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o e lnrrn that catcher vessels declare a
morf Shlp Py a date certain each year.

: Eﬁequwed to go to non-cooperative fishery
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= To switch motherships
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IEL cage alternative makes It relatlvely
15}/ ro W|tch motherships

mothership declaration process will have a
Jm;L: 'rexvessel price negotiation outcome as a
StEMIWIth no linkage

: —"fThose negotiations will occur prior to the declaration

g Busmess planning may be enhanced by a
declaration reguirement to some degree

e May: affect some MS companies more than
others
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GLIEKS INTIUENCING Importance of hawvi
flevinie)esitelgle m—lﬂl"p Imkaggﬂg

- |JfJ:<‘c‘l'Ci" 2 GL, SOJS| 10 O/
rrlrJJf]c i ceatiser
— Hro |des Ieverage In negotiations over exvessel
prices

= Plo\ 1des some certainty about future delivery
-V 0) umes

EJ’IICBJ Integration affects the importance of
= linkages
== : More vertical integration tends to decrease
-~~~ Importance of linkages
& Relative competition among firms for

iIndependent catcher vessels can influence
Importance of linkages
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VEIucal integration spemm?"

SNlENmportance of verticallintegration is
fleoemrlqg 01 some specific factors:
1 Num@ = of wholly ewned catcher vessel permits

2N er of partially owned, or affiliated, catcher
e ssel Permits
— 'f-" “s. Does that partial ownership constitute a controlling interest?

":‘ ’% Number: of independent catcher vessels

-~ 4.Which companies are vertically integrated and to
what degree?
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SUmimany, statistics for verticallyh
Jn_r.ag;r ed and%’fﬁalllated ‘permits

SNIETINILS IaEntiiied as Beimng wholly owned or
rImJngz' cwitnra MS company

— 6 are ¢ fflllated

- mw‘ 10 permits would receive approximately
I percent ofi the MS allocation for the coop
'f_.;"ff ‘-i"f Ematlve

| — 6 affiliated permits would receive 21.5% to 22.6% of
-~ the MS allocation
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"= Ini recent years 2 of the affiliated permits have
delivered to a non-affiliated mothership even
when the affiliated mothership was active

— May: indicate whether affiliation equals control



ImpeaRcENoReWREd and affiliated catcher vessels to
JEliing motherships

Percent of Deliveries Made by Owned or Affiliated MS(CV) Permits (2003 - 2006)
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Indicates that linkages may be more important to some companies
than others
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SoIpEtition among“ﬁr%
[EERE! dem@r vessels |
> Rele Fh\v“ ‘competition may be indicated' by
2colple of factors:
L. D 0ES 3 firm with a larger net revenue
= st struicture have the ability to squeeze their
— ~-Tiva|’>

f:z—.. ‘Does a firm with a lower cost structure have
- the ablility to squeeze their rival?

- -

'-.1_-
e

—

=
et



— — o — — = B

ng}m tegration affects net revenue

rms relatively vertically integrated will
~e generate greater net revenue

= e’.venue from processing

— _T *'° > Revenue from harvesting

_,--_.-f--

f;fff:.Can that additional revenue be used as
- leverage in competition with a rival?
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- Mormera Ip operatlons may all have a
JJHJJJrIf mvenue structure, but:

— Ao W, ng a CP to operate as a mothership may.
_ =____§Ct that firms cost structure
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= s Allowing a CP to operate as a mothership removes

_nI"'_,._-

e

-f—-_,_,_, - a vessel from the fishery, tending to decrease cost

e Can a lower cost structure be used as
leverage in competition with a rival?
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Cost Point Cost

Possible Point AVCera3e
i w/MS sector Possible 2 Ors
N § Usage Limit w/Usage HEs
e | / limit plus
P B 5
: = i / activity
> Quantity of

Production



;;..:_--f_‘”ﬂ' end to decrease business planning compared
~ to a case with firmer linkages

- — Tend to affect some mothership companies
more than others
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[@ge in at sea sectors

—

> GAC re éndafion'

;'

r’re __rr 'Sea sectors be held responsible for
e S ame Species as shoreside sectors
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J I‘npllcatlon appears to be:
- — Adverse economic impacts

— Little or no benefit to management and
conservation for most species covered
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g JOJJ’O concept |S‘Mft-ud|rect management 0)
sElelESPECIESWIlINdiecilyAcontiel Catch G
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JJrec,Lr_"*e of all species potentially
Sfcountered may lead to adverse
SO mlc/admlnlstra’uve effects

— E: peually the case for rarely encountered species
= '_\1\7Ith small sector allocations

- — Appears to have led to the exclusion of nearshore
-~ species from the IFQ program
~® Applying similar rationale for including/excluding
species to each sector results in a different mix
of species for each sector



Intersector Allocation Alterna

Lingcod
N of 42° (OR & WA)
S of 42° (CA)
Pacific Cod
Pacific Whiting (U.S.)
Sablefish
N of 36° (Monterey north)

S of 36° (Conception area) 5 f B
Yellowtail Rockfish :




Species
SPINY DOGFISH
WIDOW ROCKFISH

YELLOWTAIL ROCKFISH | 36 -
SLOPEROCKFISH(N) |

SABLEFISH




Species

WIDOW ROCKFISH
CANARY ROCKFISH PO
DARKBLOTCHED ROCKFISH+ ' : g :
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SULAMEL H%s

ell 5 5 dppealr to have a hlgher degree of priority
for rl e t coverage than others.

Trils orlorl rw ion appears to be (in addition to whiting):
W rlc W rockfish

( gk_s rymckflsh

kalotched/SIope rockfish/POP

- (Selecting one of these species may indirectly control the catch
~ off the other two)

Covering additional species may lead to adverse
economic iImpacts as discussed in Ch 4 of EIS

If 4 sectors are established, SS whiting and at sea
should be held responsible for same set of species
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MIEEXAS U ed by DOJ and ETC for Iooklng
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celg)|k hes thresholds that help establish

b=~

Lé WhICh conditions market power may.
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rl "f]ﬂd?l&J" idex examines the market share of
SECH Hrrr_-
= l\/le_gn; ;s the sum of squares of market shares

S RESuIt s affected by:

_,_,—: el share of the market held by largest firms
_f—:-i The share of the market held by smallest firms
= The distribution of market share between them

~ — The number of firms
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an 10%, the market IS

2 Jf el 1_’r;_._ev esult'[s Iess;

Iconecentrated
Sddexresult is 10% — 18%, the market is
morlé Tely concentrated

2 J£ iﬁ"i result is 18%, the market is
:_:_;;,_ -c-ﬁe centrated
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If aII entities hold quota up to the control limit,
- the Herfindahl index value is the control limit
— Actual index result will depend on size of control limit

and distribution of quota ownership under that control
limit
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[[SthEraggregate species control limit is set at

i0¥%rerless, the ownership of quota will be
Liflgos -centrated

> | e ontrol limits are set between 10% and 18%,
== f_‘-‘-“& s'ownership of quota could be moderately
= “concentrated, or unconcentrated

-~ — Result will depend on distribution of ownership
-®_|f controel limits are set higher than 18%, the

ownership of guota could be concentrated,
moderately concentrated, or unconcentrated

— Result will depend on distribution of ownership
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