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MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative C |iff Davidson
Chairman
House Resources Committee

FROM: Senator Fred F. Zharoff
DATE: March 2, 1992
RE: Senate Joint Resolution No. 52 - "Supporting the

inshore-offshore fisheries allocation plans proposed
by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council."

RESOLUTION SUMMARY: SJR 52 requests the Secretary of the U.S.
Department of Commerce to approve the inshore-offshore
fisheries allocation plan that was passed by the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council in June, 1991.

The resolution describes the detrimental impacts the factory
trawler fleet has had on Alaska. It summarizes the benefits
to the state from the development of the inshore harvesting
and processing industry.

FISCAL IMPACT: Zer.. fiscal note prepared by the Senate
Resources Committee. SJR 52 is directed toward tho federal
government and requires no state appropriations.

PRE/IOUS ACTION: Passed the Senate 17-0 on March 2. Hearing
held in Senate Resources on Feb. 28. Moved out of committee
with four "do pass" recommendations.

BACKGROUND | NFORMATION: A fter years of study and debate, the
North Pacific Fishery Management Council — in June, 1991 —
recommended to the Secretary of Commerce that a plan be
adopted that would allocate specific percentages of the
fishery resources of the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea to
the inshore processing sector and to the offshore processing
sector. A decision on this plan is expected this week.

The purpose of the plan is to settle the fisheries allocation
guestion between the inshore and offshore (factory trawlers)
components of the industry. Through their wasteful fishing
practices and overbuilt processing capacity, the factory
trawlors have created tremendous problems for the managers of
the North Pacific fishery resource, including overfishing and
potential resource depletion. In some cases, shore based
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plants — which pay Alaska taxes and support local economies
— were forced to shut down when the factory trawler fleet
took all the available quota.

The factory trawler fleet strongly opposes the council's

proposed plan and has launched an all out lobbying campaign in
W ashington, D.C. to convince the Secretary of Commerce to

reject it.
ATTACHED BACKUP INFORMATION:
1. Fiscal note.

2. NPFMC Newsletter (July, 1991) containing description
of council action and the proposed plan.

3. Letter from fourteen U.S. Senators to the Secretary
of Commerce in support of the plan, Feb. 27, 1992.

4. Anchorage Times editorial in support of the inshore
allocation, Feb. 20, 1992.

5. Anchorage Daily Nev/s article about efforts tohave
the plan rejected, Feb. 27, 1992.

6. Anchorage Times article about the fight in
W ashington, D.C. over the allocation plan, Feb. 22,
1992.

7. Anchorage Daily News article about conflicting

opinions in Washington, D.C. over the allocation
plan, Feb. 14, 1992.

8. Kodiak Daily Mirror article about destructive
factory trawler fishing practices in Russian
territorial waters, Jan. 23, 1992.
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NEWSLETTER
Council Recesses - Tue Meeting uitl August

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council met in Anchorage June 24-29, 1991, but could not
complete its agenda. Their decisions, mainly on the inshore-offshore issue, are reported in this
newsletter, but most other agenda items remain to be decided when the Council reconvenes in
August in Juneau, Alaska. They will meet at the Baranof Hotel, beginning at 10 am., Tuesday,
August 13, and run through August 15 or possibly August 16, depending on how fast the meeting

progresses.

Attached is an agenda for the August extension of the June meeting. Please note that public
testimony has been completed and is closed on the following agenda items:

C-I  Sablefish Management

C-2  Inshore-Offshore

D-1(b) Groundfish Amendment 17/22
D-2(b) Bycatch Amendment Proposals

The last item, bycatch amendment proposals, will be the subject of a special open teleconference of
the Council on Wednesday, July 3, at 1 p.m., Alaska Daylight Time. Anyone interested in the results
of that teleconference should contact the Council office to receive a complete list of the bycatch

proposals to be analyzed during 1991.

Concerning agenda item C-3, North Pacific Fisheries Research Plan, the deadline for written
comments was June 14. Oral testimony (and simple transcripts of 'he testimony) will be taken at the

August extension of the June meeting.

Inshore-Offshore Preferred Altermative Approved

After two years of analysis and consideration of the inshore-offshore issue, the Council has given final
approval for Secretarial Review to the proposed groundfish amendment attached to this newsletter,
lite preferred alternative provides for allocations of Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands pollock between
inshore and offshore components to be phased in over three years, beginning in 1992. A special
operational area for harvesting vessels will be established south of 56* North latitude between
and 163“West longitude, though the offshore fleet will be allowed to harvest some of the roe fishery
allotment there. The preferred alternative also provides for a special program to help Western
Alaska communities. Gulf of Alaska pollock are allocated to the inshore component except for
bycatch amounts, and Gulf of Alaska Pacific cod is allocated ninety percent to (he inshore sector,
Ilie Council intends to develop and implement a moratorium, perhaps inch ding emergency action,

as soon as possible.

All that remains for the Council to consider for inshore-offshore arc the proposed regulations that
will implement the preferred alternative. Hopefully these will be available for Council review at the

Ncwututr 7/91 l MIA/CORK



August extension of the June meeting. As noted above, public comment is closed on, this issue, but
there will be further opportunity for public review during Secretarial Review, which is anticipated to
commence in early September.

Sableflsh and Halibut Management

/
The CouncM completed public testimony on the alternative sableflsh individual fishing quota proposals
but delayed final approval until the August extension of the June meeting. After the final decision
is made, the Council's preferred alternative will be merged with that on halibut and forwarded for
Secretarial Review sometime this fall. If IFQs are approved, they could be implemented by late 1993

or early 1994.

The Council approved draft halibut IFQ alternatives for public review. The amendment package will
commence a 45*day public review around July 19. A final Council decision is scheduled for
September 23-27, 1991. The proposed alternatives and options are attached to this newsletter.

Council Seelc; Proposals for Ratiomalizing Groundfish and Crab Fisheries

The Council finds itself dealing more and more with problems that result from the enormous fishing
capacity that has developed off Alaska. These include gear preemptions, bycatch problems, inshore-
offshore issues, marine mammal - fisheries interactions, and many other contentious allocative issues
that are aggravated by the fast-paced, high capacity nature of the fisheries. Therefore, as part of its
deliberation on the inshore-offshore issue, the Council instructed staff to develop alternatives for the
Council to consider to rationalize the groundfish and crab fisheries under its jurisdiction. The

alternatives now include:

ITQs

License Limitation

Auction

Traditional Management Tools

Trip Limits

Area Registration

Quarterly; Semi Annual or Tri-annual allocations
Gear Quotas (hook and line, pots etc.)

Time and area closures

Seasons

Daylight only fishing

5. Continuation of inshore/offshore allocation

6. Implementation of Community Development Quotas
7. No Action

PWDNp
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However, the Council seeks additional proposals from all interested parties, including its Scientific
and Statistical Committee and Advisory Panel. These should be received at the Council office by
September 30,1991, so they may be incorporated into a comprehensive proposal package for Council
review this coming December. Preliminary discussions of this initiative also will be on the agenda for

the September Council meeting.

July Bvcatch Committ«e Meetin£ Cancelled

The Dycatch Committee will not meet on July 25 as previously announced. Instead, the Committee
will schcduie a teleconference to discuss salmon bycatch information and a salmon bycatch
amendment. The date of the teleconference will be made available to the public os soon as it has

been set.

Newtkiur 7/VI 2 HIA/CORS8



COUNCIL’S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
AGENDA ITEM C-2: INSHORE/OFFSHORE
(Original motion introduced June 26, 1991; passed as amended June 28, 1991)

Met&)ﬂlfp Or&%wgnhg%v%@lsﬁge%a% éa E%rr]\ fsr%rgg] for the groundfish andl crat resources in

. MORATORIUM

The Council reiterates its intention to develop and implement as expeditiously as possible a
moratorium, including implementation by emergency action at the soonest possible date.

1. DEFINITIONS, RULES, AND ALLOCATION

Relative to definitions, rules and allocations for inshoreandoffshorecomponents of the Gulf of
Alaska (GOA) pollock and Pacific cod fisheries and the BeringSeaand Aleutian Islands (BSAI)
pollock fisheries:

A. DEFINITIONS

The following definitioas shall apply:

Groundfish: The term groundfish” means pollock and/or Pacific cod in the Gulf of Alaska and
pollock in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands.

Offshore: The term "offshore™ includes all catcher/processors not included in the inshore processing
category and all motherships and floating processing vessels which process groundfish at any time
during the calendar year in the Exclusive Economic Zone (from 3 to 200 nautical miles from the

Baseline).

Inshore: The term "inshore™ includes all shorebased processing plants, all trawl catcher/processors
and fixed gear catcher/processors whose product is the equivalent of less than 18 metric tons round
weight per day, and arc less than 125 feet in length, and all motherships and floating processing
vessels, which process groundfish at any time during the calendar year within 3 nautical miles of the

Baseline.

Trawl Catcher/Processor: The term "trawl catcher/processor” includes any trawl vessel which has the
capability to both harvest and process its catch, regardless of whether the vessel engages in both

activities or not.

Mothership/Floating Processing Vessel: The term "mothership” or "floating processing vessel”
includes any vessel which engages in the processing of groundfish, but which docs not exercise the
physical capability to harvest groundfish.

Harvesting Vessel: The term "harvesting vessel" includes any vessel which has the capability to
harvest, but does not exercise the capability to process, its catch on a calendar year basis.

1/0 Motion | HLA/MTG/MIN



B. RULES

The following rules shall apply to both the Gulf of Alaska, and the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands:
/

1 Each year, prior to the commencement of groundfish processing operations, each mothership,

floating processing vessel, and catcher-processor vessel will declare whether it will operate in
the inshore or offshore component of the industry. A mothership or floating processing
vessel may not participate in both, and once processing operations have commenced, may not
switch for the remainder of the calendar year. For the purpose of this rule, the Gulf of
Alaska, the Berir® Sea and the Aleutian Islands are viewed as one area, and groundfish
applies to all of the species combined which have been allocated to one component or the
other.

2. A mothership or floating processing vessel which participates in the inshore component of
the industry shall be limited to conducting processing operations on pollock and Pacific cod.
respectively, to one location within 3 nautical miles of the Baseline, but shall be allowed to
process other species at locations of their choice.

3. Ifduring the course of the fishing year it becomes apparent that a component will not process
the entire amount, the amount which will not be processed shall be released to the other
components for that year. This shall have no impact upon the allocation formula.

4. Harvesting vessels can choose to deliver their catch to either or both markets (e.g. inshore
and offshore processors); however, once an allocation of the total allowable catch (TAC) has
been reached, the applicable processing operations will be closed for the remainder of the
year unless a surplus rcapportionment is made.

5. Allocations between the inshore and offshore components of the industry shall not impact the
United Sates obligations under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.

6. Processing of reasonable amounts of bycatch shall be allowed.

7. The Secretary of Commerce would be authorized to suspend thedefinitions of
catcher/processor and shoreside to allow for full implementation ofthe Community
Development Quota program as outlined in Section m.

C ALLOCATIONS

The following allocations shall apply:
a. Gulf of Alaska

Pollock: One hundred percent of the pollock TAC is allocated to harvesting vessels which deliver
their catch to the inshore component. Trawl catcher/processors will be able to take pollock

incidentally as bycatch.

Pacific cod: Ninety percent of the TAC isallocated to harvesting vessels which deliver to the inshore
component and to inshore catcher/processors; the remaining ten percent is allocated to offshore
catcher/processors and harvesting vessels which deliver to the offshore component. The percentage
allocations are made subarea by subarea.

[/0 Mocoa HUVTOMN



b. Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands
Pollock: The Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands pollock TAC shall be allocated as follows:

A phase-in period for the BSAI with an allocation of the pollock TAC in the BSAI as follows:

Inshore Offshore
Year 1 35% 65%
Year 2 40% 60%
Year 3 45% 55%

Bering Sea Harvesting Vessel Operational Area: For pollock harvesting and processing activities,
a harvesting vessel operational area shall be defined as inside 168° through 163° West longitude, and
56° North latitude south to the Aleutian Islands. Any pollock taken in this area in the directed
pollock fishery must be taken by harvesting vessels only, with the exception that 65% of the at-sea
"A" season pollock allocation available to the offshore segment may be taken by the offshore segment

in the operational area.
1. WESTERN ALASKA COMMUNITY QUOTA

For a Western Alaska Community Quota, the Council instructs the NMFS Regional Director to hold
50% of the BSAI pollock reserve as identified in the BSAI Groundfish Fishery Management Plan
(FMP) until the end of the third quarter annually. This held reserve shall be released to communities
on the Bering Sea Coast who submit a plan, approved by the Governor of Alaska, for the wise and
appropriate use of the released reserve. Any of the held reserve not released by the end of the third
quarter shall be released according to the inshore and offshore formula established in the BSAI FMP.
Criteria for Community Development Plans shall be submitted to the Secretary of Commerce for
approval as recommended by the State of Alaska after review by the North Pacific Fishery

Management Council (NPFMC).

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

of the reserve.

1/0 Notion 3 HLA/MTG/MIN



IV.  OTHER ALTERNATIVES TO BE CONSIDERED

Commencing immediately, the Council instructs its staff and the GbA and BSAI plan teams, with
the assistance of the Alaska Fisheries Science Center, the Alaska Regional Office of the National
Marine Fisheries Service, the Scientific and Statistical Committee and Advisory Panel, to undertake
the development of alternatives for the Council to consider to rationalize the GOA and BSAI
groundfish and crab fisheries under the respective FMPs. The following alternatives shall be included
but not limited to:

ITQs
License Limitation
Auction
Traditional Management Tools
a. Trip Limits
Area Registration
Quarterly; Semi Annual or Tri-annual allocations
Gear Quotas (hook and line, pots etc.)
Time and area closures
Seasons
. Daylight only fishing
5. Continuation of inshore/offshore allocation
Implementation of Community Development Quotas
7. No Action

HWODN e~
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The Executive Director of the Council, on behalf of the Council, shall immediately solicit from the
Council family and other interested parties ideas in addition to those identified above for
rationalization of these fisheries. This request should ask for ideas to be submitted by September 30,

1991.
V. DURATION

If by December 31, 1995, the Secretary of Commerce has not approved the FMP amendments
developed under item IV above, the inshore/offshore and Western Alaska Community Development
Quotas shall cease to be a part of the FMPs and the fisheries shall revert to the Olympic System.

I/O Mmkm 4 HLAMTG/MIN
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United States Senate (3
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 h

February#/ 1992

The Honorable Rockwell ScL.iabol
AC'[IH% Secretary of Commerce
D.s. Department of Commerce

W ashington, D.C. 20230

Dear Hr. Becretary,

Wa ara writingi in regard to a pair of fishery management plans
which propose tha allocation of pollock and Pacific whiting between
sectors of tha commercial fl_shlnrg_ industry. Thasa allocations wara
Brop_osed by tha North Pacific Fishery Management Council and tha

acific Fishary Management council, respectively. Thasa ara two of
tha aight ragional councils created by thd wagnuson Fishery

conservation and Management Act (Magnuson Act) to craft management
programs for their regional fisheries. The pollock allocation.is
currently aw. |t|n_? secretarial approval, while tha whiting plan h«a
been preliminarily rajacted by the National Marina Fisheries

Service (NMFS).

The purpose of this letter is to express our support for both
allocations, and to raise questions about tha manner in which NMFS
Is interpreting the fognuson Act.

The Magnuson Act calle for flsh_ery mana%ement plans which result in
the greatest economic and social benefit to tha nation. In both
these oases, tha Councils have chosen strategies which will result
in a more efficient utilisation of a publically owned resource.
Both the quantity and total dollar value of fishery products
available ‘to consumers will increase. This increased food
production will, in turn, provide greater employment, increased
social stability, and a net increase in trade revenues.

Since these are the major goals of tha Kagnuson Act, wa do not
understand the apparent oEposmon_ of the agency to the proposals.
jféLJSIn_ only conclude that there ia a policy dispute between the
ouncils and the hierarchy of NMFS. owever, ve'muat point out
tEat Congress Seated'the Councils as policy making bodies based
upon tha “idea th It is batter to have local cifizens propose
management strate s for their regions than to have this role
performed in Was ton, D.C. The Secretary, in reviewi ouncil
proposal*, mus
with federal la

a
at
qgie
ashing ng
t make sure they acted reasonably and in ac
, w. However, as the Secretary has noted jn t
it is not th* intent of the Act for t

c

_ or the agency to substi
policy judgment for that of the Councils:.

C
ordance
e past,
ute its

c
h
tut



Honorable Rockwell Schnabel
February?. 1992
Page 2

We ask you, as the person ultimately responsible for plan approval,,
to ask NMFS to reconsider its rejection of the Pacific whiting plan and
to keep Congressional intent in mind as both plans are reviewed.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,

Q'C“_/Ptniz

BOB PACICWOOD

4 A9
r JIM EXON

M 0. HATFIELD CHRISTOPHER S. RON\D
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FISHWARINTENSIFIES

Trawders show clout

A LTHOUGH MANY Alaskans may not realize it,
ourstate isatwar—a fishwar in which Alaska
fishennen who supply pollock to onshore proces-

sorsare on one side, and the giant fleet of Seattle-based fac-

tory trawlers are lined up on the other. Unfortunately for
our state, the other guys appear to be winning.

When lawyers atthe Deportment ofJustice weighed
in the other day with an independent opinion on how Alas-
ka's pollock should be allocated, it illustrated just how pow-
erful the U.S. factory trawler lobby has become.

In their opinion, the federal attorneys argued against
dividing Alaska's pollock resources between fishermen who
supply the onshore processors and the of&hore trawlers.
They recommended instead an auction ofthe resource —
all of Alaska's fish going to the highest bidder, which un-
doubtedly would mean the trawlers getall ofit

BECAUSE THE opinion was volunteered — no one
had asked forit— and because the arguments it presented,
wording and all, were very similar to the position advocated
by the trawlers association, it could have been written by
the trawlers themselves. In any event, it contained flaws in
its reasoning. .

Principal among those flaws is the contention that the
allocation of US. resources should go to the most “efficient*
operations, and whoever is willing to pay the most for those
resources, therefore, must be the most efficient.

Obviously overlooked by the Justice Deportment
lawyers is the factthat the reason trawlers make so much
profitis because they are notoriously inefficientwhen it
comes to full utilization of fish resources. The traw| fleet op-
erations account fbran enormousamountoffish waste—
almost 30 percentofeverything caught is discarded. The
food is wasted in order to increase profit margins.

ALASKA'S INSHORE fishery, on the other hand,
maximizes productivity from the fishery and therefore is
the most efficient Alaska's shore-based fishery also pro-
videsemployment and economic benefits to numtreua local
communities, one ofthe objectives in federal guidelines for
allocating fish resources.

Those were among the reasons why the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council recommended last (all the al-
location ofup to halfofthe available pollock forannua] har-
vest to tiie inshore fishery. But NPFMCa recommendation
is soil awaiting approval by the secretary of Comment

Former Commence Secretary Robert Mosbacher was
well bnefed on the issue, and Alaskans were optimistic he
would ude in favor ofthe NPFMC recommendation. How-
ever, he has since moved on and a new secretary, Barbara
Franklin, is awaiting confirmation by the Senate. Where
she will corns down on the usue.no one knows.

Bxlfsaqmrertthatthetra/\lersldb/wll badoi
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. the past decade,

Offical wants
1O rgject plans
for fish catch

Inspector general criticizes
council’s work on pollock ,,

By BRIGID SCHULTE
and HAL BERNTON
Daily News reporters

« WASHINGTON — The
Commerce Department’s in-
spector general says two
Proposals lo guarantee pol-
ock to Alaska’s shore-based
plants are based on incom-
plete and faulty studies, and
should be rejected.

Inspector General Frank
DeGeorge released the re-
Bort Wednesday, one week
efore the department is
scheduled to make a final
decision on the allocation
proposals. The proposals
were approved last summer
?:y the federal North Pacific
iIshery Management Coun-
cil. They have triggered one
of the nastiest fish fights of
pitting
Alaska politicians and shore
operators against largely Se-
attle-based factory trawler
companies that process fish

at sea. They are fighting for
shares of a North, Pacific
epollock catch worth mor*
than $1 billion a year.

Factory trawler operators
a'e hoping the inspector gen-
ei vI's report will doom the
allocation Proposals.

“No self-respecting ad-
ministration official would
dare put their reputation on
the line for this thing,” said
Stuart Looney, Fremdent of
the factory trawler company
Royal Seafoods Inc.

~Meanwhile, Alaska politi-
cians are trying to downplay
the findings as they lobby
the Bush Administration to
support the shore plants.
“The audit revealed no
violations of laws or regula-
tions in the way the council
process was conducted,”
Murkowski and Young said

Please see Back Page.
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By IMRE NEMETH harvest for factory trawlers, which process

mlMesBUSINESS WRTTEr7' K"MtBFsIP o « < surinii and fillets at sea, and 45 percent for
tVTWO warring factions of Alaska’ ‘coinmen-;catcher vessels that deliver to shore-based
dal fishing industry have launched last-ditch  plants m Dutch Harbor, Kodiak, Akutan and
efforts to woo federal regulators as a ruling * St PauL. '

nears on splitting Alaska’s $I-billion bottom- ; A decision is expected March 5 by either
fish industry between the two groups. ':- |1 yet-to-be-confirmed Commerce Secretary

The pending reallocation of bottomjfish ' Barbara Pranklm.or the .current acting secre-
stocks in the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska taxy- . ti **v

has sparked a survival-of-the-fittestllobbying . i. *t% a tough,'tough battle," said BiU Woolf,
battle in which onshore processors and a well-  spokesman for Sen. Frank Murkowski, R-
positioned Seattle factory traWl fleet are slug-. Alaska, m Washington, D.C. “We frankly con-
ging it out to influence ofiidals fiom the White aider the allocation vital for Alaska.

House to Capitol Hill. n ;i (Othenvise), people.are going to be put out of
"I’'ve never seen _an¥thing like it,” said - . . VW, e . o
Margaret Hayes, chief tisheries attorney for Both sides in the debate believe their eco-

the Commerce Department “This is more  nomicsurvival hinges on the decision.

(lobbying) than I've seen before on any other <« Bruce Buis, a spokesman for the Seattle-

fisheries proposal.” *  h®B6® American Factory Trawlers
The proposal rails for a 55 percent share of F See Fish, back page
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ﬂaf/)M BENEMETH” j e harvest for factory trawlers, which process
-TIMESSBUSINESSVWRITER  of* . ®=T. 8urimi and fillets at sea, and 45 percent for

M Two warring factions of Alaska’s'’commer*. ." catcher vessels that deliver to shore-based
dal fishing industry have launched lashditch mplants in Dutch Harbor, Kodiak, Akutan and
efforts to woo federal regulators as a ruling’» St PauL *_
nears on splitting Alaska’s $l-billion bottom- ; A decision Is expected March 5 by either
fish industry between the two groups. - -j * *eeyet-to-be-confirmed Commerce Secretary
The pending reallocation of bottom{Bah *Barbara Franklin or the .current acting secre-
stocka in the Bering Sea and Gulfof Alaska- ltai¥. my f
has sparked a sumval-of-the-fittesS,lobbying . « ™s a tough,’tough battle, said BiU Woolf,
battle in which onshore processors and alvell-  spokesman for Sen. Frank Murkowski, R-
positioned SeatUe factoiy trawl fleet are slug- ~ Alaska, in Wellington, D.C. “We frankly con-
ging it out to influence offidals from the White™- 8ldcr the allocation vital for Alaska.

House to Capitol Hill. , <2 (Otherwise), people.are going to be put out of
"I've never seen anything like it,” said ~Wwork.” > ) )
Margaret Hayes, chief fisheries attorney for ~ Both sides in the debate believe their eco-

the Commerce Department. “This is more ~homicsurvival hinges on the dedsion.

(lobbying) than 1'e seen before on any other ~ Bruce Buis, a spokesman for the Seattle-
fisheries proposal.” - . based American Factory Trawlers

The proposal calls for a 55 percent share of See Fish, back page
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Association, said the proposal

would cost his industry millions of
dollars and give uniair control of

the surimi market to large
Japanese-owned processors in
Dutch Harbor, . >

i; “Is the U.S. government, by
policy, proposing to grant re-
source and market control to the
Japanese?" he said. “We're talk-
ing about tampering with people’s
lives, and for what? So that Nip-
pon Suisan, Taiyo and Trident
could have guaranteed economic
success." m'

Nippon Suisan and Taiyo, both
Japanese companies, own Dutch
Harbor plants, while U.S.-owned
Trident Seafoods Inc. has a plant
inAkutan.
AOnshore interests were wary
ofguessing the outcome, but John
,Jlani, president of the Pacific
Seafood Processors Association,
said his forces have a 60-50
chance ofwinning.

think weve gotten to the
point where weve proven our
case," he said. “Now it’s a policy
decision. This is the biggest fish
issue to hit the state since the
Magnuson Act If it doesn't pass,
the shore plants will be out of
luck.”

The state’s congressional dele-
gation is trying to arrange a
meeting with White House offi-
cials next week to push the pro-
posed allocation, said Rod Moore,
an aide to Rep. Don Young, R-
AJaska.

The factory trawl industry,
which now harvests 80 percent of
Bering Sea pollock, has been
locked in political competition

/,vote.

with shore-based interests since
the allocation proposal passed the

North Pacific Fishery Manage-
...ment Council in June by a 9-2
*% 10 ! a ;_ °

;| Jim Cornelius® a council
:economist, described tho current
'state of events as a “Super Bowl
- attrition” with no clear front run-

cner-  Vr :
Tve seen controversy in the

period ended earlier this month.
The fisheries service analysi
ofthe entire issue remains “sever
al weeks" from completion, bu
must be submitted prior to.’thi

March 5 deadline, Sdiaefer said.

" IThe agency last month rejectee
a similar onshore-offshore alloca
tion proposal dividing Pacific
whiting off Oregop’s coast Bfili
said the move is indicative of the

past, biit not one that reached . agency’ feelings toward alloca-
such a polarization,"hesaid... .« stions between different user
' The proposal initially spawned 1 groups, but officials say the agen-
more than 500 pages of economic 1 cy has voiced no opinion or\ the
and biological review by the Alas-  Alaska proposal. {I
ka office of the National Marine | The Department of Justice’s
Fisheries Service and another 500  Antitrust Division also haa en-
pages of public testimony. Both  tered the fray, submitting a Re-
sides since have added further view that advocates rejection; of
comment for the record and two  theproposalL ‘ ji\

.full-scale governmental investiga- “Neither the current allocation

tions also are under way.* — system nor the proposed amend-

— The Commerce Department ment are consistent with the-effc
« has probed allegations of conflict * ciency goals of National Stan:
; of interest among 11 members of  dard," the opinion said. T\

the North Pacific council. A draft . The National Standard, as tie;
report based on the investigation  fined by the Magnuson Act, says
1has been issued to the National  fishery management should pro-
i Oceanic & Atmospheric Adminis-  mote efficiency in the utilization
i tration following extensive study  ofthe resource. IR

* throughout Alaska. NOAA over-  \ The Antitrust Division favored

sees the fisheries service and the  a controversial individual quota

council ./ e system passed by the North Pacif-
_ Wayne Weaver, a spokesman ic council in December. The coun-
in Commerce’s Inspector Gener- il is to review the quota in ApriL

al’s office, declined to say what' Moore, or Young's office, down-
was in the report, nor would he  played the Justice review, derid-

say when it would be made pub- ing it as ‘just an opinion of a

lic. _ _ bunch of lawyers."

The Washington, D.C,, office of Hayes at the Commerce De-
the fisheries service also has  partment said the Jurice opiniori
started analyzing the inshore-off-  was the first one she could recall
shore proposal to supplement on a fisheries issue. She said the
nearly 1,100 public comments  Antitrust Division’s review! is
and its Alaska officess economic  without real clout, since the Natu-
analysis, said Dick Schaefer, di- ral Resource Division at Justice
rector of the service's Office of  would defend her agency in the
Fish Conservation and Manage-  event oflegal chadengea to any al-
ment. A 90-day public comment  [ocation. > ¥



2

A niccHORW g e

v. 'L fw fo'U

Fish
plan
alive.

.Trawlers’ actions
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By DONNA PARKER .
Speca) lo the Daily News H " £"\

> A recent U.S. Justice De-
partment opinion against a
proposal to divide Alaska’s
rich bottom fishery between
offshore processing ships
and boats serving onshore
plants was Unsolicited, inac-
curate and misused by those

.mwho hope the'plan will be.

nixed, a top federal Depart-,-
ment of'Commerce official
said1 priUii e -eeeey
. Margaret Hayes,' assistant,
_I%eneral counsel on fisheries
or the-.Commerce Depart-,
ment, said the legal com--
ments'.'circulated by the
American Factory Trawler
Association is. being mlsrep-

, resented as a Justice Depart-'

ment decision. .

| .The comments were writ-
eteh jby four attorneys from
the Antitrust Division who-
urged the .proposed alloca-
tion plan be rejected because
it does not meet the require-
ments of federal law.

The allocation plan has
tom apart the bottom fish-
in? industry. Most of the

shore ships that fish off
Alaska are based in Seattle
or elsewhere outside the
state. The onshore plants are
located mainly in Kodiak
and Dutch Harbor.

The onshore plants want a ,

guarantee the huge ships

that catch ,and process fish
can't take nil the fish near
their plants; they say the
guarantee IS vital to the eco-
nomic survival of Alaska
<>
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inen - &om other placef, Just recently,i'. Trumble forecasts. | S

rgtrawera an Ion%
hu ben operatln in R
knilorul wilarsi ceAn%usor
Sepaemha of Uit year. They're
returning to NorthAmerican',
orta marily Dutch Har o, -
En dtHlons oif po
utan other groun
Had aome 0f those fish been
gtht theUf they would '
oen lllegaltokeep...

tncto
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beof American stock. T.I-1
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Some of thoee fish Iandedmay"cod to keepapercentageo t eir-landings
ole in fed-

nffishermen are landing
of halibut caught in R ussian w aters, kK *
hoats arevhoth travt/e]rs ectsomeéntercnanﬁhrtdonf 192a? naf sugns “sell more “'n"We did have- Fiamgn 06-.
and longlinen. Some of the five any idea wnat epropor theirfis or ra currency. nnyserversonourbortl sald Sieve
; OWWI thit increase Ia vo- © KnJ e?/S d)trectoro g\é%%rggn(t* [ ]
o

ople af ect price*, paid 10 the affal rEmelraIdg
ﬁ Fcuon In the Russian fis er shore esed vs. and Canadian .Seaule.Mrji<tA*>ASperifiC
dty of fish was landed in British' is fikely to increase. Iwou . halibut fishermen?" Cross asked. afWewereoperattngthree
Columbia. Trumbleadded oes* there were probaf %/ less, -According to. industry tnoni-, QIBIW eralaRtmiaai«m]
""There are no reportin an20 hoats there in 199 | tars, the situatioa In tf efcrtner to had 250 3 oharxvtnaqaru
urements sald Tru d protect an mcrease in lang- Sowet Unloa toda IS chaotic, " boats ata% tunca,*.Tk ">e*t
fi i
tsﬁ I
b*H
Brs
fad

ere 1S N0 0Of S for in. we- "Fbr all w he Russians.',, Russian 0
%clal recorda g ﬁa
and 1 ndings.

hrexam le, a significant quarr- . fit

cials of some-ana:!
quantlty of ave no offi esaid, 1 oot noww atsdomg 0a out-_ bat thinp are rtaly- ccm?oala
NA.s Gross felt phe could: there," Gross said hesedealsJovertherenghtdowandlar «
a Jittle more S?ECIfIC abort* that have eeR ut m@/ ocm ﬂTyswho wactly- xaptoyed’
"We're estimating;-not be with the knowldge of JaTi
of 4to. 10" million ~ central government.” .1 00; werereally prpy|W|A
crawlerrepresent* how I all-worke d «.
mkyJﬂWerﬁtan tog adf
See Halihot. Page 2

coming In.
The Rusuans aIIow tra\f(ll
whoare targeting
catch Shari ounsofhahbutln 1991," Gross *>A factor
HahbutAssouatlon said- Wereexpectlnd an enpr-- live defen ed his company’s »c-_
of North America HANA) “In- mous increase In volume for. tion*... »-Iri-0
Hwaterah |t5|e? K»t
catc but with a neto

* ho byt when you te Igtagumnlg

r other species, like

alibut b said

Grosso t
Am rical

to [anded here.- wandmrre catch hahbut here have 0 be>

5| ﬁtlog is. le Sld o rne to thesea."., -« vt\é

eni td mencan and- Canadia
ntetnatlo c nnftoen *W- NIt imu rlegalnrVv
|ut |55|on qLoutlt] inc es Grow,
Or?antzatlont at man es c| c sald ut the Russians have no'-
h butanSand AN Wa- 1-m|n|tmum|legaIS|ze||rfn|t 1L

ten. » e Wil an en orc

*Becausethe boatslandln Rus- Tn| htmare w en thoses e a‘

ian-crigin fish in vs. po%s are
American flag%ed ?rocessors
they are pot technically “import
ing" the fish, The processors can
Ie aIIy seII the fish as "product

Because Ahe fish were caught
legally In Human waters, no U.S.
laws Were broken, This is free
even though the fish may have
been caught, kept or landed in
W Ty| that are ||Iega| |n America

he vesse| wHen have an a
rangement with the Russians for
American boats to fish insjde the
Ruinan 200-mile  [imit,”
Trumble sa|d The Ufi. vea-
acl pay a fee pa pound and get
u teeg and process the fish"at

fisnsunshowingupintheU
markets."Who ¢ n prove those
fISh actuaII% came fiom Ru55|a?
There's the potential they
could've been caught illegally in
UTi, waters.and then assec off
as Russian fish * Gross s a
Another guestion regaraing the
Russian fishery is the mixing of
Russian and American stocks of

haliput

There is_ the potential that
North American halibut_stocks
will be affected by the Russian
sheu d the IPHC's
rumhte. T ere Was sqme tag-
ging In Russian wiieri a few
%ean ago and w* got some lags
ack mthe U'S. séctor. We ex-




Halibut--—,

Fish come!from Russia
Continued from Page 1; sition and course heading are,"
%)al_n. Right now our baats aeV' he said. "That way Coast Guard
sning in Arrer:jcgnm Z0re, bl|<|r;) plarmtrcgny o\/erl“lnot Sho_ur boaIs_"ega"to
our conpany president is work-") prove they’re Ing I
ing on the nexlé)r contract with the ﬁrlside the US. zore. -ng 4
Russias.” v.. SAPAAAMNMY hen wedeliverinthe US,”
IFInley said the Arerican boats  we report to NIVIFS the amount
were required to keep bycaich"’/‘j ‘of fish.we're celivering. V\e vol-
_7The contract reﬁnred, ps~to”ntarily” tell themthe amount of
keep all bycatch. Howeye™e ~hu”o; market-and. ’small mear-
abycaich!limifas\weil &5, arrakdVhalibut we're bringing in.””'rf
0 v " quptai8*m.not™ if.a other
td"Kthoughiwhai*1b"h'*"compariies™gaged hvthe fish-
limif/Aaisr>1\MienlteitHer.the”‘eryfwere reporting their catches

riawlers and-"v«al;.ldngliners ; mandatory reporting, arid more”
operated in*thelRusdan zone. “We’re going to work-witiL
"We had three, factory trawlers NMPFS and IPHC to identify the’
and there were (a total of) five, loophole-'and;clore.it, 1 ttid;
others from bothvAme.rican®*Gross.* e 'j«pught”this'ito®
Seafoods rnd Ocean T *wt”3”«aribn ‘tbdie attention of the.h"orth,
+-MArctie Alaska™Seaft” 'cioa™PacificiFisbcnf-'"MatwgemenTi
verted some factory"trawlers into;" Council at the recent Portlihd)
longliners and 1°’d gucM therc ~;meeting. ‘. Tbe council asked/fan
were 8«pr 9 IbnglincnfXdiere”a'report fromthe NMFS stafCJj"j
though some'of them-were' ‘n "Our first goals areJXolclwmS
catcher--ships delivering- to~the reporting loophole and to get:
motherships.-..**" observer coverage” thVifti
= Asked if Emerald'Seafoods*'boats”;
ships’were delivering halibut that; * °/HANA may havc. tuStoulE!
would! be of sublegal/size;lf*”\e.'Euttm gMls,g"Amen-~
rwiimKt'in tKi* ' aa™ tnika bufelort' fithArv A
j'subfegal’ halibut; bul our con-*JI 1PHC’s Tnimbic sajd*rdoh”t
tract requires tis to'keep them:’) know if they’re involved ini tak-F.
You know, there is no U.S. law ” ing any marine mammals such’
that'says we’re prohibited from “as dolphins or endangered :spe-
selling those fish in this country.'" cies like sea lions or sea turtles.
They were legally caught in the  Unless that can be shown, it’s
Russian zone."'« ".~awe hard to put import restrictions on
Finley said his company vol- the fishery."
untarily reports deliveries of ; Dealing govemment-to-gov-
large and small halibut to the Na- cmmcnt with the Russians will
tional Marine Fisheries Service. * not be easy, either.
*"We're calling NMFS, idling «.s."The Russians aren’t signa-
them when we enter and plan to  tones to any treaties that cover
exit UJS. waters and what our po-  this situation,” Tremble said.



