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PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO SCR 54

After line 29, add the following:

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Legislature respectfully request
the Governor to direct the Division of Personnel to formally
recognize the certified professional secretaries as
"exceptionally qualified” and to explore methods of adequately

compensating employees who attain this designation.

Lines 22 and 23: Change dates; also, it isProfessional, not
National Secretaries Week/Day, so these lines should read:
WHEREAS April 25-29, 1988, 1is Professional Secretaries”™ Week

and April 27 is Professional Secretaries Day;

Lines 28 and 29: Change dates, to read:
...to designate April 25-29, 1988, as State Secretaries”

Week, and April 27, 1988, as State Secretaries®™ Day.



PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO SCR 54

After line 29:

FURTHJR RESOLVED that \he Legislature i-espectfully request

the Governor to direct the Division of Personnel to formally

recognize the certified professional secretaries as

"exceptionally qualified” and to explore methods of adequately

compensating employees wno attain this designation.
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THE OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON. D C. 20301-6000

ACQUISITION AND 2 9 JAN 1S85
LOGISTICS
DASD(?)DARS In reply refer to:

DAR Ca3e 86-3
IV

SUBJECT: Section 8078, 1986 Defense Appropriations Act - Restrictions on
the Employment of Fersonnel for Work on Construction/Service
Contracts in Alaska and Hawail

The attached Departmental Implementation Letter was issued by the
Military Departments and by thi3 office to the Defence Agencies under cur
ccEi.zeLr«cce

OTTO J. GUENTHER, CCL, USA

Director

Defense Acquisition

Regulatoiy Council
Attachment



THE OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301-8000

2 9 JAN 1985
ACQUISITION AND
FERIEHEs In reply refer to:
DASD(P)DARS DAR Case 86-3

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY
THE  DIRECTOR, DEFENSE COMMUNICATIONS AGENCY
THE  DIRECTOR, DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY
THE  DIRECTOR, DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY
THE  DIRECTOR, DEFENSE MAFPING AGENCY

SUBJECT: Section 8078, 1986 Defense Appropriations Act - Restrictions on
the Employment of Personnel for Work on Construction/Service
Contracts

On 24 January 1586, the DAR Council approved the attached new
Subpart 22.72 of the DFARS for publication in the Federal Register a3 an
interim rule and for immediate Departmental implementation. Thi3 action
IS necessary because Section 8078 of the FY 1986 Defense Appropriations
Act, enacted on 23" December 1985, requires that whenever the unemployment
rate in Alaska or Hawaii exceeds the national average as determined by
the Secretary of Labor, service and construction contracts awarded in FY
1986 and calling for performance in whole or in part within those states
must contain a restriction on who can be employed to perform work on that
contract. This requirement is implemented by a new clause at DFARS 52-
222-7002. Contracting officers shall include the clause in all new
solicitations, as well as codify existing solicitations to incorporate
the clause when to do so will not unduly delay the procurement. For
contracts already awarded in FY 1986, contracting officers should attempt
to codify them to include the clause on a no cost basis, provided the
Government’s interests are adequately protected.

This Departmental 1is effective immediately.

OTTO J. GUENTHER, COL, USA
Director
Defense Acquisition
Regulatory Council
Attachments
DFARS 22.72 and 52.222-7002



Add a new Subpart 22.72 as follows:

SU3PART 22.72- SECTION 8078, 1986 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT -
RESTRICTIONS ON ThE EMPLOYMENT OF PERSONNEL FOR
WORK ON CONSTRUCTION/SERVICE CONTRACTS IN ALASKA
AND HAWALI

22.7200 Policy.

(@ Except S3 provided in (b) and (c) below, Section 6078 of the
1986 Defense Appropriations Act requires that notwithstanding any other
provision of law, every contract awarded during FY 1966 calling for
construction or services to be performed in whole or in part within the
State of Alaska or the State of Hawaii shall include a provision
requiring the contractor to employ, for the purpose of performing that
portion of the contract work within the particular state, individuals wh
are residents of that state, and who, iIn the case of any craft or trade,
possess or would be able to acquire promptly the necessary skills to
perform the contract.

(b) This section shall not apply at any time during FY 1565 when
the unemployment rate in Alaska i1s not in excess of the national average
rate of unemployment as determined by the Secreta.y of Labor.

(¢) This section shall not apply to contracts to be performed in
whole or in part within the State of Hawaii unless iIn FY 1966 the
unemployment rate in Hawaii is in excess of the national average rate of
unemployment as determined by the Secretary of Labor.

22.7201 Waivers. This section may be waived by the Secretary of
Defense, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Acquisition and Logistics, and any Secretary, Undersecretary
or Assistant Secretary of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, iIn the interest
cft national security. Requests for waiver shall be processed in
accordance with Departmental or agency proceduresi

22.7202 Contract Clause. The contracting office”™ shall insert the
clause at 52.222-7002, Restrictions on Employment of Personnel, in all
solicitations and contracts iIn accordance with 22.7200.



Add a new clause a3 follows:

52.222-7002 Restrictions on Enploycent of Personnel. As prescribed in
22.7202, 1insert, the following clause.

RESTRICTIONS ON EMPLOYMENT 0? PERSONSEL (JAN 1S85)

(@ The Contractor shall enploy, for the ptrpcses of performing
that portion of the contract work in the State of (inert appropriate
state), Individuals who are residents of the state, and who, in the cas
cf any craft or trade, possess or would be able to acquire promptly the
necessary skills to perfcra the contract.

(b) The Contractor agrees to Insert the substance of this clause
Including this paragraph (b), iIn each subcontract.






118

prior notification to the Committees on Appropriations of the House
ofRepresentatives and the Senate.

Sec. 906b. It is the sense of the Congress that the Secretary of De —
fense should formulate and carry out a program under which con—
tracts awarded by the Department of Defense in fiscal year 1987
would, to the maximum wmracg)rsmmable and oconsistent with exist—
ing law, be awarded to who tgree to carry out such con—
tracts In labor surplus areas (es defined and identitied by the De —
partment of Labor). o i
~Sec. 9066. It is the sense of the Cg%;%ss that competition, which
IST to enhance innovation, tiveress, and efficiecy, and
which has served our Nation so well In other spheres of polrtical
and _economic endeavor, should be expanded and increased in the
provision of our national : i i

Sec. 067. None of the funds appropriated by this Act shall be
available to Eaa/ a dislocation_allowance pursuant to section 407 of
titde 17. United States Code, in excess of one month®™s basic allow—

ance fo&%rters. i

Sec. . None of the funds available to the Department_of De —
fense shall be obligated or expended to contract out any activity cur—
rently performed by the Defense Personnel Support Center in Phila—
delphia. Pennsylvania: Provided, That this provision shall not
ﬁoply after notification to the Committees on Appropriations of the

ouse of Representatives and the Senate of the results of the asst
analysis of contracting out ony such activity.  _

Séc. 90M. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, each con—
tract awarded by the Department of Defense in fiscal year 1987 for
construction or services to be performed in whole or 'in part in a
State which is not contiguous with unother State and has an unem—
ployment rate in excess of the national average rate of unemploy—
ment as determinea by the Secre of Labor shall include a provi—
sion requiring the cortractor to employ, for the purpose of perform—
ing that portion of the contract in such State that Is not contiguous
with another State, individuals who are residents of such State and
who,_in the case of any craft or trace, possess or would be able ©
acc%Jelre promptly the necessary shills: Provided. That the Sec
of Defense may waive the requirements of this section in the i
of national seQurity. i )

Sec. 9070. Noné of the funds appropriated by this Act shall be
used t make contributions to the 5&%rtment of Defense Education
Benefits Fund pursuant to section ) of titke 10, United Stales
Code, representing the normal cost for re berefits under section
1410icl of title BB, United States Code, for any member of the armed
services who. on or after the date of enactment of this Act, receives
an enlistment bonus under section .108a or J138f of title 1/, United
States Code: nor shall any amounts representing the normal oost of
such future berefits be transferred from the Fund w Secretar%/
of the Treasury to the Administrator of Veterans® A ffairs pursuan

10 section 2006(d) of titke 10. United States Code: nor shall the Ad —

ministrator pa’\\?/ Such berefits to uny such member . i
Sec. 071. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act. no
funds appropriated by this Act shall be expended for the research,

development, t&st, evaluation or procurement for integration ofa nu—

clear warhead into the fhint Tactical Missile System 1-1TACMS).
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s of our country in the InTtTal"shipment’of K =~ ” Wrv** See Back Page, REAGAN

in her second run of the giant slalom at the NCAA national skiing championships at

Ancfiofage Daily NowBill Roth

President Reagan

North
Pacific
watch

Navy to build new

radar in Aleutians

By DAVID HULEN
Déily News reporter

The Navy planssto”spend
approximately $92 million
over the next two years to
build an advanced, largely-se-
cret surveillance system in
the Aleutian lIslands, appar-
enMy to monitor Soviet naval
and air activity in the North
Pacific.

The project, planned for
Amchitka Island near the end
of the Aleutian chain, uses an
"over-the-horizon" radar sim-
ilar to a system planned by
the Air Force for southcentral
Alaska.

Such systems, developed
over the past decade, use the
electrically-charged iono-
sphere to bounce radio signals
around the curve of the Earth,
giving them far greater range

See Back Page, RADAR

wcomb goes shackled to court
ct faces new charges of attenmpted murder

* CAMPBELL
eporter

ewcomb. a past-master at eluding
;at in shackles before a Superior
ge Wednesday afternoon with a
i bond on his head, facing new
I'trying to kill two policemen, =
Victor Carlton set Newcomb’s
<l million for two fInl-diinrrr

His arrest came five hours after New-
comb allegedly shot Anchorage police Offi-
cers Preston "Jack” Chapman and Francis
O'Brien. Acting on a tip that the wanted
man had been spotted, the patrolmen con-
fronted Newcomb in the Anchorage Barber
College in Mountain View late Tuesday

S0t papers filed Wednesday, stole |



stead of absolute values.

If references to thelstlc reli-
gions such as Christianity and
Judaism ure excluded f-orn
public school texts, the platn
tiffs contended, then so must
references to secular human-
ism.

The defendants, who in-
cluded the Alabama state
board of education and 12
parents who entered the case

RADAR: Nawy

Conlinued from Page A1
than trditional line-of-sight
radars.

Navy officials have said
details of how the Amchitka
system will work — and what
it will be used for — are
classified, and they have re-
fused to discuss it in any
detail. A lengthy environmen-
tal assessment of the project,
prepared by the Navy last
year for federal and state
agencies, says only that the
system is "required for strate-
gic defense purposes" and is
"in the interest of national
.ecurity."

The system's mission is ap-
jarently different from the
\ir Force’'s $450 million over-
he-horizon "backscatter" ra-
lar tentatively scheduled to
>e built over the next several
ears near Tok and Gulkana.
"hat system is primarily an
arly waming system aimed
t watching for Soviet planes
nd cruise missiles, Air Force
fficials have said. The sys-
cm, with a range of about
,800 miles, will be directed
orth and west and Air Force
fficials claim it will be able
a track plants flying hun-
ruis of miles inside the Sovi-
t <yinior.

A spokesman for the Air

orce's Electronic Systems

JIMITUItOMI US U CUICIH*
all term for any textbook,
classroom course or teaching
method contrary to their fun-
damentalist religious beliefs.

In his 172-page decision,
Hand said: "For purposes of
the First Amendment, secular
humanism is a religious belief
system, entitled to the protec-
tions of, and subject to the
prohibitions of, the religion
clauses of the U.S. Constitu-

Division in Massachusetts
said the Navy system "has a
different mission. It's not re-
lated at all" to the Air
Force's Alaska project. The
spokesman, Kevin Gilnartin,
said he understood the Navy
project was to primarily mon-
itor sea-launched missiles in
the North Pacific, as well as
Soviet sea and air movement,
but he said the Air Force
could not provide details.

"That's essentially what it
does," said Shawn O'Keefe, a
staff member for the Senate
Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee. "It has other capa-
bilities, too, as | understand
it. It's the capabilities and the
mission that are classi-
fied The basic point is to
further the range. The more
range you have, the more
information you can collect."

Amchitka is a treelesi, un-
inhabited. 35-mile-long strip
of land in the Rat Island
group, about 1,400 miles
southwest of Anchorage. An
American air base was built
there during World War Il and
it was the site of underground
nuclear tests in the 1960s end
early 1970s.

The Navy has increased its
ryctlvity in the yorth Pacific
in recent months, including
sea exercises In the Gulf of
Alaska and Aleutians. There

iiiliu muy oe promoted and
advanced in the public
schools."

He also said that the case
represented neither an "at-
tempt of narrow-minded or
fanatical pro-religionists to
force a public school system
to teach only those opinions
and facts they find digesti-
ble" nor an "attempt by any-
one to censor materials
deemed undesirable, improp-

is a Navy base at Adak, about
200 miles east of Amchitka,
that includes surveillance and
communications facilities, an
underwater weapons detach-
ment and a group of P-3 air-
craft that track Soviet ships
and submarines.

Military researchers at the
Washington-based Center for
Policy Studies have reported
that Adak is the storage site
for some 70 nuclear anti-sub-
marine depth bombs. The Na-
vy has refused to cr-mment on
whether there arb nuclear
weapons at the base.

About 250 miles west of

the allegedly improper pro-
motion of certain religious
beliefs, thus violating the con-
stitutional prohibitions
against the establishment of
religion ..

At a news conference on
the steps of the federal court-
house in Mobile after the deci-
sion was released, Robert
Sheirling of Mobile, an attor-
ney for the plaintiffs, said:
"This is exactly what we

Amchitka is Shemya Island,
site of a largely-classified Air
Force base that includes radar
systems and reconnaissance
planes which monitor Soviet
missile tests.

According to diagrams in
the Navy’s environmental as-
sessment, the Amchitka radar
antennas will be pointed di-
rectly west, toward the Kam-
chatka Peninsula in the Sovi-
et Union. The major Soviet
Pacific submarine base is on
the eastern shore of thc|penin-
sula, at Petropavlovsk, and
the sea between there and the
Aleutians is a major Soviet

cused at the outset o; having
some hidden agenda in this
matter, and | think Judge
Hand ... has stated very suc-
cinctly what this case is and
what it Is not."”

But John Buchanan, a for-
mer Alabama congressman
and Baptist minister who is
chairman of People for the
American Way, said: “Today's
order is judicial book-bum-

naval operating area, accord-
ing to "Soviet Military Pow-
er, an annual U.S. Defense
Department publication.

About 800 miles separate
Amchitka from the Kamchat-
ka Peninsula.

According to the Navy bud-
get office, about $92 million
has been budgeted for the
project through the scheduled
completion in late 1988. Site
work is scheduled to start
this spring, with construction
of the transmitter and receiv-
er antennas sometime next
year.

The project is being coordi-
nated by Navy officials in
Silverdale, Wash., but all
guestions were referred to a
spokesman at the Pentagon,
who said he could not discuss
the project.

The over-the-horizon sys-
tem uses the ionosphere —the
electrically-charged layer of
atmosphere 100 to 250 miles
above the Earth’s surface —
to flex, high-frequency radio
signals around the curve of
the Earth. It's the same prin-
ciple that causes short-wave
radio signals to bounce
around the globe.

The signals bounce off the
ionosphere and rettjrn to
earth downrange. Whatever
the beam strikes causes the
signals to scatter hr>ck off the

uay uy.unis ruling is nothin
less thap government censo;
ship of the school currlCtilpn

The challenged textbook
~eluded- those used In teacl
Ing home economics, histor
and social studies. Amon
other things, the plaintiff
charged that passages in th
books about one-parent farni
lies and divorce offendec
their beliefs about traditiona
families.

plans to spend s . Mmillion for advanced sunveillance system on Anchitka Island

ionosphere and return to ;
receiver near the transmitter
where they are deciphered b:
computer.

The Navy environmenta,
report doesn't describe in de
tail what the antennas will
look like, but says that both
the transmitter and receiver
sites will include several hun-
dred acres. The transmitter
will be built on the western
tip of the island, with the
receiver based about 20 miles
southeast, in the center of the
island.

A base camp, with quarters
for 16 crew members, will be
built at the west end of the
Island, near the existing air
strip and dock.

The Navy environmental
report says the project will
require construction of a die-
sel-fueled power plant to gen-
erate auout 2 million Kilo-
watts of electricity for the
transmitter. Extensive road
work also will be needed.

The Navy picked Amchit-
ka, the report says, because of
its flat terrain, "Important
strategic location.” and exist-
ing dock, airfield and other
facilities.

The island is part of the
Aleutian National Waildlife
Refuge, but federal and state
environmental and wildlife
groups have raised no serious
objections to the project.
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Senate
Community ant) Etgional Affairs Committee

MEMORANDUM March 10, 1987

T0: All Members
Senate Community and Regional Affairs Committee

FROM: Staff
Senate Community and Regional Affairs Committee

RE: SJR 24 "Relating to the establishment ci a domestic fishery zone
for Unalaska.™

SJR 24 would support the establishment of a 100 mile domestic fishery zone
around Unalaska where only domestic fishermen and processors could operate.

The Cities of Unalaska and Akutan have petitioned the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council to create this zone under their authority to regulate
bottomfish harvests under the Magnuson Act.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council will consider this issue at
their March 18-20 meeting in Anchorage.

Enclosures: Fiscal Note
Proposal by Cities of Unalaska and Akutan



STATE OF ALASKA 1987 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE
o Bill Version: SJR 24
REQUEST: Publish Dait:
Revision Date: Agency Affected: Fish and Game

Title: Relatinn to the? establishment brii: Commercial Fisheries
of a domestic fishery zone for
Sponsor: Sturaulewski Unalaska Components :
Requestor: C&RA

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 37 FY 38 FY 39 FY 90 FY 01 FY 92
PERSONAL SERVICES 0
TRAVEL n
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES 5
EQUIPMENT

LAND it STRUCTURES
crants,CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL

O S5 S
o
o
o
o
[]
o

REVENUE

FUNDING:

(

LNERALFUND

EDERALFUNDS
OTHER

s U u ) U U

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME |
PART-TIME *
TEMPORARY |

ANALYSIS : (Attach aseparate page if necessary)

Thousands of Dollars)

Preparedby: Roland _Shanlgs ) Phone : “~ -4100
Division.™ Commissioner's Office Daffi. 3/10/87

Approved by Commissioner: il —  Bjg=
Agency: Fish and Game

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Leetslanve Soonsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget 1
Impacted Agency!ies) page , of
Senate Secretary



DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW/
INITIAL REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANALYSIS
OF AMENDMENT 11 TO THE FISHERY MANAGEMFNT PLAN FOR

GROUNDFISH OF THE BERING SEA/ALEUTIAN ISLANDS

PREPARED BY THE PLAN TEAM FOR THE
GROUNDFISH FISHERY OF THE BER;NG SEA/ALEUTIAN ISLANDS
AND THE STAFF OF THE

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

MARCH 11, 1987

3SA6/AG-3



1.0

2.0

TABLE CONTENTS

Page
INTRODUCTEON. - o e et e e e e e e it e cececceccececeaaaaanannn 1
L.l Lise of che Management Measures
1.2 Purpose of che Public Hearing Package
1.3 Description of Entities
ESTABLISH A MINIMUM SIZE LIMIT FOR SABLEFISH. .. ... . .. . ....... 5
2.1 Description of and Need for the Action
2.2 Alternatives Including che Action
2.3 3iological and Physical Impacts
2.4 Socioeconomic Impacts
ESTABLISH DAP PRIORITY WITHIN 100 MILES OF UNALASKA ISLAND.......... 7
3.1 Description of and Need for che Action
3.2 Alternatives Including che Action
3.3 3iological and Physical Impacts
3.4 Socioeconomic Impacts
REVISE THE DEFINITION OF PROHIBITED SPECIES (.o iaans 49
4.1 Description of and Need for che Action
4.2 Alternatives Including che Action
4.3 3iological and Physical Impacts
4.4 Socioeconomic Impacts
IMPROVE CATCH RECORDING REQUIREMENT S L. ottt eeaean s 55
5.1 Description of and Need for the Action
5.2 Alternatives Including the Action
5.3 3iolagical and Physical Impacts
5.4 Socioeconomic Impacts
REVISE DEFINITION OF ACCEPTABLE BIOLOGICALCATCH (ABC}..ciiiiiaaaaoo-. 61
6.1 Description of and Need for the Action
6.2 Alternatives Including the Action
6.3 3iological and Physical Impacts
6.4 Socioeconomic Impacts
INCREASE UPPER VALUE OF OPTIMUM YIELD (OY) RANGE cuueiimee i aaeaaaaan 63

7.1 Description of and Need for the Action
7.2 Alternatives Including the Action

7.3 3iological and Physical Impacts

7.4 Socioeconomic Impacts

E AB/AG-1



2 ) ESTABLISH DdP PRIORITY HITHI  "00 MILES OF UNALASKA [ISLAND

3.1 Description of and need for the action

The Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Manaﬂement Act (MECMA) outlines a
priority” to be used ‘in determining fishery aflocations.  Domestic vessels
who defliver to domestic processors (DAP) are afforded the hignest priority.
Domestic vessels thac deliver to foreign processors (J7P) ~»re considered
next,  Any amo-nt surplus to these néeds may then be allocated to fo_rel_g%n
fishing vessels (TALFF). It has been policy to interpret this  priority
access or processor preference as relevant to the preseason allocation of
TAC.  Another interpretation of Prlorl_ty access is thac the preference
3hould extend to 3pace and time, that is, _that DAP should be glvenABrlorlty
on the grounds_through area closures to J7? and TALFF, or that_ DAP should
be given priority m~time through seasonal closures to J7? and TALFF.

It Is in the spirit of the second interpretation of processor preference
that the mayors of Unalaska and Akutan propose a regulatory cnanqe to allow
only DAP fishing to occur in an area within >0 miles of Undlaska. The
Propo_sal IS to correct an access proolem whereby local shoreside processin
acilities m the communities of Unalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akutan have ha
difficulties securing a steady supply .of  groundfish, It is che
Pres,umptlon, therefore,  that ‘such priority access would help to correct
heir supply problem.

The 2one is a circle, with a radius of 100 ~miles centered upon Unalaska
(Figures 3.1 3.2).  Therewould be noforeign or J[omt venture  fishing
allowed in the tone: fishing access would be Testricted to domestic vessels
delivering either to shore-based plants or todomestic at-sea processors.
Domestjc vessels which both catch and process groundfish would also he
allowed to fish m the tone.

There are currently approximately 130 U.S. trawlers operating in the Berl,ngi
Saa/Aleutian Islands management area (Table 1.1). Of these, a substantia
number (= 120) deliver™ the catch to foreign processing vessels -SJO””
venture). For the most part, these vessels “are noc able to easily and
safely deliver. fish shoreside., ~ First, a substantial proportion are not
able to hold fish onboard.  Rather, these vessels deliver fish to at-sea
Processors throuqh transfer of the cod and of the crawl. Second, even for
hose few vessels that have sufficient hold capacity to match their
considerable harvesting caPamty it is difficult to" ensure shoreside
delivery of product because the vessel maY not have sufficient stability to
carry fish any great distance, particularly in poor weather.

There is also the, question of reduced product quality durlnq the time it
takes to deliver fish shoreside.  Again,  many of the  trawlers have no
refrigeration onboard, and, on average, face “a_running time of 10 hours to
Dutcn’ Harbor. Thus, there issome product deterioration during the period.
More important than travel time t* the decline m product quality,
according to some %omt_venture operations (Annie Burnham, pers. comm.), ‘is
that delivery to shoreside would necessitate one or more ,pumpmﬁ operations
to transfer the fish, and it is the auctioning of fisn thac is most
detrimental to quality.



%

Figure 3.2.

Alaska Peninsula/Aleutian Islands: Foreign closures currently
in effect (Bristol Bay ?ot Sanctuary, Winter lialibut Savincs
Area, and Bavidson 3ank) and oroDOsea closed tone.
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2.3 ESTABLISH MP PRIORITY HITBI  *00 MILES OF 3MALASKA ISLAND

3.1 Description of and need for the action

The Hagnu3on Fishery Conservation and Manaﬂement, Act (MECMA outlines a
prlorltP/_ to be used 'in determining fishery aflocations.  Domestic vessels
who defiver to domestic processors (DAP) are afforded the higftest priority.
Domestic vessels that deliver to foreign processors (J7P) ~are considered
next,  Any amount surplus to these néeds. may then be allocated to fo,rel_gzn
fishing vessels (TALFF). It has been policy to interpret this priority
access or processor preference as relevant’ to the preseason allocation of
TAC. ~ Another interpretation. of Prlor[ty access is that the preference
should extend to space and time, that is, that DAP should be glvenABrlorlty
on the grounds_ through area closures to J7? and TALFF, or thac_ DAP should
be given priority m-time through seasonal closures to JVP and TALFF.

It Is in the spirit of the second interpretation of Processor preference
that the mayors of Onalaska and Akutan propose a regulatory chanqe to allov
only DAP fishing to occur in an area within 100 'miles of Unalaska. The
Pr posal is to correct an access problem therebK local shoreside processin

acilities in the communities of Onalaska/Dutch Harbor and Akucan have ha
difficulties securing r steady supply . of  groundfish, It is the
Pres,umptlon, thereforé,  that ‘such priority acCess -rould help to correct
heir supply probLem.

The zone is a circle, tilth a radius of 100 miles centered upon Unalaska
(Figures 3.1 3.2).  Therewould be noforeign or joint venture = fishing
allowed in the zone:’ fishing access would be restricted to domestic vessels
delivering either to shore-based plants or todomestic at-sea processors.

Domestic vessels which both catch and process groundfish would also be
allowed to fisn m the zone.

There are currently approximately 130 US. trawlers gperating in che Berl_n(f
Saa/Aleutian Islands management area (Table 1.1). Of these, a substantia
number (= 120) deliver™ the catch to foreign processing vessels (joint
venture). For the most part, these vessels ‘are not ablg to easily and
safely deliver. fish shoreside. ~ First, a substantial proportion are not
able ‘to hold fish onboard.  Rather, these vessels deliver fish to at-sea
Processors throuqh transfer of the cod end of the trawl. Second, even for
hose few vessels that have sufficient hold capacity to match their
considerable harvesting caPamty it is difficult to  ensure shoreside
delivery of product because the vessel ma?/ not have sufficient stability to
carry fish any great distance, particularly in poor weather.

There is also the question of reduced product quality during the time it
takes to deliver fish' shoreside. ~ Again, many of the trawlers have no
refrigerationonboard, and, on average, face a running time of 10 hours to
Dutch” Harbor.  Thus,there issome product deterioration during che period.
More Important than travel time to the decline in product quality,
according to some joint venture operations (Annie Burnham, pers. comm.), ‘is
that delivery to shoreside would necessitate one or more ,pumplnﬁ operations
to transfer the fish, and it is the auctioning of fish thac is most
detrimental to quality.
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ricure 3.2. Alaska Peninsula/Aleutian Islands: Foreinn closures currently
in effect (Bristol Bay Pot Sanctuary, !li ;tar lialibut Savings
Area, and Davidson Bank) and oroooseo closed tone.



The current cost structure in the fishery is also a major contributor to
the difficulty in securing shoreside delivery of product. The trawlers
under contract to the joint venture service companies are paid a price per
tan wman is fixed prsseadon. The snoreside plants nave aeen silling to
pay aore per pound. out according to puolic testimony and discussion, tr.e
nigher price paid is not enough to offset che increased costs associated
with Onagiag fisa asnore. These costs include, for direct delivery of
product & a trawler, increased fuel purchases. associated running
expenses. as sell as the cost associated sith lost fishing time, lost
fisniag time can Oe suastantial if tho vessel is fishing the east side of
Unimak Pass, if the seather is poor, and if it taxes cansideraole time to
relocate schools of fl3h productive to fishing.

it-eea transfers of product avoid the cost of last fishing time tut, of
course, necessitate the purcnase and operation of tendering vessels for
snoreside delivery. Depending on the type of vessel, these expenses can Oe
suostantiai. Moreover, a candenng operacion sill require at lease two
pumping operations and may-again negatively impact fish quality.

The discussion which follows provides a more detailed and quantitative
picture of both the status quo (Alternative t) and shat might occur if a
100-mile closure were adopted (Alternative 2). Other possible solutions to
the problem are explored by considering a seasonal closure of the DA?
access area to J7? (Alternative 3), a seasonal closure of the entire 3SAl
management area to J7P (Alternative 3a), and by presenting an alternative
which would seek to equalise casts through imposition of an per ton
assessment on foreign processing vessels (Alternative A).

3.2 The Alternatives
3.2. 1 Alternative 1. Do nothing (tho status quo)

Under the status quo any vessel may fish In any area of the 3enng
Seal/Aleutian Islands management arsa or Gulf of Alaska management area
except for certain time/area restrictions. The restrictions for the
foreign fleet which operates in Che Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands area
include closures la the Pot Sanctuary and seasonal closures in che 3alibut
Ulster Savings Area (Figures 3.1, 3.2). Davidson Sank, in Che Gulf of
Alaska, is also closed to foreign trawlers (Figure 3.1, 3.2),

Under Amendment 10 to the 3SAI FhP the area south of 53° H licitude,
between id0° 7 and 162° 4 longitude is closed to ail fishing /ear round,
with an exception for DAH cod trawlers landward of a line approximating the
25 fathom contour, with the areas depictad in Figure 3.3 as lona i and lone
2 closed to DA3 flacfisn trawling (yeliowfia sole and ocher flacfisn) wnen
specified PSC limits far king and tanner crab are exceeded.

it present, the snrre planes m Unalaska and Akutan irs experiencing some
difficulty ia securing sufficient product far their plants. Smcs adoocion
of this alternative implies continuation of the status quo it is useful to
cescnse the current suooi/ difficulties from an operational perspective
ind to outline wnac neasures are underway to rectify tne problem without
intervention.
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Essentially, me prooiam is one a' caeca. Althougn snore piance ire
silling la pay a differencial of some 3 cents/Ib aeove cnac paid ca
jomeecic vessels  fisnmg far ;oinc ventures mdicacions are mac
transportation cases (cne case of getting me fisn from me grounds m me
planes) say range from 5 7 ca 10.5 cents/Ib c3erc Larkins, pers. conn.).

One solution is far me planesca secure vessels to be used solely far
delivery af produce. One ofme planes {Aiayeska) has made sucn
arrangemencs and, aurrenciy, one caccner vessel is aoie ca fully supoiy me
daily needs of me plane. It is noc known wnether mac arrangement sill
conciaue snould me fisn wove ca sore discane fisnmg grounds, nor is ic
knosn snemer me other plane m Jnalaska (Oreacland) nas secured future
deliveries.  Currently Orencland is closed far samcerancs and repairs and
Pecauso of me inaoiliey ea secure produce CAleutian Eagle. 19375.

1 second solutionis far cne snoreside planes ea vertically integrate oy
purmasiag meir own fismng vessels. This is an expensive solution in
terms of initial capital outlay as a new vessel of. cne type commonly used
m cne Alaskan fisneriss may cose several million dollars, ouca an
investment nay prove attractive in che Jlong run snould it vresult in a
greater scream af profits, due will accencuace anticipated proDlena in
overcapitalisation of the fishery.

The tendering option and the fishing wvessel purchase opcion which are
market alternatives to management intervention may occur without Council
action. Since this document considers the consequences af specific
proposed management alternatives these two possibilities are not considered
further.

3.2.2 Alternative 2 Establish an area within 100 miles af
Unalaska/Akutan m  which only fishing for domestic processors is
allowed

This alternative would allow only 31? (snore dased processing or at-sea
processing) fishing la a circle extending 100 miles from Onalaska. The
restrictions would be m effect for the entire fishing year. Since the
zone Includes area la doth the Gulf of Alaska and the 3enng Sea/lleutiaa
Islands management areas doth iffectad FMPs would need to de amended.

3ata availability. practicality in monitoring the oaten. and ease af
enforcement neceaeicatad two deoartures from me original proposal. The
snape af the closed tone has been modified to approximate a square af 1/2°
by i® squares (Figure J. A)l.  This was done for two reasons. First, for
the purposes af analysis, no other aoproach is possible. as the most
detailed data »vaiiaole are catohes by 1/2®@ dy I® square. Approximating
catshes ia partial ireas using these data is inappropriate. Second, the
ooserver program damoase at the .IKAFC is designed m monitor and reoorc
catches using arses described dy 1/2° ayi®square. Any change ;n mis
procedure would necessitate consideraole reprogramming effort, therefore
the center staff suggests adoption of the square closure area.

¥ 1- this latitude each square is approximately 10 ailes an a side.



I ]
Sl n

o—

1/00 169°
100-mile zone proposed for closure to foreifln ami joint venture fishimj.

Figure 3.4.

is originally
square (-—¢ —

)

167

roposed area.
IS Zone 1.

1600

Outer square (entire figure) is Zone 1.

- 163&
Circle
Inner



Two tcproxiaacions to the circle are arjwn. The first is the entire area
as depicted in ?ig. 3.4—a rectangu.'- block containing every W2* by 1]
square- intersected dy tha circular cone. The second -3 a mailer alocx
(depicted by a dasn-dot-dasn border) wnich eliminates ail border squares
from Clock 1. Closure af the smallerarea mil se considered is
Alternative 2a while closure of the larger square mil ae considered is
Alternative 2b.1

The other daparture from the original proposal, i mange from a
specificationaf only CAP fisnmg in the cane to cne af noforeign
processing m  the cone. iddone far reasons afenforceaoility af cne
Implementing regulations. The proposal suggests that only CA? fishing ae

allowed in the 100-mile cone. A regulation whim allowed only CAP fisnmyg
would Be difficult to enforce, as a 3.S. trawler could as acting as a Ca?
vessel an one tow m delivering the cod end to a CAP at-sea processor ar to
a tender delivering snoreside and an che very .next taw as a point venture
trawler m delivering the cod and to a foreign processor. Such a switch
from CAP to J7? on two successive cows would render enforcement of the

DA?-cnly restriction in the cone nearly impossihle. MMFS enforcement
suggests chat the regulation Da worded so asto proniait the presence of
foreign processing vessels in the cone. Sucha change  would make che
implementingregulations  enforceable but  would not  prevent foreign

processors from waiting just outside Che cone Boundaries far deliveries.

3.2.3  Alternative 3 Close the 10Q mile cones (described In
Alternative 2) to joint venture fishing during the moachs af January -
June

This alternative would institute a restricted fishing season far all joint
venture operations in the 100-mil* cones described above. Joint venture
fisnmg would not be allowed between January 1 and June 30. There would be
no similar restriction on CAP fisheries.

Avariation on the seasonal closure of the t0O-mile cones is a seasonal
closure of Che entire 3SAX management area to joint venture fisnmg for che
months of January - June. This is considered as Alternative 3b.

3.2. 4 Alternative 4 Sstablish a fee structure for foreign
processors who receive joint venture caugnt fisn

This alternative would sstaoiish a fee system similar tn ".hat instance
for the directed foreign flsnary wnereby foreign processors t*ac .-eceil/a
fisn from domestic fishing vessels would be required to pay | unit fte
(3/atJ m proportion to the as-vessel value of che specisa received. The
fee revenue would accrue to the 7.5 government. A fee schedule is
presented which attempts to equalise unit costs between foreign /easels
processing at sea and 7.5 snoreside processing facilities by considering

2. .t fallows from footnote Wthat Alternative 2a considers a closed area
aoproximacely 210 miles square. wmie Alternative 2b closes in area
approximately 1i0 miles square.



vessel operational costs and r—>ce3sing costs for domestic and foreign
~erocessors <Lynca, 1981; MRC, 198

3.3 Biological and Physical Impacts

The likely impacts of adoption of each of the three alternatives to the
status quo are examined m this section. Impacts are examined from, first,
an environmental perspective, that is, how the measure might affect the
non-human and human part of the ecosystem. Impacts are then examined from
an economic perspective, viz., hua the proposed change aould affect the
economics of fishing, and of processing; how the quantity and price to the
consumer might be changed; and hov management, information and enforcement
costs might change. The approach taken is one of relative analysis, that
is, the effect of each alternative is examined relative to the status quo.

The environmental impacts of each of the identified alternatives and sub-
alternatives will therefore Dbe presented m sequence with the economic
Impacts of each presented in a subsequent section. The concluding section,
"cost-benefit” conclusion, mil attempt to summarize the analysis.

3.3.1 Description and estimate of the number of small entities
affected

The numbers of harvesting vessels operating in the 3ermg Sea/Aleutian
Islands management area and in the Gulf of Alaska for DAP, JVP, and TALFF
are discussed in Section 1.3, All alternatives could restrict J7?, and
TALFF fishing operations and could enhance DAP fishing operations. Since
the focus of this proposal is on domestic 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.



Table i. t. Shore-based processing in + ic Unalaska/ikucan -a; caoaci
employment. investment’

Plant location Capacit Employees Investment*
(at/dayy

Sreatland Oucch 3arbor  2T5 JO U S. 312

lleyeeka Unalaska 300 70 3. s ji

Trident lkucan 250 53 Ji;
325 133 333

Table 3.2, Somestic at-sea processing. ay Srea.

Sub-area Kuabers of T7essels DA? Requested, me
dermg Sea 18 102,000
aleutian Islands 55, ;00
Total3 22 157,400

3.3.2 Environmental Impacts

g 2 '00 mile closure

It has bheen suggested that a fes boats (3-5) of che kind currently used by
joint ventures could supply tat annual needs or cae three processing plants
In rat Unalaska/lkutan area. The issues to at examined art therefore: tne
snoreside processing capacity m tat Unalaska area in relation to joint
ventura aarvestmg capacity; tae current supply situation for tne plants
and snac steps are being taken to remedy tae shortage of product; the
ability of cae joint venture fleet ca harvest fisn in areas outside the
closed tone; and tae ~costs to tae joint wventure fltet m caret of cscen
fcregone.

The closure of eitaer of tae areas snotn m Figure 3., could leao ca

manges la tne aicaass levels cf tae affected species is tae 3111 and 301
nanagemenc areas if taose closures result in significantly less overall

3. In terms of groundfisn.  Therefcre if a plant processes at.nor sseeiet
only tne groundficn conoonenc is included.
« Initial value, in millions af 3

5 Total far 32;. area. Eighteen coats indicated fisnmg aould take place
m tne 3ering lea *uo-menagemenc area.



harvest than under the status "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 analyse 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 sere catches, Dy species, by
month, by 1/2° by 1° square, for the years 1934 and 1985. These are the
modt 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 tso limitations of the current analysis.

rirst, as is evident from che 1984 to 1985 trend, from overall 1936 fishing
performance, and from shat is being reported concerning the 1987 fishery,
very rapid changes in tne structure of the fishery are taking place. The
most obvious trends are a rapid decline m the amount of directed foreign
harvest and the concomitant increase m joint venture harvest. Also
notable is a rapid increase in the amount of allocations to DA?. It
follows, therefore, thac trends shown in the 1984 and 1985 jac3 have
continued, or even accelerated, in 1986 and 1997. This means chat che
impacts considered using data from 1984 and 1985 may misrepresent the

present fishery to a greater or lesser extent depending on Che 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 13 not 1005 it is necessary
to expand the raw catch data to predict actual total catch m a square.
Data which would allow expansion on a square by square basis are not
available, therefore, it is necessary to expand all squares by the uniform
factor used to produce the "best blend" estimates. These estimates 3re

made at the IHPFC area level (Bering Sea |, 3enag Sea Il, etc.) hence the
expanded square estimates assume a constant level of coverage across the
IHPFC area. To the extentthat 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 mmd, the 1984 and 1985 joint venture a~d foreign
fishery performance data are presented in Table 3.3. The Shunagm IHPFC
area, which is the same asthe western Gulf sub-area in the Gulf of Alaska,
is also Included, as the 100 mile zone would extend southward of Unimak
Pass. Aggregating the catches by 1/2° by 1° square for 1984 and 1985 for
aiock 1 (small closure), Block 2 (larger closure), and for the remainder of
the BeringSea and Shumagin areas allows comparison of the relative
contribution of each area to total catch in the two years (Table 3.4).

To facilitate thac comparison the relative proportion of catch in eacn zone
versus the total catch in che relevant management area (3SAl - all areas;
GOA - Shumagin area) is shown in Table 3.5  Come general conclusion* can
be drawn from examination of these data.

First, the Gulf of Alaska portion of the <closed zones *as of great
significance to joint ventures operating m tho Shumagin district m 1984
and 1983. Catches of all groundfish combined in the proposed closed areas



Table 2.2. 1984 ana 1935 4oint erer",yre and foreign catches in the FSAI
Manasecsenc Area and S'cur.asir. Sub-nanazenent Area, bv IN?FT
area, in necric tor.s.-

loint Ver.ture>

Acka All
|:.*??2C Area Pollock ?. Cod Mackerel Flatfish Rockrisn Srecces
. 1/\' T
3S 1984 135,362 49,-41 156 261.123
1985  ™R1kG® 351 172,402 3/ 4 Lre
35 IT 1984 44,450 245 15 5a 0 44,309
1935 10,933 33 0 t) n T 141
3S it i?7ga 6,694 5,2°0 35¢ &0 265 w63
1985 7,333 5.523 ,355 —3 52,5%4
Shunacin 1984 9,013 305 573 566 1.6*3 13,471
1985 13,246 210 a 342 324 229 15.747
/“oreizn)
?S | 1984 256,370 20,153 m* 152,394 . 159 435,7*3
1985 245,141 14,071 1 127,598 T.J 391,2°?
3S 11| 1984 604,371 37,070 13 29,323 292 633.256
1985 524,278 42,267 1 20,000 65 591,329
3s 1V 1984 70,900 1.277 71 3,285 456 77,334
1985 50,364 339 0 43 4 51,371
Shuaagin 1984 42,471 10,343 473 503 311 55,798
1985 23,321 7,338 ¢ 2 11 hh« 31,332

1/ Sources: Ferzer, J., P. Nelson Jr., J. Wall. 1985. Sumarias of Provi-
sional “oreizn and Joint Venture Groundfish Catches /Metric Tons) in the
Vorthvast Pacific Ocean and Perina Sea, 1984, KVArC.

Server, J., S. Moral, 3. kelson Jr., J. Vail. 1386. Sumaries of
Provisional Foreizn and Joint Ventura Groundfish Catches (Metric mcr.s'l in the
"orthvesc Pacific Ocean and Ferine Sea, 1985, 'WA?G.
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5 Table34. 1984 -J 1985 Joint Venture an: Firagn Catchesin the BSAI  Igement Areaand Shumagin Sub-management Areain mt. /1,2/

[tlock/Area

i Joint 1\6§2tures ) Pollock P. Cod A Mackerel Flatfish Rockflsh ~ All Groundfish
Block | - BSAI 44.035 11.19 10 1,453 131 57.925
1- GOA 7.636 198 221 510 559 9.4o7
Subtotal 51.671 11.390 237 1.963 740 67.392
Block2- BSAI 124.412 13.699 5l 1.751 156 141.294
2+ GOA 7.647 205 249 512 658 9.611
Subtotal 132.059 13.904 200 2.263 344 150.905
Qutside - BSAI 11.424 17.451 35.164 48,615 399 224.476
-GOA 54 155 9 63 147
Subtotal 11.473 17,466 35.169 48.624 462 224.623

1935
Block | « BSAI 57.405 12.C65 | 1.614 174 72.339
| - GOA 1.369 313 1,997 333 369 14.042
Subtotal 59.274 12.373 1.998 1.947 543 36.431
Block 2+ 3SAl 155.635 13.676 | 2.196 176 173.020
2-GOA 1626 323 1.997 340 269 14.323
Subtotal 153.261 14.004 1.998 2.536 545 137.343
Qutside * BSAI 214.176 29.259 37.660 175.956 393 484.736
-GOA td 3 3 3 I 25
afe.  Subtotal 214.190 29.262 37.663 175.959 394 484.311

Foreign

| Foreighy)
Ctock 1+ QSAI 102.031 2.130 21% 1.676 46 106.272
1-GOA 23.506 813 193 124 24.766
Subtotal 125.537 2.948 225 1.369 170 131.333
Block 2 - BSAI 119.265 2,556 299 1.973 60 124.353
2-GO/. 24,124 1.506 1 199 568 26.164
Subtotal 143789 4,061 306 2.172 150.517
Outside-BSAl 313.630 54.612 165 159.533 2.153 1.036.473
-GOA 51.321 12,156 595 915 2695 63.902
Subtotal 370.451 66,768 761 160.503 4,353 1.105.375

1935
Block Il E%/i\l 10%%% 3% 1.4% ﬁ 1:2J07
Subtotal 113,154 086 1,489 129'.8%[36
Block 2 - BSAI 114.174 1.291 1,632 1 117.133
2+GOA 3.240 237 29 Jé 3.559
Subtotal 122.114 1577 1.661 125.392
QOutndc * USAI 726.634 55.975 131.417 293 914.516
-GOA 17.713 6.333 433 210 24.733
Subtotal 744.402 62.314 131.355 563 *39.204

I/, illocKs arc as snown il Figure 33. Block I is tne "tmail* 100 mile elosure-thc area between 164* - vand 169* wv; 5J* 00" N .uni 52* 20" N.
Block 2 is the 'large" 100 mile closure-me area between 163* W and 170* W: 55* 30" N and 52* CO" *4 "Qutside" is the area noi included in Block

d . Source Foreign ontcrver database, NWAFC. Data used are catc.nes ov U x 1¥ .quareexpanded to account tor ™ onservtr coverage and
aggregated over tie relevant area; therefore, tne sum ot these catctics may not exactly m.uen thotc eatcnes reported m Fable 3.3,



Tattle ) V i | 198 I mid 1=tSiniiii Venlmu ami
aviiiiiliin liniiu ill llie tmi.li s>nude if=imuiile litd tluscil anno
NIMIZ VI
( Juiiil |l\3|_i|iiinm ) I'lNliick * Cod A. Muikerc'l I"luiruii ItmkIhll Al (elIHIICAI
Yunc | 1ISA1 i ix 5.6% (LO% 2.9% J0.9% 158%
1 lihA 99.2% 900% 89-1% 97.9% 77.5% 9/0%
SiililnL.il Jtid'Xi 6.5% 0.7% < 3.9% 56.7% 17.9%
/line 2- 11SAI 91.6% 17.5% 0.1% 3.5% 31.8% Id n%
2 (illA 99 1% 93.2% 98.0% 98.1% 9 1% 98 5%
Siiliiui.il 92 0% Id. 3% 08% 4 4% 611i% 2%
IVSS
‘fiiiio 1 11SAIl 155% 28.1% 0.0% 09% 30.6% 10%
1 tillA 708% 946% 99.9% 97.1% 99 7% 91 6%
SulilnLil 159% 286% 50% 11% 5/8% 128%
/s 2 11SA1 42 1% 31.9% 00% 12% JO % 26 1%
2-lillA 99 5% 99.1% 99 9% 99.1% 99 7% 99 8%
SntHul.il 42 5% 32 4% 50% 14% 58.0% 21.%
( rmili:n )
IVSI
/one 1-11SAl 109% 3.7% 47.2% 10% 2.1% 9 2%
1 li0A 11 0% 60% 10% 17.3% 44% 26 1%
Suliiiil.il 124% 42% 21.1% 11% J 4% I 1%
/mto 2 1ISAI 27% 4.5% 614% 12% 2.7% 107%
2 millA 18% 110% 12% 17.8% 49% 2/5%
Suliim.il 111% 5.7% 2d 7% 13% 40% 120%
I"JHi
fmio I NSAI 1 1% 16% 0(1% 11% 16% [1I1%
1 lil'lA | A% 14% 215% 5.6% 04 250%
SlilitnL.il 1 («% 15% In.7% 11% 20% Il 1%
finto 2 11SAI 111% 2.1% 00% 12% 19% 1.
2 lillA Il /% 4 5% 20 5% 6 2% 00% 2) /-
IL.Vi

S 1 1% 25% 167% 12% 26%



rango from 95% to 100% of the total L.iumagin catch and, in 1985, <che 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 cones
to total foreign catch in the Shumagin district is much less than thac seen
with the joint venture fleet with catches in Block 1 and 2 af all species
combined in the range of 26-27% of the Shumagin total harvest. Third, the
Gulf part of the closed areas is much less significant m terns of
contribution to total Alaskan catch than the Bering Sea portion of the
zones. Fourth, for Che BSAI management area, the proposed closed areas are
]Elelatively more important to the joint venture fleet than the foreign
eet.

Lastly, and, perhaps most significantly, for the 3SAl management area, the
portion of each species catch in the proposed zone ranges from nearly 0 for
Atka mackerel (joint ventures - 1984 and 1935, foreign - 1985) to in excess
of 90% for pollock (joint venture - 3lock 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 venture fleet. For the larger proposed
closure, the appropriate proportions are 3-4% and 60-65%, respectively.

Hhat is important for this analysis, however, is not what the eaten 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 foreign
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 years ago. Second, assuming thac 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 made wup by

fishing in the remaining open area. The opposite "best case” scenario
would 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
lies between nil and that implied by the numbers in Table 3.5. Note 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 **11 change. This is not deemed biologically 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 hoth m
space and time. Foreign catch data for pollock and cod in 1984 IFigure
3.5 Figure 3.6) indicate that there are fish of these species caught
outside the closed area3 (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.









3loiogical survey data say also ae wused to descnde tPese distnaucions.
2717 data for pollock m 13a4 and i985 indicate a widespread aistnPution
far thia species (.Figure 3.7, Figure 3. &m,. ac. least during the period af
the survey. * From these data, then. it would seem tnat at least for
pollack, and possibly cad, fisn are availaOie outside me prooosed

closures, and anus, from a dialogic al perspective, significant manges m
Sicaass levels are not expected.

[lternati/fe 7 Seasonal closures

This alternative would close me areas proposed above only during tne first
naif of the year. The biological impact of this alternative is merefore
necessarily loss than under alternative 1. is a sub-alternative, nowever.
it has been suggested that tae entire Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands
management area be closed to ;oiat ventures during part af the year. The
present analysis considers tne specific closure of me entire 3SAl area

during the period January i - Jure 30 to ail joint venture and foreign
operations.

Catches hy month for 198* and 1985 for hoth joint venture and foreign
vessels are shown m Table 3.6 and Table 3.7. Data for these years
indicate that, in teres of total groundfish, for jc at venture and foreign
harvesters, the summer months, June, July and August are most important.
The same general relation holds at the individual speciss level, also.
Xote that for the pollock fishery, however, the amter-spring roe fishery
(Feb, Mar, Apr) is an important component of me total fisnery. Informal
reports from the 1987 fishery indicate the importance of the roe season to
tho total fishery is increasing.

The domestic cod fishery also has strong seasonal differences in its
conduct. In the spring-early summer period bottom trawlers target on
concentrations of cod m the Oniaak Pass area. Later m the year, however,
the trawlers are targeting on flacfisn with significant amounts at' cod as
bycatch, that s, are operating m a general mixed species an-bottom
fishery with catches of cod, pollock, and flounder. A seasonal closure of
gither of the zones would be expected to have an especially adverse impact
an the fishery which targets on cod.

.Thus, the seasonal catch distribution indicated hy Tables 3.5 and 3.7 may
not he representative of the horrent or near future fishery 3nd may ignore
species specifis seasonal effects for pollack and sod. Table 3.3, nowever,
wnic.n presents the percentage of catch in each zone in each season, does
consider species specific impacts. 0Osing these data it is possible to
assess the proportion of eaten that occurs between January t and June 30.
This catch represents the "worst case" scenario— the maziaum catch foregone
assuming a Januarv - June closure af Slack 1, 3lock 2. or the entire 3SAI
management ares. Thia scenario assumes that harvesters do r.ot redistribute

S. The survey takes place during the summer months. It is likely mat at
other times of the year the population distributions for many species,

notaoly cod and pollocx, are very mueh different than these survey
distributions.
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Table 3.6. 1984 joint venture and "oreign 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 0 270
Feb 607 3,739 0 411 0 5,068
Mar 28,757 6,937 0 307 0 37,196
Apr 43,111 3,679 1,842 4,653 108 55,059
May 1,974 2,688 7,656 7,574 781 21,044
Jun 31,340 3,971 10,013 11,300 115 58,051
Jul 68,855 3,963 9,655 5,797 407 89,97?
Aug 50,553 2,550 6,159 9,938 157 73,667
Sep 11,196 2,417 0 9,636 65 26,550
Oct 6,937 216 140 750 172 3,559
Nov 131 0 0 ; 1 133
TOTAL 243,499 31,372 35,470 50,394 1,306 375,529

BSA5/AF-2 -27-



Table 3.5. fConc"i)

LOS- mfoiac vencure and roreizn catches in the 3SAl war.az®-~er.c
Area and Shuaazin Sub—nanazement Area, bv acnth, In r.etric tens.

Forelzn
All
Morich Folli'cic ?. Cod A. Mackerel Flatfish F.cckfish Qrsunrifish
Jan 14.8-3 2,377 i 1,066 2 1?.334
Fab 53..<39 3,934 0 1,346 74,-19
Mar 14.2:9 4,015 4— 5,216 14 23,5a2
Aor A.rrF 2,989 0 10,902 20.585
May 21.rS| 575 0 4,557 "l 26,3"a
Jun 34,e7?0 5,574 57 5,596 1,315 97,313
Jul 150.357 3.629 702 16,130 1,425 172,063
Aug Lo4.::s 4,850 31 24,035 1,011 194,346
Sap 1T73.5-? 5.04A 21 19,365 396 204,324
Ccc 127.2A3 3,373 313 25,303 827 152,740
Nov ICS,r67 11,902 302 25,2*1 191 146,335
Oac 11,962 52 23,273 45 112,963

TOTAL 1,013.539 70,830 1,066 162,575 . 5,054  1.255.392



Table 3.7. 1985 ioinc venture and foreien catches In the BSAl Management
Area and Shumagin Sub-management Area, by monch, in metric tons.

Joint Venture

I
Monch Pollock ?. Cod A. Mackerel Flatfish Rockfish Groﬁndfish
Jan 110 140 0 15 C 267
Feb 1,743 4,297 0 52? 0 6,979
Mar 45,197 6,864 8 1,067 3 53,822
Apr 81,474 3,327 4,031 11,102 32 84,842
Mav 7,214 3,069 17,513 36,463 232 67 ,8'2
Jun 20,530 5,898 8,614 30,436 218 71,307
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 67,352
Oct 15,286 1,846 822 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

BSA5/AP-4 29.



Taola 3.7. fCar.clld)
1935 ioinc venture and coreizn caeches in che ESAI Marazesent
Area and Shusasir. :uo—hanazenenc Area, bv nonsh, in necric cons.

“oreizn
All
vonch Pollock ?. Cod A. Mackerel Placfiah Pockfiar. oroundfish
Jan L5,:i5 o~"2 0 9,134 u 25,c*:
“gn 17,137 t:,ai Q 2,213 0 27 W
Mar 13,504 tFe e 0 9,724 0 L omot
Apr 1,503 3.551 3 6,356 t 10,323
May 4,125 1.5S0 0 2,363 4 3,350
Jun 45,375 Jo3 0 3,419 If 55,722
Jul 127,011 1,737 0 10,527 311 139,583
Aug 156,664 4,043 0 19,780 44 180,540
Seo 145,055 3,946 0 19,418 73 153,504
Occ 150,985 4,370 2 19,221 °Tt 130,212
Mov 104,719 10,593 0 15,515 13 131,075
Dec 73,774 4,047 9 10,232 7 98,151

TOTAL 866,813 63,391 o o U 133,513 580 1,064,996
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Table 3 b. I'ciceutage of 1961 and 1985 Joint Venture and Foreign Catches in the 11SAI Management Area, January - June, by block

Illoek/Areu

( Joint Ventures )

llicitk 1
IIhnk 2
Allot 11SAI

( loielgn )
1Hock 1

[llock 2
All of 11SAI

i'ollock

1984

17.3%
59 1%
17.9%

0.1%
0 2%
21.9%

1985

30%
12.5%
366%

00%
0.0%
12.3%

I*. Cod

1984

31.8%
*12.2%
68.0%

0.4%
0.4%
25.1%

1985

21.3%
30.0%
51.9%

0.0%
0 1%
31.5%

A. Mackerel
1984 1985
0.0% 0.0%
0.0% 0.0%
55.1% 79.9%
00% 0.0%
0.0% 00%
2.8% 00%

Flutlhli

1984

2.6%
3.1%
49,(1%

0.1%
1.2%
17.9%

1985

0.8%
1.0%
44.7%

00%
08%
29.0%

Hockllsli

1984

9.9%
9.9%
22.4%

0.3%
0.3%
43 3%

1985

0.4%
0.4%
61.1%

1.6%
16%
52%

All (ironmirhh
1984 1985
100% 3.8%
20.3% 9 5%
48.1% 432%
0.1% 00%
02% 00%
21.5% 15.5%



effort co cne laccar pare of cne year. The data in Table 3. @ can ce used Ca
examine can eventuality. la might ae expected, a six month closure of
Block 1 would nave a modest impact on cne joint venture cod and pollock
fianery ind minor impact on cne acner fiananes. The foreign fleec would
ae little ~lfected. ac least la ceres of catenas similar co cnac snoun oy
1931 and 1985 fishery performance. The Block 2 closure is pocencially mucn
more significant ca cae joint ventures, particularlY with regard ca cod and
pollock, hut. again, insignificant co cne foreign fleec.

Closure of Che encire 3ermg Sea co joint ventures and foreign fisnmyg
vessels during January 1 - June 30 could nave major impacts on tne current
patterns of caccn mcne joint venture fisnery. This is particularly
oovious sica regard co cod a.d pollock wnere wup co "0-305 of cae eaten
could De foregone.

This "sorst case" scenario is not very likely considering the fact that
recent fisnery performance indicates chat the latter part of the year can
provide very productive fisnmg for all species and also considerin? cae
considera&le available fisnmg poser and cne large investment in cne fleet.
It is therefore, unlikely, in general terms, tnat sucn a seasonal closure,
even if that closure aere Bering Sea aida, would greatly reduce the total
harvest m the management area, except, possibly, m tbhe very snort term.
In terms of ecosystem performance, therefore, the seasonal closures would
have little significant anvironmental impact.

This generality may not be true m the case ofthe pollack roe fishery,
hoeever, as a 3ermg Sea closure during the monthsof January 1 - June JO
would eliminate the J7P roe fisnery. | strong spawner-recruit relationsnip
would imply Chat reducad mortality on pollock stocks during their spawning
pariod may positively influence Che steady scace biomass levels for the
species. tInfortunately, spasner-recruit relationships for pollock are
poorly understood.

Ilctrnac?ly* «: rorv.gr. Processing “-if

[f Che ‘imposition of fees on foreign processors, including those vessels
receiving che catch of domestic harvesters, leads to a long term reduction
in the harvest levels of tha groundfish species of the Bering Sea,
significant environmental impact might be expected. This is unlikely,
however, since those fees would, ac most, accslerace the replacement of
foreign processors with domestic processors (Both snoreside and at-sea,,
and thus. in the long run, not result in any reduction la total harvrsc m
the Bering Sea management area.

3.4 Socioeconomic Impacts

3.4.1. Pisnery Costs and Benefits <3arvtscere and promisors)
I "0 Picture



The environmental «impacts of potenv ->1 reductions in catch were discussed
ir- Section 3.3.2 Obviously, .jrvest reductions also have economic
impacts.  The most obvious perspec e for examination of these impacts is
one of reduced ax-vessel gross r-ceipts in response to the reduction in
harvest. Potential revenue losses arising from the proposed block closures
are examined m Tables 3.9 and Table 3.10, which present total ex-ves3el
revenue in a 2one, and percentage of total revenue in a zone, respectively.
These are "worst case" scenarios of the likely revenue impact on the
harvesting sector for the reasons argued above. The opposite "best case”
scenario would assume no catch 13 foregone and that, therefore, ex-vessel
receipts would not decline.

In contradistinction to the environmental analysis, however, 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 which may be less productive and
involve greater running time  from port  will necessarily increase
operational costs.  This is not only due to increases in fuel cast3 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 now grounds or the timing of the newseason may be such
that some vessels will be unable to participate at all.

Representative costs for three sizes of joint venture trawlers are shown in
Table 3.11. Costs per metric ton of groundfish range from $38 to $95
depending on vessel size. Fuel costs constitute between 12% and 18% of
total operating costs, thus, if trip length were to double because of
increased running time, fuel costs would be expected to double, everything
else remaining equal. This means that fuel costs may increase by as much
as  $15.45 per mt of groundfish harvested, increasing total operational
costs by approximately 17%.

One important question to be answered. however, is does everything else
remain equal? In particular, will CPUE change to the extent that there is
a change in gross revenue, an increase ofr decrease inoperatingcosts, or
both, should wvessels relocate to less productive grounds? This is a
relevant question if vessels which would have fished in areas of high CPOE
were forced to fish elsewhere. This would certainly be the case m the
closure of the two proposed zones in Unimak Pass Dbecause the total
requirements of the shoreside plants, - 325 mt/day (Table 3.1), are mucn
less than the total catching capacity of the joint venture fleet. 400-600
mt/day per vessel (Alaska Dragger*s Association, pers. comm.), which m
terms of a fleet of 120 vessels, is about 60.000 mt/day . Thus, the daily
catches of two or three vessels could satisfy the requirements of the snore
based plants.

If there is a "CP*JE effect” wvnicn incr-sees cost to vessels fishing for
joint ventures when they are forced *o move to inter" nr u'oundn, r*..r¢ is r

corresponding opposite positive effect to those vessels tlinc nr.i., *r ch*
area. This  benefit  would accrue primarily to domestic at-oea
7. This may be a high estimate. Reports from the joint wventure roe

pollock fishery indicate current maximum fisnmg rates are about 10,000 me;day

-33-
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Toole3.9.".°9! :-d 1913 Joint -entua -.a Forr.qn Orou u.vv«ia Re  ainme BSAI Management Areaanti Shumagsn \rea .ai.jCfIn. ;v ii;. c«

Block/Area
(Jomtl\éﬂturea X Pollock P. Cod A Mackerel Raiiisn Rockiun M ilfiunothn
Blocs | + QSAl as;; 1431 * 1% .l
R 9 B 3 3 0 i
mubtotal 3913 1494 16 333 196 * 142
Blocs 2- 3SAl 2. 3.300 J 235 ad 1.671
3+GOA 9831 43 2 X 14 28
Subtotal 13.359 2.245 45 392 334 0 1.20:
Coutce- 3SAl 1120 3.333 5J10 4314 26 35.488
*COA 4 3 1 1 1" 12
Subtotal £.394 2203 311 5.493 ¢ 36.3:6
ms
3locs |+ 3SAI 4.033 1543 3 316 46 1.343
| BCA 104 8 202 3 o 1.657
Suototal 4.333 ino 202 334 14a ‘0.199
3logjc3 » BSAI 16J43 1395 0 394 47 32.916
ecoa 273 %o 202 28 98 1.799
Subtotal 16.41? 3.C67 202 333 144 31165
Cutahc « 3SAl 23.4' 6.40% 3.6%7 33.573 104 57-333
m60A 1 0 0 0 |
Subtotal 33.490 5.403 5.637 23.573 104 37228
Forei
L Foreiga)
Bloc* 1- BSAI 10.711 466 13 325 12 11540
t *GOA 3443 TS 1 R 3 1932
Suototal 13.133 445 14 346 45 15.962
Blocs 2- BSAI 13J23 360 45 354 16 14.674
2-COA 15C9 333 | kY 37 5.387
Subtotal 134232 333 46 357 kel 37.761
CutoQe « BSAI 33.936 11.960 3% 2U15 573 131234
*GOA 5J89 1530 90 103 114 3.130
Subtotal 91J46 14.610 113 31.433 1.33% 120.434
ms
Bloc* | . BSAI ‘uu 196 3 196 1 13132
1-COA ir 3 0 1 3 '*h
Suototal 21358 216 0 199 1 =
Bloc* 3 - BSAI U.i« n { 219 4 13.422
3+CCA 157 42 3 3 1.310
Suetotaa 13.343 145 0 [ 19.632
utane * BSAI *6.202 12759 3 17.610 * 107.713
P *COA 1.J4] IS 1 0 7 3.533
Suototal *3.144 13.4-0 1 27.»59 119 t:a.53i
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[ISAIKi()A Amendment 11/16. Table 3.92

lable 39 2. 1*JH4 and I">Hb La-vciscl Kevenue lor Jnini Venluic and I-oieign Fiiherie* in llic [ISAI Management Area. Jamiaiy June, by blink (SL.IMMI)

nili/Area Liilliitk * Cod A. Mackerel FlallHli Km Midi All driiuiiillKli

( Inliil Vinlurca ) |\W§4 [VSS [VS4 m s [VS4 IVSS [VS4 [VSS [VS4 [VSS [VS4 [VSS

S2-163  $1llso  $2,311 52.568 $0 $0 $173 $198 $1$ S| ST 6

mr?lll( I2 $8,430  $1,873 $2.87% $2,822 $0 $0 $208 $213 SIS S| SI’ 1.313 17.3%9

All ¢l 1ISAI il s SM.221 $1,610 $$.165  $2,929  $4,545 $3,309  >HW»7L $)$ S97  S0.7/1  S13819
(Tuiillu )

i $117 $8 . Sib $0 $0 $0 $12 $2 $2 S| SI'7$ S12

Illlmlki é $17) $8 $19 $.8 $0 $0 $263 $112 $2 S| S- 17 $23

All'id 1ISAI $21.4)  $10878 83,116 $3,918 $2 $0  §3882  $8.170 $2$3 sl $3,190  $18.908
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Table 3.11.

Cost

Strur-~ire of Joint Venture Trawlers

108-115 ft.
S/lb .

S0.014 33.3%

0.005 11.9
0.019 45.2
0.003 7.1
0.004 95
0.004 9.5
0.007 16.7
0.005 11.9
0.023 54.7
0.042 OQQ
S92.61
5.02
35, 000
176 ,000
190
33,440,000
15, 147

120 ft,
s/lib. v
S0.013 30.2:
0.005 11.6
0.018 41.3
0.004 9.3
0.005 11.6
0.004 9.3
0.007 16.3
Q.005 II.fi
0.025 58.1
0.043 99.9
594.50
4.95
40,000
1.98, 0CO
200
39,600 ,000
17,959

the Americanization of the Groundfish Fisheries

35 ft.
5/1b. T
Variable Costs
Labor S0.013 37.5%
Fuel 0.007 17.5
Total Variable Coses 0.022 55.0
"ixed Costs
Interest 0.002 5.0
ROl a 30% 0.003 7.5
Insurance 0.004 10.0
Maintenance 0.006 15.0
Deoreciacion 0.003 7.3
Total Fixed Costs 0.018 45.0
TOTAL COSTS S/lb. 0.040 100.0
TOTAL COSTS S/mt A88.20
Ocher Information:
Crew size 4.02
Cacch/Man/Day (lbs) 20,000
Cacch/Dav 121,000
Days/Fishine Year 150
Total Catch/year (lbs) 18,130,000
Total Catch/year (me) 8, 231
Source: MFC, "A Scratejjv for
of che Northeast Pacific," V.2,
PSA5/AH-6 -37-

128 (19853.



catcher/ t-ocessors or -:cnership/processi and to those domestic catchers
who dad previously fished for jomc ventc.-es who ahose to remain m the
tone. The numoers of vessels m the .»"tar category will deoend on the
demand af domestic shoreoased processors. Indications af sncreoased
oapa ity versus joint venture capture capacity indicate the aumoer of
vessels making the switch from joint venture to 3a? fishing will he 3mail.
at least initially. Note that this positive effect accruing mostly to
at-sea domestic processors is of a transitory nature. This is hecause as
the fisnery become more fully ™Americanised" harvesting vessels and at-sea
and snore processing capacity mill enter the fishery to take advantage of
increased catch opportunities in the tone. 3ow quickly this mignt occur is
unknown, but if the current rateaf "Americanisation"continues the entire
catch mill be domestically processed m a few years.

To answer the question posed above it is necessary to quantify the "CP'JE
effect'*.  This is done hy estimating the relation between eaten and effort
using detailed catch-effart data, ouch estimation is difficult, and it has
been impossible, in the time available for preparation of thi3 analysis, to
provide a detailed estimate of the oaten vs. effort, or C?0E vs. effort
relationship for the current fishery. However, analysis prepared by the
Council Staff in consideration of Amendment a (1933) to the 3ering Sea IMP
may still be useful m examining the CPUS effect.

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

In (C - (72000 - 0) « -17.307 * 1.956 In (S) 1 (1) .
where C is catch in mt, and £ is effort in trawl-hours.

The fisnery today is very different from the fishery of 1931 In
particular, the CPOE's reported in that period have increased m recent
years. Nevertheless, if the general relationship still holds, one may use
equation 1) to estimate how CPUS might increase givena reduction m
effort. To do this solve for CPOE (C/ E) and suppose chat effort, S, s
reduced from the initial Tlevel by some proportion. 1, ( Q <a a 1). Then
it is possible to compute a ratio of CPOE after the change to CPOE before
the change. This ratio is the proportional increase in CPOE given by a
proportional reduction of effort. Osing 1) the relationship is given by

(CPOE***)/( C?0Eats) » 3( 1 *« bEi)/(L - b3 E:) (2)
where b « e* 7,507 * 3.05 x i0'V
If currenc effort levels is the proposed closed toneare 100 vessels
fisnmg 100 days in a year, with eacnvessel fisnmg, on average. 10 hour

days. S is 100,000 hours. If effort iscut m half due to the closure. ;2!
would estimate that the vessels remaining would benefit by an increase m

3. Hegulacory Impact Analysis, Amendment 5 to the Hering iea/ Aleutian
Islands management plan. App. I, p. 2L



CPUE of approximately 98X. If ettort were instead reduced by 25X then CPUE
would increase approximately 33*.

The profitability of thi3 increase in CPOE can be examined by assuming that
inputs (labor, time, etc.) are fixed. Then, an increase in CPOE would lead

to an increase in catch (output) at the original level of inputs. From
this perspective gross revenue has increased in the same proportion that
CPOE has increased. 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 <cost3 per day are about 393/mt and
total annual catch is 15,000 mt. If daily catch had been 100 mt and CPOE
increases such that catch is increased to 150 mt/day then gross revenue
would increase by SOS and net revenue would increase from 3700 per day to
$2,350 per day.9 If this gain were experienced by 30 vessels, the total
increase in profitability would be 364,500.

The increase m profitability 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 henefits
would accrue to the remaining vessels; perhaps 3 to 6 fishing vessels who
had been operating as joint venture catchervessels and up to 25domestic
catcher/processors or mother3hip/processors (Table 3.1, 3.2).

At the same time the apposite phenomenon would occur for the displaced
vesrels. CPOE could be expected to decrease for two reasons.  Thefirst is
a consequence of the assumption that theclosed areas representthe iro3t
productive fishing grounds. This is 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 pollock in other areas of the Bering Sea. If these concentrations are
available to the fishery it remains true that the increased running time
and search time will increase costs. It is also possible that the spawning
aggregations of pollock which are 30 attractive to roe and surimi
processors do not occur in areas further north and west of the Unimak Pass
area.

The second reason for an expected decline in CPUE 13 a consequence of the
model presented above. A relation 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 Dby the displaced joint venture vessels may be
much less m 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 m total effort in
the area. If both of these factors are modest the decline in CPUE wil
also be modest. However the numbers of vessels involved (= 120) imply
that the total loss m profits could be significant,

3, Assuming an cx-vessel price of 3100/mt



Using the same data used for the example above, suopose chat the decrease
in CPUE due ca moving co new grounds and due to increased effort is tot.
"hen gross revenue per unit af effort can be expected to decline tot. if
operational costs increase 155 Dbecause of increased fuel cost3 due to
increased running and search tine the data indicate chat the wvessel can no
longer matte a profit.  Althougn che owner may continue to fi3h to cover ms

variable :osts it is laprohaole that che vessel would remain in the funery
over .he long term.

mother question co be addressed is whether shoreoased plants would
continue to offer a mgner pnos Chan offered by foreign processors 3nould
tae management actions be affective m securing delivery of product
snoreside. Generally, the answer will depend on wnether or not competition
for vessels remain, that is, wnether the joint venture catcher vessels can

matte up tne car.cn foregone outside the closed area. [f they can, and if
foreign processors do not reduce their demand for product, the snore plants
will reed to maintain the differential. [f on the other hand, joint

venture prices are reduced, demand for joint venture caugnt fisn is
reduced, or if there is excess fisnmg capacity (e.g., due to the fact thac
soma vessels may he wunaole or wunwilling to fish distant grounds, or chat
Che cost effects outlined above are such that fishing for joint ventures is
no longer profitable) then the plants mil have [little incentive to
maintain che higher prices. Such a price reduation would reduce the
profitability gains discussed above for those vessels delivering shoreside.

Thu potential losses co foreign processors has not yet been specifically
addressed. This is because, relative to 1934 and 1985, che foreign
presence is greatly reduced, and in all likelihood, will be even further
rsduced in 1933. Second, changes in foreign ex-vessel profit/loss are not
directly relevant under the MFCMI, which under the national Standards,
views fisheries management from the perspective of the 3.S economy. | f
those changes, however, lead m turn to changes in che laport of product
from or reexport of product to the United States economic impacts are
expected. These effects with respect to che roe fishery far pollock are a
topic of Chapter 9. Ocher laport-export market effects are difficult to
quantify and are beyond the scope of this document. 19

iltsrnatlve 3 seasonal closures

The kinds of costs and benefits to fisnmg vessels, and to landhased and
at-sea processors, are qualitatively identical ca thac insiag fro* the
area closures discussed in the precedmq section: increased oBerationaI
costs, and decreased CPUE and hence, net margin for displaced boats; and
increased CPUE and increased profits for Che remammgq vessels. The
segments of the industry effected are the same. This 1s because the
qualitative effects of a 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 Taole J. T, Taole J. 3, Taole 3.1.1 and Table 3.10). is argued

10.  Useful information on the world warwec for wnitafish. in general, and
cod. ia particular, ran oe founo la Oueirolo (1786) and Crutchfield (1936).



m Che envlronme-wtal impact 3ect:—i, a seasonal closure of either of the
suggested zones would be intermedi:_e in impact between the no action
a-ternative and the year round cl ire alternative (Alternative 2). Thus,
the preceding discussion on costs 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 20 closure
on joint venture fishing 3enng Sea wide, is predicted to have gotentially
a greater impact on the fishing vessels operating in the Bering Sea because
of the large amount of catch likely to be foregone.

In sum, the economic impact of Alternative 2, Alternative 3a, and
Alternative 3b are qualitatively the sane. 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 wvessels delivering shoreside (to the -extent that shoreside
capacity exists to process fish) and to domestic vessels processing at-sea.
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 Alaskau harvest will be processed domestically,
with or without establishing a zone for priority access, or a seasonal
closure of all or a wportion of the Bering Sea management area. The
question to be answered is what is  the best course for this
Americanization— where best 13 taken to mean that course of action which
results in the greatest stream of benefits to the 0.S. economy. The answer
depends on the investment climate, and the relative costs of various types
of operation. This last issue—relative costs—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 m the joint venture fishery

Much of the analysis of the preceding alternatives has been concerned with
the changes in expected harvest, either in the physical sense for the
environmental analysis, or in terms of ex-vessel revenue for the economic
analysis. It is clear, noweverfrom the debate surrounding this
controversial issue and from the discussion above chat one key factor is
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 1HRC. 1586) indicates that, Tor a pollock filleting
operation, total processing costs shoreside and at-sea are roughly
equivalent *Taole 3.12). The cost comparison does not, however,include
shoreside delivery cost.

Asimilar comparison of processingcosts forsunmi  operationsreveal a
rough parity between domestic shorebased and at sea processors, with an
estimated cost differential of between 4 and 11 cents per pound iTaole
3. 13). Tho Japanese catcner/processor of sunmi faces CO3ts similar to
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those encountered dy domestic aa. ‘aside plancd3  wnila there 13 |
substantially raducad cost far induce processed Py Korean mocnersmps.
The case savings in the ,<oraaa operation are primarily a conseauence at*
reduced labor costs, and, secondarily, a result of a lower ooportunacy o00sc
of capital.

In addition to these cost differentials. Alaskan snoretsased crocessor3 are
assessed a landings tax on the gross value of receipts (Table 2.U). li/en
fish costs of 20-35 cent3 per pound tne tot3l cost «f product to these
plants may he 21-35 cents and the total processing costs "3-52 cents per
pound. Thi3 is almost 30 cents more per pound than the processing costs of
a Korean sunai aothersnip.

Taaia 3.14. The Alaska Renewahle Resource Tax

Species Shore Plants Processed ac-oea Other
Oroundfisn 1% 35 1.2
Saloon 35

Crab 1§ S5

Source: (3arcld Jonas, pars. comm.)

Suppose that this cost information is usad to am/a at a per unit fee to
those foreign processors who receive fish from 0.S.  catcher vessels under
the rational that the economic system will work without intervention if all
players are afforded a level playing field. The fee structure therefore
recognises that Secause of certain national subsidies for other nations and
because 3.S regulations or law impose additional operational costs on
shoreside processors an assessment may be imposed on those foreign
processors to equalize total 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) implies that, for pollock, an assessment of between 3400 and
3600 per mt would be necessary to equalise total operational costs of
Korean mothership operations and Alaskan shoreside plants. 13 Of course,
such a fee would penalise those foreign operations already experiencing
higher costs (e.g. Japanese catcher/processor).

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

11. There is 1 C landings tax assessed by the oorougn pf Outc.n Raroor.
In addition, the Alaska Seafcod Marketing Institute (ASM!) levies a fee of
3. 1S on ail memoer processors.

12, Acost differencial of 1 csnc/lb is equivalent th 122.35<mt.



[f, however, the rationale for imposition of the fee is to counteract the
advantage accorded to foreign processors via the combination of nationa
subsidies and the non-imposition of costs related to U.S. legal system
(landings taxes, MFCHA assessments, OH3A requirements, etc.) it 13 more
appropriate to consider only the relevant proportion of differential costs.
Afull analysis of the relative advantage of subsidies and the relative
disadvantage of mandated costs 13 Dbeyond the scope of this analysis,
however, a rough approximation using information in Tables 3.13 and 3.14 s
that U S. processors are at least disadvantaged 2-3X due to the landings
taxes. This translates to a differential of 6 to 9 cents per Ib (for
sunmi 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 plant3 a total assessment of 12-20 cents/lIb (3265-
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 foreign
fishing operations are administered. Note 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 tbe provisions of
the tMagnuson) Act during ... fiscal year 1986 tbe same ratio as the
aggregate quantity of fish harvested by-foreign fishing vessels within
the fishery conservation zone during 1985 bears to the aggregate
quantity of fish  harvested by both foreign and domestic fishing
vessels within 3uch  zone and the territorial waters of the United
States during (19851.13

This alternative does have price implications, however. That is, the new
cost structure may affect the basic market pricing mechanisms, potentially
raising prices at the secondary 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 Casts

The closed zone alternative(s) or the closed season approach may require
imposition of new check m/check out procedures for all fisnmg 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
Tho administrative cost of the area ~closure relates to the cost of any

reprogramming on the part of the observer program and PacFIN.  These costs
are not likely to be substantial. The administrative cost of the seasona

13. 16 U.S.C.  1824( b)(10)(8B)
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closure of che entire 3ermg Sea Co joint wventure and/or foreign fishing
will be minimal, in face, it may be possible to realize some cost savings.
Rith regard co the fee alternative, the administrative costs of imposition
will also be minimal if the procedures adopted are identical co that used
currently for the directed foreign fisheries. If a separate program is
established to determine, and collectassessments administrative costs
could be substantial.

The enforcement costs of the Froposed closures depend on the wording of the
implementing regulations. It the regulations are written sucn that the
closed areas are declared off limits to foreign processing vessels
enforcement costs will not increase greatly. Mote cnac the size and snape
of the area has little effect an enforcement costs. Enforcement of the fee
collection alternative should not increase status qua costs, assuming, as
above, that the program is a supplement to the existing foreign fee program
administered by MMFS.

3. 4.4 Impact on Consumers

If the price paid by re-processors of blacks (especially pollock, but also
cod) Increases because of retractions in supply (due to the reduced catch
from Joint ventures) or because of increases in costs (CPUE declines, per
ton assessments) then consumers will suffer a loss. The magnitude of this
loss will depend on the price r-sponse of the consumer demand carve and. the

magnitude of the price shift. Changes in product level at the US.
national retail level are expected to be modest in relation to the U S
market for whitafish products. Significant changes in the supply of

pollock for sunmi or substantial pri-e shifts far either raw product or
primary sunmi could have a major Impact ms the U 3. markets tor analog
products.

J.4.3. Redistribution of Costs and 3eneflts

ill the alternatives described above- may benef.t the westers Alaskan
communities which participate in shorebased processing if those closures or
fees result in more product being delivered shoreside. If more fishing,
transport, and Frocessmg vessels visit those ports to purchase fuel,
supplies, and ftor service and maintenance the local economies will further
benefit. If lees vessels use these ports for servicing local revenue may

decrease. i1l alternatives benefit the domestic at-sea processing
component, primarily because of potentially significant increases in CPUS
and hence profitability. ill alternatives barm joint venture pperacions to
some extent. Losses m income to joint venture fishermen may De
substantial. Additionally, tf the restrictions are major and long term the
viability of the joint venture service companies will be threatened. la

the long run these losses to joint ventures will scour even under the
statue quo. The magnitude of these gains and losses will depona, af
course, on the magnitude af the cacaa reduction and the C?UE effects.

J. 4.5 Cast - 3Jenaflt Conclusion
First, it is not oiear wnether tbe supply problem in Unalaska/ikucan will

ae resolved without government intervention ay business and marketing
efforts currently underway, Second, it is obvious that tbs more extreme



alternatives (closure of the larger Block 2, a January - June closure of
the entire Bering Sea to jointventures and foreign fleets) m il 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
n.ore product delivered shoreside than would otherwise be the case

Certainly, all alternatives increase the likelihood of this happening by
improving the competitive position of the shorebased plants. Shat actually
happens is completely dependent on the ability of the displaced fleet to
make up the foregone eaten, 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 the magnitude of the CPOE
effect. 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 still enhancing profitability Che
supply problem for shorebased processors will cease over the near term. I f
the <cost reduction on the grounds s not large enough co cover the
transportation cost3 closures will not rectify Che problem.

Whether the net benefit exceeds net costs in terms of the total U S
economy will depend on the size of the <closure (in space 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. ill three items require estimation which has the usual
attendant errors, however, our ability to predict the probable catch in new
fishing areas is very limited, and it is this prediction of catch changes
that is critical to the whole prediction process.

Horst and best case predictions are possible, however, using results
presented earlier. The smaller block closure (Alternative 2a) would reduce
joint venture gross ex-vessel revenue by $8-10 million if none of the catch
foregone is made up (Table 3.9.1). Likewise, che worst case for the larger
block closure indicates a revenue loss of $18-22 million (Table 3.3.1).
Horst case scenarios for the foreign fisheries indicate potential losses in
gross revenue of S14-8 million for the two alternative closures (Table
3.9.1). The corresponding best case scenarios would predict no ex-vessel
revenue declines although profits would be expected to decline because of
increased costs.

In the same manner, the worst case for the seasonal closure indicates a
loss in ex-vessel gross revenue of 921-34 million 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). Corresponding worst case
declines m ex-vessel revenue for seasonal closures of the blocks are, for
the smaller closure. $3-4 million and 912-175 thousand for joint venturos
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 gains to DAP due to the closures (area or area/season). The
worst case would be that QAP IS unable to increase its snare of the
landings. Revenue increases would then be $0. This is very unlikely, as
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is the bast case scenario where gains would be characterized as equal to
the revenue losses aoove, under the assumption that all catch foregone by
joiat ventures .is taken by DA? vessels.

Although this bounds analysis say he useful m limiting the discussion of
impacts, the latitude of predictions is extreme. Again, actual impacts
will dopend an the amount af catch foregone, the aoility of DA? to harvest
that catch, and, especially, the relationship between effort, C?1S, and
costs.

Regardless of the outcome af this calculation procedure it is important to
recognize that if it is Che Council's desire to protect che local economies
of western Alaskan communities, particularly wish regard to the local
seafood processing capaoilities, adoption af one af the alternatives
described aoove nay oprove attractive. To the extent that the 3.8
regulatory system and foreign suDsidies hinder free narxec competition m
the international seafood markets per unit catch assessments on foreign
processing vessels nay be -effective in increasing tho rate of total 3.S.
domestication of the fishery.

The down side of any altarnatlve which Is effective in eliminating the
foreign presence is the proDlea of idling 0.S. fisnmg vessels while 3.3.
processing capacity increase and the possibility of pries increases and
supply reductions at the wholesale and retail level.
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March 3, 1987

Governor Stove Cowpor

P.0O. BOX A
Juneau, ak 99811

Dear Governor Cowper:

We were shocked to hear that the NMFS Alaska Regional Director
recently recommended overturning the Council®s decision to reserve
che pollock resource in Snelikoff Strait for the domestic industrye
We are requesting an explanation and documentation of how the
Regional Director came to his decision. We attended tne last
Council meeting and clearly heard him say that the Regional office
would take no action until new data could be presentee to the
Council at the March 16 meeting.

In addition, we cannot explain why the Regional Director is one of
the leading opponents of our proposal for a ICO mile Domestic
Fisheries Zone arouna Dutch Harbor. We would expect that WilFS would
provide a leadership role or at least remain neutral towards efforts
rn Rror irwrnra hho ri«™norip>« v/itrHn ?C7. Tr.prp arp ftnrtugb
enemies of Americanization already.

I refer you to tne attached letter which clearly spells out the plan
of a new organization, the American nigh Seas Fisheries Association
(AiIJSFA) to thwart the intent of the Magnuson Act to realize full
domactic utilisation o£ tho sichocy tasourcos 1including

and transportation.

In that letter we finally nee a forthright statement of some of tne
Joint Ventura operator"s goal of "preservation or tnis metncc or

selling our harvest.”™ The letter strips away their pretensions of
claiming that Joint Ventures are a transitional phase in the
Americanization process. They want to step this process oaac in its
tracks ac the point where they are cut in but everyone else is cut
out. And they are proposing to assess tnemeeives Si5,CC0.3C per
coat co accomplish this.

Vv
Two of the main targets they list are the 10C mile domestic Z2or.e
arouna yuccn hurdur and reopening Lhe dull® of Aiooisu (including
Snelikoff strait) to Joint Ventures. IfT they can"t attain tneir
goals through defeating these proposals they will sees to accomplish
them chrougn reflagging foreign processing vessels. They state:
"Without the Tenyo Maru vmere are we? Do we carewhat flag flies
over tho stern? Cr Who owns ner?”
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ihcy mayanot cars, but we do. It is the_ livelihood of_ our coastal
communities and many other Americans entitled to benefit from the

fishery resources in the PCZ.

It is interesting to note_that on sage 2 they discuss whether thev
should usa thair~ Aecociation to incroaoo tonnajai allocatiod to the
tc

|
apanese at e expense pf other countries, ..o join forces with
AT ST LA Uﬁ«] fitut Xuahu ¥ ﬁlljo %Ub)lul(’ awduutiviov' tha 5%
*M— |7 moat 1* Lliv 0C folLal |
eaten from 2.0 million metric tons to 2.4 million metric tons to 2,
million metric tons a vaar. At a H np whpn fishermen are already
cnps.*-coo0i-r.-g-«*ncem Crto-ut.- cvgr”ayllic.l-i-zrat.lon ol- the s2rect* cr.e= = -———-
ovo f-oitploitaeion os the scaouroo, thio policy oould bo disaatrous,
This 1idea was introduced ac the laau council meeting by the UMTS
Alaska Regional Director, Have we learned nothing from the
destruction of the fish stocks in the Gulf of Mexico and tne

Atlantic Ocean?

And for what? So that tr.ere can be an "increase of Pollock tonnage
available for Joint Venture operations.?" What national policy
could possibly be served by such a move? Mot only are we losing th
value of the £iah to American industry by giving it to the foreign
processors, but many of these fish are tnon imported sack into the
U.S. adding to our massive trade deficit, which last year in
fisheries products amounted to 55.C billion, up 14% from tne year
before.

This 1s a true moment in history which will affect our future for
mar.y years co come, any assistance you could give Ic out wiupuauio
lipfnr-o the Cnunnil ro Anarirf.ni7.fl t-ho Lisning/prneeasino industry i
the FCZ, would be very important at this tine.

AR Yo Agy ROt TREdail MaVanSPRtRla KRR STronaly iy thTsfeREr
is our responsibility to safeguard tne future prosperity or our
communities.

Sincerely,

Paul Fuhs
Mayor oi CJnalaska/Dutch Harbor
President, SuuthwesU Alaska Municipal Conference

cct IJPFMC Members
Dr. Tony Callio
Senator Ernest Rollings
Senator Ted Stevens
Senator "rank Murkowski
Representative Don Young
Governor Steve Cowper
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WESTWARD TRAWLERS, INC. .

. il — .
/1S W.K. IFEinllhvr SV«y idcaceloi Vo friniuott 08103"I"I ! oHonti 206-547-6940
4 . -
1 16 February 1987
Toi All Westward catcher-boata & their owners

Fronts Hugh Reilly
Re3 American High Seas Fisheries "Association

Enclosed you will each find copieu of organisational papers and
membership application for the American High Seas Fisheries Assoc—
iation- which is presently in formation.

The Association was conceived late last year, pr|n0| ally by a
.ao0f Joo*<*n 5iohin<3 In the. sfliit” VentUTS . e PUrpOSe
is stated in the Articles of Incorporation (Artiola err)l

"o promotion of the interests of owners and
operators of commercial fishing vessels that deliver
£ish at sea in the North Pacific Ocean and 3ering Sea."

You have all doubtless "gotten wind of this effort, either 1in
Seattle recently or on the fishing grounds. A careful review
of the enclosures will be somewhat illuminating; for example,
in the 3*LAWSi

Arriola 1 - M«mb*irn

1.1 Qualiriaatloni). Mamborahip In *ha association is1
limited to persons who are actively engaged as vessel
owners or vessel operators and who reoeive 75% of their
revenues from deliveries of fish to Japanese proceosors
at se& in the North Pacific Ocean and the Bering Sea.

Article 1l - Assessments,

2.1 Aaacaamci.ua . oho soilx4 o< Dirof't*«»*a shall lew
assessments to be charged against each member to provide
necessary operating capital for the association. An annual
asae3"smant of 51,00 (per metric tor. of groundfish delivered”

by each vessel, up to a maximum of 515,000 per vassal, shall
o« iauioA AO*1"** each number.

Frank Bohanhcn, Wilhelm Jenyen and others in the Nissui fleet can
give you background on what has lad.to the formation of the
eorganization; and they can give you their ideas on what the
Association should try to accomplish, and perhaps how it should
go about it,

, ,» , cont"d

Ixi 32fC43 ’ “bl* Sultt«
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But it will-ultimately be up to the membership and their Board
of Directors to direct the Association. That process will begin
at® the organizational meeting of the Association in Seattle on
March 9th (see enclosed Notice),

rrom oux point nfi view, the Association is an unfortunate necessit
for those of ua (Owners, Captains, & crewa) who doriv* nur living
from these joint fishing operations with th« Japanesei A* a group
we have a significant financial stake in the preservation of this
moenoa or «aliin« o\he hai-vrtst. but our opponents are numerous . ,

. and increasingly effective. We now nooa «oO u» n £i«?he to
defend oux irttsr»«cR. and it takes unity and money to win fights
in fisheries politics.

Principal 1issues facing the membership and its Board of Directors
in March will be organizational and philosophical iIn naturej

1) .Should AHSFA work in concert with ventures with

) (i.e. Xorea) to preserve and extend
tho lifespan of ventures witn oouu

OR

*) Should AHSFA work to expand the tonnage of "Japanesel
boats by reducing the tonnage of other nations?

@ should AKSSV*. pursue a "hiyh-viaib”litye ruin in
arena, Tlike NPi-VOA, ron.N, APTA, Alaska
Draggers (ADA), etc,)"

on

*44 siwO,i amsfa keep overhead, staff, and "imagery"
cooi-ff at a mintmum, a ew /<nfci.al CnnHs

(at $15, 000/boat wo ara talking s«m» M‘r.iJius mcnayij;

atleast initially, to get things accomplished using

task-specific otaff (probably part-time), working with

und through existing organizations _(i.e. NPFVOA, ADA, JFA,
) ) »U«clall*«B  (i:uliaul)=l:tt) , public

relations firms, and political m .h.

lawyers/lobbyists)?
Personally, 1 favor alternatives 1) and 4)> ultimately, these
questions are for the mem!“rship/3oard to decide. And 1 would
Il1ko so coo O£ a sijnn.ar association of "Koreanl

boats with which AHSFA can COllahu;aLo on *«n«»ng cuittfon
needs and influencing uwrmon iouu«a.

Seme of the key, issues that face our particular on”wanc of
the trawl industry, and which must be strongly and clearly
addressed during 1987 are: "
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1. The 100 mile closure proposed areound Dutch Harbor

rT = PFfjllivc.k »o00 3ttrippin<7? oparatieno (Vrnfh Korean &
Japanese)

111. Reopening the Gulf os Alaska to J/V's

, IV. Reflagging of foreign processors (without the TENYO
MARU, whare ajr« we? Bo wo ouru what £1*g £14cih nvnr
the stern? or who owns her?

V. The possible increase of Bering Saa/AlouLiana total
allpwable. harvest (all specieaj from 2.0 milliop .tons
Oy mllnun (. Shectink chut, ANI<ANiia
of Pollock tonnage available for J/v operations.

Again, we ace tho Association as an unfortunate necessity, one
that will roquire considerable commitment of our monies, our
fcimo, nm* influence. Wo encourage all of you to give
membership in thB AssociatiPn the most sgripus consiceraticn.

Uepronti“tives from each of* tho Westward catcher-bcats should
bo oomimj hom* *:h* <»nd nf the month and should bo prepared A
deni with 1fhis Association matter in h®Haif of everyone invoivoc

with oac$ Vessel.

Vie huuo Ijigc tveayon* will ) ah* Aa”oMafcion and
will be rcpreaentaa au the uiyanijeafcion*l meetiny on March 9th

in Seattle. See the first four pagos of the enclosed- —which
need to be filled out for membership.

copies toi also tot

CALIFORNIA HORIZON
HALF MOON 3AY

SUNSET 3AY

MARGARET LYN Dave Harvilla
iiabsl tonr-*.:»a r 2cb Dooley
SHARON LORRAINE ¢

VIKING Sill Lock
SEAWOLF Teﬁry Cosg;ove
OCEAN DYNASTY /
WESTWARD 1

GREAT PACiIf-C Ar.gaoa-n
VAEP.DAL r - ?hil Werdal

Steve Huddleston
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ALASKAN JOINT VENTURE FISHERIES, INC.

310 “«=Street
Suite 310
Anchoreat, Ateik* 99301
(907) 270-3342
Tklexi 332471 ACAtiC
rtx, (907) 238-0133

March U , 1987

Tha Honorable Arilas 8turgulew*ki
P.0. Box V
Juneau, AK 99911

Dear Senator Sturgulewskli

With regard to the hearing on your bill No. SJR24 scheduled -Far
tomorrow <3/12/87), wo are -enclosing a letter stating our
opposition to the proposed 100-mile priority access zone around
Dutch Harbor.

Alaskan Joint Venture Fisheries, Inc. is the largest and only
joint venture company in Alaska with projected grass revenues 1in
1987 over *30 million. Our 15 American fishermen and their
vessels, valued at over #3 million each, do not wish to be
discriminated against by drawing lines in the Bering Sea,

X hope our letter sheds same light. We will be testifying at the
North Pacific Fishery Management Council meeting next week on

this matter* If we <can answer any questions, please do not
hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

ALASKAN JOINT VENTURE FISHERIES, INC.

Annie Burnham
President

ABitd

Enclosure
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ALASKAN JOINT VENTURE FISHERIES, INC.

310 "IT stircl
Suite 310
Anchorage. Alaska 99301
(507) 276-3342
We*/ 332471 APAdC
fax: (907) 236-0133

March 4, 1987

Br. Atnthony J, CaHo

irector

NATIONAL OCEANIC ANO ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION
U.S. Department of Commerce

Herbert C. Hoover Building, Room S128

14th and Constitution Avenue, NW

Washington, OC 20230

REi Proposed DAP Priority Access Zone around Dutch Harbor
Dear Dr. CaHoj

On the behalf of Alaskan Joint Venture Fisheries, Inc. and the fishermen
In our employ, we would like to express our opposition to the proposed
establishment’ of a DAP exclusive access zone around Dutch. Harbor. We
strongly endorse any and all the _arguments made In recent letters
addressed to your offiCes by Westward Trawlers, ProFlsh International and
the North Pacific Fishing Yessel Owners Association and hereby add our
voice to the chorus of protest against this discriminatory proposal.

It 1s agreed that the Idea of establishing such an exclusive economic
zone has fundamental emotional apgeal_ but “with all due respect to the
authors, the proposal has little Dbasis In the realities of tho current
marketplace.

Members of Pacific Seafood Processors Association (PSPA) and tho Mayor of
Dutch Harbor either claim or infer the following In their proposali

1) The Inception of a 100 mile DAP priority zone Is imperative In
order to guarantee that domestic harvesters deliver their catch
to two suriml plants 1n Dutch Harbor,

) A Joint venture compan}/ can operate Just as profitably outsldB
the peripheries delineated by such a zone.

3) Joint Ventures have consistently "taken the money and run". I.e.
have left none of their profits behind in the coastal communities
of Alaska such as Dutch Harbor,
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Dr, Anthong J. Callo
March 4, 1987
Page 2

First, there aifl fish presently being delivered to a shore-based surlml
plant by a Joint venture boat.” But the processing capacity of the plant
1s so small that this one boat has "plugged" the  plant with onI%_ a few
deliveries. Thus, after sporadic deliveries 1t must sit Idle while the
rest of the JY fleet delivers to the more efficient floatln? processors
with no restraints.  The upshot of all this 1s that 1t Is ooi
economically..feasible, ior_.a_muJtjmillion dollar-catcher, hoat to deliver
to. 4.5 h\Pr.tefaa ad-Blan&. Jindfir-the -.curr.fint, ?andJHons.-oL-tha-fI|hsryJ.
wherein volume and price, do not adequately offset the costs of Insurance
and maintenance of a typical Eerlng Sea trawler.

But will this surlml plant starve? No—tenders nave been converted and
are headln% towards Dutch Harbor right now. These tenders will receive
fish from JY catcher boats for delivery to shore-based plants and taking
Into account the efficiency and "cost effectiveness of such an
arrangement, one mlght conclude that this Is precisely the Investment
these  plants should have made long.agp.

Second, contrary to the contentions of the authors of this proposal.
Joint venture companies cannpt continue to run a profitable operation tf
access to these grounds 1s denied. Joint venture operators currently
employ over 120 Catcher hoats worth from one to three million dollars
each.” Many of them have only Just begun to make a profit after the king
crab demise of 1980, and losing these grounds with the concomitant loss
of their JY markets would bo the coup da grace for at least 100 of them,
JV managers would lose over 10 million dollars In revenues and JY boat
operators and crew would lose well over 100 million dollars of potential
earnings. The grounds within this 100 mile circle are thfll productive and
we absolutely cannot afford to [ose access to them, esdpemally when 1t
has already” heen demonstrated that these shore-based plants can be
adequatelﬁ supplied with raw product without the establishment of this
or any other exclusive zone.

Third, the authors* contentions that JY oPeratlons have done nothln% for
Alaska's coastal communities 1s comBetely Invalid.  Alaskan Joint
Yenture Fisheries owns and manages four boats that in 1986 alone left an
average of S$200,C00 dollars pagh behind In Dutch Harbor, These monies
represent fuel costs, moorage fees, groceries, parts, airline tickets and
the myriad other expenses generated Dby such a fishing operation. _In one
way of another each and every citizen of Dutch Harbor was benefited by
this money. Please take note that there are over 100 of these catcher
ggdatﬁ,odeaﬁh leaving roughly this same amount behind both In Dutch Harbor
lak.
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J. Callo

. Or, Anthong87

March 4, 1
Pago 3

In short* we cannot let an overzealous plan prematurely kill off the
goose that laid the golden egg. Joint Venture operators argue for the
natural evolution of a fleet of catchers Into a fleet of domestic
catcher/processors and they are busr building these boats now with the
all-important capital génerated from JV operations. We feel these
domestic catcher/processors are the wave of the future and we cannct
afford to stifle such a development* espemall;g1 with artificial
constraints such as exclusive access zones and all their discriminatory
Imp!tcatlons.

and

In closinq* we would like to reiterate our vehement opposition to anY,
ions

all Ie%isated solutions to eccqofglc problems* problems whose solu
are better left to the marketplace.

Sincerely*

cC.

Senator Brock Adams
Senator John Breaux

Senator Dan

Evans

Senator Frank Murkowskl

Senator Ted
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressman
Congressmen

Congressman A

Congressman

Steven

Den Bonker

Rod Chandler
Norman Dicks
Thomas Foley
Mike Lowry

John Miller
Sid Morrison
Swift

Den Young

Kill"lam Evans* NMFS
Robert McVey* WFS
Rolland Schmltten* NMFS
James Campbell* NPFMC
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WOMEN'S FISHERIES NETWORK
Alaska Chapter

presents

THE TRANSITION FROM FOREIGN TO DOMESTIC PROCESSING:
HOW DO WE GET THERE FROM HERE?

A PANEL DISCUSSION

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 18,1987
ANCHORAGE HILTON HOTEL

PANELISTS:

ANNIE BURNHAM
VERN HALL
> JAY HASTINGS
RICHARD MARASCO
JANET SMOKER
Moderator: JUDY WILLOUGHBY

6:.00 PM NO-HOST COCKTAILS
6:30 PM DINNER
7:30 PM PROGRAM

COST:
DINNER/PROGRAM: S21
COFFEE/PROGRAM ONLY: S3

DINNER RESERVATIONS: Please make check payable to WFN, Alaska
Chapter, and mail to: Annie Burnham, Alaskan Joint Venture Fisheries,
310 K St*cet, Ste 310, Anchorage, AK 99501, by March 13. Advance
Reservations arc not required for coffee and program only. Men are

also welcome and encouraged to attend.



March 12, 1987

The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
P.O. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99911

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

| am writing on behalf of the Fishing Company of Alaska (F.C.A.) to address
bill No. SJR24. F.C.A. is an Alaska corporation that operates two catcher-
processors which fish out of Seward, Alaska. We are not supportive of
SJR24 for reasons which are stated below.

First, we firmly believe that this proposal is not needed to assure that
the shore based plants in Dutch Harbor are adequately supplied with fish.
F.C.A. has arproached both of these plants to offer to provide deliveries
either with one of current vessels or additional.

Second, we are concerned that the proposal would interfere with JV fishing
within the 100 mile zone. This would seri-jusly lim it our growth opportuni-
ties should we decide to add a catcher vessel to the F.C.A. fleet or to use
(or convert) one of our vessels strictly in a catcher mode.

Finally, we are apprehensive that such a zone, once established , could be
modified (although we believe this would not be legal) to omit or to eli-
minate totally the operation of floating processors within the zone. Al-
though such an action appears unlikely at the current time, it could occur
and could have a devastatingly adverse economic impact on our company.

This would be particularly true if the restricted zone approach were applied
to Alaska coastal communities other than Dutch Harbor.

I hope our comments w ill be helpful to you in your consideration of this
measure. We will be testifying on this proposal before the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council meeting in Anchorage next week. If you have any

questions on our position, we would be glad to respond to them.

Sincerly,

u-. Xﬁ

Xarena Adler
President

The Fishing Company of Alaska, Inc.

PO BOX 1'21 + SEWAHO ALASKA 99664
PHONE 907)224-9937 FAX +9071224-3709
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JANUARY 1987

SUPPLEMENTAL

JUSTIFICATION
FOR
THE DOMESTIC FISHERY ZONE
WITHIN
100-MILES OF UNALASKA

A Supplementary Report
to
James Campbell, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

The City of Unalaska
Paul Fuhs, Mavor
(907) 531-1251

and
The City of Akutan

Erika Tritrammel, Administrator
(907) 279-9245



