AGENDA C3

JUNE 1993
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
ESTIMATED TIME
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke
Executive Director 8.0 HOURS
DATE: June 17, 1993

SUBJECT: Comprehensive Planning

ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Receive progress report.
(b)  Review ’Elements and Options’ draft discussion paper and take action as appropriate.
(©) Review draft community profiles.

BACKGROUND
(a) Progress Report

Progress through April

In April the Council received a report from staff which detailed the analytical game plan for
Comprehensive Planning. This included a description of the methods and models which will be
employed to assess potential socio-economic impacts and net benefits of the proposed alternatives.
The Council was also updated on the development of data bases for the analysis, a process which is
still underway and will continue through the summer.

At the April meeting, the Committee/Council spent considerable time on the issue of which species
would be included in a potential IFQ program. The major options outlined at that time included:
(1) a target species only program, (2) a PSC species only program, and (3) a program which covers -
all species, including ‘under-utilized’ and PSC species. Though the Council did not dismiss the idea
of a target species only or a PSC species only program, they did indicate a preference for a
comprehensive program which includes all species. The indication of the Council was that the major
staff resources should be devoted to a full analysis of the comprehensive IFQ program, with less
analytical emphasis on the other options, including the license limitation option. A copy of the report
from the April meeting is available as [tem C-3 (a).

Activities since April

Data: An aggregated data set for groundfish was made available in February per industry and Council
request. This contains historical fisheries landings data which enables the user to evaluate different
IFQ allocation scenarios in terms of their effects on fisheries sectors, or individuals if the individual
knows his/her landings history, for comparison. Council staff visited with several industry groups in
the Seattle area in May and with a combined industry group in Kodiak, also in May. The purpose
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of these meetings was to offer assistance to these groups as they began to evaluate the information
in these data sets. Council staff presented a draft software package which enables the user to easily

evaluate different allocation scenarios as to their effects on IFQ distributions (for inclusive scenarios -

only). This software package has now been updated based on input from these industry groups and
is available for use at this meeting. The aggregated data for crab fisheries have just become available

in time for this meeting.

The comprehensive database (CDB), based on individual catch records, is still being developed for
use in the formal analyses. However, the CDB as originally envisioned will not be available for this
analysis. NMFS was to build the CDB as part of their sablefish/halibut IFQ and Moratorium
implementation database, but have decided to concentrate their available resources only on the
IFQ/Moratorium database at this time. In lieu of the full-blown CDB, Council staff will be building
a dataset which includes all catches by individuals but aggregated over the year for each species/area.
We will be able to complete the analyses with this database, but will be limited in our ability to
examine specific fishing patterns and in our ability to determine target fisheries on a trip basis from
fish ticket records.

Vessel/processor_profiles: As outlined in April, we will be needing information on the cost and
operating characteristics of various vessel/processor categories for use in the formal net benefit
assessment of the IFQ and license limitation alternatives. During our meetings with the industry
groups in May, we presented some draft categories which will be used in the analysis. The goal was
to groundtruth the various categories which we had set up and determine if they accurately captured
the existing fishing industry. The second goal of this process was to initiate collection of this
information through a cooperative agency/industry effort. Council and Center staff will be working
with various representatives of the industry through the summer to collect this information. We have
already established contact with several operators who have expressed a willingness to work with us
on this part of the analysis.

Qualitative analysis of elements and options: Since April, staff has also developed a draft discussion

paper entitled, "Potential Elements of IFQs or License Limitation Programs in North Pacific
Groundfish and Crab Fisheries." This paper, mailed to you last week, is designed to help the Council
and industry as they begin to sift through the range of possible specifics of these programs. As we
have noted earlier, hanging the meat on the bones of the IFQ (or license limitation) programs is one
of the most immediate and important tasks the Council faces in this process. Our meetings with the
industry groups in May gave us some very useful insights as we were developing this discussion paper.
We will come back to this paper in further staff presentations today. We have also included a
spreadsheet which attempts to summarize all of the possible elements and options based on previous
industry comments and Council discussions. This spreadsheet follows fairly closely the format of the
discussion paper.

Economic analyses and modeling tools: With guidance from the SSC subgroup and Center
economists, we have been further defining and developing the modeling tools to be used in the
formal analyses—This-includes contract- work: to the-University-of -Alaska Institute for Social and
Economic Research (ISER) for development of a prototype linear programming model as well as
prototype economic base models which we reported on in April. These will be discussed in some
detail with the SSC during this meeting. Item C-3(b) is a summary of the prototype linear
programming model which will be used in the cost/benefit analysis.
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Social Science Steering Group: Per suggestions by the SSC and the Council, we have formed a
steering group comprised of prominent fisheries sociologists/anthropologists to help advise on
development of the social impact end of the analyses. The group includes:

Dr. Rachel Mason, Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Dr. Carolyn Creed, University of New Orleans

Dr. Peter Fricke, National Marine Fisheries Service

Dr. Michael Orbach, Duke University

Dr. Marc Miller, University of Washington

We held our first meeting on June 8 in Seattle and expect to meet again in July and possibly this fall.
A report from that meeting will be available at meeting time. We will come back to this report and
the issue of social impact analysis during the final part of our presentation.

Written comments received from industry since April are included as Item C-3(c).

Schedule through 1994

From now until the September meeting we will be continuing work on the comprehensive database,
model development for the socio-economic end of the analysis, and collecting the vessel/processor
operational profiles. We will also be completing the community profiles to be used as part of the
overall analytical documentation. A schedule of timelines is included as Item C-3(d) which is also
captured in graphic form. This has not changed since the April meeting so we are still on schedule
for a June 1994 decision.

(b)  Elements and Options Discussion Paper

The draft paper on potential elements and options discusses both IFQ options and license limitation,
but concentrates on IFQs at this time. This paper is intended to help the Council as they flesh out
the IFQ program for the formal, quantitative analyses to be conducted later this year and into 1994.
This paper will be incorporated into the final analysis with an expanded discussion of the license
limitation alternative. Again, we will come back to this paper shortly as we go through the potential
elements and options for the program. As we go through these options, we will try to identify for
the Council which items require resolution at this meeting, which items require resolution by the
September meeting, and which items can wait until a final Council decision next year. We will also
try to identify suboptions which require extensive, quantitative analysis versus those which simply
represent permutations of "data runs’ or which can be handled in a primarily qualitative manner.

As noted in the paper, the more and the sooner the Council can identify the specifics of the program,
the better job of analysis the staff will be able to conduct. This will also enable the industry and
public to effectively comment on the program prior to a final Council decision.

(©) Review Draft-Community-Profiles

As we presented at the April meeting, part of the overall analyses for comprehensive planning will
include community profiles for 127 coastal communities in Alaska and 8-10 Pacific Northwest
communities. Draft profiles for five communities are provided in your notebook as Item C-3(e).
Though not intended as the ’analysis’ per se, these profiles are important as a reference document
and as a baseline for the socio-economic studies. The economic base models for specific communities
as well as representative community types will rely on information contained in these profiles. This
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includes basic demographic information, descriptions of economic base activities, and, in particular,
descriptions of fishing activities in each of these communities. The specific fisheries activities (such
as number of permit holders, landings and value histories, and processing activity) are currently
included only for 1991 and 1992. We have limited this information in these draft profiles due to the
preponderance of confidential information in these records. As they are 'cleaned up’ we can go back
and include a wider range of years in the historical descriptions.

The Social Science Steering Group reviewed these draft profiles and felt that they formed a critical
part of the overall analysis package. The discussions of these profiles centered on the types of
information included and how they would be used in any formal analyses. We would like the Council
to review these profiles and give us any guidance on additional information which might be useful as
the Council moves toward a decision on comprehensive planning.

Finally, we would like to reiterate our earlier outline of the scope of the social impact assessment
which we can accomplish with current staff, time, and budget restrictions. In addition to the profiles
themselves, we will be making comparisons of the distribution of QS (or licenses) against the
distribution of landings and processing in the historical or base case. This is much as we did for the
sablefish and halibut IFQ analyses. These distributions of QS are then translated into landings or
processing activities which feed the economic base models. The results are estimates of changes in
employment and income at the community level. These are primarily economic impacts described
at the community level. The Council and the industry need to determine if this type of information
is sufficient for purposes of their decision process or whether additional questions need to be
answered. This was one of the major areas of focus for our Steering Group’s initial meeting on June
8. We will be meeting with that group again in July and will likely want to finalize our approach to
this part of the analysis based on Council guidance and funding availability for any additional, outside
studies.
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AGENDA C-3((a)
-JUNE 1993

Summary of the
Comprehensive Planning Committee Meeting
April 19-20, 1993
Anchorage, AK

The Comprehensive Planning Committee for the North Pacific Fishery Management Council met on
Monday and Tuesday, April 19-20, 1993 at the Hilton Hotel in downtown Anchorage. Members in
attendance were:

Robert Alverson (Chair) Ronald Hegge Steve Pennoyer
Linda Behnken Richard Lauber Wally Pereyra
Oscar Dyson Al Millikan Clem Tillion
Robert Mace Henry Mitchell Capt. Bill Anderson

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Bob Alverson, and an overview of the meeting agenda was
presented by Clarence Pautzke. The Committee then received a staff report outlining the Comprehensive
Planning process.

Staff Report

The Committee was presented with a report from staff which outlined the proposed methods and models
for the comprehensive planning process. The comprehensive plamning analysis was broken into four
Cases: Case 1 is the historical fishery, Case 2 is the baseline fishery (this may be an abstract of the fishery
and not what the fishery actually looked like in 1992), Case 3 is a snapshot of the fishery after
implementation of the alternatives, and Case 4 is the downstream effects of the management alternatives
after implementation.

A description of analytical approaches and methodologies was then presented to study each of the four
cases. Development of a comprehensive data base and a representative fleet profile will provide a
majority of the data to be used in the analysis. This data will feed into an assessment of the costs and
benefits for each alternative. Costs and benefits were proposed to be studied under a scenario and a
simulation/LP approach. Outputs from the cost/benefit analysis would be inputs to the community
economic assessment models. The community impact models were proposed to be a fishery economic
assessment model and economic base models. Income and employment information generated from the
community economic impact models, along with secondary data from community profiles, would provide
information for the social impact analysis. The possibility of conducting meetings with industry groups
to gather and disseminate information was also discussed.

Public Testimony

The Committee then took public testimony, with the intent of receiving input on the major management
alternatives and-allocation scenarios. - License-limitation and IFQs were-the main management altemnatives
discussed, with much of the focus on specific issues within the major alternatives. Public testimony on
allocation issues covered a broad range of subjects including who should be allowed to receive quota
shares and what criteria should be used to determine the distribution of quota shares based on historical
participation in the fishery.

Committee Action

The Committee then began discussions based on staff reports, public testimony, and a draft discussion
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document to provide staff direction in developing a qualitative paper on comprehensive planning
alternatives being considered by the Committee.

Under the various broad management headings the Committee provided the following direction:

1.

License Limitation - The Committee thought that a compilation and summary of the work already
done for license limitation would suffice for the June meeting. The depth of quantitative analysis
of License Limitation options will be determined by the Committee (Council) later this summer.

All Species (Target and PSC) IFQs - An IFQ system with both target species and PSCs was
discussed by the Committee, including the following specific issues: - . .-

- Will all species under Council jurisdiction be included?

- Should IFQs be allocated as targets with a suite of all needed by-catch species or on their
own?

- Should the sale of quota shares include a target species with all needed by-batch to
prosecute that fishery?

- ‘How should PSC species be packaged with target species?

- How should under-utilized species be allocated?

- Should CDQs be included and if so what groups should be eligible and how much should
they by allocated?

- Will there be a use it or loose it clause attached to quota shares issued?

- How should species complexes be allocated?

Target IFQs, or PSC IFQs - A target or PSC IFQ system alone would require a separate analysis
from that from that for "All Species” because fishers would react differently under each of the IFQ

systems. However, much of general discussion for "All Species” IFQs would apply to either
target of PSC species only (i.c. the target species in a "All Species” IFQ system could be the same
as those in a target species only IFQ system).

Recommendations

The Committee stressed that if industry groups were consulted, regarding fleet profile information or how
they might react if they were given various allocations, the Council should be provided both the initial
staff estimates and the changes made by industry to allow comparisons.

Generally the Committee felt that:

Minue. CPC

1. Staff analytical resources should be focused primarily on the "All Species” alternative,
with less quantitative analyses applied to the license limitation, PSC only IFQ, and target
species only altematives.

2. Staff -should- -evaluate current  CDQ _fisheries. for -indications -of changes -in fishing
operations, as well as implications of management, enforcement, and monitoring of
programs of individual accountability. :

3. Variables in the models which are "sensitive" should be identified.

4. All species under Council jurisdiction should be included in the IFQ program.

LR Species assemblages may be allocated based on an indiyidual's historical catch of each
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species within the assemblage or by allocating a fixed percentage of each species based
on the fisher’s historical landings of all species in the complex. This is designed to deal
with species such as rockfish and flatfish for which the species assemblage groupings
have changed over the period 1976-1992. For example, a person’s total rockfish landings,
for the qualifying period, would be summed and then divided by the rockfish quota share
pool (i.e. 0.01 percent of all rockfish). That fisher would then receive 0.01 percent of all
rockfish species and assemblages currently managed by the Council. This remains an
option.

Target species could be allocated in a package that includes the by-catch species needed
to prosecute the fishery. The allocation could be made using rates based on fleet averages
or a person’s historical catch. This remains an option.

PSC species could be allocated based on a two tier system. First, a percentage of the total
PSC would be allocated to a group based on, for example, a three year average of their
PSC usage (i.e. trawl, longline, pots, etc.). Secondly, that group’s portion of the PSC total
would then be divided among the members of that group. This remains an option.

The sale of a target species could also include the by-catch species needed to fish the
target (i.e., packaged ITQs). This remains an option.

A pro-rated system should be used to allocate under-utilized species, such as arrowtooth
and the "Other Species” group.

A license limitation program would have different licenses for groundfish, crab, and
scallops. A crossover license, which could be used in more than one of the specific
fisheries listed would also be included in the program.
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North Pacific Fisheries Optimization Model
Model Documentation

DRAFT: June 16, 1993

Introduction

The North Pacific Fisheries Optimization Model is a spreadsheet-based model
that projects how the Alaska groundfish and crab fleets allocate their fishing effort
in order to maximize profits over a season. Its projections are based on applications
of linear programming techniques under alternative assumptions about how the
fisheries are managed, as well as about fishing and harvesting costs. The model
produces a simulation of costs and benefits to each component of the industry, as
well as information about the marginal cost of fishing and the amount different types
of vessels would be willing to pay for various types of individual fishing quotas.

The prototype model currently available defines seven processor types producing
eight fishery products. Five classes of fishing vessels may harvest six fish species in
five target fisheries in each of five regions. Two of the harvest vessel classes are

r~ catcher boats that may deliver to onshore processors in three different locations, as

well as offshore to motherships. The remaining three classes of fishing vessels are
catcher-processors.

The model is completely defined in a set of Lotus 1-2-3 spreadsheets, currently
available in an MS-DOS operating environment. The model requires the professional
version of What's Best! (Lindo Systems, Inc.) and 2 386 or higher PC to run the
linear programming routines. What's Best! is a spreadsheet add-in that also works
with Microsoft Excel and Quattro Pro software, and is available for Macintosh
operating systems. This makes the North Pacific Fisheries Optimization Model easy
to use and readily transportable.

Overview of the Model Structure

The North Pacific Fisheries Optimization Model contains three integrated
components: (1) a set of spreadsheets containing all the relevant economic and
management information, (2) a set of linear programming overlays, and (3) a set of

macros to run the model. All the relevant material to run the model is contained in
the spreadsheet - files available with the model.

Each spreadsheet is conveniently organized into numbered pages corresponding
to one (or occasionally two) screens of information. Each page is given a range name
corresponding to the page number in order to facilitate moving around the
spreadsheet.

The linear programming overlays are contained in a set of range names specified
in the spreadsheet. All the information needed by What’s Best! the run the linear
programs to optimize the spreadsheet is stored in thcse range names. Unless the

user is experienced with designing linear programming applications using What's
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Best!, modifying these ranges should not be attempted.

The final component of the model is a set of macros that simulates the fishery.
The instructions contained in these programs are displayed in cells to the right of
page number one in the upper right-hand corner of the spreadsheet.

There are two versions of the model - an open-access version and an individual
fishing quota (IFQ) version -- each associated with its own spreadsheet file, The
spreadsheets for the two versions are nearly identical, differing only in the number
of periods considered at a time and the way they treat harvest constraints, contained
in the last page. There are a number of differences between the open-access and
IFQ versions in the named ranges and macros that run the models, however.

Detailed Model Structure

The upper left-hand comer (page 1) of the spreadsheet contains a table of
contents. One can skip to any page of the spreadsheet by pressing {f5} (in the Lotus
1-2-3 implementation) followed by the page number and {return}. One can then
return to the contents page by pressing {home}.

Each spreadsheet contains information pertaining to one simulation period. In
the open-access version, there is only one sheet, containing data for the current
period. In the IFQ version, there is one sheet for each period of the year. The length
of the period can be redefined by the user. However, the prototype model is set up
to model 12 simulation periods (monthly data) for the open-access fishery, and four
periods (quarterly data) for the ITQ model.

Each spreadsheet is divided into two sections. Pages 2 through 7 contain the
assumptions and relationships defined for the processing sector, Pages 8 through 24
contain the assumptions and relationships for the harvesting sector. In the open-
access version, page 25 contains a cumulative catch summary, showing total harvest
and bycatch for the year. The corresponding page of the TFQ version shows instead
the total harvest and bycatch quotas for each vessel class.

Processor model

The processor section is a complete stand-alone model that projects the
quantities of production of seafood products for the period that maximizes profits
for each processor, given assumed quantities of raw fish available for processing.
Activities are defined as tons per period of each product produced by each
Processor.

Page 2 contains assumptions about processing costs, product prices, recovery
rates. Information contained in the cells can be numbers or formulas. Page 3
contains capacity constraints on each product line, plus total processor capacity limits
on labor and freezing capacity. Formulas on these two pages should not refer to cells
on other pages of the spreadsheet, however (otherwise, the programming model is

2
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likely to be nonlinear). For example, in the prototype model, recovery rates for
pollock products depend on the time of year. .

Page four contains the processing activity levels for all primary products. Fish
meal is not included because it is only modeled as an ancillary product. Pollock roe
is potentially available as a primary product as well as an ancillary product. A roe-
stripping constraint has been added that strictly limits the scale of this activity.
What's Best! adjusts the cells on this page during its optimization routine. They show
as unprotected cells (bold) on the screen.

Page 5 specifies all the constraints needed for the linear program for the
processing sector. Constraints include limits on rates of production of each product
and on total labor and freezing capacity. Since What's Best! assumes all cells in the
spreadsheet are non-negative unless explicitly specified, constraints are easily entered
as formulas that must evaluate to a non-negative number.

Processing sector results are displayed on pages 6 and 7. Page 6 shows product
totals, including ancillary as well as primary products. Page 7 displays the derived
demands for raw fish needed to produce the products shown on page 6, and shows
the financial summary for the industry. When run as a separate linear program, the
processor model maximizes the product revenue net of processing costs but exclusive
of harvesting cost.

Harvester model

The harvester section isa complete stand-alone model that projects the allocation
of fishing effort among vessel classes, targel fisheries, and areas. The linear
programming model minimizes harvesting costs for each vessel, given that harvest
quantities delivered to each processor defined in the processor model exceed a
minimum level.

Pages 8 through 18 contain assumptions about fishing costs, and about directed
and incidental catch rates per unit of effort (CPUE) for each target fishery and gear
type. Page 8 contains distances between fishing areas and ports where processing
plants are assumed to be located. Pages 9 through 16 contain CPUE and bycatch
assumptions for each fishing area for each target fishery for trawl, longline, and pot
gears. Midwater trawl and bottom trawl are included as separate target fisheries for
the pollock trawl fleet.

Page 17 contains scale factors that adjust the target fishery CPUEs by gear type
for various vessel classes. In the prototype model, there are only two classes of
vessels of each gear type -- catcher vessels and catcher-processors — and pot and
longline catcher vessels are combined into one fixed-gear category. Page 18 contains
marginal fishing cost assumptions for each vessel class. Costs can be input as
numbers or as formulas, provided that the formulas do not refer to variables defined

outside pages 8 to 18 of the spreadsheet.
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Activities, shown again as unprotected (bold) cells, are contained in page 19.
These are the cells that What's Best! adjusts in order to minimize total harvesting
costs for each vessel class. Activities are defined as boats per period (boat-periods)
for each vessel class participating in each target fishery in each area. (One boat-
period could mean one boat for the entire pegiod or two or more boats for a portion
of the period.)

Page 20 shows total catch of each species, including incidental catch, from all
target fisheries, Catch rates are derived from multiplying CPUE by species and area
in each target fishery by the corresponding activity levels, and summing over target
fisheries. Total variable costs for each vessel class in each target fishery and area are
shown on page 21. Costs are derived simply from multiplying the activity levels by
a constant marginal fishing cost for each vessel class.

Harvester model results are tabulated on pages 22 and 23. Page 22 shows total
catch and bycatch quantities for the period, summarizing the information on page
20. Page 23 shows the total cost by vessel type, summarizing the information on page
21.

Harvest model constraints are shown on page 24. One of the constraints is that
the combined harvest supplied by the harvesting sector to each processor must be
at least as great as the raw fish inputs demanded by that processor. If the supply is
greater than the demand, the model projects that the surplus will be discarded.
What's Best!’s implied non-negativity constraints automatically prevent the model
from trying to run negative fishing activity Jevels, catch, or costs.

Catch limit information is shown on page 25. Total catch and bycatch enter into
model constraints in differing ways depending on the assumptions for the way the
fisheries are managed. In the open-access version of the model, harvest activities for
specific target fisheries are constrained to zero in the simulation for a period if
cumulative catch limits have been reached or exceeded in 2 previous period. In the
IFQ version, total harvest by species for each vessel class is constrained across the
entire year. In the spreadsheet, this constraint appears as a formula for remaining
uncaught quota running across multiple sheets (time periods). The non-negativity
convention imposes this formula as a constraint during optimization.

Running the Model

The North Pacific-Fisheries Optimization Model simulates the fishery using a set
of macros written on the top right-hand comer of the spreadsheet (immediately to
the right of the Table of Contents). The What's Best! spreadsheet add-in looks for
specific range names in order to define which spreadsheet cell to maximize of
minimize, which constraints to ignore during optimization, etc. Consequently, the
macros that run the model define named ranges for What’s Best.

Model inputs are very similar for the IFQ and open-access versions. The
procedures  for simulating the model, however, differ substantially between the two
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versions. IFQ and open-access simulations are described separately below.

Model inputs

User-defined inputs can be entered into the model in four places, defined in the
ranges named *whcalcl”, *wbcalc2", "wbcalc3*and "wbcaled®. The name "wbcalcn”,
where 7 is a one- or two-digit number, indicates to What's Best! that the cells in
a defined range are to be evaluated and then held constant during optimization.

The first range, "wbcalc1" contains all the cells on pages 2 and 3. All information
about processing technology, costs, product recovery rates, product prices, and
capacity limits are entered on these two pages of the spreadsheet, The second range,
"whealc2",contains all the cells on pages 8 through 18. Spreadsheet cells in these
pages contain all information about harvesting costs, catch and bycatch rates for
different classes of vessels operating in different target fisheries in different areas.

The "wbcalc3” and “"wbcalc4” ranges contain additional constraints for the
harvesting sector, The total potential number of vessels (total vessel-periods)
available in each vessel class is entered in range "wbcalc3"on page 24, Total catch
constraints - total allowable catch (TAC) and bycatch -- are entered in range
*wbcalc4" on page 25.

IFQ simulation

In the IFQ version of the model, there is one sheet for each model period. Many
of the named ranges run vertically through the same page on each sheet. Processor
and harvester price, productivity, and cost assumptions -- the ranges "wbcalc1” and
"whealc2” - need to be specified on each sheet. For example, one should enter
assumptions corresponding to the first period on sheet "A",the second period on
sheet "B" etc. The period number referenced by that sheet and the total number of
periods modeled appears at the top of page 6 of every sheet.

Total fishing capacity and harvest limits (quotas) are specified only on page 24
and 25 of the first sheet (sheet "A").These pages are blank in the spreadsheets for
subsequent periods. The constraints in the ranges "wbcalc3” and "wbcaic4" apply to
the entire year, not just the first simulation period.

Three executable. macros run the IFQ model. The macro named {\r} runs the
full model, combining the harvesting and processing sectors. This macro sets ranges
and runs the linear program to maximize net profits for the industry as a whole.
What's Best! maximizes the sum of discounted processing profits, net of harvesting
costs over the entire year.

The macro named {\p} sets range names and runs a linear program that
maximizes processing profits, given an assumed maximum set of raw fish supplies
available to each processor. The macro named {\n} sets range names and runs a
linear program that minimizes harvesting profits, given an assumed minimum
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