ALAONA LAITUR UVIVIITIEE FILEC O . « « « . + « & « & + .
AV R IS g



Two erproximations :o tne circle are strown. Tne first is the entire area
as aecicted in rig. 2-1—a reccangu.' *rr block :ontaiai:.q every e 25 ay <0
,sgua.re-lntersected Oy me circular tone. ~ The second is a smaller block
idepicted Py a dasn-dot-dasn border) which eliminates ail torder squares
from black . Closure ofthe smaller area will oe considered as
Alternative 2a while closure of tde larger square will oe considered as
Alternative 2b.2

The ocher departure from the original  proposal. a change from a
specification of only DAP fisning in thecone to cne at' no foreign
processing in the cons, 13 -lone for reasons of enforosaoility of the
Implementing re%ulathns. The proposal suggests that only DA? fishing be
allowed in the 100-mile cone. Aregulation wmcn allowed only DA? fisning
weuid de difficult to enforce, as a U3 trawler could oe acting as a Da?
vessei on one tow m delivering the cod end to a DA? at-sea processor or to
a tender delivering shoreside and on the very next tow as s joint venture
trawler m delivering the cod end to a foreign processor. 3uch a switch
from DA? to J7? on two successive tows would render enforcement of the
DAP-only restriction m the cone nearly impossiole. IIMF3 enforcement
suggests that the regulation Qe worded so as to promdit the presence of
foreign processing vessels in  the cone.  Such a change would maxe the
|mplement|n% regulations  enforceable but  would not prevent foreign
processors from waiting just outside the cone boundaries far deliveries.

3.2.3  Alternative 3 Close the 100 mile cones (described in

Alternative 2) to joint venture fishing during the months of January -
June

Thi3 alternative would institute a restricted fishing season for ail joint
venture operations in the 100-mile cones described above. Joint venture
fishing would not be allowed between January 1 and June 30. There would he
no similar restriction on DAP fisheries.

j. ariation on the seasonal closure of the 1QO-miie cones is a seasonal
c>osure of the entire 3SAl management area to join: venture fishing for the
months of January - June. Thi3 is considered as Alternative 3b.

3.2.A  Alternative A Establish a fee structure for foreign
processors who receive joint vencure caught fish

This alternative would establish s fee system similar to that in existence
for the directed forei%n fishery wnereoy foreign processors tr.at receive
fisn from domestic fishing vessels would de required to pay s unit fee
&5/me) inproportion to the ex-vessel value of the species received.  The
ee revenue wouid accrue to the 3.2. government. A fee schedule is
presented wnic.n  attempts to equalise unit costs between foreign 'esseis
processing at sea ana 'J. 2. sncreside processing facilities by considering

2. It follows from footnote e that Alternative 2a considers a closed area
aooroximateiy 210 oi.es square. wmle Aflternative 2b tioses an area
30proximataiy 150 miles square.



vessel operational costs and  ‘cessing costi. for domestic and foreign
S-rocessors (Lynca, 1961; NRC, 198

3.3 Biological and Physical Impacts

The likely impacts of adoption of each of the three alternatives to the
status quo are examined in this section. Impacts are examined from, first,
an environmental perspective, that 1is,ehoa Che measure might affect the
non-human and human part of the ecosystem. Impacts are then examined from
an economic perspective, vi?., hoa the ﬁroposed change aould affect the
economics of fishing, and of processing; how the quantity and price to the
consumer might be changed; and hoa management, information and enforcement
costs might change.  The approach taken is cne of relative analysis, that
13, the effect of each alternative i3 examined relative to the status quo.

The environmental impacts of each of the identified alternatives and sub-
alternatives will therefore be presented in sequence with the economic
impacts of each presente:*, in a subsequent section. The concluding section,
"oost-benefit" conclusion, will attempt to summarize the analysis.

3.3.1 Description and estimate of the number of small entities
affected

The numbers of harvesting vessels operatin?( in the Bering Sea/Aleutian
Island3 management area and in the Gulf of Alaska for DAP, JVP, and TALFF
are discussed in Section 1.3. All alternatives could restrict JVP, and
TAIIFP fishing operations and could enhance DAP fishing operations. Since
the focus of this oproposal i3 on [lomestic processors the regional
distribution of shore-based processing  plants, capacity, employment,
investment, (Table 3.1) and the current capability of domestic at-sea
processing vessels (Table 3.2) is also presented.

-15-
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Table 2.1 Shore-oased processing m  Ue Unalaska/Akutan area: caoaci
employment,, investment"

Plant Location Capacit Employees Investment*
|or'day{

Greatiand Dutcn aarbor  27= 5 U 3 312

Aiey xa Unalaska 200 TO U. S 212

Tndtht Akutan 250 62 A
325 133 223

Table 3.2 Domestic at-sea processing, ay area.

Sub-area Numbers of T7essels DAP .Requested, mt
dermg Sea 13 10L,000
Aleutian Islands 63,100
Total3 25 157,100

3.3.2 Environmental Impacts
Alternative 2 100 mile closure

It has heen suggested that a few beats (3-6) of the kind currently used ty
joint ventures could supply the annual needs of the three processing plants
In the Unalaska/Akutan area. The issues to be examined are therefore: she
shoreside processing capacity in the Unalaska area in relation to joint
venture harvesting capacity; the current supply situation for the plants
and wnat steps are hbeing taken to remedy the shortage of product; the
ability of the joint wventure fleet to harvest, fish in areas outside she
eclosed oor.e, and the ~costs to She joint wventure fleet m terms of catch
foregone.

The closure of either of she areas shown in Figure 2 4 could lead to

ohanaes m tne biomass levels of the affected species m the 3SAl and GOA
management areas if those closures result significantiy .ess overai:

2. In terms of -rounafisn.  Therefore if a plant processes other species
only the groundfish comconenc is included.
i. Initial value, m millions of 2

5 Total for 3SAl area. lignsaen scats indicatea fishing would taxe place
m the 3ermg lea suD-management area.



harvest than under the status i%o. For the purposes of this analysis
significant means a change in biomass whicn is: 1% measurable within the
noise of the survey data and the precision of the population estimation
procedure; and 2) of a long-term rather than transient nature.

To analyze the potential biological and socioeconomic impacts of closure of
the 100 mile zone to joint venture and foreign fishing recent fishery
performance data were examined. The data used were catches, by 3pecies, by
month, by 1.2° by 1° jquare, for the years 1984 and 1985 ~ These are the
most recent available data, since detailed 1986 catch data sill not be
available until later this year. The data are the best available, but it
is important to point out two limitations of the'current analya.s.

First, as is evident" from the 1984 to 1985 trend, from overall 1986 fishing
performance, and from shat is being reﬁorted concerning the 1987 fishery,
very rapid changes in the structure of the fishery are ‘taking place.  The
most obvious trends are a rapid decline in the amount of directed foreign
harvest and the concomitant increase in joint venture harvest.  Also
ncitable is a rapid increase in the amount of allocations to DAP. It
follows, therefore, that trends shown in the 1984 and 1985 data have
continued, or even accelerated, in 1986 and 1337.  This means that Che
impacts considered using data from 1984 and 1985 may misrepresent the

pr:esent fishery to a greater or lesser extent depending on the rate of
change.

Second, the 1/2° by 1° square catch data are based on raw observer data.
Since the observer coverage on fishing vessels is not 100* it is necessary
to expand the raw catch data to predict actual total catch in a square.
Data ~which would allow expansion on a sguare by square basis are not
available, therefore, it is necessary U expand all squares by the uniform
factor used to produce the "best Dblend" estimates.  These estimates are
made at the INPFC area level (Bering Sea I, Bering Sea Il, etc.) hence the
expanded square estimates assume a constant level of coverage across the
INPFC area. To the extent that this assumption is invalid and to the
extent that catches differ in composition from square to square the
estimates presented herein will be in error.

Keeping these caveats in mind, the 1984 and .985 joint wventure and foreign
fishery performance data are presented in Table 3.3. The Shumagin INPFC
area, which is the same as the western Gulf sub-area in the Gulf of Alaska,
is also included, as the 100 aile zone would extend southward of Unimak
Pas3. AggrePating the catches by 1/2° by 1° square for 1984 and 1985 for
Block 1 (small closure), Block 2 (larger closure), and for the remainder of
the Bering Sea and Shumagin areas allows comparison of the relative
contributron of each area to total catch in the two years (Table 3.4).

To facilitate that comparison the relative proportion of catch in each zone
versus the total catch in the relevant management area (BSAl - all areas;
GOA - Shumagin area) is shown in Table 3.5  Some general conclusions can
be drawn from examination of these data.

First, the Gulf of Alaska portion of the closed zones was of great

significance to- joint ventures operating in the Shumagin district in 1984
and 1985,  Catches of all groundfish combined in the proposed closed areas
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ibia 2.2. 198" 2nd 1985 Joint eeer-ure 2hd foreian catches in the 'S-
Manasesienc Araa and Shunaein Sub-manasenienc Area, bv
area, 1In metric cons.-

“Joint ar -—aj

40Ty
INPFC Area Pollock ?. Cod Mackerel Flatfish Rockfish Soecies
33 1 1984 135.362 24,125 1 49,-41 156 261. 123
;283 239,224 35,331 3 172,403 23
3s 11 1984 4a,430 13 64 0 Ly 5209
1983 10,923 S3 0 . n 11 052
3S 17 1934 6,694 5, 2Q0 25,927 263 463 T 506
1985 = a 5,623 2,355 223 23
Shumasin 1984 3,013 205 -/3 000 i.n:3 B.~*
1983 12,246 310 1,342 324 239
('oreian®)
2S 1 1984 256,370 20,163 23 132,394 159 -35
1983 245,141 14,071 1 127i093 50 391 2°?
3S 11 1984 604,371 37,070 13 29,323 292 % 256
1985 524,273 42,257 1 20,000 63 391 329
35 1V 1984 70,900 1,277 71 3,335 456 // 224
1985 50,364 339 0 43 4 3L 371
Shumaain 1984 42,471 10,343 473 503 311 >* Top
1985 23,321 7,338 2 11 113 31 332

1/ Sources: Peraer , J., P. Nelson Jr., J. Vail. 1985. Sundries of Provt
sicnal Foreian ar.c Joint Venture Groundfish Catches (“Metric Tons) in the
Northwest Pacific "cean and Aerinz Sea, 1984, NVAFC.

Berrer t I*, 4_ Moral, P.. Nelson Jr., J. Vail. 13S6. Sumartas of
Provisional Foreizn mira Joint Venture Grecundfish Catches (Metric Tons) in the
Northwest Pacific Ocsan and Perins Sea, 1985, NVAFC.



BRAI/COA Aot 1V/6. Teble34

Table 34 1551 - 1985 Joint Venture ani'Forcign Catches inthe BSAI igement Area and Shumagin Sub-management Areain nt. /1,2/

IIlock/Area _ _
(J0|nt1\9/§£1tures) Pollock P. Cod A Mackerel Flatfish Rockflsh Al Groundfish
Block 1- BSAI 44035 11192 10 1,458 18l 571.925
1- GOA 7.636 198 20 510 559 9.467
Subtotal 51,671 11,390 237 1,968 140 67.392
Block B3 g B o ) & g
Subtotal 132059 13,984 30 2063 844 150.905
Qutside «BSA 11424 17451 35,164 48615 39 204 476
-GOA 5 15 5 9 63 147
Subtotal 11478 17 466 3.169 48.624 462 224.623
1985
j T T R B
Subtota? 59.274 12378 1998 1,047 3 86.431
Block 2 -BSAI 155.635 13676 1 219 e 176 173.020
2-GOA 2.626 328 1997 0 39 14823
Subtotal 158.261 14,004 1998 2,536 545 187 343
Qutsice - BSA 214176 29,259 37,660 175.956 303 484.786
-GOA 14 3 3 3 1 5
Subtotal 214.190 29,262 37,663 175.959 394 484311
! ( Forei%1821
Block 1- BSA 102,031 2130 219 1.676 46 106.272
1- GOA 23506 813 6 193 124 24,166
Subtotal 125537 2,948, 225 1.869 170 131,038
Block 2 -BSAI 119,265 2356 29 1973 60 ,
2-GOA 24.124 1305 [ 199 140 %igi
Subtotal 143,389 4061 306 2172 200 150,517
QOutside BSA| 818,630 54.612 165 159,583 2,158 1,036.473
- GOA 51.821 12.156 505 915 . .. 26% 63.902
Subtotal 870.451 66,768 761 160.503 4853 1,105,375
1985
v A R
Subtotal 118154 986 2 1.489 1 120,660
Block 2- BSA 114.174 1201 0 1.632 .
2-GOA 8,240 287 ? 29 18 11%%%3
Subtotal 122414 1577 B 1.661 5 125,69
Qutside - BSAI 726.684 55.975 n 131417 2 .
- GOA 17718 6.333 7 433 2% g%ﬁ%g
Subtotal T44 402 62.314 9 131,35 563 939.304

I\I. Blacks arc as shown if Figure 3.3. Block Lis the "small” 100 mile closure-the area be'ween 164° Wand 169° W 55° 00" Nand 52° 30" N
Block 2 is the "large” 100 mile closure-the area between 163° W and 170° W 55° 30" Man.”52° 00" N. “Outside" is the area nut included in Block
121 Source: Foreiqn observer database, NWAFC. Data used are catches by 1/2° x 1° square ex, rnded toaccount for Fi observer coverage and
aggregated over the relevant area; therefore, the sum of these catches may not exactly mutch thos.. catches reported in Table 3.3
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Imic 1 1SAI 15.5% 28.1% 0.0% 0.9% 10.(1% 110%
1 tihA 70.8% 9-1.6% 99.9% 97.1% 99.7% 91 gl%
Siililiil.il 15.9% 28.6% 5.0% 1.1% 57.8% 12 8%
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Inne 2 1ISAI 12.7% 4.5% 64.4% 1.2% 2 1% 10 /%
2 o(it IA 118% 11.0% 1.2% 17.8% 4.9% 11 5%
Siililul.il 1. 1% 5.7% 28.7% 1.3% 4.0% 120%
ivVsi
[ mie 1-1ISAI 11.1% 1.6% 00% 1.1% 10% 1(19-..
1 (i0A 11./% 14% 20 .m0 5.0% 1) 0% 250.:.
Siiliinl.il 116% 1.5% 10.7% 1.1% 20% i 1%
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2 (i0A n M 4 1% 20.5% 6.2% 00% 2i A
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range from 95% to 100% of the total Lnumagin catch and, in 1985, the catch
in the larger block was essentially the same as total joint venture catch
in the sub-area. Second, the contribution of the GOA portion of the zones
to total foreign catch in the Shumagin district is much less than that seen
with the joint venture fleet with catches in Block 1 and 2 of all species
combined in the range of 26-27% cf the Shumagin total harvest. Third, the
Gulf part of the closed areas is much les3 significant in terms of
contribution to total Alaskan catch than the Bering Sea Fortion of the
zones.  Fourth, for the BSAI management area, the proposed closed areas are

helatively more important to the? joint venture fleet than the foreign
eet. *

Lastly, and, perhaps most significantly, for the BSAI management area, the
portion of each species catch in the proposed =one ranges from nearly 0 far
Atka mackerel }jomt_v_entures - 1984 and 1985; foreign - 1085) to in excess
of 90% for pollock (joint venture - Block 2 - 1984).  Overall, the catch
that occurred in the smaller zone is in the order of 2-3% for the foreign
fleet and 60% for the joint wventure fleet. For the larger proposed
closure, the appropriate proportions are 3-4% and 60-65%, respectively.

Khat i3 important for this analysis, however, is not what the catch was in
1984 or 1985 but what the distribution and total amount of harvest would be
if the proposed blocks were in fact closed to joint venture and/or fore|%n
fishing.  This is difficult to assess since, as mentioned above, the
current and, presumably, the future fisheries will be much different than
what occurred two or three %ears ago.  Second, assuming that all catch
occurring in the zones would be unavailable to harvesters upon closure is a
"worst case" scenario in which the catch foregone would not be mide up by

fishin% in the remaining open area. The opposite "best case" scenario
rould be_to assume that all catch foregone could be harvested elsewhere in
the remaining open areas. Under this latter assumption there is no

biological impact resulting from the closure of the zone to joint venture
and foreign fishing.

Obviously, reality lies between these two extremes and, hence, the impact
lie3 between nil and that implied bY the numbers in Table 3.5  Mote that
even under the assumption that total catch is unaffected by closing the 100
mile zones, because of the fleet' 3 potential to make up  the lost catch,
there would be a potential biological impact since the spatial distribution
of the harvest will change.  This is not deemed bhiologically significant
under the definition given above.

The question of biological impact hinges, then, on the amount of catch that
can be made up if either of the proposed closures are enacted.  The answer
depends on the distribution of the biomass of the various species both in
space and time. Foreign catch data for pollock and cod in 1984 (Figure
3.5 Figure 3.6) indicate that there are fish of these Sﬁecies caught
outside the closed areas (see also Table 3.3), although there is some
indication that the proposed closures represent the most productive grounds
for these species. The seasonality of the data is hidden by these annual
totals, however.  Also, fishery performance does not necessarily reflect
biomass distributions.









Biological survey daca -nay also oeused ho descnOe these discn buttons.
J70Z daca Tor pollock ~ m 1334 and 1335 indicate a widespread distribution
for Cilia species &ngre 3.7, F|gure 3.3)- at lease cur|n% che period at’
lite survey. 3 rom  these daca, then, it would seem that ac Lease For
pollock, and possibly ood, fisn are availaoie outside the prooosed

closures, and thus, from a oiologicni perspective, significant changes m
L' ass levels are noc expected.

alternative 2 Seasonal closures

This alternative would close the areas proposed above only during the first
half of the year.  The biological impact of this alternative is therefore
necessarily less than under alternative 1. is a suO-aiternative, however,
it has  Peen suggested that <che entire Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands
management area he closed to Aomt ventures during part of the year.  The
present analysis considers the specific closure of the entire 3SAl area
during tne period January 1 - June 30 to ail joint venture and foreign
operations.

Catches by month for 1934 and 19SS for both joint venture and foreign
vessels are shown in Table 3.S and Table 3.7. Data for these years
indicate chat, in terms of total groundfish, for joint venture and foreign
harvesters, the summer months, June, July and August are most important.
The same general relation holds ac the individual species level, also.
Hots chat for the pollock fishery, however, the wmcar-spnng roe fishery
(Fab, Mar, Apr) is an important component of the total fishery. Informal
reports from the 1987 fishery indicate the importance of the roe season to
the total fishery is increasing.

The domestic cod fishery also has stro_ng seasonal differences in its
conduct. In the spnng-early summer period bottom trawlers target on
concentrations of cod in che Unimak Bass area. Later m the year, however,
Che trawlers are targeting on flat.ish with significant amounts of cod as
bycacch, chat is, —are operating in a general mixed species on-boctom
fisnery with catches of cad, pollock, and flounder. A seasonal closure of
either of the cones would be expected to have an especially adverse impact
on the fishery which targeC3 on cod.

Thus, the seasonal catch distribution indicated by Tables 3.5 and 3.7 may
noc be representative of che current or near future fisnery and mai/] ignore
species specific seasonal effects for pollock and cod. Table 3.3, however,
wmch presents the percentage of oaten in each ccne m each season, does
consider species specific impacts. Using these data it s possible to
assess the prooortion of catch that occurs Oecween January 1 and June 30.
This eaten represents the "worst case” scenario—the maximum cacen foregone
assuming a January - June closure of 3lock 1 3loci< 2, or the encire 3SAI
management area. This scenario assumes that harvesters do .noc rediatriouce

6. The survey takes place during the summer months. It is Likely that at
ocher times of the year the population distributions for many species,

.mocaDly cod and pollock, are wvery mucn different than these survey
distributions.
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Figure 3.7 .— Catch per unit effort (lbs/hr trawled) of walleye pollock (Theragra
chalcogramina) from 1934 research survey data*.
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Table 3.6. 1984 joint venture and foreign catches in the BSAIl Management
Area and Shumagin Sub-management Area, by month, in metric tons.

Joint Venture

All
Month Pollock P. Cod A. Mackerel Flatfish Rockfish Groundfish
Jan 38 212 0 25 0 280
Feb 607 3,739 0 411 0 5,068
Mar 28,757 6,937 0 809 0 37,196
Apr 43,111 3,679 1,842 4,653 108 55,059
May 1,974 2,688 7,656 7,574 281 21,044
Jun 31,340 3,971 10,018 11,300 115 58,051
Jul 68,855 3,963 9,655 5,797 407 89,922
Aug 50,553 2,550 6,159 9,938 157 73,667
Sep 11,196 2,417 0 9,636 65 26,550
0Oct 6,937 216 140 750 172 8,559
Nov 131 0 0 t 1 133
TOTAL 243,499 31,372 35,470 50,894 1,306 375,529

3SA5/AF-2



Trble 3.5. 1Conc'4)

19S-. ioinc venture and :oreiZn catches in che 3SAl Vanaeen:enc
Aron and Shumaein Suh-fnanaaenenc Area, bv month, iIn metric tens.

roreian
Ail
Month 2nll, "ck ?. Cod A. Mackerel *lacrish P.cckrish ercunrifiah
Jan 1-. -9 2.377 ? 1,366 r 13,224
zeb 03 .S3a 3,934 0 1,346 74,-".a
Mar 4,015 P 5,215 14 72 .592
Adt A 3,989 0 10,9"" u 4 20.585
May 21.:S1 575 0 4,557 °r 25.3*3
Jun 38350 5,574 57 5,596 1,315 9,312
Jul 150.357 3,529 202 16,130 1,426 172,052
Aug Lo-i.JJS 4,350 31 24,035 1,011 194,246
Sep 1T3.5-3 5.04A 21 19,365 295 204 ,324
ret 12", "3 3,873 313 25,208 627 152, *40
Mov 105. r?7 11,902 302 25,291 101 146,325
Lrc 11,962 -1 an w77 45 112,962

TOTAL 1.013.539 70,330 1,065 152,575 . 5,054 1,255,392



Table 3.7. 1985 joint venture and foreign catches in the 3SAl Management
Area and Shumagin Sub-management Area, by month, in metric Cons,

Joint Venture

All
Month Pollock P. Cod A. Mackerel Flatfish Rockfish Groundfish

Jan 110 140 0 15 0 » 267
Feb 1,743 4,297 0 527 0 6,979
Mar 45,197 6,864 8 1,067 3 53,822
Apr 61,474 3,327 4,031 11,102 32 84,842
May 1,214 3,069 17,518 36,463 232 67,872
Jun 20,530 5,898 8,614 30,486 218 11,307
Jul 126,349 8,039 7,563 36,318 30 185,415
Aug 59,591 5,318 0 31,798 145 101,572
Sep 41,027 4,345 1,099 20,006 108 67,852
Oct 15,286 £.846 822 10,669 166 29,584
Nov 2,929 126 9 61 ! 3,145
TOTAL 381,450 43,269 39,655 178,502 941 672,387
5
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BSAI/CIOA Amendment 11/16. Table 3.8

I'ublc 3.8. I'creeniage of 1i>84 and 1985 Joinl Venture and Foreign Catches in the BSAI Management Area. January - June, by block

llinck/Areu
( Joint Ventures )
Block 1

Block 2
All of USA!

( Foreign )
Block |

Block 2
All of BSAL

Bollock

198-1 1985
17.3% 3.0%
59.1% 12.5%
77.9% 36.6%

0.1% 0.0%

0.2% 0.0%
21.9% 12.3%

P. Cod
1984

34.8%
42.2%
68.0%

0.4%
0.4%
25.1%

1985

21.3%
30.0%
54.9%

0.0%
0.1%
31.5%

A. Mackerel
1984 1985
0.0% 0.0%
0.0% 0.0%
55.1% 79.9%
0.0% 0.0%
0.0% 0.0%
2.8% 0.0%

FInUish
1984 1985
2.6% 0.8%
3.1% 1.0%
49.0% 44.7%
0.1% 0.0%
1.2% 0.8%
17.9% 29.0%

[tockfish
1984 1985
9.9% 0.4%
9.9% 0.4%
22.4% 6-1.1%
0.3% -1.6%
0.3% 1.6%
43.3% 5.2%

All Groundlish
1984 1985
10.0% 3.8%
26.3% 9.5%
48.1% 43.2%

0.1% 0.0%

0.2% 0.0%
21.5% 15.5%



effort to the latter part of the year. The data in Taoie 2.3 can oe used to
examine this eventuality.  As might he expected. a six month closure of
Blc ;k 1 would have = modest impact on the joint venture cod and poliocK
fisnery and minor impact on the other fisheries. The foreign fleet would
oe little affected, at least m terms of catches similar to that shown py
1984 and 19e5 fishery oerformance. The Slock 2 closure is potentially mucn
more significant to the joint ventures, particularly with regard to cod and
pollock, Put, again, insignificant to the foreign fleet.

Closure of the entire Senng Sea to Loint ventures and foreign fishing
vessels during January 1 - June 20 could have major impacts on the current
patterns of catch m the joint venture fishery. This is Pamcularly
odvious with regard to cod and pollock where up to 70-80% ot the eaten
could Pe foregone.

This "worst case" scenario is not very likely considerin% the fact that
recent fishery performance indicates that the latter part of the year can
provide very productive fishing for all species and also con5|der|n? the
considerable available fishing power and the large ’-vestment m the fleet.
It is therefore, unlikely, m general terms, that “uch a seasonal closure,
even if that closure were 3enng Sea wide, would greatly reduce the total
harvest in the management area, except, possibly, in the very short term,
In terms of ecosystem performance, therefore, the seasonal closures would
have little significant environmental impact.

This generality may not be true in the case of the Emllock roe fishery,
however, as a 3ermg Sea closure during the months of January 1 - June 30
would eliminate the JVP roe fishery. A strong spawner-reoruit relationship
would imply that reduced mortality on- pollock stocks during their spawning
period may positively influence the steady state hiomass levels for the
species. Unfortunately, spawner-reoruit relationships for pollock are
poorly understood.

Alternative 4 "orei n . ocessina Fees

If the imposition of fees on foreign processors, including those vessels
receiving the catch of domestic harvesters, leads to a long term reduction
inthe harvest levels of the groundfish species of the 3enng Sea,
significant environmental impact might be expected. This is unlikely,
however, since those fees would, at most, accelerate the replacement of
foreian processors with domestic processors (both shoreside and at-sea),
and thus, in the long run, not result in any reduction m total h?/vest m
the Bering Sea management area.

2.4 Socioeconomic Impacts

2.4.1. Fisnery Costs and Benefits (Harvesters and processors)

Altermative 2 1Q mile closure

i



The environmental mmpacts of potent =1 reductions in catch Here discussed
in- Section 3. 3. 2 Obviously, harvest reductions also have economic
impacts.  The most obvious perspec -e for examination of these impacts is
one of reduced ex-vessel gross receipts in resgonse to the reduction in
harvest. Potential revenue losses arising from the proposed block closures
are examined in Tables 3.9 and Table 3.10, Hhich present total ex-vessel
revenue in a zone, and percentage of total revenue in a zone, respectively(\.
These are "norst  case" scenarios ofthe likely revenue impact on the
harvesting sector for the reasons argued above.  Theopposite "best case"
scenario would assume no catch is foregone and that, therefore, ex-vessel
receipts nould not decline.

Incontradistinction to the environmental analysis,  honever, the
possibility of no reduction in receipts does not mean there is no economic
Impact on the fleet. This is because the displacement of the fleet from
normally productive grounds to areas Hhich may be lass productive and
involve greater running time  from port Hill necessarily increase
oPe_ratlonaI costs. ~ This i3 not only dueto increases in fuel costs because
of increased running time, but also a consequence of increased "searching
costs"—money and time spent locating productive grounds.  Also, the
distance to the new %rounds or the timing of the. nen season may be such
that some vessels Hill be unable to participate at all.

Representative costs for three 3izes of joint venture tranlers are shonn in
Table 3.11. Cost3 Fer_metrlc ton of groundfi3h range  from$83 to $95
depending on wvessel size.  Fuel cost3 constitute betneen 12% and 18% of
total operating cost3, thus, if trip length Here to double because, of
increased running time, fuel costs nould be expected to double, everythm% -
else remaining equal. This means that fuel costs may increase by as muc

as  $15.45 per mt of 9roundfish harvested, increasing total operational
costs by approximately 17%.

One important question to be ansnered, honever, is does everything else
remain equal?  In particular, Hill CPUE change to the extent that there is
a change in gross revenue, an increase or decrease in operating costs, or
both, should wvessels relocate to less productive grounds? This is a
relevant question if ve33els Hhich nould have fished in areas of high CPUE
Here forced to fish elsenhere.  This Rould certainly be thecase in the
closure of the tno ﬁroposed zones in  Unimak Pass Dbecause the total
requirements of the shoreside plants, = 825 mt/day (Table 3.1), are much
less than the total catching capacity of the joint venture fleet, 400-600
mt/day per vessel (Alaska Dragger’s Association, pers. comm.), Hhich in
terms of a fleet of 120 vessels, is about 60,000 mt/day7. Thus, the daily
catches of tvo or three vessels could satisfy the requirements of the shore
based plants.

If there is a "CPUE effect" Hhich increases cost to vessels fishing for
joint ventures Hhen they are forced to move to inferior grounds, there is a
corresponding opposite positive effect to those vessels that remain in the
area. This  benefit nould accrue primarily to domestic at-sea

7. This may be a high estimate.  Reports from the joint venture roe
pollock fishery indicate current maximum fishing rates are about 10,000 mt/day.
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3SAI/GOA Air * -ment 11/16. Table 39.1

"ale 39.1. 13* .nd 1935 Icir.tVenture  roretcn Gross Ex-vessel 2.e-— m tr.e 3SA1 Management Area ana il-umac-.n Areatil. 100s.

Block/Area

(Joint l\gl,owertltures » Pollock P. Cad A Mackerel Flatfish Rockfish M Ilruunutivh
Block 1 «QSAI 1024 2451 2 1% H -
:Q a *94 B3 A 5 14S 1.%
Subtota 5413 2104 % 7 1% 95
Slock Z- QSAI 2 2000 3 235 0 "6.573
ZiQ;OA q&% ) 3 5 -4 124
Subtotal 13.359 2045 2 24 o o]
Qatsics - 3SAI 1200 332 5J10 5514 106 25.483
-GOA ) 3 1 1 117 1/
Subtotal 1.294 333 5211 5.4% 25.506
1935
Aok 1 0 i W 2 % e
Subtotal 5.222 2710 202 Pl !22 10.199
3lock2-2SAl 16.242 2.3 0 24 4 20416
R i il 0 £ 8 1789
Subtotal 16.615 3,067 202 3 14 22.165
OJtside-gsAI . 22438 6,403 5637 2573 14 57.205
-GOA 1 | 0 0 0 3
Subtotal 2490 6.403 5.687 25713 104 57.208
( Foreicige)l
3lock 1- 88A| 10.713 466 3B 225 D 12540
1- GOA 2.445 113 ' 3 2922
Subtotal 13153 645 R/ 246 5 15462
Block 2- 88A| 12583 560 i 254 16 14574
2- ?A 2509 R4 I 3 3.037
Subtotal 15.032 3 4o Ak 5 17.761
o3 T R B
Subtofal 9U46 14610 115 21433 123 158‘.434
1935
Block 1 «QSAI 11541 1% 0 1 3 .
1-8 A R ) 0 9§ 1 . %n52
Suctata 12.298 216 3 19 3 14233
Block 2- QSAl 1193 33 9 29 a 1352
2~8¢A B/ 02 1 3 3 1.018
Suctotal 12.345 245 0 4 1452
Qutsius - 3SAI -5.202 1229 Q 17,610 ) 1077-13
“0A 12 5) ’ .
Suctoti 3 250 | 17650 16 15853
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Table 3.9.2. 1981 anil 1985 Ex-vessel Kevenue for Joint Venlure and Foreign Fisheries in llie BSAI Management Area, January - June, by f

[lloek/Areu

( Joint Ventures )

Block 1
Block 2
All of BSAI

( Foreign )
Block 1

Block 2
Ali of BSAI

1984

52,463
$8,430
$11,108

$117
$173
$21,535

Bollock

ms

$1,150
$4,873
$14,224

$8
$8
$10,875

USAI/CIOA Anicnniciil ) 1/16. Table 3.9.2

K ($1,0005)

[* Cod A. Mackerel Flatfish Koekfish All Croundrish

m 4 1985 1984 ms 1984 1985 1984 1985 1984 1985
2,371 $2,568 $0 $0 $173 $198 $15 $1 $4.JIt U -oil
%2,875 $2,822 $0 $0 $208 $243 $15 $1 $11,343 >7.359
$4640  $5,165 $2,929 $4,545 $3,309  $10,671 $35 $97  $20,771  $33519
$46 $0 $0 $0 $12 S2 $2 $1 $175 $12
$49 $18 $0 $0 $263 S142 $2 $1 $247 $23
$3,146 $3948 . $2 $0  $3,882 $5,170 $254 $4  $3496  $18,905
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IVSi . .

b 19 00% 0.9% 30 6% 1111%

L o 0.8 Sl 99.0% g7 15 99.7% 4

Siil L. ilal 15.9% 286% 5.0% 1.1% 57.8% 1.8,

1.9% 0.0% 1.2% 30.9% 26 1%

K2 ot 305 St 99 9% 0910 99 7% 6 8%

sm.ﬁm VL 32.4% 5.0% 1.4% 38.0% 2/9%
(I'imifn |

lvs| .

% 3.7% 47.2% 1.0% 2.1% 92%

LR A .00 1% 17.3% §10% 7 10

HE 12 49 4.2% 21.1% 1.1% 3.4% 104%

0 4,5% 6 1.4% 1.2% 2.7% 107%

- |.§ H‘iﬁi %éﬁ 11.0% 2% 17.8% 1.9% 11 5%

Wi 1.1% 5.7% 28.7% 1.3% 4.0% 1201

IVSi .

g | (% 0(1% 1.1% 1.6% 109%

T v o 20 5% i 0% 0.0% is ol

Skl H@ 1.5% 16 7% 1.1% 201, n i%

2.3% 00% 1.2% 49% n s

L2 o 410 205 i 0% o

ik kil % 25% 16.7% '1.2% 2 6% 118\;



Table 3.11.

Cost Struc-"-ire

85 ft.
S/lb. 1,
Variable Costs
Labor S0.015 37.57,
Fuel 0.007 17.5
Total Variable Costs 0.022 55.0
Fixed Costs
Interest 0.002 5.0
ROT O 30% 0.003 7.5
Insurance 0.004 10.0
Maintenance 0.006 15.0
Depreciation 0.003 7.5
Total Fixed Costs 0.018 45.0
TOTAL COSTS S/Ib. 0.040 100.0
TOTAL COSTS S/mt S88 .20
Other Information:
Crew size 4.02
Catch/Man/Day fibs) 30, 000
Catch/Day 121 ,000
Days/Fishing Year 150
Total Ca«"ch/year Tfibs) 18,150,000
Total Catch/year fmt) d, 231
Source: NEC,

of Che Northeast Pacific," V.2,

BSA5/AH-6
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of Joint Venture Trawlers

108-115 - 120 'I‘t.,7
s/lb. 311b.
S0.014 33.3% 30.013 30.2%
0.005 11.9 0.005 11.6
0.019 45.2 0.018 41.8
0.003 7.1 0.004 9.3
0.004 9.5 0.005 11.6
0.004 9.5 0.004 9.3
0.007 16.7 0.007 16.3
0.005 11.9 0.005 11.6
0.023 54.7 0.025 58.1
0.042 90.9 0.043 99.9
S92.61 S94. 80
5.02 4.95
35,000 40,000
176 ,000 198,000
190 200
33,440,000 39,600, 000
15, 147 17,959

"A Strategy for the Americanization of the Groundfish Fisheries
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catcher-c-ocessors or - jchership/ processc 3nd to those domestic caccr.e

who sad -.-aviously fished for joint vent.res who chose to remain m z
done. The numDers of vessels m the .a,,cer category -fill deoend on t
demand of domestic shoreoased processors. Indications of snoreoas

capacity versus joint venture capture capacity indicate the sumoer
vessels making the switch from joint venture to Da? fishing will he smai
at least initially. Moca that this positive effect accruing mostly
at-sea domestic processors is of a transitory nature. This 1s because
the fishery become more fully "Americanised" harvesting vessels and at-s
and snore processing capacity will enter the fishery to take advantage
increased catch opportunities m the cone. Hoa quickly this mignc occur
unxnoan, but if the current rate of "Americanisation” continues the entire
catch aill be domestically processed in a few years.

To answer _the question posed above it is necessary to quantify the "CPUE
effect". This is done by estimating the relation between catch and effort
using detailed catch-effort data. Such estimation is difficult, and it has
been impossible, m the time avaiiaole for preparation of this analysis, to
provide a detailed estimate of the catch vs. effort, or CPUS vs. effort
relationship for the current fishery. However, analysis prepared by the
Council Staff in consideration of Amendment 5 (1983) to the 3enng Sea MP
may still be useful in examining the CPUE effect.

That work used catch-effort data for the period 1979-1981 in the Japanese
trawl fishery to estimate a relationship Dbetween the two. The function
estimated, using 1931 data, is

In (C - (72000 - C)) =-17.307 + 1.956 la (9 (D)
where C is catch in me, and S is. effort in trawi-hours.

The fishery today is very different from the fisneryof 1981, In
particular, the CPUE's reported in that period have increased in recent
year3. Nevertheless, if the ﬂeneral relationship still holds, one may use
e?uatlon 1) to estimate fhow CPUS might increase given a reduction m
effort. To do this solve for CPUE (C/ §) and suppose that effort, S, is
reduced from the initial level by some proportion, i, ( 0< as 1%. Then
it is possible to compute a ratio of CPUS after the change to CPUE before
the change. ~ This ratio is the proportional increase InCPUE given by a
proportional reduction of effort. Using 1) the relationship is given by

CPUSY E /( C?UE) - t£*5/( 1 f ho* S*)
vnere 0 = ¢ =306 x 0"
If current effort levels m the proposed closed cone are 100 vessels
fisnmg 100 days in a year, with eacn vessel fishing, on avera%e. 19 hour

days, E is 100,000 hours. If effort is cut in half due to the closure, .2;
would estimate that the vessels remaining would benefit by 3n increase m

3. Peculatorl Inoacc Analysis, Amendment 5 to the Hering Sea/ Aleutian
Islands management pian, App. , p. 2L



CPOE of approximately 98%. If etiort Here instead reduced by 25% then CPUE
nould increase approximately 33%.

The profitability of this increase in CPUE can be examined by assuming that
inputs (labor, time, etc.) are fixed. Then, an increase in CPUE would lead
to an increase in catch (output) at the originz_il level of inputs.  From
this ﬁerspecuve gross revenue has increased in the same proportion that
CPUE has iIncreased.  If the returns to the vessel owner are 50% of net
revenue (after the payment of all costs including crew shares) then the
increase in profitability would be one half of increase in net revenue.

For example, calculations using the data of Table 3.11 for a fishing vessel
of 108-115 *ft., indicate that total costs per day are about $93/mt and
total annual catch is 15,000 mt. If daily catch had been 100 mt and CPUE
increases such that catch is increased to 180 mt/day then gross revenue
would increase by 50% and net revenue would increase from $700 per day to
$2,850 per day.9 If this gain Here experienced by 30 vessels, the total
increase in profitability would be $64,500.

The increase in ?_rofi'tability could therefore be substantial for those
vessels able to fish in the DAP only zone, given the potential displacement
of effort as indicated in Table 3.4 As mentioned above those benefits
would accrue to the remaining vessels; perhaps 3 to 5 fishing vessels who
had been operating a3 joint venture catcher vessels and ug to 25 domestic
catcher/processors or mothership“processors (Tahle 3.1, 3.2)

At the same time the opposite phenomenon would occur for the displaced
vessels. CPUE could he expected to decrease for two reasons. The first is
a consequence of the assumption that the closed areas represent the most
productive fishing grounds. Thi3 i3 certainly true as far as past fishery
performance is concerned although the survey data presented in Figure 3.7
and Figure 3.8 indicate that there may be potentially productive grounds
for Follock in other areasof the Bering Sea. If these concentrations are
available to the fishery itremains truethat the increased running time
and search time will increase costs. It is also possible that the spawning
aggregationsof pollock which are so attractive to roe and 3urimi
processors do not occur in areas furthernorth and west of the Unimak Pass
area

The second reason for an expected decline in CPUE is a consequence of the
model Presented above. Avrelation such as (1) or (2) would predict that as
new effort is put into an area CPUE will decline, all else -equal. The
decline in CPUE experienced by the displaced joint venture vessels may be
much less in percentage terms than that predicted as an increase for
vessels allowed to fish in the zone since the percentage changes in effort
are less. The actual decline will depend on the concentrations of target
species on the new grounds and the percentage increase in total effort in
the area. If both of these factors are modest the decline in CPUE will
also be modest.  However, the numbers of vessels involved (= 120) imply
that the total loss in profits could be significant.

9. Assuming an ex-vessel price of $100/mt.
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Using “ha same data used for she example aoave, suppose that the decrease
m CPUS due so moving to new ?roun s and due to increased effort is :j
Then gross revenue per unit of effort can he expected to decline 0% If
operational costs increase IS* because of increased fuel costs due to
increased running and searcn time the data indicate chat the vessel can no
longer make a profit. Althouqn the owner may continue to fish to cover ms
variable costs it is improbable that the vessel would remain in the fisnery
over the long term.

another question to be addressed is whether shoredased plants would
continue to offer a higher price than offered by foreign processors should
the management actions Dbe effective in securing delivery of product
shorsside.  Generally, the answer will depend on wnecher or not competition
for vessels remain, that is, whether the joint venture cacc.cer vessels can
make up the eaten foregone outside the closed area. If they can, and if
foreign processors do not reduce their demand for product, the snore plants
will need to maintain the differential. If on the other hand, Loi_nt
venture prices are reduced, demand for joint venture caught fish is
reduced, or if there is excess fishing capacity (e.g., due to the fact that
some vessels may be wunaola or unwilling to fish distant grounds, or that
the cost effects outlined above are such that fishing for joint ventures is
no longer profitable) then the plants will have [little incentive to
maintain the higher prices.  Such a price reduction would reduce the
profitability gains discussed abovefar those vessels delivering shoreside.

The potential Tlosses to foreign processors has not yet been specifically
addressed. This is because, relative to 1984 and 1985, the foreign
presence is greatly reduced, and in all likelihood, will be even further
reduced in 1988. jecond, changes in foreign ex-vessel profit/loss are not
directly relavan wunder the MFCMA  which under the National Standards,
views fisheries ,ianagemenc from the perspective of the 8.3. economy. |'f
those changes, however, lead in turn  to changes in the import of product
from or reexport of Product_ to the 8nited States economic impacts are
expected. hese affects with respect to the roe fishery for pollock are a
topic of Chapter 9. Other import-export market effects are difficult to
quantify and are beyond the scope of this document.10

Alternative 3 seasonal closures

The kinds, of costs and benefits to fishing vessels, and to landbased and
at-sea Frocessors,_ are qualitac*vely identical to that arising from the
area closures discussed \.i the preceding section: increased ogeratmnal
costs, and decreased C?8r and hence, net margin for displaced Dboacs; and
increased C?JS and increased profits for the remaining vessels. The
segments of the industry effected are the same. This 1s because the
qualitative effects of 3 closure are the same regardless of its extent in
space and time.

The quantitative aspects differ, however, according to the amount of oaten
foregone (see Table 3.", Taoie 3.3, Table 3.9.1 ana Table 3.10). As argued

10,  Useful information an the world market for whitafish. in general, and
cod, in particular, tan te fjura in jueirala '.1336) and Crutchfreld . '.'336i.
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m the environmental impact sect:—i, a seasonal closure of either of the
sjggested zones would be intermediate in impact between the no action
alternative and the year round cl .ire alternative (Alternative 2).  Thus,
the preceding discussion on coses and benefits to the fishing fleet
overstates the impact of a six month closure of the Unimak Pass fishing
grounds to joint venture and foreign fishing.

Likewise, Alternative 3b, which would impose a January 1 to June 30 closure
on joint venture f|sh|n%_Be_r|ng Sea wide, is predicted to have gotentlally
a greater impact on the fishing vessels operating in the Bering Sea because
of the large amount of catch Iikely to be foregone.

In sum, the economic impact of Alternative 2, Alternative 3a, and
Alternative 3b are qualitatively the same.  The magnitude of the impacts
will stand in direct proportion to the amount the harvest is reduced in the
closed zones, or in the entire Bering Sea. Short term benefits will accrue
to those vessels delivering shoreside (to the extent that shoreside
capacity exist3 to process fish) and to domestic vessels processing at-"ea.
Costs will be borne by the owners and crews of joint venture vessels who
are not able to deliver shoreside, or who experience increases in costs,
decreases in revenue, or both, and by joint venture service companies.

In the longer term, all the Alaskan harvest will be processed domestically,
with or without establishing —a =zone for priority access, or a seasonal
closure of all or a portion of the Bering Sea management area. The
uestion to be answered is what is the  hest course for this
mericanization—where hest is taken to mean that course of action which
results in the greatest stream of benefits to the U.S. economy. The answer
depends on the investment climate, and the relative costs of various types
of operation. This last issue—relative cost3—is the topic of the
following discussion concerning the imposition of fees or assessments on
foreign processors receiving product from domestic catcher vessels.

Alternative 4 fees on foreign processors in the joint venture fishery

Much of the analysis of the preceding alternatives has been concerned with

the changes 1in expected harvest, either in the physical sense for the
environmental analysis, or ii terms of ex-ves3el revenue for the economic
analysis. [t is clear, however, from the debate surrounding this

controversial issue and from the discussion above that one key TfTactor Iis
the relative cost advantage of foreign at-sea processing, versus domestic
at-sea processing versus domestic shoreside processing.

Comparative cost information is limited but a recent study by Natural
Resource Consultants (NRC, 1986) indicates that, for a pollock filleting
operation, total processing costs shoreside and at-sea are roughly

equivalent ﬁ_TabIe 3.12). The cost comparison does not, however, include
shoreside delivery cost.

A similar comparison of processing costs for surimi operations reveal a
rough parity between domestic shorebased and at sea processors, with an
estimated cost differential of between 4 and 11 cents per pound (Table
3.13).  The Japanese catcher/processor of surimi faces casts similar to
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Table 3.13. Surimi Processing, Shore based v. Sea based
(cents/Ib.1
Ailaska- A'mericanl—/ Amcrican- Japanese
Shoreslde Operated Catcher/ Korean Catcher/
Cost Element Plant Mothership Processor Mothership Processor
Fish 30-35 23-25 23-75
Other Materials
Packaging 3 3 3 3 3
Labor 17 23 27 6 34
Fuel/Energy | 1 4 | 4
Freight 10 10 10 10 10
Insurance .5 5 1.5 5 1
Depreciation 3 2 6 2 7
Maintenance .5 1.5 3 .5 2
Oilier 2 2 2 2 2
Return on Capital f]67.) 10 5 16_ 5 Ib
Total 77-82 71-73 73 53 81
Assnmpt ions:l
Aimual Production Volume
(millions of pounds) 23 63 24
Initial Capital, cost
(millions of dollars) $13 $18 $22
Source: Natural Resources Consultants, Fletcher & Co. Analysis (Summer 1986 estimates)
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these encountered téy domestic sc.’eside planes anile there -a
substantialreduce cost far priducc processed by Korean noc.hersnios
The cost savings m  the Korean operation are primarily a consequence |
r?cduced_ I?cor casts, and. secondarily, a resuit of a lower ooportuaity :cs
of capital.

In addition to tnese cost differentials, Alaskan snorebased processors are
assessed a Iandings tax on the grcss value of receipts vTaole a.*;}.  Jiler.
fisn casts of 30-35 cents per pound the total cost jf product to t.nese
piants nay he 3i-3o cents and the total processing costs '3-51 cents ter
pound. his 1s aimast 30 cents nors par pound than the processing casts of
a Korean surimi mothership.

Taole 3.14. The Alaska Renewable Resource Tax

Species Shore Plants Processed at-sea Other
'Iroundfisn 15 35 1.2 511
Saloon 35

Cr3h 15 55

Source:(Raroid Jones, pers. comm.)

Suppose that this cost information is used to arrive at a per unit fee to
those fprelqn ﬁrocessors who receive fisn from 0.S.  catcher vessels under
the rational chat the economic system will work withouc intervention if ail
players are afforded a level playing field. The fee structure therefore
recognizes that because of certain national subsidies for ocher nations and
because 3.3. regulations or law impose additional operational costs on
shoreside processors an assessment may be imposed on those foreign
processors to equalise tot3l processing costs.

A fee on pollock alone may be sufficient, or it may be desirable to impose
fees on cod and pollock.  Using the above results (a 20-30 cent per Ib
differential) |rw)l|_es that, for pollock, an assessment of between $400 and
$600 per me WGuid be necessary to equalize total operational costs of
Korean mothership operations and Alaskan shoreside plants.11 Of course,
such a fee would penalize those foreign operations already experiencing
higher costs (e.g. Japanese catcher/processor).

A fee system, therefore, mignt either consider differential costs o
various nations and assess fees on a per nation basis or, instead, or*cute
a weighted average cost differencial to determine the fee (essentially the
procedure now used for foreign fee assessment) .

11 There is a5 IandinPs tax assessed by the borougn of Oucc.n Harbor.
3n addition, tne Alaska ieatfood Marketing Institute CASHI5 levies a fee of

Acost differencial of 1 cent/lb is equivalent to 322. 35/me.



If, however, the rationale for imposition of the fee is to counteract the
advantage accorded to foreign processors via the combination of national
subsidies and the non-imposition of costs related to 0.5 legal system
(landings taxes, MFCMA assessments, ~ OHSA requirements, etc.) It is more
apProprlate to consider only the relevant proportion of differential costs.
A tull analysis of the relative advantage of subsidies and the relative
disadvantage of mandated costs is beyond the scope of this analysis,
however, a rough approximation using information in Tables 3.13 and 3.14 is
that 0.S. processors are at least disadvantaged 2-3% due to the landings
taxes.  This translates to a differential of 6 to 9 cents per Ib (for
surimi processing, Table 3.13) which is equivalent to a per mt assessment
of 3130-200. If one wished to factor in transportation costs of fish
shoreside (estimated earlier at 6-11 cents/Ib) to level the playing field
for Alaskan shorebased plants a total assessment of 12-20 cents/Ib ($265-
440/mt) would be appropriate.

Operationally, the assessment estimation, and collection procedures could
be handled in the same way that the current fees on directed forei%n
fishing operations are administered. Kota that the MFCMA permits the
collection of fees

at least in an amount sufficient to return to the United States an
amount which bears to the total cost of carrying out the provisions of
the CMagnuson) Act during ... fiscal Kear 1986 the 3ame ratio as the
aggregate quantity of fish harvested by foreign fishing vessels within
the fishery conservation zone during 1985 bears to the ag?regate
quantity of fish harvested by both foreign and domestic fishin
vessels within such zone and the territorial waters of the Unite
States daring (1985).13

This alternative does have price implications, however. That i3, the new
cost structure may affect the basic market pricing mechanisms, potentially
raising prices at the secondar%/ processing, wholesale and retail levels.
Price responses will depend on the willingness and ability of the seller to
pass on cost increases (i.e. the relative price elasticities of supply and
demand).

3. 4.2. Reporting Costs

The closed zone alternative(s) or the closed season apFroach may require
imposition of new check in/check out procedures for all fi3hing vessels.
If the reporting burden is placed on the foreign processing vessels
existing regulations  should suffice. Imposition of fees on foreign
processors will not require any changes in the status quo reporting
requirements.,

3.4.3. Administrative, Enforcement, and Information Costs and Benefits
The administrative cost of the area closure relates to the cost of any

reprogramming on the part of the observer program “and PacFTN. ~ These costs
are not likely to be substantial. The administrative cost of the seasonal

1B3. 16 US.C. 184(b) (10 (B



closure of the entire 3ermg Sea to joint venture and/or foreign fishing
will oe minimal, in fact, 1t may he possiOle po realise some cost savings.
3i;-h regard to the fee alternative, the administrative costs of imposition
will al3o Qe minimal if the procedures adopted are identical' to “hat used
currently for the directed fa. eign fisheries. If a separate program is
established to determine, and collectassessments admimstrative costs
could be substantial.

The enforcement cost3 of the Proposed closures depend on the wordin(% of the
implementing requlations. It the regulations are written such that the
closed aread are declared off limits to foreign processing vessels
enforcement costs will noc increase greatly. Mote that the site and shape
of the area has little effect on enforcement casts. Enforcement of the fee
collection alternative should noc increase status quo costs, assuming, as
above, that the program is a supplement to the existing foreign fee program
administered by NVFS

3. 4.4 Impact on Consumers

If the price paid by re-processors of blocks (especially pollock, but also
cod) increases because of retractions in supply (due to the reduced catch
from joint ventures) or hecause of increases in costs (CPUS declines, per
ton assessments) than consumers will suffer a loss. The magnitude of this
lass will depend on the price response of the consumer demand curve and. the

magnitude of the Frice shift. Changes in  product level at ch'l1<3.
national retail level are expectad to be modest in relation to the U3
market for whitefish products. Significant changes in the supply of

pollock for surimi or substantial price shifts for either raw Produce or
primary surimi could have a major Impact an the US. markets far analog
products.

3.4.5. Redistribution of Costs and 3enefits

All the alternatives described above may benefit the western Alaskan
communities which participate in shorebased processing if those closures or
fees result in more produce being delivered 3horeside. If more fishing,
transport, and Processm_g vessels visit those ports to purchase fuel,
supplies, and for service and maintenance the local economies will further
benefit. If lass vessels use these ports for servicing local revenue may
decrease. Al alternatives benefit the domestic at-sea processin
component, primarily because of potentially significant increases in CPU
and hence profitability.  All alternatives harm joint venture operations to
some extant. Losses m income to joint venture fisnermen may be
suostantial.  Additionally, if the restrictions are major and Long term the
viability of the A’oint vencure service companies will “be threatened. In
He Long run these losses to joint ventures will occur even under the
status quo. The magnitude of these gams and losses will depend, of
course, on tne magnitude of the oaten reduction and the CPUE effects.

2.4.3 Cost - 3enefic Conclusion
First, it is not clear wnether the supply proDLsm m Unalaska/Akutnn will

be resolved without government intervention by business and marketing
efforts current!/ wunderway.  fecond, it is obvious that the mare extreme



alternatives (closure of the larger Block 2, a January - Juno closure of
the entire Bering Sea to jointventures ani foreign fleets) mil have
significant positive impacts on the domestic at-sea processing component
and significant negative economic impact on the joint venture fishery.

It is impossible to conclude, however, that the closures will result in
more product delivered shoreside than nould otherwise be the case.
Certainly, all alternatives increase the likelihood of this happening by
improving the competitive position of the shorebased plants. Hhat actually
happens Is completely dependent on the ability of the displaced fleet to
make up the foregone catch, and on the ability of the  domestic at-sea

processing component to preferentially capture the benefits. Cost
reductions and increases also depend, in part, on che magnitude of the CPUE
affect. If costs are reduced enough to allow vessels to lose fishing time

by delivering shoreside or to operate (or charter) tendering vessels to
complete the transfer of product while 3till enhancing profitability the
supply problem for shorebased processors will cease over the near term. |If
the cost reduction on the grounds s not large enough to cover the
transportation costs closures will not rectify the problem.

Hhether the net benefit exceeds net costs in terms of the total (S
economy will depend on the size of the ~closure (in 3pace and time), the
costs of displacement and the ability to make up catch potentially foregone
because of the closures, and the quantitative relationship relating CPUE to
profitability. Al three items require estimation which has the usual
attendant errors, however, our ability to predict the probable catch in new
fishing areas i3 very limited, and it i3 this prediction of catch changes
that 13 critical to the whole prediction process.

Korst and Dbest case predictions are possible, however, using results
presented earlier. The smaller block closure (Alternative 2a) would reduce
joint venture gross ax-vessel revenue by $8-10 million if none of the catch
foreione is made up (Table 3.9.1). Likewise, the worst case for the larger
block closure indicates a revenue loss .of $18-22 million (Table 3.9.1).
Korst case scenarios for the foreign fisheries indicate potential losses in
gross revenue of $14-18 million for the two alternative closures (Table
3.9.1). The corresponding best case scenarios would predict no ex-ve3sel
revenue declines although profits would be expected to decline because of
increased costs.

In the same manner, the worst ca3e for the seasonal closure indicates a
loss in ex-vessel gross revenue of $21-34 r-illion for joint ventures, and
$3-19 million for the foreign fisheries for a six month closure of the
entire Bering Sea management area (Table 3.9.2). Correspondinﬁ worst case
declines in ex-vessel revenue for seasonal closures of the blocks are, for
the smaller closure, $3-4 million and $12-175 thousand for joint ventures
and foreign fisheries, respectively; and, for the larger closure, $7-11
million and $23-250 thousand, respectively (Table 3.9.2). Again, the best
case scenario would predict no revenue decline.

The best and worst case scenarios for DAP revenue would predict the maximum
and minimum gainu to DAP due to the closures (area or area/season). The
worst case would be that DAP i3 unable to increase it3 share of the
landings. Revenue increases would then be $0. This is very unlikely, as
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is the best case scenario nhere gams nould be characterised as equal so
the revenue lasses above, under the assumpcion that all catch foregone by
"Oi.it ventures is taken by DA? vessels,

Although this bounds analysis .nay be useful m Uniting the discussion of

imoacts, ths latitude of PredICtIOHS is extreme.  Again, actual impacts

Hill depend on the amount of catch foreqone, the ability of Da? to harvest

}:hoast3 oatch, and. especially, the relationsnip between effort, C??E, and
t ) !

-.egardless of the outcome of this calculation procedure it is important to
recognise that if it is the Council's desire to protect the Local economies
of western Alaskan communities, particularly hith re?ard to the local
seafood processing capabilities, adoption of one of the alternatives
described above may oprove attractive.  To the extant that the 7.a
regulatory system and foreign subsidies hinder free market competition m
the international seafood markets per wunit eaten assessments on foreign
processing vessels may be effective ia increasing the rate of total d. 3
domestication of thefishery.

The donn side of anyalternative Hhich is effective in eliminating the
foreign presence .isthe problem of idling 7.5 fishing vessels nnile 7.3.
processing capacity increase and the possibility of price increases and
supply reductions at the wholesale and retail level.
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In Unalaska and Akutan, fish, is our future. No fish,
no future. During 1986, our processors had difficulty
buying a steady supply of pollock and cod, even though they

ware paying 253 xore than jcint venture totherships offered.

To help us overcote this shortage, we request that the
North Pacific Council set aside the grounds inside a 100-
tiia radius of Unalaska, net just for us, but for ail DA?

fishermen and processors.

The tite-area closure concept of fishery management and

allocation is the essence of our proposal.

When Congress was deciding how to stitulara the American
fishing business ten years ago, it chose the tite-area closure

as iIts preferred instrument of change.

Congress drew the 200-tile boundary line and notified
the world that access to the fish inside that line would be
granted on a clearly-stated, priority basis: DA? fishermen

and processors first, JV? fishermen second and TAL?7 last.

Cur proposal is a legitimate descendant of the 200-tila

limit line.

Congress anticipated that Americans like us wcuid request

'i. ':-r .*. - - - ee L% ®oe r./\ . *.

developed.



Our proposal seems to have given JVP fishermen boundary
anxiety, though. They claim that drawing lines in the ocean

is Impractical and that it sets a dangerous precedent.

This is peculiar for two reasons. First, if Congress
had not drawn a 200-mile line along the American coast in
1976, many of these people would not be in the grounafish
business today. There wou.:a be no incentive for foreign
fishing companies to participate in joint ventures. Directed
foreign fishing would still dominate the Bering Sea and Gulf
of Alaska. Second, many JVP fishermen who oppose the 100-
mile line around Unalaska did not oppose, nor seek to repeal,
the boundary lines that kept foreign fishermen out of the
Shelikof Strait pollock fishery, where many JVP fishermen

made their first, big money.

There®"s an obvious double standard here where there

shouldn®t be.

We all understood the rules under the Magnuson Act.
Competition for the pollock and cod in the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands should be conducted according to those rules.
To suddenly deny the rules or to thwart them suggests an

unwillingness to share the wealth from these fisheries.

Those who have already profited from priority access
cannot reasonably deny DAP fishermen and processors the

same advantaae.



This paper will describe how much pollock ar.c ccc has
been harvested from this area in 1932, 1934 and 1335, hew
that amount compares to the DA? processing capacity in the
area, and if Jv? fishermen could find pollock and cod in

commercial abundance elsewhere.



CONGRESSIONAL .MOTIVE

Why did Congress pass the 200-mile limit law in 19767

On page 3 of the Magnuson Act, Congress describes exactly
why 1t passed that law.

(O Tc prevent overfishing;

(@ to rebuild overfished stocks?

(3 to insure conservation;

1. to realize the FULL POTENTIAL of the nation®s
fishery resources? and

(® to assure that our citizens benefit from the
EMPLOYMENT, FOOD SUPPLY and REVENUE which could
be generated by a national program for the
development of fisheries .

Congress had a clear commercial motive. It intended to
stimulate new jobs and new sales for American fishing companies,
American Ffish processing companies, American shipyards,
companies that supply hardware and services to the American
fishing i1ndustry, American companies that transport processed

fish to market, secondary fish processors throughout America

and American Tfishing towns, too.

How much of the potential employment, food supply and
revenue did Congress intend domestic fishermen and processors

to capture?

n muU , <2 .M n . -
. . . WW uw*r* wu.ua.  w - uac a

fishery resources.” One hundred percent.
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Full potential is unambiguous. It means everything.

Me holdbacks.

That"s the goai or our proposal. To capture the full
potential or the BSAl pollock fishery for domestic fishermen,
domestic processors and domestic businesses associated with

the fishing industry.

Me think there will be many benefactors of the 130-
mile rone around Unalaska in addition to processors and
fishermen. Cur proposal will boost the volume of pollock
and cod handled by DAP processors. That will generate new
demand for the services of other Americans such as those listed

below.

Cl) Shipyard workers in Washington, Oregon, California,

Louisiana, Alabama and Florida.

(@ Longshoremen and truck drivers in Alaska, Washington,

Oregon and California.

L31 *J. 3. merchant seamen and ship owners transporting
processed fish from Western Alaska to the Orient or the West

QcIS*Ce=

(4 Processing workers from Anchorage, the Pacific
Northwest and California who will come to Unalaska, Akutan

and King Cove for the new jobs.



(®) Airlines serving Seattle to Anchorage and Anchorage

to Cold 3ay and Unalaska.

(® Surimi analog manufacturers around Puget Sound and

in California.

(D Cold storage owners and workers around Puget Sound.



2CW CONGRESS JUDGES
THE VALUE OF THE FISHING INDUSTRY
TO AMERICA®S ECONOMY

How Important does Congress think a totally domestic

dishing industry is to our nation?

Congress says just hew Important on page 2 of the

Magnuson Act.

"Commercial and recreational fishing
constitutes a.major source of employ-
ment and contributes significantly to
the economy of the Nation.'
Unalaska 1s one of the capitol citias of the domestic
fishing industry. |If commercial fishing "contributes
significantly to the economy of the Nation”, then Unalaska

should contribute significantly, toe.

To make that significant contribution to the American
economy, Unalaska needs priority access for DA? fishermen and
processors. That appears to be the most cost effective and
reliable way to improve the odds of getting fish to cur

processors and our town.

We are not asking for any guarantees. All we need 1is
a level playing field cn which to compete with other DA?

crccessors for the fish. For several reasons, stated



WHY DAP PROCESSORS NEED PRIORITY ACCESS.

DAP processors are at a distinct competitive disadvantage
with joint venture processors in the Bering Sea and Aleutian

Islands.

C) The joint venture product enjoys virtually free
access to some important Asian and European markets. DAP

product faces public and hidden trade barriers abroad.

(@ Where the joint venture product is subject to import
quotas and duties, DAP product commonly faces stiffer ones.
In Japan, for example, we understand JVP surimi enjoys a

55 to 8c per pound lower import duty than DAP surimi does.

(@ The social costs of producing DAP product are much

higher than they are for JVP product.

In the process of becoming one of the most civilized
nations on earth, the United States has adopted some of the
highest human rights standards, sanitation standards,
environmental quality standards, occupational, safety and

health standards and pure food standards in the world.

Meeting these standards is a direct cost to American

manufacturers; 1iIn our case, DAP processors.



Most JV? processors enjoy a much lower cost of complianc
with these standards. In many cases, the JV? processor 1is

not required by iIts government to meet many of these standard

This difference is obvious if you compare the CAP cost

of production to the JV?°'s.

(4D DAP produce faces unfair price competition or.
international markets from seme JV? processors. The VSB.,
Poland and the PP.C are command economies whose state enter-
prises are net required to sell their products at a price cha
would be braadc-even or profitable for DA? processors . Top
priority for these countries may often be hard currency

generation, not profit.

(® JV? processors pay no user fees for the fish they
acquire in the 200-mile zona. If those same processors were
receiving deliveries under TALI?, they would be paying permit

and user fees to the U. S. government.

DAP shore processors pay a raw fish can to the State of
Alaska, local resource taxes on landed fish and numerous

conventional business and sales canes iIn their communicies.

i) DAP processors must comply wich certain federal
laws chat do net restrict JV? processors . American fisherman

nave the option of sailing to domestic processors or JV?



processors. Domestic processors do not have the same flexibility.
They can only receive direct deliveries from domestic Ffishermen.
The Nicholson Act obstructs foreign deliveries to domestic

processors.

The Jones Act effects the DAP processors in many ways.

It does not seem to restrict the JVP processor at all.

U. S. federal anti-trust laws isolate DAP processors and
promote auction-style pricing in the G. S. Many JVP processors
are not subject to anti-trust laws in their homelands. In
fact, most of the countries represented in the JVP processing
fleet assume that the sale price of their products will not
be determined by American-style competition, but by consultation

and planning between producer:;.

C7) We have been told by businessmen in the American
fishing industry that JVP processors may enjoy some national
subsidies for their fuel, labor and marketing expenses,
preferential iInterest rates on their business loans and
distinct tax preferences and deferrals. The magnitude of these

advantages to JVP processors is hard to determine.

We suspect that magnitude is greater for JVP processors
than it is for DAP processors. |If any evidence to the contrary

is available, we’ like to see It.

-11-



PURSUING TSZ FULL-POTENTIAL
OF THE BERING SEA-ALEUTIAN ISLANDS POLLOCK FISHERY

Hew clcsa are domestic fishermen ar.d processors to
capturing the "full potential”™ of the Bering Sea-Alautian

Islands pollock fishery?

Let"s concentrate on determining the "full potential”

wholesale value, Tfirst.

To estimate the "full potential” wholesale value of the
1337 pollock fishery we must make several conservative

assumptions.

C) The recovery rare of surimi from raw pollock is

at least 20% annually.

(@ The average wholesale price of surimi produced in
Alaska by foreign motherships and domestic plants and factory

trawlers is $1 per pound.

(3@ American joint venture operating companies earn the

equivalent of 510 per ten for their services.



5) Approximately 150 million pounds of surimi will be

consumed in the U. S. during 1987 . Domestic processors will

provide 30 million tons (if they can get the fish) . Imports

will provide 120 million pounds, or 54,000 tons.

The "full potential” wholesale value of this pollock

fishery to the American economy in 1987 will be approximately

$568 million.

DAH 3S
DAH. Al
TOTAL

TOTAL

1.200.000 MT
38,000 MT
1.288.000 MT
X 20% surimi recovery
257,600 MT surimi
X $2,205 MT wholesale value (%1 per pound)
$568,000,000

How much of this will DAP fishermen and processors earn

in 1987, 1if processors can acquire the Ffish?

DAP  BS
DAP Al
TOTAL

TOTAL

190.000 MT
57,000 MT
247.000 MT
X 20% surimi recovery

49,400 MT surimi
X $2,205 wholesale value (SlI per pound)

$108,927,000 DAP wholesale value (includes
ex-vessel price paid DAP fishermen)

-14-



To this amount, we must, add the amount likely to be

earned by Jv? fishermen and JV? company operators from the

1237 JVv? allocation.

BS Final Jv?1,010,000 MT
A]. Final Jv? 30,790 MT
TOTAL 1,040,790 MT

Jv? fishermen will be paid approximately S125 per ton for

their catch this year.

1.040.790 MT
X 3125 per MT

$130,000,000 JVP fishermens" income

American JI7? companies will earn approximately S10 per ton

for their services. LZr there i1s a better estimate, we welcome

1.040.790 MT
X $10 per MT

$10,040,790 JV operators® income

The total domestic income from this pollock fishery in 193

will be approximately S243 million.

3103,927,000 wholesale DA? value
120,000,000 JVv? Ffishermens™ income
10,041,000 JV? operators iIncome



Is this $248 million the net wholesale value to the American

economy in 19877?

No, because American iImporters are projected to pay

$120 million for U. S. surimi imports in 1987.

By subtracting the cost of the imports from the value to
DA? processors, JV Tishermen and JV operators, we can estimate
the net wholesale value of 3ering Sea-Aleutian Islands pollock

fishery to the American economy.

$249,000,000 domestic pollock iIncome
-$120,000,000 cost of imports

$129,000,000 net wholesale value to U. S. economy

In the Findings Section of the Magnuson Act, Congress
writes —
(M A national program for the conservation
and management of the fishery resources
of the U. S. 1is necessary ... to realize
the full potential of the Nation"s fishery

resources .
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Hew close is the Nation to realizing the full potential

of this pollock fishery in 19377

Based on our assumptions, we can calculate that.

3563 million is the "full potential”™ wholesale value

of the 1387 pollock fishery.

3129 million is the net wholesale value to the U. 3.

economy.

S123 million
3563"'mallion = 235

That"s how much of the "full potential™ cf this pollock

fishery is being captured by the domestic economy in 1337.

This means the L*. 3. economy will receive less than
one-quarter of the wholesale value generated by that pollock

fishery in 1937.

How much motivation is there for the United States to

fully utilize that pollock business as scon as possible?

3429 million worth of motivation in 1937 alone, and

that"s just wholesale value.

By establishing a priority access zone within 100-miles

of Unalaska, the Ncrth Pacific Council will send a clear sigr.a



to DAP processors and investors:

"Gear up and compete for the $439 million
wholesale value the U. S. economy hasn®t
yet captured from this pollock fishery.
We recognize the DAP processor®s competi-
tive disadvantage against JVP processors.
To counter-balance that, we"ve set aside
productive fishing grounds where DAP
fishermen and DAP processors can compete

for the fish."”
This policy will lead America to the full potential of

the Bering Sea and Aleutians pollock fishery faster than any

other.



POLLOCK MIGRATION AMD THE
100-MILS ZONE AROUND UNALASKA

“Sir.ca policck are actotherms, with body temperacures in
equilibrium with their surroundings, on- and off-shelf migra-
tions appear to be an adaptive response to the extremely cold
temperatures (0.0 to -1.7*C) of the shelf domain during winter.
Along the shelf edge at depths of 200-300 m, water temperatures
are relatively constant — 3-5"C throughout the year, providing
a warm winter refuge Ci.a., freezing avoidance) layer. Dispersal
from this layer out onto the continental shelf during summer
presumably maximizes the exploitation of different food resources
by different size and age classes."

NWAFC Processed Report 73-20
Fisheries Oceanography-
Eastern Bering Bea Shelf
Felix Favorite

October 1379

Pollock and codfish are born with tails. They move around
the 3ering Sea and Aleutian Islands all their lives . Attempts
to corral them are futile. Their behavior is not exactly

predictable. But fishermen have developed some ideas about

where to find them during the spring, summer, fall and winter.
See Appendix I - 1V.

One of the best places fishermen find pollock and cod is
along the 100-fathom curve near Cape 3artchef. The curve comas
up from the Aleutians toward Sarichef, makes a sharp turn to

the west and runs up towards the Pribilcft Islands. This area



iIs known as the Horseshoe, because the 100-fathom curve is
shaped like one there. Foreign and domestic Tfishermen have
noticed that pollock and cod school up in this hot spot during
several months of the year. Later they disperse and the

majority of them apparently move to other grounds.

How valuable has this area been to pollock and cod

fishermen lately?

We calculated that by drawing a 100-mile radius around
Unalaska, then compari/ig the monthly catch by foreign and JVP
fishermen inside the zone to their total monthly catch of

pollock and cod.

From NMFS Foreign Fishery Observer Office in Seattle, we
received monthly catch data by one-degree longitude, half-

degree latitude blocks iIn the 3ering Sea and Aleutian Islands.

After drawing the 100-mile radius on a navigation chart,

we determined which blocks were within the area.

Some blocks were not completely inside the radius. Those
that appeared to be mostly-inside the area we added to the

blocks that were entirely inside the radius.

The chart on page 21 shows which blocks we judged to be

inside the radius and mostly-inside the radius.
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Using NMFS data, we determined the monthly observed JVP
catches in 1983, 1984 and 1985. Then we calculated what
percent of JVP pollock and cod was caught inside the 100-

mile radius. Table 1 shows those figures.

Table 11 combines the three annual JVP catches and shows
that 36% of the observed JVP pollock catch and 31% of the
observed JVP Pacific cod catch came from inside the 100-mile

radius.

"Observed” is the key word here. Table 111 snows what
percent of rhe annual JVP pollock and cod catch was actually

observed by NMFS in 1983 - 1985.

Any conclusions drawn from Table 1 must be refined by
data in Table IIl. For example, Table 11l shows that there
was 100% observer coverage of the JVP pollock catch in 1934
and only 44% observer coverage in 1985. Any conclusions about
the monthly pattern of JVP pollock and cod fishing in 1934
are probably more valid than those for 1985. Fuller observer
coverage allows us to be more certain about exactly where

the JVP catch came from.

Table 1V shows the monthly observed foreign harvest of
pollock and cod in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands. It
also shows what percenr was harvested within 100 m.les of

Unalaska.



Table V combines the three annual foreign ranches and
shews chan overall 153 of the pollock and 53 of the Pacific
cod was taken inside the 100-mile zone. This implies that Jv?
fishermen need not fish inside the 100-mile zone to catch
their pollock and cod allocations. There are commercial
abundances elsewhere that supported the foreign fleets. Since
mereld very little TALZ7 anymore, JV? fishermen will not have
to compete against foreign fishermen outside of the 100-mile

zZone.

Table *71 shews what percent of the foreign directed

pollock and cod fishery was observed by NIMF3 in 1333-1535.



TABLE |
PERCENT OF THE MONTHLY
3SAl OBSERVED JVP HARVEST TAKEN
WITHIN A 100-MILE RADIUS OF UNALASKA

WALLEYE POLLOCK PACIFIC COD

Percent Percent

Harvested Harvested
Total Observed Inside Total Observed Inside

JV Catch 100-mile JV Catch 100-mile
MT Radius MT Radius
Jan 1983 0 0 0 0
1984 50 82 293 97
1985 12 0 16 44
Feb 1983 74 96 455 4
1984 473 95 2,957 97
1985 601 12 1,331 96
Mar 1983 300 15 322 63
1984 28,314 23 5,562 78
1985 22,178 7 2,965 92
Aor 1983 4,207 «30 571 10
1984 39,653 45 2,396 48
1985 20,373 21 1,544 39
Mav 1983 10,677 28 1,250 1
1984 1,437 3 1,961 3
1985 2,989 11 1,100 1
Jun 1983 20,247 18 1,251 2
1984 30,123 A 3,745 1
1985 9,682 3 2,033 0
Jul 1983 24,133 48 3,142 3
1984 72,514 4 4,032 3
1985 46,063 29 2,578 0
Aug 1983 19,995 55 2,019 2
1984 41,578 5 2,631 8
1985 31,912 49 2,208 4
Sept 1983 10,038 100 120 100
1984 10,111 97 1,991 5
1985 19,335 74 1, 508 15
Oct 1983 116 100 A 100
1934 5,457 o4 192 %1
1985 7, 895 85 722 17
Nov 1983 0 0 0 0
260 27 0 0
1985 1,963 93 79 89

Dec 1983 0 0 0 0



3-year
Tolal

WALLUYt: POLLOCK

Obsecved
JVP Harvest
observed JVP Inside 100-
Ha rwiti L Miie Radius
MT MT
02, 760 174,076

TAILIS 11

SUMMARY
Percent ol:

JVP iiarvesled Observed JVP
inside 100- [lalVeSt
Mile liadius MT

36

moii m!Yj IMH Foreign ITisliery Observer Preijraut

(20s) 526-4104

PACIFIC COl)

Observed

JVP llarvesL

inside 100-

Mile Radius
MT

1.5,0711

Percent oi
JVP Harvested
inside 100-
Mile Radius

-



TABLE 111

OBSERVED BERING SEA-ALEUTIAN 1SLAND
JVB HARVEST AS A PERCENTAGE
OF ACTUAL JVP HARVEST

WALLEYE POLLOCK PACIFIC COD
of % of
Observed Actual JVP Observer Observed Actual JVP Observer

MT MT Coverage MT MT Coverage
1983 89,787 146,000 61 9,110 9,662 A
1984 230,025 230,314 100 26,260 24,382 107
1985 162,991 370,000 44 16,134 35,634 45
Average 68 82

** Since not all of the JVP harvest during these three years was observed by NMFS, it is
usefuL to determine how much coverage NMFS did get. This will help the Council assess
the validity of the monthly numbers in Table 1 and Table I1I.

Source: Resource Assessment Document for Bering Sea-Aleutian Groundfish, 1986
Pages 20 & 29
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TAULE V

SUMMARY
WALLEYE POLLOCK
Observed

Observed TALFF Harvest Percent Observed

Foreign Inside 100- Harves ted Foreign

Harvest Mile Radius Inside 100- Harvest

MT MT Mile Radius MT

3-year
Total 2,575,800 389,231 15 145,722

Source: NMFS Foreign Fishery Observer Program
(206) 526-4194
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OBSERVATIONS ON THE DATA

(@) In all three years, the observed JVP pollock and
cod catch was low during the months of November, December,
January and February. We think that"s because JVP trawlers
were in the shipyard in November and December and in Shelikof
Strait in January and February. Since Shelikof is closed to
JVP fishing this year, we expect much more JVP effort in the

3ering Sea and Aleutians.

(@ That increased JVP pollock and cod fishing need not
come Ffrom within 100-miles of Unalaska, though. In 1983-85,
only 15% of the total observed foreign pollock harvest was
taken inside the 100-mile radius. See Table V. The areas
where TALFF was taken in the past are wide open now that the
Council has nearly eliminated foreign fishing. JVP fishermen
can catch their pollock allocation outside of the 100-mile
zone and JVP processors can cruise with them to those alterna-
tive hot spots. Our shore plants cannot. They are much more

dependent on the catch from the 100-raile zone around Unalaska.

(® DAP processing capacity in Unalaska and Akutan is
approximately 930 MT per day or 26,040 MT per 28-dav operating
month. We estimate that DAP floating capacity is approximately
700 MT per day. [If the Council has a better estimate, we

welcome iIt.



Estimated 1337 total DA? processing capacity in our area

iIs 1,530 MT per day or 45,540 MT per 23-day operating .tench.

Table 1 shows that from January through August, the total
observed tenthly JV? catch encashed the current DA? capacity

only cr.ce in 1332-1333.

“\a recognize that JV? catch capacity has risen since
then. 3ut we think that DA? processors would use many tons
of pollock and cod from the 100-tile tone if they could gat

priority access to it.

Is that just wishful thinking?

Mot after what happened in Unalaska last December.



POLLOCK FOR CHRISTMAS

By December 1986, all joint venture fishing was over
for the year. Two large American trawlers, the Aldebaron
and the Arcturus from Anacortes, Washington, agreed to
deliver pollock and cod to Great Land Seafoods in Unalaska.
During the previous 11 months, Great Land was unable to buy
enough fish for surimi production because most American

trawlers preferred delivering to joint venture motherships .

From December 9 to December 16, Great Land processed
2.7 million pounds of pollack delivered by these two trawlers.
That"s 153 tons per day processed by approximately thirty
people. One of the managers at Great Land told us that if
they could count on pollock deliveries like thatall year,
they"d put in another filet Llineand boost daily production
substantially. (.They already have the plant space for it.)
That would put an additional fifteen to twenty people to work

processing surimi.

Great Land did receive moredeliveries fromthese trawlers
during the two weeks right after Christmas. The problem is
that the Great Land managers were notified that the two

trawlers will return to joint-venture Tfishing later in January.

The shortage of pollock in Unalaska is inhibiting new

investment in the plant and the creation of new jobs there, too.



]
de're looking for a practical way to geo pollock and ccc

to Unalaska iIn the same magnitude in arrived just before

Christmas. Cur whole town was encited about those first eight

days of prosperity, With the North Pacific Council®s help

we =11 have many mere days like them, scon.

It"s not pleasant being low man on the fishery allocation

totem pole — especially when the Magnuson Act says DAP processor

needs should be provided for first, not last.

ir



CONCLUSION

There®s been a serious shortage of pollock and cod in
Unalaska and Akutan during 1986. Most American trawlers have
delivered all of their catch to joint venture processing ships
at sea. Even though one Unalaska processor offered a 25% higher
price for pollock, he wasn"t able to attract many deliveries
last year. Consequently, DAP shoreplants will be deploying
several tenders in 1987; hoping to buy pollock and cod on the
grounds from U. S. fishermen. Even i1f they can acquire some
fish this way, creation of a 100-mile domestic fishery zone
around Unalaska will still be vital to them. It will give all
DAP fishermen and processors several, important competitive
advantages over their JVP counterparts (as the Magnuson Act

intended.)

(@ The DAP fishermen®s CPUE within the zone will be
maximized in the absence of simultaneous JVP fishing nearby.
DAP fishermen will be able to load up faster, thereby maximizing

their catch per month.

(@ The fuel cost and running time for DAP fishermen
will be minimized since most of the hot spots within the
100-mile zone are only 10 hours from Unalaska and Akutan.
Minimizing run time helps maximize deliveries and income per

month.

-28-



(©) Pacific cad bycatch in DA? pollock deliveries will
be maximised by the absence of the JV? fleet. Cod filer sales
really improve the DA? processor®s monthly income statement.

They make him more competitive with JV? processors.

Jor these reasons, we ask the North Pacific Council to
accept cur proposal as Amendment 11 to the Bering Sea -
Aleutian Islands C-rour.dfish Management Plan for 1333, send it

out for public review and adept i1t at the May meeting.

The Council may receive other proposals to solve the

pollock shortage in Unalaska and Akutan.

V\é only request that they not be substituted for ours

in the amendment cycle.






CATCH PER UNIT EFFORT
IN THE SUMMER SURVEY

These following three CPUE charts shew cha relative

abundance of pollock during the NMFS summer surveys.

In 1383 and 1934/ all tan best CPUE"s were outside the

100-mile radius of Unalaska.

In 1933, only two of the can best CPUE"s were insida the

1QQ-mila radius of Una .aska.

Most of cha best summer pollock fishing appears to be

outside Che 100-mile radius of Unalaska.

In 1933 and 1934, several of the tan best CPUE"s were

just beyond the 100-mile radius of Unalaska.

CPUE"s change from month to month. Like many fishermen,
we believe seme of the best January to May and Seotamber to
December CPUE"s for pollock and cod are probably found

inside the 100-mile radius or just beyond it.

Those CPUE"s can be manimicad by allowing DAP fishermen
only insida the cone. Simultaneous fishing by jv? fishermen
in the same area will probably raduea cha CPUE for the DAP
Tleet.

During the spring months, Pacific cod school up insida
- 0= a ‘ mo e - 7702.0

in our area. Receiving pollock deliveries with a high



percentage of Pacific cod bycatch is a bonus to them.
Large-scale JVP trawling inside the 100-mile zone will probably

diminish the Pacific cod tonnage delivered to DAP processors.
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