities and
organizations to accomplish the economic, gocial,
developmental, and other cbjectives that implementation of
the program is intended to achieve.

However, we did not do so. Instead, H, R. 39 assigned the

council and the Secretary the important task of deciding the
percentage of the total allowable catch and guideline

harvest lavel of gach Bering Sea fishery that should be

allocated te the western Alaska community develepment quota
program. Hewever, in recommending section 14 of H. R. 3% to 7~
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- the House, it was the intent of the Resources Committee -
- and by accepting the text of that portion of B. R. 39 it is
the intent of the Senate -~ that, with respect £o aach Bering
Sea fishery, the percentage allocated by the council and the
Secretary ghall be large enough to enable communities
participating in the program to accomplish the program's
objectives . . . . (emphasis added).

142 Cong. Rsc. H11,437-383 ({daily ed. September 27, 1995)
(statement of Representative Young).

The above-cited expressions of the intent of the committaes
that drafted section 305¢i){1) and of the original sponsor of
section 305(i){1} indicate that the 104th Congress intended its
enactment of section 305({i) (1)} to xreguire the NPFHMC and the
Sacretary to by regulation establich a single stand-—alone western
Alaska CDQ program, and to resuire that an allocation of the TAC
of Bering Sea polleck be made to the program on a permanent
annual basis, notwithstanding the expiration of the FMP amendment
that presently contains the polliock allecation.

AN In addition to being consistant with the above-cited

legislative history of section 305(i) (1), that interpretation of
tha intent of the 104th Congress also is consistent with the
prasumption that Congress intends words used in a statute to
erbody their common dictionary meanings. Sqe most

palLrcers -y Metropolitan Edu ..7..,'_!_._'-_ Enterprises il 5 117 5.C¢.
860, 664 (1997) (holding that "In the absence of an indicaticn to
the centrary, words in a statute are assumed to bear their
‘erdinary, contemporary, common meaning®®).

In pertinent part, section 305(i) (1) provides that the NPFMC
and the Secretary ghall establish a western Alaska CDQ program to
which a percentage of the total allewable catch of each Bering
Sea Fishery, ineluding Bering Sea pollock, is allocated.
ordinarily, contemporarily, and commenly, the word "shall®
communicates a mandatory compand. As Black's Law Dictionary
deseribes the concept: "aAs used in statutes . . . this word is
generally imperative or mandatory. In common or ordinary
parlance, and in its ordinary signification, the tera 'shall' is
a word of command, and one which has always or which must be
given a compulsory meaningr as denoting obligatien."™ Black's Law
Dictionmary 1375 (6th ed. 1550).

For all of the reasons above, when Mr. Pennoyer's
recommendation regarding the Bering Sea polleck allecation is
discussed by the NPFMC at its September meeting, WAFDA

4 respectfully requests that NOAA General Counsel advise the NPFMC

that the 104th Congress intended its enactment of section
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_ 308(i){1) to impose an affirmative and nondiscretionary duty on
the NPFMC and the Secratary to establish a stand-alone westezn
Alaska CDQ program and to take appropriate and timely regulatory
astion to ensure that a permanent allocation of the TAC of Bering
Sea pollock is made te the program, notwithstanding the fact that
the present polleck ailocation is contained in an FMP amendmant
that eypires in 1998.

As mentioned, if for sume Treason the NPFMC does not send the
Secrotary an FMP amendment whose approval and implementation by
the Secretary will allocate a percentage of the TAC of Baring Sea
pollock to the western Alaska CDQ program for 1829, your
memorandum advises Mr. Matlock that NOAA General Counsel is
nynable . . . to £ind any provisieon in section 308(i} that
authorizes the Secretary, independent of a Council submission
extending the polleck CDQ program, to allocate any amount of
pollock to such a program after the expiration date of the
current amendment.” However, section 2305(i)(1){D) is such a
provision.

Section 305(i) (1) {D) provides:

This paragraph [including, but not limited to, section o
205(1i) (1) (A}, which requires a permanent allecation of the
TAC of each Bering Sea fishery to be made the western Alaska
CDQ program] shall not be construed to reguire tha NHorth
Pacific Council to resubmit, or the Sacretary to reapprove,
any fishery management plan or plan amendment approved by
tha North Pacific Council prior to October 1, 19895, that
includes a community davelopment gquota program, O any
regulations to implement such plan or amendmant.

AS your memorandum notes, FMP agendment no. 38, which
allgcates a percentage of the TAC of Bering Sea polleock ta the
western Alaska CDQ program until December 31, 1998, was approved
by the NFFMC prior te October 1, 1993. As a conseguence, it is a
menber of the ¢lags of FMP amendments described in section
305(i) (1) (D) that the NPFMC i3 not required to resubmit to the
Secretary and that the Secretary is not regquired to reapprove in
order to implement the intent of the 104th Congress embodied in
the text of section 305(i) (1) (a).

During the debate that preceded passage of section 305(1) (1}
in the U. S. House of Representatives, Represantative Young
explained that admittedly eseteric point when he advised his
colleagues that:
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[Section 30BE(1) (1) (D) recuires that] in 1998 and during each
year thereatiter the Secr shall centinue to allocate 7.5
percant of the total aliowabile catch of Bering sea pollock
to the westeorn Alaska community develcopment guota program
notwithstanding the expiration of the plan amendment in
which the alleocation initially wvas made, unless prior to
October 1, 2001, the council submits and the Sacretary
approves and implememts an amendment to the Bering Sea and
Algutian Islands area groundfish fishery management plan
that allecates a percentage that is less than 7.5 percent,
or unless subsequant to Octecher 1, 2001, the council submits
and the Secretary approves and implements an amendment to
such plan that allocates a percentage this is either less
than or more than 7.5 percent.

142 Cong. Ree. H11438-395 (dajly ed. September 27, 1996) (statement
of Representative Young).

Bvan assuming argquanda that the intent of tha 104th Congress
embodied in the text of section 205(i} (1) (D) is not as clear
as Representative Young informed the U, S. House of
Representatives, Representative Young's interpretation ie a
reasonable interpretation of the result the 104th Congreess
intanded its enactment of section 305{1){1) (D) to mandate.
Assuming so, then the 1i04th Congress can be presumed to have
intendad to delegate tha Secretary authority to adopt that
interpretation if he determines that doing so will advance his
implementation of the policy objectives that the 104th Congress
enacted section 305({1) (1) in order to advance. Chevron USA v.
NRDC, 467 U.S. 837, 843 (1984). Acgord most recently Aver V.
Robbinz, 117 S.Ct. 908, 80% (1597) (holding that with respect to a
quastion to which Congress - speaking through the text of an
ambiguous statute — has not directly speken, the interpretation
of Congress's intent by the agancy respensible for adwministering
the statute willi be upheld if ®"based on a permissible
construction of the statuteM}.

For that reasen, if NOAA General Counsel determines that the:
intent of the 104th Congress embodied in the text of section
305(1) (1) (D) is ambiguous, WAFDA respectfully requests that NOAA
General Counsel advise the Secretary that Representative Young's
interpretation is a reasonable interpretation of the intent of
the 104th Congress, and that whether the Secretary should adept
and implement that interpretation is a policy decision for the
Secretary, rather than a question of law for NOAA General
Counsel. .
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long term success of the progranm.

WAk

The continuation of an allocation of the TAC of Bering Sea
pollock to the westarn Alaska CDQ progyam subsegquent to December
31, 1998 i3 of considerable importance both to WAFDA and €5 the

For that reasen, WAFDA would

appreciate NOAA Genaral Counsel pricr to the September NPFMC
meeting revigitirng the conclusions of law regarding the intent of
the 104th Congress embedied in section 308(i) (1) of the MSFCHA
that are noted in your July 17, 1997 memorandum.
review and if doing =o would ba helpful, I would be delighted to
discuss the issues raised in this letter with you and/or Jay
Jdehnson and Jenathan Pollard, either in person or hy conference

call.

Tt's much apprecisted.

cCr

As part of that

Thanks in advance for your early attention to this matter.

Jay Johnsen
Jonathan Pellard
Steave Pannoyer
Clarence Pautzke
WAFDA

Sincerely,

bonald €. Mitchell

PRIV



AGENDA C-1(d){1)

SEPTEMRBER. 1997
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, S8C and AP Members
ESTIMATED TIME
FROM: Clarence G. Paurgke & HOURS
Executive Diractor
DATE: Jane 12, 1997

SUBRJECT: Inshore/Offshore 3

ACTION REQUIRED
Finalize problem statement and alternatives for analysis.
BACKGROUND

Last December, we scheduled initial discussion of the inshare/offshore pollock allocations forApril, noting that
the current progrem sunsets the end of 1998, In April the Council discussed current issues relevant to the
ﬂamﬁmmdp@ﬁﬂdmﬁofam&nblmSﬂﬁmﬂm&iﬂmﬁﬂadavﬁe@dﬂwmﬁwaﬂmaﬁm
percentages in addition to the ‘status quo’. Alternatives also included changes to the definitions of industry
sectors, such as motherships, as well as divect allocations to cazcher and catcher/processor vessels. The Aprif
1997 newsletter detailed these alternatives and solicited input from the industry regarding the scope of issues,
mmﬁdmhamm,MamﬂumﬂmﬂCﬂmwmﬁmﬁmmﬁmﬂm
statement and alternatives at this meeting.

That pewsletter item is reiterated here as Ygm C-1(2). While there is a wide range of alternatives and options,
these can be described in the following five basic forms:

Alternative 1©  No Action- allocations would expire at the end of 1993.

Alternative2:  Rolover existing ailocations- 35% inshore/65% offshore (after 7.5% CDQ allocatton).

Altemative3:  Redefine inshore sectar to include “true motherships®, with a variety of altemative allocation
percentages to inshore and offshore sectors (after 7.5% CDQ allocaticn). CVOA in effect for
‘A’ and °B’ seasons,

Alternative 4: Three-tier allocation with alternative allocation percentages to inshore, offshore, and tue
. mothership sectors (after 7.5% CD{} allocation). CVOA in effect for ‘A" and ‘B” seasons.
Alternative 5: ngeofaﬂomﬂnnpﬂmwmcamhﬁvﬁmh(CVs)mdmchﬂfprmvmds(CPs).
with potential minirmun shoreside delivery guarantes.
Thesmpeufﬂwanniymplanuedfmﬂ:isiwraﬁonofinsbom'oﬂ‘siwre»ﬁﬂdepwimtheﬁnalﬂmmaﬁvm
identified by the Council. Itern C-1{b) is a discussion paper which will be the basis for our staff report at this
mesting. hmﬁpwmm&wmmmmfmwﬁmimofwm,

FOOUNCILMEETING S\ TTUNS N ACTION CTMEMO. 537 I



information/data issues as they relate to the earlier analyses as well as the current situation, and other issues as
they will relate to the cuarent consideration of this agenda item. We abso discuss the pollock CDQ program and
how it fits into the overall picture.

Following this report, we will discuss some of the information contained in the repert, ‘Economic Aspecis of the
GOA and BSAI Pollock Fisheries® (matled to yom last week). This report was prepared by NMFS-AFSC
scomomists to assist our staff i responding to your information requests from the April meeting,

Itemn C-1 Supplemental contams written comments received on this issue sinee April

FACOUNCILMEETINGS\W AIUNY AACTIONWCTMEMO. 657 2
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AGENDA C-1(3)
JUNE 19597

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENT

BSAI POLLOCK

INSHORE-OFFSHORE
and

CDQ PROGRAM

+ Current BSAI Fishery Inshore-Offshore Provisions

» Alternatives Froposed at the April 1997 Council Meeting
» Proposed Alternatives Reformatted te Facilitate Analysis
» Past, Current, and Proposed Problem Statements

» [aformation Requested by Council

May 1, 1997



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

bammmwoﬁhmmudemmﬁGMmmmlmwrﬁdwmww
conflicts apd preemption of cne segment of the groundfish industry by another, to promote stability between and within
industry sectors and afficted commmities, md % enhance conservetion and management of groundfish and other fish
TEeSOIOTeEs.

2.  Definitions;
Inshore is defined to consist of three components of the industry:
[} Al shoreside processors as defined in federal regulations.
2y All caicher/processors which meet length requirements defined in federal regulations and which have
declared themselves to be "Inshore.”
3 All motherships or floating processors wikich have declared themselves t be "Inshere.”
Cifshore is defined to consist of two components the of industry:
1) All catcherfprocessors not included m the inshore processing categery, or whick have declared
themselves to be "Offshore."
2) All mothershins and floating processing vessels not incliuded in the inshore processing category, or wiich
have deciared themselves o be "Offshore.”

The Secretary is authorized to suspend the definitions of inshore and offshore as prescribed by faderal regulations
M%Mmﬂwhﬂm@md&WmMWWthm

clagp - al pstrictions: Armually before cperstions commente, cach mothership, floating
mmmmfmmmmmMmmFmﬂPm%hmﬂmwnwﬂm
fm the mshore or offthore component of industry. This declaration mmst be the same for both the BSATI and the GOA
if applcations for both are made. All shereside processors will be i the inshore component. Once declared, a vessel
cammet switch o the other compaonent, and will be subject 1 restrictions on processing amounts or locations for pollock
for the rest of the fishing year. Harvesting vessels can choase 1o deliver their carch to either or bath components.

Cateher Processors which have declared therselves to be inshore bave the following restrictions:
13 The vessel must be less than 125' LOA.
2} The vessel may not catch or process more than 126 mt (round weight) of pollock or GOA Pacific cod in
corpbination in a given week of operations.
Motherships and floatieg processors which bave declared themnseelves to be inshore have the following restriction:
1) Processing from a directed pollock fishery or a directed GOA Pacific cod fishery must occur in 4 single
location within the waters of the State of Alaska

4.  Allocaifons: The allowed harvest of BSAI pollock shall be allocated as follows: Thirty five percent (35%) of the
pollock in ewch subares for each season will be allocated to the inshore component, beginning in 1996 and continving
throcgh 1998, By the same action, the offshore fleet will be allocated 5% of the pollock resoures beginming in 1996
and continuing trough 1998 @ each subarea and in esch season. The percentage aliocations are made by subsrea 2nd
period a3 provided in federal reguletions implementing this FMP. All pellock canght as bycateh m other fisheries will
be atiributed to the sector which processes the remainder of the cach.




in

: orations: If hring the fishing year it becomes epparent that a conponent will not
process its entire allocetion, the anticipated excess shall be released to the other component for that year. This shall
have no impact upen the allocation formmla.

k]

Vestorn Alaslcs Co ity Development Quots; For a Western Alaska Commumity Development Quota, 50%
of the BSAI pollock reserve (7.5% of TAC) #s prescribed in the FME will be held amually. This held reserve shali
be released to commmumities on the Bering See Coast which submit a plan, approved by the Governor of Alaska, for
the wise and appropriate use of the released reserve.

The Western Alaska Community Develepment Quota program will be structured such thar the Governor of Alaska is
anthorized 1o recommend to the Secretary that & Bermg Sea Rim community be designated as an eligible fishing
community to Teeeive a portion of the reserve. To be eligible a copmmunity must meet specified criteria and have
developed a fisheries development plan approved by the Goversor of Alaska. The Governor shall develop such
recormendations in consultation with the Council. The Governor shall forward any such recormmendations to the
Secretary, following consultation with the Coonel. Upon receipt of such reconmendations, the Secyetary may designate
a comummity as an eligible fishing cormmmity aud, under the plep, may release appropriate portions of the reserve.

Berine Sea Cadcher Vessel Operationa] Ares: For directed pollock harvesting and processing activities, a catcher
operational area (CVOA) shall be defined as inside 167°30" tawough 163° West longitude, ad 56° North
latitude south $o the Alevtian Islands. The CVOA shall be in effect commencing on the date that the second allowance
ofpnﬂmkbwdhblﬁﬁfdﬁeﬁdﬁshhgmﬂ&ehﬂmﬁﬂlmﬂ&mhmknmmmdof&eﬁsﬁngm. Oely
catcher vessels and Catcher/Processors fishing under the Western Alaska Community Development Quota Program,
defined in section 14.4.11.5, may participate in a directed pollock fishery in this area during this period.

Duration: Inshore-offshare allocetions of pallock, the CVOA, and the Western Alasks Commmunity Development
Quota program shalk cease w be a part of this FMP either (1) at midnight op December 31, 1998; or {2) earlier if]
replaced with another managemest regime approved by the Secretary,




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

No Action -~ allocations (including CD(Q)s) expire at end of 1998,

Alternative 4 -

Continze current aliocations of 35% nshore/65% offshore after a 7.5% allocation to CD{s.

Allocation adjustments and redefined inshore component

Exclusive CVOA in effect for both polleck “A” and "B’ seasons.
7.5% CIX} allocation, off the top.
“Motherships™ would be defined as floating processor vessels that have never caught their
own fish while operating within the U.S. EEZ under [J.§. flag. _
ips would be included within the onshore sector.
70% of pollock TAC allocated to catcher vessels delivening to the onshore sector.
30% of poliock TAC allocated to factory trawlers.

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

# & 4 4 B

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

7.5% CDQ aliocaticn, off the top.

40%-55% of rexmaiing pellock TAC to catcher vessels delivering to the inshare component.
13%-15% to catcher vessels defivering to offshore motherships.

30%-47% to factory mawlers and catcher vessels delivering to factary trawicrs.

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

Option 1 Cy=52% CP=48%, {roughly approximates status quo)
Option 2 CV=55% CP=45%
Qption 3 CV=60% CP=40%
Option 4 CV=65% CP=35%

The proposers of Alternative 5 recognize that within the ahove concept there is 2 necessity for
a mininm shoreside delivery guarantee. Additionally, other check and balances would have
to be developed.



reflect “reciprocal” or “symmetrical™ changes from those proposed at the Apri} meeting. The proposed suite of
refcrmatted altematives below attempts to capture the aiternatives proposed, alternatives reflecting “reciprocal”
shifts, and additicnal alternatives reflecting the “status quo.” Their order of the alternatives reflects the
complexity of the changes m the FMP language implied by the alternatives; thus ‘Remuthorization” is listed as
ARernative 1, “No Action” is listed as Alternative 2, and so on.

“R.Ei H

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

All of the proposals received in April would reduce the offshare sector’s allocation of poliock. For
exgmple, Alternative 3, Option 1, refrwmatted below from the proposal submitted by the North Pacific
Seafood Coalition, would move motherships to the inshore sector and then allocate 30% of the pollock
TAC (after CDN} removal) to the offshere catcher-processor fleet. Compared to the offshore’s 1996
harvest of 55% of the poltock, this would be a ((55-30)/55) ar 45.4% reduction in catch. To determine
areciprocal percentage for analysis, this same percentage reduction ts applied to the redefined mshore
component. Therefore, if the inshore component actually barvested 45% in 1996 as showa for
Alternative 3, Option 2, then a 45.5% reduction i the inshore component’s percentage allocation
resuits in the “reciprocal” allocation of 24.53%, roundad to 25% as shown for Alternative 3, Option
3. The offshome percentage atlocation is simply the inshore percentage snbtracted from 100%.

As a second example, consider AMemative 4 which would aflocate a specific percentage to
raotherships. Option | shows one of the resulting permutations: 40% to inshore, 13% to motherships,
and 47% to offshore. Becanse the offshore fleet harvested 55% in 1996 (again, with mothership
harvests removed), Option 1 would result in a ((55-47)/55) ar 14.6% redustion in that sector’s
allocation compared to 1996 performance. Because a specific percentage ailocation is made to the
mothership sector, deriving the reciprocal is more complicated than shown in the first exampie above.
In this case, the 14.6% “hit” or reduction is first applied to the combined inshore (35%) and
mothership (10%) allocations shown in Altemnative 4, Option 7. The 14.6% change reduces the
combined 45% to 38%, which is then split 26% to the inshore and 9% to mothership sectors, usiog
the same proportion as their allocation percentages shown iz Option 1. The inshore and mothership
percentages are then subtracted from 100% to caleutate the offshore percentage. In this manner,
Option % becomes the reciprocal of Option 1,




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

8. Duration: Inshore-offshore allocations of pollock, the CYOA, and the Western Alasks Commumity Quota program
shail cease 10 be a part of this FMP ejther (1) at midnight on December 31, 2001; or (2) earlier if replaced with another
management regime approved by the Secretary.

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

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

Stafi Comment: This clternative is required by iaw to be included It would however comrradict the
Magnuson-Stevens Act in that the Act specifically indicates provisions for a pollock CDQ program. [f this
alternative were chosen, an addftional amendment would be necessary to maintain the pollock CDQ program
ta comply with the Magmuson-Stevens Act.

Alternative 3: Reauthorize existing FMP langusage for three more years, but change the allocation
percentages and assign “True Offshore Motherships” to the Inshore Sector. This alternative would change
the duration language of Section 8, add lanpuage t6 Section 2 (Definitions), and change the language in Section
4 (Allocations) to reflect the new percentage allocations, Proposed and implied changes in the allocaticn
_,  percentages follow the new language of Section 2 shown in the box below.

2.  Defmitions
Troe Mitherships are defined as motherships or floating processors vessels that have never caught their own fish white
operating within the U.S. Exclusive Ecosomic Zone under U.5. Flag.
Crher Matherships are defined as any vessel acting as a motbership, including catcher/processars taking deliveries from
other barvesting vessels, which do not meet the criterion established for “true motierships.”
Inshgre is defined to consist of three components of the industry:
) All shoreside processers as defined in federal regulations.

2) All cacher/processars which meet length requirements defined in federal regulations amkt which have
declared themselves o be “Inshore.”

k)] All true motherships, other motherships, or feating processors which have declared themselves io be
uIns'hEmh

Offshare is defined to consist of two compenents of the industry:
1) All catcher/processors not meluded in the fnshore processing category, or which have declared
themseives o be “Offshore.”
2) All true motherships, other motherships, and floating processing vessels oot included in the inshere
mmw,mwmmmﬁmm%smu“mm?

Staff Comment: The allocation percentages shown below as Option 1 reflect the aliocation as proposed in
public comment. The second option reflects the 1996 harvest levels, if the new definitions (as shown above)
were in place. In 1996 “true motherships” processed approximately 10% of the non-CDQ pollock. Finally,
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the Cowncil regquested that staff caleulate and include an additional option reflecting the “reciprocal” of the
proposed alternative. This is shown as Option 3, and reflects the change from 1996 harvest levels implied
by Option I.

Allocation Percentage Options For Alternative 3

Option | Inshore % | Offshere % | Scarce of the Option

1 70% 30% Proposed by North Pacific Seafood Coalition

2 45% 55% Derived by Staff to reflect the 1996 harvest were the proposed changes to
the FME lazguage m place.

3 25% T5% “Reciprocel Change” Option as directed by the Council. The inshore % is

calculated by dividing the offshore % in aption 1 by the offshore % in
option 2 above, sud multiplying the inshore % in Option 2 by the resulting
ratio (30% = 55% x 45% = 23%). The offshore % is calculated as
follows: (100% - 23% = 75%6).

Alternative 4: Reauthorize existing FMP language for three more years, but change the alfocation

and define 2 new sector called “Trie Motherships™ which would receive 2 separate allocation
of the polleck TAC. This alternative would change language in Section 2 (Definitions) and Section 4
(Allocations) to reflect the new percentage allocations and the new “True Mothership™ sector for allocations.
Other sections of the FMP would change to reflect the additional sector. Section 8 would change to reflect the
new sumset date. Proposed and implied changes i the allocation percentages follow the new language of Section
2 and Section 4 are shown in the box below. Proposed alloestion percentages follow the changes m the FMP
language.

2. Definitlong '
T Motherships are defined as motherships or floating processers vessels that have never caught their own fish while
cperating within the U8, Exclusive Economic Zone Under U.S. Flag.
Crther Motherships are defised 25 any vessel acting as a mothership, including catcher/fprocassors taking deliveries from
other harvasting vessels, which do not meet the criterion established for “rue motherships.”
Inshore is defined to consist of three components of the industry:
)] All shoreside processors a2 defined in federal regulations,

2} All catcher/processors which meet length requirements defined i federal regulaticns and which have
declared themselves 1o be “Inshore.™
k1 Other motherships, or floating processors which have declared themselves to be “Inshore.”

Offshore is defined to consist of two components the of industry:
D All catcher/processors not included in the inshore processing category, or which have declered
themselves to be “Offshore.”
r)) Otker motherships, md Joating processing vassels which have declared themselves 1 be “Odfshore.”

4.  Alocationg The afloved harvest of BSAT pollock shail be allocated as follows: X30% of the pollock In cach subarea
for each season will be allocated to the mshore component, beginnimg in 1599 and coatining through 2001, By the
same action, the offshore fleet will be allocated YY% of the pollock resovrce beginning in 1999 and contmumg
through 2001 in each subares and in cach season. Finally, the true mothership fleet will be allocated ZZ2% of the
poliock resougoe beginning in 1999 md continuing through 2001 in ezch subares and in each season.  The percentzge
atiocations e made by subsrea and period as provided in federal regulations implementing this FMP. All pollock

caught a5 bycatch in other fisherics will be atributed 10 the sector which processes the remainder of the catch.

~



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

Aliocation Percentage Optioans for Alternative 4

Option | % to % to True % to Source Of Thke Option
Inskore | Motherships | Offshore

] 4% 13% 47% Proposed by Nerth Pacific Seafood Coaliion.

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

3 40% 15% 45% | Implied by ranges inoluded in the proposal

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

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

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

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

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

directed by the Council. These are calculated by
dividing the affshore % in Opticns 1-6 respectively,
9 19% 5% 5% R.of2 [ by the offshore % in Option 7, and nultiplying the
sum of the inshore % and motheyship % in Option 7
by the resulting ratio.  The split between inshore and
10 2% 10% 63% R.of3 | true motherships is caleulsted by taking the propartion
of each ip the specific allocation. As =n example the
splits in Option § are caleulated as follows:

11 1% 5% 74% | Rof4
Tnshare =(4T% + 55%) * (35% + [0%) x
((40%+(40% + 13%)) = 25%
i2 28% 11% 62% | R ofs
True MS = (4T% + 55%) x (35% + 10%) x
((13%+(40% + 13%)) = 9%
I3 20% 5% 75% | Raof6

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

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



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

2. Definjtions

Catcher Vescels are defined as all vessels permidtted to hervest groundfish which are oot permitted to 2ct 85 processing
vessels for groundish.

Cateher Ppocessors are defined as all vessels permitied barvest groundfish which are also permitted to act as
processing vessels for groundfish.

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

4. Allpcations: The allowed harvest of BSAT pellock shall be allocated as follows: X% of the pollock resource m ¢ach
subares for each season will be allocated to catcher processars, beginning in 1999 and continuing through 2001. By
the same acticn, the carcher vessels will be allocarsd YY% of the pollock resource beginning in | 999 and contimting
through 2001 in each subarea and in each season. From the amount of the pollock resource allocated to cateher
vessels, a minimum of 22% wiil be delivered 1o the inshore compenent.  The percentage allocations ave made by
subarea and period as provided in federal regulations implementing this FivIP. Al pollock caught as bycatch #n other
fisheries will be attributed to the approprisle barvesting sector.

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

Allocation Percentage Options for Alternative 5
Opiion % o % to % of C.V. Source of the Optive
Catcher | Catcher | Guaranteed
Processors | Vessels for Inshore
(35% of TAC)
1 45% 55% 53% Derived by Staff
2 4% 60% 58% Derived by Staff
3 35% 65% 53% Derived by Staff
4 49% 51% 68% Derived by Staff to reflect the 1996 harvest were the
proposed changes to the FMP language in place.
5 52% 48% 73% R.of 1 | “Reciprocal Change™ Optionts (R} are included as
directed by the Couneil. These are calculated by
6 55% 45% 7% R.of2 | dividimg the offshore % in Opticns 1-3
respectively, by the catcher processer % in Option
4, apd monitiplying the catcher vessel % in Option
7 5% 43% 81% R of 3 4 by tae requlting fatio.
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The Council requested that the following problem statements be included in the newsletter 1o help focus therr June
discussions of s appropriate problem statement for Inshore/Cffshore I

Inshore-Offshore 1
Problem Statement

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

Domestic barvesting and processing capacity curpently exceeds available fish for all species in the Culf of
Alasks and most species in the Bering Sea. The seafood industry is composed of different geographic, social,
and economic componeats which have differing needs and capabilities including, but not limited to, the
mshore and offshore components of the industry.

The Council dafines the problems as & resource allocation probiem where ane industry sector faces the nisk
of preernption by another. The analysis will evaluate each of the alternatives as to their ability to solve the
problem within the context of harvesting/processing capacity exceeding available resources.

The Council will address these problems through the adoption of appropriate management measures to
advance the conservation peeds of the fishery resources in the North Pacific and to finther the economic and
social goals of the Act.

Inshore-Oifshore I1
Problem Statament

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

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

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




DRAFT PROBLEM STATEMENT
{offered by Council Member Pereyra at April 1997 Council meeting}

The problem to be addressed is the need to maintain stability, ¢.g, no changes in the sector splits, while the
Comprehensive Rationalization Program goes forward The Council believes that a contineing imshore-
offshore and CDQ pollock allocation, as was done in 1995 when the inshore-offshore regulations were
essentially “rolled over” through 1998, will minimize instability in the groundfish industry, while allowing
for contiming development of a CRP management system, including the National Academry of Science’s
study of individual quotas as mandated by Congress. The groundfish industry is in a different state than
existed in 1995 as a consequence of many factars cutside the scope of the Council process, such as the
ongoing negetiations with Russia over the Bering Sea maritine boundary, as well as the inshore-offshore
allocation. Furtbermore, the sectors of the Bering Sea pollock fighery are now fairly evenly balanced as
evidenced by the time periods required for each secior to take its quota; and beginning in 1598 the discanding
of pollock and cod will be probibited iz the groundfish fisheries.

The Council mtends that staff analyze the effects of reauthorizing the inshore-offshore allocation relative to
memtaining stability in the industry during the CRP development process, as well as the consequences of not
contiuing the present allocation struchare. These alternatives are appropriate as they address the problem
of maintainmg stability with regard to the sector splits. Therefore, the focns of the analysis to be done over
the pext year should assist the Council to:

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

(2} Identify the fuhme trade-offs involved for all impacted secters presented by the two alternatives.

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

ALTERNATIVES

Altarnative |: No Action - the current inshore-offshors allocation and the pollock CDQ program would
expire at the end of 1998,

Alternative 2: Continuation of the current program, as is, iecluding the CDA) allocation, until replaced by
a long-term CRP solution, but with review afier five years if the CRP is not completed by that
tme.

In developing these alternatives, the Council feels that changes to the present allocation program, such as
changes in the percentage allocations, would have similar consequences as were identified for the last “roll
over’ (Amendment 18/23}, i.e, (1) require significant new and complex economic analyses, {(2) create
additional debate over basic management policy by the Council, {3} be inconsistent with thejr overall intent
to deal with the issue on a more long-term, comprehensive basis through CRP, and (£) create unnecessary
deiaysmlmpkmenungthemnnmmum Becmmofthesemnms,andbmmthe&mcdsnﬂmmds
mininal di to tize fishery and ing industry, only two basic alternatives are considered.
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A revised Problem Statement, and alternatives for formal analysis, will be decided by the Council at their
June meeting in Kodisk for both the GOA and the BSAI. The Council is encouraging comments cn the
alternatives and problem statements for their Jime discussions. The Council notes that when considering and
commenting on the proposed alternatives, the public should be aware of discussion points raised by the Council
in Aprii, which included the following:

+ changes in biomass levels of pollock

+ consolidation of effort in some industry sectors

+ gwrership structures of the industry sectors involved

» changes in delivery patterns for pellock

= current and future stability of the industry

+ long-range management considerations for pollock (CRF)

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

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

Hartley.

i1



ALASKA CONFERENCE OF MAYORS AGENDA C- 1))
2i  SEPTEMBER 1997

907-586-1325
FAX 4635480
AML1@mialaska.net

August 29, 1997

To: Richard B. Lauber, Chairmen
Clarence G. Pautzke Executive Director
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Anchorage, Alaska

- From: Alaska Conference of Mayors
Juneau, Alaska

Subject: Conference of Mayors Resolution 97-2

Resolution Number 97-2 was passed mamnousiy by the Alaska Conference of Mayors on
August 28, 1997 at there summer meeting in Kenai Alaska. Please include this resolution in the
packets of information that you will prepare for council members at the September meeting in
Seattle Washington. Listed below for the councils information are the Mayors that were in
attendance at the Kenm meeting.

Mayor Carolyn Floyd, City of Kodiak, President Mayor Jack Cushing, City of Homer
Mayor Rick Mystrom, City of Anchorage Mayor Alaire Stantor, City of Ketchikan
Mayor Jerorae Selby, Kodiak Island Borough Mayor Ken Lancaster, City of Soidotna
Mayor Mike Navarre, Kenai Peninsula Borough Mayor John Williams, City of Kenai
Mayor Dennis Egan, City & Borough of Juneau Mayor Frank Kelty, City of Unalaska

Mayor Wiily Thomas, City of Buckland Mayor Robert Knight, City of Nengna
Mayor Jobr Gonzales, Denali Borough Mayor Lou Bencardino, City of Seward
Mayor Sioux Plurnner, City of Skagway Mayor Sarah Palin, City of Wasilla
Mayer Heary Quinotte, City of Palmer Mayor David Cobb, City of Valdez

Mayor Wemgatiition, City of Savoonga Carrie Williams, for Mayor of Whittier



Alaska Conference of Mayors
Juneau Alaska
Reselution 97-2

A RESOLUTION OF THE ALASKA CONFERENCE OF MAYORS REQUESTING THAT
THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL ANALYZE A RANGE OF
ALTERNATIVES FOR ALLOCATION OF POLLOCK FOR THE BERING SEA ALEUTIAN
ISLAND AREA, SUPPORT RE-AUTHORIZATION OF THE EXISTING POLLOCK CDQ
PROGRAM., AND SUPPORT A ROLLOVER OF THE EXISTING ALLOCATIONS OF
POLLOCK AND COD FOR THE GULF OF ALASKA AREA.

WHEREAS, the current inshore/offshore allocation is scheduled to expire at the end of 1598,
and :

WHEREAS, the current formula for the BSAI of 65% dedicated to the offshore sector and 35%
for the onshore sector and 100% of poltock and 90% of cod for the Gulf of Alaska has been in
place since 1592, and

WHEREAS, comprehensive data on the effects of the current atlocation was not available at the
time it was reauthorized by the Council and there is now five years of experience under the
current formula on which to base a new allocation decision, and

WHEREAS, at the June meeting of the NPEMC the Council received reports from staff, the
Scientific and Statistical Committee, Advisory Panel and testimony from the public on the
inshore/offshore aliocation of potlock in the Bering Sea which indicated a need for additional
information and which reflected a wide range of opinions on what alternatives should be
considered when reauthorizing the allocation for the BSAI area, and

WHEREAS, the Magnuson-Stevens Act was recently amended and is the new law for
management of our nation’s fisheries; and

WHEREAS, included in the Magnuson-Stevens Act, Sectien 301, National Standards, are
provisions that take (n to account the importance of fishery resources to fishing comimunities in
order to provide for the sustained participation of such communities ,and to the extent
practicable, minimize adverse economic impacts on such communities; and

WHEREAS, the poilock allocation for BSAI and the GOA is critical to the continuad 2Conomic
stability of coastal communities, including the CDQ communities, the shore based plants and
fishing fleets that deliver in these coastal communities; and

WHEREAS, the BSAI Potlock CDQ program has been a success, leading to the paricipation of
the Bering Sea coastal communities in the fishing industry of the Bering Sea, creating
employment opporttunities, increased and stabilized revenues that will result in increased
community stability and long-term viability; and

&



Alaska Conference of Mayors
Resolution No: 97- 2
Page Two

WHEREAS, the shore based plants and fishing fleets that deliver in coestal communities
contribute millions of dotlars annually to the State of Alaska and coastal communities through
property taxes, local and state- shared fish tax, sales tax, employment opportunities, and other
social benefits; and

WHEREAS, the shore-based plants in Alaskan coastal communities are totally dependent on the
fishery resowrces of the Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands and Guif of Alaska and do not have the
ability to process fish from other areas of the United States or other foreign countries as do the

offshore factory trawlers ; and

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska Conference of Mayors requests that the
North Pacific Fishery Management Council analyze a range of alternatives on the allocation of
potlock for the Bering Sea Aleutian Islands , support the reauthorization of the Pollock CDQ
Program in the Bering Sea, and support the reanthorization of the existing Gulf of Alaska
aliocation for pollock and cod, for the following reasons;

1. Compliance with the Magnuson- Stevens Act
2, Lack of new information or studies of changes
in the pollock fishery since 1992,

3. Imtportance of the aliocation to the continued
economic stability of coastal communities, CDQ
communities, processing facilities, and shore-
based fishing fleets based in coastal communities.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY A DULY CONSTITUTED QUORUM OF THE ALASKA
CONFERENCE OF MAYORS THIS__ 28:h DAY OF gypuse 1997

=W 4

PRESIDENT
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{Intitled)

Attenlion: Chris Oliver or Darrel) Bruannan

Fishery Managemenb [lan Ammendment Propesal
{Bering Sea-Aluebian Tsland EMD)

Nome: Brent Paylor Date: 7-28~97
Address: 5021 9th ave wesl
Kvareti, Wa 98203 "
{406} 252-44%5]

FMY: ITnshore/0ffshore allocation
Brief Stotement: Rollover current allocation through 2002

Objectives: Current system has worked since incepticon and has
allowed well managed companies to profit in hoth
sectors.

Need and justification for Council action:
The inshore companent has increased its catching
power in recent years. This has caussed the inshore
fishery to end sooner every season. The offshore
side has eliminated vessels through attrition, and
is still working on maximizing the resourre. -

Foresesable Impact:
It now appears to be o fair split with both sides
pretty much experiencing the same number of fishing
days. There would be no significant impact to either
s5ide with & rollever, as all parties have adjusted
to the current system.

Alternative Actions:
I do not believe there is 4 better way to split the
guota other than going back to an olympic system.

Supportive Dota:
Number of days fishing speaks for itself. The offshore
side has lowered their catch rates while the inshore
compenent has increased theirs.

d C 14

Signature:
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FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Q [FQ Program
.y J 0O Byeatch Reduction
Name of Propaser: 72/ ficef Leies ¢7 SEBSAI Groundfish FMP
q O GOA Groundfish FMP

Q BSAl Crab FMFP

Address: 3/¢'/ //t'l By B Bon Q Scallop FMF

Hsthrss, 02 GIf3
Telephone: 1on3) 325-£x¢n

Fishery Management Plan: Tors Aeﬂé. el ,f Frcatsiom

Brief Statement of Proposal ﬂoﬁMﬁ ‘l‘/u: a::m-ru#— Insfarf/{'}%&n«
A’}fé:,a‘frm Hon a? /:-od‘ +He. nr_g-'f T‘é’-ﬂrc ﬂﬂ'ﬂ'?"‘!;.

Objectives of Proposal: (What is the problem?) '?:, j s a /(' /: ar—‘f S fm—. Fele W ot

i 'fde fﬂjf:“-é 7‘:,31{@:7 a3 720‘/ d‘h-gwnj- af, ﬂ/:l. < &TJ‘AL} ,.

Need and Justification for Council Action: (Why can't the problem be resolved through other channeis?)

Council needs Fo woilover  #la ﬁrs'/w/ﬂf&fmm, A llocation

Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal: {Who wins, who loses?) .
ﬂw npo ’.'f- Ca@pm s fo ,ée o /’u‘i-— J:'ﬂ?-é'ﬂ ef f‘«' ?%ﬁ'cu
Fr $he f:‘{sf: frw Years ing frore, ﬂHJ et S Adq/ A 47‘«/’
dmaw-J- e ’F;:SA-;?’ . :
Are there Alternative Solutions? If so, what are they and why do you consider your proposal the best way of solving
e pmmem.i_';an. e of 7t nvw prop ecds ace  an ﬂ:fﬁ’. and faver fe iylame
zector, Z Aave flt—:'_mn in ot Grouwpse ;:?«-" Z feuﬂ an .:-_fmt{' ﬂmamﬂ":;{

-C‘A-‘E_Yf Aoeh ,} s e fan ond mm;&&g way fo dreid; Hoe P ook j-m-fq |
Supportive Data & QOther Information: What data are available and where can they be found?
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F/T ARCTIC FIORD
400 N. 34th St. - Suite 306
Seatile, WA. 98103
(206) 547-6557
Vessel # 011-872-153-2551

Lok Gprewmoe Lnsaites,
J bave becn i Packdm atcidonk suice.
Hcbohes ap (as yern 6. 2 Cucksently cunp toyed
ad 6.co0k d-rg.'?é.r. F/f‘tﬁfﬁfmﬁ’vﬂb. s e been a
ﬁ?ﬁumm da md&/f culee. 978 Dby £ea lat
a./:ddy: been 9«4# % we gared wv:/mity  APleace
Jq#ﬁf & Aol Sven of The Cutrencl Pa(fa:&.
allpcalon . _

Detmab.you Sk bmmeAwe wll pecven begralfal,
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F/T ARCTIC FJORD
400 N. 34th St. - Suite 306

Searrle, WA. 98103

. (206) 547-6557

Vessel # 011-872-153-2551

Dear Governor Tony Knowles -

My name is Opo Saena 4 resident of Newstuyahole Ak. 99636 in the Bristol Bay Regio.
I am writing to you sir in regards (o the Allocation that is siressing before all of us in
Factory Trawiing Assogiation. You sir have claimed Bristol Bay Region a disaster area
in 1997,

I strongly edvise you Governor support our jobs by supporting a rollover of the current
allocation. i

Governor you stress the problen of welfare in the State and also rural areas of Ak, §
employment or probably no employment in our owa villages can support us Alaskens
out here on F/T Arctic Fjord who have employment in this Company.

Like you have said sir, take away Welfare and State and look for employment, and sir
that's what we Alaskans on this Vessel are doing or have done.

1 love my job, it makes a person out of me, I'm treated important on the vessel and also
|1 am earning 2 check to support my family.

Lets brain storm the problem more than to conclude it now because it will be a
mistake for us Alaskans to loose employment,

Thank you -
Ono Saena
91997
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F/T ARCTIC FIORD

. 400 N. 34th St - Suite 306
Seattle, WA, 98103
(206) 547-6557

Vessel # 011-872-153-2551
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F/T ARCTIC FJORD
400 N, 34th St. - Suitc 306
Seattle, WA. 98103
(206) 547-6557
Vessel # 011-872-153-2551

mRCTIC FJORD =~ 206 94@ 8S51




FT GRCTIC FJORD 28 P48 _SIR]
e . -

F/T ARCTIC FJORD
400 N. 34th St. - Suite 306
Searile, WA, 98103
(206) 547-6557
Vessel # 011-872-153-2551
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F/T ARCTIC FJORD
400 N. 34th St. - Suite 306
Seartle, WA, 98103
(206) 547-6557
Vessel # 011-872-153-2551

7o Govehor Knowles,

_ My rame 1§ Mprceo Borbosos ond
+ am apn Anchore résydept X
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reSources /n ke Bertitg Sear.

Y I belieys) Yhat Sho alfocetor

wiH Yo p Aore proce ssor
land F!M?‘g. I‘I Heriral .é.sg-; B:;;ﬂrfd.ve?j ait‘?.s

Fac Trard IerS i saver years andt it

ks meleh  beffer  Fhan  in Ghored plan’s. tere
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F/T ARCTIC FJORD
400 N. 34th St. ~ Suite 306
Searile, WA. 98103
(206) 547-6557
Vessel # 011-872-153-2551

Q‘,g)of' 10, 1997
Dear Governpr Kngwies, .

' My name rs TJanre! Delabr cno L am
a resident a;_i &Mwaﬂ&,ﬁf'@m,z MCWFE!?f'f\{
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J;"W'nj' e o r&:ﬁ’ff—?" ”’%ﬁd&tf' Wg—}zprw’ /amae's’in??
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F/T ARCTIC FJORD
400 N, 34th St. - Suite 306
Seattle, WA. 98103
(206) 547-6557

Vessel # 011-872-153-2551

Bear 600, Tony lwsuwles
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F/T ARCTIC FIORD
400 N, 34th St. - Suite 306
Seattle, WA.. 98103
(206) 547-6557
Vessel # 011-872-153-2551

Dear Mr. Tony Knowles

MymmeistKogukpeokIr.mdlmm&k.midem, 1 have been in Ak, all
hlife,lamanEskimnY‘upikfmmTogiakAk. 90678.

I work on the F/T Arctic Fjord as a processor and the work is great for me becuuse
aremjobsa;myhongsmwnduring&mﬁll,win&randspring and we only fish salmon
in the sammer and this year there was no salmon at all in Bristol Bay.
Iwmﬁdlilqcywmmppmtm:jobsbywppmﬁngthemlloverofthecumntﬁmomti
WiminﬁveyearsMwﬂinmhem&wﬂﬁreandﬁumoneyﬁomths&, S0
mnseewhy!mmmrmpmyjohgoingunthewﬁawlm,andﬂxeCDQisa
pamwnhipofBrismlBayEeunnmi:DevﬂopmentCorpomﬁonmdisalotofhelpfm
Lcommunity that has no jobs for us but have some jobs cut here as processors.

“|Sincerely,
VYernon B, Konukpeok Jr.
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Governor Knowles,

My name is David Matsuno. 1 was baru in Ugashik, Alasks; Bristol Bay. 1am 38
years of age and bave been fishing since the age of 9. This past summer I grossed a
bit over $2200. With the round trip airfure of $600; plus groceries, supplies, and
fuel, I didn’t make miach mouey for my time spent I cannot make a living ficshing as
& decli-Band In the Bay any more.

Since starting my joh hiere on the Arctic Fjord in January of 1996, 1 have paid off my
back- taxes to the LR.S. and my child support. 1 have gotien my Merchant Mariners
Heense and hope to obtain my Q.M.E.D. (Qualified Member of the Kngine
Department) license.

With the Chief (Engineer Steve Becker) and the rest of the eagine room staff I have
had some excellent teachets. They have taught me to weld, a bit of refrigeration, some
irydraulics, motors and pumps, etc. I seem ta learn something new almost every day.

I recently joined the company 401(K) retirement plan, I dor’t count on fishing in the
Bay foi the 1998 salmon season.

With the mandatory drug testing, I quit smoking over 2 years ago and quit drinking
recently, too. :

Thix has been # fantastic learning experience and a grewt opportunity (o learn a pew
. tyade. It I3 3 chance for other villagers {o get oul and interact with people of other
cushtures: to learn vew skills and brouden their minds. Piease don't 1ake this away
from us Alaskans and from us allt I firmly support the rollover of the current
aftocation.

Sincerely,

David A. Maisuno

F/T Arclic Fiord

400 N 34th SL Suite 306
Seaitle, WA 98103

(206) 547-6557

Vessel #011-872-153-2581
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F/T ARCTIC FJORD
400 N. 34th St, ~ Suite 306
Seattle, WA. 98103

. (206) 547-6557
Vessel # 011-872-153-2551
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September 4, 1997

To: Unalaska City Council
City Hall
Unalaska, Alaska

From: Christina Chamberlain

PO Box 920608
Dutch Harbor, AK 99692

Honorable Councilpeople,

I attended the Council work session Tuesday night, and was glad to see the support given
Resolution No. 97-88, urging the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to consider a range
of alternatives before making any dectsions on the inshore/offshore allocation. I trust that support
will not be eroded in any way between now and the formal meeting on Tuesday, September 9. It
has become increasingly obvious over the past year or so that the offshore component is willing
and able to spend great sums of money in an attempt to further their agenda. I am writing this
letter to remind you that your actions in this matier are being closely scrutintzed by the voters of
this community, and to reiterate just a few of the more important points that were brought out at
the work session.

1) Common sense dictates that the NPFMC have as much data available to them as possible
before making a decision on the allocation. In fact, the Magnuson-Stevens act requires the use of
the best scientific information available. The suggestion that there “won’t be enough time” to
adequately analyze that data ts not compelling. I gathered from some of the comments made by
members of the audience Tuesday night that there has been an abundance of information available
for quite some time, but no one has had the guts to use it because of the obvious controversy
involved. As Mayor Kelty put it so well, it’s time to make NPFMC “do their job”.

2} I disagree wholeheartedly with the icdea that the Council “shouldn’t get involved in the
allocatton question™. It is incumbent upon you, as our duly elected representatives, to take this
opportunity to start what will undoubtedly be an uphill battle against the well-greased offshore
interests. The future of our community depends on it, While I appreciate Councilman Hanson’s
concerns about “pitiing families against each other”, the fact of the matter is, unless the offshore
share of the allocation is radically reduced, and soon, Unalaska/Dutch Harbor will become a ghost
town, and there won'i be any families here at all.

In addition, as was pointed out several times Tuesday night, the current Magnuson-Stevens
Act requires that “impacted communities” like ours be considered when allocation issues are
discussed, and that no decision be made that would “adversely affect” those communities. So,
you, as Council members, have not only a moral responbility to involve yourselves in this issue,
but a legal, or legislative responsibilty as well.



3) While I can’t imagine that there can still be any room for doubt as to which component benefits
our community more, let me summarize the high points:

a} The onshore plants are here to stay. They have a vested interest in preserving the resource,
because, unlike the offshore operators, they can’t pick up and move if the fish disappear here.

b) The onshore plants make considerably better use of the fish that they catch--almost
everything that is delivered is used, either in the form of surimi and roe, or in the form of fishmeal,
bonemeal and fishoil. On the issue of “atilization”, the onshore plants are way ahead of the
offshore industry. '

¢) The onshore plants contribute more to the community, in terms of both money and personal
involvemnent. As far as money, there is the city’s 2% raw fish tax, in addition to the huge amounts
of money that are generated in the form of property taxes and money spent by shoreplant boats
and employees. As for personal involvement, 1 think the comments made by the audience Tuesday
night speak for themselves. We and our famihies are active at every level in our community,
serving on government and non-profit boards, doing volunteer work, participating in athletics,
teaching at the school, etc. etc. etc. As Mr. Yutrzenka from Unisea put it so succinctly, “We are
here to stay”. T personally have been a member of this community and an employee of Westward
Seafoods since November of 1990, and my husband and I hope to continue living here for many
years to come.

I couid go on and on, but I would just be repeating whai you have already heard. I would like to
close by raminding you that our community depends on fish. The way we treat that resource is, as
Henry Olsen put it, “at the very root of our survival”, The onshore faction represents the best bet
for preserving that resource. If the offshore faction is allowed to continue its rapacious fishing
habits, the fish will be gone, possibly before we have cven finished paying for the nice buildings,
facilities and other amenities that we currently enjoy.

Finally, to the four counciipeople who supported Resolution 97-88: please don’t allow yourselves
to be dissuaded from supporting it again at the Council’s formal meeting on the 9th. Also, please
be wary of any parfiamentary maneuvers that may be introduced in an attempt to water down the
resolution. Remember, the future of our cormmunity is in your hands, and the voters will be
watching every move you make.

Thank you, _ -
Chusiina Cirambiciacw
Christina Chamberlain

cc: NPFMC
ASPA
PSPA
NPSC

"



CITY OF UMALASKA
UNALASKA, ALASKA

RESOLUTION NO. 97-88

A RESOLUTION OF THE UNALASKA CITY COUNCIL REQUESTING THAT THE
PACIFIC FISHERY MAMNAGEMENT COUNCIL (NPFMC) ANALYZE A RANGE OF
ALTERNATIVES FOR THE ALLOCATION OF POLLOCK FOR THE BERING SEA/ALEUTIAN
ISLAND ({BSAll AREA, SUPPORT RE-AUTHORIZATION OF THE EXISTING POLLOCK CDQ
PROGRAM, AND SUPPORT A ROLLOVER OF THE EXISTING ALLOCATIONS OF POLLOCK
AND COD FOR THE GULF OF ALASKA AREA,

WHEREAS, the current inshore/offshore allocation is scheduled to expire at the end of
1994; and

WHEREAS, the curmrent formula for the BSAl of 65% dedicated to the offshore =zector and
35% dedicatad to the inshora sector, and 100% of pollack and 90% of cod for the Gulf of
Alaska has been in place since 19582: and )

WHEREAS, comprehensive data on the effects of the current allocation was not available at
the time it was reauthorized by the Council, and there is now five years of experience under
the current formula on which to base a new allogation degision: and

WHEREAS, proper management of America’s most valuable fishery resource deserves in-
depth analysis and a high level of attention by the Council; and

WHEREAS, the City of Unalaska benafits aconomically from both the infshore and off/shore
sectors in our commmunity, and supperts review of current data available to be considerad
when reauthorizing the allocation for pollock in the BSAI area; and

WHEREAS, at the June meating of the NPFMC, the Council received reports from staff, the
Scientific and Statistical Committee, Advisory Panel, and testimany from the public on the
inshore/offghore allocation of pollock in the Bering Sea which indicated a need for additional
information; and

WHEREAS, the Magnuson-Stevens Act was recently amended and is the new faw for
management of our nation's fisheries; and

WHEREAS, included in the Magnuson-Stevens Act, Section 301, National Standards, are
provisions that take into account the importance of fishery resources to fishing communities
in order to provida for the sustained participaiion of such ¢ommunities, and to the extent
practicable, minimize adverse economic Impacts on such communities; and

WHEREAS, the pollock allocation for the Bering SeafAleutian Islands and the Gulf of Alaska
is critical to the continued economic viability of coastal communities; and

WHEREAS, shore-based plants in Alaskan coastal communities are totally dependent on the
fishery resources of the Bering SeafAleutian Islands and the Gulf of Afaska, and do not have
the ability to process fish from other areas of the United States or other foreign countries;
and



CITY OF UNALASKA
RESOLUTION NO. 97-38
PAGE TWO

WHEREAS, the upcoming decision of polfock allocations is very important to the City of
Unalaska as 50% of annual genargt fund revenue is received from the shore-based fzcilitias
that are located in the community, and additional tax revenue is received from vessels In
the offshore sector of the industry thet land product in Unalaska.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Unalaska City Council requests that the North
Pacific Fishery Management Council analyze a range of alternativés on the allocation of
pollock for the Bering Sea/Aleutian |slands, support the reauthorization of the Pollock CDQ
Program in the Baring Sea, and support the reauthorization of the existing Gulf of Alaska
allocation for pollock and eod, for the for tha following reasons:

1. Compliance with the Magnuson-Stevens Act;

2. Review of current information on changes In the BSAI pollock fishery
since 1992;

3, Importance of the allocation to the continued economic viability

of coastal communities.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY A DULY CONSTITUTED QUORUM OF THE UNALASKA CITY
COUNCIL THIS 4% DAY OF ﬁj@f , 1997,

MAYOR

. N\

ATTEST: : -

M

CiTY CLERK
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Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman

Dr. Clarence Pautzke, Executive Director
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
805 W 47 Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

RE: Comments for Inclusion in SSC, AP, and Council's meeting matarials
item C-1 Inshore-Offshore 3 for Seattle September meeting

Dear Rick and Clarence:

At its June 1897 meeting, the Norih Pacific Fishery Management Council delayed its
determination of 2 ‘problem statement’ and accompanying alternatives to be analyzed until the
September Council meeting.

in the interim. the Council requested NOAA General Counsel's (GC} opinion 2s to the scope of
the analysis, particularly with regards 10 the Community Developme 1t Quota (CDQ) poriion and
directed staff to begin gathering preliminary data.

Several issues, associated with these pollock fisheries, have been rzised at the June meeting, in
Kodiak. Presumably. to the extent practicable, the Council's final analysis would address these
CONCErns.

s+ spillover issues to other groundfish fisheries

« market contral in the surimi market

« consolidation of harvest power & excessive shares

« impact on traditicnal fishing communities & the CDQ program

« net national benefits & associated gains/osses 10 individual sectors

= foreign ownership

e« jobissues
« biologicai implications for the paliock stocks and for mar ne mammals

However. before a comprehensive analysis can move forward for completion early next year, it
is necessary to have a ciearer understanding of what objective(s) e Council is attempting fo
achieve. That is the intent behind the deveiopment of & 'problem statement.’ There has been
some discussion as to whether a ‘probiem’ actually exists for this issue. \Webster offers up this
as its first definition of ‘problem'—"a guestion or situation that piesents doubt, perplexity, or
difficuity.”

R
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Right now, the Council faces shree basic options for its approach in hangling this \nshore-

Offsnore 3 agerda ftem: :

1. Do nothing and the current aflocation automatically expires at th2 end of 1998. The BS/Al
poliock fishery would no longer have iwo separale Open-access fisheries but rather a
combined oper-access fishery. For the GOA, it woulkt remove the polleck and P. cod
allocation. ‘Whether the COQ program woutld still be viable, baszd on the new Magnusen-
Stevens Act, depends on NOAA GC's apinion.  These fisheries, and the affected
components, would stiil continue 1o be influgnced by NUMEQUS other reguiations, in addition
to forces outside of the Council's aréna. Whatever objectives or issues that drove the initial

allocation scheme would prasumably be determined to be of lesser importance to the

Coundil, or 1o have been already resolved in the intervening years, of will be showtt to be
adaressed more effectively under some other proposed regulation.

2. Maintain the status quo with fegards fo this allocative regulation. That does pof

automatically imply that nothing will change with regards to access for individusi operations
or components of the fisheries, nor shat nothing will change wit!i regands to gverall returns
from this fishery or to the financial well-being of individuals. It also brings up the relaied
question of extending this status quo regulation to WHEN? :

3. Modify one or more elements of the existing regulation. This opens up the reguiation la pe

refined or adjusted in areas, such as the sunset dale, definition of sectors, CVOA-

noundaries, seasons, or perceitage shares. \deally, na adjustment should be put forward as
an afternate option unless it has the potential to address some oversight or issue that was
not handled with the existing allocation, or if the adjustmennt would moves the Gouncil closer
to its stated objectives for these fisiterlas.

The Councii might choose 1o seject different options-for different components of this Issue. If the
Council aiready has consensus that explofing a given sttemnative will not bring them closer 1o
their undedying objectives, then that altemate path shouid not be considered for furthst
development. But the reality of the situation is that under any cf th three options, there exists
doupt 8s to what effects might occur. These risks and issues shouid 2 analyzed.

In other words, the situation is the Council is stlli facing the same ‘oraplem’ and {he simpie
reason the Couneil is addressing it now is because # deliberately chose fo incorporate a SUNscl

. date with Inshore-Offshore 2 to ensure the issue was revisited.

n beth the justification and the subsequent approval of the initial 1rshore-Qffsnore and the first

" extension, inshore-Offshore was presented as a lemporary meas:m that wouid be replaced

eventually by a more eflective management schema. However, 85 clearly noted by Council staff

_in their June, 1997 presentation: slJnkike the initial reauthorization, the Council will nat be able te

show progress toward 8 meaningful market-based gllacation system, because of the moratorium
on new iFQ progrems in the Magnuson-Stevens Act”

When deveioping the framework underlying its comprehensive rationalization program, the
Council identified numenous associgted problemns, cne in partizutar being =allocation and
preemption conflicts betwean and within industry sectors” (emphasis added). The Councit still
faces that issue with Inshore-Oftshore 3. Whatever preferred atternative the Council ends up
ultimately seiecting, the public and tha stakeholders must have some degree of canfidence that
the Council deliberately chose it from an informed understanding of its options and their likely
imphications.

Based an my preliminary data-gathering and ceview of Council's past aclions on this issue, |
would recommend the Council do the foliowing at its September meeting. -

1. Adopt the problem staternent thal was adopted and presented by the AF at the June,
1997 meeting. ’ .

2. Put forward the do nothing option and status quo option as two altemnatives to ba
further analyzed.

3. in addition, create altematives for the BS/Al potlock fishery 1o be further analyzed

ool
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a) . that would modify the definitions of sectors from inshore/offshore to atlow for
separate allocations for factory wawlers, deliveres 1o muotherships, and
deliveries to snoreside plants,

B fhat remove the sunset date from this allocation, and

_ "G} that more closely refiect the initial distributional goals of the Council.
4, . Kgep the analysis of the CDQ pregram within the context of the overaii fishery due to the
" jnteractions that have devaloped between thess communities and operations hat also
participate in the open-access fisheries.
5. Consider using decision analysis as an approach that wouid captund the uncertainties in
any net benefit estimate that would be conducted.

“The time o take the least disruptive action is not when the offect has been conclusively proven

‘but when the possibility cannot be discounted and must be taken seriously. | look forward {0

aftending the upcoming meeting where | can present some of the pretiminary data | have

Sincerely,

f&é{{’ e

Rebecca Tuttle Baldwin
Resaurce EConomist

daod
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Nmmfmmcm _ viA FAX .
6505 West £* Avenue, Suite 306 o -

- Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Subjocs: mﬁ;mhmwmmﬁmmsm Allocatio

Dear Mr, Chiairomen,

The curzom Inshare/Offshore 3 debate has eporoaous ramificstians uor anty for the
. makio-up and: conduct of the Bering Sea/Alsutian Isfanis pollock fishery but fox the
" Bering Sea cvosystem ava whals, perticularly since fhe fishery in question compuisss
mammn&ammmdmmswuam

" species in that mayin Bodweb (Bax 1991},

mmmwmmwﬁmdm@cmm{@ 0-
l}mﬂnmﬂﬂﬂh&ﬂngmﬂchﬁmmuuhﬁtmmsﬁm
o are a primery pey itém foz northern for sedls during ths critical pup-reaging summmer
— mopths in the castern Bering Sc. Pollock are also 2 primary proy for endangered Stelles.
mwmlwmmmmmmmmmﬁemh
mmmwdmmmmmnmm
mmmmmmwmwmﬁmnmm
Ihswwﬁlsmm&mﬁmmmhmw _
mmmm&hmm&mﬂmng&mmhﬂymm

o -I _ ' 2

1tis & markable fact that mine of the existing Ar Proposed InshoreOffkkore problem

‘ mmmﬁnmamﬁmﬁﬂumadimﬂiﬂﬁmﬁﬁsanﬁ&w'
mmmmdwmmmmnmw _
mwmmmmdeMmm
mmm&wmmmmmrm ths:saglanngmm _
andnma:odﬁwnhthe&mﬂ ssmémwmwmamnglm
whmmﬁmmmmuﬂamw

. m—hﬂﬁlw

-~ _mmmmmmmmmmw'mww

wmmm 3;@1&‘@%%@1@@ on-
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'mmmﬂsm@b‘ mmmmﬂmwaﬂammmnmﬂn

higheolmme tawl fishery for pollock mmmﬁmmmum
15iand tockery was the largcst sea Hiom roshery in the world 30 years ago, with an
wnmwmmmo-mmwmmam
Ajktak/Ugamak site indicated that &ewﬂaﬁmhﬁdmhnﬂmjunlmmw
in 1994 and 906 non-pups in 1996 (Bynd et al. 1997). Ammmmm:ﬁ
mmmmm;mmlmmmmmmmma '

Jmlmwmmmmdﬂmmmmmmmum-nm

of decline, theye iz a high probébility thar sea lions will dwindls mﬂmm _
" " Prince William Scand westward within 100 years (NMME/AFSC/NDFS 1999). The

mmmmmdmﬂ N&Wsmmmmm

'-mmﬁhﬂamm 1997), whiluavmhhpupnlaﬁmﬂﬂm

The:dcofﬂmﬁshwyinﬁrhmmmmﬂthmmm,hﬁm ,

* sisoposed causes (anigmtion, discase, subsisterce arvest, pollotion, predgtion) are 0ot '

supported by the dats (Mesrick and Calkins 1996). Fufthermore, the arca of decline
begnmﬂnmdmmmmmnmmmmmmm

- malﬂﬂxmdmv&lmmuﬂmﬂnmlmﬁ mmmmm

mchq:ﬁapasla@mmlhshr ﬁﬁmmawmdmxhﬁ:m& By .
MmmﬁWMMmmﬁmMﬂmmm
Sﬂ]ﬂmmmmwwhﬁmdﬂ%(ﬁmmu _
9,005) from 19‘?‘9‘-94 Mp@wﬂdﬂ:ﬁmmﬂﬁ?ﬁﬂmimam 1979 to 3,701
in 1994 (NMMILJAFSC/NMFS 1995}, Ifm-unﬂmpugancﬁms{a;.mem
mmMm&mdmmmﬂmmmﬂmwu

E WWMme :fa"ragm:sh:ﬂ”ﬂmgwm

ahm:hmeufpolbckuﬂ glwmhmeonpolhekby sahmsm themlmime
mldmcpu:tm madnﬁnemthesmmﬂmﬂmmnlm alsomkun

 pollock as 2 primasy prey

mw&mmmmmﬁmmmmmtm
lmmmgmmhem;mmwanﬂmmﬂm:n

'wm (1) by cavting localized prey depletion, (B by digrupting schooking:

Mormmmwamm,.mg}wmupm

m‘wmsmmﬂw_mﬁmmuﬂu |

redhces prey: density anit camses m_gﬂmmwmaﬁmmm '

ooz
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prey. wmmmmmmm@ﬁwﬂ

.-eﬁatufaﬂhﬁmahmwhmmmmw&mdﬁmnwﬁndmm o

(Merrick and Loughlin 1mmmmmmmw

- of mmgamnfwmmsmumdﬂymmbc

wmwmmmmm Circamstantish evidence also

o -mwwwmaWmemﬁw

ﬁﬁmwﬂlw&mlﬂ) Egetgywich and readily available

) mmgpﬁo&mthmmﬂmmmﬂmghwbumﬂﬁuﬂmh
' mﬂwmmeMﬂamﬁcﬂmmmm

winﬂr,whﬁhiswhyﬂmpulhck mgounﬂsuﬂ’m eagtern Alegtans were

| mummmm

' mwm#uammmmwmammm
: paﬂodcrmalsm&ereﬁmuﬁthnm Mmmhlsmded@atﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂl

seq Jion foraping hahita betoorn 164-170W, whweanml mﬂﬁm risen fiom an
msedammﬂﬂymommnu IWEMW.MmmlmanﬂlW5

(Fritz.1997). Mﬂuﬂmgdﬂu spadmas WW&ESAm 1901 aod
despite the concern that fack of prey avaliability/food-imirstion is awmmﬂw

' anmmmmhmummm@nnm the mmound of

pmmﬁm&mmmmdmm 1991-1995.

’ I}mbudhgmﬁeﬂalpmm&gthecomm mmumma

Wlmwﬁumngbmfm{rab $0) of the problcra:

Wmmmimm:imm-m Bsheries and Steler
saal:m mmmmmmmm from designated
,m&ﬂl ‘habitat in the BS/AT] incrcased 45% between 1991 and 1995 E‘ntzetal. 1995,
Fritz and Ferrero, in press). Pollock hatvests from critical habitat in the BS/AT come
mmmmﬂmm&amﬂmwm exiends from 164-170 W

-m&mmmmmmﬁmm ﬂwmmg) In
1994, MMMMWMw IWIWMbmqf

memmadmdmmdenfths CVOA during the A-5¢ason {F:gm'ez) {Frirz
1997}

. mwsmmmmwmm Suvmﬂmsﬁrmﬂwd

mqfnn-uawi zones of 10 mamundmhmmdmﬁnmmemmﬂGGA
mmmm mn:ndm&mznmum:ﬂﬁmokmﬁmthe

3
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mmmmmmms@mms@mmm | . Y aan Ut

' Ugamak in 1993) doomg &mmm&mﬁmﬂh&

mmmmmmmmmmdmm

. mmginsmﬁaqlmdby npraing feuales in the sammer, the 1996 Secticn 7

Wmlmmmmmbnnﬁmgwmm

' wm&mmmmmw outiice the baffier zouss, where

mhumspcndmuhufﬂ:e}w FntzandFermu%mchamlﬂrmdm

mmwmmmmmnﬂm
ﬁmmmkalhahm ate ongoing despite the partitioning that was achieved in the
umnhnfroahne& mﬁemmnmmmmdmalpouﬂ aﬂommand

" (rawl exclnsicn zipes may mmmmmmna lﬁﬁlhve.ls,

wﬁmmm [nﬂteBSM.whm:hm:ia m.lyhmdregcnnalalhﬁmuf
ﬁepqﬂozkmﬁbﬂwmtkﬂrﬁﬁeﬂnshaﬂﬂmlﬂmﬂsm
areas, the creation of 10 and 20 are wawl exinsion Z00KS @id not cosirain Iandings

mmmemmmdamﬁﬂﬂmufﬂummﬁmuﬂmm&wm ' . '_,-—\‘

&dmdﬂummwmmmimmw;imcm

.mﬂuhnﬁdmmmmmhlatwmm

arcas arc it onder. mwmmmmmmﬁ&m
measures which will anhm'elh: m&mmmmmm
Mmmmmmmwmmemm

The decline of the Sieller sea ion and other pirsipeds and seabird populations
m@mmmmmwﬁm_mhmmm
occaurred in recent decedes. The circumstzutial cvidence snmgly suggests the likelibood
that Large-scale fisheries for mporant wildlife proy (e.g., pollock, Atk mackesel, acd
mmawmmmmmamwﬂmw
mmmmmmmmmmmmumm
lion (NRC 19963 “nmsmtymmmm-h}&ﬁehmgsﬂ '
wmmmmdm%awﬂumw o
demmmmwmmmw

. explaitation — especially modern exploitation — bogan.”

Inshore/Offshore 3 MMWEWMEMMmW,

4
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scosvstem considerations into i resource allocaticn Process. It deserves carsfinl
mmeMMathws
particalarly M&emgnﬁdeufmnmnhmmuﬂ!wﬂﬂfbmmmemﬁd
Council/NMFS MWWWWtﬂmmtﬂﬂw
groundfish fisheries of the BS/Al and GOA, mstmtmth federal lows, Therefore
MMMMW&WE}'@MME '
WBWMWMM& thé problem fmnan

' coosysiam perspertive as well &5 an industry perspective:

“The problemn identified in Fusbore/Offsbore | is that harvesting and processing
mwmmhﬁﬂﬁcm&c&mﬁum;mﬁngmmﬁmd
memdnsl:ymbyamﬁu mmm& the pollock resource and its
mmuahmmhmmgmmmmmmm '
duuuqﬁmlmﬁfﬂnhﬁmmﬂmmqm of the fisheryin
mandmahupnmanwﬁmumkﬁprwmpﬁwmm dwh _

‘mmmmmmmmmw Staller

mhmmmmgummoﬁ the eastern Aleutisa Izlands.

: “Indndmsﬂ:emﬂnm m#mmmmmwﬂi

-Am&ﬁwﬂmmﬂvm)wmu)mmmmmmmwm )

requirement to mdﬁmerﬂhh or longeeTm MMmﬁshurmmﬂ

" the marin exvionmen (16 U.S.C. 180, défimition of “comservation and

mwrmu)mmmemmmmmutm

ﬁgniﬁnmmﬁmmmnlmufmmmdﬁpmucﬁﬁgliﬁmm :
m,wmwgmufwismm compromised by the fghery in
mmﬁﬂ'mhm@ﬂo{mﬁw.‘i ' :

w&ﬁmmrmmmawﬁm-mm&m

~
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. mmmﬁmm&m_ﬁﬁwmmmmmm&m
. apomal TAC - to
o allocating it fishery mawmmmmmmmdm
_ &mmmmmmmmwmm
. MWWﬂmeMﬁmmmw
2594, 50% , 75% or 100%
. mhdmgmymhﬁﬁmmepoma:sweﬁam mm{?i%CDQ
) mmmmmmmmmmmmmm
mmmmm«mmﬂum . particutarty in the
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,_Q TO: RICK LAUBER, CHAIRMAN
' NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

N RE: PROBLEM STATEMENT FOR GLILF INSHORE/OFFS
DATE: SEPTEMEBER 1, 1997

SENT BY FAX: 2 PP

SUGGESTED PROBLEM STATEMENT FOR GULF OF ALASKA INSHORE/OFEYHORE ROLLOVER

SUBMITTED TO THE NPFMC BY ALASKA GROUNDFISH DATA BANK

Allowing the current Gulf of Alaska Inshore/QOffshore allocative regime to expire December 31,
19498, would allow the same pre-emption of resident fleets by factory trawlers in the pollock
anid Pacific cod fisheries which occurred in 1989. It was this dramatic pre-ernption which
triggered the original proposal for an inshore/offshore allocation, In 1989 there was still
pollock available in the Bering Sea when the pre-emption occurred when vessels moved into the
Gulf 1o take advantage of fish with high roe content.

A roltover of the Gulf of the current Gulf of Alaska inshore/offshore program which allocates
100% of the pollock and 90% of the Pacific cod to shorebased operations is a proactive action to
pravent the reoccurrence of the original problem.

CHANGES IN THE GULF OF ALASKA SINCE THE FIRST ROLLOVER OF INSHORE/OFFSHORE
7 Since the implementation of Inshore/Offshore pollock and Pacific cod have became increasingly
impertant to the Gulf of Alaska communities due to the following changes in the Gulf fisheries;

1. The implementation of the halibut and sablefisk IFQ programs eliminaced the
participation of many small vessels (and some larger vessels) in these fisheries and
caused economic hardships.

2. The increased accaptance of farm-reared salmon has drastically reduced the value of
wild-caught salmon and further increased economic hardship for many communities
and their resident vessels.

3. Roe herring prices fell dramatically In 1997 and there is some thought that the
importance of herring to the traditional markets is eroding.

These negative changes in other fisheries have increased the importance of pollock and Pacific
cod to many Alaska communities and fishermen.

1. Pollock processing in the Gulf, confined to Kodiak in 1989, now occurs in the Western
Gulf, Cordova and Seward. Pollock processing is also expected to start in West
Yakutat.

2. Pacific cod is now processed throughout the Gulf of Alaska.
3. The State of Alaska has established a State Water, State Managed Pacific cod gquota open

to pot and jig vessels to help alleviate the economic hardships caused by the IFQ
program and value declines of salmon and herring.

—

; Chris Blackburm + Birector » {%07) 486-3033 » FAX (907) 486-3461 = e-mail 7353974 @mcimail com —_
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Inshore/Offshore has provided the stability necessary to allow a greater diversity of use by
vessels and processors of the Gulf pollock and Paclfic cod.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

.——-—"—--.._“_. )

) ‘\ e

. n\r’[ I’JG";’""‘L - \.Lq_ﬂ-‘_____-_'
Chris Blackburn, Director

Alaska Groundfish Data Bank



i Hiceianp LiGHT, INC. / F/T EIGHLAND LIGHT Phone: (206] 547-3002
: _;" 123 N.W. 36th St, Sulte 230, Seattle, WA 9817 Faoc  (206) 547-2429

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

To: Gevermor Tony Enowlks
Stxe of Alaska
Facsimile §: 907-465-3332

Dear Governor Knowles:

mhﬂvﬁhﬁenﬁmmmbmﬂhuﬁgﬁhﬁiﬁhm Alhough the issucs of
inshers / ofibore do not effect this operation, the ripple affece on other Gsheries from dechining
mwﬂlhwimmin@aﬁmﬁsinﬁmas a whale.

Aﬂhﬁhﬂﬁghpﬂﬁmmm&ym&m Those
dann MmmhMMMmmﬁQmwmﬁemd
ﬁmwmmmmmmwa&wmm.
mmmmmmwﬁmmmmwm. In additiem to
i mwmumrnlmmwmm or contral the dree

a large m&mmmmm&wwmmﬂamﬂn detrimen of
Alaska ie. take ail of the profit on the Japan side. This camoe be alkowed o happen.

The Alagka salmep industry is already Mnﬂmdwmmhm
mwmmwmmaﬂmmhﬁsm 1 the uitimate
control of the pellock market is in the hands of these sarme Iapanese corporations, it would be
coly 5 maner of time and aMomeys befare the sarne allegations were meds regarding pollock-

1 MEA  WiMe  2R:8P LB61-87-—c5S
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TO:

RE:

MEMORANDUM

-

Dr. John T. Sproul, Fisheries Economist September 12, 1997
208 3rd Street Lynden, WA, 98264

PH: (360} 354-4383; FAX: (360) 354-0212

E-mail: emes{@brigadoon.com

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
G604 West dih Avenue, Suile 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Public Comment on “Inshore-Offshore” Pollock Fishery Issue

I am a citizen and resident of the United States of America (US), with training
{BS, MS, & Ph.D.) as an applied academic in Fisheries Science, Economics and
Policy. | am professionally associated with the University of British Columbia
Fisheries Centre & Sustainable Development Research Institute. However, 1 write
as a private US citizen and business owner in support of responsible US fisheries
practices consistent with economic development and environmental sustainability.

My comments are as in the form of recommendation for Council consideration:

1. To ensure future “Inshore-Offshore” related federal management decisions are
consistent with the following specific US-recognized international agreement,
the Council should undertake a comparison of both sectors’ compatibility with
the recently ratified UN Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries.

2. Such an review should place special emphasis on those most relevant Articles
in the UN Code of Conduct including the Generat Principles (Article 6),
Fishing Operations (Article 8), Integration of Fisheries into Coastal Area
Management (Article 10) & Post-harvest Practices and Trade (Article 11).

3. As an ongoing working toel for the Council, (since the only thing constant is
change) each year such a “side-by-side” status report should be presented on
how the “inshore” & “offshore” sectors of the pollock fishery correspond with
this UN Code that is both internationally recognized and US sanctioned.

Attached with this Memorandum is a copy of the UN Code of Conduct For
Responsible Fisheries for your review and reference.

I wish the Council every success in fulfilling its mandate to manage our nation’s
North Pacific living marine resources toward long-term sustainable economic,
social, and environmental benefit for all citizens.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration.
Encl. 1} UN Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries
(submitted with original, not with fax version)

CINFFMCIAFAX
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National ODeasnic and Atnospharic Admintstration
wasnimgzon D 20230

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL
September 13, 1297

Donald €. Mitchell, Esq.
1335 F Street
Ancherage, AK 98501

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

Thank yvou for vour letter dated August 29, 1957, concerning
the legzl interpretation I provided to Dr. Gary Matlock on NOZA
General Counsel's interpretation of section 305(i) (1) of the
Magnuscn-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
(Magnuson-Stevens Act). The following is a2 summation of NOAA
General Counsel's interpretation of section 305(i) (1) with direct
responses £o your comments. As your comments are directed
primarily to the pollock CDQ program, I will apply our
interpretation of section 305(i) (1) to that particular program.

We interpret section 305(i) (1) as requiring the Nerth
Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) and the Secretary to
sstablish a single, stand-alone western Alaska CDQ program for
Bering Sea fisheries, including the pollock fishery. C(ongress
has direc-ad the Council and the Secretary to establish such a
program and the Council and the Secretary are under an obligation
to implement Congress' wishes. However, the CDQ program must
also be implemented in accordance with all of the provisions of
section 305(i) (1) and other reguirements of the Magnuson-Stevens
Rct.?

after the broad mandate of section 305(i) (1) (B), sections
205(i) (1) (B), (C) and (D) set forth parameters and exceptions for
the Council and the Secretary in developing such a program.
Section 305(i) (1) (B) defines the eligibility criteria for
communities to participate in the CDQ program, including pollock.
Secticn 305(i) (1) (C) (i) establishes a moratorium con new CDQ

1 Thig interpretation is stated in my memorandum to Dr.
Matlock on page 1, "Although [section 305(i) (1) (A)] requires the
Secretary to establish a single, stand-alone western rlaska CDQ
program, such program must be ccnslstEnt with the remaining
paragraphs of section 305(i). Memorandum dated July 17, 1297,
for Gary Matlock f£rom Margaret Frailey Hayes. 3
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programs until October 1, 2001, by prohibiting the Council from
including a fishery in the CDQ program if the Council had not =
already approved a percentage of the total allowable catch {(TAC)
to a CDPQ program for that fishery prior to October 1, 1995.2
Section 3085(i) (1) (C) (i} gees on to exempt an extension oxr
revision of the pollock CDQ program during the moratorium
provided that the revision or extension complies with the
provisions of 305(1}){1) {(B) and 305{(3) (1) (C){(ii). While this
sentence may be construed as granting the Council and Secretary
an option to revise or extend the pollock CDQ program, rather
than a requirement as set forth in 3085(i) (1) (A}, we interpret the '
sentence as a clarifying statement, identifying the extension ox
revigion of the pollock CDQ program as exempt from the

moratorium. Imn order to meet the CDQ moratorium exemption
requirements, an extension or revision of the pollock CDQ program
during the CDQ moratorium must not allocate more than 7.5 percent

of the pollock TAC in accordance with section 305(3) (1) {C) {(ii).?

The three main points of your letter appear to be: (1) that
section 305{(i) (1} requires the Council and the Secretary to
implement a pollock CDQ program; (2) that such a program wmust be
implemented prior to the expiration of the current pellock CDQ
program o December 31, 1998; and (3) that if the Council fails S
to submit a pollock CD) program for Secretarial approval, section -
308(1) (1} reguires and authorizes the Secretary to implement a
pollock CPQ program. Based on our interpretation as stated above
and in the Matlock memorandum, I believe we are in agreement with
your first point as to Congress’ mandate and the Council's and
the Secretary's responsibilities under saction 305(i) (1).
However, we disagree with your second point that such a CDQ
program for pollock must be established prior to the evpiration
of the current pellock CDf program. While section
305{i)} (1Y (@} (i} clarifies the Council's ability to resubmit a
plan amendment for a poclleck CDQ program during the
Congressicnally imposed meoratorium on CDQ programs for new

A3 stated in my memorandum to Dr. Matlock on page 2, "This
sentence precludes the submission of a CDQ program for additlonal
species such as salmon or scallops.”

3gection 305(i) (1) (C) (1iii} specifically deals with a CDQ
program for crab and has no bearing on a pollock CDQ allocaticn.

-~
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— species, we do not find any requireﬁent within section 305{i) (1}

that requires the Council or the Secretary to implement such a
program by a date certain, l.e., prior to the expiration of the
current pollock CDQ program on December 31, 1888.

As to your third point, we reitarate our position as stated
in the Matlock memorandum. We are unable to find any provision
in section 305{i} (1) that authorizes the Secretary, independent
of a Council submission extending or revising the peollock CDQ
program, to allocate any amount of pollock to such a program
after the expiration date of the current amendment. In preparing
the Matlock memorandum, we also reviewed the floor statements you
cite in your letter. However, the strongest language, requiring
tha Secretary to allocate up to 7.5 percent of the pollock TAC
notwithstanding the expiration date of the pclleck CDQ program,
was removed from sectiorm 305(i) (1) (C) {ii) and replaced with
language that requires Secretarial approval of a CDQ program
under section 304 before an allocation can be made. While we
hold to our interpretation that section 305(i} (1} does not grant
the Secretary unlilateral authority to act, thée Secretary may
derive authority to carry out section 305(i) (1} responsibilities
under secticn 304 (¢) of the Magnuscn-Stevens Ret if the Counc1l
fails to approve a pollock CDQ program.

We alsoc contimne to interpret section 305{i) {1} (D) as
permissive, allowing the Council to extend or revise the current
pollock CDQ program under section 305 (i} (1) (C} (i} but not
mandating such an extension or revision. As stated in the
Matlock memorandum, this provision was added because some
staffers were concerned that the multispecies/crak CDQ program
wonld have to be reapproved by the Council fellowing passage of
the Sustainable Fisheries Act as that amendment had not yet been
implemented. As a result of ocur interpretatiom, it could be
construed that section 305(i) (1) (D) ovexrides the mandate
contained within section 305(i) (1) (A). However, we believe that
the two sections must be read together, that the requirement set
forth in section 305{i) (1) (A} is controlling, and that
305 (i} (1) {D) only applies to the current pollock CDQ preogram.

Sincerely,

-

/4?% :g‘ }#¥ﬂ71n_ﬂa'

Margaret Frailey Hayes
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NATURAL RESOURCES CONSULTANTS INC.

4055 21ST AVENUE WEST, SUITE 100
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98199, USA.
TELEPHONE: (206) 2853450

TELEFAX: (206 2836263

September 25, 1997

Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman, and Members of the NPFMC
North Pacifie Fisheries Management Cauncll

605 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, Alasks 99501-2252

Re: Inshore/Offshore III Data Analysis
Dear Mr. Chairman and Council Members:

Natural Resources Consultants, Inc. (NRC), a private fisheries research
and consulting firm located in Seattle, Washington, was retained by a
group of catcher vessel owners who are members of the North Pacific
Seafood Coalition, to provide you with an gnalysis which pertains to your
deliberations on Inshore/Qffshare III.

This analysis is of limited scope. First, for the three sectors of the directed
Bering Sea/Aleutian pollock fishery, comparisons are made of pollock
catches, discards, non-pollock groundfish catches, and prohibited species
bycatch of halibut and crab and pollock products produced from retained
pollock catches. Salmon bycatch by all three sectors were not included
because the best scientific evidence shows the NMFS accounting of salmon
bycatch in the pollock fishery to be inaccurate by overestimation. The three



Mr. Rick Lauber and

Members of the NFFMC
Inghore/Offshore 111 Data Analysis
September 25, 1987

Page 2

sectors of the industry whose performances are compared are
catcher/processors, catcher vessel/motherships and catcher vessel/inshore

Processors.

Differentials in overall products produced from this fishery are presented
by industry sector, which result from a combination of different rates of
retained catch, different combinations of products produced and sector
differences in yields, which are achieved in producing their respective
cargo of pollock products.

Finally, I have been asked to assume pollock allocations of 15% to the
catcher/mothership sector, 45% to the catcherfinshore processor sector and
40% to the catcher/processor sector. To these allocations, I applied each
sector's most recent year's (1996) product yields and prohibited species
bycatch rates to éalculate overall differentials in food products produced
and bycatch costs, relatijve to the status quo.

This summary presents the resulis of this analysis of sector differentials
with a brief narrative and exhibits. The input data used in this analysis
was provided by the NMFS and the NPFMC staff and it was corrected once
by the NMFS and once by Council staff after it's initial release. This
analysis incorporates both the NMFS and Council staff corrections. I have
been advised that catcher boat catches delivered to catcher/processors and
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the products produced from these catches are included in the

catcher/processors sector data.

The analysis methodology inputs the NMFS provided databases on catches,
discards, bycatch and products produced in the directed pollock fishery for
the years 1991, 1994 and 1996. This data was then organized by the three
industry sectors for the analysis of differences by sector. The analysis next
projects future sector differentials in overall products produced per unit of
pollock catch, by applying the actual rates achieved by each sector in 1996.
Use of earlier years (1991 and 1994) differentials would result in increased
sector differences, but would not reflect the industry's across-the-board

improvements in reducing discards and achieving higher product yields.

I fully recognize that Inshore/Offshore Il is a highly contentious issue.
This analysis is factual and is based upon a government provided database
made available to the public and incorporating one allocation assumption
provided by the client. NRC takes no adversarial position in
Inshore/Offshore IIL

The results of the analysis are summarized as follows and keyed to

referenced exhibita:

* Exhibit 2.1. Compares pre-inshore/offshore (1991) with the most
recent post-inshore/offshore year (1996) industry-wide BS/AI
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directed pollock fishery catches which have declined about 25%
from 1.54 million mt to 1.16 million mt.

Within this same time period, the harvest (mt) by
catcher/processors and catcher/motherships has declined while

catches by catcher/inshore processors has remained constant.

Within this same time period, sector pollock catches have
changed:

- Catcher/processors accounted for 65.0% of the 1991 total
catch and 55.5% of the 1996 total catch.

~ Catcher/motherships accounted for 9.2% of the 1991 total
catch and 10.4% of the 1996 total catch.

— Gatcher/inshore processors accounted for 25.6% of the 1991
catch and 34.0% of the 1996 total catch.

Exhibit 2.2 and 3.2. Pollock discards in the directed pollock fishery
have declined over time in metric tons, but pollack discards have
consistently been much higher in the catcher/processor sector
than in the catcher/mothership or catcher/inshore processor

sectors.
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- In 1991, while accounting for 65.0% of the pollock catch,
catcher/processors accounted for 92% of the pollock discards.

— In 1996, while accounting for about 56% of the pollock catch,
catcher/processors accounted for 79% of the pollock discards.

— The catcherfinshore processor sector has recorded the most
conzistent low level of pollock discards at 0.9%-1% of their
catch during 1991-1996.

— The catcher/mothership sector has recorded the next lowest
pollock discard rates at 1.9%-2.0% in 1991-1994 and moat
recently in 1996, the lowest recorded rate of 0.4%.

— The catcher/processor pollock discard rates were 7.4% of
their catch in 1991, 2.8% in 1994 and 2.6% in 19986.

» Exhihit 3.3. Pollock catehes retained and processed for the same
1991-1596 period have been 98% or higher each year within the
catcher/mothership and catcherfinshore processor sectors and

98%-97% for catcher/processors.
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Consistent differences between industry sectors also exists in the
catch of non-pollock groundfish and in the discards of non-pellock
groundfish species caught.

Exhibit 2.5. Non-pollock discards for 1991, 1994 and 1996
{Primarily ¢od and flounder) have totaled:

~ 14,000 mt - 24,000 mt for catcher/processors.
— 800 mt - 3,000 mt for catcher/inshore processors.
— 500 mt - 2,700 mt for catcher/motherships.

Exhibit 3.4. As a percentage of catch, catcher/motherships and
catcher/inshore processor sectors have consistently recorded the
lowest percentage of non-pollock groundfish in their directed
pollock fisheries.

Exhibit 3.5. The catcher/inshore processor sector has consistently
discarded the lowest percentage of their non-pollock catch and
retained the highest percentage for processing.

Exhibit 4.1. The cost of the prohibited species bycatch of halibut in
conducting the directed pollock fishery has also shown consistent
sector differences, 1991-1996:
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—Catcher/motherships used by far the least halibut at 4.0 mt -
22.8 mt of halibut/yr. |

~Catcherfinshore proceséors showed a decline frorm 330 mt of
halibut in 1991 to 49.9 mt in 1994 and 44.7 mt in 1996,

—Catcher/processors’ use of halibut declined from 724.8 mt in
1991 to 708.6 mt in 1994 and 256.5 mt in 1996,

o Exhibit 4.2. The cost of the prohibited speciea byeatch of red king
crab by sector has also shown substantial differences, 1991-1996:

—Catcher/motherships were reported to have a zero bycatch of
red king crab in 1991, 1994 and 1996.

—Catcher/inshore processors red king crab bycatch declined
from 2,400 crab in 1991 to about 100 in both 1994 and 1996.

—Catcher/processors red king crab bycatch was 1,300 erab in
1991, 42,700 in 1994 and 5,900 in 1996.

¢ Exhibit 4.3. The cost of the prohibited species bycatch of bairdi
‘Tanner crab showed differences by sector similar to that of red

king crab:
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~For catcher/motherships, 5,700 crab in 1991, zerc in 1994 and
100 1n 1996.

~For catcher/inshore processors, 254,800 crab in 1991, 4,900 in
1994 and 7,300 in 1996.

—For catcher/processors, 780,400 crab in 1991, 369,200 in 1994
and 82,100 in 1996.

» Exhibit 4.4. The cost of the prohibited species bycatch of other
Tanner crab (primarily opilic) alzso followed a similar pattern with
catcher/motherships having the lowest bycatch, catcherfinshore
processors having the next lowest byeatch and catcher/processors
having the highest.

* Exhibit 6.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4. Halibut and crab bycatch presented as
rates of bycatch per unit of pollock catch showed
catcher/motherships to be the lowest in each year of 1991, 1994 and
1996 with catcher/inshore processors having the highest halibut,
red king and bairdi Tanner crab rates in 1991 and
cﬁtcher!processors having the highest rates for all species in 1994
and 1996.
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Exhibits 6.1 - 6.3. The three industry sectors produced different
combinations of produets which also changed somewhat over

time, 1991-1996.

Exhibit 7.1 - 7.7. The NMFS database on pollock preducts
produced from the directed pollock fishery identified seven polleck
product categories—surimi, minced, fillet/block or IQF, deep
skinned fillets, meal, oil and roe. The above exhibits summarize
the quantities of each product produced in 1991, 1994 and 1996 by
industry sector from their respective retained pollock catches.

Each of the three industry sectors % yield of pollock products was
calculated:

dy mi) = % Product Yield
Pollock Retained Catch (mt)

Exhibit 9.1. The results showed substantial sector diffarences.
For the 1996 the yields were:

—Catcher/motherships = 25.0%
~Catcher/inshore processors = 33.6%
—Catcher/processors = 21.2%
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* Scenario 1.0. Assumes under Inshore/Offshore III that pollock
TAC is equal in guantity to that of 1996 (1,163,684 mt) and is
allocated to three industry sectors as:

-15% Catcher/motherships
~45% Catcher/inshore processora
~-40% Catcher/processors

* Scenario 1.0. Assumes that pollock discards, halibut and crab
bycatch, and pollock product yields, are all consistent with 1996

actual rates.

* The change in pollock allocation would, relative to status quo, add
52,679 mt of pollock to catcher/motherships, add 128,052 mt to
catcher/inshore processors and deduct 180,631 mt from

catcher/processors.
¢ This change in pollock allocation would:
—Increase the retained pollock catch by 3,197 mt.

—Increase pollock products by 18,431 mt.
—Decrease the non-pollock catch by 1,355 mt.
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~And substantially decrease the prohibited species bycatch of
halibut, red king crab, E;airdi Tanner crab and other Tanner

crab.

If the above 18,431 mt of additional pollock products per year were valued at
$1/1b, this value would equal an additional $40.6 million value to the Alaska
fishing industry.

On behalf of the catcher boats belonging to the North Pacific Seafood
Coalition, thank you for receiving this analysis.

Sincerely,

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSULTANTS, INC.

AET

Steven E. Hughes
President
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Exhibit 2.1 Pollock Catch (mt) by Fishery Sector and Year
Source: NMFS August 6, 1997.

Fishery Sector
Year Mothership Inshore Caicher/Processor Total
19981 142,956 395,421 1,003,318 1,541,695
(9%) (26%) (65%) (100%)
1994 113,077 423,912 768,674 1,305,663
(9%) (32%) (59%) (100%)
1996 121,959 395,561 646,064 1,163,584
(10%) (34%) (56%) (100%)
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Exhibit 2.2 Pollock Discards (mt) by Fishery Sector and Year

Source: NMFS August 8, 1997.

Fishery Sector

Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor Total
1991 3,481 74,304 80,553
(4%) (92%) (100%)
1994 4 321 21,582 28,165
(15%) (77%) (100%)
1986 4,078 16,821 21,329
(19%) (79%) (100%)
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Exhibit 3.2 Percent of Pollock Catch Discarded by Fishery Sector

and Year
Source: NMFS August 6, 1997.

Fishery Sector
Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1991 1.9% 0.9% 7.4%
1954 2.0% 1.0% 2.8%
1996 0.4% 1.0% 2.6%

Percent Pollock Catch Discarded By Fishery Sector
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Exhibit 3.3 Percent of Pollock Catch Retained by Fishery Sector

and Year -
Source: NMFS August 6, 1997.

Fishery Sector

Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1991 98.1% 99.1% 92.6%
1994 98.0% 99.0% 97.2%
1996 99.6% 99.0% 97.4%

Percent Pollock Catch Retained By Fishery Sector
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Exhibit 2.5 Non-pollock Discards (mt) by Fishery Sector and Year
Source: NMFS August 6, 1997.

Fishery Sector

Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1991 507 3,032 23,562
1994 1,262 809 14,462
1996 2,741 2,751 14,500

Non-pollock Discards By Fishery Sector

: Metric Tons
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Exhibit 3.4  Percent Non-Pollock of Total Catch by Fishery Sector

and Year
Source: NMFS August 6, 1997.

Fishery Sector

Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1991 0.6% 3.2% 3.5%
1994 1.3% 1.0% 24%
1996 2.2% 1.9% 2.7%

Percent Non-pollock Catch By Fishery Sector
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Exhibit 3.5 Percent of Non-Pollock Catch Discarded by Fishery

Sector and Year
Source: NMFS August 6, 1997.

Fishery Sector

Year Mothership Inshore Calcher/Processor
1991 60.4% 23.3% 64.4%
1994 85.5% 18.3% 77.0%
1896 99.1% 35.1% 79.8%

Percent Non-pollock Catch Discarded
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Exhibit 4.1 Prohibited Species Catch of Halibut (mt) by

Fishery Sector and Year
Source: NMFS July 24, 1997.

Fishery Sector
Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
18991 22.8 330.0 724.8
1994 4.0 49.9 708.6
1996 20.5 44.7 255.5

! Halibut PSC (mt) By Fishery Sector
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Exhibit 4.2

Prohibited Species Catch of Red King Crab (1,000s)

p— by Fishery Sector and Year
Source: NMFS July 24, 1997,
Fishery Sector
Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1881 0.0 2.4 1.3
1994 0.0 0.1 42.7
18986 0.0 0.1 5.9
1,000s Red King Crab PSC (#s) By Fishery Sector
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Exhibit 4.3 Prohibited Species Catch of Tanner bairdi Crab

(1,000s) by Fishery Sector and Year
Source: NMFS July 24, 1897,

Fishery Sector

Year Matharship Inshore Catcher/Processor
1991 5.7 254.8 780.4
1894 0.0 4.9 369.2
1996 0.1 7.3 82.1
1,000s Bairdi Tanner Crab PSC (#s) By Fishery Sector
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Exhibit 4.4 Prohibited Species Catch of Other Tanner Crab

(1,000s) by Fishery Sector and Year
Source: NMFS July 24, 1997.

Fishery Sector

Year Mathership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1991 1.4 182.7 4,176.9
1994 1.7 7.5 876.0
1996 0.2 18.3 45.0
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Exhibit 5.1 Prohibited Species Catch Rate of Halibut
(metric tons halibut - metric tons total caich)
by Fishery Sector and Year

Source: NMFS July 24, 1997.

Fishery Sector

Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1961 0.000 0.003 0.002
1994 0.000 0.000 0.002
1996 0.000 ¢.000 0.001

mt/mt
D.0030 4

0.0025

Halibut PSC Rate By Fishery Sector

B Mothership
M Inshore

0.0020 A

0.0015 -

0.0010 A

0.0005 +-

0.0000 -

1991

Catcher/Processaor

|

1994

1996




Exhibit 5.2 Prohibited Species Catch Rate of Red King Crab
(number of red king crab + metric tons total catch)

by Fishery Sector and Year
Source: NMFS July 24, 1997.

Fishery Sector
Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1981 0.000 0.009 0.004
1994 0.000 0.001 0.1868
1996 0.000 0.000 0.024
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Exhibit 5.3 Prohibited Species Catch Rate of Tanner bairdi
Crab (number of Tanner bairdi crab - metric
tons total catch) by Fishery Sector and Year
Source: NMFS July 24, 1997.
Fishery Sector
Year Mathership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1981 0.040 2.667 2.052
1994 0.000 0.031 1.265
19986 0.001 0.031 0.230
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Exhibit 5.4 Prohibited Species Catch Rate of Other Tanner Crab

(number of other Tanner crab - metric tons total catch)

by Fishery Sector and Year
Source: NMFS July 24, 1997,

Fishery Sector

Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1991 0.010 1.802 8.829
1994 0.102 0.049 3.026
1996 0.002 0.088 0.148
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Exhibit 6.1.1 Pollock Product Composition Produced

by Catcher/Processors
Source: NMFS August 26, 1997,
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Exhibit 6.2.1

Pollock Product Composition Produced

by Inshore Processors
Source: NMFS August 28, 1997,
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Exhibit 6.3.1 Pollock Product Composition Produced

by Mothership Processors
Source: NMFS August 28, 1897.

1991
0f PRos
0% 5%

Maal
24%

Surimi
Deap Skined 50%
Fillet
0%
Fillet/Block IGF

14%

Mincad
7%

1994

21%

Fillet/Block I1QF
0%
Minced
0%
Deep Skined
Fillat
0%

Fillat/Block IQF
0%

Deap Skined
Fillat
0%




Exhibit 7.1 Pollock Surimi Production (mt) by Fishery

Sector and Year
Source: NMFS August 26, 1997.

rishery Sectar

Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1991 18,252 45,027 68,492
1994 19,501 79,678 79,060
1996 23,361 71,349 62,142
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Exhibit 7.2 Minced Pollock Production (mt) by Fishery

Sector and Year

Source: NMFS August 28, 1897,

Fishery Sector

Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1991 2,603 211 6,233
1994 0 119 13,680
1996 0 2,626 11,082

Minced Pollock Production By Fishery Sector
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Exhibit 7.3 Pollock Fillet/Block IQF Production (mt) by Fishery

Sector and Year
Source: NMFS5 August 26, 1997.

rishery Sector

Year Mathership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1891 5,123 5,836 54,070
1994 0 3,927 25,057
1996 0 9,229 9,552

Pollock Fillet/Block IQF Production
Metric Tons By Fishery Sector
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Exhibit 7.4  Pollock Deep Skinned Fillet Production (mt) by Fishery

Sector and Year
Source: NMFS August 26, 1997.

Fishery Sector

Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1991 0 0 0

1994 0 330 24,272
1996 0 7,442 28,097

_ Pollock Deep Skinned Fillet Production
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Exhibit 7.5

Pollock Meal Production (mt) by Fishery

Sector and Year
Source: NMFS August 26, 1997.

Fishery Sector

Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1991 8,747 20,389 25,781
1994 5,378 30,054 19,782
19896 5,294 27,864 12,668

 Metric Tons
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Exhibit 7.6

Sector and Year
Source: NMFS August 26, 1997.

Fishery Sector

Pollock Oil Production (mt) by Fishery

Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1991 0 4,222 96

1994 191 7.672 1,802
1996 353 8,514 344
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Exhibit 7.7 Pollock Roe Production (mt) by Fishery

Sector and Year
Source: NMFS August 26, 1997.

Fishery Sector

Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1991 1,660 2,686 16,980
19094 985 2,950 7,687
1996 1,363 4,417 8,216
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Exhibit 9.1 Percent Yield of Pollock Products from Total

Retained Pollock Catch by Fishery Sector and Year -
Source: NMFS August 26, 1997,

Fishery Sector

Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
1881 26.0% 20.0%" 18.5%
1994 23.5% 29.7% 22.9%
1996 25.0% 33.6% 21.2%
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Scenario 1.0 Assumptions

TAC (1996 Actual) 1,163,584 mt

Percent Allocation
Catcher/Mothership 15.0%
Catcher/inshore Processor 45.0%

Cateher/Processor 40.0%

Di 1996

CatcherMothership 0.4%
Catcher/inshore Processor 1.0%

Catcher/Processor 2.6%

P Yields (1996 Actual

Catcher/Mothership 25.0%
Catchet/Inshore Processor 33.6%

Catcher/Processor 21.2%



Scenario 1.0 Pollock Catch (mt) by Fishery Sector and Year
Source: NMFS August 6, 1997.

Fishery Sector

Year Mothership Inshore Catcher/Processor
Current 121,859 395,561 646,064
Scenario 1 174,538 523,613 435,434
Change 52,578 128,052 -180,631

RESULT * NO NET CHANGE OF OVERALL POLLOCK HARVEST

| Net Effect of Scenario 1 on
Metric Tons Total Pollock Catch By Fishery Sector
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Scenario 1.0 Summary of Effects of Scenario 1

Change in Pollock Harvest
« NO NET CHANGE OF OVERALL POLLOCK HARVEST
* NET INCREASE OF 3,197 MT OF RETAINED POLLOCK CATCH

» NET INCREASE OF 18,431 MT OF POLLOCK PRODUCTS
« NET CHANGE IN INDIVIDUAL POLLOCK PRODUCTS PRODUCED

Increase/Decrease
Surimi +15,794 MT
Minced -2,248 MT
Fillet/Block IQF +317 MT
Deep Skined Fillet -5,726 MT

Meal +7,761 MT
Oil +2,812 MT
Roa -280 MT

Total +18,431 MT

h [ c

» NET DECREASE OF NON-POLLOCK CATCH OF 1,355 MT

Increase/Decrease
Halibut -48.1 MT
Red King Crab -1,617 #s of CRAB

Tanner bairdl Crab -20,548 #s of CRAB
Other Tanner Crab -6,571 #s of CRAB



Sobeecs

*The Council also received reports from their Scientific and Statistical
Committee, and Advisory Panel, and listened to several hours of testimony from
the public.” Tha input from the various groups covered a wide range of
sentiment and made it clear to the Council that they would need additional
information before they would be able to adequately assess the current status of
the fisheries and develop aliernatives for a potential reauthorization.”

(From July 1, 1997 NPFMC newsletter, page 7)

In Kodiak, the AP put forth a problemn statement that did not make it clear to the
Council what “problem” they were trying to solve with this action. Now, in
September, they come back to you essentially with the same statement. This
statement reflects the ‘wide range of sentiment’ of concemn that exists about
these pollock fisheries. The AP is the appropriate forum from which the industry
and affected stakehoiders’ concems can first be brought forth into the Council
process. BUT THIS STATEMENT OF WIDESPREAD CONCERN STILL
DOESN'T HELP CLARIFY WHAT THE NEED FOR ACTION IS FOR THIS
PARTICULAR AGENDA ITEM.

Why?
The AP and the public are trying to solve the ‘wrong’ problem!

The appropriate vehicle is the comprehensive rationalization program as
became apparent during AP debate yesterday on the issue and from the
Council's staff responses to what type of analysis could be done within this
year's scheduie.

INSHORE/QOFFSHORE WAS NEVER MEANT TO SOLVE ALL THOSE
PROBLEMS. HAS BEEN USED AS A PLACE MARKER FOR THE COUNCIL iN
THE PAST FEW YEARS UNTIL A CRP COULD BE BUT IN PLACE.

Focusing solely on this particular agenda item requires a much more narrow
scope and the Council has already grasped that fact.

Need and Justification for Councjl Action

1. Continue to be the place marker for preserving the components within these
fisheries until CRP is in place.
2. Preserve the CDP for pollock

Therefore the focus of the analysis to be done over the next few months should.

assist the Council to

(1) identify which alternative is most likely to preserve components of the
industry for future integration intfo CRP



(2) Identify which alternative is most likely to comply with highlighted concerns of
excessive shares of poliack harvested by a single entity

(3) Identify which altemative is most likely to address the concemn for marine
mammals, particularly with regards to how operations are conducted within
the CVOA.

{4) Identify the impacts of these alternatives on the relevant fishing sec:turs and
on fishing communities.

Altematives to be Analyzed

GOA

1. Rollover of exnstmg amendment

2. Roliover of axisting amendment, with no sunset provision
3. No Action (required by law)

‘POLLOCK CDQ

1. Rollover of existing amendment
2. Rollover of existing amendment, with no sunset provision
3. No Action {required by law)

BS/Al
1. Rollover of existing amendment
2. Rollover of existing amendment, with no sunset provision
3. Adjustments in CVOA
4. Adjustments in definitions
+ This requires a look at how allocations would go to the new categories

* Recommend give amendment new name to reflect it is no longer
‘inshore-offshore”

i ".--*"

Eul
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1896 BSAI Pollock Fishery

ASC
ASC
ASC
AsSC
ASC
ASC
ASC
ASC
ASC
ASC
ASC
ASC
ASC
ASC
ASC

ASF

sas

AOS
ATF

ASI
ASI

GFC

GFLC .

o / cas

HLI
GAF

CPC
NEF
oPI

J/ PPS

QES
QES

A.S.C. ALASKA, INC.
A.5.C. ALASKA, INC.

VICTORIA ANN FISHERIES, INC.
AMERICAN DYNASTY, INC.
AMERICAN SEAFOODS CO.
AMERICAN TRIUMPE CORP.
CHRISTINA ANN FISHERIES, INC.
ELTZABETH ANN FISHERTES, INC.
KATIE ANN FISHERTES, INC.
NORTHERN EAGLE PARTNERS, L.P.
NORTHERN HAWK PARTNERS, L.P.
NORTHERN JAEGER PARTNERS, L.D.
PACIFIC NAVIGATOR, INC.
PACIFIC SCOUT, INC.

REBECCA ANN FISHERTES, INC.

STARBOUND PARTNERSHIP

AIASKA JOINT VENTURE SEAFOODS
ALASKA OCEAN SEAFOOD L.P.
ALASKA TRAWL FISHERIES, INC.

ARCTIC FJORD, INC.
ARCTIC STORM, INC.

GLACIER FISH CO. LTD. PARTNERS
GLACIER FISH CO. LTD. PARTNERS

GOLDEN ALASKA SBAFOODS, INC.
HIGHLAND LIGHT, INC
GOLDEN AGE FISHERIES
LEGACY FISHING, INC.

M/V SAVAGE, INC.

NORTH PACIFIC FISHING, INC.
OCEAN PEACE, INC.

PHOENTIX FROCESS. LTD. PTNSHP.
IN RUSSTA

IN RUSSIA

EX-EMERALD SEA,
EX-EMERALD SEA,

" [

—AMERICAN EMPRESS

== PACIFIC EXPLORER

VICTORIA ANN ——
| AMERICAN DYNASTY
——QCEAN ROVER
=—AMERTCAN TRIUMPH |
CHRISTINA ANN — |
ELIZABETH ANN=——q
KATIE ANN —
_NORTHERN EAGLE
{ _NORTHERN HAWK

PACIFIC NAVIGATOR
ACIFIC SQOUT

EE:ORTHERH JAEGER

‘REBECCA ANN ———

STARBQUHD
EXCELLENCE
ALASKA OCEAN
EHDﬁRANCE

ARCTIC FJORD
ARCTIC STORM

NORTHERN GLACIER
PACTFIC GLACIER

'GOLDEN ALASKA
HIGHLAND LIGHT
BROWNS POINT
LEGACY
SEAPISHER
AMERICAN NO. 1
OCEAN PEACE
OCEAN PHOENIX

HEATHER SEA
CLAYMORE SEA

OW

l

SEATTLE
SEATTLE
SEATTLE
SEATTLE
SEATTLE
SEATTLE
SEATTLIE
SEATTLE
SEATTLE
SEATTLE
SEATTLE
SEATTLE

- SEATTLE

SEATTLE
SEATTLE

SEATTLE
SEATTLE
ANACORTES
EDHQHDS.
SEATTLE

- SEATTLE

SEATTLE
SEATTLE

SEATTLE
SEHTTLE
SEATTLE
RODIAK

I

SEATTLE

SEATTLE

" KODIAK

SEATTLE

SEATTLE
SEATTLE
SEATTLE



TSG TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP, INC. J HARVESTER ENTERPRIS SEATTLE

TSG  TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP, INC. AMERICAN ENTERPRISE SEATTLE

TSG  TYSON SEAFOOD GROUF, INC. J SEATTLE ENTERPRISE SEATTLE

TSG  TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP, INC. JKODIAK ENTERPRISE  SEATTLE
, /TSG  TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP, INC. - JISLAND ENTERPRISE  SEATTLE

TSG  TYSON SEAFOOD GROUP, INC. ARCTIC ENTERPRISE  SEATTLE
» PET  PETER PAN SEAFOODS INC. . KING COVE PLANT SEATTLE

ALY  ALYESKA SEAFOOD DUTHC H PLANT SEATTLE
»TSC  TRIDENT SEAFOODS AKUTAN PLANT SEATTLE

TSC  TRIDENT SEAFOODS SAND POINT PLANT SEATTLE
s/ UNL  UNISEA INC - | DUTHC H PLANT SEATTLE
VWES  WESTWARD SEAFOODS | DUTCH H PLANT SEATTLE
VNOV  NORTHER VIC. PARTNERSHIP NO. VICTOR (DUTCH H)} SEATTLE

ISA  INTERNATIONAL SEAFOOD OF AK KODIAK PLANT . SEATTLE

.
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Table E-10 Total catch of the top factory trawlers in the BSAI
pollock fisheries, 1951-96. ) :
Mean =atch Percent of catch Percent of
vessels
Bering Sea
Top 5 vacsole .
1591 52,533 26% 5%
1992 44,953 28% 10%
1953 42,642 20% 10%
18994 ’ 41,200 27% 11%
1835 34,928 24% 11%
1956 32,871 ) 25h% 13ax
Top 10 vessels
1991 47,002 47% 19%
lasa 40,607 50% 20%
1853 : g, 057 S0% z0%
1994 36,784 48% 23%
1955 a3, (080 4E% 22%
1956 3p,258 17% 2B%
Top 25 vessels
1991 34,517 8Tk 16%
- 1992 28,570 a7% 51%
1953 27,274 ' B8k 50%
1994 27,772 ank 57%
1595 26,324 0% Ee¥
1996 23,246 0% £3%
Source: Alaska Region blend estimates, Naticnal Marine Fisheries

Serviece, 7600 Sand Point Way N.E., BIN C15700, Seactle, WA
98115-0070. 7600 Sand Point Way N.E., BIN C13700, Seattle,
WA 98115-0070.

%M M C’.hn‘g/rﬁ. vy A WL& 7%(—5
vt /}B Carn~pihv , HT
Yool Comsebocletiin

44



This document is a working draft and should not be cited nor widely distributed

American Seafoods Company
2025 First Ave #900
~ Seattle WA 88101
DUNS: 19-692-8808

Ultimate U.S. parent
Resaurce Group International’
1420 5" Ave Ste 4200
Seattls WA 88101
DUNS: 86-132-4848

Although this company only showed up as the owner of 1 vessel (Ocean Rover)
on the NMFS-provided listing for the 1986 BS/Al pollock fishery, 2 other of the
vessels on that list have American Seafoods as the company actively managing
the operations.

Those vessels are;
American Empress

OiN 942347
Surimi/Fillets/Roe/Meal factory trawler
280.6'
owned by American Empress LP
Pacific Explorer
942592 i
fillets/mince factory trawterflongliner
213.7
owned by Pacific Explorer Inc
American Dynasty
951307
Surimiffillsts/roe/meal factory trawter
2447 '
Ocean Rover
552100
factary trawler
223.0
American Triumph
646737
surimiffilletsfoil/meal factory trawler
2517

? Merged with Aker ASA. Wall Street Joumnal, 10/11/886.



Northem Eagle

506694
surimiffillsts/H&G/meal factory trawier
310.5
Northem Hawk
843771
surimiffillets/fH&G/meal factory trawler
310.1
Northem Jaeger
521069
surimiffillets/H&G/meal factory trawler
308.4'
Pacific Navigator
592204
factory trawler
195.0/
Pacific Scout
934772
cod/pallock fillet/minced factory trawler
213.7

Five of these vessels owned or managed by American Seafoods are ranked
within the ten strongest (as ranked by horsepower) in the U.S. 1n addition,
American Seafoods manages the 213.7' factory trawler/longliner, Pacific

Explorer.

Resource Group International is aiso shown as the parent company for
American Seafoods of Russia and American Seafoods Argentina. Both of
these companies had the same address as American Seafoods.

American Business Information estimates sales for American Seafoods at $10-
$20 million, with approximately 70 people employed.

23



AK Employment
Manufacturing, Seafood Procassing

Company 1985’ 1996°

Trident Seafoods 1,248 1,377
Tyson Seafeod Company 723 860
Ocean Beauty Seafoods 662 457
UniSea 850 683
lcicle Seafoods 812 557
Peter Pan Seafoods 54() 531
Cook Inlet Processing 531 456
Norguest Seafood Company 407 415
Wards Cove Packing Company 399 422
Wastward Seafood 370 346
North Pacific Processors 345 357
International Seafoods 334 264
Alyeska Seafoods 275 270

Tyson Seafoods, Ocean Beauty Seafoods, and Westward Seafoods were
considered Trends 100 movers as they were firms that moved up 10 or mare
ranks compared to 1994, Tyson's numbers got a big boost in part from the
purchase of All Alaskan Seafoods of Kodiak. 1995 was Alyeska Seafoods first
appearance on this listing. . Of the companies profiled for the pollock fishery,
both Tyson Seafoods Company and UniSea made the list of “Top Employers
for New Hires by Selected Qccupational Groups, 4™ Qtr, 1995, with 63 and 41

new hiras, respectively’

Table 2, Trends 100 by Industry, Alaska Economic Trends. August 1898, Page 5.
% Table 1, Alaska's 100 Largest Private Employers 1988 Alaska Economic Tronds. August 1887,

(o

Page 24,
* Alaska Economic Trends. August 1996, Page 14.




Rank o MName

V-0 -- L - R N o

Employment Headguarters or Business Activity
Largest Work Site
Can Golistein Foods 3,299 Anchorage Crocery
Prawidence Alaska Medical Center 2,261 Anchorage Hospitai
Fred Meyer 1,760 Anchorage rocery/General Merchandise
ARCO Alaska 1,572 Anchorage 011 & Gas Production
Trident Seafoods 1,377 Akutan Seafood Processing
Alaska Airlines 1,355 Anchorage Air Carrier
Wal-Mant/Sam's Club 1,284 Anchorage General Merchandise
National Bank of Alaska 1,765 Anchorage Banking
VECO 1,162 Anchorage Oil Field Services/Construction
BP £xploration 1,132 Anchorage Oil & Gas Production
Alaska Petroleum Contractors 1,103 Anchorage Oil Field Services
Faibanks Memorial Hospital 1,012 Fairbanks Hospital
Stores _ 982 Anchorage Grocery
Algska Pipeline Service Company 972 Anchorage Pipeline Transportation
879 Anchorage General Merchandise
Seafond Croup 860 Kodiak Seafood Processing
Flrst NaMnal Bank of Anchorage 832 Anchorage Banking
Federal Express 760 Anchorage Courier Service
Ketchikan Pulp Mill 752 Ketchikan Pulp & Lumber Products
Laidlaw Transit 714 Anchorage Bus Charter Services
Alaska USA Federal Credit Linion 685 Anchorage Credit Union
Columbia Alaska Regional Hospital 684 Anchorage Hospital
LmiSea 683 Dutch Hasbor Seafood Processing
Umnion Gil of California (Unocal) 632 Anchorage Petroleum Products
Yukon Kuskolowim Health Corporation 662 Bethel Health Care
Alaska Commercial Company 655 Anchorage Grocery/General Merchandise
Seas Roebuck 620 Anchorage General Merchandise
ERA Aviation 615 Anchorage Air Carrier
AFT/ Alascom 613 Anchorage Telephone Communications
Builders Supply 573 Anchorage Trade: Lumber Products
Westmatk Hotels 572 Anchorage Hotel
Peak Qilfield Service Company 559 Anchorage Qil Field Services/Construction
Icicle Seafoods 557 Petersburg Seafood Processing
| C Penney Company 555 Anchorage General Merchandise
Peter Pan Seafoods 531 King Cove Seafood Processing
Tanana Chiefs Canference 525 Fairbanks Social Services/Health Care
HC Price 523 Fairbanks Pipeline Service/Construction
Southeas Alaska Regional Health Corp. 522 Juneau Health Care
Ogden Facility Management 517 Anchorage Facilities Management
Anchorage Daily News 505 Anchorage Newspaper
Pizza Hut 501 Anchorage Eating Establishment
Alyeska Resort 493 Girdwood Hotel/Resort
Costco 491 Anchorage General Merchandise
GG Communications 476 Anchorage Telephone Communications
2 Alasia Economic Trends Augusl 1937



As reported in the Walf Streef Journal (9-4-97, page A2), the average
state diversity index has increased from the 1970s to the present. In
1974-75, the average state measured 0.44 on the index, according to
Bureau of Labor Statistics data compiled by Regional Financial
Associates (RFA). By 1995-96, the average state had increased to
0.69.

1871 0.25 0.59
1872 0.26 0.62
1873 0.27 0.62
1974 0.27 0.61
1975 0.28 0.61 .
1976 0.26 0.62
1977 0.26 0.63
1978 0.27 0.63
1979 0.24 0.62
1980 0.24 0.62
1981 0.25 0.61
1982 0.28 0.62
1983 0.31 0.64
1984 0.32 0.66
1985 0.33 0.66
1986 0.32 0.66
1987 0.31 0.65
1988 0.28 0.64
1989 0.27 0.62
1990 0.26 0.62
1991 0.26 0.83
1992 0.25 0.63
1993 0.26 0.63
1994 0.28 : 0.64
1995 0.27 0.66
1996 0.27 Q.67

Personal communication. Craig Thomas, RFA. September, 1997. Fuil
report will be available in October.

(&



Community of Kodiak

" 4"\ Economy and Employment

Description of Ecomomy

The Kodiak economy is bessd on Bshing, seafood provessing and government
fiaherics hag cnabled the Kodiak economy to develop and stabilize. B is the nstion’s second highest port in seafbod volome and

third in value. 274 million poimds of seafood were landed in Kodink in 1992, at a value of $90 million. 733 residents hold

Adapiniility and diversification in & variety of

commercial fishing pemits. City, Borough, state end feders] sgenciea rank sccond as jocal emplayers. The targest U.S. Coast
Gipard base s juat south of the city.

Emp] oyment

Class of BERployment

Total Weorkforce {l6+): 3,644 Private Sector: 2,837
Armed Forces: 37 Local Government: 229
Civilian Emploved: Fi- 5tate Government: 153
Personzs Unamployed: 152 Federal Govarnment: 148
Percent Unemployed: 4.3k Self Employed: 7
Hot in Labor Force: 927 Unpald Famlly Worker: ?2?
t hdulta Wet in Labor Forea: 23.0%
Oecttpationsg Industrics
Executive/Administrator: 345 Forestry/Eilahing/ Barming:
Profassicnal Spacialty: 423 Mindng:
Technician: a0 Construction:
Sales: 243 Mon=Purable Mamufacturing:
Administrative Support: 432 Purable Manufacturing:
Frivate Howgehold: 5 Transpsrtation:
Protective Service: g1 Corpunications/Otilitian:
Other Professicnal Service: a7o Wholasale Trade:
Forestry/Fishing/Earming: 3%4 Retail Trade:
Pracigien Crzft or Repalr: 421 Finance/Insur./Real Estate:
Machine Operators: 340 Buainesst Repair Secvice:
Transportation or Materialza: 128 Farsonal Services:
- Handler/Equipnent/Labor: 225 Entertainment/Racseation:

Health Services:

Education Servicea:

CGthar Frofessional Services:
Pubhlic Administration:

109

263
156
282

MME@!,

This document sonteins the following shoricuts:

Shortcut text

[intemnet address

ots 1 tha Al Certer Hirme

Jromytialalen oom

hittp://warw.alaskan coniiog-bin/myshowcity.pl
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Community of Sand Point

Economy and Employment

Deseription of Economy
Sand Pomt is bome to the largest fishing fleet in the Aleutian Chain. The state provides sub-regicnal services throwgh public
gafety, fish and game, and the court system, Trident Seafoods has a major botioméfish and salmon plant, ard also provides firel
and other servioes. Pettr Pan Seafbnds owns 4 storage and transfer station. In 1991, New West Fizherics moored a flosting
processor near the City dock for Pacific Cod processing. 126 residents hold commercial fiching permits. Two explorstory
mining opersticns are currently underway nearbry, namely Eartlo Moumntain Gold and Alsska Apollo. Locals participate in
eubsistence consumprtion of fish and aribow.

Eoployment “lasa of BEoplovmant
Total Workforce (lE6+): 438 Private Sector: asa
Armed Forces: & Local Govarnment: 63
Civilian Employad: Y State Government: 11
Peraons Unemploved: 1a Federal Government: 5
Fercent Unemploved; 3.3% Self Employed: 7?
Mzt in Labor Force: 194 Unpald Family Worker: 277
¥ Rddults Not in Labor Forge: 3z.0%
Occupations Indnatrisa
ExecutiveSddministrator: 14 ForestryfFishing/Farming: T8
Brofessional Specialty: as Mining: 0
Tachnician: 7 Congrruction: 15
Sales: 3 Hop=Durable Manufacturing: 180
Adminiatrative Suppart: 15 Durakie Manufacturing: 4
Private Household: 1] Tranaspotrtation: 16
Frotectiva Service: 13 Communications/Utilities: [}
Octher Frofzgzicnal Sarvioce! 35 Wholesale Trada: 13
Forastry/EFlishing/Farming: 11 Eestajl Trade: 27
Erezigion Craft or Repalr: (1] Finance/lnsur./Real Estara: 5
Machine Cperators: 117 Businesss Repalr Secvice: a
Transpartaticon or Materialm: 22 Feraonal Bervices: 7
Handler/Equipmant/Labar: 25 Entartainment/Recceation: 0
Haalth Sarcvices: 4
Education Saprvices: 52
Cther Erofessional Services: 4
Fublic Rdministration: 14

This documrent containa the following shorteuts:
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Community of Akutan

Economy and Employment

Description of Economy

Commercial fishing and fish processing dominate Akutan's cash-based econcaty. Trident Seafioods operates 2 majir

bottomfish plant west of the City. Deep Sea Fisheries also has a permanent processing vessel in the bay. Nine residess hold

employed. The megority of the population Lives v group quarbers facdlities.

Erploymant Class of BExployment
Total Workforce (1B+): 27 frivate Sector: 408
Armed Forces: Q local Governmant: 22
Clvilian Employed: 77 State Government: 0
Perzens Unemployed: 2 Faderal Gowernment: 97
Percent Unemploysd: 0.3% Sa=)f Employed: 7Y
dot in Laboer Force: 47 Unpald Family Worker: i
% Adultszs Not in Labor Force: T.0%
Sootnatl thy Industries
Executive/Administrator: a3 Forestry/Fishing/ Farming: 15
Professlcnal Speslialty! 2 Mining: Q
Technician: i . Construction: 5
Sales; Z Non-Durable Manufacturing: 378
Administrative Support: 23 Durable Manufacturing: ]
Frivate Housechold: G Transportation: 1€
Frotective Service: 2 Communtceations/Utilities: 9
¢ther Frofassicnal Servica: 47 Wholesale Trade: 2
Farestry/Flghlng/Faming: 19 Retail Trade: 14
Precision Craft or Repair: a0 Finance/Insur./Real Estate: o
Maching Cperaters: 1%4 Pusinesss Repair Service: z
Transpertatlon or Materials: a6 Personal Serviees: Q
Handler/Equipmant/Laber: -1 Enterzainment/Recrsation: 2
Health Services: Q
Education Secviges: 18
Sther Profeselianal Secvices: 14Q
Public Administration: 25

"
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Januwary 11, 1996

Economic Analysis of Federal Regulations
Under Executive Order 12866

After Preaident Clinton signed Executives Order 12866, "Regulutory Planning und Review,” the Administrator of the Office of Information
and Regulstory Affsirs of the Offics of Managemant end Bodget convened an intetagency group to review the state of the art for economic
arlyzes of regulatory actions required by the Executive Onder. The group was co-chuired by s Member of the Council of Economis
Advizers and included represenintives of all the major regulatory sgencies. This document represents the results of an exhaustive two-yewr
ciTort bry the group 1o describe “best practioes™ for preparing the economic enatysis of a significant regulstory action called for by the
Excoutive Ondes.
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GLOBAL MARKETS FOR PRODUCTS

After access to the fishing stocks, these companies’ financial well-bsing and
ability to support employment within various communities depends on being able
to sell the fish or processead fishery products. These products are either sold
domestically or exported abroad. in either market, demand for these fishery
praducts is influenced by the availability and price of substitule products.

For the fisheries we are examining, most of the fish products are exported, rather
than consumed within U.S. boundaries. Although these products can be sold to
many nations' consumers and also face competition from fisheries worldwide,
most are consumed within Asian markets, particularly Japan.

The export market of edible groundfish products from Oregon, Washington, and
Alaska custom districts in 1995 amounted to 834 million pounds, valued at $285
million (Kinoshita et al, 1996), Exports of all edible fishery products from those
custom districts in 1995 were 1.4 billion pounds (633,188 metric tons), valued at
$2.15 billion. These exports accounted for 65.9% of the total U.S. export of
edible fishery products {Kinoshita and Terry, 1996)}.

External factors which, in part, determine the economic status of these fisheries
include

1. the prices and price indices of products that compete with the fish products,
2. foreign exchange rates,

3. the strength of the foreign economies, and

4. cold storage inventories.

As already noted, one thing that influences demand is the price and availability
of alternate products. Within the U.S., fishery products are relatively more
expensive in price than meat or pouitry items and individual fish products appear
to be more of a substitute for each other than for these other food categones.
Currenitly, Americans appear to be eating more satmon, but that increase comes
from reductions of other types of seafood, as opposed to reductions in beef or
poultry products. U.S. psr capita consumption of fish and shellfish has remained
fairly consistently around 15 pounds annually for the past decade (Kinoshita et
al, 1996) although the composition of that consumption varies. By oompansnn
Americans consume an average of 70 pounds of poultry each year.'

1 The News Tribune Tacoma, WA 6/1/96. ~Tyson Aims to Drum Up Fish Business/Poultry

Producer Opens Tacoma Hub.”



This document is a working draft and should NOT be cited nor:widely distriouted

Decision Analysis

Decisions are often irrevocable (although they often can be reversed Dy a new
decision at some future point) and they often are based on a variety of
information. There may be uncertainty over the actual values of much of that

information.

People make decisions in order to move closer to soma objective. Decision
analysis can improve the quality of the résults of a decision made by creating &
structured way of thinking about the objective and any related goals, and by
helping to identify the aliemate choices and their associated uncertainties.
Once the framework of the issue had been identified, decision analysis
constructs models, which capiure the relationships within and among these
components of a decision. The ranking of the altermatives by one or more
criteria of success, and tha associated sensitivity analysis, aliows a decision-
maker to both better understand the implications of any action he chooses to
fake and also provides a basis for sharing the justification of his action with
others.

Decision analysis spans many types of processes and can have broad
applications. In “Decision Analysis Applications in the Operational Research
Literature, 1970-1989" (Operations Research, vol.39, No.2, pp206-219,
March/April 1991 edition), authors Jameas Cormer and Craig Kirkwood report the
results of an intensive search of 10 different scientific journals for the period of
1970-1989. They found 86 published articles identified as applications of
decision analysis. These applications were categorized by them as applying in
the areas of energy, manufacturing & services, medical, public policy, and
general.

A good and accessrbla text that covers most of the aspects of decision analysis
is “Makin roduction to Decision Analysis® by Robert T.
Clemen. This 1986 text is a 2™ sedition and is often used in university courses
on decision analysis. The text has many practical examples and covers the
basic elements of decision analysis as grouped into thres main sections. The
topics covered in each section are identified below.
¢ Section One-—Modeling Decisions (Elements of Decision Problems,
Structuring Decisions, Making Choices, and Sensitivity analysis).
+ Sectlon Two—Modeling Uncertainty (Creativity, Probability Basics,
Subjective Probabilities, Theorsatical Probability Models, Using Data,
Monte Carlo Simulation, and the Value of Information)
« Section Three—Modeling Preferences (Risk Aftitudes, Utility
Axioms, Paradoxes, and Implications, Conflicting Objectives)

Another good reference for someone seeking to understand the process and
how to construct a model is a collection of readings taken from publications of

‘8- ' 3
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the Qperational Research Socisty of Great Britain. The book, “Readings in
Decision Analysis”, was written by Simon French and published in 1980.

The goal of tha decision analysis process is to develop a model. This model's
construction and outputs aid in the decision-making process in several key
ways:

» |t provides a framework for astablishing which criteria are important in making
the decision, the relative importance of the individual criteria, and explicitly
displays how the opticns will be evaluated.

» Through the graphical risk profile and the accompanying sensitivity analysis,
it helps drive consensus among varying perspectives and highlighis areas
where further information-gathering or study may be merited

o It allows the decision-maker{s) o communicate the implications of the
choices and makes it easier to justify the decision to other interested
stakeholders

Once the Team is formed, the process the Team is generally an iterative one
that requires coordination. The basic steps are outlined briefly below and
discussed thereafter in greater defail:

Step 1 Formulate the problem based on one's objectives
Step 2. Creation of alternatives

Step 3. Develop the decision model
a. Design an influence diagram establishing a basic
framework of the model
b. |dentify primary elements of uncertainty to be
considered
¢. Estimate the probabilities of the various events or
combinations of events accurring as well as the
associated values '

Step 4. Run the decision model
a. Indicate results,
b. generate the risk profile, and
c. conduct associated sensitivity analysis.

Step &. Interpret the implications and results

Step 6. Determine next step of action (e.g. implement decision or

: conduct a revised analysis)

® -
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World Economic Outlook
Annual Percentage Change

Advanced |4.1 42 4.3
economies

United 2.8 3.7 2.6
States

Japan 3.5 1.1 2.1
Germany |1.4 2.3 2.8
European |1.7 "12.6 2.8
Union

Newly 6.4 5.9 6.0
industrial

countries

(Asian

economies)

Developing | 6.5 6.2 6.2
countries

Source: International Monetary Fund, 1997 and
1998 are projected annual growth rates as of
September, 1997.

IMF forecasts giobal growth of about 4.5%

annually over the next five years (WSJ 9-17-97).
Average global growth has averaged 3.75% over

the past quarter-century.
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Message from the President

Maruha has been bringing the harvest of the
seas o cansurmers' tables for well aver a hundred
years now. This past century has been a time of
unprecedented change, and ovar the years Mamnha,
too, has experienced many changes. Conditions
surrounding the fishing industry have altered drasti-
cally, but the company has always responded in a
positive way, transforming itself from its original
specialization in the Jishery business intc a compre-
hensive food products enterprise centering on
marine preducts. indeed, ona could say that it is
change that deives progress,

Cn the threshold of the twenty-first century,
Maruha is anticipaling many more changes to coms
as we davelop a broad array of oparations. in aur
mast familiar lines of business, for example, we are
developing new food products designed to fully
utilize marine resources, as well as processed foods
with high added value o satisfy the consumer's
growing concern with health, genuing quality, and
convenience. We are commilted to actively providing
the products that consumers want, taking advantage
of the wide-ranging expenise of our R&D team and
our ready access Lo high-quality materials through
our corporate netwaork. And we witl strive not only to
meaat consumer needs, but alse to constantly renaw
the company itself by rising to every challenge. With-
its youthiul vitality and vision undimmed, Maruha will
continue to create a “Food Wonderland."

As a company whose maximumpotential is yet
to be realized, we will continue to draw on aver a
century's wiorth of experience 1¢ create products and
services for an ever-expanding market and a
prasparous futura.

;Zyw i
Keijiro Nakabe
President




From marine products to processed foods

to life sciences.
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Business Domain

Maruha's core operalions are marine
products and processed foods.

Our marine products business brings
into play all of Maruha's assets as a trading
compary. We make full use of our overseas
network to deliver seafoods from the world's
oceans to the dinner table.

In processed foods operations, we
deliver a wide variety of products includ-
ing canned, frozen, freeze-dried, chilled,
and retort foods, in response to diversifying
consumer tastes.

A large number of related or new
operations are developing around these two
core areas. Among them are our overseas
joint ventures in 18 countries. Our shipping
and cold storage operations ensure smooth
distribution. And we are also gaining atten-
tion with our health supplements, fine
chemicals, and cosmetics utilizing the
effective components of marine animals and
plants.
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Maruha, the expert on marine products.
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Japan's Annual Imports of Marine Producls

(Miiristry of Finance trade statistics)
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Marine Products

While Japan is the world's largest
importer of marine products, there is growing
demand in Europe, the United States, and
the booming economies of Southeast Asia
and China. To meet this demand, Maruha
supplies top-guality fish and shelifish from all
over the globe. These operations are support-
ed by our worldwide purchasing and sales
network as well as our active team of over-
seas staff who know where, and when, to
find any marine product at its best.

Marine food products are a finite
resource. As one of the world's largest
marketers of marine products, we will
address the need to sustain and foster these
resources for the future world food supply.
Shrimp

Japan is one of the world's biggest
consumers of shrimp, importing 300,000 tons
yearly. Maruha handles about 10% of this
volume—the largest marketl share in the
industry.

Cuttiefish and Octopus

Maruha also leads the industry in cuttle-
fish and octopus imports, handling 40% of
the 50,000 tons of cuttlefish and 30% of the
100,000 tons of octopus which Japan
imports annually.

Tuna

Maruha imports choice frozen tuna,
mainly bluefin, from many parts of the world
tor use in sashimi, and also airfreights fresh
tuna, e
Salmon and Trout

Japan imports considerable quantities
of salman and trout. Maruha supplies the
world's best from North America, Northern
Europe, and Chile.

Surimi

Demand for surimiand surimi products
is increasing in the United States, Europe
and Southeast Asia. We handle about
100,000 tons annually,

Other Fish and Shellfish

Other types of fish supplied by Maruha
are sea bream, flounder, horse mackerel, and
Spanish mackerel, while shellfish include
guality crabs such as king crabs and snow
crabs, scallops, and ark shell.
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The Maruha brands guarantee healthy dining pleasure




Maruha not only selects materials from
all over the world, but also actively creates
its own delicious products as a manufacturer
of processed foods. As consumers' tastes
diversify, Maruha will continue to deliver the
extra value they look for in food products.
Health, genuine quality, and convenience
are our keywords,

Canned Foods

Canned seafoods, such as c¢rab,
scallop, tuna, mackerel, and mackerel pike,
are the mainstay of Maruha's range. We
also rank first or second in market share for
canned vegetables, including asparagus,
mushrooms, and sweetcorn.

Retort and Microwaveable Meals

Maruha has entered the field of retort
foods, such as seafood and pork cutlet
curries and a series of toppings for rice dishes.
We are also active in the microwaveabls
meal sector, including fish dishes and
stews.

Fish Hams and Fish Sausages

Fish hams and fish sausages are
ever-popular products in Japan. We are
constantly striving to improve their quality
and convenience.

Frozen Foods

Maruha supplies the food service
industry, such as restaurants and supermarket
delicatessen counters, with processed fish
and shelifish products, frozen ready-to-cook
foods, and frozen vegetables. Production is

Processed Foods

based both in Japan and in other countries
where the raw materials are produced,
including China, Taiwan, Thailand, and the
Philippines.
Freeze-dried Products

Freeze-drying has made il possible to
preserve food materials over long periods
without flavor loss. Maruha produces
freeze-dried ingredients for makers of
instant nocdles and soups, as well as its
own series of instant savory rice dishes.
Sugar

Maruha supplies a wide range of
sweeteners, from white sugar to com sweet-
eners such as high-fructose corn syrup,
corn syrup, and fructose. Our new laciosu-
crose sweetener stimulates the action of
Bacilius bifidus in the intestine and thus
helps promote digestion and overall health.
Other Products

Other Maruha products include chiiuwa,
a traditional fish-paste delicacy which
continues to lead the industry in guality,
chopped tuna for sushi; lightly smoked
salmon far sashimi; laver; Jellice, the best-
known brand of powdered gelatine; "Bacana’
brand chilled beef; and "Pastora® brand
processed livestock products.




Maruha is a prominent player in various fields.

Dehydrated Foods, Health Supplements,
Pharmaceutical and Cosmetic Ingredients

Among Maruha's products in this area
are freeze-dried ingredients for instant foods,
and natural seasoning manufactured from
fish and shellfish. We also utilize our techni-
cal expertise to produce health supplements
such as DHA, which is extracted from oils
found in the eye sockets of skipjack and
tuna; EPA from sardine oils; and calcium from
fish bones.

In the field of pharmaceuticals and
cosmetics, notable areas of product
development include pharmaceuticals,
which utilize the effective components of
marine animals and plants, and cosmetics
based on sgualene compounds, which are
extracted from the livers of deep-sea sharks
and are reportedly effective in activating
skin cells. These are fields of increasing
interest to consumers.

Overseas Joint Ventures

Maruha's joint ventures not only contribute
to a stable supply of marine rescurces for
Japan, but also benefit the partner countries
in many ways, including the role played by
Maruha's plants, technology, and funds in
promoting the development of the local
fishing industry and economy. Teday, Maruha
is a partner in 30 overseas joint ventures,
located in 18 countries. Our cooperative
veniures with governments and private corpo-
rations around the world include: Solomon
Taiyo Lid.(Sclomon Island),which exports
frozen and canned tuna; Société Malgache
de Pécherie (Madagascar) and EFRIPEL
(Mozambique), both engaged in fishing; and
Western Alaska Fisheries Inc. (U.5.A.), King-
fisher Holdings Ltd. (Thailand), and Zhoushan
Industrial Co., Ltd. (China), which process
maring products.
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Activities

Cold Storage

The Maruha Group has built up a nation-
wide network of cold storage facilities
whose capacity currently totals about
660,000 tons, making it one of the largest in
Japan, and we are further strengthening this
network to contribute to Japan's frozen
delivery system.

Shipping

Maruha currently operates a world-
wide fleet of 30 refrigerated carriers. As
well as frozen marine products, these
vessels carry cargoes of fruit, vegetables,
and meal. We have also established
overseas joint ventures in the shipping
business such as Reefar Express Lines in
Bermuda,

Aquaculture

Maruha became involved in aquaculture
fram an early stage with the aim of utilizing
marine resources more effectively. Starting
in 1858 with rainbow trout, we have estab-
lished hatching and rearing techniques for
sea bream, yellowtail, tiger puffer, and
yellow jack, among other species.

Fisheries

In 1977, many countries adopted 200-
mile fishery conservation zones, and
Japan's pelagic fishery industry has been
steadily downgized since then. Under these
caonditions, Maruha has been forced to
drastically downsize its fishing fleet and
currently has only two 3,000-ton trawlers.
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Locations of Plants and
- Research Laboratories
Maonbetsy Plani

‘Central Flesearch Institute

Plants and R&D

Plants

Maruha has a nationwide network of six
production bases. These are located in
Monbetsu, Sapporo, Sendai, Utsunomiya,
and Shimonoseki. Maruha also undertakes
the manufacturing of processed marine
products and other processed foods at its
cooperative plants in Japan and overseas,

In every one of thase plants, wa employ
state-of-the-art production technology and
equipment, together with complete quality
control, to ensure superior flavor and quality
worthy of the Maruha brand name.

Research & Development

The Central Research Institute is located
in Tsukuba Science City, north of Tokyo.
Here, Maruha pursues a broad array of
research, working in concert with universi-
ties, national research institutes, and other
companies, Areas being explored include:
the physical properties and functions of
foodstulfs; manufacturing and processing
technology; additives and the use of
enzymes; biocactive substances derived
from marine plants and animals: and basic
biochemical research related to aquaculture.

i2




| The Maruha Group pools the strength of its
! more than 200 companies.

Others

Real estat
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Procurement

Feed, livestock,
and meat

Food processing
and sales




| Group Diversification

The Maruha Group comprises over 200
companies, in Japan and overseas. Their
multifaceted operations extend to all areas of
daily life, from marine product wholesaling.
food processing and sales, and cold storage.
1o jewelry and furs.

In the food service sector, for example,
the Maruha Group operates a variety of distinc-
live, trend-setting restaurants, offering elegant
sealood dinners or ethnic menus.

Maruha also owns the Yokohama Bay
Stars, one of Japan's 12 professional baseball
teams.

With each of its diverse companies
contribuling to prosperity in its own field, the
Maruha Group is poised for new progress as
we enter the 215t century.

Sea and land
transportation

The Maruha Group

Operations ach S . 8 o
Figheries 2] 27.354 516
Marine producis who'esalers | 20 548817 | 1,835
— | : !
; Cold storage Food processing and sales | 20 | 140,436 | 3,300
1 Cold storage 16 25,048 o958 |
Feed, livestock, and meat | 12 49449 | 623 |
Sea and land transportation g 19,942 951
Procurement 5 25495 476 | .
Jewelry and furs 4 9914 429 | '_.'g{ :
feal estale 3 2778 10| . ‘?‘/
Others a8 28812 | 1432 ?‘SE'-:..,{D
' Cwerseas enlerprises 83 141,086 | 11,431 :%
| TOTAL 208 | 1,020,031 | 22,091 1{' Q

{asal March 31, 1996)

Fisheries

arine p| “oducts
whole | ;alers
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Maruha is constantly realizing new potential—
around the globe and close to home.

Sales Breakdown

(Unit: billion yen; percentage of lotal net sales in parenthases)

B Net Sales 411.4 (April 1, 1995 ~March 31, 1996}

Fish and shellfish 205.5 (49.9%)
Canned foods 28.9 ( 7.0%)
Frozen foods 33.7 { B.2%)
Other processed foods—50.5 (12.3%)
Sugars 441 (10.7%)
Warehousing income —— 1.2 ( 0.3%)
Feed and bait 12.9 ( 3.1%)
Meat and livestock 17.7 ( 4.3%)
Marine freight income ——9.3 ( 2.3%)
Others 7.6 { 1.9%)

Warehousing income

Feed and bait

Meat and livestock

Marine freight income

B Sales and Ordinary Income

ear Ended Saies{bilionyen]  Chrdinary Income (million yen)
March 1994 433.0 183
March 1995 420.8 2,413
March 1996 411.4 2,950




Executive Lineup

v ou u y

From the third person from the left in the front row : Executive Managing Director Takaharu Ikeda, Executive Vice President Koichi Maeda,
President Keijiro Nakabe, Executive Managing Director Yutaka Ando.

Corporate Organization

——{ Manna Froducts Trada Deparment Not |
| Marine Products Trace Departmeni No.2 |
————1{ Marine Products Trade Depariren No3 |

——{ Corperate Mansgemant and Planning Difice |

i Genexal Alfairs and Legal Depanment |

|| Personnel Management Depasmen |

[ Marine Produsts Sales Deparment |
———{ Chiled and Frozen Foods Department |
———{ Processed Foods Depadtment |
- Foods and Fine Chemicals Depariment |

(as of June 2T, 1556)

e =3 — Hokbaide Regicnal Branch |
——— Maal and Feedswll Depanment | , -
———] Shimancseki Area Branch | [ Tonoku Regional Branch |
Board al Executive - —| Sugar Depanment i
Dractors | Committes __| Mﬂrﬁ(etﬂg Depanment | [ - I
- T ] L sheries Operaions Depement | | Iz 10 Regional Branch ]
i . c { Ghina Depariment ] |
- VWhale Sales Groug
—-—| Production Management Depanrment | —tmrs-eas T —— ]
Do iore and sthforel Feork St G |
[ -
e H Cenlral Research Institule | { Coid Storage Opeations Depariment |
: ¥ 1 . a
Auditors  — m‘ﬂile | eemarh Paning Do, | I Aquacuturing Operaticns Depaniment | ——{ Chubu Regional Branch |
—1 Travd Fishery Departrment - -
| [Fonds Ressarch Labormiory | - =Y | —— Kansai Regionsl Branch |
—! Shipping Depariment | : _
—{ Biochemisiry Fesearch Laboratory | { Chugelu Regional Branch |
— Menbetsu Plant |
—| Duality Cantrol Office | o P ] — Kyushu Regicoal Branch |
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Network

Overseas
Representative Offices

France

Pariz Representative Office
LLS.A

New Jersey Representative Office
Thailand

Bangkok Representative Office
Singapore

Singapore Representative Office
New Zealand

Auckland Representative Office
Morocco

Agadir Representative Office
Spain

Las Palmas Representative Office
Senegal

Dakar Representative Office
China

Beijing Representative Office
Dalian Representative Office
Shanghai Representative Cffice
Russia

Viadivostok Representative Cffice

- Kamchatka Representative Cffice

Sakhalin Representative Office

M Ovorseas Representatve Offices
@ Overseas Joint Veniures

" Ak Overseas Joint Venturas' Branches

Principal Overseas
Joint Ventures and Subsidiaries

Taiyo (U.K.) Ltd. /UK.~ Trade

Gill & Duffus S.A. /" Switzerland /" Trade

Sodiedad Pesquera Taiyo Chile Lida./Chile./ Trade

Westem Alaska Fisheries. Inc../U.S.A./ Sealood processing

Alyeska Seafoods, Inc./U.S A,/ Sealood processing

Westward Seafoods, Inc..”U.S.A./Seafood processing

Supreme Alaska Seafoods, Inc../U.S.A./Seafood processing

Trans Ocean Products, Ine./U.5.A./ Seafood processing

Reefer Express Lines Pty., Lid. /Bermuda.” Shipping

Kingfisher Heldings Lid../ Thailand,”"Sealood processing

Vela Taiyo Fishery Co., Lid.~"New Zealand/Fisheries

Solomen Taiyo Ltd. /Soloman Islands,/Seafood processing

P.T. Musantara Fishery.” Indonesia ~”Shrimp fisheries

Bengal Fisheries Ltd. ~Bangladesh,/Shrimp fisheries

South Australian Marine Farm Pty., Ltd. /Australia” Southern bluefin tuna farm
Maruha (Hong Kong) Ltd. / Hong Keng~ Trade

Raoping Younglian Foodstufis Factory Co., Lid../China” Frozen food processing
Cix Yongching Frozen Foods Co., Lid.”China/ Frozen food processing
China Zhouyang Fishery Co., Lid..~China/ Fisheries

Lianjiang Xinyang Aquatic Products Ca., Lid./"China” Seafocd processing
Zhoushan Industrial Co., Ltd.~China.~ Seafood processing

Dandong Hongming Food Products Co., Ltd. .~ China.< Seafood processing
Société Malgache de Péacherie / Madagascar /Shrimp fisheries

Entreposto Frigorifico de Pesca de Mocambigue, Ltda.” Mozambique /“Shrimp fisheries
New Eastem Lid./Liberia/Shipping




History

Company History

1BBO

1904
1924

1943
1945

1949

1851

1952
1953
1958
1960
1964
1977
1878
1980
1993

1935
1996

The founder, lkujiro Nakabe, begins purchasing fish from fishermean

for sale to wholesalers at the wholesale fish market in Osaka.

Operation base moved to Shimonoseki in Yamaguchi Prefecture.

Incorporated as K.K. Hayashikane Shoten, ending the era of

privaie cperation.

Corporate name changed to Nishi Taiyo Gyogyo Tosei K.K.

Virtually all overseas assets and operations lost at the end of WWII,

Corporate name changed to Taivo Gyogyo K.K. (Taiyo Fishery Co., Ltd.)

Corporate headguarters moved to Tokyo.

Taiyo professional baseball club (present-day Yokohama Bay Stars)

established.

Overseas operations started. (Our corporation was one of the first marine products companies to do so.)
Salmon fishing using mother hips resumed in northern seas.

Fish hams and sausages put on sale.

Aquaculture operations begun.

West African fishing grounds opened to trawling.

Operations expanded from the marine products business into feeds and livestock production.
Sugar operations begun with capital participation in Ensuiko Sugar Refining Co., Ltd,
Adaption of 200-mile zone by many counlries around the world dramatically reduces fishing operations.
New headguarters building completed in central Tokyo.

Central Research Institute moved to Tsukuba City north of Tokyo.

New tradermark adopted. Corporate name changed to

Maruha Corporation (Maruha Kabushiki Kaisha).

Joint venture Zhoushan Industrial Co., Ltd. established in China.

Acquisition of Talyo Seafoods Co., Lid.

MARUHA CORPORATION

Public Relations Office

1-2, 1-chome, Oternachi, Chiypda-ku, Tokya, Japan 100
Telephone: 03-3215-0821 Facsimile: 03-3216-0342




MARUHA CORPORATION

1-2, 1-chome, Otemachi, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo, Japan 100

Office ~ Department

Telephone

Corporale Management and Planning Office  03-3216-0226

General Affairs and Legal Depariment
Personnel Management Depariment
Finance and Accounting Department
Marketing Department
Key Account Sales Promotion Department
Production Management Department
Marine Producls Trade Department No. 1

. Marine Products Trade Depariment No. 2
Marine Products Trade Department No. 3
Marine Products Sales Department
Chilled and Frozen Foods Department
Processed Foods Department
Foods and Fna Chemicals Department
Meat and Feedstuff Depariment
Sugar Departmmt
Overseas Fsheriss ﬂperﬂtons Department
Chlna Departmem 5 =

es5.D
Cold: Stdrage Gﬁeﬁm Beparhnant
mei Fishery,Department’ -
Shipping Departméril 4
Central Hma?&h‘!nshhﬂa

Sendai Plant == =

Utsmdmiya.{-i’fﬁ"ﬁﬁlﬂm
Shwnunasekrﬂ }-* :

03-3216-0232
03-3216-0233
03-3216-0356
03-3216-0863
03-3216-0368
03-3216-0391
03-3216-0B19
03-3216-0B35
03-3216-0848
03-3216-1716
03-3216-0801
03-3216-0804
03-3216-0B53

03-3216-0807

03-3216-0890
03-3216-0254
03-3216-0320
03-3216-0373

03-3216-0313

03-3216-0272
03-3216-0294
0298-64-6700
01582-4-3105
011-621-1581
022-236-3461
028-667-0801
0832-67-4610

092-724-7254

Facsimile

03-3216-0290
03-3216-0826
03-3216-0241
03-3216-0251
03-3216-0336
03-3216-0840
03-3216-0333
03-3216-0304 -
03-3216-0303
03-3216-0848
03-3216-0261
03-3216-1718 |
03-3216-0860.
03:3216:0865

03-3216-0339
03-3216-0382 -

03—3216 0323 l'-
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ISH & SHELLFISH

The pride of being the world's largest marketel
of marine products.

Japan is the world's largest importer of
marine {ood products, with increases
recorded every year. Maruha handles
annual imports worth ¥132 billion of
seafood products from around the world,
Maruha's worldwide network spans the
sea from every comer of the world, while
overseas joint ventures are strongly
promoted to assure a reliable supply of
fish and shellfish to meet consumer
demand now, and in the future.

Shrimp

As a country, Japan boasts the highest
per capita consumption of shrimp,
importing over 300,000 tons yearly.
Maruha holds the largest share { some
15% ) in the industry including superior
quality “on-board frozen™ shrimp by
overseas joint venlures.

Cuttlefish & Octopus

Maruha handles some 20% of the 60,000
tons of cuttlefish imported into Japan
yearly. Maruha also handles 30% of the
110,000 tons of octopus imported
annually. In both of these preducts,
Maruha holds the largest share in Japan.

Skipjack & Tuna

Maruha vessels equipped with deep
freezing facilities catch skipjack and tuna.
Maruha also handles frozen tuna from
around the world, along with air-freighted
shipments of fresh tuna from Australia,
the Philippines, Spain, and the United
States. In order to optimize limited
marine resources, Maruha is also
engaged in aguaculture of bluefin tuna.

Salmon & Trout

Japan now imports more than 200,000
tans of salmon and trout from Chile,
Norih America, and Northern Europe.
Qur main source is Western Alaska
Fisheries, Inc., a 100%-owned Maruha
subsidiary.

Surimi

In Japan, 400,000 tons of surimi, both
domestic and imporied, are used every
year for the production of fish ham, fish
sausage, and other Japanese fish
delicacies. Maruha handles the largest
share, some 100,000 tons, mainly
imported from Alaska through Maruha's
joint ventures, the world's largest-scale

supply operation of its type.

Crab

Imparts of crab have grown steadily in
response to the recent trend toward
gourmel dining in Japan. Maruha
handles about 10,000 tons of crab
yearly, mosily from Russia and Maruha's
joint ventures in Alaska.

Other Fish & Shellfish

Maruha also supplies other types of fis!
and shellfish. Fishes include sea bream
flounder, horse mackerel, Spanis!
mackerel, cutiass fish, and so0 on
Shelltish such as scallop, ark shell
cockle, and arctic surfclam are supplied
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Qverseas Reprasentative Offices

REPRESENTATIVE QOFFICE COUNTRY TELEPHONE FACSIMILE
London Representative Office LK {44)171-520-2488 (401 71-628-3502
Paris Reprasantative Cifice France {33)1-47-23-9854 (FIN-4T-23-2057
Now Jarsey Represantative Offca Uus.A {1)}201-740-0740 {1201 -740-0440
Bangkok Representative Office Thalland {58)2-253-4419 (65)2-253-2037
Singapare Representzative Office Singapore (55)220-1844 (682224037
Auckand Repraseniative Offica MNew Zaatand {84)9-30TETTE . (GA)3-30T6958
Agadir Representattve Office . Manceo (212)8.843560 {212)8-844354
Las Palmas Representative Office Gran Canana, Span {3d)28-462a7a (34)26-465842
Dekar Representative Cffice Senegal (221)22:2641 (221)22-2161
LCapa Town Represantative Ofice South Africa (2721-264328 {27)21-252148
Beifing Representative Office China (B6)1-513-0650 (86)1-512-8360
Dallan Represontative Office . China (BEM11-23-5527 (REM1-80-0672
Shanghai Representative Office China (86)21-275-3333 (BE)21-275-8331
Viadivastok Represoniative Otice RAussia (FHSE2658168 7 BT29-1404307
Petropaviovsk-Kamehatski

Represantative Qffice Russia 37519 8720.1405124
Sakhalin Representativa Cifice Russia 288-468 298455
Principal Overseas Joint Ventures & Subgidiaries
JOINT VENTURE . LOUNTRY . TYPE OF BUSINESS
Salomon Taiyo Lid. Honiara, Solomen Islends Fisherles, skipjack
Vala Taiyo Fishary Co., Lid. Hamaton, New Zealand Fisheries
Bennal Rsharias Lid. Chittagong, Bangladesh Figheries, shrimp
Socdaté Malkgashe dee Pacherie Mahajanga, Madagascar Flshertas, shrimp
EFRIPEL Mapmne, Mozambique Fisheras, shrimp
P.T.Nusantara Fishery Jakarta, Indonesia Fisharias, shrimp
China Zhouyang Fehery Co., Lid Zhoushan, Ching Figherieg, shrimp
Crafian. Shuang Da Aquatic Go., Ltd. Dalian, China Aguacytt.re, shrimp
Waeatemn Alaska Fizheres, Inc. Soatila, UL5A Procassing, seafoods
Alysska Seafoods, Ine. Sealtie, U.S.A. Processing, surimi, seafocds
Trang-Ocean Produsts, Inc. Baqlingham, U.5.A Processing, crab-llavored fish atick
Wastward Seafoods, Inc. Saattle, U.S.A Processing, surimi, seafoeds
Sovmastone Predpriatie Diana Yuzhmo-Sakhallnsk, Rusgia Pracessing, surlmi
Kingfisher Holdings Lid, . Barigkok, Thatland Procassing, cammed foods, kozen foods
Ranping Yourgfian Foodsht Fastory Ca,, Eid Raaping, China Pmocassing, Trozen foods
Zhoushan Industriat Co,, Lid, Zhoushan, China, Processing, trading, sealoods
Talyo (LK) Lid, Londan, LiK. Trade, seafoods, sugar
Tan Gyogyo Co., (Horg Kong) Lid. Hong Kong Trada, Sealoods, paars
Gill & Caiffus 5.A. Ganava, Swizerland Trade, simar
Sociedad Pesguera Taiyo Chile Lida. Santiago, Chile Trade, seafoods
RAesler Express Linas Py., Lid, Hamfiton, Bamnuga Shipping
New Eastorn L1d. Manrovia, Liberia Shigping
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production can compete with roe-heming from North America.

Detalls are scarce atthis point, but the fishing effort was relatively high this year. Russianfactory ships participated in
the fishery, following the end of the roe-pollockfishery, in addition tofactory vessels from both North and South Korea,
- The Nosth Korean fleet alone can process more than 7,000 tons, and when combined with the other participants, the
40,000ton catchfigureis very believable,

Eventhough about 40,000 tons was harvested in thefishery, it isuncertain howmuch of this productis actually usable
for sale as ros-heming. lcebengs remained in the mainfishing ground in the Okhotsk Sea, and the herring were late in
getiing close tothe shore. Asa result, by thetime the herming were taken inthe coastal set hets, the majority of the fish
wete “spawn olits”. Reports from the grounds indicate that roe recovery rates range from 3% upto 12%.

“The highest roe rates were apparentiy found in the herring in the top levels of the set nets, with spawn outs increasing
towards the bofiom. The herring weretransferred tothe processing vesselsusing afishpump, however, meaning that
eachfrozenlotcontains awidely varying mixture of matureroatospawnouts. Theimportersaregenerally afraid to buy
the product, even with sampling of eachlot, as the samples are nat guaranteed to properly represent the entire lot.

Alotof 2,500tons of roe-herring and ancther of more than 700tons has already beenimported into Japanfor processor
inspection, butthe Japanese processors aren't able to seta price because of the uncentainty of the overall roe rates of
theproduct, Thereisagoodpossibility, thersfore, thatmost of the productwitbe shippedto China for stripping and expart
toJapan. -

It will take some time before the actual amount of mature roe from this year's Russian fishery is known. Assuming that
about 30,000 tons of this year's roe-herring is usable, about 1,500 tons of herring roe could be produced &t a 5% roe
recovaryrate, or2,400tons at a rate of 8%. While the Russian operations need a ot of work to effectively compete with
established operations inNorthAmerica, thisfiLhery could eventually beaviableforcainthefuture marketplace forhesting
roe. {HSK June 7, 1997} .

GOVERNMENT/ANDUSTRY

-

Marvha Surimi Opmﬂ‘;n;

S—

Maruha reported plans to increase their fleet of catcher boats, in orderto increase and stabilize the supply of peliock to
theiroperations. Maruhahas three shore-based ptants, and one mothership, operating Inthe North Pacific, with atotal
reported capacity of about 40,000 tons. . .

ThefourMamhatacilities receive pollock from the catcher boats and process the fish into surimi. Maintaining aconstant
flestis increasingly important to a stable operation, espedially in view of the "Olympic” fishing system underwhich the
fleet operates. In ordertomaintainastablefleet of vesselsfishing fortheir plants, Maruha hasbeenincreasingly willing
to invest in equipment and other improvements for catcher boats in their fleet.

Last year, their fleet totaled 12 vessels, of which most, or all, of have received some form of assistance for capital
improvements aimed atimproving efficiency. Their curment cdicherboatfteet currently totals about 23 vessels, orabout
one-fourth of the estimated total of about 90 catcher boats operating in the fishery, (NSK June&, 1997)

=




Luke Buell the Lin LiZsie 1oF Rimseil
after his previous boat, the 32" Briny, sank
in Augus: 1995 during Hurricane Felix.
The aluminum lobster boat is powered with
the 160-h.p. Perkins 6-154 diesel that came
oul of the Briny. The Perkins is hooked up
toa Wamer 1.91:] gear that spins a 247 x
207 four-bladed bronze prop at the end of a
2" Aquamet shaft. That's not a lot of power
for a 34-footer, but Luke says she still
punches out 16 mph.

The single-chine hull is plated with 1/4™
5086 aluminum. The chine has a 3"-wide
flat step, except where the chine is faired
into the bow sections. The flat siep helps
the Tin Lizzie achieve some lift and damp-
ens the rolling motion. When Luke 15 haul-
ing traps, he says the chine “rakes the roll
right out of it. She's steady.”

Plating for the work deck, which
stretches 22° from the main bulkhead to the
transom, is also 1/4™ plate. The wash rails
from the bulkhead aft are 1/4", while the
plating on the forward deck is 3/16", as is
the plating for the split wheelhouse. The
transverse framing is made up of 14" x 27

ahore A4 and >0Ulh b0re 28 uils, and U_"
lune they yard will be constructing a deck
maold for the 38-footer.

Two South Shore 3ds are poing out as kit
boats for Friendship, Maine, lobstermen
Tim Thompson and Tom Thibodeau. The
boats will be finished by Gary Delano, a
Waldoboro lobsterman who finishes off
hulls in the winter. Both boats will have
220-h.p. John Dezre engines. South Shore
Boats will be mounting the engines and
installing shafting. tankage and rudders
before sending the lobster boats to Delano.

Another South Shore 34 is scheduled to
£0 10 Spruce Head, Maine, lobsterman Den-
nis Darling in April. Darling's boat will
also have a 220-h.p. John Deere engine for
power. along with a Twin Disc MG506 gear
with a 2:] reduction.

A pair of 38" hulls, both for Maine lob-
stermen, will be going oul soon to finish-
ers. The first is for Philip Genthner in
Friendship and the other is for Mike Prior
in Bremen. Prior's boat has a 650-h.p.
Mack engine and is being {inished off by
Kenny Flower, Genthner's boat will go to

— = g

John P Luke plated the 34' Tin Lizzie's single-chine hull with 1)

“-wide flat siep in the chine helps give the lobsier boar some [ift «

Clark [sland Boatworks in Spruce Head 1o
be complated.

Fishermen looking for 2 different design
than Maine's Down-East style can try the
43-foater at Dorelle Boat Builders Lid. in
Cap-Pele, New Brunswick. Boats built in
this Canadian yard clearly show a
Northumberland Strait heritage, with their
slight clipper bows and heavily Mared for-
ward sections.

Donelle Boat Builders® Leon Denelle has
been building fiberglass boats for only two
years, but befere that, he built about 650
woopden lobster boars. His father con-
structed 1,000 fishing vessels, and his
grandfather built another 1 000, That's what
you call a committed boatbuilding family.
In case you're wondering how many fiber-

glass boats Leon he
16 this March.
Those 43" % 147 -
gone (o Canadian
exceplion of one bo
Beach conch and bl
Portlock. It's likely
boats will be going »
1o a number of fi-
Rhode Island and L
Portlock's boat
diesel for power. |
fiberglass boats Leo:
Cummins engines 1
themn have the 300-|
h.p. Cummins, Don
will hit 22 knots.

n addition to his traditional repair and

conversion services for commercial fish-

g boats, John Johnson, owner of Ventura
Harbor Boatyard in Mentura, Calif., is begin-
ning to market bulbous bows, Inis a relatively
inexpensive project that, he says, can save
fishermen money at the fuel pump. In Jan-
uary, he finished adding a bulbous bow to the
80" Royal Dawn, a high-scas albecore troller
awned by Brent Bixler of Santa Barkara.

“We'ne getting more and more interest from
commercial fishermen,” says Johnson of the
bow conversions, “Every time we've done one,
we've seen a leasta | improvement in
efficiency of the boat. You can either po faster
with the same amount of fuel, or you can go
the same speed with less fuel. Cost varies with
the boat, but this one was about $15,0000

Although a bulb adds friction with
increased wetted surface, it helps 1o redoce
wave-making resistance, which bzcomes
more important than friction at higher
speeds. The wake created by the bulbous
bow has the effect of canceling out the nor-
mal bow wave, and the result is a2 net redue-
tion in wave-making resistance.

“The bulb will impact speed in the 5- 10 &-
knotl ares on a full-displacement boat,” adds
marine architect Paul Gow of PK Marine in
Moorpark, Calif., who designs the bulbous
bow projects for Johnson, “But, when you
give it additional power, you will reach an
upper limit where 10p economical speed will
not change much, After this conversion, you
can expect a reduction in horsepower at that
point in the order of 10 10 15 percent, and
maybe 20 percent if you're lucky. But you
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won't see a [0- 10 15-percent increase in 1op
economical speed. Although the resistance
curve starts out very gently, it hits that point
where it lums and goes almost vernical™”

Up in Puget Sound, Nichols Bros. Boat
Builders in Freeland, Wash | expects to
complele a major repower project on the
185" trawler Alaskan Command by June 1.
The vessel, owned and operated by Wesi-
ward Seafoods, will have three times her
previous power with a pair of new Wartsila
3.218-h.p. diesels, plus a new shaft and
controllable-pitch propeller.

“The power of the old engines was rela-
tively low,” explaing project manager Jeff
Binford. “My undersianding is that they had
trouble pulling their nets, running their
hydraulics and going forward at the same
time. The new engines will give them
plenty of raw power to do all thar”

Fish-hold capacity is also being increased
by expanding into spaces previously used as
fuel tanks and converting former ballast ranks
into new fuel storage. The hold will be lined
with stee]l — backed by foam insulation —
for use as dry freezing space pant of the year
and for wet RSW storage at olher limes.

Other work on the Alaskan Command
includes pulling oot two auxiliary genera-
tors from the engine room and adding two
new 900-kw shall generators, constructing
a new hydraulic room and installing two
new Rapp-Hydema trawl winches and a
Rapp-Hydema fish pump.

A little farther north, Sea Wolf Marine
Manufacturing in Burlinglon, Wash.,
recently delivered a new aluminum crew
boat to Seeret Harbor Sehool, a private alter-
native school for bays on Cyprus Tsland near
Anacories, Wash. The 30° x 10" aluminum
vessel cost arcund $105.000 and will be

Adding a bulbous bow, like the one sporied by the 80’ Royal Dy

inexpensive way for a fisherman to cut fuel costs.

used to transpon personnel and supplies.
The raised-pilothouse desipn fealures 2
I4-degree Y-bottom hull with §"-wide gull-
wing (5 degree) chines. Construction
includes 1/4" bottom plate. 371567 sides,
316" read plue on decks, 1747 x 3" longi-

rudinals on 12" centers and 316" x 5" = 3"

flanged thwartship frames every 24", The
pilothouse'contains a centered helm station
with single auxiliary seals on either side: the
lower, after cabin provides additional seating
for 16 in eight transit bus-type seats.
During sea trials, the single 230-h.p.
Yolvo KAD 42 duo=-prop stemdrive tumed

21 knots at 3,000
aboard and 24 knoi
one was very hap
furmed out.” says b
“We came in way .
and performance wi
some concern about
full throttle (3,900
about 32 knaots. Th
have is that it is oo
four walls and 2 he:
transporting their p
Zodiacs in all types
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"NEW FISHING VESS

A US factory traw‘ler is
being transformed Into
a mid-water trawling’
tank ship on the same
lines as the highly
successful Chelsea K.

Westward Sea Foods is
converting the 185 ft.
(56.38 metre) Alaskan
Command to land to its
processing plant in
Alaska.

Chelsea K, the 150 ft.
tank ship built by the
Martinac Shipyard at
Tacoma, set catch records
for the US fleet fishing
pollock.

Now, Alaskan Command
is due to emerge from the
Nichols Brothers Boat
Builders Inc. shipyard later
this month repowered and
refitted.

Her refit for US-basad
aowner Westward Sea
Food includes two new
12V200 Wartsild main
engines each developing

Factory

switches

3250 hp at 1500 rpm —
replacing her old 1200 hp
engines also from
Wartsila,

The engine maker is
also supplying new shafts,
shaft generators and
controllable pitch
propellers.

She is being fitted with a
new hydraulic system and

control room, along with
two new trawl winches
from Norwegian firm Rapp
Hydema, replacing her old
Marco WT366 MarTrawl
winches. Rapp Hydema
also supplied a new fish
pump system.

Existing deck machinery
includes an automated
trawl control system and

to tanks...

nat drums, both supplied
by Marco, along with
gilsen and auxiliary
winches from Pullmaster.

Alaskan Command will
also have her fish holding
capacity increased and a
new refrigerated seawater
system installed.

She originally started
her career as an offshore

The §6.38
metre
Alaskan
GCommand
as she
antered
the Nichols
Brothers
yard. She
Is due to
emerge
this month
as a tank
ship.

supply vessel before
being converted to a
factory trawler in 1989
(see FNI March 1988) at
the Marco shipyard in
Seattle.

Changes to her then
included: fish holds
converted from former
mud tank areas;
whealhouse
modifications; relocation
of her control house to act
as a traw| control station;
raised bulwarks with
winch foundations; two
gantries; a mezzanine
deck; and an additional
two rooms in the
accommaodation area.

For the last eight years
Alaskan Command has
been catching yallowfin
sole, rock sole and Pacific
cod, which were headed,
gutted and frozen on
board before being
delivered at sea to reefar
vessels.

LS

Yard's third
trawier for
teep water

A 40 METRE stern trawler
being built for the Fair-
weather Fishing Co. Ltd. of
Peterhead, Scotland, is des-
tined for deepsea fishing in
Atlantic waters.

The 55.6 million trawler,
designed by Macduff Ship
Desipn Ltd. for a crew of up
to 18, will have sophisticated
fish handling systems.

With a speed of 14 knots,
the new trawler’ from the
Ailsa-Troon shipyard on the
Firth of Clyde is mainly for
twin-rig trawling and she
will have two stern ramps
and six sweepline winches
serving her large trawl deck.

Fairweather has heen
formed by Peterhead skipper
John Buchan and Caley
Fisheries Ltd. Their craft
replaces Pursuir IT (PD 197)
which will continue to oper-
ate within the Caley organi-
sation, but with a new skip-
per.

Three 43-tonne  trawl
winches, each carrying 3460
metres of 26 mm warp, will
he computer-controlled,
while a mechanised fish han-
dling system will feed her
340 cu, metre chilled fish-
room.

Ailsa-Troon is now build-
ing 2 A0 metre stern trawler
for lan and Billy Gati,
together with the Denholm
Fishing Co. Planning work is
also under way on a $4.6
million and 34 mefre trawler
which will be delivered to
the Harcus Fishing Co.
based In the Orkncey Islands,
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A Fascinating Business - Nissui Supplying

Attractive Foods and Services. -'

Nippon Suisan’s mission is to enrich people’s lives
by supplying the best food commodities.
Although times change, we will remain faithful
to our goal of keeping customers satisfied
through our efforts to meet the challenges

of the 21st century.







hangi f' Our Focus

Our Blue Planet

e e e

In 1961, the first person to see
the earth from space marveled
at how blue it is. This sense of
wonder was probably because
the great wealth of the oceans
as the source of all life had
been forgotten. The oceans are
the most valuable resource of
our planet but their mysteries
are still not fully understood
and their hidden potential
remains to be discovered.

Operating on
the Oceans
for Eighty Years

Nippon Suisan has been close
ly linked with the oceans for
nearly a century. The fish
and other seafood that w
catch are a very impor-
tant source of protein
for the Japanese.
Looking back, our busi-
ness has always been
closely connected with
human life.

The oceans are still the
major stage for Nippon
Suisan’s operations, but
times have changed and
we now have new wealth
inthe form of technology
It is our responsibility
to use this wealth in the
service of mankind.



eating New Foods

opon Suisan never ceases to
are that our food products

the greatest pleasure to
nle. And developing new
o2 constant challenge to
.. _.huity, Needless to say,
\e course of these activities,
have created many new
2s and we are proud of the
ribution we have made in
ng value to foods by giving
omers a greater sense of
sfaction.

pleasure of a food product
wt fully appreciated until
1y people have tried it. With
; in mind, we aim to become
‘eneral foods manufacturer
‘ntered on our marine pro-
acts and food products busi-
1esses.

Searching for New
Possibilities

Nippon Suisan’s major goal is
to bring the choicest produce of
the world's oceans to the table
in the freshest condition. We
have created a comprehensive
system, comprised of R&D, pro-
curement, processing, shipping
and marketing, just for this
purpose. This unique system is
part of our real wealth which
we plan to continue adapting to
market conditions while
maintaining our tradition as an
international food corporation.
In our search for new possibil-
ities, we will always aim to be
a company that gives greater
satisfaction to customers by
living up to their expectations
and by being worthy of their
trust.

Looking to the Future

'In these times of rapid change,

Nippon Suisan is looking to the
future. This will involve fur-
ther development of our five
business activities. We are
convinced we can increase our
customer base by making our
products and services more
appealing.

By following our management
philosophy of "Contributing to
improving people’s health and
enriching their quality of life as
an international food corpora-
tion,” Nippon Suisan is already
on course for the future.




Five Business Areas

Nippon Suisan is always asking itself:

What are our customers' needs?

and How should we respond to these needs?

This self-questioning has created five areas of business:
Marine Products, Foods, General Distribution,

Fine Chemicals, and Service.

Nippon Suisan is continually considering food and health

by examining the basis of good living from new perspectives.

By doing this, we are already foreseeing customers’ needs in the future.

& Foods

Food producis are another of
our major business activities. We
plan to develop foods using the
technologies resuiting from our
research on maring products (o
meel customers' needs.

expand the range of pro
they handle. We will 3
enhance our extensive dist
lion network by linking
domestic and oversea
works, as well as develop
services resulting from t
aclivities.

® Marine Products:

Since its founding, the Marine?
Products has been the core®
of our business activities an:;l
it still forms the base—lc:r our-
operations. In-the futuré:wi 3
to become one of:the:world s-top
producers of marine products’ by 3
forming a global network to sup-
ply the best value-added marine
products.

T TR




se'of " the Service
se ‘customers’ needs
nvey them to the other
Siesses. It has the clogest
gIact with customers and
50 provide good services
they appreciate to the fullest,

otential of the oceans
gh'its research activities,
iszresearch and the resultant
technologies are used to make
®pharmaceuticals and food pro-
ducts to enrich people’s lives.
~"We plan to greatly expand our

pharmaceuticals and food appli-

cations technology ta make this
Pl A : : business a world leader in the
2 21st century




MARINE PRODUCTS _.
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Marine Products

lSupporting Life

It is nearly a century since Nippon Suisan
ventured to sea in search of the rich fish protein
resources that sustain life. Since those early
beginnings, we have endeavored to provide the
freshest marine products in the fastest time to
meet customers’ needs, and now we are a leading
company in the marine field. We take pride in
meeting our responsibilities as a food producer
and we pay detailed attention to every aspect of
our business; we have quality control inspectors
evaluating every step of our products, from the
cateh to your table.

ISupporting Universal Marine Life

The world’s fishing environment has experienced
great changes since Nippon Suisan was estab-
lished. To meet these changes, we use our tech-
nological ingenuity to match the need to catch
fish and provide food. Nations worldwide use our
fishery technology and we have 27 stations in 18
countries. We also analyze fishery information to
meet our Japanese and global obligations.

We continue to expand our activities in various
fishery fields including production of ground fish
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”As theleading industrial company
in marine products, Nippon Suisan has
the global power to supply products to every table.

meal, white fish meat, silver salmon, processing
of eels and purchasing of freshwater fish.

ISUDDDning the Japanese Diet

Nippon Suisan handles both popular and less
well-known fishes (for processing into other
value-added commodities) as well as shellfish and
fish meal for animal feeds. But, we will always be
committed to supporting staple Japanese foods
as the central pillar of our business.

@ Animal Protein in Japanese Diet (1990)

@|mports of Fish and Shells
and Oceanic Fishery Production

Uit {10,000 tons) Imparts ol
-y Fish and Shalls
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Total Weight 45.4g

{Agriculiure, Forestry and
Frishenes Agency Reporis)
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lLIving on Food

Nippon Suisan started business by offering
fresh marine products to customers but we have
grown into a company that also supplies value-
added foods. Nippon Suisan has expanded into
canned, processed, and frozen products as people
have become more familiar with our products.
We will continue putting every effort into
delivering the tastiest and freshest foods while
seeking good value in fields including agricultural
and livestock production as well as our tradi-
tional marine products.

IDevel:}ping Technology

Nippon Suisan has invested in technology as a
means to popularize processed foods by enhanc-
ing flavor and attractiveness. The finest food-
processing and freezing technologies are put to
practical use in many well-known foeds at our
plants around the world. Eight years of R&D
went into a revolutionary extruder which has ena-
bled us to produce micron-level textured pro-
teins,

Seagrace, a completely-new food material with
just 2% of the fiber texture of our earlier kani
kamaboko, is just one of our foods that utilizes
our advanced technology.

Foods

Right to your Table.

We have the finest technology
to bring quality freshness out of foods.
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The challenge to capture consumers’ imagination
has led us to create new foods. Nippon Suisan’s
technology is the fundamental basis for produc-
ing attractive and tasty new foods.

IPaving the Way to the Future

The most important goal in the food business is to
meet the needs and demands of society. Thus, in
order to meet this goal, Nippon Suisan has taken
such steps as establishing a joint venture with a
U.S. food company and investing in a livestock
farm in New Zealand. Measures such as these have
led to the development of new products in frozen,
canned, and processed foods, which now com-
prise nearly 3096 of our total sales, we will con-
tinue to follow this goal and pave the way so that
other businesses may follow our example.

e Change in production
volume of frozen foods

Unit (10,000 tors)

1= mE s @ 19

{Jagan Frozen Foeds Association)
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GENERAL DISTRIBUTION
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ICreating Networks

Nippon Suisan's distribution concept is to create
a wealthy lifestyle by supplying food commod-
ities that people need. We take total responsibil-
ity right from production through to delivery.
And as a producer, our distribution network is
built on the secure foundation of stable supplies
starting right at the production site.

IAdding Value

Commodities don’t just have value when they are
made - value is added as they pass from hand-to-
hand through the distribution system. The
Nippon Suisan distribution network is an enter-
prise for creating value. We collect information
on the distribution of commodities to insure sta-
ble supplies using our own distribution paths;
frozen and chilled food products are delivered to
supermarkets and convenience stores nationwide
from 28 coldstores acting as storage and distri-
bution centers from Hokkaido to Kyushu.

@ Nippon Suisan Group
General Distribution Business
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General Distribution

Any Time, Any Place-
Strong Global Networks.

I Creating a Wealthy Culture

Nippon Suisan's quality products are not just for
Japan - people worldwide want the gourmet
foods that we supply and our network knows no
frontiers. We are establishing a global distribu-
tion network using joint ventures with foreign
companies to supply the finest food commodities
to the nations of the world.

Creating a wealthy food culture and leading the
way for others is the result of our fast response
to changing needs and our constant determina-
tion to ensure satisfaction by selecting only the
choicest marine products from the world's

oceans.

@ Stored Frozen Foods (1990)

Agnculiwral and Frocessad Dihers 1.9%
Agricultural Products

) Salled and Dried”
Marine Products -
Procescod Madne

Frocen Foods
15.0%

(Transpert Poficy Bureau, Mnistry ol Transport)
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IPromnting Health

The oceans are believed to have been the cradle
of life on earth and they are an indispensable
resource for mankind.

People love to eat health-giving seafood and
Nippon Suisan has been researching health and
food for almost 70 years. We believe it is our
duty to promote health not just by supplying
good food but also by discovering useful pharma-
ceuticals from the sea.

Flish are part of the life of the sea and we under-
stand that pharmaceutical products from fish and
other marine life can promote health. We have
chosen food and health as our new business
development theme,

lExpanding Chemical Frontiers

[n recent years, biotechnology has been the main
focus for production of fine chemicals. Extracts
and flavors have been extracted from nutrient
materials and are being used in various fields of
chemistry. Nippon Suisan is an active participant
in supplying pharmaceuticals and foods to sup-
port health. Examples of these materials are
EPA (EicosaPentaenoic Aeid), a natural taurine
(amino acid), and DHA (DocosaHexaenoic Acid).
EPA-E Nissui is being marketed as EPADEL

Health is a universal theme
which we are researching
at the molecular level,
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Fine -Chemicals

by Mochida Pharmaceutical Corp. Ltd. as a
treatment for arteriosclerosis, and health foods
have also been commercialized. Nippon Suisan
intends to continue developing these products to
contribute to people’s health and their quality of
life.

IContributing to Society

People are living longer and society is becoming
more complex, so there is growing interest in
health foods and pharmaceuticals. Nippon Suisan
is focusing its attention on this trend as a central
business theme in the 21st century and our expe-
rience in marine products and foods can be a
guiding force in manufacturing useful fine chemi-
cals for health.

@What is EPA (EicosaPentaenoic Acid)?

EPA is a naturally-cccurring amino acid which is plenti-
ful in the fats of blue-backed fish such as sardines and
mackerel. It controls the action of blood platelets to
prevent thrombesis formation and helps prevent arte-
riosclerosis by reducing blood chalesterol levels.

@ \What is taurine? P

Taurine is an amino acid that is plentiful in squid, octo- .
pus and shellfish as well as in breast milk, It aids
recovery from exhaustion, improves visual acuity and

also has hypotensive and cardiac anti-arrhythmia

properties.

@ What is DHA (DocosaHexaenoic Acid)?
DHA is a type of eicosapentaenocic acid which is abun-
dant in breast milk and the fats of blue-backed fish. It
is used by the brain and meninges and promotes brain
activity.
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Service

Providing Services Meeting %
Every Customer’s Need
on Every Occasion.

.Giving Greater Satisfaction

Nippon Suisan’s main business principle is to
"“Satisfy the customer.” With this in mind, we put
our heart and spirit into every one of our deli-
cious food products to insure that they appeal to
everybody's taste,

%Seeking the Best Flavor

&3

Nippon Suisan operates many seafood restau-
rants to cater to the latest gourmet tastes. We
are very proud that the efforts of our chefs have
been a major factor in the recent popularity of
seafoods. Their fashionable and extensive new
menus are the result of our efforts to be in con-
stant touch with our customers’ desire for deli-
cious food through our policy of listening.

:'Looking To the Future
At Nippon Suisan, " Service' means showing our

customers how much we care about them as well
as providing for their needs. To do this, we have

CARA CARA
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expanded the scope of our Service by actively
promoting sports and leisure facilities.

We have advanced into the development of mar-
inas and other marine leisure facitities, real
estate, engineering and many other new types of
businesses. In doing so, we are constantly aware
of our customers” needs and are always watching
trends to make full use of all future possibilities.

Mical Marine Ariesta

AR L R T Y

L R N N R R S R L]

R R Y]







Our Worldwide Activities
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Plant of UMNISEA @ Dutch Harbar

Office Location

ANELSON OFFICE
BB Vicherman Street, P.0. Box 286, Melson, New Zealand
Phone © 001-64-3-548-3605

8 BEJING OFFICE
Rm Mo.f19. The Beijing Fortune Building No.5, Dong San Huan
Bei-Lu. Chao Yang District. Beiling. China
Phone @ 001-85=1-501-1340

C BANGKOK QFFICE
3rd floor, Siam Condomimium 22/56
Rama I¥ Road, Huai Khwang Bangkok 10310 Thailand
Fhone : 001-66-2-246- 3309

Subsidiaries and Affiliates

CASIA-NEW ZEALAND)
1 DONGIL FROZEM FOQDS CO., LTD.

7435, Sinnam-Ri, Dunpo-Myun, Asan 5. Choangnam
Republic of Kores
Phone - D01 82 418 41 7170 &

2 XIAMEN LONG HE CO,, LTD.
Me.57, Dong Du-Lu, Xia Men, Fu Jizn, China.
Phone : (01-86-582-6015087 6015818

3 NIPPON 3UISAN {SINGAPORE), PTE, LTD.
(MISSUI {SINGAPORE))
No.10 Anson Road. #2210 International Plaza, Singapore 0207
Pnone : {01-65-222-0548

4 P T IRIAN MARINE PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT (.M,
JI. Kemang (@ Mo l1A, Kebayoran Baru, Jakarta, 13730 indone:
Phone : 001-62-21-789-7067

5 P.T. WEST IRIAN FISHING INDUSTRIES (W.1.F)
JI. Kemang ia No.llA. Hebayoran Bary, Jakarta, 12730 Indone
Phone ! 001-62-21-739-5264

& SOUTHERNM NISSUI LTD.
Seabridge Househavel 5, 110 Featherston Streat, Wellington,
Mew Zealand. Phone @ 001-64-4-735834

7 NIPPON SUISAN (NEW ZEALAND) LTDANISSUI (NZ}
98 Vickerman Street, PO. Box 286, Nelson, New zealand
Prone  001-64-3545-3505 —

{NORTH AMERICA>

8 NIPPON SUISAN (U.5.A), INC(NISSUI (U.5.A))
Bank ol California Building, 29F, 900, 4TH Avenue. Seattle, W
SHIBA. U5 A Phono 001 1706 624 -7720~1



SUNISEA, INC. (UNISEA)

15400 NE. 90TH Strest, P.O, Box 37015, Redmond, WA,

28073-8719, U.S.A. Phone ! 001 -1-2065~381-81B1
dUNISEA FOQDS, INC,

15400 NE. 90TH Strest, P.O. Box 97019, Redmond, WA,

98073-9719, U.S.A Phone : 001-1-206-381-1913
1#DUTCH HARBOR SEAFQQDS, LTD. (D.H.E.)

15110 M.E. 90TH Strest, P.C. Box 97019, Redmond, Wa.,

98073:9719, LL.S.A. Phone : 001-1-206-881-81&1
ZPACIFIC FOOD SYSTEMS, INC. (P.F.5.)

944 N.E. Leary Way, Seatila WA,

08107- 4646 U.5.A. Phone : D01-1-206-734-8700
1FNIPPON SUISAN (HALIFAX), LTD.

(NISSUI {(HALIFAX))

Suite 500, Purdy's Whart 1969, Upger Water Street. Halifax, N5

Canada. 33) 2R7, Canada. Phone @ 001-1-902-423-8120, 8129

(SOUTH AMERICA>

WEXPLOTACION PESQUERA DE LA PATAGONIA
S.A. [PESPASA)
Tucuman 437, 5 Fiso, Buenos Aires, Argentina.
Phone - 001-54=1-327-7835, 7864 393-1193, 5021

15 EMPRESA PESQUERA DE LA PATAGOMIA Y
ANTARTIDA, SA. (PESANTAR)
Moreng 430, 7-FPiso, Buenos Aires, Argentina
Pnone - CO1 54 |- 331-2689, 2754

R
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i EMPRESA DE DESARROLLO PESQUERQ DE
CHILE, §.A. (EMDEFPES)
Avenida Providencia, 2633, Piso. 15, No.1502 Edificio Forum,
Santiaga, Republica be Chile.
Pnone : 001-55-2-232-1080, 231-6282

a5 SALMONES ANTARTICA S5.A(5.A.)
Los Cerrera 327, Castro Chilee, Republica de Chile.
Phone : 001-55-657-2302, 2433

dENIPPON SUISAN AMERICA LATINA SA. (MN.AL)
Avenida Providenciz, 2633 Pisa 15 No.1562
Edificeo Forum, Santiago, Chile.
Phone : 001-56-2-232- 1079, 1040

{EUROFE>

ENIPPOM SUISAN (EUROPE), B.V.
(NISSUI (EUROPE))
Building “Nieuw Amsierdam”, Hoskenrode 2, 1102 Br Amsterdam
South East, The Metherlands. Phone : 001-31-20-691-8811







Our Japanese Activities

Wherever there's people, there's Nissui.
.The Japanese market for fishery products is one
of the world’s most important and our long busi-
ness history in Japan has established strong
links with the Japanese market where we have 8
branch offices and 24 sales offices; our distribu-
tion network covers the whole nation and we also
have 18 plants and 84 affiliated companies. Our
business covers food procurement, production,
distribution and marketing to suppert the culi-
nary life of the Japanese. Nippon Suisan aims to
be wherever people are living and working.




Office Location

A HEAD OFFICE
Nippon Building, 2-6-2, Ote-machi,
Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 100
Phione © (03)3244-7000

D Computer Systems Group

(G TOBATA FISHERY OPERATION
BRANCH
2-6-27, Ginza, Tobata-ku, Kitakyushu-shi
804 Phone ! (0932)834-2000

® CENTRAL RESEARCH
LABORATORY
558-6, Kitano-machi, Hachiajishi, Tokyo
192 Phone : (D426)56-5191

Z0ITA MARINE BIOLOGICAL
TECHMOLOGY CENTER

®SAPPORO BRANCH
B-2, Kitagojonishi, Chuo-ku, Sappora-shi
050 Phone © (001)205-5351

3 SENDAI BRANCH
3-1-1. ichiban-cho, Acba-ku, Sendai shi
980 Phone : (022)263-6245

@MORIOKA OFFICE

(B TOKYO BRANCH
I-7-17. Shiba, Minato ku, Toxyo 105
Phone © (03)5441 5555

UNIGATA OFFICE

BEMITO OFFICE

BUTSUNOMIYA OFFICE

DHTAKASAKI OFFICE

BEOMIYA OFFICE

@CHIBA OFFICE

@ TAMA OFFICE

@YOKOHAMA OFFICE

ENAGAND OFFICE

BNAGOYA BRANCH
3-22-8, Meieki, Makamura.ku, Magoya.shi
450 Phona : (052)561-5310

E@SHIZUOKA OFFICE

HOSAKA BRANCH
1-12-39, Umeda, Kita. ki, Osaka-shi 530
Phone : (06)347-6972

IKANAZAWA OFFICE

@EKYOTO OFFICE

[ESHINKI OFFICE

HOKAYAMA OFFICE

O TAKAMATSU BRANCH

29-10, Setouchi.mechi, Tekamatsu-shi 750
Phone | (DB7TB)52-6844
EMATSUYAMA OFFICE
@BKOCHI OFFICE
@ HIROSHIMA BERANCH
8- 1. Makajima-machi, Naka-ku,
Hiraghima-shi 730 Phone | (0B2)241-4877
EYOMNAGD OFFICE

#HOFU OFFICE
FEFUKUYAMA OFFICE
(BFUKUQOKA BRANCH
3~2-1, Hakataekimss, Hakata-ku.
Fukucka-shi 812 Phone : (D82)471-3476
FKITAKYUSHU OFFICE
Z0ITA OFFICE
BKUMAMOTO OFFICE
BKAGOSHIMA OFFICE
FOMAGAWA MEAL-OIL PLANT
EOMAGAWA PLANT
H@ATSUKUBA PLANT
FHACHIOJ GENERAL PLANT
GDSHIMIZU PLANT
EANJD PLANT
EYITAMI PLANT
FHHIMEJ GENERAL PLANT
ETOBATA PLANT
F@AOMORI COLDSTORE
FMHARUMI COLDSTORE —
EOHI COLDSTORE
SEHEIWAJIMA COLDSTORE
FHAWASAKI COLDSTORE
ENAGOYA COLDSTORE
EANJO COLDSTORE
AHKOBE ROKKO-ISLAND COLDSTC
AFUKUDOKA COLDSTORE



Subsidiaries and Affiliates

(HOKKAIDO AREA>

(TSAPPORC HINOMARU REIZO K.K.
(HHOKKAIDD NISSUI FODDS K K.
(BIENIWA FRESH FOODS K.K.
@HOKKD GYOGYO KK,

ENIPPO SANGYO K.K.
(EHAKODATE TEION REIZO KK,

@HOKKAIDD TEION SHOKUHIN K.K.

{TOHOKU AREA>

BEK.K. HACHITEI

(BISENDAI HAM K. K.

@SENDAI HINOMARU REIZO KK,
(GDESU-KEI SUISAN K.K.
@MOGAMI FOODS K.K.
{KANTQO-KOSHINETSU AREAY
@YAMATSU SUISAN K.K.
@WKYOWA TECNOS CO., LTD
BK.K. HOHSUI CORPORATION

@INISSUI PHARMACEUTICAL CO, LTD,

@NISSUI SHIPPING CORPORATION
@NICHINAN SEKIYU CO., LTD.
@K, SAEKI

KK, S-R CORPORATION
ENISSHIN SANGYO K K.

ENISSUI SERVICE K.K.

ENISSUI ENGINEERING CO., LTD.
EAMARUSHIN UNYU K.K.

EKEIKOU SUISAN KK

ENISSUI FOOD SYSTEM KK.
GCHILLDY CO., LTD.

@TOBU REIZO SHOKUHIN K.K.

&5 YOKOHAMA TRADING CORPORETION, LTD.
GINIPPON MARINE ENTERPRISES, LTD.
@)K K. HELLO DELICA

<KANSAI AREA>

EIKANSAI CODKERY K.K.

SEKINKI REIZO SHOKUHIN K.K.
K K. HIMEJI FRESH FODDS

@K K KANSAI FRESH FOODS
@K K. HOKURIKU FRESH FOODS
{KYUSHU AREAY

@NAGASAKI ZOSEN K.K.
@EFUJI SEIKAN K.K.

 ERITAKYUSHU NISSUI KLK.

@HK.K. TOSUKO

B TOBATA UNYU SEIKAN K.k
WAKAMATSU SHIPBUILDING CO., LTD.
OITA RINKAI KENKYU KK
SEIBU REIZO SHOKUHIN K.K.
K.K. NISHISHO
OITA CHUO SUISAN KoK

NIPPO SHOKUHIN KOGYO KK,
¥ EaA ICHIRAM
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Interacting with Society

Our relationship with society goes much further
than our five business activities. Nippon Suisan
promotes corporate citizenship and public aware-
ness through a wide range of events to show
people what kind of company we really are.
We have been promoting interest in fish and the
sea through various events over the last 10
years; we are giving children the chance to live
out their fantasies by sponsoring the Mark
Twain riverboat at Tokyo Disneyland and the
Nissui Family Theater.

More recently, Nippon Suisan was an official
sponsor of the Nippon Challenger team, Japan’s
first entry in the Americas Cup, the world's
leading yacht race. However, our activities are
not just confined to Japan; we have been an offi-
cial sponsor of the New Zealand All Blacks
Rugby Team for the last 4 years and supporting
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Communicating through
Social Activities.

international sports events is another way of
showing our intention to be a good global corpo-
rate citizen.

In Japan, 5 years ago, we established the Nissui
Seafood Club, a mail order club to encourage
communication with our customers by making
the best seafood available to them. [t provides a
variety of services as well as makes people more
aware of the excellence of seafood and has more
than 12,000 members.

In the future, we plan to further our interaction
with the public by following our goals of harmon-
izing with society while keeping our customers’
trust, '
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lPr-::moting R&D

Nippon Suisan’s R&D activities started in 1920
when we established Japan’s first private-sector
marine products research institute. Our research
sections are contributing to marine-product tech-
nology through research on saturated and highly-
unsaturated fatty acids from fish, ground fish
meal, and texturing of fish protein. We have been

commended for sharing this technology with

foreign companies through international joint ven-
tures. [n the future, our research on cell fusion
using genetic engineering aims to raise the produc-
tivity of marine species through breeding and
cultivation techniques. To expand the scope of
this research, we also plan to search for
physiologically-active marine extracts which can
be used as pharmaceuticals.

Our Food Research & Development Center
adjoining the Central Research Institute and the
Hachioji General Plant, has been developing new
products by integrating research and production.
Although R&D supports all our business activ-
ities, the know-how we have pained over the last

R R L]

saEssEEEERE R R B

R R

Targeting the Future

Making Dreams Reality
by Researching Food and Health.

70 years is not just for our own benefit; being
health-related, it has also brought us closer to
society.

Combining and analyzing pharmaceuticals, their
applications, and effect on and the response of
genes is one part of our ongoing biotechnology
research.
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W Corporate Profile Nippon Suisan Kaisha, Ltd.(As of March 31, 1996)

BFounded, ««xr-emmmsmsnsssnserssaraonrasasaee 1911  MIssued Stock --c-eeo--- 297,210,277 shares
B Capital «-:eeesseersssaroen 23,729 million ven BNumber of Share Holders «+=++-++===- 20,489
M Authorized Stock +«*=- 400,000,000 shares BEmployees «++eeeermrrrrrimnss s 2,382

BBoard of Directors (As of November 1, 1996)

managing Director managing Director

Executive Vice
President
Naoya Kakizoe Shigehiro Suzuld Noboru Ueda
Directors Masahiro Higasa Directors Kanji Kato Auditors  Juro Kuboi
Sachio Yamamoto Kenichi Suzuki Koichi Gomyo
Atsushi Yasui Hiroaki Kunimasa Seishiro Kataoka
Koki Hiracka Jiro Mizukami Keinosuke Kondo
Yasuhisa Sato Board Adviser Fumio Imanaga
Masahiro Yamada Katsusuke Minoda
Kenichiro [zawa
Tkuo matsucka
B Sales Breakdown B Five-Year Summary Sales amounts
(March 31, 1995 and 1994) (Billion yen)
Cargo, freezing and others 3.1% 0 100 200 300 400 =00

QOther processed foods 10.8%

Meal-pil carriers 3.0% /£

Canned foods 4.5%

Frozen foods
20.0 %

Marine products 58.6 %




B Corporate Organization

—Production Group

—Marine Products Group

(As of June 29, 18995)

H Merine Products Group

Foads Salas Bronch for
B La nren

Foods Salm Braneh orF
HKantsahin-stsa ares

|

Consumer Products Group

B | ~ Nagoya Branch |
Burim Group {Osaka Branch ]
 Marine Products Group)|
Fresh Products G

_{ = —F J -| Foads Group I
"—[Chilled Foods Group _| | HTakamatsu Branch |
o o e - Hirochima Branch |
n [Fukuoka Branch |
[ Tukuba Plant |

—{Marketing Group ]

—{Food Research & Development Center |

—{National Aceount Sales Group |
(— Himeji General Plant |

|_[Hachioji General Plant]

L[Pmduckian Group

- [Food Service Products Group |

{General Distribution Group l-—-—l.&umaﬁ Coldstore [
- Restaurant Service & Real Estate Grovp| |— Harumi Coldstore |
———————Quality Control Group | — Ohi Coldstore i
L [General Affairs & Public Relation Group| |—|Heiwajima Coldstore|
L Personnel Affairs Group | |—{Kawasaki Coldstore |
L [Accounting & Budgeting Group | [— Nagoya Coldstore |
- [Auditing Group | | Anjo Coldstore |
| Central Research Laboratory  |-—] Kobe Rokko-lslard Coldstore |

Corperate Strategic Planning L {Fukuoka Coldstore ]

& hheahbion Doviskin ‘ Oita Marine Biclogical

E

Technology Center




Jane 11, 1954
To. All Sha.ulm!dm
From: Yasue Kunii. President

Nippon Sjisan Kaisha, Ed.
2.6-2 Otelmd'li. Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo
)

}’Iﬂit:t of Regulas General Sharcholders Mezting for the 1" Fiscal Perind

Greetings. | hopf this finds you healihy and prospersus.

i .
{ would like to nofify you and request your presence al our company' s reguiar general shureholders mesting
foc the B1* fiscal prriod 1a be held as shown below.

if you cannot aties}d, you may voie in writing, so please fook &t the fallowing reforonce matcriaks, mark
“ Agree” or = Disajyes™ on the enclosed ballos, and renum it t us afler placing your seal on it

Meviing daic andpimez  Thursday, June 27, 1996 at 10:00 s,

Place: : Keidanren Kaikan, 14* foor hall
; 1-9-4 Otemachi, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo
Meeting nbjmtivqgs-. _
!Lepnru:i Contents of the business ¢pon, balance sheet, and income statement &or the 8"

fiscal period (Aprit 1, 1995 ~ Mareh 31, 1996)
Resofutbns:  Resolution 1 Approval of propusal fox the appeopristion of losses in the 81"
: fiscal perind '
; Hesolution 2 Nomination of 7 directors
: Resolution 3 Presealation of severance payments 1o Tetiring directors
]

1
On the day you a}uma the meeting. please submil the enclosed baltol t the recaptionist.



{4} Employeps

C.':tc:gﬂr* Number of {Change from Avernge ¢ Average lengrh of
enployess pravious year} service
Stall’ '
Male 1429 (down 39} 383 16.9
Female ; 378 {down 46) 28.8 1.6
Ship crew |,
Malz S| {down 44) 44.5 7.0
Managemen
Male . 65 {down 1} 44.7 218
Toial ! 2382 (dewn 152) 3.6 134

3

Note: In adllilion to the abave, we have 1,09 (term average) temporary workers.

(5) Businesg combinations

fa) Impprnnt subsidiuries

Company } Cupital Ratic of shares | Main lines ofbusiness

: we hold
Hosvi Co., Lid., ¥2,005 million | 63.0% Fishery
Nissu Pharmucedtical Co., [td. | ¥4,449 million | 53.6% Marufaciure & sale of phammaccuticals
Nissui Shipping £o.. Ltd, ¥1,600 million | 100.08% Marine shipping
Nippon Suisen {{J.5.A-), lnc. US$E.101,000 | 100.0% Impont & export of marine products
Unises, Ine.  ° US53,505,000 | 100.0% Processing and salc of marine producys

Note: Our mair{ consolidated subsidiaries ars shown,

(b) Cofsolidated progress and results for this year

Projgress at consolidated companies

1 Nissui Phammarevtical Ca.,
1916 to issue 0.1 bonus shares for
1946, :

Cnpsolid.aud resulls

Lid. Decided a1 315 Board

of Directars meeting on March 12,
every share held 10 sharcholdess registered zs of March 29,

" Our consolideied subsidieries numbered 43, and  companies accounled for using the equiry
mekhod numbered 14,  Cansalidated sules for this year were 468.733 billion yen, and the
consolidated net loss for this year was 4.343 billion yen.

[EURTES
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West._.,;j__.___;.-ard Responds to Needs

Aggressive lmplementat:on of Rural Recrmtment
Program |

1992/1993: Implemented Cross Cultural Tralnmg wnth emphasls
cultural sensitivity to Native Alaskan issues

1995: First company to extend Points of Hire to include Bethel,
Dillingham, Emmonak, Nome

1993 to Present: Paid for CDQ Recruitment & Training staff to
visit Westward's Plant in Dutch Harbor

1995: First non-CDQ company to travel to Western Alaskan
villages

1996: CDQ partnership with CVRF
August 1996: Hired a full time Rural Recruiter

) )



7 In House Development

-
il

Rural Recruitment: from
Apprentice to Professional

Investment in the Long Term




| E,m?

521 500+ :mw,

=1 ST

P, wk.{.unﬂ?__ TN .“_ oy b _ <5
J4A9 e Em& Q_:Euum@._ a)IsS playp gmtm
9AlJBN JO Spasu ay) sSaippe o wmgo‘w



"B)se|y wouy saakojdwa Lg paiiy aAey am ajep 03 2661,

oLl

16

v9

9661

G661

661




' Westward lelng Trends

Referral Source Informatlon for Hires

- Reer: 1994 1995 1996
Source

“SE"}","' 2% 9% 20%
WABCA | 62% 58% | 40%

* Does not include those hired outside of AK DOL Empl. Svc
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In Relatlon to DCRA Report* Dated August 27th 1997 :

Gﬁgl?p 1994 1995 1”995 1997 | SUBTTL

BBEDC 0 10 7 L 22

YDFDA 0 % 4 6 13

CVFC 0 37

NSEDC 0

OTHER 12 2 5 18 37

TOTAL 12 24 54 66 156
cDQ | TOTAL: 119

* Report stated that onshore sector employed 35 total CDQ
Residents; WSI alone has surpassed that figure by over 300%!!

(Refer to Appendix A ~ CDQ report to DCRA)
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\_ The Next Level of Westward
. Recrmtment in Alaska

Current Prajects s

Vldeoconferencmg Kiosk Pilot Project sponsored by Aleutian Seafood
Processors Association; to utilize for interviewing in the rural
communities

Internet: Webpage/Job Boards/Electronic Application/Email Mentorship
Program/Interactive multimedia

Extension of recruitment from Western Alaska to non CDQ communities

Focus on Educational Development; School to Work Programs in
cooperation with community High Schools, faculty, & students

Continue to develop new Apprenticeship positions; extend to non CDQ
Alaskans

Development of life skills program; orientation & ongoing education for
new employees coming from rural communities
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HAHOMELINDA\123DATAHRMISC\CDQTODAT.WK4 Creation Date:

WESTWARD SEAFOODS, INC.

27-Aug-97

CVECICVRF CDQ PARTNERSHIP EMPLOYEE & EARNINGS SUMMARY

AVG EARNINGS|AVG HOURS WORKED
YEAR _QUARTER _ SEASON _ TTLEEs TTL WAGES| PER PERSON |PER EMPLOYEE
1996 FIRST ~ JANUARY'A' | 21| 39227.96]  186B.00 o 409.2|
SECOND 0 o 0.00 NIA |
THIRD  AUGUST"B" | 17| 1374092  s08.29| 134.2
FOURTH 10|  28038.05 2803.81 362.8
Total Hires 38 $81,006.93 $2,131.76|Y/E TOTALS
) | _|AVG HOURS WORKED
1997 FIRST  JANUARY "A" 13| 33766.03 2597.38 384.1|  720.39 AVG EARNINGS PER EE
SECOND 2 5?'11:93. 2855.97| _ 319.4| 285597 INCREASE OVER 1996
THRD — AuGusT'B™*| 26| 6762692 = 260097 NIA. | 179268
Total Hires | 37 $107,103.08 NIA YTD TOTALS
[F_fd DATE TOTAL HIRES for CVFG: 75_$188,110.01] __ $2.508.13

" 1997 THIRD QUARTER EARNINGS ESTIMATES BASED ON AVG. INCREASE PEE" EMPLOYEE
OVER 1996 FIRST AND SECOND QUARTER EARNINGS.
(B - _]]This number is the actual number of hires for B Season '97 Send Up;
it is actually much lower than the number originally sent to DCRA.
(This is due to drop out rates during the pre-empl. testing phase,)

L 26

revisiu mn:

ﬂfPWI‘ § -~

27-Sep-97|
. 04:49 P!‘EIJ
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H:\HOME\LINDA\123DATA\HRMISC\CDQTODAT.WK4 Creation Date: ~ 27-Aug-97
WESTWARD SEAFOODS, INC.

CVFC/ICVRF CDQ PARTNERSHIP EMPLOYEE & EARNINGS SUMMARY

YEAR QUARTER  SEASON ~ TTL WAGES| PER PERSON |PER EMPLOYEE
1996 FIRST  JANUARY "A" 21| 39227.96 1868.00 4092
SECOND 0 o] 000f  NnA
THIRD  AUGUST "B" 17| 1374092  808.29 134.2
FOURTH 10|  28038.05 2803.81 362.8
Total Hires 38 $81,006.93 $2,131.76|Y/E TOTALS
e~ R _____ |AVG HOURS WORKED
1997 FIRST  JANUARY "A" _13J_ 33766.03 250739  384.1|  729.39 AVG EARNINGS PER EE
SECOND 2 §711.93 2855.97 3194 285597 INCREASE OVER 1996
THIRD AuGUST'B™| 26| 6762512 2600897 = NIA | 179268 *
Total Hires 37 $107,103.08 N/A YTD TOTALS

|70 DATE TOTAL HIRES for CVFC:

** 1997 THIRD QUARTER EARNINGS ESTIMATES BASED ON AVG. INCREASE PER EMPLOYEE
OVER 1996 FIRST AND SECOND QUARTER EARNINGS.

[[_ 26 _“|This number is the actual number of hires for B Season '97 Send Up;
it is actually much lower than the number originally sent to DCRA.
(This is due to drop out rates during the pre-empl. testing phase.)

evision:  27-Sep-97
~ 04:49PM

| ﬂer A
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American Independent Fishermen Redux =" ‘I
A Coalition of At-Sea Sellers of Pollock Tk (

Problem Statement

The problem is that the Inshore-Offshore allocation, an interim stop-gap
measure designed to limit preemption and provide a measure of sectoral
stability while the Council dealt with CRP, expires at the end of 1998;
and that the failure to rollover the program will inject an enormous
amount of uncertainty and instability into the pollock fishery.

Inshore-Offshore Alternatives
Alt. 1 - No Action, Allocations would expire at the end of 1998.

Alt. 2 - Rollover Existing Inshore-Offshore Program for 3 years,
including:

-7.5% CDQ

- GOA Pollock and P. cod Allocations

- B-season CVOA

- 65/35 BSAI Pollock Allocation

Additionally, the Council would undertake an extensive study of the
problems in the BSAI and GOA pollock fisheries, including those
addressed by the existing Inshore-Offshore program as well as those
identified in the CRP problem statement.



Percentage of Factory Trawlers Buying Pollock From
CV's

50%
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20%
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Vessels with Ownership Interest by Market

TRIDENT SEAFOODS
Owned

o R N

Dona Paulita
Dona Liliana
Dona Martida
Flying Cloud
Viking Explorer
Golden Dawn
Dominator
Columbia
Archurus

ID Aldebaran
i1, Majesty
12. Golden Pride

%o

25%
25%
25%
50%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
0%

Trident Control 11/12 Boats = 92%

UNISEA
1. Aurora %
2. Aurga 0%
3. SeaDawn 0%
4. Gun-Mar o
5. Alsea 0%
6. Argo-Sea 0%
7. Alyeska .« { s e Ge })49%*
8 Nordic Star 0%
9. Starfish 0%
10. Starlight e
11. Starward %%
12. Defender 49%
13. American Eagle 0%
Total 2/13 Boats Owned = 15%
WESTWARD
1. Chelsea K 25%
2. Pacific Prince %
3. Caitlin Anne 0%
4. Progress 0%
5. Viking 25%
6. Pacific Knight 100%
7. Fierce Allegiance 5%
3. Westward 1 25%
9. Titan (Alaskan Command) 25%

ALYESKA

Sea Wolfe
Destination
Great Pacific
Royal Amencan
Moming Star
Bering Rose
Alaska Rose

R L

TOTAL 6/7 Boats = 86% Owned/Controlled

NORTHERN VICTOR
Storm Petrel
Commodore

"Lisa Melinda
Pacific Monarch
Royal Atlaniic
Arctic Wind
Poseidon

Al ol e

Total N.Victor 2/7 = 28%

TYSON

1. Arctic I
2. Arctic Il
3. Aretic 111
4. Arctic IV

Total Tyson 4/4

Bering Sea Fleet Total

Independent Boats

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
30%
50%

100%
1L00%
100%
100%

100%%

= 21 (40%)

Owned in Part or Full = 31 (60%)

Total

52

Tetal Westward = 6/9 = 67%
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American Independent Fishermen Redux
A Coalition of At-Sea Sellers of Pollock

Problem Statement

The problem is that the Inshore-Offshore allocation, an interim stop-gap
measure designed to limit preemption and provide a measure of sectoral
stability while the Council dealt with CRP, expires at the end of 1998;
and that the failure to rollover the program will inject an enormous
amount of uncertainty and instability into the pollock fishery.

Inshore-Offshore Alternatives
Alt. 1 - No Action, Allocations would expire at the end of 1998.

Alt. 2 - Rollover Existing Inshore-Offshore Program for 3 years,
including:

-7.5% CDQ

- GOA Pollock and P. cod Allocations

- B-season CVOA

- 65/35 BSAI Pollock Allocation

Additionally, the Council would undertake an extensive study of the
problems in the BSAI and GOA pollock fisheries, including those
addressed by the existing Inshore-Offshore program as well as those
identified in the CRP problem statement.



Percentage of Factory Trawlers Buying Pollock From
CV's
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Vessels with Ownersiip Interest by Market

TRIDENT SEAFOGODS
Owned

Dona Paulita
Dona Lilizna
Dona Mantida
Flying Cloud
Viking Explorer
Golden Dawn
Dominator
Columbia
Archurus

10 Aldebaran

11, Majesty

12. Golden Pride

R N

%

25%
25%
25%
50%
100%
100%
100%
106%
100%
100%
100%
0%

Trident Control 11/12 Boats = 92%

UNISEA
1. Avrora 0%
2. Auriga 0%
3. Sea Dawn %%
4. Gun-Mar 0%
5. Alsea 0%
6. Argo-Sea 0%
7. Alyeska , & to it })49?’—-"
8. Nordic Star 0%
Q. Starfish 0%
10. Starlight 0%
11. Starward e
12. Defender 49%
13. American Eagle 0%
Total 2/13 Boats Owned = 15%
WESTWARD
1. Chelsea K 25%
2. Pacific Prince 0%
3. Caitlin Anne 0%
4. Progress 0%
5. Viking 25%
6. Pacific Knight 100%
7. Fierce Allegiance 25%
8. Westward | 25%
9. Titan (Alaskan Command) 25%

ALYESKA

Sea Wolfe
Destination
Great Pacific
Royal American
Moming Star
Bering Rose
Alaska Rose

S

100%

49%

1060%

%%

|o;, == ;".'/;
100%

100%

TOTAL &/7 Boats = 86% Owned/Controlled

NORTHERN VICTOR
Storm Petrel
Commodore

Lisa Melinda
Pacific Monarch
Royal Atlantic
Arctic Wind
Poseidon

b A I

Total N, Victor 2/7 = 28%

TYSON

1. Arcticl
2. Arctic II
3. Arctic I11
4. Arctic IV

Total Tyson 4/4

Bering Sea Fleet Total

Independent Boats =
Owned in Part or Full =

Towl

Total Westward = 6/9 = 67%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
30%
50%

100%
100%
100%
100%%

100%

21 (40%)
31 (60%)

52
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The
R Groundswe‘ll Movement
B P.0. Box 19257 |
ceadtT T Seattle, WA 98109 [.S.A.
Msg. Tel, (206) 282-3680

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.O. Box 103136
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 Thursday, September 25, 1997

Dear Council Members:

“It is unconscionabie for the Council to consider any increased
allocations to the onshore pollock industry segment until the effects
of abusive, global tax practices and the cutcome of the Alakayak
(Bristol Bay) antitrust action are fully known. To do otherwise would
be to completely cast aside the public's right to the greatest benefit
possible from North Pacific fisheries. It would be to favor Japanese
multinational corporations at the expense of the U.S. taxpayer.”

The U.S. taxpaying public did not insist on a national resource price for fish caught in the
public waters within our Exclusive Economic Zones. Instead, through the “spirit and intent’ of the
Magnuson Fisheries Conservation and Management Act, they essentially established both processors
and harvesters in “‘a marriage of economic proxies’ to stand in for the taxpaying public’s rights to
financial benefits from these bountiful national treasures. Tax revenues, jobs, and the multiplier
effects of economic revenues retained in the U.S. stand as the public’s compensation.

Today, our industry is suffering ander the effects of foreign-ownership problems, not the
least of which are abusive global accounting practices. I conservatively estimate that over $200
million per year is bled away from the tax coffers and state economies of the U S. as foreign-owned
multinational corporations disregard U.S. laws with such impunity that it brings great shame on the
Council and the entire system of fisheries policy and management enforcement.

During 1997, based in part on my efforts, the Internal Revenue Service established a Seattle
based Seafood Specialties Group to continue looking into transfer pricing problems in the North
Pacific seafood industry. Most significant, as the IRS seems to have also concluded, is the problem
of Japanese owned plants in Alaska. The Washington State Board of Accountancy still has a case
pending on the role of CPAs in such accounting practices, as well.
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Back in June of 1995, 1 advised the Council about the effects of international taxation tactics
known as “abusive” Transfer Pricing. Senatorial news releases outlined that 73% of 35,318 forsign
controlled corporations doing business in the 11.S. during 1991, paid no federal income taxes on sales
of $359 billion. U.S. controlled firms also avoid taxes in cross-border transactions by using transfer
pricing strategies. [Reference the General Accountmg Office Intematmnal Taxatmn report (GAO
95-101) entitled “Tragsfe | ¥ f Tax” prepared upon the
request of the House Ways and Means Tax Oversmg}n' Committee. See attached news article, as well.]

A layman’s term for such inbound and outbound trade which uses global tax avoidance
strategies of “milking-off profits” and “loading-in expenses” is PRODUCT LAUNDERING.
Abusive transfer pricing is the leading tax concern for the Global 1,000 and world
governments, today, The problem of foreign firms repatnanng pmﬁts through the use of transfer
pricing was predicted in a 1979 report on “Foreig ; ry” by
professors Jeremiah Sullivan and Per Heggelund, Clearly, it slmuld receive great attention by the
NPFMC in evaluating the economic effects of major fisheries policies like poliock allocations.

As the Council is also aware, there is the ongoing, industry-shaking Bristol Bay Sockeye
Salmon Antitrust Lawsuit. Lawyers from that class action case advised the plaintiffs in a September
L1, 1997 letter responding to processor letter campaigns (proclaiming their innocence) that:

“First, it is illegal not only for competitors to agree on the precise amount of money to pay for
your fish, it is also lllegal for competitors to reack any kind of understanding or agreement among
themselves to lower prices, evon if there Is no agreement on a specific price, Second, when the processors
tell you that they did not fix prices, they kmow that we are not free to disclose to you most of the evidence
that we have discovered, The defendants have prevented [this] by obtaining from the Court a ‘protective
erder’ that prohibits us from disclosing to any fiskers any documents er testimony [simply designated
by them as] ‘confidential’, [Third) Please do not be fooled. When defendants tell vou to ‘oppose® the suit
or to opt out, keep in mind that their financial interests in your opt out decisions are diametrically
epposed to your interest. Defendants have & financial interest in minimizing the amount of damapes they
will pay if fornd lisble at trial, by reducing the nnmbers of fishers who are seeking to recover damages
a3 tlass members.” and “We have obtained &nwmentanhowmgthat ma;orprmursandothen have
had conversations with other processors concerning the grounds prices paid ip Bristol Bay, These
documents inclnde statements from the Chief Execative Officers of several processors, who admit talking
with their competitors about prices.” — Mr. Frederick Furth

Please help erase this alternative essence of management of U.S. fisheries from that
which was promised ander the Maguusen Fisheries Act. I recommend that the Council do that
by rising above gear type issues, going beyond a focus on species, and getting around
onshore/offshore disputes until such time as the detrimental effects of abusive tax practices and
investment-level effects by foreign-owned entities across our industry are fully examined. Likewise,
MFCMA amendments should include enforcement policies to guard against such abuse.

Thank you for your attentions.

Stephen R. Taufen - in the vortex of public opinion
Founder of the Groundsweil movement ... where a wave of public opinion rises to
recapture over $200 million each year in the U.S. North Pacific fishing industry.




Transfer Pricing Affects Fish Catch and Sales Prices

Nc}ﬂh Pacific fishermen wonder
why fish prices seldom seem linked to
final market prices. And in recent
years, the increased strength of the yen
has not translated to higher grounds
prices, in most species. You may have
asked, "How do these large gaps occur
and who really ends up with the prafits?
Are other forces at work?"”

Japanese ownership of U.S.
processors and investments in the
fishing indusiry are increasingly
suspect as an anti-competitive foree.
Afier all. Japan is the leading consumer
of much of Alaska’s seafood products.
Suspicion runs high that U.S. managers
are often under some type of foreign
“directive and control™ when it comes
to setting fish prices paid to processors
or even fishermen.

The majority of our North Pacific
seafood pgoes 1o Japan through a laver of
imparters who are scantily distinct from
the multinational enterprises (MNEs)
who parent the many foreign-controlled

=== Corporations to where fishermen deliver

the lion's share of the catch. In some
cases. the vertical integration runs from
the grounds to the final retailers in
Japan’s markeis.

The ongoing Bristol Bay salmon
price-fixing lawsuit reflects these
concerns. Likewise. there are loud
echos in the hallways of the inshore-
offshore pollock allocation debate from
voices which gasp at Japan-led requests
for a greater shoreside percentage.

Underlying competitive concerns,
by offshore firms who mav not be
foreign-owned. is the commonly shared
concern by independent harvesters over
their delivery price to all processors.

An Alaska State economist, Mr,
Gunnar Knapp of the Salmon Market
Information Service stated in 1994, that
“There is nothing written that says
prices paid to fishermen need to be fair”
Is Mr. Knapp correct?

Well, the U.S. has had tax laws on
the books for many years regarding
intcrnational  transactions between

~~rclated affiliates of a MNE, or similar

sross-border transactions.
These “intrafirm transfers” are

covered under Internal Revenue Service
Tax Code section 482 — known as
Transfer Pricing. Since the 1930's, the
IRS has watched over such opportunities
for “milking off profits™ without paying
a fair share of U.S. taxes. Today, these
actions are ofien called “product
laundering ™

Transfer pricing (TP) 15 a complex
issuc of great magnitude. It is the
leading tax issue for international
business. Let's sce if we can define it
and show how it influences fish prices

A ‘transfer price’ is the
price charged by one company
to a related company, whenever
they allocate income and
expenses among themselves.

At issue in U.S, fisheries is the
price which an affiliate charges for
resources obtained and processed in the
U.S.. then transferred as products to its
overseas pareni. On the other hand are
expenses the foreign parent charges to
the U.S. subsidiary for management
SeIvices, technical know-how.
equipment costs, labor or other services
provided. The latter can be “loaded-in
costs” which may bear no relationship to
the aciual factors underlving the
production requirements themselves.
Such expenses and rovalties are a large
object of scrutiny by tax authorities,

“TP policies sometimes reflect
competitive dynamics set by default or
in line with competition, cost and profit
objectives to promote the efficiency of
the seller, or resource allocations
decisions... [for] extra resources needed
on the value-added end of production,”
according to John Fraedrich and Connie
Rae Bateman in a 1996 anticle entitled
“Transfer Pricing by Multinational
Marketers: Risky Business™.

However, the underlying concern
15 often taxes and where to pay them.
Transfer pricing decisions arc made
daily within multinational corporations
for both tangible and intangible outputs
in “intrafirm exchanges™ among their
afTiliates or subsidiaries, The botrom
line at IRS is whether or not the U.S.
company properly reflects income
attributable te its operations within the

U.S., or whether its foreign parent is
using pricing strategies to avoid kigher
effective U.S. taxes.

A tragic feature in today's world of
globalization, is that many CPAs are
now eaming a large part of their
income, at a harm 0 the US., by
showing these MNESs the “tricks of the
transfer pricing trade™, while holding
public licenses requiring standards of
“honesty and integrity”™. Ofien using
dollars alrcady “milked-off”’, MNEs
simply use such CPAs. and tax
attorneys, to fight off [RS inquiries.

IRS international exam powers are
based on the concept of whether or not
such ‘controlled transfers’ take place
under the same market influences as
uncontrolled  transactions  between
separate firms responding to normal
market forces. That is, “Are prices
determined ‘at arm’s length’ to clearly
reflece the income of anmy such
organization?”

Under section 482 rules, the IRS
can simply reallocate the “correct”™ level
of profits to the U.S. side, but it seldom
recaptures the full amount of taxes
unpaid. Meanwhile, the net-of-lax
revenues also remain overseas. Such
outbound shifts are a real concern for
economists, since they bleed away the
revenucs which, through multiplier
effects, are key drivers of economic
health, and underlie a lack of jobs.

In the Alaska seafood industry, we
can ask if a foreign parent company is
“milking profits” away from its U.S.
subsidiary by Abusive Transfer Pricing,
ATP is where prices and cosis are
clearly set arbitrarily to satisfv global tax
stratcgics rather than the true,
underlying economic circumstances.

Al the least, this means the U.S.
processor has less cash when it comes to
setting prices paid to U.S. fishermen.

Allowing abusive transfer
pricing is like cutting the legs
off of our fish price bargaining
table before we even sit down at
it to negotiate.

As the TRS pursues U S. businesses

who send our national resources
overseas, an underlying concept is the




establishment of a “fair and
economically justified price” for those
resources, The cost of fish landings is a
key component of the price for U.S.
seafood.

So — 1o counter Mr. Knapp's
assessment — the fairness of fish prices
IS directly tied to whether or nol
transfer prices were indeed fairly
determined or “abused” U.S. tax laws,

- The IRS has established a Seafood
Specialty Group in the Seatle office 1o
begin the investigation of many foreign
owned firms on matters of transfer
pricing and whether or not there were
abusive transfers. The National Marine
Fisheries Service first approached the
IRS on this matter in 1989, The author
has also pressed hard for RS scrutiny,
particularly of Japanesc-owned firms,

It can be criminal to deliberately
scheme to deny the U.S. of its tax share.
However. as a rule, the cases are usually
handled under civil examination where
the burden of proof lics on the taxpayer
to convince tax authorities that it has
used “basic arm’s length standards”.
Consequently. the closest thing to an
international  standard method of
evaluating cross-border transactions is
known as a “comparable uncontrolled
price’ (which also applies to cost
fransaciion values) — i.¢.. the CUP (or
CUT) method,

A  leading concern for fish
harvesters, as the parties work out
agreements in tax audits of MNEs, will
be the possible establishmenis of
“advance pricing agrecments” (APAs).
APAs address IRS section 482 issues
where the taxpaver works out a formula
or basis for the transfer prices of various
transactions and allowable practices. 10
establish in advance how its financial
transactions will be viewed.

“Who is representing US.
Sfishermen during APA-senting, and
putting the legs back on the bargaining
table for fish prices? Also. “Who is
representing the U.S. when it comes to
the onginal Magnuson Fishery
Conservation and Management Act's
(MFCMA) ‘spirit and intent’ of
Americanizaion — as defined by the
highest overall taxable profits from our
fisheries — 1o obtain the greatest overall
benefits for our nation™”

After all. the U.S. decided not 1o

charge a national resource price for the
fish caught in its Exclusionary
Economic Zones (200-mile limits),
Instead. a decision was made that two
economic sectors — harvesters and
processors — would ‘marry’ as the
cconomic proxies to the rights of U S.
citizens for fishery worlh.

The main economic artery created
by that decision was to be the creation of
tncome driving forces through revenues
created by value-added processing in the
U.S, The underlving rewards for
citizens were tax contributions and
domestic jobs. This squarely places
ATP concerns among the mos!
important issues in the entire industry.

Clearly, the balance of these proxy
rights is the most basic and primary
concern for policy making in the
industry. There is an obvious need for
proper cvaluation of transfer pricing
activities. Indeed. nowhere in this APA
process is there a provision for third-
party rights such as those of the
fishermen 10 receive their portion in “an
economically fair and justified price ™

This quirk in the law could wrn
out to be an “open door” to tax abuse that
was. in part. closed by the reluctance of
the IRS to act eight vears ago on this
issue.

In many species. catch prices are
cascading, denying the harvesting sector
its rightful rewards. For that reason
alone, the entire record of the Bristol
Bay antitrust suit should be made public,
and not protected by lawver tricks of
“confidentiality orders.” That is an
outright contempt of the American
taxpayer’s rights 1o know,

Similarly, the failure to have open
disclosure of all foreign lobbving dollars
and activities on our North Pacific
Fisheries  Management Council
(NPFMC) is a national disgrace, This
body has great responsibility o U.S.
citizens and taxpayers.

The MFCMA should be changed (o
deny foreign “agents of influence” from
surreptitiously operating under the mask
of U.S. faces on our public agencies or
during any testimony. The Act should
also require the full disclosure of all
financial documentis and transfer pricing
critertia to US. authorities, under
strengthened guidelines.

Likewise. there should be a return

[

to the Council of leading concerns. |
what Ciroundswell calls a “rising above
gear issues, getting around onshore &

offshore allocations, and going beyond a-==.

focus on species.”

Minor issues have distracted us
from examining the truth of foreign
ownership, exposing ATP, and
following up on MFCMA with the
second generation legislation needed to
truly obtain the maximum economic
benefit from U.S. fisheries for the
nation. We have forsaken allernative
markets, welcomed a broken price
mechanism. and created severed bonds
between independent harvesters and
processors who serve foreign interests,

Only if we are armed with the
economic facts can correct policy resull.
This will not be attained by employing
typical neo-classical  economusts.
Rather. start with a review of the history
of the *banana republics” of Central
America, and “the grain merchanis”, or
other agricultural examples.

Then. understand and apply the
new paradigms of “compelitive
advantages within industry-segments”,
and toss out the old notion of

“comparative factor advantages™ and the™

incorrect theory of “free trade betweel
nations.”

The global tax strategies of
MNEs can readily prevent U.S,
subsidiaries from paying for
national resources at values
reflecting fair market prices.

ATP sirategies can keep currency
raie changes and market forces from
influencing your fish price. So. as
fishermen. you must become
increasingly concerned and educate
yourselves on the modern complexities
of how these tax and trade issues work
together against you,

It is importamt that you
communicate your concern [even bear
witness] to the IRS, as they are your key
enforcement respurce — and you've
already paid for it.

Stephen Taunfen of the Groundswell
movement. P.O. Box 19257. Seattle.
WA 98109 Address
concerns dircctly to: IRS Seafood
Group. Mailstop W137. Room 2348;
915 Second Ave.: Seattle, WA 98174

your APA -,



Gale K. Vick

dba GKV & Sons and GKY & Associates
P.O. Box 220221 , Anchorage, Alaska $9522-0221]
o07-248-4264

REPORT TO
THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
an behalf of the
AT SEA PROCESSORS ASSOCIATION
on the
BERING SEA COMMERCIAL FISHERIES DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION
HIRING PROGRAM SYNOPSIS
September 1997

My name is Gale Vick and [ am a 30-year Alaskan resident with a iong history in employment and
training in many industries including the fishing industry. I am an independent human and natural
resources research and development consultant. | also commercially fish in Prince William Sound.

I am submitting this report io the North Pacific Fishery Management Counci] on behalf of the At-
Sea Processors Association based on the time period that I contracted with the Bering Sea
Commercial Fisheries Development Foundation {BSCFDE.)

This testimony is specific to 1991-1993 - the time [ was under contract to the BSCFDF- and, like
almost all my previous employment experience, emphasizes one very essential issue; employment
for Alaskans.

To me this is the single most essential issue. Employment means much more than institwtions, or
corporate taxes paid, or quota shares. Good paying jobs put money direcily into the hands of
people, not bureaucrats. Employment that is interesting and rewarding, boosts self-esteem, and
provides upward mobility and long-term economic stability is never {0 be taken for granted in
communities which have experienced unemployment rates as high as 85%. Employment is the
most important facior to Alaskans, an importance 0o often overlooked or underesumated.

[ was hired in March of 1991 by the American Factory Trawler Association (AFTA) to conduct a
feasibility study for developing an Alaskan training and hiring program. This was preparatory to
the formation of the Bering Sea Comumercial Fisheries Development Foundation (BSCFDF) an
organization solely funded by the American Factory Trawler companies and consisting of a board
that was comprised of three AFTA members and six non-AFTA related prominent Alaskans. This
board inclided:

Johne Binkley, Chair, (business owner and former Alaskan legislator) Fairbanks

Harvey Sameulson, Western Alaska Commercial Fishermans Assn, Dillingham

Tim Towarak, Unalakieet {now Special Assistant to Governior Knowles)

Dr. John White, Bethel {now Chair of the Alaska Board of Fish)

Ed Crane, President, CFAB Bank

Mark Snigeroff, President, Atka Fishermen’s Association

Stan Simonson, President, Golden Age Fisheries

Bob Morgan, Board of Directors, Ocean Traw] Fishenes

Ed Luntrell, President, Arctic King Fisheries
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BSCFDF was originally designed by Paul MacGregor and others of AFTA as a way of getting the
off-shore [eet more directly involved in the Alaskan economy. it was a unique conceps. BSCFDF
was remarkably successful in meeting its goals of encouraging fisheries employment in Western
Alaskan villages due to one specific reason - BSCFDF was an organization financed by the ofi-
shore fleet but managed by Alaskans and committed to the concept of maximizing hire.

This is a program that worked well and has continued to work in various forms through the
CD()'s. Although it is a program aiso offered to shoreside operations, it works best in the
of fshore Tleet because:

People, especially from remote communities, like the seasonal employment it provides
fitting in well with subsistence fifestyles

People can make 3-4 times as much money on offshore boats than int shoreside piants

OIT shore companies usually provide 800 numbers and mail-in or in-person application
procedures, and often provide “point of hire” at home village

There is an emphasis on inter-acting direcily with elders, with tnbal councils and other
community members to help identify quaiified applicants.

There is emphasis on follow-up, continued training and upward mobility

BSCFDF provided financial and organizational support to the emerging CDQ's. The BSCFDF
training and employment program Was basically a bluepring for the CDX) training and hiring
programs. it provided the sociologicat framework for the concept that the Western Alaskan hires
were not just for CDQ fishing seasons only. Hires and re-hires and upgrades were meant i0 be
across-the-board, cross-company, Cross-region, cross-season - so that Western Alaskans were
fully integrated into the general hiring systemn. The CDQs adopied the employment and training
model that the BSCFDF had developed and expanded on it, resulting in thousands of jobs and
millions of dollars being infused into the Western Alaska economy since 1992,

The accomplishments of the BSCFDF and its contributions to the CDQ program and ¢o the

general Alaskan work force has largely been ignored by the Alaskan press, the Alaskan legistature
and the North Pacific Fishery Management Council. However, my personal extensive background
in Alaskan employment and training has taught me what works and what doesn’t.

I could easily see even back in 1992 that there were more rtunities in the off-shore fleet,
bul even the most recent 1997 CD{Q report from the Alaska ent of Community and
Regional Affairs states:

“There appears to be a substantial wage differential between each sector, with greater
earning opportunities to CDQ residents in the offshore sector. The wages paid in the
inshore plants are often barely above minimum wage, alihough overtime opportunities
are available. Often, residents of a community where a plant is located do not participate
in the employment opportunities these plants provide due to the high cost of livinrg in
rural Alaska. Many consider the wages unable to meet their needs and prefer to find
employment elsewhere. Therefore, a large part of the inshore plants’ workforce is
imported from other communities, states, or nations.”

From Januvary of 1992 through May of 1993, 181 people were placed in training at the Alaska
Vocational Technical Center (AVTEC) in Seward, at an average cost of $2500° per student.
in that time period * 140 trainees graduated and were placed in employment In addition to the
trainees, there were many mare “direct hires” - people with prior fishing expenence who did not go
' This doas not include the salary and expenses of BSCFDF personnel and contractors
2 There were many subsequent training sessions sponssred by CDQ's using the BSCFDF model
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through a training program but did go through an extensive selection process. Their experience
was usually fishing in small boats ciose 1o home shores, but it translated into good working habits.
The Foundation continued to be responsible (or placements through Pollock -A of 1994, at.which
time, the BSCFDF employment and training program was discontinued in favor of developing

CDQ programs.

This was a very aggressive hiring program, doing what was necessary to encourage and assist
companies in hiring and working with companies on their expectations for emplovees. The safety
training at Seward was just one step in providing a basis for employment, interaction with various
company representatives, and camaraderie among the graduates. It emphasized safety, zero-
tolerance, shipboard requirements, basic trawl operations, among others.

The BSCFDF maintained personal contact with ail the tratnees and most of the direct hires, a
practice continued by the CD(’s. This is a very critical element in the success of the program. The
BSCFDF provided a platform for communications. From owneys down (o personnel managers 10
iront line factory managers, etc., to community elders and other leaders to experienced fishermen
and real-greenhomn trainees, for the first ime in Alaska’s employment history, there was a way for
muiti-lavers of management and layer and inter-active agencies to talk seriously about a plan of
action. Every trainee who graduated from the BSCFDF training program was basically
guaranteed a job by an agreement armong competitive companies. Many graduates of the both
wraining programs and hiring prograuns have worked steadily for the indusiry since their training,
as early as 1991. Many went to work for their CDQ groups or have stayed with non-CDQ
companies and have “gone up the ladder.” :

The following statistics reflect the employment and trajning that the Foundation conducted during
those years. I want to emphasize that this data base is only as complete as the information supplied
to me during this time period and is NOT meant to be a definitive resource as there are likely many
additional hires that are not recorded here.

# Tinecs # completers

PILOT PROGRAM: (1/2/92 - 177/92) 16 15
TRAINING PROGRAM # 2 (4722 - 5/1/92) 19 15 (PHOTO)
TRAINING PROGRAM # 3 { SI4-5/15/92) 21 18
TRAINING PROGRAM # 4 { 16 TO 10/16/52) 25 14
TRAINING PROGRAM # 5 { 12/9-12/19/92} 20 15
TRAINING PROGRAM # 6 (1/5- 1/15/93) 20 13
TRAINING PROGRAM #7 { 3/2 -3/12, 1993) 20 16
TRAINING PROGRAM # 8 { 4114714, 1993) 20 14
TRAINING PROGRAM # © { 4i27-5/7, 1993) 20 20
, TOTAL 181 140

AVERAGE COST OF TRAINING PER STUDENT: $2500.00

TOTAL NUMBER OF HIRES 1/92 - 5/93: 432 recorded® (138 trainee hires vs. 294 direct hires.)

I encourage you to maintain the stability of the infrastructure currently existing in offshore sector
empioyment by rolling over the current allocations for poliock in the Bering Sea.

Thank vou.
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company Norway Seafoods
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Norway Seafoods
Norway Serfoods represents ose of ithe minsl exciting potential growth stary in Norway.
The company is position to grow shareliolder valuc by 30-40% p.n. over the next 3-4 years:

“Norway Seafoods is the world’s lcading fisheries growp. I1s current prolitability is based on its
-ompetitive (leet and unique resource baye.
* Thc company’s strategy ix jv yeeure control ef the value chain through veriieal integration.

cne company structure are potentially hype,

competilive position, enubling it to continue Lo grow profitably.

The gains (rom incorporating the fishing, processing, marketiog and distribution functions within

Dirzzt cosls #nd overhead can be eut and production and distribution fimetions can be optimised.
The cevelopment of brands will strengthen Norway Seafouds' long-term pusition [urther,
Looking lurther forward, an integrated seafood producer will huve unique resovres base and

The stock’s current pricing (1998 P/G-multiple of 14x) is n dircel resull of Parelo Fond's low
cemmodily price assumptions. The prico does however in no way reflect 1he company's unique
yrowth potential. Management has a lot ol wark (o do befure the infegrated structure is in place,
howuver we are convineed that Lhe key to suceeyy lies in the resourcs bage. Nurwuy Scaloods ia
thereiors in & unique position,
On the basis of our carnings cslimates we expeet the stock 10 grow by 40% p.a. over the neal 3 yesrs.
Norway Seafoods has indicaled that the integration pracess may toke slightly longer, but even under
this scenario we believe that investors can look for an outstanding relurn (30% p a. aver 4 years). This
indizates Lo us that the upside pulential is significant relative to the risk,
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Norwoy Seafomls .‘LS-A_

— T el

Conpany iistury

Norwoy Yoafoeds ASA waz cslablished in Docomber 1954 as u holding company for RGI's fishery
activities. The company was formed 1o rostruclure and develop the fishipg busincss inte an intwmational
seafood company based in Norwey, The company conststa of three divisionss White Fiah Division, Pelagic
Divisien and Salmon Divigion, with eperallony aji] over the world. The fishing acuivities are concentroted in
four ataas; Nurway, Alaaka. Svuth America and Ruvsia,

Norway Seafoads controls 3] vossels; 15 vossals epernte in Nonh Ameriea, 10 Tt Roassia and S in South
America, I addition, | verue) ig cogagod in emb fishing oatide 1he coast of Alricy, Norway Scalonds nlyo
owns ¥ preduction units fecated in Furope (5), UBA {2), and Thallsnd {1} Norway Scafoods® sales affices
ore localed in Europe (8), North Ameriea (2), Jmpan {1, Thailand (1) ond Australia (1),
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American Scafood; Company (ASC) was founded in 1987, and is today one of the world*s leading
producers of whits-fish. ASC contrels 31 vesszly, and can be uxpected 1o cateh £50,000 melric \onnes of
fish in 1997, with & market vajuc of Epproximaicly NOKm 2,839, ASC hos fishery operations in theee parts
of the world, and is therefore geographically divesifed, Teday, ASC controls 49% of the iota! Alaskan
‘queta’ of Alaskan Pollock, snd [9% of the Ruszian Alagkan Pollock quole, Otber important species Include
Scuthers Blue Whiting, Heki, lakc, Chilean Ses Bass, and Cod,

[n 1995, Norway Seafouds aequired the Skaerfish Group. Skaarlish wes RGI% fist mrove Into the
Nerwvogian fishing indusiry, Skaarfish processes and salls pelagic Mish zad salmon from four plonts In
Wextorn Norwey, The semphny has tmditionally recorded high operaling revenues but refatively low
margins.

Melbu Fiskeindugtri (70%) and Foadmark Holding were acquired in 1996, Malbu Is situsted in Norwey. The
company i positioned ity seyerat sagments of the value ehalyn, Poodmark Holding Is besed in Denmark, and
processes, distribulss and sclls while figh, Both companies have had rela tively weak operational
perfortmances in recent yeéars, :

Norway Seafoods nequired 33.2v of Frionor in August 1996, and & further 51% from Orkla in Decombar
1996. Norway Scaloods paid NOKm 564 In sharca Jor the 34% of Frisaor, In Decomber 1596, Norway
Scafoods and Frionor decided to merge, The merger witl be efictivo as of | Januvary 1997,

Frionor is one of the few Norweglan brand names established outside Norway. The company salls beandod
products in aver 30 different geopraphic mnarkets. The main markets Include USA and 3eandinavia,

18 Fands AS . Apnl 1997 Page 3



Norway Sealosds ASA
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Margin poleniin]

"Mie biggest gain froin vertical jntegration is. in our opinion, the pokenlind for improved overall marging duc
1o lower costs throughout the valuc chain, As o jully integrated player, Pereto Fonds bolicves [hat Norway
Sualocds should be able to inrgut & 1ota] aperating margin ol 15-20%,

[ T T TNarwuy Seafoods ASA
Yadur Chaba
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Upsirevn Activitiey

The stand-alone pperciing muryn [tom tho ‘upstreant actlvitios’ has beon estimeled on the basis of ASC’s
higlorical figures, ASC's oporaling margin (based vn finished produst prices) las becn very veolatile, but th
averape aparating margin, rdjustcd for barcbont bire, has been approximotely 6%.

Procexxing

We have cetimated the sand-alone eperating margin from 1he ‘processing / distribution’ regments un the
basis of the historienl figures in Skoarfish, The operations of Skaarfish heve bocn chameterined by a low
deree of velue-adding activitles, Historlcally Skaarfish has had an avernge operating margin of abour 2%.

Distribmion/Marketing

We have pol the 'siand-alone”’ matgin from distributlon and marketing ot approximalely 2%6. Frionor hay
performed badly ih recent yeors, and has recorded an historieal aperating margin of abeut 2.5%. Larger
vaojumss through the aysicin would hava given an operating margin of 4-5%,

Poteatlul synerpies for aa lttegrated player
Syncrgles within the procossing buzinesscs ¢an be reallzed theaugh:
= Roducod diroet coxts

Optimal prosessing of the fiah on thc vessais

-
-« Larger volume will lowsr unjt costs.
-

Enhanced logistics fram vessals Lo production unils

Syncrgics in the markvting / distibullen scgmonts can be realiscd through:
» Moru optimel use of the production units

= Larger velumo will [ower unit costs,

= Enhaiiced logistics from preduction uniis to cansutnor

The intogration proeess therefirs represciiy o sipnifivant potential for improved profitability, This pelsh.
[s however not open 1o averyons, The key to suseess is Lhe resource base. Norway Seafoods fa therefors |
Unique pl.'.'l:lllull
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Morway Scalovis ASA

Share Price Potentiul: 30-407% p.a, over the next 3-4 years

Euriings potentivlt NOKm 600-650 by tire penr 2000 - 2001

Norway Scalood's polential con bo idenlilicd by looking at the profit the company could genorsie when the
new company structure is [Irmly established, Ay mentioned carlicr, wo cxpect thal g growing share of their
own catch of lish will be processed |hrough their own production units. We have assumed that 80% ol the
raw moterials controlled by Norwny Sealvods will be delivered internally by the year 2000, In this way,
§0% of Norway Scafood’s raw material resources will be token through the whole value chain,

On the assuinption that 80% of Norway Scaluud's raw malerial base is processed in-house and sold a3
consumer products, we have cstimated that Norway Scafood's could sell proccased products for about NOK
6.9 bn. p.a. by thu cnd of tie century. The company should be able to financs jta growth throupgh cash {law.

We indicated earlier that the margin potential is 15 - 20%, We have based our calculations on slgaificantly
lower mirging (pre tnx margin of 12.5%) ax we expect nmrgin improvement (o take tine, cspecinlly on the
marketing side, Desplte this, we calculate thal Nerway Scafoed could slill gensrato a net profit of NOKm
626 on revonues of NOK 6,9 ba. In tho year 2000,

[ — ——
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Are aur extimates tuo aggressive?

Norway Scafloods has indicalzd that \he inlegration process will lzke time, ant that our sarnings larget for
the ycar 2000 may not be reached before 2001-2002. As indicaled below, this “down-aside™ is incorporated
into our recommendalion, as invesiors wlll still reczlve an outstanding rciurn even in this sconarie,

Pricing Potential: Jx current caplialisation in 3 year's time

IlMNarway Scafood's siralegy ls successful, the company will have changed proflle from = producer of
commodities to a fully integrated foed producer. Norway Scafoods will then be priced at a fignificantly
higher P/E. Assuming » moderate P/E-multiplo of 16x, the market valus of the equiry could be over NOK 10
br. in 3-4 year's lime, against NOK 3.5 ba. currently. This indicates an upside of 200% over the next 3-4
ycars, of J0-40% per year, 1fjt takes 5 yoars, the growth potential is approzimalely 25% p.a,

Investors should renliso that Norwiy Scafood's management have & lot of work to do befora their goal of
creating the world's leading fully-inlegrated scalooed producer is in pluce, On the other hand, Parcto Fonds
believes (hat the key o succeas is the resource base. Norway Seafoods I3 therefore In a very interesting
position, The upside potential is therefore significant relative to the risk.
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FISHERY
MANAGEMENT
COUNCIL
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DAILE SMITH
RURAL RECRUITER
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= Address to The North Pacific Fishery Management Council

1} Why WSI?
+  CDQ Program Interest
. Opportunity for Employment
= Support for Employment

2) My Role :
' .. Creating Recruiting Material _
. Traveling and Recruiting Throughout Rural (CVFC)
. Assisting Duich Harbor HR, Liaison Between Alaskan Employees and
WSI
. Leadership Team Committee Member (CVEC)
. Established WSI Committee

3) My Yision ' L.

More Employees From CVFC Region

All Apprenticeship Positions Filled

CVFC Employees Complete Contracts

More Alaskans, Other CDQ Regions and Throughout Alaska



ADDRESS TO THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL,

1). WHY WS1?
. CDQ Program Interest

“ - Senior Project - wrote a report on the CI{} Program -

> Benefits to CDQ commuuities, money, skills, scholarships, loans
. Opportunity for Empluirment

> Job posting, applied and was selected

> Able to work with diverse workforce

»  Knowledge Df HR and ability to converse with people
v Support for Employment

> Supporting individualy from Alaska being hired for WSI

- Supporting Apprenticeship program

2) MY ROLE -
. Creating Recruiting Material
> Brochures, Picture Boards, and WSI Logo
> Job posting to all Coastal Villages Fishing Cooperative (CYFC)
villages (apprenticeship positions), vocational centers throughout
Alaska '

. Traveling and Reeruiting Thronghout the Rural (CYFC)
» - Travel to all 17 CVEC villages and Bethel Job Service (Regional
Hub)
> " Traveled to Fairbanks; Tanana Valley State Fair
> Established connections with other CDQ groups, non-profits
entities |

> Will be soliciting throughout universities and vocational centers



> Attending the Alaska Federation of Natives (AFN) Conference

. Assislin1g Dutch Harbor HIR, liaison between Alaska employees and WSI
> Paperwork, filing, interaction with employees '
e Interact w/Alaska employees
. Member of the Leadership Team Committee (CYFC)
»  Meet every 6 weeks
»  Discuss employment opportunities within the fishing industry for
| individuals fiom CVFC Region
. Established the WSI Commictee
» - Established May of 1997
v Committee members from each departinent

> Issnes regarding Alaska emploj*ées

3 MY Elﬁm .
s More.employees from C\-’F C Region
| > Processor positions available
» . Able to “Grow with Company”
. All Apprenticeship Positions Filled

» Three positions available
. Recruiting from ﬁniverties, colleges, vocational centers
. All CVFC Employees Comp-iete Contracts . ‘ 1
' > Provide “steam-house” (proposed)

. > Provide native food for Native Alsskans (proposed) |
. More Alaskans, Different CDQ Regions and Throughout Alaska
> Continued recruiting Ihfoughout Alasgka
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We, the following catcher vessel operators and crew, strongly
support an increase in the percentage of pollock allocated to the
inshore sector of the industry. Fishing communities throughout
Oregon, Washington and Alaska are dependent upon the
inshore pollock fishery and utilization of pollock by the inshore

sector of the industry assures that the amount of food produced
from this National resource is maximized.

We urge the North Pacific Fishe?lv Management Council to go
forward with an analysis of an Inshore/offshore allocation which
contains a substantial increase in the percentage of Bering Sea
pollock which is allocated to the inshore sector of the industry.
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We, the following catcher vessel operators and crew, strongly
support an increase in the percentage of pollock allocated to the
inshore sector of the industry. Fishing cormmunities throughout
Oregon, Washington and Alaska are dependent upon the
inshore pollock fishery and utilization of pollock by the inshore
sector of the industry assures that the amount of food produced
from this National resource is maximized.

We urge the North Pacific ng Management Council to go
forward with an analysis of an ore/ oﬁ'shure allocation which

- contains a substantial increase in the percentage of Bering Sea

pollock which is allocated to the inshore sector of the industry.

Vessel Residence
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We, the following catcher vessel operators and crew, strongly
support an increase in the percentage of pollock allocated to the
inshore sector of the industry. Fishing communities throughout
Oregon, Washington and Alaska are dependent upon the
inshore pollock fishery and utilization of pollock by the inshore
sector of the industry assures that the amount of food produced
from this National resource is maximized.

We urge the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to go
forward with an analysis of an inshore/offshore allocation which
contains a substantial increase in the percerttage of Bering Sea
pollock which is allocated to the inshore sector of the industry.
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We, the following catcher vessel operators and crew, stro
support an increase in the percentage of pollock allocated to th
inshore sector of the industry. Fishing communities throughout
Oregon, Washington and Alaska are dependent upon the
inshore pollock fishery and utilization of pollock by the inshore
sector of the industry assures that the amount of food produced
from this National resource is imized.

We urge the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to go
forward with an analysis of an inshore/offshore allocation which
contains a substantial increase in the percentage of Bering Sea
poliock which is allocated to the inshore sector of the industry.

Name ( Vessel Residence
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We, the following catcher vessel operators and crew, strongly
support an increase in the percentage of pollock allocated to the

inshore sector of the Industry. Fishing communities throughout
Oregon, Washington and Alaska are dependent upon the
inshore pollock fishery and utilization of pollock by the inshore
sector of the industry assures that the amount of food preduced

from this National resource is maximized.

We ur%e the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to go
fo with an analysis of an ore/offshore allocation which

contains a substantial increase in the percentage of Bering Sea
pollock which is allocated to the inshore sector of the industry.

N Vessel Residence
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We, the following catcher vessel operators and crew, strongly
support an increase in the percentage of pollock allocated to the

inshore sector of the industry. Fishing cornmunities throughout
Oregon, Washington and Alaska are dependent upon the
inshore pollock fishery and utilization of pollock by the inshore
sector of the industry assures that the amount of food produced
from this Natfonal resource is maximized.

We urge the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to go
forward with an analysis of an Joffishore allocation which
contains a substantial increase i the percentage of Bering Sea
pollock which is allocated to the tnshore sector of the industry.
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We, the following catcher vessel operators and crew, stro
support an increase in the percentage of pollock allocated to

inshotre sector of the industry. Fishing communities thaoughout
Qregon, Washington and Alaska are dependent upon the

inshore polleck fishery and utilization of pellock by the inshore
sector of the industry assures that the amount of food produced
from this National resource 13 maximized.

We urge the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to go
forward with an analysis of an ore/offshore allocation which

cofitains a substantial (nerease in the percentage of Bering Sea
pollock which is allocated to the inshore sector of the industry.

Name Vessel Residence
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KAWERAK INCORPORATED PAE B2
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PO, BOX S48 « NOME. ALAGKA 29782

TELEPHONE: (907) 443-82M - FAX: (D071 443-3708

Resolurion
AYT.06
‘Whereas, the current inshore/offshare allocation of pollock in the Bering Sea fu s been ib place
since 1992; and

‘Whereas, the current allecation symmhmrenﬂmhamnngmmmpuﬁﬂ Do
program; and : -

Whereas, the carrent inshure/offshore sectors of the Beting Sea has provided a measure of
st:bﬂin'inmmdmymdhuwmmtmmrsmmz;m

Whereas, the inghore/offshoss sastors of the Bering Sea pollock industry are ix a sote of balance
qndar the enrrent inshorefoffshore allecation system; and

Whereat, the cumrent allocation syston: ensures 2 healthy preduct mix and a disexsity of markets
for Bering Sea pollock products; and

Whereas, the curTent allocation system ;uainninsahealmy level of competiz | bebweds
competing sectors and firms in the Morh Pacific polleck fishery, thereby enhtaclng the inherent
valye of the Bering Sea pollack resource, and

Whercas, Western Alackan commumities depend oa the employment and econsumic mad:dpussiﬂe
toough their ivolvement with both the CDQ ana non CDQ operations of at-se3 procesIons, and

Whereas, the current pollock allocaion system offers 2 stable souree of jobs awl other economic
oppormunities for Western Alasian fishermen and comrounites in the Bening Sia potlack Bshery;

Therefore be iz resolved: that Kawerak Inc.. endorses:
1. A contimaticn of the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands pollock O} program o2 3

basis; and
2 A roll-uver of the curent inshore/offshore allocation undl such tme as?h.c le:-

. .
&wdﬂ-daemn&)
e ~, ’ B
& R " _
W_'c . SR PIVEIE TN A AT T

Secretary

Passed This 17th day of September, 19372t a duly canvened meeting of the Karverak Board of
Directors.
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NaKNEK, ALASKA 99633

NAKNEK, SOUTH NAKNEK, AND KING SALMON, ALASKA
Resclution 97-23

A resolution from the Bristol Bay Borough In support of CDQ's and an extengion
of the current BSAI and Gulf of Alaska Inshore/ Offshore allocation

Whereas, Westam Alaskan communities dapend on both the employment and economic development: -

made possible through their involvemeant with both the CDQ and non-CDQ pellock operations of the
Baring Sea; and

Whereas, by maintaining a healthy level of competition betwsen competing sectors and firms in the
North Pacific pollock fishery, the curent allocation of 65% offshore and 35% onshore enhances the
inherent value of the Bering Sea poflock resources and of pollock CDQ's ; and

Whereas, shifting pallock quota from the offshore sector to the onshore sactor would adversely affect
the competitive market for and value of Baring Sea pollock and pollock CDQ); and

Whereas, offshore sector jobs aro aboard vessels that pay a good living wage, maintain a “zero
tolerance” drug and alcohol-free snvironment and permit Alaskans to maintain their participation in
traditional subsistence activilies, and are tharefore highly preferred over onshare jobs by Westermn
Alaskans; and

Whereas, the cument pallock allocation system provides a stabla source of jobs and other economic
opportunitiss for Western Alaskan fisherman and fishery-depondent communities in the Baring Sea
poilock fishory; and

Whereas, shifting pollock quota from the ofishore sector to the onshore sector would result in a
substantial loss of pollock fishery employment opportunitios profered by Westem Alaskans:

Therefore ba It resolved that Bristol Bay Borough endorsas:
1. A continuation of the Bering Sea/ Aleutian Isiands poliock CDQ program on a permanent basis; and
2. An exiansion of the currant Baring Sea/ Aleutian Islands and Guif of Alaskan inshore/ offshore pollock

allocation until such time as the North Pacific Fishery Management Council compleles its Comprehansive
Rationalization Plan for pollock and other groundfish species.

- "LDAH,

Assembly Presgident

=

Bs/24-97 14:43 BRISTOL BAY BORDUGH ADHIN: - 12P64318587 NO. 618 rez
!
JEFFREY 0. CURRIER TELEPHONE
BOROUGH MANAGER (907) 246-4224
Fax
P.O. Box 189 (907) 246-6633



BRISTOL BAY NATIVE ASSOCIATION
P.Q. BOX 310
DILLINGHAM, ALASKA 99576
(507) 842-5257

Resolution 97- _09
by

Execulive Commitise

Onshore / Offshore resolution

WHEREAS: Western Alaskan communities depend on both the employment and cconomic development
made possibie through their involvement with both the CDQ and non-CDQ pollock
operations of the Bering Sea; and

WHEREAS: by maintaining a healthy level of compelition between competing sectors and firms i the
Morth Pacific pollock fishery, the current allocation of 65% offshore and 35% onshore
enhances and inherent value of the Bering Sea pollock resource and of pollock CDQ’s; and

WHEREAS: shifting pollock quota from the offshore sector to the onshore scctor would adversely affect
the competitive market for and value of Bering Sea pollock and pollock CDQ; and

WHEREAS: offshore sector jobs are aboard vessels that pay a good living wage, maintain a “zero
{olerance’ drug and alcohol-free environment and permil Alaskans to maintain their
participation in tradilional subsistence activitics, and are therefore highly preferred over
onshore jobs by Westemn Alaskans; and

WUHEREAS: the cucrent pollock allocation system provides a stable sousce of jobs and other economic
opportunities for Western Alaskan fishermen and Dshery-dependent communities in the
Bering Sea pollock fishery; and

WHEREAS: shifting pollock quota from the offshore sector to the anshore sector would result in a
substantial loss of pollock fishery employment opportunities preferred lyy Westemn Alaskans.

NOW, THEREFORE BE [T RESOLVED TIIAT: the Bristol Bay Native Association endorses: 1) A
continuation of the Bering Sea / Aleutian Islands pollack CDQ program on a permanent basis; and 2) An
extension of the current Bering Sea / Aleutian Istands and Gulf of Alaska inshore / offshore pollock
allocation until such time as the North Pacific Fishery Management Council completes its Comprehensive
Rationaiization Plan for pollock and other ground fish specics.

Signedw

President
CERTIFICATION:
1, the undersigned Secretary of the Bristol Bay Native Association, Inc. do hereby certify that the foregoing
resolution was duly passed by the Board of Directors of Bristol Bay Native Associationonthe 6 _ day
of September, 1997, and thal a quorurn was present,

Signed: _ "YW\ aaxas yd lroe
Secretary




BRISTOL BAY NATIVE ASSOCIATION

Bristol Bay Region to be Possibly Devastated by Effects
of Welfare Reform Compounded by a Crash in the Bristol Bay Fisheries

Intrnduction
A. Description of the Bristol Bay Native Association

The Bristol Bay Native Association (BBNA) is the regional Native non-profit
organization serving the Bristol Bay region of Alaska by acting upon the requirements ol
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act and supporting the concept of the Indian Self-
Determination Act. The Bristc] Bay Native Association is a service agency dedicated to
the betterment of the Native people of the Bristol Bay region.

BBNA is governed by a Board of Directors consisting of representatives from
each of the 30 villages which it serves and 6 at-large representatives. The full board
meets twice yearly and is ultimately responsible for the services provided by BBNA and
for assuring compliance with all applicable laws. An Executive Cormmittee, composed of
ten board members elected from the full BBNA boand, meets about eight tites per year
to provide continuing directicn to BBNA management and staff.

Mz. Terry Hoefferle, Chief Executive Officer, leads a staff of 58 and 2 field staff
of 197, I addition to JTPA Summer Youth employees. BBNA is comprised of
Administration, Accounting, Higher Education, Employment & Training, Village Public
Safety Officer, Elderly Services, Economic Development, Legal, Tribal Government
Services, Vocational Rehabilitation, Fisheries, Social Services, Head Start, Realty and
Natural Resources Departments.

B. Description of Region / Population Demographics

The Bnistol Bay region is located in southwest Alaska. Its regional boundaries
under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) extend about 350 miles north
to south, and zbout 230 miles east to west, and cover about 40,000 square miles, the size
of the state of Ohio.

Three of Alaska’s majer ethuic Native groups - Yup'ik Eskimos, Athabascan
Indians, and Alents live in the region.

The 1990 U.5. Census has tabulated 6,972 residents in the area. The Alaska
Native population makes up about 4,639 residents, or 66% of the total population. There
arc three separate census divisions. The Bristol Bay Borough Census Area includes the
communities of King Salmon, Naknek, and South Naknek. The Dillingham Census Arez
includes nine villages, and the Lake and Peninsula Borough Census Arez includes 17
villages. About 4,700 of BENA’s members live in the region, and another 2,000
members reside most of the year in Anchorage.



L MNatural Resources and Economy

The vast majority of the Bristo] Bay region’s land remains undeveloped, with
subsistence hunting and gathering aclivilies being the pritnary land use. Most of the
region’s land mass is moist tundra, with stunted cottonwood, willows, and spruce trees
scattered throughout.

Commercial fishing and subsistence are the primary economic activities in the
Bristol Bay region. During the off fishing season, unemployment levels increase to more
than 55% in many villages. Smaller comtmunities have few other employment
alternatives. Full time employment is generally limited to the schools and community /
government service, The salmon season lasts three months (late May through July), and
the annual fiuctuations of the salmon runs and salmon prices play a major part in the
economic condition of these communities. Other economic aclivities include cottage
Native arts and crafls, and trapping for beaver, land otter, mink, lynx, fox, and marten.
The crafts market remains good, but the market for furs has collapsed and no longer
contributes very much to the local economy. '

Since 1975, when Alaska's Limited Entry Program was established for the
commercial salmon fishery, the Bristol Bay area has experienced a net loss of 313 timited
entry salmon permits owned by area residents. A total of 1,325 resident permits were
originally tssued, and 952 permits ¢wrrenily remain in the region, so 2 total of 24% of all
resident perm:f.s have left the region sinee 19735, This loss represents a mgmﬁca.nt part of
the region’s traditional economy.

When a salmon permit [caves the area, Lwo or three crew member jobs are also
lost. Consequently, over time, as many as 700 local crew member jobs arc no longer
available, “QOutside™ permit holders {persons from the lower 48 contiguous United States
who have purchased Bristol Bay commercial salmon permits) who participate in the
salmon fishery generally hire their own out-of-region crew members.

Despite having the world’s largest sockeye salmon fishery, according 1o lf:xe 1990
U.3. Census Burcan, 27.5% of the region’s Native population live below the poverty
level.

According to the 1997 Bristol Bay Regional Survey conducted by the University
of Alaska Fairbanks Bristol Bay Campus, salmon fishing crew members who held no
other job eamed, on average, a household income of $16,235. Permit holders who held
no other job earned on average, a household income of $23,181, and boat owners who
held no job other than fishing earned on average $29,187. The figure reported is
household income and does include supplementary income from other adulls in the house
and should not be misunderstood as what fishermen eam. Actual eamings from fishing
alone are sipnificantly lower, according to the 1997 survey results from the 30 villages of
Bristol Bay. The majority of crewmembers make less than 310,000 a year; moreover, the
majority of salmon permit holders and boat owners make less than $20,000 a year from



fishing.

The income of these fishing families does not go very far when you consider the
ligh cost of living in the Bristol Bay repion. There are no roads connecting the thirty
villages of Bristol Bay, and all non-subsistence foed and grocery items must either be
flown in by commercial air cargo service or barged in over-water from Seattle.

The University of Alaska Fairbanks surveyed nineteen communities state-wide,
and the results were compiled in the December of 1996 1o delermine the cost of food at
home for a week in Alaska, Of the nineteen comrmunities, the Bristol Bay community of
Dillingham ranked the third highest in its cost of food relative to urban Ancherage,
Alaska’s prices. The same groceries that cost a family of 4 living in Anchorage $383.34 a
week cost $139.55 in Dillingham to feed a family of 4. This is not hard 1o imagine when
it costs over 5 for a gallon of milk and over $2 for a loaf of bread in Dillingham.

A, A Review of Needs Particular to the Bristol Bay Region

The State of Alaska began implementing its TANF program, the Alaska
Temporary Assistance Program (ATAP), on July 1, 1997. The welfarc time limit clock
has started ticking on Bristol Bay families. Qur people will be struggling with
considerably more barriers to self-sufficiency than any other welfare recipient living in
the wrban areas of Alaska or perhaps even in the entire United States. As stated earlier,
the thurty tribes of the Bristo] Bay region of Alaska are spread over a geographic area of
40,000 square miles, roughly the size of the State of Ohio, without any infrastracture of
connecting roads.

‘The Alaska Division of Public Assistance has not hired or based even one
eligibility lechnician in Bristol Bay in over 18 years. The Alaska Department of Eabor
has taken cuts recently and closed our State Pmployment Service office in the hub
village of Dillingham for sevcral months. The Alaska Employment Service Qffice in
Diilingham was then re-opened in Spring of 1997 on a part-time basis ouly. The same
office historically never had any travel budget to deliver services to any of the outlying
29 villages. A villager had to fly in over 2 hundred miles to register for work with Job
Service since there is no infrastructure of roads connecting the vitlages of Bristol Bay,
which 15 quite a financial hardship on someone who’s dependent on either an AFDC
check or unemployment benefits from seasonal work.

There has never been a real State presence in Bristol Bay for the Alaska
Department of Community and Regional Affairs” At-Risk and Tramsitional Child Care
Program. A review of their case load in Bristol Bay for FY 96 showed only two families
werg signed up for transitional child care services. We leamed that even these two
families had 10 wait for a turn-around time of six weeks between when they applied for



child care and when they actually were determined eligible and processed for services by
Anchorage-based case workers. It is inconeceivable that the working paaor trying to
transition off of welfare would have to wait six weeks for child care to maintain their new
employment. This 15 a real lack of 2ccess to transitional child care services when the
State’s FY 94 AFDC caseioad report for Alaska Native adults on AFDC from Bristol Bay
counits 263 Native Adult recipients.

Qur people have suffered from a devastating lack of Siate social services provision for
decades. A needs assessment conducted by the management of the Bristol Bay Native
Association reveais the following:

Mo local access to at-risk and transitionat child carc scrvices in Bristol Bay.

No local access to Alaska Division of Public Assistance Eligibility Technicians or
Workforce Development Specialists in all of Bristol Bay.

No local aceess to Child Support Enlorcement counseling to work out payment plans for
the benefil of Bristal Bay children and families.

No local access to [ull-time Alaska Department of Labor Employmient Service functions
in Bristol Bay.

Neo local access to State of Alaska Child Care Registry Services or suppo:ﬁvc child care
food programs in Bristol Bay.

No regional coordination of TANF / ATAP services for families in Bristol Bay.
No integration of State support services and training so people can work in Bristol Bay.

No infrastructure in place for Community Work Service for welfare recipients where
there are no jobs.

-

No local access to State work supplementation or On-the-Job Training programs. -

No State-delivered consumer education in Bristol Bay on available state and federal
Work Incentives such as the Barned Income Tax Credit, subsidized child care, retention
of Medicaid benefits, efc. for parents transitioning off of TANF benefits.

No supportive services in place for job coaching and other employment retention
programs for newly hired parents to prevent work attrition and a return to TANFE benefit
dependency.

Ne local provision of counseling and self-sufficiency plan development and case
management services fo ATAP / TANF recipients in Bristol Bay.
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B. Welfare Reform Effects to be Compounded by the Inpending Crash of the
Bristol Bay Salmon Fisheries

With only the Wood River section nearing its minimum escapement goal and
most inajor river systems in Bristol Bay in danget of neither meeting minimum
escapement goals nor atlowing for any productive commercial fishing time to protect
stocks, residents of these Bristol Bay fishing comrnunities are bracing for what could be
the most devastating Bay-wide fishing disaster in decades.

According to the Jong-time Dillingham Superintendent for Peter Pan Seafoods,
Norman Van Vactor, if the fishing season continues failing te produce as it has as of July
11, 1997, Bristol Bay commuaities will be In the worst possible shape they've been in for
many years,

Van Vactor said that most Bristol Bay drift gillnetters incur an average of $20,000
in pre-season debt before they even get their nets wet. These pre-season expenses include
the costs for nets, boat repairs, engine repairs and replacements, etc,

As of July 11, 1997, Van Vactor said the average Bristol Bay salmon vessel has
only put in 12 to 17,000 1bs of fish. Ifthis fish is valued at 50 Cents a pound, then Van
Vactor said the vessel has only grossed about $8,500, and they haven't even paid their
crews yetl.

Van Vactor said Fishing Companies in addition to Bristol Bay fishing families
may need some major relief if the season continues its slide into what could be one of the
worst Bay-wide fishing disasters on record. Van Vactor said Peter Pan could be left
holding the bag for a couple of million dollars easily from this fishing season.

In normal ycars, there is not a coll2pse on more than on¢ river system in Bristol
Bay, This ordinarily enables fishing companies to assist families in the fall from a bad
scason by fronting them some money to get through the winter. However, with a Bay-
wide system not producing, Van Vactor said fishing companies just won't be in a position
to help. Moreover, Van Vactor is afraid the companies themselves may be in danger of
needing some type of government relief.
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RESOLUTION 97-12

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE POLLOCK CDQ PROGRAM AND THE CURRENT
INSHORE/QFFSHORE ALLOCATION,

WHEREAS the current inshare/offshors allocation of pollock in the Bering Sea has beea in placs since
1892; and

WHEREAS the curreat ailocarion system bas resulted in 2 strang and healthy poliock CDQ program; and

WHEREAS the current inshore/offshorc allocation of polleck in the Bering Sea has provided a measyre of
stability in the industry and botween the tWo sectors since 1992; and

WHEREAS the current allocation system casutes 3 healthy preduct mix and 1 diversity of markets for
Bering Sea pollock products; and :

WHEREAS the current allecation Systemt maintaing & healthy leve! of campetition betwesn competing
scctors acd firms in the North Pacific pollock fishery, therchy echanclog the inherent value of the Bering
Sea polloek resource: and

WHEREAS rural Alaskan communities depend on the employment and economie development made
possible through their involvement with bath CDQ and non-CHQ operations of at-sea processars; and

YWHEREAS the curreat pallock allocaton system pravides 3 sable source of jobs and ather cconomic
Opportunities for rural Alaskan fishermen and cammuities in the Bering Sea pollock fishery:

NOW THEREFORE BE [T RESOLVED THAT the Council of the City of Saint Paul hereby endorses
1. A continuation of the Bering Sea pollock CDQ program o a permagcat basis;
2. A roli-over of the cucrent inshore/offshore. allocation until such time as the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council completes its Compreheasive Racoaalizaton Plan for pollock
aad ocher groundfish species.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED BY A MAJORITY VOTE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE Ty
OF SAINT PAUL THIS 15th DAY OF AUGUST. 1997 - :

Myron %lovidov, Yies-Mayor
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RESOLUTION

WHEREAS Western Alaskan communities depend on both the
employment and economic development made possible through their involvement with
both the CDQ and non-CDQ pollock operations of the Bering Sea; and

WHEREAS by mainfaining a healthy level of competition between
competing sectors and firms in the North Pacific pollock fishery, the current allocation
of 65% offshore and 35% onshore enhances the inherent value of the Bering Sea pollock
resource and of pollock CDQ's; and

WHEREAS shifting pollock quota from the offshore sector to the onshore
sector would adversely affect the competitive market for and value of Ber; ng Sea
pollock and pollock CDQ; and

WHEREAS offshore sector jobs are aboard vessels that pay a good living
wage, maintain a “zero tolerance” drug and alcohol-free environment and permit
Alaskans to maintain their participation in traditional subsistence activities, and are
therefore highly preferred over onshore jobs by Western Alaskans; and

WHEREAS the current pollock allocation system provides a stable source
of jobs and other economic opportunities for Western Alaskan fishermen and fishery-
dependent communities in the Bering Sea pollock fishery; and

WHEREAS shifting pollock quota from the offshore sector to the onshore
sector would result in a substantial loss of pollock fishery employment opportunities
preferred .by Western Alaskans;

IT IS RESOLVED that P-—"(\{_QC L\nfbw Fl}‘.n_i endorses:

1. A continuation of the Bering Sea/ Aleutian Islands pollock CDQ
program on a permanent basis; and

2 An extension of the current Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and Gulf

of Alaska inshore/ offshore pollock allocation until such time as the North Pacific
Fishery Management Couneil completes its Comprehensive Rationalization Plan for

pollock and other groundfish species. % : p i 5
Sppor

* M}S-é
Dipty Clenks,



Western Alaska Fisheries

Development Association
310K St. Suite 200 » Anchorage AK 99501

(807) 264-661G ph. (907) 264-6633 fax

September 26, 1997

Richard Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Ave. Suite 306

Anchorage AK 99501

Dear Mr. Chairman,

. The six CDQ groups represented by WAFDA have reviewed the proposed
rule implementing the expanded Multi-Species CDQ Program for groundfish
and crab published August 15 in the Federal Register. We are attaching a
copy of a condensed version of our oral testimony for your information and
queit;ons. If you would like a copy of the full comments package, please let
me know.

We apologize for not getting this information to you sooner, but are sure you
appreciate the complexity of this rule and the time it takes to arrive at a
consensus with all the groups and partners involved. We completed and
submitted our comments to the National Marine Fisheries Service on
Monday, September 21st.

We have grouped our concemns under the following headings:
CDQ Specific Prohibitions
Jan. 1 - 20 Trawl Flatfish Closure
Early Harvests on Interim Specifications
No overage allowance
Limiting non-target, low commercial value bycatch species
Prohibition on combining 1FQs with CDQs and CDQs with CDQs
CDQ and PSQ Transfers
Halibut Grid Sorting



Weighing and Catch Estimation
At-sea scale requirement
Permits- pre-approval
Catch Estimation Alternatives and Plans
Observer Issues
Observer Sampling Station
Observer Coverage
Two observers on all catcher processors, regardless of size or gear
Higher observer coverage requirements than IFQ on catcher boats <124’
One size fits all observer work rules
Flexibility Issues - Halibut Skiff Fisheries
Check-in / Check-out reports
Catch Monitoring Requirements

Thank you for this opportunity to express our concerns.

Sincerely,

iy L. McBurney, %

Executive Director



Comments on Draft Amendments to 50 CFR Part 679
Submitted by the Western Alaska Fisheries Development
Association

A. CDQ Specific Prohibitions

1. Jan. 1 - 20 Trawl Flatfish Closure

The general closure to fishing for groundfish with trawl gear in the
BSAI during the period of January 1-20 of each calendar year (at §679.23(c) is
extended to CDQ operations by reference. The general closure of the open
access fishery is justified by conservation measures for chinook bycatch in the
poliock fishery. It was extended to all trawl fisheries to block crossover of
pollock vessels to other trawl fisheries.

Recommendation—

We recommend an exemption for the non-pollock trawl CDQ fisheries
from this closure. The fisheries likely to be prosecuted at this time are
primarily for flatfish which have negligible salmon bycatch, and there is no
danger of crossover in a quota fishery.

2, Early Harvests Based on Interim Specifications

The policy of allowing harvests based on interim specifications is
carried over to the expanded CDQ program. The proposed regulations
authorize a 25 percent harvest of the initial TAC and prohibited species
allowance for all non-pollock species until the final specifications are
approved by NMF5 in consultation with the Council. Currently, NMFS
allows 45 percent of the pollock TAC (the A season fishery) to be taken based
on irutial specifications, and this is also extended to the CDQ pollock fishery.

Recommendation—

We recommend that the regulations give greater consideration to
seasonal harvesting requirements of the non-pollock trawl fisheries, and not
restrict the harvest in the early months of each year to an arbitrary 25 percent
level. In some cases the level may need to be increased to fully utilize the



quotas. The NPFMC should be given the frameworked authority to allow up

to 50% of the interim TAC (except for pollock and existing IFQ species) to be

harvested before specifications are final when:

= there is very little possibility that the final specifications will reduce the
TAC more than 50 percent from the initial TAC and

* a 25 percent allowance would impose a significant and otherwise
unnecessary restriction on the CDQ operations.

* If the final specifications reduce the TAC more than 50 percent, the NMFS
Regional Director should have the authority to reduce the percentage
based on the final specifications by emergency order.

3. No overage allowance

This section would prohibit a CDQ group from exceeding a CDQ or
halibut PSQ. We understand the need to ensure that CDQ harvests do not
exceed the allocation. Managing harvests to fall within a quota is an important
part of fishery management. This proposed regulation, however, ignores the
reality that innocent and inadvertent overages do occur. The agency and the
Secretary have already recognized the need to provide some flexibility in
quota management by approving over and under regulations for the halibut
and sablefish IFQ) program. The prohibition on exceeding a CDQ allocation is
far more strict than the open access and IFQ allocation requirements. The
CDQ groups deserve similar flexibility or they will always fall short of their
allocation or be in violation of the regulations.

Recommaeandation—

We propose that the regulations be modified to provide CDQ groups
with an overage allowance that mirrors the IFQ procedure for target species—
any overages would be deducted from the group’'s following year's
allocation. We do not propose an underage provision that would allow
carryover of unfished allocation from one year to the next. However, if the
agency wishes to add that provision, we have no objection. The primary focus



is on securing the flexibility for CDQ groups to reasonably harvest their
allocations without being forced to forego harvest or become criminals.

4. Limiting quotas of low commercial value bycatch
species

NMFS has attempted to provide some flexibility by proposing a
“non-specific reserve” for arrowtooth flounder, squid and ‘other species,’ but
this approach is inadequate in situations where the TACs for bycatch species
don't coincide with actual harvests and fishing strategies. For example, the
‘other species’ TAC is not normally reached in the open access fisheries since
a large percentage of the cod is taken with trawl gear, which has a lower
incidence of skate bycatch. Most CDQ cod, on the other hand, will be taken
with lenglines in order to lower halibut bycatch, but longlines result in higher
skate bycatch.

Recommendation—

To address the bycatch species problem, we recommend that the
regulations provide NMFS with a “frameworked” authority in the annual
specifications process to list species which become PSC when a CDQ is
reached — as is the norm in the open access fisheries — rather than shutting
down a fishery. The initial kist should include squid, arrowtooth flounder and
‘other species,” all of which are bycatch species with little or no commercial
value. The Regional Director's authority to prescribe management measures if

an overfishing level is being approached should also apply in this case.

5. Prohibition on combining IFQs / CDQs and CDQs / CDGs

These subparts would prohibit catcher processers and observed
catcher vessels from combining quota from more than one CD(Q} group, or
combining the catch of CDQ and IFQ in the same haul or set. Catcher vessels
would be prohibited from having CDQ and non-CDQ fish on board with the
exception that longliners could have CDOQ and IFQ fish on board.

The IFQ regulations currently allow observed CDQ vessels and

catcher/ processors to fish IFQ and CDQ on the same set, allowing halibut to
.3_



be retained as IFQ to reduce halibut mortality. The proposed regulation
would prohibit current practice and increase halibut waste. It would also
contradict the existing IFQ management plan which requires retention of
halibut and sablefish if a CDQ group has unharvested IFQ.

The prohibition on harvesting more than one CDQ group’s quota in a
single haul or set is likewise a potential complication for groups seeking to
optimize harvesting efficiency. Without the ability to combine quotas on a
single vessel and potentially harvest more than one quota on a haul or set,
managing small quotas will be made more difficult. This proposed regulation
would also prohibit current practice.

Recommendation—

This is a data recording problem, not an enforcement or management
problem. Observer catch estimates will be used to enforce CDQs after the fact,
not at sea. The observers could report any mixed CDQ/IFQ fishery as a CDQ
harvest. It would then be up to the CDQ) groups to document their IFQs and
report the catch as appropriate—either as IFQ catch to the RAM division or as
CDQ catch. If more than one CDQ is fished in the same haul or set, it could be
recorded to one CDQ group and sorted out later by group. The amounts
involved are likely to be very small.

6. Limits on CDQ and PSQG Transfers

This subpart governs the transfer of CDQ) and P5Q} allocations among
CDQ groups, requiring a substantial amendment for the transfer of more than
10 percent of a CDQ, or any guota allocation. Technical amendments are
required for less than 10 percent of an annual CDQ. No P5Qs or PSQ
allocations can be transferred without a proportional amount of CDQ. Any
type of P5Q) change requires a substantial amendment, and PSQ amendments
can only be filed January 1-31. Approved changes of PSQ become effective for
that calendar year upon approval by NMFES. Approved changes for PSQ
allocations do not become effective until January 1 of the year following.



Recormmendaticn—

We recommend that the 10 percent cutoff for technical amendments on
CDQ transfers be extended to allow transfers under a set tonnage using the
technical amendment process regardless of the percentage of allocation
affected. We suggest that transfers of 25 mt of CDQ or 10 percent of the
allocation, whichever is greater, should be allowed with a technical
amendment. This should greatly reduce the number of substantial
amendments needed to rationalize the small TAC fisheries.

Finally, we request that NMFS allow up to five percent of CDQs to be
traded after the fact in the event one group has a small overage and can trade
it to another group with an equivalent surplus. This would not result in the
overall CD(Q} being exceeded, but could limit the number of enforcement
actions necessary for small overages while allowing a higher percentage of the
quotas to be taken.

7. Halibut Grid Sorting

CD{Q groups are individually accountable for their bycatch and have
every incentive to minimize halibut mortality. Generally their operations also
have a higher level of observer coverage than the open access fleet. It would
be preferable to minimize halibut mortality through a grid sorting
mechanism if the objections to the original proposal can be overcome.
Alternative methodologies such as halibut excluders in the midbody of the
net can also be used, but may conflict with other objectives such as
minimizing cod and pollock bycatch in flatfish fisheries through use of
separator panels or other gear modifications.

Recormmendation—

Allow the use of halibut grid sorting in CDQ operations provided that

the IPHC and observer program requirements can be met.



B. Weighing and Catch Estimation

1. Catch Weight Measurement

While we support use of at-sea scales for weighing at-sea, we cannot
support implementation of these provisions until certifiable at-sea scales are
proven to be effective.

Recommendation—

NMFS needs to provide for an exemption to the requirement if at-sea
scales do not prove to be reliable. The regulations should anthorize
volumetrics as a fallback or secondary source of measurement until such time

as scales are proven effective.

2. CDQ Permits- pre-appraoval process

NMES proposes a CI() vessel permit and inspection to verify
compliance with the proposed regulations, particularly the availability of a
certified scale and observer sampling station contained in § 679.28. This
proposal poses potential hardship if a company undertakes modifying a
vessel in order to meet the new requirements only to have them disapproved
upon inspection.

Recommendation—
We recormnmend that NMFS adopt a “pre-approval” process in cases

where vessel modifications are required.

3. Catch Estimation Alternatives and Plans

The proposed regulations require that a group’s CDP identify the
methods or source of data used to estimate catch weight of CDQ and P5Q for
each vessel and processor. The subpart also specifies the minimum
requirements for catch estimation and verification of CDQ and PSQ catch.
These requirements include use of the CD(Q} observer's estimate, reports of
weight or numbers of species on ADF&G fish tickets and other sampling
techniques, depending on the size and type of vessel. It also allows for an

alternative method to be proposed that would increase sample size and
-6-



number, and if approved, that would become binding. The apparent
objective is to increase the accuracy and reliability of the catch weight
estimation. We note that in shore plants, company personnel do the sorting
monitored by an observer, while on catcher processors, the observer does all
the sampling, including sorting,

Recommendation—

If a CDQ group proposes an alternative sampling methodology and it
is approved, there is no recourse to the standard method without filing a
technical amendment. That means in the event that the alternative
methodology does not work out or a critical piece of equipment fails, fishing
must stop until the amendment is approved. This would require the CDQ
group to process and submit paperwork to the State which would then be
passed on to NMFS.

We suggest that NMFS give CDQ groups the ability to fall back to
NMFS standard procedure upon filing a letter of notification to the State with
a copy to NMFS if an alternative, higher sampling frequency plan approved
by NMFS is attempted, but for some reason does not work out. We further
recommend that a fax transmission from a vessel be considered sufficient
notification.

We also request that at least one set or haul per shift be at least partial
haul sampled for the catch of prohibited species by the observers of
catcher/processors. We further request that the regulations authorize vessel
crew members to assist the observer in his sampling or other catch estimation
technique, when apprepriate and requested.

C. Observer Issues

1. Observer Sampling Station Size

The size of the observer sampling station described in this subpart may
be excessive given the limited space available on most multi-species trawl
and longline vessels. Many CDQ vessels will be unable to comply with this

requirement.
-7-



Recommendation-—

We suggest that a 4 ft. x 6 ft. workspace should be adequate for observer

stations.

2. Observer Coverage

Two observers on all catcher processors, regardless of size or
gear

The draft regulations require two observers on any catcher-processor of
any length. This is one-size-fits-all rule fails to take into consideration the
differences between vessels and gear types.

On certain vessels, particularly small fixed gear catcher-processors, it
will not be possible to have two observers since there is insufficient room.
Accordingly, one result of this regulation will be to limit the size and type of
catcher-processor vessels CDQ) groups can use. This may force CDQ groups
to cease using smaller longline catcher-processors for their sablefish CDQ.
The additional cost is another unnecessary burden on CDQ longline
catcher-processors since these boats harvest fish one at a time. This is a very
different situation from the large tows associated with traw] catcher-
processors.

Recommendation—

We propose that the regulations provide the Regional Director with the
flexibility to require that fixed gear catcher-processors carry two observers if
deemed appropriate given the particular operation. Otherwise, fixed gear

catcher-processors would be required to carry only one observer.

Higher abserver coverage requirements than for IFQs on catcher
boats <124’

This subpart requires all catcher vessels in excess of 60 feet LOA, except
a catcher vessel that only delivers unsorted cod ends to a processor or another
vessel, have at least one lead CDQ observer present at all times while CDQ is
harvested.



Recommendation—

We recommend retention of the 30 percent observer coverage
requirement for catcher vessels between 60 feet and 124 feet that participate in
a directed fixed gear sablefish or halibut CDQ fishery. If there is a
demonstrated need to require 100 percent observer coverage this rule should
not go into effect until 1999, since the harvesting rules for the fixed gear
halibut and sablefish fisheries in 1998 will remain the same as for 1995-97.
During this period, vessels 6 >124 feet in length come under the 30 percent
rule. To our knowledge, there are no proposals to require 100 percent
observer coverage in these IFQ fisheries.

One size fits all obasrver work rules
This subpart limits observers to sampling three hauls in a 12-hour
period, which in turn limits each vessel to three hauls in a 12-hour period. As
proposed, this rule will cause operational problems with production and test
tows in some fisheries. One of the goals of this program is bycatch
reduction—limiting test tows will greatly increase the uncertainty of catch
composition. Another objective is to increase the accuracy of catch
composition estimation — limiting the number of tows sampled may work at
cross purposes with that objective.
ARecommendation—
We propose that a provision be added to exempt test tows from the
three hauls in 12-hours limit and give the Regional Director the authority to
increase the number of test tows sampled when appropriate for a given

fishery.
D. Flexibility Issues - Halibut Skiff Fisheries

1. Checlt-in / Check-out

The proposed check-in/check-out process is cumbersome when
applied to the many small skiffs and fishing vessels participating in the CDQ
halibut fisheries. It also creates problems for CDQ groups with boats
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participating in both the CDQ and IFQ halibut fisheries. Vessels that currently
harvest both CDQ and IFQ halibut on the same trip would have to check-out
of the CIDX} fishery to catch IFQ halibut.

Recommendation—

We recommend that NMFS adopt a unified reporting procedure that
would allow CD( groups to a single check-in report for all vessels at the
beginning of the halibut season. A second check-out report identifying all
vessels that actually participated would be submitted by the group at
season's end. Catch reports would provide a mechanism for checking
participation on a weekly basis. Anyone fishing halibut during the seascn will
be required to check in to provide for enforcement.

We have no objection to filing check-in/check-out reports in the other
fisheries, but suggest that there be further clarification that a vessel's skipper
can be authorized to act as an agent for a CDQ group in submitting the
check-in/check-out reports, rather than complicating (and potentially
delaying) the process by requiring vessels to communicate with NMF5
through the relevant CDQ group.

Finally, we encourage a broad definition of "receipt” of check-
in/check-out notification. We suggest that fax transmissions be authorized to
come directly from vessels, with a copy to the CDQ group. "Receipt”
verification would be achieved by a fax transmission confirmation report

which would be printed out and retained by the sender.

2, Catch Monitoring Requirements

This subpart establishes menitoring requirements for vessels and
processors, and generally eliminates the need for observers on catcher vessels
less than 60 feet LOA s0 long as they retain all groundfish and halibut CDQ
until it is delivered to a processor. All catcher processors and motherships
must have all CDQ hauls or sets sampled by a CDQ observer. The regulations
seem to both exempt trawl vessels delivering unsorted cod ends from
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observer coverage, regardless of LOA, and also require all vessels larger than
125 feet to have observers.
Recommendation—

We suggest that unobserved halibut catcher vessels be exempted from
the requirement to retain and deliver groundfish and PSC (except for Pacific
cod and pelleck as required by IR/IU}. The amounts involved are trivial in
the larger picture, but for very small vessels and processors, it creates
potential hardship. The regulations should clearly exempt trawl vessels

delivering unsorted cod ends from observer coverage, regardless of LOA.

-11-



Bering Sea Fishermen's Association
725 Christensen Dr.
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

September 25, 1997 %?ﬁ
é*‘“ AT

North Pacific Fishery Management Council a A

605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306 "y

Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 “os 504 s
/N

RE: BSAI Pollock Inshore - Offshore 3 ;,‘:-'!';‘:; f

Gentlemen and Gentlemen:
For your consideration in the Above-referenced issue:

To the extent that and in the event that ultimately more BSAI Pollock quota (more than
35%) is directed inshore by the NPFMC, that additional quota shall be distributed
among Bering Sea Communities on a per capita basis of permanent residents of
Alaska. In those communities that are members of CDQ Corporations, the additional
“Inshore" quota going to those communities shall go to the existing CDQ Corporations.

For purposes of this proposal a permanent Alaska resident is an individual who
qualifies for and receives an Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend, or who qualifies for an
Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend but who does not receive part or all of a Permanent
Fund Dividend, and which "Qualifying" individual indicates on her or his Alaska
Permanent Fund Dividend application, a qualifying Bering Sea Community as her or
his permanent residence.

If you have any questions, | will gladly attempt to answer them. Thank you.

il // /‘

f

Sincerely,

4 G So S
{;«’ff.’,f{-:'—' e / )';/

Z Jude Henzler
Executive Director
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September 17, 1997

Mr, Richard Lauber

Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4" Avenue

Room 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: Public Comment on Inshore/Offshore Agenda Item

Dear Chairman Lauber;

Please include this public comment on the Inshore/Offshore agenda item in the Council
members’ briefing materials for the upcoming September meeting in Seattle,

LD Foods strongly urges the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to limit analysis
of the Inshore/Offshore issue to two options: 1) Allow provisions of the existing rule
relating to allocations of Bering Sea Pollock between the inshore and offshore sectors to
sunset, or 2) extend for three or more years without change the current inshore/offshore
Bering Sea Pollock regulation.

LD Foods opposes any change in the present Inshore/Offshore regulations that increases
the percentage of Pollock harvested by the inshore sector. LD Foods, a major buyer of
Pollock fillet and block products, is engaged in value-added, secondary processing, We
custom-process Pollock products for a variety of end users, including the McDonalds
chain of restaurants. Alaska Pollock reprocessed by LD Foods accounts for
approximately 100 million fish meals consumed annually in McDonalds’ customers.

Efforts to increase the percentage of Pollock processed by the inshore sector pose a direct
threat to domestic producers and consumers of Pollock products. The North Pacific
Council’s analysis unambiguously supports that contention. The onshore processing
plants, particularly those owned by Nippon Suisan and Maruha. exclusively produce
surimi. Very little fillet and block production occurs in the onshore sector

LD Foods
S Senoth fridtestrien! A, fefferson, Wisconsin 33549
Teleplionte 414-674-97K0 Fax 414-674-5350






On the other hand, a significant portion of the Pollock processed by the catcher/processor
fleet is dedicated to fillet and block production. It is important to note that the Japanese-
owned or controlled mother ships, which account for 10 percent of the overall Pollock
harvest, are surimi operations. Proposals to include mother ships in the inshore sector
and to increase the amount of Pollock available to onshore processors and mother ships
above current tevels would adversely affect the supply of fillet and block production for
domestic users.

We urge the North Pacific Council to consider the market impacts of allocation actions
and to maintain the present balance in ailocations between the two disparate sectors of the
North Pacific fislhing industry.

Thank you, for considering these views.

Managing Partner & CEO
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BSFA Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association

725 Chnisiensen Drive

Anchorage, Alaska 99501 »:T "

(B0D) 770-6519 (Within Alaska) .~ 5% "L ryy

(907) 279-6519 oL, p-L PR PN

FAX (907) 258-6688 L Aop ’(? £ w
£ ELAg fy 8

Serving western Alaska small boat fisheries since 1980 d‘-’ ? é)‘ f ! ;,?'

September 11, 1997

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Richard B. Lauber

605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Re: Inshore-oifshore 3
Dear Chairman Lauber and Council Members:

Al its June 1997 meeting in Kodiak, Alaska the Council weighed aspects of its prevailing
distribution of those Bering Sea pollock under its jurisdiction among inshore and offshore
mterests. Ever since that June Council meeting, and even while in full pursuit of subsistence and
commercial salmon harvests, board members here at BSFA have likewise focused on this issue
which is al once a division economical, political and emotional.

The Alaska Federation of Natives called a Subsistence Summit of Alaska Natives in late August
in Anchorage, and our board members, who came to Anchorage for that meeting, used that
opportunity to hold a BSFA board meeting in Anchorage all day August 29, 1997, At that BSFA
board meeting the board members carefully and thoroughly considered the NPFMC inshore-
offshore Bering Sea pollock allocation.

Alter thoroughly reviewing the issue, il is the BSFA Board recommendation to the Council that

it “rollover™ the current inshore-offshore division of Bering Sea pollock and retain the status quo.

Thank you for your attention to this matter, and, if’ you have any questions, please call.
Sincerely,

(__i}__t NCHar \< ke jgipes

Andy Golia v i
Chairman, BSFA Board

ce: BSEFA Board Members
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3300 Arclic Boulsvard, Suite 203
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Phone (807) 562-7380
Fax {907) 562-0438
Email: swamc@alaska.net
hitp:/fwww. alaska.net/~swame

September 20, 1997
Mr. Rick Lauber, Chainman
North Pacific Fishery Managemant Council
605 West 4" Avenue, Suite 306
Anchnrape, Alaska 99501-2252
Dear Mr. Lanber:

Attached is u resolution from the Southwest Alaska Munisipal Coaference (SWAMC) regarding - -
the issue of mshore / offchare allacation reavthorization that is before the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council.

You will note that the resolution adopted supports the CIX) program, a roliover of the existing
allocations for the Gulf of Alaska, and an anatysis of changes in the fishery sivee inception of the
program in 1992, canceming pollock allocation in the Bering Sca / Aleutian Islands ares.

SWAMC thanks you for the opportunity to provide input. If you have questions or need
additionat informatior, please feel free o contact me.

Sincezely,

Alice J. Ruby, President
SWAMC Board of Directors

ce: SWAMC Members

Kodkak Isiand 4 Alaska Peninsula ¢ Bristol Bay # Aleutian Chain ¢ Pribilod istands
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3300 Arctic Boilevard, Suite 203
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Phone (307) 562-7380
Fax'(967) 562-0438
Email: swame @ alaska.ne!
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WHEREAS, mewmhmﬂmdahmmaemmuummmmmuwﬂahh
atH‘ueﬂmeHmmauWhyﬂnﬂwmﬂandﬂmehmﬁmmnf
expernence urnder the curnent formula;

WHEREAS, another rofiover without enalysis, of the cument allocation would ignore tha
changes lo the fishery as a result of the existing allocation and evidence of the
changing nature of the industry that harvests thig highly valuable poliock
IYEQUICE;

WHEREAS, tha Magwsmmm“mmﬂyammand ks the new law for
management of our nation's fisheries:

WHEREAS, indu_ded in the Magnuson-Stavens Act, Seclion 301, National Standards, are

Kodiak Iskand # Alaska Peninsula & Bristo! Bay ¢ Aleutian Chain @ Pribilod tetanis
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WHEREAS, the pollock atlocation for BSAl and the GOA s critical ta the continuad economic
viabifity of caastal cormmunities, especially the CDQ cammunities;

WHEREAS, the BSAIl Poliock CDG program has been a success, leading to the participatan
of the Bering Sea coastal communifies in the fishing industry of the Bering Sea,
creating employment opportunities, increased and stabilized revenuas that will
result in increased community stability and (ong-tern vability;

WHEREAS, the shore based plants, fishing fleets that defiver in ccastal communities, and at
sea processors that land praduct in coastal communities, contribute millions of
dollars annually to the State of Alaska and coastal communilies threugh property
taxes, local and state-ehared fish tax, sales tax, employment cpportunities, and
other so¢ial benefils;

WHEREAS, the inshona/offshore pollock afiocation system provides a stable scurce of jobs
ang other economic apportunities for Westem Alaska fishermen and fishery-
dependent communities in the Bering Sea pollock fishery,

NOW THEREFORE BE [T RESOLVED that the Southwest Alaska Municipal Conference
requests that the Narth Pacific Fishery Management Council anglyze data and information
reflecting the current gtatus of the Bering Sea / Aleutian (slands pollock fighery and the effects
of any changes to the current allocation formula before allocating the resource, supparts the
reauthorization of the paliack CDQ program in the Bering S¢a, and suppoeris the reauthorization
of the existing Gulf of Almska allscation for poliock and cod, for the falfowing reasons:

1. Compliance with the Magnuson-Stevens Act

2. To recognize changes in the BSAI pollock fishery since 1952

a Imparance of the allocation to the continued economic viakility of coastal
communities.

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE SOUTHWEST ALASKA MUNICIPAL CONFERENCE
THIS 2.0K~. DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1097. '

TOTAL P.B4
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SsaPBPBBAE P.O, BOX B8 » NOME, ALASKA 00762 =====-?>

TELEPHONE: (307 443-5231 » FAX: [907) 443-3 708

FEING THE
WRLLAGES OFr
eiaan Resolution
#97-06

ot Whereas, the curvest inshore/cifshore allocation of pollock in the Bering Sca as been i plave
e gince 1992; and
GAMOTFLL
o Whereas, the current allocation system has resnlted in a strong and bealtby pollock CDQ
p— program 4
MAES (G0 ‘Wheereas, the current inghore/offshare sectors of the Bering Sea has provided 2 measure of
HoNE . stability in the industry and between the two sectors since 1992; and
BUAATICONCLA '
SHARTORLN. Wikeveay, the inchere/offshore seclors of the Bexing Sen pollock mdusiry are in a stte of balacce
Souowerl

P e MtﬁamﬂlmmmmahuﬂhypmmMHHnMufmm
T HICHAEL  for Bering Sea pollock products; aed
TELLEHA
AAAL AL FIF Whereas, the cuorrent allocation systedy maintzins a healthy tevel of competition between
WALES compoting sectors and firms in the Nanth Pacific pollock fishery, thereby enhancing the inherent

Whereas, Western Alaskan communitics depend on the employment and eoonomic made possible
tiwough their involvement with both the CBQ and non £D() operatians of at-sea processors; and

Wherras, the corrent podlock zilocation system offers a stable soarce of jobs and other economic
oppottunities for Wesern Alaskan fishermen snd comnmmities in the Bering Sea poltock fishery,

Thwerefore be it resoived: that Xawerak Inc., endorses:

1. A contimtion of the Bering Sea/Alewtian Islands polleck CIXQ program on a
pormanent basis; and

2. A roll-over of the cosrent imshove/offchare allocaion until such time < the Nerth
Pacific Fishery Management Council completes its Conprehensive Rationalization
Plan for pollock and other groundfich species. .

Patced this 17th day of September, 199731 a duly convensd meeting of the Iawerik Board of
Directors. ;




Transcription
NPFMC Discussion on Inshore-Offshore
September 27, 1997

[NOTE: To save time and space, the formalities of seeking recognition of the Chair and being recognized by the
Chair bave been omitted. ]

Tape 61

Rick Lauber (Chairman); . . .\We have heard all the public comment and technically we have a motion and an
amendment on the floor, or a motion and a substitute, [ can't remember what it is, so, probably, we've heard &
lot of other smff, new stuff, and 50 forth, probably the best way is to take it off, but we need the two people that
made the motions to agree to that and then no one else object.

(Referting to action at the June 1997 meeting, as follows:

Dave Benton moved to adopt the AP problem statement motion:

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

1. Ensure compliance with the provisions of the new Act,
2. continue to provide a suitable lead into the CRP process, and
3. reflect our current understanding of the make-up and implied future

composition of the fishery, with respect to the effects on individual sectors,
individual companies, and communities, and with respect te the original issue
of potential preemption as well as stability that have been incorporated directly
or through reference in previous analysis of this issue.

Drop the Bering Sea portion of the AP mation and substitute the following:

Alternative 1; Mo action.
Alternative 2: Allocation by mode and sector

Inshore True Mothership Offshore
5% 10% 55%
35% 13% 52%
35% 15% 59%
40% 10% 50%
$0% 13% 4%
49% 15% 45%
45% 10% 45%
45% 1% 42%
45% 15% 40%

Allocation to the "true” motherships to be analyzed as a subcompaonent of either the
inshore or the offshore component.

NOTES:

- For the Bering Sea, use the definitions that staff provided with regard to
inshorefoffshore and true mothership.

GAHELEN'WPFILESTTRANSI0.597 1



. CVOA included as applying to both A & B seasans; analyze as to whether or not -
to have a CVOA, -
- Duration of 3 years; for BSAl, includes the 7.5% CDQ allocation.

For the Gulf of Alaska, adopt the AP recommendations:
Alternatives:

1. Rollover of current allocations.
2. No action

Include for analysis:

1. No sunset date but is intended to serve as an interim measure until the CRP
has been completed.

2. Sunset for a spacific period.

The motion was seconded by Bob Mace.

Wally Pereyra moved to bifurcate the motion to deal with the problem statement
separately, The motion was seconded and carried unanimously.

Wally Pereyra moved the following substifute problem statement:

The underlying problem is the need to maintain stability between the inshore and

offshore sectors until CRP can be addressed comprehensively. A further problem is

the lack of a comprehensive current data set that fully characterizes the groundfish

industry and fisheries; and models that, together will permit a thorough analysis of the

impacts of any changes to the current allocation structure in the pollock fishery orits 7
rationalization under CRP.

A continding inshore-offshore and CDQ pollock allocation, as was done in 1985, when
the inshore offshore regulations were essentially rolled over through 1998, will avoid
preemption by one sector over another and maintain some degrea of stability in both
sactors in the groundfish industry, while allowing for continuing development of a CRP
management system, including consideration of the findings of the National Academy
of Sciences study of individual guotas as mandated by Congress,

The metion was seconded by Cave Fluharty.

After discussion of the problem stalements and possible alternatives, and the need for

additional information, Steve Pennoyer moved to postpone the discussion of the problem

statement and the range of appropriate alternatives until the Council’'s September —_—
meeting. In preparation for discussions in September, the Council staff is directed to

develop a profile of the relevant fishery sectors using the available fishery data. In

September, the Council will considar these profiles and, on the basis of this

information, {1} specify a problem statement, and {2) identify a range of alternatives to

address those problems. The motion was seconded and carried, 3 to 3, with Fluharty,

Pereyra and Tillion voling against.)

Continuing with September 1997 Discussion:
Lawber: Go ahead. Wally, do you have any objection to taking it . . .
Wally Pereyra: Well, mry main problem is [ can't remember what my substitute motien was, so, with that if you £

- don't mind, I'd like to pull it off, becauss . . .

CAHELENYWFFILES\TRANSUO 997 2



Lauber: O.K. Without objection, we'll put off the substitute motion, Mr. Benton, you made the onginal motion.
Dave Benton: ['d withdraw my original motion as weli,

Lauber: QK. that might be a good idea 50 if the people that made them can't even remember what they were,
then I don't think the people in the audience. . .this way we can, whatever your current thinking is, motions can
be made and, Mr. Benton, you want to Iry it all over again?

[Chaage to Tape 62 -- portion of discussion lost]

Benton; . . .[tape starts in mid-sentence (and evidently losing the first part of a motion)). . .changes. . .I would
incorporate the AP's problem staternent for the Gulf of Alaska; 1 would substitute, however, for the Bering Sea,
the following, and this what I've typed up that we'll have to get copies of, Mr. Chairman.

Problem Statement for the Bering Sca.

The current inshore-offshare allocation expires at the end of 1998. The Council thus faces an
inevitable allocation decision regarding the best use of the pollock resource. Many of the issues
that originally prompted the Council to adopt an inshore-offshore allocation, i.e., concerns for
presmption, coastal community dependency and stability, resurface with the specter of
expiration of the current allocation. The current allocation is oot the result of the Council's
deliberative process. Rather, the existing allocation is a product of a Secretarial decision. The
substitution of Secretanal judgement was made on the basis of several cnitical assumptions,
including utilization rates, foreign ownership, the balance between social gains and assumed
ecanomic losses to the nation and the nature of progress on the Council CRP initiative. Many
of thess assumptions have not been revisited since approval of the original amendment. It is not
clear that these assumptions hold or that the Council and the Nation are well-served by
continuing to manage the pollock fishery without a reexamination of allocation options.
Conditions have substantially changed sioce the current allocation was originally implemented.
Most notably, the Magnuson-Stevens Act presents the Council with a new source of guidance
to evaluate national benefits. This includes enbanced statutory emphasis on increased
utilization, reduction of waste, and dependent coastal comununities. There have also been
substantial changes in the struchue and characteristics of the affected industry sectors, including
number of operations, comparative utilization rates, and outmigration and concentration of
capital. These changes are associated with new problems, including failure to optimze food
preduction resulting from wide differences in pollock utilization, excessive shares of pollock
harvesting and processing, significant discards of usable pollock protein, increased reliance on
pollock by fishery-dependent communities, and significant decreases in the total allowable catch
of pollock, In addition, changes in fishing patterns could lead to local deplstion of pollock
stocks, or other behavioral impacts 1o stocks which may negatively impact Steller sea lions and
other ecosystem components dependent on stock availability during eritical seasons. Therefore,
the problem facing the Council is to identify what allocation would best serve to ensure
compliance with the new Act and address the 1ssues identified above.

Mr. Chairman, I'd have us to get capies of this so that Council membets could have it, [ know it's rather long.
Continuing o, though, Mr. Chairman, while it's done, I'd fitrther move that

we accept the AP recommendations for alternatives. Alternative 1 wouid be no action - the
allocation would expire at the end of 1998,

GAHELEMWPFILES\TRANSIO0 557 3



Altemative 2 would be to roll over the existing inshore-offshore program, including Gulf of
Alaska pollock and Pacific cod allocations, a 65/35% BSAI pollock allocation, with a suboption
of 1 ysar, o subopticn for 3 years, and an additional option whuch would reserve set-aside for
catcher vessels less than 125 feet, with the range to be analyzed of betwsen 40 and 63% of the
uashore quota.

Alternative 3, an allocation range for the BSAIT to catcher vessels delivening to the inshore
sector, 25%, 30%, 40%, and 45%; true mothership, 5%, 10%, 10%, and 15%; factory trawlers,
catcher vessels delivering to factory trawlers, and factory orawlers, 70%, 60%, 50%, and 40%,
with an option to reserve the set-aside for catcher vessels less than 125 feet with a range, agaur,
of hetween 40 and 65% of the inshore and mothership sectar quota.

The analysis would also look at the allocations for true motherships, such that they would be
a subcomponent of either inshore or offshore, or a separate component. A change I'd make here
to the AP recommendation is that we would analyze this such that true motherships wonld be
Lirnited to aperations m the Bering Sea/Alsutian Islands enly. We would use the definitions
provided by staff for inshore, offshore and true motherships. Also included in the analysis
woitld be;

D Catcher vessel operational area would be analyzed to include it applying in both the ‘A’
and 'B' season, with an examination of motherships in the CVOA exclusively as well as
excluded from the CVOA,

(2) NoCVOA.

3 No sunset date, but the intention here is to serve as an interiim measure until (a) CRP
has been completed, or (b) a three-year sunset.

Laoking further mto the AP motion, I'd delete the next paragraph, the one that reads,
"Additionally the Council would undertake an extensive study of the problems m the BSAI
pollock fishery, including but not limited to those addressed by the existing inshore-offskore
program, and meluding Alternative 3 option." I'd delete that paragraph, Mr. Chairman.

Continuing on, I would further move to adopt the AP recommendation that the inshore-offshore
analysis identify and examine potential conservation imnpacts on fish stocks, marine maramals
and other marine resources that may result from status quo or any changes in the struchure of
the fishery, as well as other recommendations wade by the SS5C made in their June 1997

minutes.
Finally, I'd move that we adopt the AP recommendation to separate the current CD{} allocation
from inshore-offshore 3 and proceed as its own amendment and be combined with the multi-
species CDQ program as a permanent allocation. And I would anticipate there that the two
options that would be looked at would be the status quo, and then 7-1/2% with no sunset.

If I have a second, I'll speak to my motion.

Linda Behnken: Second.

OMHELEMWPFILES'TRANSYO. 987 4



Dennis Austin: | have 2 question. My recollection last time was that we separated the problem statement from
the alternatives. Was that motion that we voted on, or was that just by agreement of Mr. Benton's original
motion? Ithought it was something we voted on,

Pereyra: We did. We voted on it in relationship to Mr. Benton's original motion.
Benton: That was i relationship to my original moticn. My interpretation was that that's all gone now, Dennts.

Lauber: Ithink we have several differsnt things here. What we can do is, I think we've done this i other cases,
and that is rather than doing one and then fussing over others, and so forth, they'rs all interrelated, is we can take
them up one at a time and they would come back if they passed in whatever form into the overall motion and
we've voted on it as a total package. That might be a way out of this.

Clarence Pautzke: I'm just looking for a clarification from the maker of the motion on. . Dave, when we get down
tothe 1, 2, 3, which are under the. . .they look like they're under Alternative 3, but I'm looking at the sunset date,
o sumset date versus a three-year sunset, and then I'm locking at the suboptions under Altemative 2 where you
have a one-vear and a three-year; is one applied to one alternative and the other suboptions to the other
alternative, or does the no sunset date and three-year sunset date apply to the whole program?

Benton: Clarence, under Altemative 2 the suboptions {(a) and (b) of one year and three years, | intend that those
apply strictly to Altemative 2. However, further down, items 1, 2, and 3 with regard to the CVOA and no CVOA
and then no sunsei or a three-year period, those apply o the overall motian,

Pautzke: Either Alternative 2 or Alternative 37

Benton: Comrect. For just further clarification, as to the logic there. It's my interpretation of the AP, and ic's
certainly my intent by this motion, that those two suboptions under Alternative 2 pertain only {o Aliemative 2
because there has been discussion that the scope of analysis perhaps would indicate perbaps that there was a need
to just rollover inshore-offshore with the present allocation scheme for one year to accommodate analytical needs.
I don't necessanily agree that that's the case but I do think that at this point we should have the option there
available In case we wanted to, when we got to the end of this process, take such an action. But with regard to
iterns 1, 2, and 3 further down the page, those items 1 think need to be analyzed irrespective of these alternatives
because they could apply across the board.

Pautzke: One more clarification. When Stephanie was up here looking at the ranges of numbers under
Alternative 3, for inshore sector, 25-45% and 5-15% and so, on, she essentially clarified that those were not
independent. That you had essentially four suites there of. . .is that what your mtentiot is, too?

Benton: In other words, what we have done 15 identified a range and that we can choose numbers within those
ranges and so we have. . .is that your question?

Pautzke: Well, my question was, the way that Stephante [ think clarified, is that [ put a vertical line betwesn each
one of thaose rows and so I'd have essentially. . .the Council could choose then the first columm, . . [interrupted by
Benton]. . .

Benton: Oh, either that the Council is strictly limited to 25-5 or 70, or 30-10-. _ _[interrupted by Pantzke]. . .

Pautzke: . . .versus the next one, versus the next one, versus the next one, or do you wast to be abie to vary, say
10% and then vary the inshore and the factory trawler portion of it around that 107 for true motherships.
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Benton: Nonnally whenever we've dealt with these things in the past it's my recollection that these numbers are
here for guidance for staff, that the Council can choose between these and it sort of constimtes a range, and that
would be my intzation.

Pereyra: What i1s the Chair's wash, in terms of kow you want to handle this?

Lauber: Well, it looks like rather than jumping all over the place, we'll take it as a single motion, but take each
one of these items, the problem statement, the bulk motion, and sphitting the CDQ out, and work gach one and
then whatever their pleasure is, then we put it back, and then work on the other and put it back, and then work
on the other and put it back and then they come back togsther to be voted on as 2 motion, | guess, that was my
recommendation.

Pereyra: As part of the multifcation (7), [ puess, or whatever you want to call it, of Mr. Benton's motion, 1t would
seem to me that there's really three parts. You have the problem statement, whatever that tums out to be; we have
tbe alternztives that might ensue from that problem staterment, and then following that we would have the sorts
of analytical direction, sorts of things that would flow from the establishment of the altematives, so it really
would flow in that manner, is that sott of the way you would see it? 'Cause there are really three aspects to Mr.
Benton's motion as I see it.

Lauber; Yes, [ agree. But, 1 don't know about analytical direction, that seems to me would be something we
would. . we coukd take it wp with the motion, or we could take it vp later, | don't think there's any problem. But
this is the motion; this is what you would be voting on, and if there's a will of the Council to do, you know, give
some direction an if, we can certainly do that.

Bob Mace: Before we do this, I think that at least st woukd help me if we hd some direction wath respect to the
effort and the staffing involved. This looks like it covers the waterfront and | agree that we probably need some
analysis other an a simple rollover on the basis of what we've heard, but this is a tremendous, on the first shot,
chore and before we treat them individually ¥ think we have to look at the whole package and see what we can
achieve by next June when this 15 due, and I'm confident that we couldn't handle all these; it just looks too
complex to me. And we cught to know that before we start 1o add one segment to another and end up with a very
complex job of analysis.

Pereyra: This goes back to my motion in June, and that was that we really needed to work ca the problem
staternent first to determine what the real problem is that we're trying to sclve and from that we get options that
we're looking at, get staff input as to what we can actually do, and so forth, [ think this an iterative process we're
involved in bere and I agree with Mr. Mace. This analyticai side of it is the one that really has me perplexed
because based on what 1 see here, we're talking about some very extensive analysis to be able o discern impacts,
benefits, all the other sorts of things that poon . .

Benton: [ can sympathize with what Mr. Mace and Mr. Pereyra are saying. [ think that your guidance is probably
a good way to proceed. 1f we were to. . .now that we have, . .if we wish to do so, we bave a sort of a framework
motion on the table that bas some components to it. If we were to work on the. . .start with the problem
staternent, which I think Counselor would encourage us to do, get through the problem statement, set that aside,
Just sort of like what we did, as I recall it, with license limitation, come back in light of that discussion, craft the
altematives, and as we do that 1 think we'll hear from staff about the analytical requirements for those alternatives,
get through that, and then vote on a main motion and if there's any additional guidance we have to give the staff
with regard to some of their workload, we can do that at the end.  That would be the way, it seems to me, it might
be a good way to proceed if I understood your direction comrectly.
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Launber: Unless there's any further. . let's start oul with the problem statement and start working on it, assuming
that anyone's got any suggestions for changes.

David Fluharty: Along that line, [ think that it, the second paragraph, is technically accurate with respect to where
we were at inshore-offshore 2. The Council did take action at that time which, whether you want to say, we
actually did confirm those splits as being appropriate to continue, so I just think that this language should indicate
the two-step process if it's necessary to do that, but I'm not sure we need to dredge old history, because the
Council did act op a new partial anakysis three years ago that said we endorse these, and so it was a Council
action. It was oot somebody doing it to us.

Benton: I perhaps can help clarify some of the thinking that went into the drafting of the problem statement.
With regard to the second paragraph--f think the first paragraph is fairly straight forward--with regard to the
second paragraph, it is a statement of where the 35/65 percentile came about, and it certamnly is, [ think, accurate
in the sense that when we did inshore-offshore 2 there was a sense around the table, [ hope around the table, that
we were going to move fairly expeditiously on to other things and get a CRP program in place that would deal
with some of the issues that are before us teday. Obvionsly we're not abie to do that  Nonetheiess, 1 think it's
important to have in the problem statement a recognition that this allocation was a Secretarial decision, that the
analysis that provided the basis for the allocation bad some critical assumptions. Those assumptions have only
in part been revisited. They were revisited in our analysis on inshore-offshore 2. That analysis showed that a
number of those assumptions, the reality of what has happened in the fishery was different than what those
assumptions called for, and that it's also true that we have not reexamined them in any depth aside from what we
did for inshore-offshore 2 and all that did was verify that some of those assumptions were incorrect. For example,
if 1 can find them hbere from the Executive Summary, we said that the analysis under inshore-offshore 2 did not
atternpt to, the word was re-spade, the previous cost-henefit or distributional analyses and that directional changes
were however identified in the discussion that we had under inshore-offshore 2. So the analysis did not actually
analyze all those assumptions, or didn't re-do the analysis that led to inshore-offshore 1, but it did look at changes
in directions and most importantly, if I can find it here, may take me a moment, if I recall it, the assumptions
regarding the negative impacts, well, the assumpticns regarding prices and the assumptions regarding utilization
were not borme out and then the negative impacts were probably overestimated in the analysis for inshore-offshore
1, given the experience under inshore-offshore 2, or by the time we'd gotten inshore-offshore 2, and the analysis
we had on inshore-offshore 2 stated that I think that at the time as [ recall it, the Council chose to extend inshore-
offshere | under inshore-offshore 2 because of CRP, but alse because of our understanding of the direction things
wers going that negative impacts that were projected were overstated perhaps the first time around and we were
relatively comfortable with that knowing that we were going to be, or knowing at the time that we were going
tn move off of this and get into a CRP program. If I could continue for just a moment, speaking to my problem
statement and the motion, [ think that the data that we've seen in the sectoral analysis, and [ want 1o thank staff
for putting that together in such short order, T thought that they did a vety good job under limited time, I think
that information showed us that the sibeation and conditions that the fishery has operated under have changed.
We saw a number of changes in the cotnposition of the catchet boat flast, we saw a number of changes in the
compaosition of the offshore caicher processor fleet, we saw a sipnificant, at least to me it was significant,
differential between utilization rates, discard rates, and bycatch rates between different sectors. We know that
the Magnuson-Stevens Act presents the Council with new guidance on what national benefits are. We bad advice
from MOAA General Counse] that we have to constder those, and also I note that NOAA General Counsel, for
example, cited the bycateh reduction standard and the coastal community standards as things that have to be
congidered. I think that the changes that the sectoral analysis showed vs are associated with new problems. We
don't know the magmitude of those problems and will not until we have an analysis that can sort of help us
understand that, but given the chanpes in the Magnuson Act, [ think that in my view, at least, we are required to
look at some of these. We're required to look at how bycatch and discard rates affect meeting the new National
Standards and provisions in the Act. We are required to look at the relationship, in my view, between discards
and better utilization of product and the Magouson Act certainly put a new emphasis on that, including reducing
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discards. We have information that's been presented to us that there is concern and that there may be an undue
concentration of resource in the hands of a few companies. We've heard that allegation from both the inshore
sector about certain operations in the offshore and from the offshore sector saying that about the inshore sector.
It seemns to me that we have to look at that issue to the extent that we can to try and make a decision about
whether or not the current allocation is resulting in any particular entity having an unnecessarily large share and,
similarly, whether a change in allocation would either ameliorate or exacerbate that problem. And, finally, the
information that we saw with regard to removals from the catcher vessel operational area which is substantially
the same as a critical babitat area for Steller Lions leads me to believe that we have to look at the catcher vessel
operational area, both under the status quo of just applying in the "B’ season but maybe also applying in the ‘A’
season. There's very large removals in the 'A' season from that critical habitat area. 'We have not had an analysis
yet that would indicate to us whether or not that is significant for Steller sea lions, but I believe that the
Endangered Species Act requires 1o look at those kinds of issues and take them into consideration when we make
a decision. | think that the Gulf of Alaska problem statement that the AP crafted addresses the issues in the Gulf
of Alaska well, without getting into amy discussion at the moment about the alternatives, ['m not going to speak
to the altematives other than to say that the preemption issue that we heard about in the Western Gulf potentially
could be addressed either by the options that the AP identified or some other measures that the Council has
presently pot on its agenda, such as tnp limits or some combination thereof. But, I think that ingofar ag the Guif
of Alaska goes the problem statement is sufficient and I think the range of alternatives will deal with the one
problem that we really identified i the Gulf.

Pereyra: . . .] guess when I look at the problemn statement here, it's got a lot of issues that are identified there and
they're all identified i relationship to the Bering Sea, and then we get to the Gulf of Alaska situation, we say,
well, those can be handled through other means other than getting involved in changing allecations, going beyond
rollover, and [ had a little problem with that. It seetns io me that if the changes in the Magauson Act are sufficient
to warrant a major overhauling of the allecation structure in the Bering Sea, certamly it would seem to me that
same. . .[Change to Tape 63—portion of statement lost in changeover), . .that has some utilization rate
oumbers in it; it's time that was done. We discussed thus at great length and it was decided that after considerable
time we would set the utilization rate to 15% because of the deep skun problem and some other 1ssues. If the
Council so feels that the utilization issie now that's identified in the Magnuson Act requires that we re-address
that particular issue, we certainly can do it under IR/TU. We den't have to go through and create instability in the
Bering Sea, instability in the Western Alaska commmnities, by changing the allocation scheme. We have other
tecans before us. And there are a number of others in there that I'm not going to talk about right at the present
tine, but [ will later, But, petting back to the problem statement itself, in the second paragraph it starts out that
“the current allocation is not the result of the Council's deliberative process." In my view, the current allecation
scheme we have is a result of the Cowricil's deliberate process. At the time inshore-offshore | was done [ can very
well recall the very extensive analysis we had, we had a very extensive data set that we worked on, we had
community profiles, lots of testimony, lots of meetings, it was a very delberative process. In inshore-offshore
2 we had analysis at that time also. It was not 2s extznsive because the range of alternatives that we locked at,
that the Council chose to look at at that time, was much narrower, and the SSC felt that we did not have to do as
much analysis to make the decision that we made on that set of alternatives. If the Council had decided in
inshore-offshore 2 that they wanted to lock at a broader range of alternatives and maybe restructure aliocations
themselves we certainly eculd have dobe that, but we chose not to. Se, Mr. Chairman, I don't know how you want
to move on this, how we will make modifications and changes to the problem statement. Could we do it as a
motion? O.K., I'd like to make the first motion.

[ would like to strike the first sentence in the second paragraph that reads, "The current allocation is not the result
of the Council's defiberative process”, and the first word in the next sentence, "rather,” strike that and insert, .

Lavber: Wait 2 minute here, I'm not reading from the same script you are.
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Pereyra: Second paragraph, first line, strike that.
Lauber; "The current allocation. . .", strike that?

Pereyra: Yeah, "is not the result of the Council's deliberative process," strike that, and strike the word, “rather,”

Lauber: Rather, appearing where?
Pereyra: The next sentence,
Lauber: Oh, so that wonld strike "rather” comma, and change "t” to capital, and it would then . . .

Pereyra: And start out by saying, “The existing allocation is the praduct of the Council process followed by a
Secretanal decision.” '

Fluharty: Second.

Pereyra: .. .I' try to be brief. I think that this more clearly captures what actually happened and is not an
incorrect statement. It just simply states that the Council process was followed by the Secretanal decision. [
think that is io fact what happened.

Benton: I guess I can't support that amendment, becanse as we've heard in zstimony and as we have bad the
agency also reaffirm, what actwally happened was that while the Council did have a deliberative process and did
provids the Secretary with recommendations in the end, the Secretary substituted the Secretary's decision for the
Council's recommendations. It wasn't a situation where the Secretary said I'm partially disapproving this, send
it back to the Council, the Council didn't deliberate it, made a subsequent recommendation to the Secretary which
the Secretary found acceptable, or the Secretary found unacceptable and then sent it back again to the Council
and said try again. [t was more a process where after a coupie of rterations the Secreiary just made the decision
and said for three years this is what the nunber's going te be,

Persyra: [ guess Mr. Beaton and | have a difference of opinion or vision as to how we pot to where we are today.
The present allocation we have is a result of the decision that was made in 1995, not the decision that was made
in 1992 or 1991, or whatever it was. The original inshore-offshore decision expired and we went through a
process that put in place 4 new amendment that was a rollover, with some modifications I enight add, there were
some modifications to . It wasn't a 100% roliover, [ think the Western boundary of the CVOA was changed by

half a degree and there may have been some other technical changes, I'm not sure. But it was not exactly the

same. But that was a new amendment that 15 the basis for the present ailocation.

Pennoyer: | don't know what we're going to gawn, either by the debate or the direction we're gong on a line-by-
line editing of the problem statement before we really decide if there is a general problem and generally how we
want to deal with it, but in this case | think that clearly there was a Secretarial decision. Without getting back into
a debate over whether that decision was rght or wrong, or whether the Council's process was quote, deliberative,
or was flawed as the Secretary seermed 1o say in tarms of the analysis, could we just oy something here? Could
we say something like, "The current allocation," and then eluminate everything down to the third line, to “was
made"? And, just say "The current allocation wag made on the basis of several critical assumptions." That's the
point that's trying to be made and who dreamed those up te start with or whether Council did or whether Council
was right or wrong in their first assumption, the Secretary. . .is less important to this statement that's being made,
which | may or may not agree with overall. Then, the concept that it was based on certain critical assumptions
which may or may not have been true at the time.
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Benton: That would be acceptable to me, if the maker of the amendment would drop lus amendment, I'd accept
it as a friendhy.

Pereyra: it's acceptable to me if it's acceptable to the seconder of my amendment.

Fluharty: Accept.

Pennover: I guess that line to the Secretary is what's troubling here, and [ had a bunch of other comments [ was
going to make. But, coming back just to the basis for deciding which way we want to go here, I think all these
comments about the fact that we have uncertainty in the original information, uncertainty in the current
information, uncertainty in whether some of these issues are really problems or not because we don't know,
several of the things in the statement over here are issues, [ think, but I don't Jmow 1f we can say with certamnty
that they're problems, or more specifically that they're problems caused by the inshore-offshore allocation. Many
of these problems could have more to do with IR/TU and whether it's done night, they cowld have to do with issues
ot how we're treating bycatch in general, they have to do certainly with interpretations of the Magnuson Act, in
coastal communities in what dependence versus significantly engaged in fishing means--there's a lot of things
here; Tm not sure that they're specifically related to the inshore-offshore allocation. But even beyond that, I guess
what troubles me is the SSC's and other comments on the level of analysis we're going to have and what we can
count on getiing within the next six months, versns what ts asked to be done. And this isn't a clear and bright line
standard. Iwish, , .General Counsel commented on it the other day; it'd be real nice to give everybody a formula
and say if you've got this information, you can make this level of decision. I don't think that exists, but fairfy
clearly any ability to anafyze in detail things like costs versus fishery ubilization, what it costs to produce different
products in different sectors of the industry, are not going to be available. There are a lot of other uncertainties
as well, and I'm not. . .and this is not an excuse for not taking any action because I think it's a conundrum that we
face across the line, but many of the things about this mdustry are things that we're poing to bave a very hard time
predicting, or our analysts are going to have a hard time predicting. Either the effect of Council actions on those,
or in fact how just in general the wdustry's going to change over the next few years--everything from structure
ta pricing 1o markets to international affairs; all these type of things. We have a bunch of initiatives out right
now. We have, . .well, we had a presentation from Lowell Fritz and Dick Merrick on sea lions, and the recent
declaration of endangerment oo sea lions. We have not proposed any management measures to go with that
listing of endangerment, but we're certainly going to be discussing it and both Lowell Fritz and Dick talked to
you about initiatives to look at the current management regitnes and what the actual effects might be on sea lions
and the ecosystem and come back and make some suggestions to you, Now those may have some impact on
TAC-setting this fall, I don't know. They certainly could have some impact on the distribution of effort and how
we're poing to handle that. Again, these are snapshots in tine. When that information becomes available we'll
have to deal with it, I understand that. We have the IR/TU; we've recently passed it; it's coming on line. There's
a major shift going to occur, presumably in various sectors of the industry and most dramatically, part of the
offshore sector, and how to deal with that. We don't know what effect that's going to have. It's poing to have a
big effect presumably on retention and utilization, some of the things that are clearly listed as possible problems
here. We have the heense lumutation program and while in passing it, [ think basically, the Secretary thought that
this probably didn't get at CRP, it was another step along the way towards CRP as the moratorium was, maybe
a little more advanced than that. Certainly it's going to take us somewhere. It's going to show us where to go
beyond that.  Again, we've heard that CRP is somethmg that's not tetally within our grasp; some of the tools, like
IFQs, for example, are still sitting out there on the borderline for a study by the National Academy of Sciences
and some recommendations by Congress, We know that's going to happen and probably won't be three, five years
before we really get to conclude something on that. Even sitting here now we know probably IFQs aren't a good
solution for the whole multispecies trawl fisheries in total and the CDQ program, which we've just entered into,
i$ going to be a major educational process in how the agency will deal with monitoring and managing such a
program, and the State, and m fact how the groups will react to that type of an allocation. We're going to have
10 look at that. We have a lot of discussion here about economic data acquisition. Now I don't know how that's
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going to play out, but Joe Terry is sitting at the table and he's got an initiative there that we're starting to get cost
datz. Now, | guess we may all have opinions as to how current that's going to end up being in tenms of decision-
tnaking versus the fact that those items and costs and prices may change pretty dramatically in the short term.
I guess what I'm trying to get out here is that I don't know how rigorous, how much of a problem these problems
as stated are relative to the allocation we're talking about, and secondly, I don’t know what we can even count on
gething at in the next six months and [ think maybe we need to come back and get to that type of discussion, not
just edit your staternent line by line. I think it's a rather well written statement, frankly, in writing. I'tn not sure
whether it leads me to some conclusion the way it's written in terms of the type of the spread of analysis we need
to do. . .and one more statement before. . I know you're going to want to comment on that. This isn't a question
of not doing analysis. We were told in inshore-offshore 2 that “"simple rollover" was not a [egal term of art. In
fact, simple rollover assumed that a new FMP amendment at 35% was the appropriate thing to do, as though it
sort of sprung up from whole cloth. So you're going to do some analysis ad yow're going to leok at something.
[ just don't kmow what we can expect to bave that deals with these issues given the status of 2 bunch of other
things that are cutstanding to bear on this issue. And I'm not sure that the range of alternatives that are in this,
or that the problems that are stated here, are problems that can be preblems that are related to inshore-offshore,
so maybe we ought to talk about that rather than just editing this staternent line-by-ime. { don't think, like this
first edic, I think it makes sense but I'm not sure it makes a big difference in terms of the overall process. We're
here, the assumptions may or may not have been correct; the Secretary did make a decision, so there's nothing
factually wrong, just maybe there's an inference wrong. So, I think we need to come back and talk a little bit
about where we think we are and where we might be in six months. I don't want to give you the impression, and
I'm pot sure whather Jos would or not, that we're going to have cost data in the year that's poing to make all this
stuff completely obvious. Thers are changes that are going on out there, reconstitutions of the industry that I don't
think we can easily predict. But again, I'm not sure these are all related to inshors-offshore. And, if I had to
decide right now, which I dor't have to decide; scmebody pointed out we're just deciding on the analysis, I'd
probably say we don't have enough information to decide anything different than the status quo at the mement
is the porrect thing to do. 1 don't know how I'll feel in six months, but I'm not anxious to take on a huge analytical
load for information that is not Liable to come up with & conclusion that will justify a major reallocation between
people dependent on this resource. So, Fll leave it at that for the moment, Mr. Chairman.

Lauber: Solcan understand, it's & pretty long statement, but you're not suggesting that you want to make any
changes in this?

Peonoyer: Well, I think I . . . [interrupted]. . .

Lauber: Well, I realize the one we accepted, that one has. . I assume that one. . .some of these other. , .there was
an awful lot of T not surs, I'm not sure, I'm not sure,' but and so | guess it ended up I'm not sure what you said.

Pernayer: That's fair enough. [ think the bottom statement was that I thought that these problems as stated as
certainties on the next page for one thing are issues and I think that is clearly a change that needs to be made m
the statement to my view and they may be problems but I don't know that they're problems: they're issues and [
don't even know they all relate to the allocation.

Beaton: I assume that you're referring, Steve, to what would be paragraph 1, 2, 3; the first paragraph on the
second page, really, the one start's off, "There have also been substantial. . ", is that what you're descnbing?

Penngyer: That's correct and | was arguing with the first . . .
Benton: I chose the words in that paragraph fairly carefully, especially with regard to the second sentence, and

if you note, it says "These changes are associated with new problems.” 1 think that the information in the sectoral
analyses that we got at your request, prirnartly, show that there have been some changes, and I don't say here that
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we, and [ was very caieful about this, because I concur with what you were saying, in part. 'We know there are
changes. we do not know at this juncture whether or not those changss are causing a problem. We need an
analyses whether or not and of what magnitude, at least in some sense, those are problams and provide us with
some direction. [was very careful not to say that new prablems have come about that are arising because of the
allocation because, as you've said yourself, we don't know that until we have an analysis. What [ am identifying,
however, 1s that we see from just some very preliminary ioformation that we've gotten or information that was
prepared in a preliminary maneser that there are these changes aird that they are reasonably significant encugh that
yon can see them given the data that was put to us now. With six months of firther analysis and data collection
1 think we'll have a much better understanding of the scope and magnitude of those issues, because they are
issues, but it was certainly my intention with drafting this, and I'm glad you thought it was reasonably well
drafted, that we would identify those kinds of matters we want to bave looked at, but it is not intended to lead us
to a conclusion today about what the decision should be. We're oot lookung for that, that's what the analysis 1s
for. Matry of the statements that you made also with regard to this, [ agree with them but [ think that it really
comes down to when we look and talk about the alternatives because the matters you're bringing up about what
kand of information we can get and how quick and how much in depth and all of that really has tw do with the
alternatives before us and not necessarily the problem statement. But, [ guess to wrap that up, [ chose these
words very carefully because I don't think we bave information whether or not, and [ emphasize whether of not,
these are problems of a sufficient magnitude to make a change in the allocation or not, that's the purpose of the
analysis.

Fiuharty: I'd like to make an attempt to capture the dialogue between Dave Benton and Mr. Pennoyer. I think
if we go to the last three lines on the first page of the problem staterent where it says, "Most notably,” and we
Just strike “most notably" and before that just say "The Magnuson-Stevens Act presents the Council with a new
source of puidance to evatuate National benefits. . " and add “in the context of inshore-offshors."

Benton: Could you repeat that again, Dave, please?

Flubarty: Strike the first sentence, start the second sentence with "The Magnuson-Stevens Act presents the
Council with a new source of guidance to evaluate National benefits in the context Council deliberations aver
inshore-offshore. This includes statutory emphasis on mcreased utilization. . ."; continue wording as is. Turn
the page; leave the lanpuage alone down to "Thess changes are associated with™ and here [ think we might follow
Mr. Baker's sugpestion and call these "issues” and | think this is consistent with Mr. Pennoyer. And here | think
we want more neuiral language given what Mr. Pennoyer is saying because some of this will be analyzed so I
would propose striking "Failure to optimize" and just say "Optimization of food production. . .” which is the
charge that we have. Drop "excessive" (shares of pollock harvesting and processing); mavbe that's not
acceptable, but try it anyway. Drop "significant” (discards) because we're to look at discards whether they're
significant or not and determine whether significant. Drop "increased reliance” and just say " reliance on pollock
by fishery-dependent communities, and strike “significant” and "decrease in total allowable catch of pollock.”

Benton: So, could you read through the whole thing again starting from the beginning?

Fluharty: O.K. I'm trying to make the minimum changes possible. The basic idea is to give us an issues
statement that hinges on changes in the Magnuson Act and what we must consider as we go inte inshore-offshore.

Benton: . . Before you re-read this, could you explain to me why you want to remove the first sentence, the very
first sentence in the paragraph?

Fluharty: { guess that becomes a. . I mean, 1 thiok it's a given.

Benton: Soyon think it's accurate,
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Fluharty: Well, we've been looking at a number of things, whether they're substantial changes, or expected
changes or things that. . .I mean [ wouldn't get real hung up over this, but [ think the key reason we're interested
here in this are the changss in the Magnuson Act and possible new standards that click in. [ mean, we have to
look at changed conditions in inshore-offshore anyway, that's why we're bringing it up, so it's almost not
necessary would be my view.

Benton; So, could you read from the top again, please?

Fluharty: I would start, "The Magnuson-Stevens Act presents the Council with a new source of guidances to
gvaluate the National benefits in the context of Council deliberations on inshore-offshore 3. This mcludes
enhanced statutory emphasis on increased utilization, reduction of waste and dependent coastal cormmunities.
There have also been substantial changes in the structure and characteristics of the affected industry sectors,
including numbers of operations, comparative utilization rates and outmigration and concentration of capital,
These changes are associated with new issues, including optimization of food production--maybe we should drop
new, because they've been with us before--optimization of food production resviting from wide differences in
pollock utilization, shares of pollock harvesting and processing, discards of usable pollock protein, reliance on
pollock by fishery-dependent communities, and decrease in the total allowable catch of pollock. Continue with
the same.

Benton: Would you make that as a friendly amendment?

Fluharty: Yes, sir.
Benton: [ think [ can accept that, Mr. Chairman.
Lauber: Amything additional?

Pereyra; Where we use the term. . , first of all [ want to say that | totally agree with Mr. Pennoyer. [ think we
do need o have some discussion about where we can go. 1 think it's very important to have that discussion and
[ don't know whether we have it pre-problem statement, post-problem statement, whatever, but [ do think we need
to have it before we ever begin to discuss alternatives. It's going to have a definite impact upon what we can do,
how we do it, when we do it, so forth. But, getting back to the problem statement itself, where we use the term
"dependent coastal communities," I think ta properly reflect the changes in the Magnuson Act, and this is very
important, ] think we have to work in there somehow and T haven't ﬂgured out how to do that without changing
the phrase there, the fact that substantially engaged is very important in connection with that dependent or
substantially engaged in the harvest. That is & very important aspect and [ think it needs to be put in here.

Jou Pollard (NOAA General Counsel): With respect to that, actually what the new Magnuson Act says in
National Standard § is, "fishing communities" rather than dependent coastal cornunities or fishery dependent
communities, it says "fishing commmunities” and that concept is also defined in the Act to include both
communities that are substantiatly dependent on or engaged in, so just substitution of the word "fishing
communities” for "dependent coastal communities" would do that just fine.

Lauber: Is there any objection to that change?

Pereyra: That's fine with me.

Benton: That's fine with me, Mr, Chairman.

Lauber: So the very last three words would be . . [interrupted])
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Pereyra: No, whergver this ocowrs.
Lauber: Wherever it says dependent coastal communities it will be fishing comimumities?

Pereyra: Yes. ['would bike to get back and talk a little bit about where we're headed. We're talking about changes
that have occumred and associated new problems and we have such things as discards of usable pollock protein,
Between inshore-offshore 1 and inshore-offshore 2, the discard issue was much more significant than it is today.
Somehow ar other, that particular issue did not move us to change the allocations. The same thing with increased
reliance on pollock by fishery dependsnt communities. Again, we had the start of the CDQ program, that
ncreased the dependency. We certainiy had an expanded activity in Dutch Harbor and Akutan, that incrsased
their invelvement in pollock, and then we go on and we talk about significant dacreases in total allowable catch
af pollock. Pollock catch was decreasing duniog those first few years that we wers in inshore-offshore. We also
had utilization rate, comparative utilization rates, that were worse than between inshore-offshore | and inshore-
offshore 2 than they are now between inshore-offshore 2 and nshore-offshore 3. So if they are a problem now,
tbey damn well should have been a big problem back in those days and it wasn't enough to trigger some sort of
change in the allocations. The number of operations, that again changed. And one of the issues that isn't even
mentioned here, which certainly I thiok is very significant, and that is we've had a continmation of bankruptcies
in the offshore sector together with consolidation. That was cerfainly in part a result of our inshore-offshore
allocation. So we had those changes occurring during inshore-offshore 1, inshore-offshore 2, bur we saw fit to
Jjust do a simple, [ shouldn't use the term *simple’ rollover; we used a considered rollover after we had some
analysis of the data. So, again, [ make those comments because I think that what we're doing here should be
consistent with what we've done in the past and I doa't see that and I'm just wondering where we're headed, [
cannot support this problem statement for that reason, the way it's written.

Lauber; O.K., let's. . .now we're debating the problem statement. There's ne further amendments to 1t?

Fluhanty: The one thing that Mr. Pereyra brought up [Change to Tape 64) in this discussion that is not contained
here, and does not relate to the Magnuson Act per se, but certainly has been brought out in testimony is, is what
sounds like economic distress in the harvesting and processing. There have been signs of economic difficulties
in these. . .I don't know whether we need to edd that into the problem statement. [ think it's a fact of life and is
not something that the Council is allowed necessarily to work on except that that is a background. We want
economically successful indusines here. So, in reviewing this problem statement in Light of what Mr. Pereyra
said, that would be the key thing. How we chose to do it and whether there were bigger problems before, In a
sense that's water under our bridge becanse even though we did use [R/TU to make a major change in discards,
that'll be taken into account in this thing: we'll decide whether that was enough or not.

Robin Samuelsen: T'd like to ask staff, since they're all sitting up at the table, going through the AP

recommendation and changes that the problem statement Mr. Benton put forth, P'd like to ask staff if they could
do a qualitative analysis by April on everything that's laying out before us right now, because that's where the
bottom line lics with me. If we can't get the analysis done, the hoops we're jumping through right now are
absolutely meaningless.

Pautzke: I think it might be instructive to have Dir. Criddle up there, too, at the table since . . .the SSC had laid
out kind of the various elements tn their June mimites and perhaps he would be a good one to have there with staff
when they're trying to answer these sorts of questions about scope of analysis.

Linda Behnken: . .. Clarification or point of order. I thought that we bad decided we were going to look at the

problem statement and work through that and then go through these elements and options and at this point we
were just kind of focusing our discussion, questions, on that. Is that. . .or did you want to open it up to the whole
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Lauber. That's what we had decided. Mr. Samuelsen asked for something different . . the situation we have here,
I guess when people use this for their own purposes, but one of the things was we can’t do semething until we
have a problem statement and now we're saying, well, apparently now we want to find out what kind of analysis
we can do before we can get a problem statement. My point, if you recall, was that we wouid work these things
through and then we would vote on it as a final motion with all three of them in it, the problem statement, the
vanous options, and the splitting off of the CDQs, not meaning that you can't make further amendments or
changes when it comes up in final form, but we're just. , .[ think I'm going to hold our feet to the fire. We're just
going 10 keep running around in circles here. Unless you direct me otherwrse, I think we'll stay with the problem
statement and then when we get to that, we'll go on to the next and the next, and then we'll come back and we'll
debate all of them together and make any other changes, alright? I hate to. . .you can still all sit there, but. . .

Pennover: Since I think I started this process by my long and, as you said, somewhat confusing statement, I'd hike
to agree with that. [ think that there's nothing here that automatically leads me in a particular quantitative
direction untit we get down to the analysis required and the range of options. And doing that, | may want to come
back and revisit that, but you said we can so | think we just ought to po ahead in order. [ agree with you.
Lauber: O K., now does anyone have any other specific amendments to the problem statement.

Pereyra: On the second page, the back page herz, third line, it said "these changes are associated with new
problems, . ” [interrupted by several people -- "issues" rather than "problems” and pointing out that "new" was
removed). . .

[several peaple talking, giving their version of what's been done]

Pautzke: . . .with "issues including optimization of food production. . .

Pereyra: Maybe we need to get a clean copy because mine's all screwed up. [can't. . . [ mean, I've got stuff
written all over the damn thing and. . .

[miscellansous comments]

Benton: Are we then done with the problem statement?
Lawber: No. ..

Pereyra: Ne, no, no, no, don't feel so lucky.

Benton: Are we waiting for Dr. Pereyrato. ..

Lauber: Dr. Pereyra is finding out that a lot of the problems he had wath it are resolved in Dr. Fluharty's motion,
I think. But, he'll find something.

[Break]
Lauber: We should have before us a new clean copy of the motion as it currenily stands as amended. There's one

change that wasn't made, in the third paragraph, the final sentence, "dependent coastal communities™ should be
changed to "fishing". The motion was that wherever that appeared would be changed.
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Bob Mace: It would appear t0 me that it might be appropriate to move the adoption of this with the thought that
we can come back to reconsider after we've had a chance o nitpick the wording on it and then go on to other
issues. But | think we could work with words forever and [ . .

Lauber: | understand that. That's my intention, 1 just wanted to give you a chance to lock at it. We'll come back
and revisit this if you care to, but I would like obviously to get the major work done so that we have something.
If anybody's got aty kind of an 1dea that they're laying in the weeds with a major revision, that will be frowned
upon.

Pereyra: Not if | move a substitute problem statement, but [ won't do that, Mr. Chairman. [ understand. . .I
mean | have some changes I'd like to make, some things [ think should be in there, but following along your lead,

which I'm more than happy to do for the moment, [ would just like to make certain in the future I'll have a chance
ta revisit it again.

Lauber; [ know you wete reading it and didn't hear me jpust say that, that's exactly what. . .

Pereyra: | heard you. I can actually read and hear at the same time. [ just can't read, hear and talk, that's my
problem.

Lauber: O.K., so that's the Chair's intention. We're taking this up, moving to the next item which would be the
AP motion as changed by Mr. Benton,

Pereyra: Do we have a copy of that, Mr. Chairman?

Lauber: It's in the AP draft minutes. . .

Pereyra; But there've been some changes, haven' there?

Lauber; Well, they were the changes that Mr. Benton made in his moticn, but they weren't significant. Dropping
that one paragraph and then a couple of clarifications, I think. All nght, so now for the moment we have a
problem statement that has not been technically approved, but it has been worked. We'll now move 1o the second
portion of the mation, which is which altematives would be analyzed, etc.

Mace: Can we move through these by alternatives and move for the adoption? [Lauber: [ think that would be
fine, . . .J I think it would be pretty safe to move to adopt Alternative 1.

Benton: I'll second, Mr. Chairman.

[several pecple talking; chair indicates no objection]
Lauber: Alternative number two?

Mace: | move that we adopt Altzmative 2.

Benton: Second.

Pereyta: We're now starting out on a whole new suite of issues and to tell you the truth I don't have all the
changes and I'd like to put those in if we could hold down for just a second.

Benton: Just for Dr. Pereyra's benefit, there were no changes to the parts that were just dealt with.
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Mace: Although I moved to adopt Alternative 2, ] wanted to comment on it. I thirk that suboption {a}, one year,
may have some bearing on the Steven's proposal for 75% ownership of fishing vessels and if this thing goes
through, of course, that would have some impact, and we'd know within 2 year | would hope, and so that has some
potential as well as suboption (b), three-year rellover. I am concemed about the reserve set-aside for catcher
vessels less than 125 feet with the range of 40 to 65%. It looks to me like that is a tremendous distribution of
catching effort invalved and a tremendous effort from the standpoint of analysis and [ would like some comments
from the staff on that particular phase.

Lauber: Staff have any comments on that particular item, what we're referring to is the kind of a suboption of
Altemnative 27

Pautzke: The intention of that, I think, is to set aside not 2 reserve, but to partition between smaller vessels, under
125 feet, and larger vessels a percentage of the amount that would have gone to the inshore quota. Reserve is
kind of a funny word for there, but it’s to allocate between two vessel classes, right?

Darrell Brannan (Council staff): If I could speak to that briefly. Those percentages came out of the AP and [
thiok they were derived from locking at catch data that was provided inn Joe Terry's document from June, and the
information provided at this meeting, kooking at the percent of catch that the catcher vessels under 125 feet had
between 1991 and 1996, the data that we provided. That's what was used to develop that range of percentages.
Speaking to how difficult it would be to analyze that information, certainly we have that information at hand for
91, 94, 96, and we could provide a qualitative discussion of that fairly sumply. Going beyond that, I'm not swe
at this point.

Benton: So, if I understand this correctly, the percentile range is roughly within the historical observed data over
the life of inshore-offshare | and 2, plus 1991, [ guess, and what this would look at is in some way either going
back to a histonical level or remaining close to the present historical level In ¢ther words, I recall seeing
infonmation in the sectoral analysis that indicated that at one point those vessels were near 65%; they've gone
down and } want to say it's like in the 40, 38 percentile, or 40 percentile range presently, so it would contemplate
that, it wouldn't contemplate a. . .it would basically be a measure that if you took the lowest range would prevent
displacement of that sector of the catcher boat fleet and if that's the case, what kind of analysis do you think. .
I mean, if it's a qualitative analysis what kind of information do you think that would provide us? Would that
provide us information of the impacts of, at least in a qualitative manner again, of if you didn't do this, bere's the
impacts to that fleet in terms of further displacement, or what? 1 guess I'd look for some guidance on what kind
of information we coudd expect.

Joe Terry (AFSC Staff): 1 thiok there are a number of things you'd want to look at, including the currsat
dependence of that part of the fleet on the pollock fishery compared to other fisheries. 1 think ideally you'd look
at the harvesting costs for those smaller vessels compared to larger vessels. That data is not currently available.
As has been noted, there's been some increase in the tendency for onshore processors to owa or contrel catcher
vessels. This could affect those relationships, or the productivity of those relationships. Just off the top, those
are sotne of the things you'd want to look at and, again, with a qualitative analysis maybe at best you could tatk
about directions of change, and maybe not even that You could talk about some things that could happen: I think
it'd be a difficult qualitative analysis & provide information that would help you make a Jarge decision.

Benton: 5o, there would te a qualitative discussion that would try and interpret the historical data to say Lo us
if you chose somewhere in this range here's what could happen in terms of the composition of this component
of the fleet, maybe with some discussion of how that might affect the relationship or ownership patterns with
regard to the processing sector, inshore processing sector, but it really couldn't go beyend that, is that correct?
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Temy: That's correct. Again, we could look at historical rends to see if we could identify clear trends and what
might happen without some action in this area.

Pereyra: [ don't kmow which one of the analysts to ask this to, but what we do here, if we take ong specific issue
and we talk about whether we can do it or we can't do it or how much it's going to take or how much it's not, thoss
decisions are not mutually exclusive are they, of the other decisions we make? So, [ guess the question | would
have is, given the timeline we have, how far can we get, given this package?

Chris Qliver (Council staff): [ think it's true, and the thought struck me if you ask us under Altemative 2 what
this particular option does to you in ferms of the overall analysis, it's difficult to answer that question when we
don't know what you're going to do with Altemative 3 at this point. In and of itself, if 'm just looking at it in the
vacuum of Alternative 2, it's not going to break our back. But again, the point being I don't know what you're
going to do as you go on through the rest of the page.

Benton: So, for example perhaps a better way to look. . .1 share Dr. Pereyra's concern, pethaps a better way of
dealing with this is to go along with what I think Mr. Mace is suggesting, which is delete this from Alternative
2 and as we discuss Altemative 3 and we look at the range of options there, that has a direct impact on the level
of work you il can do on a number of these matters, including that kind of option which is also included under
Alternative 3. Is that sort of where you're going, Chris?

Oliver: Yes.

Mace: Let's not lose sight of the fact that the last item on the agenda is to take a look at amendment proposals
under D-5. Some of those are specified by the reauthorization act; some of these people are going to be involved
in that effort, too, so this is not something that we can do unilaterally without looking at what we're going to load
on them with respect to the proposed amendments, [F(} and plan amendments. So [ think we have to keep that
m mind as we get generous with ther tuoe here.

Pantzke: The only thing I'd add, Bob, is that Darrell and Chiris, and I don't know about Joe, I think maybe it's Lew
mstead of Joe, and whoever, is going to be dedicated full time to your inshore-offshore analysis unless you think
there's something of comparable critical priority when you get to that staff tasking. That's the tearn that's going
to be working on it, along with probably partial time for a biologist and someone like Lowell Fritz to do some
things on the CVOA, so they are going to be dedicated full time to this between now and June.

Lauber: So, the rest of the things are going to have to scratch for other people.

Mace: Well, I'd like to add a comment to that. This is the hardest working group of people that P've ever been
associated wath and it's easy for us, We think it's hard to make these decisions, but it's easy for us to come up
here and say do this and that. But we haven't sat down with those people when they did the analysis and we
expect definitive answers from them ard so § think we have to have some little bleeding for them as we po along,
and I'm personally going to armn wrestle to protect them as much as we can so we don't overload them, if we're
going to expect anything out of them.,

Joe Kyle: Just as we're getting into this, and [ don't want to put words in General Counsel's mouth, but what [
think 1 heard General Counsel say yesterday, or maybe it was the day before, was that we would be held to really
two different standards, a qualitative analysis that was sort of focused around status quo, we'd be held to one set
of standard, if you will, back in Washington. The further we move from the status quo, the more quantitative the
analysis would have to be and the more quantitative things would have to be included. Is that an accurate repeat
of what you said to us?
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Pollard: I think that's close but a little bit different than what I tried to say the other day. What I tried to convey
i5 that to the extent that the range of alternatives includes alternatives that deviate greatly from the statns quo you
might have mare trouble and have more difficulty showing the get benefits if there's ot a lot of information that
will allow you to predict what the consequences of actions under that alternative will be. So, [ don't see it as two
different standards, I see it sort of like a gray area, a large gray arca, and at some point in the gams it's going to
be very difficult to show the net benefits if you don't have an adequate analysis. It's what happened in the
Secretary's review of inshore-offshore 1 where the Secretary was not satisfied that the Council’s analysis showed
a net benefit and conducted his own and on the basis of that analysis took action,

Pesinoyer: To follow up on that, then, relative to this ope particular item, as Mr. Benton said and I think Chris
responded, that a qualitative analysis could include these things and Joe elaborated on that. That didn't exactly
answer the guestion of what you ought to do to show this, and 1 guess that's not a simple thing. If we're down
to 40% for catcher boats under 125 feet, the presumption is if you went up to 65% you'd be taking a bunch away
from somebody else who's now catching it, and whether they should be or not, that's a separate issue. So you'd
have to somehow evaluate the benefits and costs to those two groups of a rather sigmificant shift in allocation.
I'm not saying whether I'm pro or con to that allocation, but Joe's answer didn't quite cover that. He said what
we could qualitatively do. We can't quantitatively deal with any of this because we don't have cost data. So the
more the shift from what is occurring now, that's. . .so if you were down to the range and your request was which
could you do qualitatively, even setting this up, I'm not really sure what vou end up with at the end of it and
whether you could really reach a judgement, for example, that's going to make a lot of sense.

Benton: Looking through the sectoral analysis, and aiso some of the public testitnony that we had, showed a
fairly clear irend of displacement of the small, under 125-foot category by other vessel sizes and I guess my
question is if we don't have some kind of option here to deal with that preemption issue then we cannot reach it.
If our intention is to look at this, and let's say the Council looks at some information and decides in its
deliberations that it wants to prevent further erosion in the under 125-foot category, how do we pet to that, Mr.
Pennoyer? It seemns to me there's the conundrum. T think it's more the notion of not necessanly expanding their
shares as opposed to preventing further erosion of their participation.

Pennoyer: Clearly one of the bigpest changes shown in this data was that change in catcher boat shares under
125 feet of the pollock, without defining the reasons for it, without defining who was in the fishery and left the
fishery, a lot of things could have happened, but there is a definite. . .or it could be more large boats entering that
sector of the fishery. So, [ agree with you, that is the conundrum. And, if you list the range, in this case maybe
nobody's going to assume that you're going to do that automatically because you're not going to have cost data
to show what the effect is of 65%, but you'd at least have the analysis that would say time out, we're nof going
to have a further shift, if that's warranted. And, I don't. ..

Pereyra: This particular issue is not too different from the problem that exists in the Gulf nght now, and yet we
seem to be very willing to kind of push it under the tabie 2nd say we're going to bandle it in some other manner,
I have a problem with, again, trying to. . .[Change to Tape 65—-some comments lost in changeover]. . .is
quantitative to some degree and it may include analyses that are more rigorous than other analyses depsnding on
what our database is and depending on what kind of assumptions we can make and how those assumptions would
stand up under any kind of 2 reasenable test. So, [ would rather ses us talking about degrees of analysis, getting
away Trom the words qualitative versus quantitative becanse I don't think that's necessarily what we're doing bere.
We're just not going to go out and just describe the fishery. We've aiready got that in our black book and if that's
all we have to do, we can tel] the analysts to take 2 long vacation because we're not going to need them betwesn
now and April. But that's not the case, so one thing that would be helpful, | thunk, for myself, Mr. Poliard talked
about "deviate greatly from stats quo.” Well, [ hate to put you on the spet, but in some point in time we kind
of have to get a feel for what "deviale greatly” really means. Is 5% plus or minus deviating greatly? Is 10% plus
or minus deviating greatly? Because that's really what it beils down to, it's really Alternative 3. That's where the
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nuts and bolts of this whole issue ts and 1 think we just zero right i on that and kind of see what we can do
between now and Aprit and what we can't do and that would determine I think some of the ranges that we're
looking at. And if it looks like we want to have larger ranges, then we have to be locking at some sort of a two-
phased problem statement. First problem statement being that we have inshore-offshore that's going to expire
at the end of '98 and we have to do something about that in the interim, and then we'd bave a whole range of
185ues which have been identified that is geing to require a more extensive analysis that would be addressed at
" the end of that period of time. So, going back to what | was starting to talk about, what does "deviate
sigmaficantly" mean in terms of the Alternative 3?7 Do you have a feel for that?

Pollard: I think it's the Council's responsibibity to look at that. 1 thunk it's the Council's responsibility to conduct
it's analysis and determine on the basis of that analysis whether there is sufficient evidence in the record that
satisfies the Councy that there is a net benefit in taking a particular course of action and I cannot tell what
significant is. Like ] said, at some point the Council may find, I'm not necegsarily saying it will find it, but it may
find that a particular alternative that it bas selected for analysis doesn't show any net benefits because of some
insufficiency of the analysis and that's really the Council's responsibility first to make the choice on what's
supported by the record and what's not, and then of course the Secretary also gets to review the amendment and
make a choice.

Pereyra: And here again [ think is the carborundum [sic], or whatever it is we call it that we find ourselves on.
[miscellaneous comments] This is really a catch-22 because [ feel in order for us to be able to determine what
the net national impacts are, and granted there's either economic aspects to that and thete are alse non-economic
aspects to determining what those net national benefits or losses are. We have to have a certain degree of analysis
to determine consurner surplus, producer surplus, some of the input-output things that we want to do--all of these
require a certain degree of analysis which in turn requires a certam database which we already admit we don't have
and in fact Dr. Temy prepared a very worthwhile proposal to OMB to get permission $o starg this data collection
process and [ know that it's sort of been redirected a little bit but imtial write-up of it specifically identified the
kinds of data that we don't have to prepare the analysis for the RIR or the regulatory flexibility analysis that we
in turn bave to do, and I admit that, we have to do that. So, we keep gomg around on this 155ue.

Benton: While | concur with Dr. Pereyra m some degree it sesims to me, and maybe Counselor could help a hittle
bit here, the analysis that, as | understand it, how it would proceed, would, for example just for the sake of
discussion, lock at the range of options under Altemative 3 as they are presently constituted, one of the functions
that the analysts would perform would be to identify for us whether or not, especially for the outlying sort of
options, the ones that are furtherest away from the present circumstance, But they would identify for us whether
or not we have sufficient information to determine the effects of making that change and then it would be our
responsibility at that time to make a judgement based on their work, such that if for example you're looking at
something that deviated 15 or 20 points off from the present allocation, the analysts came: back and said you can't
tell what the impacts of that are going to be unless you have a full cost-benefit analysis and give us reasons--I'm
hopeful that we're not going to just see something that says you can't do it because we don't have the numbers;
I'd like 0 have some articulation of why. That's important because I think baving that information is also
important to our deliberattons, but you get to that point. Obviously it would seen to me at that juncture the
Councif 15 1n a sitvation where, 0.K, we don't have sufficient information to make a decision about this level of
a change. The analysis is supposed to help guide us through that, The analytical process is supposed to help
guide us through that. 1can't sit here today and make a judgement about that without the information the analysts
are going to provide us, within some range. [ mean, obviously if it was going to be a real major deviation that
you could see we're not going to have the information, but it just seems to me that the level of analysis that we're
going to get, we already know what it is, within some reasonable range of possibilities. The SSC has already told
us that we will have mformatien available to us to allow us to make a decision. We've talked about national
benefits as including not just econmmc benefits but other benefits. Economic benefits are going to be the item
that probably are going to be the most difficult to quantify. They're certainly an important factor but they're not
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the ouly factor that we have to deal with and we're going to have to weigh and judge the level of information on
a range of factors when we gut owr anatysis back and [ thirk we seed 1o keep that in mind, that part of the function
of the analytical process is to telt us whether we have sufficient information for a certain set of options.

Dennis Austin: [would like to suggest that we do have to judge what is doable and we do have t¢ stay within an
equation that two and two equals four. We made an initial decision on [/0 1, we made a subsequent decision on
/0 2. We did some analysis. Now, as part of our problem statement, and maybe that's what I'm trving to say,
that the problem statement and the analysis have to stay in balance. Part of our problem statement says that we
made a bunch of assumptions, Time has passed and we can test those assumptions. Yet E'm bearing staff tell
us that, oh, by the way, the database that you used and the analysis that you made can't be repeated. So, are we
going to selectively do some kind of analysis or are we in fact poing to repeat and test all of our assumptions.
[ think the Council in its decision bas to decide whai's doable and not doable within the timeframe betwesn now
and April. To do otherwise just says we're going to go into April and not be abie to pick a preferred option and
put it off and I don't think that's the expectation of our public.

Pennover: We sort of going back to the whole basis for this analysis, jumping . . . completely from this one
suboption under item 2, [ think, and I think we could ask a couple of questions about the analysis that might dsal
with this catcher boat issue and maybe find out what we would have and then decide, because it seems to me that
is, if we can't do something on that, at least look at it, then we kind of left. . straining water on this thing because
that was one of the biggest changes dentified, whether it's right, wrong or mdifferent, good or bad, it's one of the
biggest changes and we're saying change is one of the things that needs to be discussed or addressed, without
saying it's a problem, just saying it's an issue. And I guess I'd have to ask. . .Chris, you said it's relatively simple
to do this qualitatively. What do you mean by that? Are we going to find out the vessels under 125 feet, then
they have left the fishery and they have upgraded out of their size class or something--oh, ne, they can't go over
125 feet, ean they, inder the moratoriurn—but may have left the fishery for one reason or another, might or might
not be coming back? Or this is a transfer of new vessels entering the fishery and how much they took of that
criginat share, and what their part played in the production going to the plants? | mean, F don't know what you
mean. If it's just a description of who's in now and what they're catching and therefore they're going to get this
much less, that doesn't answer exactly the question 1o me whers you ought to set that limit. Those are not totally
the same question: ] mean, sefting a floor, a moratorium in effect, on change because you're rying to maintain
a status quo until you evaluate whether you have to do something about it is one thing, but going back in time,
or forward in time, to get a different percentage says something different. So if you could just kind of tell us what
you think is avaitable maybe we can make this judgement about this ene item and move ¢n because the other
items are perhaps more complex to analyze than this one is.

Cliver: Boy, [ wish I could t2ll you exactly what this analysis would leok like six months from now: it would
make us a lot more comfortable if we conld do that But I'm not certain that we're in a position {o tell you exactly
what we can say about that particular issue. Maybe Joe or Darreli have some ideas. Beyond what Joe already
mentioned earlier I don't have anything off the cuff that I can tell you. 1can make scine general abservations.
Mr. Samuelsen asked the question earlier, could we do a qualitative analysis of all these alternatives by April and
the easy answer to that would be, Yes. The big question is to what extent can we do other, perhaps mors
quantitative gnalyses of these by April, and we've talked about the lack of cost data and our inability to do a
definitive cost-benefit assessment of really any of these altematives by next April. On the other hand, that gives
us some opportunity 1o concentrate on many of the other issues that have been brought up and some of these do
lend themselves to quantitative treatment - distributional impacts, the SSC laid out for us a fairly goed outline
of how we would approach this analysis given the data limitations and it's certaioly a trade-off. There's a
continuum somewhere, the more alternatives you add, the less detailed analysis we'll be able to provide on any
of them. 1 think we can bring you back an anakysis of any and all of these options, but it's yet to be aware of what
the limtations are of that and have some expectations of what you're going to see. Again, I wish [ could tell you
exacily what we'd have in there, but [ can't at this point.

GAHELEMWPFILES' TR ANSI.557 21



Mace: I think three of the Council members, Steve, Dennis and Wally, have touched on the fact that maybe we
ought to check priorities on what we consider here and [ think that Alternative 3 is a high priority. It's a part of
the elements of the original /0 1 & 2, it's something we have to consider; we've had a remendous amount of
testimony that suggests considering and analyzing a change in that allocation and I think we cught to consider
that as the lughest prionity and then if we have time left and manpower we can come back to ones that we consider
of lesser importance, but [ think we have to develop a framework to consider these potential changes.

Pereyra: Two thoughts come to mind and [ hope they're helpful.  First of all, history is a great teacher and
wshors-offshore 1, we got this puppy right back in our lap and one of the reasons we got it back is because we
did not do sufficient analysis and we didn't do the type of analysis necessary, and it was a cost-benefit analysis
and that was when we had a very, very complete data set, or at least as complete a data set a5 could be imagined.
We absolutely lmow that we're not going to be able 1o do cost-benefit analysis; we just can't do it between now
and April. It's just impossible: we cant't even collect the data in that time. So, we're going to be faced with having
to make a decision without a cost-benefit analysis, There are some distributional impact analyses that we can
do without the very, very rigorous data that's necessary for doing cost-benefit analysis. So, we won't have a cost-
benefit analysis. What kinds of deviations as a Council do we think we could actually support and that we would
have a high likelihood of getting accepted in the system. And [ think those kinds of ranges would be the ranges
that we intuitively know probably fall within the parameters of, vou kaow, you're going to burt somebody but
you're pot going to kill 'sm. With inshore-offshore 1 we bad quitz a few bankrupicies. Inshore-gffshore |
contributed to that; I'm not going to sit here and say it caused it, "cause it didn't cause it, but it contributed to it.
It's like the sinkang of the battleship Maine, that didn't create the Spamsh-Amenican War, but it sure precipitated
it, and ] think that our action certainly helped to do that. We've had testimony before us, or statements made, or
questions raised by Mr. Samuelsen that what happens if we reduce your allocation by 10%, and they said 10%
relative, and we said absolute, and they say, Whoa, we're out of here. And that goes for both sectors, 50 we know
that if we're thinking of those kinds of changes, we going to destroy that particular sector. Maybe that's what
some people have in mind, but I can tell you now, if that ts in fact the case, we've got to have a very, very
rigarous analysis because we've pot history that shows that through these allocation decisions we cause hardship
in sectors. We've got employment issues now that we have to deal with now that we didn't bave before. So, that
sort of indicates to me that if we really sincerely are trying to make a decision in April as to what the altemative,
. .we have to have a very narrow range of options to be looking at, with the no action, and the rollover and maybe
there’s some other things that you want {0 throw in bere that they could look at without poing into a lot of detailed
analysis. Now, if our intent 15 to have something much more expansive and tnvolved, then we have to bile the
bullet and recognize that we're not going to make that decision in April and then we have to come up with an
alternative strategy. An alternative strategy might be to roll this thing over until that analysis is complete. That
would be a responsible decision in my mind if that's what we want to do. If we feel that it's that extensive, so |
Just throw that out as sort of some thouphts that have kind of accumulated in my mind that | wanted to get out.

Benton: Maybe in order to help move things along, if Mr. Mace is suggesting that in order to sort of tidy up

where we are 50 we can get to number 3 and start talking about the numbers, Mr. Mace is sugpesting deleting the
option under Alternative 2, to reserve a set-aside for catcher vessels less than 125 feet, if he's making that
suggestion, I would accept that as a friendly amendment. Just under Altemative 2. Is that what you're
suggesting?

Mazace: Yes,

Benton: So, now then we're on Alternative 3 as I understand it so we can have the discussion about Alternative
3.

Lauber: O.K., any comunents on. . Mr. Austin.
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Austin; May [ ask the original motion maker-- but I thought [ heard when you were introducing this alternative
that you suggested that there was almost a random mix of thoss four veriical columns--not random in the true
sense, because each column obviously has to add up to 100, but with that constraint were you talking a random
mix?

Pautzke: I can suggest bow to get out of this little problem here because obviously the analysts can't be expected
to do all the permutations and combinations that. . . [intermupted]

Aupstin: That was my peint.

Pautzke: So, whet [ would suggest you do is to. . .we would try and present the difference in impacts nsing those
as linked on four calumns there, but you would bave the freedom in making your decision in June, for instance,
orin April if you wanted to tie it down a little further, to use a range for any of them that you wanted. But for
your analytical purposes we would use four different suboptions there.  You could then choose a range and when
we develop the final document we would home in on that particular set of numbers.

Austin: As a follow up, would our Counsel confirm that that would be within the scope of what we're atlowed
to do?

Lauber: I think he's going to tell us the same thing, Mr. Austin. You know, you can try to trap that rascal any
way you want, but he's pretty fast on his feet, so if you want to answer it, but | just think. . .

Austin; Well, I would personally think it was within the scope of our ability.

Lauber: You think what?

Aaustin: [ think it's within our scope, range, if we did what Clarence suggested, rather than a random, .
Lauber; Righton! {referring, I think 1o a positive gesturs from Pollard) What was that. . .okey-dokey, that's the
latest okey-dokey? You have to go back a few years to get ckey-dokey on the Council. All nght, any moré

discussion on Alternative 37

Pereyra: | guess I'd like to ask the maker of the motion, what de you think would happen to the offshore sector,
including the catcher boats, if you chose 40%?

Benton: I don't konow if I can answer that question now. I would expect that the analysis would show us
something about what would happen 1o the offshere sector. My intuition, however, 15 that that would have a very
sigiuficant mmpact on the offshore sector.

Pereyra: Well, I can tell you one thing, [ wouldn’t be here, sitting here working on the Council. Just from my
own operation [ know what would happen, that particufar decision. . .

Benton: ['m not sure how ! would feel about that, Wally. . . [laughter]. . .

Pereyra: That percentage drop is greater than, and likewise that might be a good deal for myself, too; that
percentage drop is greater, that absolute drop on a percentage basis is greater than what we did on inshore-
offshore 1 and we had and well, I thank the word massive is appropriate, we had a lot of bankrupicies in the
offshore fleet and a lot of displacement, a lot of consolidation and so forth, and so since we kmow that, why do
we even want bo trouble the analysts with analyzing the obvious, Why don't we just pick some ranges that would
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go from, say, the inshore would go 25-45, the motherships 5 to 15, and the offshore would go from 45 to 65,
which ts ten on eather side. I mean, why. . just to put this in some sort of perspective.

Benton: Is that a motion?
Pereyra: It's a friendly idea.

Lauber: Well, it may be a rhetorical question but it's also gaing to sound somewhat like a statement and maybe
it is bath. I'd like to hear some peopte respond and I'm surprised that in the hours and hours and hours of
testimony I dido't recall people, at least concentrating on this very much, but we keep talking about inshore-
offshore 1 and rollover and inshore-ofishore 3 and so forth. There's been some comments regarding the
comprehensive rationalization process which, as we know has created a situation because of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act that put that on hold for us, a moratonium on that, which complicates this particular situation. But,
[ guess 1 bring this up at this time because of Wally saying, well, he puts it in the contexi of what would happen
to these various sectars, but [ would say, not so much the sectors, but to the State of Alaska, the people, whatever,
it seems to me that what with inshore-offshore 3 is probably going to be what we do with comprehensive
rationalization, ITQs, and so we probably need to spend a little bit of time considering this and these vanous
altzmatives because we probably are going to be deciding in perpetuity what this fishery is gong to look like. It's
going to be, [ can tell you, they pay an awful lot of attention, we do, and maybe we won't be here but somebody
is going to pay a lot of attention to the status quo, and what we decids here 15 what's going to become the status
quo in ' number of yzars and so when you say, whatever these numbers are, no matter what side you're on in this
thing, are these mumbers that you want to give to these varius sectors, nationalitiss, areas, localities and so forth,
in perpetuity. And, not ondy perpetuity but probably transferable quotas where they bave a stock in ownership
of these resources forever. Transferable, worth bundreds and hundreds of millions of dollars. So, it is a very
difficult thing. I understand that one might say, gosh, this is going to be very tough on some factory trawlers if
it's 40%, or conversely very tough on the inshore sector if it's only down to 25. But there may be people who fael
that's the way it ought to look forever. In other words, maybe we don't want this sitwation to go on forever, so
that's my observation er question, why wouldn't we want to spend a lot of time on a reasonable alternative?

Pereyra: I'm glad you brought that vp because I do think that's a very belpful comment that you make because
I do think that this has a continuing play into our CRP, ITQ, whatever you want to call it, in pollock, cur further
rationalization of the pollock fishery. What Congress did, did not prevent us frotn addressing this issue. We have
what I consider to be a very comprebensive mitial first step in moving in that direction. It's gof all the bells and
whistles in it and whatnet. There's no rzason why we couldn't dust chat off and inzlude that in here as part of the
analysis process, just to see how this would play out, because you're right, we have a second-order interaction
there we must be very, very concerned about here. And, I agree with you; | think it's probably presumptuous of
us to assume at this time just what we're going to be able to do and not be able to do once Congress gets through
puiting their spm on the whole transferability issue, the nationality issue, ete., etc., the concentration issue, rents,
there's a whole range of directions that we're going to get, I feel. But, that having been said, I think that what you
mentioned firther supports the concern I bave that our analysis is not gotng to be complete enough when we get
to Apri! and then we're going to be faced with that carburandum [sic] again. So, [ would much rather see us step
back a litile bit here and Jock at this thing as a two-part problem because that's really what it is.

Benton: ] agree wath Dr. Pereyra about the way that we should lock at it. While your statements, Mr, Chayrman,
were: true, especially in the way that maybe others are looking at this issue. . .for example, I recall, 1 think it was
MacGregor that was saying that this is really CRP, this isa’t anything else. While I don’t agree with that
statement, and certainly that may be the perception out there in the world, I think that for the task in front of us
[Change to Tape 66--lost some comments in changeover]. . we can’t provide you with a very definitive
answer on what implications it would have on markets and pricing and that sort of thing and so we might have
an analysis that says that we can’t provide you that imformation because we have to have a full cost-benefit
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analysis and we weren’t able to do that. E don't know if we would get that back or pot, but we might. The more
important issue to me is whether or not, | guess, with this range of options and, with the guidance that we’ve had
fram NOAA General Counsel when we started tius debate 2 day or so ago, and from the SSC, I would ask staff
what could we see here, given what yon understand the way that our problem statement is presently configured
and what's your best guess on completing the task that you see in front of you.

Oliver: I assume you're referting to the whole list of alternatives, [ guess, similar to what I said earber, at some
point we can bring back an analysis of this and you'll have to be the judge of whether it’s sufficient at that point
to make a particular decision. [ would imagine that, as you alluded o, we would be able to tell you in certain
areas, “gee we simply couldn’t make that jump,’ based on the data we have, or . . . a little back from that, well,
we could say this with the following qualifications, and again, | don’t know exactly what we'll be able to bnng
to each of these until we get into it farther down the road and start pulling the layers back.

Benton: Chris, for exarmple, if we wete to Jook at, and I’m just looking now at Alternative 3, this range of
numbers, O.K.? If we were to do those, [ would assume that, for example, you could calculate changes in discards
with some caveat around the uncertainty of what impact [RAU might have, but you could, based on the
information that you've already presented us in the sectoral anatysis, provide us with mformation and a further
analysis of impacts on discards. Similarly, ] would suspect that that would be true for, let's say, byeatch. And
I would atso assume that you would be able to look at product production in terms of, bere’s the current product
mixes by the various sectors, here would be a shift, and here’s what we would anticipate having. That kind of
infermatica would be availabie, would it not?

Oliver: Yes, much as we did in that second, the mshore-offshora 2 analysis where we [ thought took quite a
detailed lock on a, albeit a gross revenue basis and revenue per ton, utilization rates, bycatch discards, all the
things you mentioned, certainly we can do that kind of thing, but the missing part of course being, O.K. what are
the associated. . .the cost side which we don’t have the definitive information on, but. . .

Benion: So, then if we were to took at, and [ don’t pretend to understand the methodology, but for example if
we were to look at reliance in fishing communities on the pollock resource, Rebecca Baldwin for example
provided us with sort of @ methodology to measure that and take into account some relative dependencies. You
could ook at that information perhaps, or use that methodology and lock at the new information on changes in
allecations znd how those different allocation ranges might then affect that relative measure of dependency, did
you not?

Oliver: Yes, with a little it of explanation. We intend, as [ mentioned [ believe yesterday, to do a contract with
Impact Assessment, Inc, to help us look at that communmty-level impact issue and what that would be based on

largely is, when we do the kind of calculations that we've just discussed previously, we would feed that

information to those analysts who would then incorporate that as they develop their community profiles and links
to the various sectars, how the changes in harvests among those would then flow, 1 guess, through those
commumities. | don’t know that we ever envisioned a specific look at all of the dozens of Bering Sea individual
communities, but rather on a peneric basis, I think is where the results wonld be couched.

Benton: And then, could you also not use the work that was done under inshore-offshore 27 For example, you
did look at the assumptions under inshore-offshorz 1 and perform a qualitative analysis to make some
determinations of whether or not the cbserved effects of inshore-offshore 1 correlated with the estimated or
projected impacts of inshore-offshore 1 and the assumptions that were used in making those dectsicns, and yeou
made some findings about that in regards to the negative impacts, the costs and that kind of thing. Could you
not build on that work around a set of options here to help provide information in that manner?
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Oliver: Probably so. I think it’s a little bit different approach, perhaps, than we took the second tme around
when we were really trying to groundtruth some of our earlier projections and in this case, the context may be a
little different where we’te not necessarily trying to groundéruth the projections we made originally. In the second
analysis we were not able necessarily to groundiruth alt the vaniables that went into the previous analysis, but we
looked at some of them and some other aspects that led us to some conclusions based on revenues per ton, for
example, that allowed us to say we think we overestimated the negative impact the first time around.

Benton: And if you were to sort of to build off of that work, though, could you now identify those factors that
you could not get information on and provide us with guidance about the relative significance in terms of the
ovetall picture that you are tryiog to describe, what the impacts might be?

Oliver: I think a general answer to that is yes. Price data and some other things. . .we have some vagaries,
uncertainties with, but in gensral, yes we could approach it in that way.

S Council stopped at this point to take testimony on other subjects from members of the audience who had
io leave; continved inshore-offshore discussion the next day........... ]
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September 28, 1997
Tape 68

Lauber: .. [lost my little pad, and so [ had four names on it and I don’t remember who they were, Mr, Austin
was one of them, but. . .50 we're going to start all over and since [ don’t know whether he was first or not, be’s
the only name I remember.

Benton: Before we get started, could Clarence or somebody who's sort of keeping track of where we ate remind
us of where we are? Just very briefly.

Pautzke: . . .Mr. Benton had a main motion on the ficor, and it was the AP recommendation with changes and
it had the problzm statement and then we had worked on the problem statement during the aftemocn and then
we had tentatively accepted the problem statement for the time being as you have it retyped here with the cross-
outs and things, and then we were moving down through the altematives and we had O.K.’d Alternative |
tentatively. We had O.K'd Alternative 2, and then Mr. Mace had had a friendly amendment accepted to
Alternative 2 to remove the set-aside for small vessels. And then we were working our way, [ think, on
Alternative 3 is where we kind of left it yesterday if | recall right. Does that track with . . .7

Lauber: I think that’s correct.

Pereyra: Could someone review for me what we bave now on Alternative 27

Pautzke: In Adtemative 2 you've got Alternative 2 without that little option, reserve set-aside. I deleted that from
my page.

Pereyra: The option, |-year option, 3-year thing is gone?
% Yeah

Pereyra: That’s 0.JC -- suboption a, suboption b, is 0.K.?
Pautzke: They’re still there.

Pereyra: They're stifl there.

Austin: Staff can correct me if I'm wrong, but the sarlier questions. . .interactions, it’s my understanding that
before I/Q 1, the offshore proportion was 73-74%, is that about correct? Am I correctly characteriziog it?

Oliver: That’s my recollection, roughly at the time you appraved that inshore-offshore 1 split, it was about 73-
27, 1 believe was roughly the division.

Austin: Tome, that’s 8 or 9% shift from status quo. In Alternative 3 we're looking at a $0-15% plus or minus
shift which , given the analysis that we had the first ime around, and the analysis that we’re likely to bave this
time around, I don’t know how we can justify that type of a range. 1 think we’re outside the reality that's m front
of the Council and so I’d like to saggest a friendly amendment or otherwise to alter Alternative 3 to be, for
inshore. . ., and it would be three options to be analyzed, like there are four here. One would be 30% inshore;
50% offshore, and 7% mothership: and one would be 35% for inshore; 55% for offshore, and 10% for
mothership, and the other one would be 40, 60, 13, for maotherships. And what that does is allow us to analyze
a7 to 13% range, which is a 3% plus or minus for the motherships, allows us to analyze & plos or minus 5% for
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the offshore, and 2 plus or minus 5% for the inshore and that analysis would make the arithmetic equal to your -~
100 percents, which it doesn’t in what I'm talking about. And additionally we would have a catcher vessel

minemum of 10 to 15% of the offshore share rather than the option to reserve set-aside catcher vessel that's in

this.

Lauber: [s there a second?

Pereyra: Secend.

Lauber: O.K.. it"s been moved and seconded.

O'Leary: ['m sorry, | wasn’t writing fast enough. Could we just have the numbers apain one more time?

Austin: Basicaliy what I'm proposing is an analysis that is plus or minus 5% fm" the mshors and the offshore
which would be 30.35.40; 50-55-60; and then a plus or minus 3%, which would be 7,10 and 13 for the
motherships and let staff fix my arithmetic if it doesn’t make those add up to 106%.

Pereyra: And also you said you had a provision in the offshore that there would be a minimum of. . .analyze a
rmunimemn of 10-15% of that would be zvailable to catcher vessels, no less than 10 to 15%, they could have more,
is that correct?

Austin: Yes. If | could speak to that, the reason F'm proposing that is because [ think it’s the only option that
we can look at and still stay within the framewcrk of the analysis that we’ve been advised that we're hikely to see
and not be forced to try to make decisions on a less than comprehensive information package.

Pennoyer: Just a clarification, Mr, Austin, 8o, it’s plus or minug 5% offshore and plus or minug 5% inshore is
what you're talking about, and plus or minus 3% on the motherships?

Austin: Yes.

Bentor: [ was asked whether or not that would be a fiendly amendment and [ would say that if you linked those
two issues together, that's not a friendly amendment. [ just wanted to provide that advice, from that perspective.

Pereyra: What?

Benton: If you link the numnbers that have been put down with the analysis for the catcher vessels, then that is
rot a friendly amendment. If you split those two, [ have no objection to the analysis on the offshore catcher vessel
component of your proposal, so you can go either way. [ just wanted to let you know that.

Austin: I think they need to be together,
Lauber: So, it has been moved and seconded as a stand-alons amendment.

Pereyra: I think that is a responsible altemative and my reasons are as follows: First we've had testimony and

we've had reports from the SSC. We have staff analysis and in our book that clearly shows that unless we are

prepared to do a full-blown cost-benefit analysis, that any sort of deviation that is, I forget the words that Mr.

Pollard used, but any deviations from the existing atlocations that are outside of a reasonable range, we’re going

to have to have a very extensive analysis, and the imeframe that we have, we have five months until Apnl, there’s -~
no way that we can get beyond a more bracketed analysis and for that reason [ think this is a proper way to go

and I strongly support the amendment to Mr. Bentor's motion.
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O'Leary: 1'd like some clarification. I'm still confused and | certainly don’t want to make a vote on something
as important es this without truly understanding what ["’m voting on here. We're talking about moving cach one
of the sectors plus or minus 5%. Now, is the mothership sector remaining in the. . .does the mothership sector
have the option of moving from inshore to offshore, or | mean they're offshore now, but to inshore or staying the
same, or. . .what are implications of the possible shift between mothership and. . .

Austin; Well, the implications would be part of the analysis. But the proposal was that it would shift. Because
as of now, there™s no allocation for them now.,

O’Leary: Sovou’re saying they're stand alone, but they wouldn’t be shifting to the inshore sector.
Austin: The analysis would lack at it from both directions. I wasn't proposing to change where it says
“allocation would be analyzed such that the true motherships would be looked at as a subcomponent of either

inshore or offshore, or as a separate component.” 1wasn’t proposing bo change that. [ was only proposing to
change the humbers.

Pennoyer: Just so [ have it clear on this then. So, under Alternative 3, AP minutes, you’ve changed everything
down to the words, “allocation should be analyzed such as true motherships would be looked at as a
subcomponent of either inshore or offshore or a s a separate. . .~

Austin; Yes.

Pennover: But with the percentages added or subtracted 1o these groups as you’ve listed, plus or minus 3% on
motherstups; that would be added inshore-offshore if they stayed that way. And then are you deating with the
rest of the AP recornmendations or are we just going down to that point?

Austin: No, I'was just gong down to that point.

Penncyer: So then, the rest of it would be still up for discussion?

Austin: Yes, | thought that was the process we were following,

Pautzke: Could you just repeat that catcher vessels, 10 to 15% clause that you had?

Austin: What we would want to be analyzed is setting a mietmum portion of the offshore for the catcher vessels
at 10 to 15% of the offshore quota.

Lauber: Ready for the question? All right. Call the roll.

Pautzke: Mace Na
O’Leary No
Pamnoyer Yes
Pereyra Yes
Samnelsen No
Austin Yes
Behnken No
Benton No
Fluharty Yes
Kyle No
Lauber No
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It failed.

Lauber: O.K., who was next? We have before us. . .we're working on the Alternative 3 down to. . from
Alternative 3 and that motion is on the floor as it reads in the AP motion,

Benton: Just sort of a clarification on procedure here, 1f we have no further motions on this matter, then we
would move forward to a different section, is that correct?

Lauber: That’s correct.

Samuelsen: I'd like to move that in the analysis, in the shift in allocation I"d like to see the impacts on coastal
communities in the Western Alaska CDQ program, jobs, investment opportunities, as well as royalty payments,
ses how they’re affected by shifts in allocations.

Mace: [did not hear that; vou’re not conung through Robin.

Samuelsen: Emoved that I'd like to see the inpacts on coastal commmunities in the Western Alaska CDOQ program
2s a result of a change n pollock allocation and that analysis include the effect on jobs and royalty payments.

Benton: [ don’t know if we reed a motion on that, but I’d accept that as a friendly amendment in terms of
guidance toward staff; it"s not a big deal.

Lauber: Without objection, then, it’s accepted into the main motion, Hearing none, . .

Fluharty: [Ifit is the Chair’s wish that we can take some items like that, | think that [ would ask if it would be
considered a friendly amendment to include analysis of these changes on other fisheries, ncluding groundfish or
yellowfin sole, Atka mackerel, things like this, from a change in this allocation, to make sure that’s analyzed.

Pautzke: We have to do tmpacts on other fisheries and related fisheries, so. . .
Fluharty: O.K., soit’s in there.

Benton; On that last motion, not the last mebion, the motion before last, if anybedy wanted to proposs an analysis
of the catcher vessel minimum percentages, | think that’s something that might merit some attention. 1can’t

propose it.

Pereyra: [ would like to move that the offshore portion, which now ranges from 70 to 40--70, 60, 50, 40, that
that be 65 to 43, sa it would be 65, 60, 50, 45, and then you'd have to make some adjustments in the others to
account for thar, But, I would like to see that range, rather than the 70-40 range, I would like to see a 65-45 range
looked at.

Lauber: You would take 5 off of the front end and put it on the back end, is that the way it works?

Pereyra; | see these four sets of numbers here as sort of being an indication of what the range is. [ mean, night
now we"ve got the mothership range goes from 3 to 15, and we've got the inshore sector goes from 25 to 45, and
right now the offshore sector goes from 40 to 70, so the offshore sector 15 plus or minus 15 while the inshore is
plus or minus 10 and the motherships are plus or minus 5. And what I was saying was in order to simplify the
analysis, { was going to suggest that that be changed so that the range would really be 45 to 65, plus or minus
10% range, the same as the inshore. That’s what T was going to snggest.
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Fluharty: Second, if it’s not a friendly amendmeat.
Pereyra: Is that a friendly amendment?

Benten: ['m still lookang at the numbers. Let me see if ['ve got this straight. So this would be a range of 65 to
45 for the offshore.

Pereyra: Right.

Benton: If'we did that and in looking at the numbers for the motherships the range for them would be 3, 10, or
15,1 assume.

Pereyra: Right.
Benton: And then for the onshore the range would have to be 30 to 45, is really what you’re saying.

Pereyra: Plus or minus; well, they presently 35, so it would be plus or minus. . yeah, they’re plus or minus, what
are they, 35 now? So, they’re plus or minus 10, so i’s 25 to 45, that’s the range. | mean in order to get 100%
you're going to have to obviously jugele those in the final analysis. We'll be doing that anyway. [ mean, we’re
not going ta be sticking with these strict pumbers. | think that the Executive Director has told us that that’s what
the analysts would be doing anyway in their analysis. They’d be picking out certain sets that equal 100%, but
it would be in that range.

Kyle: Sowhat you're saying, though, Dr. Pereyra, is that you don’t want anything analyzed that could possibly
move more fish offshore if you do that. You're lockang vourself in at 65 no matter what the analysis tnight show.

Pereyra: No, the ofishore without the motherships is presently 55,

Kyle: OK.

Pereyra I'm just trying Lo put some equal bounds on it, is what I'm trying to do.

Lauber: So, let’s try todo it. . .we're dealing with this set of numbers and instead of. . let’s see how they would
add up. I'know on the one he said and then have the staff adjust. I think that’s something we probably should
do, we should. . because. . so the first set of numnbers would then read 60. . .reading from the bottom up, would
read 63, 05, 30, is that nght? And then, 60, 10, 30, from the boitom up [someone said “No”]. It would be 65,
5, 30 that would add up te 100, wouldn’t it?

Pereyta: Yeah

Lauber: And then the next set would stay the same, right? It would stay at 60-10-30, and the next set would stay
the same at 50-10-40, reading up; and the next set would say, what? '

Mace: 435-15, ang 40,

Lauber: 45-15, and 40, . . [Change to tape 69--obviously missing some comments here from tape
changeover]

Pereyra: . . 45, nght. [t could be 43-10-45. Rather than going to try to figure out what kind of combinations
and permutations you might have, all I'm saying is the staff would analyze a2 range for the inshore sector that
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would be plus or minus 0%, a range for the offshore sector that would be plus or minus 10%, and a range for -
the motherships that would be plus or minus 5%. That's really what ['m saying. They're going to set some limits

on either end that are going to be able to aflow some analysis to see what the impacis would be. [ mean, you can

come up with a mithion different permutations and combinations of thess things.

Pautzke: That’s wity [ think we’d really appreciate it if you just gave us the ones you want us to look at and then
vou can choose between the ranges, becanse we don’t know what your rules are for determining which one has
a depree of freedom and which one should be held constant. And we’ve probably got a pretty good change we're
gowg to come up with the wrong combination,

Pereyra: Well, give me a few minutes to think about this; we’ll move on to something else. . .

Behnken: It seems like we’re spending a lot of tme chiseling, potentially chiseting away just a little bit of the
analysis at either end and [ just wanted to ask staff bow much of a difference that would make if we dropped 5%
either side or something, in your ability to give us a meaningful analysis i six months?

Oliver: [ don’t think that’s going to make a significant difference either way. I don’t know if this will help Mr.
Pereyra or not, on bus particelar motion, just looking at the numbers it might be helpful to look at it in terms of
three columns as opposed to four where the middle column for example would be 35 inshore, 10 motherships,
53 offshore, and then to the left of that would be 25-10-65, to the right of that would be 45-10-45. That gives
you the basic bounds, those 10 across the board for motherships noting that that’s not necessarily 2 fixed number.
[ don’t know if that helps or not, belped me visualize it.

Pereyra: Why don't I just forget about my motion because it's obvions this time of the moming I can’t figure
ournbers out amyway. My personal feeling is that these numbers are so far outside of any reasonable range that £
wa'd ever even consider that, you know. . .

Pennoyer: [ think Ms. Behnken’s question was an excellent one, but it"s a two-part thing to this. One 15 there
. . . [unintelligible}. . .in what you can judge, and I think even at 35% we're only gomng to get a qualitative
analysis. And, ] accept, Mr. Pereyra, the word qualitative is probably not exactly night. But in terms of cost-
benefit we probably won't get there for that. So, sort of picking the ranpe that we think that type of analysis
would stretch us to. . .reascnable alternatives to look at that we might reatly do come June. So, 1t's a two-part
question. | agree with Mr. Oliver, I don’t think there’s a hell of a lot of difference in what we’re going to get in
terms of the. . [unintelligible]. . nature at 35% or 45% or whatever, so. . .  Still, we have to look at what’s likely
with that type of analysis for us to act on come next June.

Pereyra; O.K., then I would like to move, unless it’s a friendly amendment, that under the offshore portion that,
look at a range for the catcher vessels, a minimum for the catcher vessels of [0-15%.

Benton: 1 accept that as a friendly amendment, Mr. Chairman.

Pautzke: That’s using the current numbers that are in the AP thing? You've withdrawn your other one, Mr.
Pereyra?

Pereyra: Yeah |'m withdrawing that other one, that 63, for the moment.

Lauber: So, the range was what, 10 to 15%, or. ..
-~

Pereyra: 10 to 15%. Presently it’s about. . .well, maybe we should make it 9; the current one is, s0 maybe we
could make it 9 to 15; I think the current one's 9.
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Lauber: That was friendly? Accspted?

Benton: Yes.

Lauber: O.K., anything addizonal? Ready for ihe. . .

Pereyra: Can [ ask a question? Do we have this option, reserve set-gside, or did we elirunate that?
Pautzke: That's still there, for Alternative 3.

Lauber: That’s still in here for now. Are we ready to move on, or is there anything else under the. . . The next
thing we would then take up would be what, the. . .

Pereyra: Well, we have all the things under the 1, 2, 3, 4, that goes under this also included, right?

Lauber: Well, that's what ['m asking. This section is. . .the next thing we would move to would be CD(s.
Behnken: I have a question before we move ot to CDOs, unless someone had more on this.

Pereyra: 1 have some more on this.

Behnken: O.K.,L ..

Pereyra: Number [, I would move that Number [ be changed to read, and I don’t know what the proper word is
here, but “existing CVOA arrangement.” 1t other words, the way it is today, so we would have “Existing CVOA
arrangement would be Number 1 and Number 2 would be no CVOA. [fthere’s a second to that, I'1l. . .

Lauber: In other words, you would strike the language in Number | and insert the “existing. . .
Pereyra; Existing CVOA ammangement,

Lauber. And number 2 would be. . .

Pereyra: Number 2 would then be no CVOA. T'd like to speak to that if someone. . .

Fluharty: Second.

Pereyra: My reason for that is if you go to page. . figure 2 in section. ., under Tab 10, 1t’s quite obvious that
during the winter period the majority of the fish are inside the CVOA and for that reason the fleet, both inshore,
motherships and offshore, are operating in that area. To go and even consider elimunating the fleet from that area,
[ think that we are spending a lot of time analyzing something that is quite obvious in this analysis 15 not
appropriate, We’ve had a lot of discussion on this over the past when we've talked about the CVOA and that
was the underlying reason why the CVOA was set up with a A’ season-’B’ season differential. The other thing
is that there is an increasing number of simall catcher boats that have been displaced from the inshore area that
are now operating with the offshore caichier processors and these vessels are small, they’re ot the larger vessels.
We've got some that are in the B0-foot range. To even consider puiting those vessels outside in the central Bermg
Sea in the winter time,  think is unconscionable. We would be subjecting them, I think, to some very severs
potential safety problems. And [ don’t think this Counci] wants to be 1n a position of even considering something
of that nature. So, 1 would ask that we strike that provision and do the responsible thing and have two alternatives
to consider. One would be ne CVOA, and the other would be the way it is today.
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Behnken: I'm not sure how all this will piay out in the analysis, but it seems to me that below that we have this
recommendation from the AP that we analyze all these ranges and these other issues as they perdain or as they
affect marine mammals and other marine resources. And it seems to me the CVOA has been flagged in some
recent papers and discussions as a pretly critical area and we may need to laok at not eliminating the CVOA as
15 recommended here, but maybe some changes that affect the pulse fisheries in that area, or the pulse fisheries
near other critical zones and I had intended later on to ask the staff how they were going to interpret that
recormendation frem the AP, which is part of our motion, particularly as it relates to the Number 1, 2, above
that is part of this motion, with regards to the CVOA. So, [ don’t know, is there Chris or someone on staff that
can speak o that?

Qliver: I'mnot. . .we're probably going to have a lot of help from the Center and Lowell Fritz on that part of the
analysis. [ guess [’d be a little bit over my head speaking to exactly what we’re going to do on that. We could
look at an entire range, [ suppose, of options with regard to the CVOA, from one extreme to another. But I don’t
kmow exactly what analysts at the Center would be giving us on that.

Pennover: T was going to save this uatil later as sort of a final discussion, but it comes in very specifically in the
CVOA. Any of this, including the harvest by area that’s allowed under different alternatives, the CVOA
questions, are all going to be subject to a discussion under NEPA and our concerns for sea lions and the
ecosystem. So, | would say at some point, [ hope the Council realizes this, anything we do bere is going to be
subject to that sort of discussion on Section 7 consultation and the analysis is going to have to give us enough
information to decide what needs te be dene. And, I'm not precluding what that would be or how it would occur
or anything else because our sea lion people, for example, as you heard are still going to meet this fall and spring
and talk about the Lowell Fritz presentation and what other information we have. So, the analysis will have to
include enough information for that to be evaluated.

Benton: .. .question. . .sort of relevant about whether I take Mr. Pereyra’s motion as a friendly amendment. Mr.
Pennoyer, 1 think we all imderstand the National Environmental Policy Act and the Endangered Specizs Act, and
we have to consider all these things and have to comply with those laws. But, if the Council does not have an
option on the table for analysis, such as, let’s say, having a CVOA for ‘A’ and ‘B’ and yet we come to a place
where it is decided based on the information that we have that we should do something like that for marine
maminals in that area, are we precluded from dealing with that? It seatns to me that then we're in a situaticn
where we don’t have the tools in front of us necessary. Now, ['m not presupposing how the decision would go.
That’s not my point at all. It’s just, are we foreclosing an option that we probably ought to keep open, or what.
Could you provide me some guidance on that?

Pennover: That’s a very good quastion and it implies not just the CVOA but the configuration of any closed area

relative to critical habitat So, we might not even be ultimately talking about quote CVOA, it might be a different

configuration, smatler or larger, more catch inside, more catch outside, irrespective of the inshore-offshore
allocation. So,it’s a hard one to answer. [ guess I°d feel more comfortable if there was some flexubility in dealing
with it.

Fluharty: In short, I would support what Mr. Petmoyer is saying. From an ecosystem perspective, if we truly are
going to be dealing with marine manumal issues on this, I think we would want to have flexibility, This inshore-
offshote is really trying to get at a different problem and it does have distinct involvement with this, but I thick
if we try to squeeze things into this type of analysis using the CVOA we’re sort of really binding things up and
$0 1 think we should keep in mind that what Mr. Pennoyer said is the likely way that we would deal with any
manne mammal interactions, but that we should try to keep our analysis as simple as possible relative to the main
purpose of inshore-offshore. 1 mean, it's essentially looking at those options.
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Pereyra: In hearing the testimony of Dr. Fluharty and Mr. Pennoyer, 1 can see where if we went this way and if
sea lions is one of our considerations here, we are taking a very static approach, We are saying that this is the
only alternative to address that issue. [ mean, there are other altematives. We might want to have 50-mile
closures around rookeries. Maybe we want to change the percentage between the A’ season and the ‘B’ season.
There’s this experinsental approach that the Center and the marine mammal recovery team, the sea Lion recovery
team, are wrestling with where they might take the closures off certain rookeries and keep it in others, just kind
of see how the pallock-sea lion interaction really proceeds. We may even want to lower the total quota of pollock
because of sea lion considerations. We might want to change the configuration of the CVOA entirely. We may
want to partition in a different way. [ mean, [ can se2 a whole range of potential options that we might want to
consider to address a. . if there is a sea lion-pollock interaction, to address that particular problem. So, I think
it would be better to keep this cleaner here and proceed in a manner that would not have a major shift in which
the CVOA would operate under inshore-offshore, so I would hope that would be a friendly amendment.

Behnken: 1think Mr, Pereyra is right, that there will be a rangs of opticns that will be possibly recommended
by the marine mammal people, but. . .and there’s no way for us te include all those at this point in the analysis.
I think the difference between that and dropping out, or what Mr. Pereyra’s motion is, is that the CVOA has
already been flagged by them as an area of concern and the level of effort in that area is a level of concem and,
not to say we’re going to make a change in it, but it just seems like an option that ought t> be kept i at this point.

Pennoyer: | guess | agres with that. There are all sorts of things that may come up, but what we have to do is
evaluate what you’re proposing relative to the effects on sea lions. So if you were proposing cnoe thing and the
analysis doesn’t give us much flexibility we’ll have do a separate thing. 'm trying to get this all to come
together. 1 guess what you have here is no CVOA, or changing the CVOA arrangement under 1; bow about
making a third one, just existing CVOA arrangement, and that give you the range of what you were talking about,
and includes this other opticn and gives us the chance to do an anabysis on what any of those things might mean
to the sea lions. [s that a friendly amendment?

Benton: ifIcould ask a question. So that would be.  _that would mean CYOA in the *A’ or *B’ or *A” and “B”,
or not CVOA, that’s basically what you’ve just said?

Pennoyer: Yes. It’s what Mr, Pereyra suggested--the existing arrangement versus what’s in 1 now, which is what
yon said, so [ guess you're right, that’s the range.

Benton: [ can accept that as a fnecdly amendment Bat. . .

Pereyra: Well, [ expect that’ll be the will of the Council, 1still think that it’s presumptuons of ug in terms of

sea lions to think that this is the only measure we're going to be considering. I think it’s much more inclusive

and the proper way 10 handle it through some sort of a Section 7 consultation or however Mr. Pennoyer will be
handling this just to see what the range of altemnatives are that we might want to consider under sea lions. That's

my feeling.
Lauber: You say this is the only thing we can do for sea lions, is fght here?

Pereyra: No, but all I'm saying is that if that is our consideration, i we are teking it under consideration, that we
should not be addressing that here out of context of the other sorts of approaches that might be used. We are
being presumphious by this approach [t could be that what is of concem that would be looked at here, that there
would be some other approach that would be much more desirable from the standpoint of the sea lions and from
the standpoint of the fishery. That's why ['m saying, | think that to do it out of context so to speak with all the
other options that might be available I personally think is not the night way to procesd.
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Lauber: Where are we in accepting Mr. Pennoyer’s suggestion, which is basically the three options: the current
CVOA situabion. . it was accepted as far as an amendment, but acimally Dr. Pereyra bad a. . .hus motion said to
drop the number of [two or three people tatking at once; difficult to hear]. . .

Pereyra: ‘What I had propesed was to place Mr. Pennoyer’s suggestion which was accepted by the maker of the
motion, to have that be a substitute for the wording that’s in there for Number 1 and what Mr. Pennoyer bas done
is gone ahead and put that in addition to the wording in Number 1.

Lauber: That’s right. I'm asking you if that’s acceptable, because it’s your amendment.

Pereyra; Well, it’s not acceptable to me, but then again if that’s the will of the Council, that’s obvicusly the way
it’ll be.

Lauber: .. having a vote. . .do you want me to call the roll on your motion?
Pereyra: No, it’s not acceptable to me, but [ don’t want you to call the rotl of the Council.

Lauber: The Chair rules that Mr. Pernoyer’s suggestion has been accepted by the maker of the original motion
and the Chair takes note that Dr. Pereyra grumbled.

Pereyra: | take wnbrage with that statement, Mr. Chairman.

Flubarty: Just to review what Mr. Pennover is suppesting. The effect of letter *a’ does not deal with any
ecosystem consideration, per se. It’s strictly allocative. If you loak at what thus is, the only thing that we would
be considering would be excluding. . .would be applying the CVOA all year ‘round, which means that would
exchede the catcher processors during the ‘A’ season. The second is excluding motherships. That’s the effect
of this, 1t’s not an ecosystem thing. It may be something we want to analyze, but this does not achieve what Mr.
Pennayer’s talking about in ferms of a more flexible approach to how we might deal with marine mammal issues.
I mean, we can still keep it in here but 1 don't want people to think that that has ecosystern implications because
there’s probably no discernible difference between 2 catcher processor-canght roe-bearing pollack in that season
than one canght by a catcher vessel.

Pereyra: | move that we remove this. Based on Dr. Fluharty’s comments, [ move that we remove this.
Lauber: Remowve Number [
Pereyra: Yeah.

Lauber: O.K., is there a second? Hearing none, it fails for lack of a second. All nght, we're back to where we
were, where we have 1, the Pennover 2, which is the original Dr_ Pereyra’s motion, and 2 is renumbered as 3.

Pereyra: Maybe we could group them all together as CVOA constderations, or something, so that they would
be. ..

Lauber: Good idea, because the next three doesn’t really invoive that. So, after “also included,” we would use
“CVOA Issues.”

Perevra: [just wanted to meke them a, b, and ¢.
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Lauber: O.K., we'd have to strike 3, then. Wumber 1 would be {a). the criginal Dr. Pereyra motion, would be
{b}; what’s now numbered as 2 would be (¢}

Fluharty: In order to try to come up with something, [ would propose a {d) as a friendly amendment and that
would be that to the extent practicable our analysts would work with Center staff with respect to required changes
or changes in the fishery affecting inshore-offshore that are oriented toward dealing with marine mammal
mteraction 155ues.

Pennoyer: That doesn’t just apply to a CVOA analysis, that’s a separate, not (d) under CVOA, that’s instruction
to staff that [ think we need to do at the end of this anyway for the whole thing.

Fluharty: Accepted.

’Shea: Oue of the coruments that [ heard from Dr. Pereyra was safety implications of what you do in the
CVOA, 5o just to put in a marker for that, I would assume your analysis would want to look at that and possible
applications to the new National Standard 10.

Lauber: Any further discussion on this? Can we move down the line to what’s now Number 3, a, sunset date;
b. . . I think we’ll have to re-designate that somehow, maybe as Number 2, because we changed [ to (a),
remember? This now becomes 1, I guess.

[Several people making miscellaneous comments)

Lauber: O.X., I see. One would be CVOA Issues, then this would be 2, Sunset [ssues. O.K. Anything on that?
And the original motion defeted the next paragraph.

Benton: The following paragraph does speak to marme mammals and other marine resources and ] just wanted

to flag that because of Dr. Fluharty's previous statement. [ think this covers, and it certainly is ny intent that it
cover, the kind of things that you talked about, Dr. Fluharty.

Fluharty: Apgres.
Lauber: 1Is there anything else under this item?

Pennoyer: 1just. . 1 raised originally that we do it overall. 1 think Mr. Benton is right. T think this does cover
it as long as everybody realizes that the whole analysis, all aspects of it, are going to have to give us the

information to decids on a FONSL, be able to do that. I'd like to say again that if we can’t declare a finding of

no significant impact, you enter into another process that could actually mean that nothing happens for a year or
two because vou’d be in the IS process. So, but I think the paragraph covers that as long as the admonition is
clear that we’ve got to do this study relative to the effects on the ecosystem, and sea lions in particular. Thank
you.

Mace: Is it appropriate for this particular motion to be considered now and voted on and then the CDQ issue
separate?

Lauber: Yes, we apparently have worked our way through this item and we're now, assumning thers’s no further
motions, . . .{interrupted]. . .

Mace: I call for the questicn on the motion,
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Pautzke: The CDQ is part of the main moetion.
Lauber; CDQ is part three of the main motion.
Mace: OK.

Samuelsen: The language in the CDQ portion iso't quite clear. 1'd like 1o offer a friendly amendment to the
maker of the motion: That the Council direct staff to begin an analys:s of a separate amendment to the Bering
Sea groundfish fishery management plan that will incorporate Bering Sea pollock into the multi-species Westem
Alaska Community Development Program. Alternatives for analysis shall include: Alternative 1-Status quo,
existing pollock CDQ program expires at the end of 1998, Altsrnative 2-7.5% of the total allowable catch of the
Bering Sea pollock fishery is aliocated to the program.

Benton: I'would accept that as friendly, Mr, Chairman,

Lauber: O.K., without objecticn then it’s accepted into the main motion. All nght, We have completed the three
sepments and have completed the debate.

Pereyra: Will we pet to a point where we, before we vots, that we will be discussing the sorts of analyses that
we would like to see, some of the factors that we would like to see included in the analysis?

Lauber: We could either do that before or we could do that after, whatever kind of Couacil direction you care to
give staff, [ think in most cases they would be appreciative.

Benton: it seems to me that we should just vote and then have & discussion about the components of the analysis
that need to go forward because we don’t know what we’d talk to them about until we vote.

Lauber: Are we ready for the question?
Mace: Question.
[Change to Tape 70--comments lost in tape changeover]

Pereyra: . . {starting in mid-statement). . .a real problem in April. I think we're making the Council look rather
unprofessional the way we're dealing with this issue. 1 think evetyons of us around this table knows that we
cannot get there from here, based upon what this motion is asking to be done. 1 think that’s irresponsibie for this
Council. ] think this ts probably the most egregious deviation from what I would have considered to be
responsible Council actions in the past, and this bothers me. I've been on this Council for six years, and what
am I, seventh vear, and we've had our controversies and cur debates and so forth, we’ve had our differences, but
we've always [ think stayed within what [ would consider to be reasonable bounds. And this one I think is way
outside our reasonable bounds. [ don’t think any of us really in our hearts can feel that we are in reasonable
bounds with this. It just will not fly, And so, T have to vote against it for that reason,

Pennoyer: | don’t know what ultimately is going to be the result of the analysis, obviously. I do know the
quantification that we might want at a ugher fevel of allocation decision is probably not geing to be thers, and
I'don’t know what the Council is going to ask for becanse we're voting for a range of analysis, we’re not voting
on the final decision, ’'m troubled by all the comments that even the range of analysis means people out there
are makimng business decisions on assumptions that something may 2o one way or the other and 'm not clear,
given all the ecosystem concerns and other things that that’s a valid assumption by anybody. And whatever we
vote on in the range of alternatives here, and by the way, personally I would not vote that [ think now I would
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want 1o see that wide a range of decision come Aprif of June, but others may. But even if we vote for the broader
range | think we want to send the word out that this is for analysis, thig is not that the Council members have
made up their mind that any particular range is viable, and I think that needs to be very clear in the staterents
we’ve sent out, because 1’ve heard a lot of discussion here that the message that’s going out is that the Council
really is going to perhaps reallocate 20% in some direction, o more, or whatever, and I will just 1ell you that from
all the ecosystem concems and cthers [ thank it could happen either way. That verdict is not in yet and [ think the
world ought to know that's wiry we’re doing the analysis and they shouldn’t be banking whatever they think they
might be banking. [don’t think generally the Council thinks that’s a valid assumption, but the public is coming
across that way and I don’t think that’s a good idea.

Kyle: Twould just like to associatz myself with the remarks of Dr. Peanoyer. I think we’re voting on an analysis
and I think it would be a mistake for any business person to draw any conclusions from what we’re going to ask
the staff to analyze at this point as to where we may end up.

Benton: [ too concwr with Mr, Pennover and the comments that have been mads. Regarding this and as maker
of the main motion I particularly feel that it"s important to emphasize that this range of options is for analysis,
that there have not been any conclusions made, that we may wind up at the end of this process coming down right
where we are with the present allocation with the present configuration, but it ssems to me that it is necessary for
us to look at these options and to have this kind of range of analysis so we can make a reasoned and supportabie
decision if that’s the decision we make.

Samuetsen: This is just a question. With the new Stevens bill on the floor, the Americanization bill, [ know it’s
just a bill, it’s poing to be changing, but can we have Conneil staff appraise [sic] us in Dacember as well as in
February, as well as in April, on the development of that? [ think as indicated in public testimony and comments
of the Council, it’s going to have a profound effect on the outcome of the offshore fishery as we know the fishery
today. The bill alone, if it is passed in its entirety, or even with substantial changes to it, so I would like to be
appraised by staff as that bill marches through Congress and if it is passed, preseated to the Council and its
effects that it will have on both the onshore and offshore sector.

Oliver: Mr. Chairman, I’'m sure we’ll do that  Analytically, whether that bill passes could have some tremendous
effects on how we look at the potential impacts of these alternatives when you leok at perhaps removing some
segment of effort from that sector, so we'll be looking at it closely, too.

Flubarty: I'll second the remarks of Mr. Pennoyer and Mr. Sammelsen. I think there are two things | would add.
The first is that while I'm not enthusiastic about the wide range that we’rz analyzing I think it will actually heip
given the tack of data to really lay out what some sideboards are. 1 think they’re as large as Mr. Pereyra is talkmg
about and so it may be particular to an advantags for cur process to have that kind of difference analyzed, but
Mr. Pennoyer’s remarks rule. The other part is to just raise a question regarding the problem statement which
talks about outmigration and concentration of capital. I'm curious if we're really serious about those terms in
the problem statement and how we would analyze that I think | know what the intent is to get at, but baving them
protninently in the problem statement implies that we’re actually going to be tracking capital movements and I'm
not sure how hard or how easy that might be. So, it would be a question both o staff and alse to Mr. Benton,
how we might work with these words, cutigration and concentration of capital, with respect to analysis. I just
want to make sure our problem statement can be analyzed,

Pautzke: . . .capacity, or companies, or the consolidation. . .?
Flukarty: But if you refer to capital 1 think it’s one thing to say that certain things have happened, but to get

behind that, to actually see what true | [umintelligrble]. . .and what’s, what's, ] mean there’s a pretty sophisticated
Wall Street type of analysis that, in my view, mght be required to actuatly track capital as opposed to. . .
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Benton: [ think that the sectoral analysis provides a good first shot at what [ think we’re attempting to look at,
and that is the movernent of in 5ome instances harvesting capacity in and out of the fishery and changes that that’s
constituted in the fishery and what impacts it’s having on the fishery. I can’t see much more than that.

Lauber: Maybe we could betier. . .if you care Lo, explors this when we talk about the analysis rather than at this
pouwt. . [interiupted]. . .

Fluharty: Major part of our problem statemsent so that was why, |,
Lauber; If it was for your purposes of making an amendment or something I'll allow it, otherwise let’s go on.

Pennover: I don’t know if that makes a difference, but this isn’t defined as an issue we’re going analyze
necessarily, it’s a characteristic of change in the fishery which may bave led to something else, so it doesn’t
demand that we pick that as good, bad or indifferent. It just says that has happened and it may have affected other
things or lead to these other issues. So, it’s not exactly an answer to your quesiion, but it doesn't demand that
we analyze that.

Austin: 1 too agree with Mr. Sameelsen’s amendment to separate the CDQ program from the inshore-offshore
allocation question.  But I can’t support the main motion, neither the problem statement or the alternatives. [ too
agree with Mr. Pennaver, but [ come to a different conclusion. Like Mr. Pennoyer, [ don’t see a problem. What
I see, however, is 2 list of issues. We are told that change has occurred and therefore we need to study this change
and reconsider our inshore-offshore pollock allocation. But we are told that we won't be able o include a cost-
benefit analysis in our consideration of this change. And yet the change in the Gulf of Alaska, despite the harvest
overage, is O.K., and doesn’t nieed reconsideration. Changs in the industry occurs continually despits our goal
of stability. There are not enough hours in the day, days in the week or weeks i the year for the Councii to
respond 1o these changes. Therefore, the Councl must respotd to major changes that [ wall call watershed events,
events that cause the directton of the Council to change its course. The IF(Q) program was such a watershed event.
The moratorium on the IFQ program was such a watarshed event; it caused the Council’s goal of the CRP to be
delayed. It also caused some to see this as a great opporiunity to change the status quo before the CRP is
finahized. And the Council’s chair I think spoke very eloquently to that. While not authorizing the FCMA would
have been a watershed event, reauthorization of the FCMA 1s not a watershed event. Why? Because the Council
and its advisors anticipated these chanpes. [n fact, we led the nation by advocating changes to the FCMA that
we had already considered in our own defiberations. For example, the four issues, but not problems that we bave
brought up havz already been addressed -- utilization, ownership, safety and fishing community. Utilization?
The Council has already addressed Standard 5 by requiring full utilization and setting a rate recovery standard
of 15%. This was done with consideration of U.S. market demand for the product being delivered by the offshore
sector. We are now considering using this standard set by the Council 2s a problem that requires soiution by
reallocation from the offshore sector to the onshore sector, If that doesn’t violate a National Standard, it violates
my personal standard of faimess. I think we need io allow the new full utilization rules to be implemented by the
industry and then evaluate this perfonmance. Utilization is an issue alteady addressed by the Council. This issue
can only be evaluated after the 1998 season. Ownership. First we were concerned about the domination of the
onshore sector by two Japanese companiss. Concem was caused by the vertical integration of the companies and
the impact this has on the free market place, not on the fact that the companies were foreign. Now we are
concerned about Norwegian ownership of a disproportionate share of the offshore sector, a concem that is being
characterized as violating the original tntent of the FCMA to Americanize. If this issue is to become a problem,
ther the Council needs to make the full commitment of the staff and resources to evaluate ownership regardless
of the time constraints or the compigxities of vertical integration of the onshere szctor. It showld also include
catcher boats, including general gwnership and limited ownership. In addition, the Council needs to define
“excessive’ ownership before it ¢an use this eriteria to judge and reallocate the resource. In fact, I suggest that
excessive ownership is now being debated i the ULS. Congress by the introduction of the Americanization bill,
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or the anti-factory ship bill, depending on your perspective. In fact, if that bill passes [ would think it would be
apptopriate for the Council to go into emergency session and consider its implications. Safety. If safety is a
concern that requires us to shift the motherships from one sector to another, so they don’t have to compete in bad
weather, etc., then we peed Lo consider [ think the size of vessels involved in our fisheries and maybe we need to
set a minimum size limit. Fishing Community. That was one of the last items debated as { understand it, on the
floor of Congress as the FCMA was being reauthorized, and ore of the telling statements, I believe, on that
subject that causes me to bave such a reaction to this diversity question, was made by our Washington State
senator Murray and I think Dr. Pereyra already read that, but I think it bears repeating and I°d like to repeat it:
The definition of fishing communities in this bill will work well. Fishing communities are those commuities
substantially dependent upon or substantially engaged in the harvest of fishery resources. This deftmition
recognizes that fishers are fishers no matter where they live, an individual fisher and his or her family, whether
they work on a big boat or a small boat, are equally dependent upon the fish for their livelihoods no matter where
they live. The fisher from a small New England port, an Alaskan coastal town, or a metropolis such as Seattle,
all make their living from the sea. Their lives are all tied to the health and abundance of the fish they catch. They
all deserve to be considered when difficult and painful fishery management measures need to be impiemented.
Under this bill they will be, and I suggest that the political make-up and structure of the Council 15 already
considered, both in inshore-offshore 1 and inshore-offshore 2, the impacts of decisions on coastal cosmmunities
and those dependent on the resources for their livelihood. As aresult of these, I would like to propose a substitute
motca, and that substitute motion is already before the Council. It’s a problem statement and inshore-offshore
alternatives presented by Mr. Dave Fraser and it’s labeled ‘American Independent Fishermen’s Redux: A
coalition of at-sea sellers of pollock.’ I also believe that this substitute motion is consistent with the minority
statement that was presented to us by the AP. By that reference, | would like to incorporate that minority
statement in my substitute motion.

Pereyra: Second.

Lauber: Is there any discussion? Ready for the question?
{Samuelsen indicated he did not have a copy of the Minority Report]
Lauber [to Austin]: Care to read it into the record?

Austin: Sure, “Problem Statsment. The problem is the inshore-offshore allocation, an interim, stop-gap measure
desigoed to limit preemnption and provide a measure of sectoral stability while the Council dealt with CRP, expires
at the end of 1998 and that the faijure to roll over the program wall myect an encrmeus amount of uncertainty and
instability into the pollock fishery. Inshore-Offshore Alternatives: Altemative 1 No action. Allocations would
expire at the end of 1998. Aliernative 2: Roll over existing inshore-offshore program for three years, ncluding
the 7.5% CDQ, GOA pollock and Pacific cod allocations, “B” season CVOA, 65/35, BSAI pellock allocation.
Additionaily, the Council would undertake an extensive study of the problems in the B5Al and GOA pollock
fisheries, including those addressed by the existing inshore-offshore program as well as those identified in the
CRP problem statemnent.” Would you like me to read the minority statement?

Lauber: No. Call the roll on the motion.
Samuelsen: Befors we vote, may I request a S-minute break?
Lauber: Q.K.. take a recess.

Lauber: Council’s back in session. Ready for the question? Call the roll,
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Pautzke: (¥Leary No

Pennoyer No
Pereyra Yes
Samuelsen No
Austin Yes
Behnken No
Benton No
Fluharty No
Kyle No
Mace No
Lauber No

Failed.

Lanber: We have before us the main motion and ] think [ was going to allow Dr. . . .excuse me, [ think we have.
. .go ghead, Mr, Samuelsen,

Samuelsen: Speaking to the mein motion, halfway through public testimony I teld the public that I didn’t hear
a problem and to give me something to focus on in testimony coming after Mr, Baker ta put the public on notice
that was gomg to testify to tcome up and give me something I could sink my testh in, show me one sector of the
industry that is betng hurt. We fimshed public testimony and we’ve been floundenng around smoe yesterday
aftemcon or whatever time it was. With all the information that I bad gathered, I still baven’t seen a problem.
1 think the problem statemnent is very weak, I think our options are too many options, the staff doesn’t have time
1o do the full analysis, and | was going to vote against the main motion. But then I said, where does that put us
with the time clock running, and then I leaned toward “well, it’s an analysis,” the staff can’t do the analysis. Come
December, come cur February mesting, as they’re doing their analysis things are going to be falling out. Quite
frankly, I thirk with what we’re voting on before us now, is going to be a complete melt-down of the sysiem by
June becanse things that we have put in this motion are not going to be attainable. Sa, I guess looking at all the
different alternatives, where we’re at with the clock running, and trying not to really take a stand on inshore or
offshore, I concur with Hazel Nelson’s conumnents vesterday when she presented her testimony. 1’1l be voting for
the analysis to go out, supporting Mr. Benton's motion. My preferred choice for some reason is saying no and
we all get a gut fecling on things and I have that gut feeling that says no, don’t ship out the analysis. But, looking
at everything, seeing where we're at, 1 don’t think it's going to be attainable, [ think the things that are in the
analysis are not what ['ve been hearing in public testimony, so this is probably my toughest vote on this Council
so far. And it’s only because that clock is running, and we have to do something by June of *98, so aithough |
don’t support the problem statement, although I don’t support a lot of portions of the motion, I’'m going to be
voting for it It’s a hell of a position to be in, that’s a hell of a statement, but that’s just the way I feel. 'm just
like that ofd dog salmon in the back of my boat, just flipping back and forth here, so that’s how I feel.

Austin: [ tried to interject with my previous substitute motion some reason into the Council and some
acknowledgment of the constraints the Council is under as a result of the analysis that has to follow. Having
failed to do that, 1 don’t want my vote to be interpreted, or oy original metion to be interpreted, as trying to avoid
bringing information before the Council and having a fully informed Council so they can make as wise decisions
as possible. So, I'm basically saying the same thing that Robin is saying, is that ] have a real problem with the
lack of a problem statement, but I don’t have a problem with the need to have an analysts so 1 will be voung in
faver of the mation that is now before the Council.

Pennoyer: Very quick; I don’t want to hold up any longer, but I think what we said earlier about people not
assuming that a vole for this motion meant the Council s making a decision to go for one percentage or another,
you're hearing these staternents made somewhat repetitively but I think that’s part of clearly sending that message
out. Nobody shouid anticipate they can bank one end of a percentage or the other, And, ['m going to vote for
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the motion as well because [ think we’re passed the stage of arguing two or three percent up this way or some
other direction, even if [ at the moment tend more to believe that where we're going to end up is that we’re not
going to be able to make a valid choice. But I don’t have any problem with looking at a more advanced sector
analysis and some of the other things we’ve talked about so I’'m going to vote for the motion, but again, nobody
should bank it.

Lauber: O.K,, said [ would let Dr. Persyra close it out, so go shead.

Pereyra: Well, I'1l start out on a positive note and end on a negative note, Mr. Chairman. On the positive side
[ can support Mr. Samuelsen’s motion to separate the CDQ; I think that’s the proper thing to do. But even
though we separate the CDQ atlocation itself, [ don’t think we want to delude ourselves into thinking that CDQ
and inshore-offshore are mutually exclusive. They're not. What we do on inshote-offshore regards to allecations,
CVOA, and all of these other aspects of it will directly impact the participants of the CDQ communities that are
operating in the offshore sector. That's a fact. It will affect the viability of certain investments the CDQ has
made and so forth. So, any thought that we might not have to analyze impacts on the CD(Q) community in my
mind are totally erronecus. Second, I, like the others, do not see a problem. I think the problem statement mis-
states what the problem is. [ don’t think it covers what I consider to be one of the most glaring changes winch
has taken place since the initial inshore-offshore 1 and that is the bankrupteies and decapitalizations that have
occurred in the offshore sector, axd the subsequent consolidation which everybady has identified as something
that they are concerned about. We contributed to that. It’s not identified in the problem statement; [ think that
is one of the most plaring problems we had to deal with;, it's not even there. Another aspect of this which bothers
me~—on one hand [ bear us saying time and time again, particularly in the last fifteen minutes or so, nobody has
to wotTy, this is just going out for analysis purposes and so forth, Yet previously we’ve said you can't get there
from hers, That you can’t do the analysis that’s necessary [Change to Tape'-t pmments lost in changeover).
. .set of the alternatives. How can we possibly discern what the impacts are going to be to the sectors by decisions
we might make if we don’t have the analysis and how can we do the analysis if we don’t have the cost data. It's
acatch-22, and 5o to send something out for analysis that you know you can’t analyze seems to me to be not very
clear thinking Also, we said, well, people will know that this isn’t really our decision algorithm, or our decision
criteria, that we're just sort of putting this out for analysis purposes. Let me tell you what will bappen. The
minute the Council votes on this, this will be on fax machines all over the world -- that this Council is
contemplating a wide range of altematives. And some of these alternatives coutd be very damaging to the inshore
sector; we’ve had testimony to that, and some of these alternatives could be damaging to the offshore sector, they
could be damaging to the motherships and so forth. This is going te go out. Thers will be impacts in the
marketplace; the markstplace is going to perceive this 2s indicating that in fact a particular supplier, whether he’s
inshore or offshore, may or may oot be so reliable. There may be a move away from traditicnal suppliers in the
North Pacific, both inshore and offshore. They may decide, the marketplace may decide that they want to more
firmly embrace suppliers from South America, for example. We do curselves harm that way; we do the individual
operators harm that way. And this is just something that this Council does, it doesn’t think that it is innocuous,
butit is. It does have very definite impacts. What about the normal business that certain members of our industry
may be considering? For example, 1 think it’s pretty common knowledge that one of the CDH} communities has
been contemplating making what I think is a very significant acquisition. This set of alternatives I think would
make it impossible for anyone who had any responsible handle on risk management to make that kind of decision.
You can'tdoit. Because, if you look at the range of alternatives, particularly the bank, the bank is geing to look
at this and they 're just going te say, until this is resclved there is no way that we can do anything else but look
at the worst-case scenario, which means in effect you don’t do anything. And these are bad, that’s bad for the
industry and that’s the consequences of what we do here, when we do something which is just this wide range of
alternatives because they wili assume the worst. So, what 1s the problem. To me the problem is that inshore-
~ offshore expires in “98. That’s one problem, The other problem is that one sector desires more fish. In reality,
all sectors desire more fish, and that’s because they need more fish because we have this ongoing race for fish,
this so-called, we have too many fishenpen chasing too few fish. How often has that phrase been wom? It's
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well-worn. And, we've known this for ten years or longer and that’s what really was the driving engine for CRP. -~
And we were moving along in that. We've had some changes: we’ve put together 2 moratorium first to sort of
put a hold on botioms of vessels; we didn’t reaily da a very good job on a held on fishing power because we've
seen the power of the inshore fleet double; we’ve seen the powar of the offshore fleet increase by 50%, so we've
had continual capitalization. Seasons have gotten shorter in a way that is greater than the decrease in quotas
would indicate. And we have had problems as a result of that. We're talking about potential marine mammal
problems and others. That is a consequence of the race for the fish. What we need to do is we need to get back
to CRP. That's what we really need to do, and thers’s nothing in the Magnuson Act that says this Council can’t
take the CRP initiatives that we have off the back burner and put them on the front burner and wark on them.
We can do that. This whole analysis can be folded right into CRP and we can continue to wotk on it. There's
nothing to prevent us from doing that, and come 1:p with a comprehensive solution, not sornething again which
i5 2 bandaid and I think the responsible thing for the Council to do would be for the Council to step back and de
that. So, the way I see this is I see us really baving a two-part sort of approach, and one part would be, this
expires in “98; what we shouid be doing is doing what we have to do to roll it over at the end of “98, or the no-
action atternative, the more sirople approach. In the meantime, that would take care of the short-term problem.
The long-tevm problem as regards CRP would be to take this extensive analysis which should be done, and which
must be done, take that and roli it intc some sort of a CRP-directed tmtiative so we can come up with a final
comprehensive solution, taking care of all these issues - the issues of consolidation of ownership, the issues of
foreign ownership, all of these sonis of things which seem to be bothening the industry and the Council, and do
it right, rather than the approach which is sort of dictated by this alternative amendment, so I have to continue
to vote aganst this becanse [ just cannot in o1y own mied vote for something which 1 think is consistent with what
I would consider to be a responsible direction for the Council to go in, so. . .

Lauger: 0K, call the roll on the main motion, all threg parts of Mr. Benton’s amended motion. A yes vote will

carry all three. e
Pautzks: Pennoyer Yes

Pereyra No

Samuelsen Yes

Austin Yes

Behnken Yes

Eenton Yeg

Fluharty Yes

Kyle Yes

Mace Yes

(’Leary Yes

Lauber Yes
Pass. T

Lauber: All nght, that takes care of that item. We did say we were going to discuss. . .if vou wanted to give staff
some guidance.

[Before continuing, the Coustcil had a short discussion of the tirming for remaining agenda items. ]

Lauber: .. .We're still on the inshore-offshore. The motion is passed and we are now. . .opportunity to make
comnrnents to give staff directions that might be helpful to them in doing their work.

Austin: Maybe it’ll help if we confinm the fact that there will be this conference call between staff and SSC.

There was a recommendation that that in fact happen and whatever we pull here together here, to make sure we o
have the best science [ thiok that’s a good idea
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Darrell Brannan (Council staff): We do intend to have a conference call with the $3C once we have the
alternatives cotning out of this meeting and we definitely will be talking to them and getiing their advice on what
can and should be done.

Austin: And it doesn’t take any action of the Council to see that that happens?
Brannan: No, it wall not.

Mace: This is rather short notice and 1'm wondering if it might be appropriate to have the staff sort of ruminate
and digest on this load of poles for a while before we really make too much direction, changes in their efforts.
I don’t know, maybe they ve been able to absorb it by noew, I don’t kmow, but it looks like it’s a reai load.

Pauizke: Thanks, Bob, but I think it would be better if the Council has some suggestions on what they want {'d
like to sez them get them out on the table bere, what their expectations are, and then let them ruminate and if they
want to come back and talk to you about how they can respond to that, that would be great, but T'd like to get it
out on the table if you could.

Fluharty; In the spint of what Clarence is saying it might be feasible for Council members to simply write down
a quick note with the items that they have in nund, give them to the staff to kind of go through, confer, are we
already including this, and just in a sense come back with a response and any questions that they might have. I
don't mean to take this off the table as a senous discussion topic, but as a way to accelerate the thing, because
[’ve proposed things that the staff has said, yes, it’s already in there, so if we're just trving to make sure that
sornething is included as opposed to. . .

Pautzke: Well, my only problem with that, Mr. Chairman, is that | don’t know when they’re going to do that.
Are they going to do that beforz we all leave, or whatever, because if someone comes up with this big long
laundry list of all the things they want and then hands it to the staff as we’re heading out the door, and then we
say, well, bold it, there’s no way on God’s green earth are we going to be able to provide that information, that
Council rnember should kaow that at this point 50 he doesn’t get really disappointed when we hit February.

Fluharty: What I had in mind was while we were dehberating on the halibut charter that we’d come right back
to this.

Lauber: Well, if you would like some time to work on it, I have no objaction to putting it over, but what I’d hate
to see this do is become a thinly disguised effort to change, completely change what we did and it could generate
into that.

Pennoyer: I'm not sure what the viability of this exercise is. Most of us aren’t experts on the type of analysis
that has 1o be done to analyze these various alternatives and if sommebody’s got some really weird tdea like they'd
like to find out the diameter of the moon or something, have us go measurs it, then I think we’d probably have
to rule it out anyway. I'm not sure, Mr. Pautzke, what . . .

Pautzke: We can get you that one.
Permover: 0K, we got that cne, so that’s taken care of. Having taken care of that one, do we really need to do
anything else? [ mean, we're putting cut items like [ want to make sure you do this, [ want to make sure yon do

that, and yei by omission we’re not saying don’t do the hundred other things that might be needed to analyze these
altermatives. 1don’t see 8 lot of. . .apparently others do, I'll shut up.
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Pereyra: [ think the respensible thing for us to do s to sit and have a discussion on this particular topic. This
is pivotal. This is pivotal to us being able to do something in April if we go beyond some certain range. Because
if we don’t, we're going to be in a lot of rouble. And I think also I don’t want to see us all of a sudden getting
to April and finding out there’s some glaring hole in the data set that if we had discussed it here could have been
covered, and that's the reason why I think it would be helpful maybe to have a short discussion along those lines.
1 think it’s the responsible thing $o do.

Pennoyer: I'm not trying to cut off valuable discussion, but you're not. . .some of us already feel that way, Wally,
that you’re not going to get to some of these items that are going to cover some of these ranges by April, because
you're not going to have cost-benefit. No matter how much we ask them for cost stuff here, we're not gomg to
getit. We've got to make a judgement come sometime as to whether the analysis we do get is going to be enough
to justify doing vancus things. [ don’t know how we're going to sit here and make that judgement ahead of time,
s0 we voted on the motion and I think we fust ought to get oh with it, let them come back to us, review their
progress in December, review thew progress in February, review thewr progress in April, and if what they bring
back to us has glaring holes, then tell them at that time. But I don’t see how you're going to do it now because
I don’t even know what they ve got.

Pereyra: I think this particular discussion is symptomatic of the reason why we have the problem that we do.
At the tume of inshore-offshore 2 the SSC sat there and told us, get on with it, get the cost data because you're
going to need it. And what did we do? We went ahead amd filled the staff up with so much work that they
couldn’t get on to it. Your staff, the Council staff, and wow we don’t have the cost data and using that as an
excuse for not doing the kind of analysis which is necessary to make the responsible decision in April and I think
we need B0 discuss these sorts of things, We can’t fiddle around with this anyrore. We need the cost data; we
have 1o have that It has to be updated; that should have the highest priority of anything that we do. This really
frustrates me, to have us sort of sitting here and kind of floating arcund like that. We all know what we need.
Let’s sit down and discuss 1t and get a direction here that will help us in the futwre. The future could be April,
it could be next June for all I lmow, or the June following that, but we’ve got to start doing that. We need o have
that kind of. . .this Council needs to be like a board of directions [sic] and give direction instead of sitting hers
waiting, well, tell us what we can do or can’t do; we need to establish that ourselves.

Permoyer: Very briefly. I don’t disagree with you, Wally, that we need to decide what we need in the longer term,
but that's not specifically the debate of the analysis of this amendment at this time. This is a separate discussion
and it's one that we probably ought to have, but [ just don’t know that it has bearing on specifically, at this
mornent in tinse, iooking at the altematives, 5o, if we tell them we need cost data, they have already told us they're
not going to have it.

Lauber: If anyone has a specific recommendation that they would like the Council to make to staff, the fioer’s
open to hear it. If not, we are moving on o the next agenda item,

Pereyra: QK. I have specific recommendations. 1 have a litany of things that [ want to talk about here. First
of all, a specific recommendation: [ want to see us start collecting that cost data yesterday. Recognizing that
we’re ot going to have it in time for April to make the kinds of analysis that’s needed o do cost-benefit analysis,
consumer surplus. . . [unintelligible]. . .but 1 want to see us start collecting or start meving in that direction now,
1know you have a very good proposal, Dr. Terry does, to move in that direction, to get the OMB approval, and
so forth. [ want to see that be given a prionity so we can start moving that way so that three years from now we
doa’t have the same sort of probiem before us--we don’t have the data set. [ want to see that as a priority.

Benten: ] absclutely concur with Dir. Pergyra, that we do need 1o get that informaticn, and in fact I remember us

discussing that we wanted to have this kind of information gathered quite a long time ago. It’s not necessarily
a function of the Council loading up our staff or even the Agency staff, it’s alsc a function of the Agency's
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pricrities in terms of their budgeting and what they put an emphasis on and so 1 would take Dr. Pereyra’s
sugpestion and po one step further and that is to ask that the Council send a letter to either Mr. Pennover, but
frankly | think it should go to Mr. Schmittan, and suggest that the agency provide the funding necessary and the
staffing at the Center or in the Region so that they can go out and perfortn the functions that are necessary (o
collect that information. It’s basic field research and data collection is what we’re talking about here. 1 fuily
concur with you, Wally, and [ think that we should ask that that Jetter be put forward and I would further just note
that the apency in this next year’s federal budget, if the Senate numbers go through, is going to have a, [ think
it’s [ 1 to 12 million dollars of new money specifically for Magnuson Act implementation, and that we ask that
some of that money be directed to implement such a program. [f somebody would second that, that’s a motion
that ’'m making.

[Several people seconded]
Lauber: Moved and seconded.

Pautzke: I just wondered if Joe wanted to make just a few brief comments on the initiative that they have going
right now to eollect the cost data. It might satisfy the request in the motion, if you want.

Lauber: Without objection.

Joe Terry: The proposal that Dr. Pereyra was talking about has been funded, at least partly with money from the
Office of Science and Teclmology. We've had an organizational meeting to sort cut some methods for collecting
the data, so the program is under way. The money from headquarters wall fund a cooperative agreement between
Fisheries Service and Pacific States and there was a summary report prepared for the SSC this week, presented
io thenmt. The initial plan is to collect data for the participants in the Bering Sea/Aleutian [slands pollock fishery
and for participants in the basically H&G factory trawler fleet during the first year and then after that expand the
data collection o two other sectors of the industry, with the idea of developing an ongoing data collection
program for cost, samings, employment data initially through primary processing.

Benton: Thank you, Joe, for that explanation, but I don’t think that negates the necessity of having a letter go
out in the manner [*ve discussed becanse the Agency may be moving forward on that kind of a process but those
things get stalled out and 1 think the Council should, recogruzing the frustration around the table here, I thunk the
Council should go ahead and do that anyway.

Lauber: It could recognize the work that’s already being done, but. . .is there any objection to sending such a
letter on such a matter that, . the Benton-Persyra deteate motion? All right. . .[Change to Tape 72 — comments
lost, fate of motion, plus initial comments of Mr. Pereyra]

Pereyra: . . .some sort of cost-benefit analysis [ think is extremely important. | think we need to do that as soon
as we can after we get that sort of data in hand, and along with that we need to have something on looking at the
input-output models, we can lock at the consumer surplus issue, producer surplus issues and so forth. I think all
of that needs to get done and started as soon as we have the data in hand. 1 think that’s going tc be very, very
important Ifit’s not important for the decision that we make now, today, it's geing to be important for decisions
we make i the future. [ think we need to look at changes n catcher vessel marketing opportunities as result of
changes in the pellock allocation. We know that there are shifts occurting and we need to look at that We have
an emerging small boat offshore flest that could be potentially impacted negatively from the result of the shifis
in allocation. Product values, by grade and by sector; I don’t think we have good information on that. I think
we're going to need that. We talked about it, differences betwesn inshore-offshors, motherships, and so forth,
but we need to have that ks of data collected presented to us. We’ve had a lot of discussion about degrees of
ownership, foreign ownership, in both the inshore sector and the offshore sector and the mothership fleet, catcher
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boats, we need to have that kind of data and that 15 available; it’s just going to have to be ferreted out. [ know
that we’ve already talked about the impacts on the CD() communities, on the Western Alaska residents; that I'm
sure witl be done. But we also need to look at the impacts on the other non-Alaskan communities as a result of
changes in the pollock allocation. I think we need to look at the effects on family jobs, m all sectors, as a result
of changes in pollock allocation. What 15 the spillover effect into other fisheries? That’s something which we
need to lock at. If you go ahead and you change the allocation to the offshore fleat, po matter how you change
it there are going to be spillover effects. There will be second and third-order spillover effects. This results
intreased harvesting of yellowfin sole or Atka mackerel, that means quotas are going to be taken that much faster
which will mean that the smaller H&G fleet which is presently operating in that area on those species will be
looking for something else and some of them will obviously go down te the Gulf of Alaska. Those are going to
cause impacts and we need to look at those. And I don’t know to the degree the model will handle it. Now, we
had a model at one time: that allowed us to do that and maybe that has to be upgraded to do the proper job. [ think
we need to look at the comparison of the economic health in both sectors. We ve seen changes in the health of
the offshore sector and we've had reference to some difficulties that are being expetienced in the inshore sector,
maybe some of the catcher vessels also, but we need to look at that. Environmental impacts, what are the
environmental impacis from changing these allocations. We talked about marme mammals and it’s something
that’s going to be looked at under some sort of a Section 7 consultation, but there are other environmental
impacts. There are clean water impacts, thers are clean air impacts, and so forth, that nesd to be at least
examined. Safety at sea. Captain Q' Shea mentioned that. [ think this is a very important issue, particularly as
it affects the CVOA discusston. That needs to be examined. The Alaskan and non-Alaskan hires throughout the
industry that’s associated with the pollock fishery. The data we have here [ don’t think allows us to really get
2 handle on that. We have data that’s presented, but it isn’t broken out, some of it includes all plants and all
areas, sotne of the Washington data includes all hires, and we need to separate that out because we are dealing
with the pollock industry here, and we need to have that broken out. The surimi ex-vessel price issue; we have
testimony from one of the marketing individuals who talked about a one-to-ope price elasticity in pollock surimi
versus market, we’ve had other presentations to us [such as] Dr. Freese that had some indications in that
directon, That needs to be looked at. What would be the impact of making an allocation that would increase the
amount of sunimi going into the marketplace. Those, Mr. Chairman, are some of the issues that [ think we need
t0 get some information and have some analysis on for our April meeting, the analysis that we would need to do,
50 we can make a decision.

Pautzke: Can we get a copy of that?

Pereyra. Sure.

Lavber: Any comments on those, . . _from staff

Pautzke: Sounds like pretty normal. . .

Auvstin: | had a specific proposal relative to the ownership question; I'm not sure it's appropriate now, but what
1 wanted to suggest to the Council is that we do a contract, hire somebody outside of staff, to go out and do the
necessary research to provide us a comprehensive structwre from top to boitom of the offshore industry,
processing industry, the catcher vessels, as well as the onshore processing industry. And [ got a sense from eariier
testimony that that was done under contract in inshore-offshore and I was going to propose that it be done under
on a contract again,

Pautzke: You want us to do, what, the input-output medel and. . .I'm sorry, if you could. . .

Anstin: No, I don’t need any model. What I wanted is a corporate description for the onshore industry, the
caicher vessels, who owns what, and the offshore. Earlicr in this meeting it was presented that the onshere, at
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least, was a very complex issue and what [ thought is that we construct a contract for somebody independent of
the staff to go out and do that,. 'We take some load off from the staff but still get the information that we’re now
getting in piece-meal and we don't know what is factual and what is something else.

Pautzke: We are doing right now considerable research through Lexus-Nexus on the various components of the
industry and one way to spproach that is to bring that information fogether as much as we can, but then I think
we need to go through some type of 2 groundtruthing by the respective people that we're trying to desenbe
because as those. . [unintelligible]. . .diagrams, [ imagne if we locked at the Arctic Storm, which we have, it's
nrobably very complex and while these are all public documents we need to bring those together into a picture
of what is the Arctic Storm or other vessel or this shore plant, and there is a certain probability that we're going
to get the pietire wrong, and so [ need to go through some kind of a loop with the individuals to make sure that
we don’t come out with something that's distorted or misrepresentation and I don't know how anybody else would
do anything different as far as a contractor.

Austin: My thought was only to take some pressure off the staff, but if you're already doing it, then it’s not
something that. . .

Lauber: They have done a considerable amount and [ know Dr. Pautzke said that they could have made a
presentation at this meeting. That 15 sensitive information and if it is incorrect could be, you know, once it gets
out in this system, it could be damaging. So, it was felt that the best thing to do was until you bad a higher
confidence level in it, to withhold it. And, they're going to work on that, as Dr. Pautzke has said. Now, [ don’t
have any problem with linng a consultant but quite frankly the staff™s already done it looks to me like about 80%
work and the person that was hired would have a pretty good deal. It wouldn'’t be all that difficuit.

Pereyra: There’s another aspect of this, too, and it’s the confidentiality aspect to it. | think hining someone might
prcscntmcdiﬁmlties in that area if yvou’re trying to groundtruth things and so forth. I have total confidence
in the staff, Dr. Pautzke™s ability to be able to direct the staff. If he feels m his judgement that additional
Judgernent is needed, [ would assume he's got rescurces together with the Chairman’s approval to go cut and hire.

. Inaybe that's the way to haedle it, that they po ahead and bandle it from their end. [ would say that probably
what they re looking at is probably Lexus-Nexus-perplexus because when I looked at the Arctic Storm I noticed
that they had as a Japanese partner and it happens to be Korean, so. . .

[Miscetlanecus comments]
Lauber: The Lexus-Nexus is not a cheap thing, if we keep working with i, several thousand dollars. . .
Pautzke: Yes, a thousand dollars a menth for just this initial little warm-up fee, but. . .

Fluharty: This is a request that staff take 2 lock at something that really underlies this whole thing, [ mean, it’s
quute far out in front. And what ['m talldng about is a qualitative discussion, probably not mere than a paragraph
or a page, something that requires thought, not a lot of detailed analysis. And that’s the relationship between
mshore-offshore and CRP. I think that there’s a strong linkage in virtually everyone’s minds here that bas had
a significant influence upon the way that we’ve structured the analysis. [ think we need to be explicit, that there
is a relationship, the most specific proposal we have 15 what we were considering in Duich Harbor the last time
we were. . .three years ago, and to the extent that 1 have anything in mind, something that keys off of that. But,
I'm not asking for a quantitative analysis, but one that acknowledges the relationship between these two major
programs that we have.

Pereyra: As part of that [ would hope and expect that pollock IFQ praposal that’s sort of been put oa the back
burner, that that be looked at as part of that analysis of where we'd be on CRP.
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Fluharty: That’s the Dutch Harbor altesmative, | think that was the. . .
Pereyra: That’s the Dutch Harbor alternative vou’re talking about?

Fluharty: Right. We had some work that was undenway at that time, that it was a draft. It wasn’t very complete,
but that was the last time we dealt with this analytically, so I mean, just to pick up that that’s where we left off.
Make note that that’s as far as we're getling and maybe any remarks keyed to sort of where that was. For
example, if it was largely a harvester-oriented program as opposed to a two-pie, or other type of program, so that
that’s just a marker that relates to Council’s previous actions.

Lauber: .. .[someone coughed, missed first word(s)]. . .concerned about sending false signals throughout the
world, drop a little doo-doo like this on somebody and. . .

Fhuharty: Mr. Chairman, [ think that your remarks inspired me to make sure this was mcluded becanse I think
it absolutely is something, . .I’m not saying what we’re going to do, it’s not. . .it"s just saying there is a linkage
in many people’s minds and if you had somebady new taking a lock at this without that explanation they may
not be able to understand a lot of what we did.

Pereyra, The whole basis for inshore-offshore | and 2, very, very clear, this was a holding pattern until we wers
able to compiete CRP and so I think it’s absolutely imperative that we do that sort of a linkage analysis because
what we’re doing here is we're flowing in that direction and we keep making these deviations left and right and
whatnot and I don’t know if we’re ever going to get there. T recall reviewing Mr. [ani’s remarks back in ‘93 and
he was admonishing Mr. Millikan, from the Washington Department of Fisheries, who said that we weren’t going
to get there by the year 2000, and he said oh, yes we are, we’ll be there by 2000. So, you can see the sorts of
changes that are occurming there and I think it is important that we show how this would flow into that, what
effects it might have on that program.

Lauber: Q.K., we’ll take a break and come back and take up the halibut charterboat item.

[End of this agenda item]
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