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Results: Information and Data (1)
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Results: Information and Data (2)

ational (5)
dential data (3)
data from industry (3)
o leases (3)
e scenarios (3)
« consolidation (2)
e others

See rpt pages 7-12



Excerpt from Table 1. Information noted as needed and as lacking by Council members

general, # of individuals/ participants (also at community level),
age, community demographics (general and primary target species),
comparison across communities, crew info (inc. earnings),
demographics of impacted, gear type demographics, distribution of
jobs, distribution of landings, ownership demographics (individuals,
corporations, etc.), fishery participation, permit structure,
recreational and commercial make-up, usage patterns /
participation, vessel classes.

Differential financial impact of regulations, distribution of profit,
distribution of revenue, distributional aspects, economics at fleet
level not community, ex-vessel value, financial impact to vessel
owners, general, geographic distribution of impacts, impact on
businesses, input prices, overhead costs, return to owner.

Accuracy and reliability key

distribution: # permits landing % fish, fishing activity 13 seats
locations, length of operation of businesses, role/position in

industry,

*Many items noted as needed for decisions were also noted
as areas for improvement.

jobs linked indirectly to vessels, lost markets, percent 12 seats
income from fishing, percent income from leasing, see

fishery economics from industry perspective, info on ability

to access capital (new vs established operations), economic

analysis doesn’t take enough into consideration (initial

permit, boat cost / payments) / solvent number is too low,

incomplete economic info (i.e. health insurance costs

missing, financial info missing), more needed.

*Most items noted as needed for decisions were also noted
as areas for improvement.

Economic numbers/info isn’t right, need more up to date 7 seats
info, need improved quality of economic impact analysis,

info doesn't seem accurate (communities, average income,

etc.), MRIP data concerns, slight negative / slight positive is

hard to interpret, concern with stretching/ extrapolations,

use of assumptions in economic models impacts confidence,

use of averages challenge, scale of the analysis.




Results: Information and Data (4)

See rpt pages 7-12, 24-25
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Results: Documents (1)

Groundfish performance report Conscious effort to improve
Charts/graphs See improvements over time
Social section of EIS Improvements in timeliness of docs
Summary documents Structure of documents (standardization)
Correspondence summaries Improvements to info on shoreside
hearing summaries

See rpt pages 12-13



Results: Documents (2)
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Results: Staff interactions (1)
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See rpt pages 13-15



Results: Staff interactions (2)

what the scientists say

and provide a picture to the
flshermen that they can

relate to, from their personal

experiences, or to be able to
describe why, what they're
seeing may not be, and
understanding may not be,
what is coming out of the
social science work that
they're doing.”

See rpt pages 13-15
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Results: General/other (1)

7
o
7
7
e
~ %
N a)
U C V
U
i
7
7
Z
Z
7

“

5
o
\

7 ’/: [1C

with better decisions.”

See rpt pages 15-16, 28-29



Results: General/other (2)

See rpt pages 15-16, 30
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Conclusions

least technical
ation, documents, staff

e staff involved, but expressed
formation available to them to

her consideration by the Council, as
ademic partners to consider

See rpt pages 16-18



Council Discussion
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