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1.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF ALTERNATIVES 

1.1 SCALLOP RESOURCE 

1.1.1 Acceptable Biological Catch  

Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) is defined as the maximum catch that is recommended for 
harvest, consistent with meeting the biological objectives of the management plan.  The 
determination of ABC will consider scientific uncertainty, and the Council may not exceed the 
fishing level recommendations of its Science and Statistical Committee (SSC) in setting ACLs 
(Section 302(h)(6)).  Under “No Action” for FY 2013-2015, the overall ABC with discards 
would be the default 2013 measures adopted under FW22 (32,935mt, 72.6 million pounds).  This 
is higher than the updated estimates of ABC adopted under the proposed action (Table 1).   The 
updated values are set based on the best available science through 2012, and take into account all 
sources of scientific uncertainty; therefore keeping harvest below these levels will help prevent 
overfishing and have positive impacts on the resource.   
 
Compared to the No Action ABC, these values are more beneficial for the scallop resource 
because they are based on more updated information and reduce the risk of overfishing. 
 

Table 1 – Summary of OFL and ABC (shaded) approved by the SSC and Council for FW24. ABC available 
to fishery after discards removed in BOLD 

  
OFL             
(including discards) 

ABC             
(including discards) Discards (at ABC) 

ABC available to fishery 
(after discards removed) 

2013  31,555 27,370 6,366 21,004

2014  35,110 30,353 6,656 23,697

2015  38,074 34,395 7,210 27,185
 

1.1.2 Summary of biological projections for overall allocation alternatives considered in 
this action for the limited access fishery 

The biological impacts for the allocation alternatives considered in this action are based on 
results from an updated version of the SAMS (Scallop Area Management Simulator) model.  
This model has been used to project abundances and landings to aid management decisions since 
1999.  SAMS is a size-structured model that forecasts scallop populations in a number of areas.  
In this version of the model, Georges Bank was divided into the three access portions of the 
groundfish closures, the three no access portions of these areas, a proposed closure area in the 
South Channel, the remainder of the South Channel, the Northern Edge and Peak, and the 
Southeast Part of Georges Bank (Figure 1).  The Mid-Atlantic was subdivided into six areas: 
Virginia Beach, Delmarva, the Elephant Trunk Access Area, the proposed new version of the 
Hudson Canyon South Access Area, New York Bight South, and Long Island.  For this 
framework these areas were then merged into the three YT stock boundaries because the Council 
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needs to know the projected scallop catch by YT stock area for allocation decision related to YT 
bycatch TACs under the GF FMP.     
 
It is important to note that this model is based on fishing mortality by area and the inputs are not 
fishery-based in terms of DAS, etc.  The simulation does not model individual vessels or trips; it 
models the fleet as a whole.  The output of the model is then used to eventually compute 
individual DAS allocations after set-asides, general category landings, etc. are removed.   
 
Several small adjustments have been made to these projections compared to the ones used last 
year for 2011 and 2012 (FW22).  First, SAMS areas were expanded to include inshore areas in 
the Mid-Atlantic.  Second, the model included a “captain effect” to account for fishing behavior 
preferences for larger scallops.  Third, the LPUE function was updated to reflect increases in 
LPUE in open areas.  Finally, adjustments were made to survey results to account for changes in 
biomass based on when surveys were conducted (before or after 2012 fishing).   
 
The SAMS model provides projected exploitable biomass estimates, scallop landings, average 
LPUE, DAS used and bottom area swept by area.  All of these projections are described in the 
following tables and figures.  Projections are run out 14 years to provide long-term impacts as 
required by law.  After year two, the model uses the same assumptions for allocations in 2015 
and beyond.  Therefore, the only difference between the overall performances of the alternatives 
is during the first 2 years.  For this analysis Ftarget has been set at F = 0.28 in 2015 and beyond.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DRAFT 
 

3 
 

Figure 1- SAMS model areas, with statistical areas and stratum boundaries on Georges Bank and the Mid-
Atlantic 
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Table 2 is a summary of the options considered for 2013 and 2014.  All four alternatives have the 
same level of open area effort and LAGC IFQ allocations.  The only difference is the level of 
access in access areas and the areas that are open each year.  Two alternatives have three access 
areas open in 2013 (Alt 1 and 3), and two alternatives have 4 areas open (Alt 2 and 4).   
 
 
 
Table 2 – Summary of LA access area allocation alternatives under consideration in FW24 (number of trips 

and associated possession limits) 

   HC  Del  CA1  CA2 NL 

Total 
# LA 
trips 

Total # 
FT AA 
trips 

FT vessel 
PossLimit

AA 
Allocation 
per FT 
vessel 

Total AA 
allocation 
(mil lbs.) 

No Action 
2013  469  157  0  313 313 1252 4 18,000 72,000  23.3

2014  469  157  0  313 313 1252 4 18,000 72,000  23.3

Alt 1 
2013  245  0  119  262 0 626 2 13,000 26,000  7.8

2014  0  278  0  64 284 626 2 15,000 30,000  9.8

Alt 2 
2013  210  0  118  182 116 626 2 13,000 26,000  7.8

2014  0  277  0  109 240 626 2 15,000 30,000  9.8

Alt 3 
2013  177  0  0  136 0 313 1 18,000 18,000  6.0

2014  0  277  0  65 284 626 2 15,000 30,000  9.8

Alt 4 
2013  130  0  57  50 76 313 1 18,000 18,000  6.0

2014  0  291  0  56 279 626 2 13,500 27,000  8.8

 
 
Table 3 – Summary of LA open area DAS allocation alternatives under consideration in FW24  

   2013  2014  2015 

   FT DAS  PT DAS  Occ DAS  FT DAS  PT DAS  Occ DAS  FT DAS  PT DAS  Occ DAS 

No Action  26  10  2 26 10 2 26  10  2

Alt 1  33  13  3 31 12 2 24  10  2

Alt 2  33  13  3 31 12 2 24  10  2

Alt 3  33  13  3 31 12 2 24  10  2

Alt 4  33  13  3 31 12 2 24  10  2

 
 
This action also includes a lottery system for the allocation of split trips, and one vessel cannot 
receive more than one trip to the same area.  The Scallop Committee and Council identified this 
as the preferred strategy so vessels were treated equally.  The administration of the lottery is not 
expected to have any direct impacts on the resource positive or negative since it is only related to 
how effort will be allocated.  All trips are expected to be used since vessels will continue to have 
the flexibility to trade access area trips.      
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Overall, the biological projections suggest that all four alternatives perform better than No 
Action in terms of projected biomass and catch.  Alternative 4 has slightly higher LT biomass 
projections compared to the other alternatives and lower area swept and DAS fished estimates.     
 
The No Action allocation alternative has negative impacts on the environment compared to the 
other alternatives because it has the highest bottom area swept and DAS fished estimates 
compared to the other alternatives. Thus fishing gear would be on the bottom longer under No 
Action compared to the other alternatives.  Long term biomass is lower than all the alternatives 
under consideration in FW24.       
 
 

1.1.2.1 Projected biomass by area 

 Total biomass is similar for all alternatives considered (Figure 2).    
 Biomass is expected to increase modestly over the long term because of growth of 

smaller scallops in the Mid-Atlantic.   
 Long-term projections are over 150,000 mt.   
 Over the course of this action (2011-2013) biomass is expected to increase moderately.  
 Figure 3 shows exploitable biomass, and again all alternatives have similar projections 
 Alternative 4 has slightly higher biomass than the other options due to reduced fishing in 

2013.  
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Figure 2 - Comparison of projected total scallop biomass for the alternatives under consideration 
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Figure 3 - Comparison of projected exploitable scallop biomass for the alternatives under consideration 
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1.1.2.2 Projected scallop landings by area 

 Landings are highest for No Action at first due to higher allocations, but lower in the long 
term (Figure 4) 

 Alternatives 1 and 2 have slightly higher catch levels in the ST due to more effort 
allocated in access areas. 

 Closing areas in the Mid-Atlantic increases future catches starting in 2016 compared to 
No Action. 

 
 
 
 
Figure 4 - Comparison of projected scallop landings for the alternatives under consideration 
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1.1.2.3 Projected bottom area swept by area and Total DAS fished 

 Area swept and DAS fished is much lower for the alternatives under consideration 
compared to No Action (Figure 5 and Figure 6).   

 Alternative 4 has the lowest projection of area swept and DAS fished, under 4,000 sq. 
nautical miles – substantially lower than what the fishery has been in recent years 
(5,000). 

 Therefore, in terms of impacts on bycatch and habitat, all alternatives have lower impacts 
compared to No Action, particularly Alternative 4.   

 
 
 
Figure 5 – Comparison of projected area swept for the alternatives under consideration 
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Figure 6 – Comparison of Total DAS fisehd for the alternatives under consideration 
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1.1.3 Summary biological impacts from the specifications under consideration 

1.1.3.1 Limited access vessels 

The overall biological impacts of the specification alternatives under consideration are similar to 
each other in terms of biomass and landings.  The only notable differences have to do with 
bottom area swept and DAS fishing.  Alternative 4 has lower impacts in those regards, but all 
alternatives potentially have substantially lower impacts on bycatch and EFH compared to No 
Action fishing levels.   
   
Focus on Nantucket Lightship 
The total amount of fishing allocated to that area in 2013 under Alternative 2 is 662 mt, or 1.46 
million pounds.  The current simulations that estimate catch and fishing mortality do not take 
RSA catch into account spatially, that catch is removed overall from all areas before ACLs for 
the fishery are defined.   
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Some RSA compensation fishing will still likely come from open areas, but if a substantial 
percentage of the total RSA catch (1.25 million pounds) comes from NL that could be a 
substantial increase in F for that relatively small area.  Since NL may be the most important 
access area in 2014 in terms of providing access, the potential impacts of removing say 500,000 
pounds from that area could have negative impacts on the resource in that area.  The PDT does 
have some reservation about setting a precedent for restricting where RSA compensation can 
take place, but in this case the PDT is supportive of a restriction in NL for 2013 because of the 
unintended consequences for the fleet overall from potential RSA compensations fishing and the 
poor conditions in the other access areas. 

1.1.3.2 Limited access general category vessels 

The LAGC IFQ is the same under all the alternatives.  Compared to No Action the IFQ is lower; 
however, the biological impacts on the resource from the FW24 alternatives are positive 
compared to No Action.  This action is considering two different alternatives for the allocation of 
fleetwide max trip allocations for LAGC vessels by area.  The No Action alternative (5.5% of 
each access area) has neutral impacts on the resource because these trips are accounted for in the 
projections so will not have any additional impacts on the resource. If trips are not taken in these 
areas, LAGC catch is assumed to be taken in open areas instead.  In some cases, catch rates are 
higher in access areas so it may take longer for a LAGC vessel to fish for IFQ in open areas.  But 
overall this is a small percent of the overall catch and vessels tend to fish where catch rates are 
higher, so if they are higher in access areas most trips should be fished there, and if they are not 
more LAGC catch could come from open areas.  
 
There is another alternative under consideration that will take the CA2 trips and prorate them to 
other access areas open that year.  This could increase fishing in some areas above targeted 
levels.  For example, under Alternative 2 the 217 LAGC trips in CA2 would be shifted to HC, 
CA1 and NL.  Overall there is added fishing pressure for the remaining areas, about 70 trips at 
600 pounds (42,000 pounds per area).  This is not a substantial amount of total catch and is not 
expected to have substantial biological impacts on the resource.   

1.1.4 Measure to address delayed implementation of Framework 24 

In general the payback measures under consideration will have positive impacts on the resource 
compared to No Action.  Additional effort in Hudson Canyon could have negative impacts on the 
small scallops in that area.  Under default 2013 allocations all FT LA vessels will be allocated 
two 18,000 pound trips, total of just under 12 million pounds.  Under most alternatives in this 
action only a portion of the fleet will be allocated a trip in Hudson Canyon, a total of 2.3 to 3.2 
million pounds depending on the scenario.  This is a dramatic difference, and has the potential to 
have negative impacts on the resource particularly because there is very strong recruitment in 
that area.  Providing incentive for vessels not to fish above FW24 allocation levels will have 
positive impacts on the resource.  
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1.1.5 Northern Gulf of Maine Hard-TAC and Incidental catch TAC 

The biological impacts to the scallop resource from the NGOM and incidental catch TACs are 
summarized in this section.  For the NGOM TAC the alternative of 58,000 pounds is expected to 
reduce the chance of excess fishing in federal waters in the NGOM based on results of the recent 
scallop survey of that area.  The 2010 NGOM TAC, the No Action alternative of 70,000 pounds 
increases that risk.  FW23 allows vessels with a federal NGOM permit to declare on a trip basis 
if it is fishing in federal or state waters.  If it is fishing in state waters that catch no longer applies 
to the NGOM TAC.  Therefore, there is now less need to inflate the NGOM federal TAC to 
account for catches on vessels with NGOM permits fishing in state waters.  Vessels with LAGC 
IFQ vessels in that area will still have catch applied to the NGOM TAC, but that does not seem 
to be happening much at all.  The NGOM TAC has been well below the 70,000 pound limit in 
recent years (just under 8,000 pounds in 2011 and just over 4,000 pounds in 2012 to date).   
 
Similarly, the target TAC for incidental permits is not expected to have impacts on the scallop 
resource.  This is a very small component of total catch in this fishery and was established to 
provide continued access for vessels that caught scallops as bycatch. This catch is accounted for 
and removed from the ACL before allocations are made to the directed fleets, and if catch levels 
increase from this component of the fishery this target TAC can be increased.  Therefore, there 
are no overall impacts from this fishery on the scallop resource.   

1.1.6 TAC for observer and research set-asides 

Post Amendment 15, set-asides for observer coverage and research are removed directly from the 
ABC for this fishery, rather than a percentage of what is allocated to the fishery.  Amendment 15 
included this revision as well as allocating a fixed poundage for RSA to be 1.25 million pounds.  
The biological projections take both of these set-asides into account before allocations are made 
so no additional impacts are expected on the resource.  The process for removing some catch for 
these set-asides has been approved in previous actions; this specifications package only sets the 
specific amount that will be set-aside.  If new specifications are set in this action, the new set-
asides will be updated as well.  Compared to 2011 and 2012 set-asides values for observer 
coverage, the alternatives under consideration are lower for 2013 and 2014.  Finally, indirect 
benefits to the resource are expected based on the results of research projects funded through this 
set-aside program.   

1.1.7 Measures to refine management of YT flounder bycatch in the scallop fishery 

1.1.7.1 Modification of GB access area seasonal restrictions 

Option 1 and 3a are expected to have positive impacts on the scallop resource compared to No 
Action.  They are designed with scallop meat weights in mind, so fishing takes place during 
seasons with higher meat weights.  Option 3b and 2 could have negative impacts compared to No 
Action in terms of the scallop resource because vessels would have more flexibility to fish 
during seasons with lower scallop meat weights.   
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1.1.7.2 Measures to address YT flounder bycatch in the LAGC fishery 

In general AMs that impose seasonal closures or gear restrictions can have impacts on the 
scallop resource depending on how the fishery responds to an AM.  Some effort shifts are 
expected with all of the YT AMs under consideration, and effort shifts can have negative 
consequences on the scallop resource if effort is shifted to less optimal areas and into seasons 
with lower meat weights.  Overall these potential impacts would be minor on the resource in 
general since only a small fraction of the total fishery would be affected by these measures.   

1.1.7.3 Timing of AMs for the scallop fishery YT flounder sub-ACL 

Overall these measures expected to have neutral impacts on the resource.  If there are any 
impacts from effort shifts from AMs, whether those impacts are in the subsequent year or the 
year after that, the overall potential impacts on the resource would be the same.  

1.1.8 Measures to improve the flexibility and efficient use of LAGC IFQ  

No impacts on the scallop resource from these measures. 

1.1.9 Measure to expand the current observer set-aside program to include LAGC vessels 
in open areas 

Indirect positive impacts on the resource if modifications can improve data of LAGC fishing in 
open areas.  

1.1.9.1 Modify the observer set-aside allocation 

Indirect positive impacts on the resource if modifications can improve collection of observer data 
of the scallop fishery.   
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1.2 ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL IMPACTS 

1.2.1 Introduction 

The following analyses provide an analysis of economic impacts of the four allocation options, 
and compare these with no action and status quo projections. The objective of the cost-benefit 
analysis is to evaluate the net economic benefits arising from changes in consumer and producer 
benefits that are expected to occur with implementation of a regulatory action.    As the 
Guidelines for the Economic Analysis of the Fishery Management Action (NMFS, 2007) 1 state 
“the proper comparison is 'with the action' to 'without the action’ rather than to 'before and after 
the action,' since certain changes may occur even without action and should not be attributed to 
the regulation.”  Even without action, the scallop stock abundance in open and access areas will 
be different, requiring changes in open area DAS and trip allocations in order to maximize yield 
from the fishery over the long-term.  As a result, landings, scallop prices, fishing costs, revenues 
and benefits from the fishery would change.  
 
This action also includes a status quo option (SQ) to reflect the changes in landings and 
economic benefits as a result of changes in allocations from their 2012 values. The costs and 
benefits of the proposed measures are compared both relative to the “No Action” and relative to 
the status quo (SQ) levels.  

 The consistency of the Framework 24 analyses require that the biological and economic 
impacts of the alternatives compared to the “No Action” (i.e., without the action) 
alternative as defined in Section 2.1.2.1 of the document.  The definition of “No action” 
follows a regulatory approach and refers to continuation of the allocations that are 
specified in the present regulations so long as they are compatible with the other 
measures included in those regulations. Accordingly, if no action was taken, there will 
be 4 access area allocations for the full-time limited access vessels equivalent to the 
number of trips in 2012. However, in accordance with the  default measures for 2013, 
open area DAS allocations will equal to 26 days-at-sea per full-time vessels, or 75% of 
the allocations in 2012 (34 days). Therefore,  the “no action” alternative does not reflect, 
a “state” or baseline that correspond to the same amount of fishing effort in 2012.  

 From the perspective of the participants of the fishery, a baseline that would reflect 
potential economic impacts relative to the recent level of allocations would be useful, 
however. With the status quo (SQ) alternative, the vessels would be allocated exactly the 
same amounts of open area DAS (34 DAS per full-time vessel) in 2013-2014 and would 
have the opportunity to take the same number of (4 per full-time vessel) access area trips 
as they did in 2012.  Therefore, SQ alternative would reflect potential economic impacts 
of the proposed measures relative to the recent level of allocations.  It must be cautioned, 

                                                 
1 Guidelines for Economic Reviews of National Marine Fisheries Service Regulatory Actions, March 2007,  
 http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/domes_fish/EconomicGuidelines.pdf 
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however, that the status quo allocations would result in F rates which are above the 
target F and are included here only for the analytical purposes to show the short and the 
long-term impacts of the reduction in fishing effort with the other alternatives included 
in this framework.  The revenue projections for SQ alternative for the future years are 
different than the estimated values for 2012, however. This is because the continuation 
of the same number of open area DAS and access area trip allocations with SQ 
alternative would increase the fishing mortality above the sustainable levels and reduce 
yield and revenues in the long-term.   

  
As the Guidelines for Economic Analysis of Fishery Management Actions specify, “benefits and 
costs are measured from the perspective of the Nation, rather than from that of private firms or 
individuals. Benefits enjoyed by other nations are not included, although tax payments by 
foreign owners, and export revenues, are benefits to the Nation.”  
 
The overall benefit and costs of the fishery management actions generally vary over time 
depending on the rate of growth of the stock and according to the nature of management 
measures implemented to maximize the yield from fishery. Although a general guideline for the 
period of analysis cannot be established for all fishery management actions due to the diversity 
of possible situations and measures to be dealt with, the Guidelines state that “the period of 
analysis could reflect the time it takes for the fishery to move from its initial equilibrium along 
the expansion path to the final equilibrium point (including the time needed for the present value 
of costs and benefits to approximate zero) due to the adoption of the proposed regulation, 
holding all other influence constant.” In addition, the Guidelines indicate that “a reasonable 
attempt should be made to conduct the analysis over a sufficient period of time to allow a 
consideration of all expected effects.”  
 
Because fishery management actions in general result in short-term costs for the industry in 
terms of foregone revenue, “choosing a period of analysis that is too short may bias the analysis 
toward costs, where costs are incurred in the short-term and benefits are realized later.” 
Similarly, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB, 2003) indicated that the analyses 
should “present the annual time stream of benefits and costs expected to result from the rule,” 
and state that “the beginning point for your stream of estimates should be the year in which the 
final rule will begin to have effects” and “the ending point should be far enough in the future to 
encompass all the significant benefits and costs likely to result from the rule.”2   
 
Furthermore, the economic impacts of the proposed regulations over the long-term should be 
evaluated by the discounted cumulative present value of the stream of benefits since benefits or 
costs that occur sooner are generally more valuable (or have a positive time preference). OMB 
Circular points out that the analytically preferred method of handling temporal differences 
between benefits and costs is to adjust all the benefits and costs to reflect their value in 
equivalent units of consumption and to discount them at the rate consumers and savers would 
                                                 
2 OMB Circular A-4 (September 17, 2003), http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars_a004_a-4/ 
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normally use in discounting future consumption benefits (OMB, 2003). Discount rate is the 
interest rate used in calculating the present value of expected yearly benefits and costs.  This 
Circular suggests that for regulatory analysis, the cost-benefit analyses should provide estimates 
of net benefits using both three percent and seven percent.  
 
The benefits from the Framework 24 management action are expected to be realized over the 
long-term even though this action would mainly be implemented for either one (2013) or two 
fishing years from 2013 to 2014. Section 0 examines both the short-term and the long-term 
economic impacts of the proposed regulations. The present value of long-term benefit and costs 
are estimated using both a 3% and a 7% discount rate. The higher discount rate provides a more 
conservative estimate and a lower bound for the economic benefits of the alternatives compared 
with the benefits predicted using a lower discount rate.  

1.2.2 No Action and Status quo 

No action for the cost-benefit analysis of the Framework 24 alternatives is defined as “the 
continuation of all the measures including the open area DAS and access area trip allocations as 
specified in the present regulations, i.e., in Framework 22. Under “No Action,” in open areas for 
both FY 2013 and FY 2014, full-time limited access scallop vessels would receive the same 
allocation as in default measures for 2013: an allocation of 26 open area DAS.  Part-time and 
occasional vessels would receive a pro-rata share of 40% and 1/12th, respectively, which is 
equivalent to 10 days and 2 days open area DAS, respectively.  The FY 2012 trip allocations for 
access areas would also roll over into FYs 2013 and 2014.  Full-time vessels would receive a 
total of 4 trips access areas including Closed Area 2,  Nanctucket  Lightship, Delmarva and 
Hudson Canyon. A description of the no action and other alternatives are provided in Table 5 and 
Table 6. 
 
The biological estimates for the “No Action” alternative show that this alternative will result in 
higher landings in the short-term compared to the proposed options (except the status quo 
scenario), but less than optimal long-term landings and economic benefits compared to the 
proposed alternatives. Table 4 indicates that in the short-term cumulative total landings in the 
period 2013-2015, “No Action” landings will be about 13 to 14 million higher than all the other 
alternatives (for the status quo scenario). Over the long-term (2013-2026), however, the 
cumulative landings with “No Action” (710.5 million lb.) will be 4 to 13 million pounds less 
than the landings expected with other alternatives. These differences are small because it was 
assumed that the fishing mortality in the open and access areas will converge to the optimal 
values under all scenarios over the long-term (except for the first few years) with proper 
management of the scallop resource. Thus the overall impacts are attributable only to the impacts 
of the alternative management scenarios in the first couple of years.   
 
Similarly, there are trade-offs in terms of revenues and economic benefits over the short- versus 
the long-term. The present value of the cumulative scallop revenues will be higher with the “No 
Action” in the short-term, but will be about $44.2 million (compared to ALT2) to $44.5 million 
(compared to ALT4) lower over the long-term (using a 3% discount rate).  The present value of 
the cumulative total economic benefits will be about $81.1 million (compared to ALT2)   to 
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$85.7 million (compared to ALT4 ) lower for the “No Action” (Table 8) over the long-term 
(using a 3% discount rate).   If the future benefits were discounted at 7%,  the value of benefits 
for the no action would still be lower than ALT2 ($36.2 million) and ALT4 ($39.2) benefits 
(Table 9). Therefore, economic benefits of the alternatives considered in this Framework (except 
for ALT3) would exceed the benefits of the “no action” over the long-term ((Table 9). 
 
This action also includes a status quo option (SQ) to reflect the changes in landings and 
economic benefits as a result of changes in DAS allocations from their 2012 values. Specifically, 
under SQ alternative, full-time limited access scallop vessels would receive an allocation of 34 
days-at-sea in the open areas (same as no action alternative) and 4 access area trips.  This would 
result in higher revenues and economic benefits under the SQ alternative in 2013-2014 compared 
to all other alternatives (Table 8 and Table 9). However, status quo allocations would result in F 
rates which are above the target F and are included here only for the analytical purposes to show 
the short and the long-term impacts of reduction in the open area DAS allocations from 34 days 
to 33 days in 2013 and the reduction in access area trips from 4 to 2 trips for ALT2 and to one 
trip for ALT4 in 2013 .  
 

Table 4. Estimated Landings (million lbs.) 
Landings for 2010= 56.9 million lb., Landings for 2011 fishyear=58.4 million lb.  

Period Fishing year No Action Status quo ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 

2013-2015 2013               44.0              50.9             38.4           38.2             36.1              36.2 

2014               43.3              49.8             38.6           38.8             38.9              38.0 

2015               48.5              53.2             44.9           45.5             46.3              46.9 

2013-2015 Total             135.8            153.9           121.9         122.6           121.2            121.1 

2016-2018 2016               53.4              47.1             51.7           52.2             52.0              53.3 

2017               52.7              47.8             53.9           53.7             54.2              55.0 

2018               55.8              49.6             53.4           54.0             53.4              54.7 

2016-2018 Total             161.9            144.4           159.0         160.0           159.5            162.9 

2019-2026 2019               50.8              50.9             57.0           58.8             56.7              59.3 

2020               50.8              51.8             56.8           57.6             56.0              58.2 

2021               51.1              52.1             55.4           56.2             54.8              56.1 

2022               51.7              52.3             54.7           54.9             54.1              54.5 

2023               52.0              52.8             54.1           53.8             53.5              53.4 

2024               52.0              52.9             53.8           53.0             53.1              52.9 

2025               52.1              52.9             53.7           52.7             52.8              52.7 

2026               52.2              52.6             53.3           52.7             52.7              52.2 

2019-2026 Total             412.7            418.3           438.9         439.7           433.7            439.3 

Grand Total             710.5            716.6           719.8         722.3           714.5            723.3 

 

 

1.2.3 Default measures that will be in effect March 1, 2015  

The specific measures that are included if a new action is not implemented by March 1, 2015 
will help to reduce the adverse impacts of exceeding the proposed allocations in next Framework 
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2015 on the scallop resource. Default measures for 2015 would only be open area DAS for LA 
vessels.  For 2015 the default DAS for FT vessels would be 24 DAS (75% of 32 DAS). Default 
measures for 2015 do not include access area allocations.  This will help reduce the negative 
impacts of overfishing in 2015 on the scallop resource over the long-term. Therefore, these 
measures will have positive long-term impacts on landings, revenues, producer and consumer 
benefit and net national economic benefits.  

 

Aggregate economic impacts of the Framework 24 alternatives   

Framework 24 includes four allocation alternatives (Alt1, Alt 2, Alt 3 and Alt 4) in addition to 
the “no action’ and status quo (SQ) scenarios. These alternatives allocate different number of 
open area DAS and access area trips in 2012 and 2014 as summarized in Table 5 and Table 6 
below.   The biological model projected landings, LPUE and size composition of landings for 
each of these alternatives for 2011-2022. These projections were then used as inputs in the 
economic model to estimate prices, revenues, costs, producer and consumer surpluses and total 
economic benefits from the scallop fishery.  
 
The following sections analyze the aggregate impacts of these options on landings, effort, 
revenues, fishing costs, consumer and producer surpluses and net economic benefits both on the 
limited access and general category fisheries given that respectively 94.5% and 5.5% of the TAC 
is allocated to these fisheries. The impacts of the alternatives on individual vessels are expected 
to be proportional to the aggregate impacts on revenues, fishing costs and net revenues (producer 
surplus).  
 

Table 5– Framework 24 alternatives under consideration 

   HC  Del  CA1  CA2 NL 

Total 
# LA 
trips 

Total # 
FT AA 
trips 

FT vessel 
PossLimit

AA 
Allocation 
per FT 
vessel 

Total AA 
allocation 
(mil lbs.) 

No Action 
2013  469  157  0  313 313 1252 4 18,000 72,000  23.3

2014  469  157  0  313 313 1252 4 18,000 72,000  23.3

Alt 1 
2013  245  0  119  262 0 626 2 13,000 26,000  7.8

2014  0  278  0  64 284 626 2 15,000 30,000  9.8

Alt 2 
2013  210  0  118  182 116 626 2 13,000 26,000  7.8

2014  0  277  0  109 240 626 2 15,000 30,000  9.8

Alt 3 
2013  177  0  0  136 0 313 1 18,000 18,000  6.0

2014  0  277  0  65 284 626 2 15,000 30,000  9.8

Alt 4 
2013  130  0  57  50 76 313 1 18,000 18,000  6.0

2014  0  291  0  56 279 626 2 13,500 27,000  8.8
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Table 6 – Summary of LA open area DAS allocation alternatives under consideration in FW24  

   2013  2014  2015 

   FT DAS  PT DAS  Occ DAS  FT DAS  PT DAS  Occ DAS  FT DAS  PT DAS  Occ DAS 

No Action  26  10  2 26 10 2 26  10  2

Alt 1  33  13  3 31 12 2 24  10  2

Alt 2  33  13  3 31 12 2 24  10  2

Alt 3  33  13  3 31 12 2 24  10  2

Alt 4  33  13  3 31 12 2 24  10  2

 
 

1.2.4 Acceptable Biological Catch 

Reauthorization of the MSA requires the SSC to set an acceptable biological catch (ABC), or 
maximum catch level that can be removed from the resource taking into account all sources of 
biological uncertainty.  The Council is prohibited from setting catch limits above that level. This 
new requirement is expected to have long-term economic benefits on the fishery by helping to 
ensure that catch limits and fishing mortality targets are set at or below ABC.  This should help 
prevent overfishing and optimize yield on a continuous basis. Under “No Action” for FY 2013 
and FY 2014, the overall ABC for each year would be identical to that of the default FY 2013 
ABC for the fishery of 63.3 million pounds (28,700 mt), after accounting for discards.  In 
addition, a default ABC for 2015 would also be 63.3 million pounds (28,700 mt). The SSC met 
on September 13, 2012 and reviewed OFL and ABC recommendations prepared by the Scallop 
PDT. The updated values for ABC are provided in Table 7 of Section 2.1.1.2. As a result, ABC 
available to the fishery (after removing the discards) will be lower than the no action levels, 
21,004mt for 2013 and 23,697 for 2012. As a result, this measure is expected to have negative 
impacts on the landings and revenues, producer and consumer surpluses and net economic 
benefits to the nation in the shot-term but positive economic benefits over the long-term.  
 

1.2.5 Measures that will be in effect March 1, 2013 until Framework 24 is implemented 
(Section 2.1.5)  

The specific measures that are included until this action is implemented (earliest by May 2013) 
will help to reduce the adverse impacts of exceeding the proposed allocations in Framework 24 
in 2013 on the scallop resource. These measures are described in Section 2.1.5.1 of the 
Framework 24 document. Total DAS in the open areas will 26 DAS, which is less than the 
alternatives under consideration in this framework.  Any excesses over the open area DAS-used 
above the ultimate value allocated for 2013 will be reduced the following fishing year (2014). 
Specifically, if a vessel takes 2013 access area trips authorized by FW22, it will have to give up 
all 2013 access area trips authorized to that vessel under FW24, plus potentially ten 2013 open 
area DAS.  
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Since the average LPUE for vessels with small dredge permits is lower than LA full-time dredge 
vessels the payback DAS may be increased to 12 DAS (pending AP recommendation).  Since 
taking extra trips will result in a net loss of pounds, it will have negative economic impacts in the 
short-term discouraging the vessels from taking those trips. Section 2.1.5.1 provides some 
examples of these impacts.  In short, the payback measures will help reduce the negative impacts 
of overfishing in 2013 on the scallop resource and will have positive long-term impacts on 
landings, revenues, producer and consumer benefit and net national economic benefits.  
 

1.2.6 Summary of overall economic impacts of the allocation alternatives 

Framework 24 includes four alternatives with different trip allocations and possession limits for 
CA2 (Table 5 and Table 6). Alternative 2 is the specification alternative that allocates the 
maximum number of trips per area to optimize scallop yield, particularly in the shorter term.  
The amount of effort allocated to Closed Area 2 under Alternative 2 is 1,072 mt (2.4 million 
pounds), or 182 full-time trips at 13,000 pounds per trip (Table 5).  In light of the very 
constraining GB YT ACL in 2013, the Scallop PDT developed a specific specification 
alternative to reduce YT bycatch upfront (Alternative 4).  Alternative 4 reduces CA2 effort by 
more than half to 405 mt (about 900,000 pounds, or 50 18,000 pound trips) compared to 
Alternative 2.  Although the all the Tables include the results for all the four alternatives, 
the discussion mostly higlight a comparison of Alternative 2 with 4, since those options are 
estimated to result in lower yellowtail catch in 2013 and higher economic benefits for the scallop 
fishery over the long-term compared to Alternative 1 and 3. These analyses also include the 
economic impacts both on the limited access and general category fisheries given that 
respectively 94.5% and 5.5% of the TAC is allocated to these fisheries. The impacts of the 
alternatives on individual vessels are expected to be proportional to the aggregate impacts on 
revenues, fishing costs and net revenues (producer surplus).  
 
The short-term and long-term economic impacts of the alternatives considered in this Framework 
could be summarized as follows: 

 In the short-term (2011-2012) and the long-term (2011-2022), the sum of landings, 
revenues and economic benefits for the proposed options (ALT1 to ALT4) will be lower 
than the economic benefits for the ‘No Action” alternative.  

 Alternative 4 would result in lower landings compared to other alternatives in 2013-2014 
but higher landings after 2014 and over the long-term (Table 4). Status quo allocations 
would result in higher landings in the short-term, but lower landings over the long-run 
compared to other alternatives. In addition, fishing mortality rates would exceed the 
target F is the allocations were set at the same levels as in 2012. Therefore, status quo 
would not be a feasible alternative under the Sea Scallop FMP. 

 Alternative 4 (ALT4) would result in smaller revenue compared ALT2 and other 
alternatives (except for ALT3 in 2013) in the short-term (2013-2014), but higher revenue  
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in the long-term compared to all the other alternatives ( Table 7).  Starting in 2016, the 
projected revenues for ALT4 are estimated to exceed the revenues for other alternatives 
(except they will be slightly lower than no action values in 2016 and 2018).  However, it 
should be pointed out that the actual values of revenues could potentially exceed those 
shown in Table 7).  They are based on conservative estimates for prices (Table 14 below) 
assuming no change in import prices, disposable income and exports to separate out the 
impacts of landings with those alternatives on prices. However, the reverse is possible too 
if for example, the Japanese scallops recover offering competition to domestic scallops 
and if import prices and exports decline. For these reasons, estimated numbers for 
revenues and economic benefits should be mainly used for comparing one alternative 
with another rather than for predicting the actual values on future years. 

 

Table 7. Estimated Revenues (Undiscounted, Million $, in inflation adjusted 2011 values)                            
(2010 Revenues=$459million, 2011 revenues=$582million  

Period Fishing year No Action Status quo ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 

2013-2015 2013             448.4            505.0       393.5       393.4       368.9       373.7  

2014             434.9            488.1       395.0       396.3       398.1       388.2  

2015             470.9            508.0       440.5       445.5       452.6       458.2  

2013-2015 Total          1,354.2         1,501.2    1,228.9    1,235.3    1,219.6    1,220.2  

2016-2018 2016             502.2            452.1       488.0       492.2       489.8       500.1  

2017             499.5            460.1       507.3       506.2       510.3       516.2  

2018             523.9            475.0       504.2       509.5       504.4       514.5  

2016-2018 Total          1,525.7         1,387.2    1,499.5    1,507.9    1,504.5    1,530.8  

2019-2026 2019             485.9            486.0       534.9       548.7       532.7       553.0  

2020             486.8            493.9       533.8       541.6       528.8       545.1  

2021             490.8            497.6       525.0       531.5       520.9       530.2  

2022             495.5            500.6       520.2       522.8       515.9       518.7  

2023             498.2            505.0       516.6       514.6       511.3       510.9  

2024             498.2            506.2       514.4       508.3       508.1       507.9  

2025             500.3            506.1       513.3       506.8       506.5       505.5  

2026             501.2            504.2       510.6       506.3       506.2       502.1  

2019-2026 Total          3,957.1         3,999.5    4,168.7    4,180.6    4,130.4    4,173.3  

Grand Total          6,837.0         6,887.9    6,897.2    6,923.8    6,854.5    6,924.3  

 
 The sum of  the present value of the scallop revenue is estimated to million for 2013-

2015 is estimated to be about $15 million lower than ALT2 using a discount rate of 3%. 
For the overall period form 2012 to 2026, however,  present value of the revenues for 
ALT4 will be $44.5 million ($4.8 million) higher and the revenues for ALT2 would be 
$44.2 million ($5.6 million) higher than the no action revenues using a discount rate of 
3% (7%, Table 16 and Table 17). 
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 Alternative 4 (ALT4) results in slightly smaller producer surplus than ALT2 in the short- 
and but higher producer surplus in the long-term compared to no action and other 
alternatives.  Although producer surplus for the status quo would be higher in the short-
term, this scenario would result in lower producer surplus compared to the ALT2 and 
ALT4 levels in the long-term (using a discount rate if 3%). The estimated present value 
of the producer surplus will be about $69.8 million higher in 2013-2026 with the 
alternative 4 compared to the no action (Table 20, 3% discount rate).  Similarly, producer 
surplus for ALT2 would exceed no action levels by $67.3 million in 2013-2026. 
Alternative 4 will result in higher producer surplus compared to the other alternatives in 
the long-term (Table 20).  Table 21 shows the corresponding values by using a 7% 
discount rate to calculate the cumulative present value of the producer surplus with 
similar comparative results. 

 Economic benefits include the benefits both to the consumers and to the fishing industry 
and equal the sum of benefits to the consumers and producers. Annual values of the total 
economic benefits for alternatives other than no action and status quo are expected to 
range from $368.8  million (ALT4, 2013) to $388.2 million (ALT2, 2013)  and are 
expected to be less than the total economic benefits for no action ($437.1) million and 
Status quo ($494.9 million) values in 2013 (Table 19).  

 However, in the long-term, the estimated present value of total economic benefits will be 
about $85.7 million higher in 2013-2026 with the alternative 4 compared to the no action 
(Table 8, 3% discount rate).  Similarly, total economic benefits for ALT2 would exceed no 
action levels by $81.1 million in 2013-2026.  Alternative 4 will result in higher total 
economic benefits  compared other alternatives in the long-term. Table 9 shows the 
corresponding values by using a 7% discount rate to calculate the cumulative present 
value of the total economic benefits with similar comparative results except that when the 
future benefits are discounted at 7%, status quo scenario would results in larger benefits 
over the period 2013-2026. 

 In conclusion, the alternative 4 (ALT4) results in smaller total economic benefits than no 
action and ALT2 in the short-term and but higher total economic benefits in the long-
term compared to no action.   
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Table 8. Cumulative present value of estimated benefits (Million $, Inflation adjusted values discounted at 
3%) 

Period Values ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 
2013-2015 Total revenue -118.8 -113.0 -128.6 -128.1 139.1 

Total trip Costs -28.3 -29.3 -30.5 -32.9 17.6 

Total producer Surplus -90.5 -83.7 -98.1 -95.2 121.5 

Total Consumer Surplus -11.5 -11.0 -11.8 -12.3 19.6 

Total benefits -102.0 -94.7 -109.9 -107.6 141.1 

2016-2018 Total revenue -22.4 -15.2 -18.1 4.6 -119.6 

  Total trip Costs -4.1 -4.0 -3.9 -2.7 -7.7 

  Total producer Surplus -18.3 -11.2 -14.2 7.4 -111.8 

  Total Consumer Surplus -2.9 -1.8 -2.3 1.5 -20.3 

  Total benefits -21.2 -13.1 -16.5 8.8 -132.1 

2019-2026 Total revenue 161.1 172.4 133.3 167.9 31.0 

  Total trip Costs 9.8 10.2 8.1 10.3 2.1 

  Total producer Surplus 151.2 162.2 125.1 157.6 28.9 

  Total Consumer Surplus 25.8 26.7 20.5 26.8 4.3 

  Total benefits 177.0 188.9 145.7 184.5 33.3 

Total revenue 19.8 44.2 -13.4 44.5 50.5 

Total trip Costs -22.6 -23.1 -26.3 -25.3 12.0 

Total producer Surplus 42.4 67.3 12.9 69.8 38.6 

Total Consumer Surplus 11.4 13.8 6.4 16.0 3.7 

Total benefits 53.8 81.1 19.3 85.7 42.3 

 

Table 9. Cumulative present value of estimated benefits (Million $, Inflation adjusted values discounted at 
7%) 

Period Values ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 
Status 
quo 

2013-2015 Total revenue -111.0 -105.8 -121.4 -120.9 129.7 

Total trip Costs -26.3 -27.3 -28.5 -30.7 16.4 

Total producer Surplus -84.7 -78.5 -92.9 -90.2 113.4 

Total Consumer Surplus -10.7 -10.3 -11.1 -11.7 18.3 

Total benefits -95.5 -88.8 -104.1 -101.9 131.6 

2016-2018 Total revenue -18.4 -12.5 -14.8 4.0 -99.0 

  Total trip Costs -3.3 -3.2 -3.1 -2.1 -6.4 

  Total producer Surplus -15.2 -9.3 -11.7 6.1 -92.6 

  Total Consumer Surplus -2.4 -1.5 -1.9 1.2 -16.8 

  Total benefits -17.5 -10.8 -13.5 7.4 -109.4 

2019-2026 Total revenue 113.9 123.9 95.4 121.7 20.7 

  Total trip Costs 7.0 7.4 5.8 7.5 1.4 

  Total producer Surplus 106.9 116.5 89.6 114.2 19.3 

  Total Consumer Surplus 18.3 19.3 14.8 19.6 2.9 

  Total benefits 125.2 135.8 104.4 133.7 22.3 

Total revenue -15.6 5.6 -40.8 4.8 51.5 

Total trip Costs -22.6 -23.1 -25.8 -25.3 11.4 

Total producer Surplus 7.0 28.7 -15.0 30.1 40.1 

Total Consumer Surplus 5.2 7.5 1.8 9.1 4.5 

Total benefits 12.2 36.2 -13.2 39.2 44.5 

 
The following sections describes the detailed results of the proposed options on landings, meat 
count, LPUE, effort, prices, revenues and total economic benefits. 
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1.2.7 Specifications for 2015 

Default measures for 2015 do not include access area allocations.  Default measures for 2015 
would only be open area DAS for LA vessels.  For 2015 the default DAS for FT vessels would 
be 24 DAS (75% of 32 DAS). This measure is expected to have potentially positive economic 
impacts. If the resource conditions turns out to be less favorable in 2015 than suggested by the 
biological projections, instead of rolling over 33 DAS and access area trip allocations until the 
new Framework is implemented,  this measure would allocate only 24 DAS and no access area 
trip allocations to prevent potentially negative impacts on the resource, scallop yield, thus on the 
economic benefits from the scallop fishery. This will also reduce the administrative burdens 
associated with late implementation of frameworks.    

1.2.8 Allocation of trips and the lottery system    

According to this provisions trips would be randomly allocated by lottery similar to how trips 
were allocated under FW22, but to restrict the number of trips per area to one trip.  This would 
prevent one vessel from getting more than one trip per area.  Vessels will still be permitted to 
trade trips and the lottery for the first year of the framework will be included in the framework 
submission document so that vessels have more time to plan their business for FY2013.  The 
administration of the lottery is expected to have positive economic impacts on the fishermen 
since it will provide flexibility for the vessels to trade access area trips, thus to use fully the 
access area trip allocations.  

1.2.9 Impacts of Framework 24 alternatives on landings, meat count and LPUE 

The alternative 4 (ALT4) would result in smaller landings in the short-term (2013-2014), but 
higher landings in the long-term compared to ALT1, ALT2 and ALT3 (Table 4).  Because no 
action would allocate 4 access area trips, the landings with no action would be about 44 million 
lb. in 2013 and 43.3 million lb. in 2014. Over the period 2013-2018, no action landings would 
higher than the landings for the alternative 4 and other alternatives.  For the overall long-term 
period from 2013 to 2026, however, landings for the alternative 4 are estimated to exceed the 
levels for the no action by about 12.8 million lb., landings for the status quo by 6.7 million, 
landings for Alt2 by 1 million. This is because the alternative 4 would result in a higher LPUE in 
both in the short- and the long-term compared to the other alternatives (Table 11).  The average 
meat counts would be slightly lower for the alternative 4. In general, landings will consist of 
larger scallops for ALT2, ALT3 and ALT4 compared to the other scenarios (Table 12, Table 13).  
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Table 10. Scallop landings by Fishyear (Million lb.) 

Period Fishing year No Action Status quo ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 

2013-2015 2013               44.0              50.9              38.4            38.2              36.1              36.2  

2014               43.3              49.8              38.6            38.8              38.9              38.0  

2015               48.5              53.2              44.9            45.5              46.3              46.9  

2013-2015 Total             135.8            153.9            121.9          122.6            121.2            121.1  

2016-2018 2016               53.4              47.1              51.7            52.2              52.0              53.3  

2017               52.7              47.8              53.9            53.7              54.2              55.0  

2018               55.8              49.6              53.4            54.0              53.4              54.7  

2016-2018 Total             161.9            144.4            159.0          160.0            159.5            162.9  

2019-2026 2019               50.8              50.9              57.0            58.8              56.7              59.3  

2020               50.8              51.8              56.8            57.6              56.0              58.2  

2021               51.1              52.1              55.4            56.2              54.8              56.1  

2022               51.7              52.3              54.7            54.9              54.1              54.5  

2023               52.0              52.8              54.1            53.8              53.5              53.4  

2024               52.0              52.9              53.8            53.0              53.1              52.9  

2025               52.1              52.9              53.7            52.7              52.8              52.7  

2026               52.2              52.6              53.3            52.7              52.7              52.2  

2019-2026 Total             412.7            418.3            438.9          439.7            433.7            439.3  

Grand Total             710.5            716.6            719.8          722.3            714.5            723.3  

 

Table 11. Estimated average LPUE (lb./DAS) in all areas 

Period Fishing year No Action Status quo ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 
2013-2015 2013             2,015           2,035      2,263      2,385       2,313       2,438 

2014             2,038           2,025      2,501      2,476       2,549       2,593 
2015             2,183           2,105      2,559      2,567       2,581       2,597 

2013-2015 Total             2,079           2,055      2,441      2,476       2,481       2,543 

2016-2018 2016             2,707           2,562      2,628      2,629       2,630       2,646 
2017             2,656           2,554      2,752      2,775       2,760       2,790 
2018             2,593           2,554      2,761      2,781       2,764       2,793 

2016-2018 Total             2,652           2,557      2,714      2,728       2,718       2,743 

2019-2026 2019             2,571           2,563      2,661      2,679       2,661       2,684 
2020             2,557           2,574      2,659      2,672       2,651       2,677 
2021             2,551           2,575      2,632      2,646       2,621       2,644 
2022             2,559           2,576      2,613      2,625       2,604       2,615 
2023             2,566           2,577      2,606      2,609       2,590       2,594 
2024             2,572           2,584      2,599      2,587       2,583       2,582 
2025             2,572           2,582      2,597      2,578       2,576       2,580 
2026             2,575           2,583      2,593      2,580       2,575       2,577 

2019-2026 Total             2,565           2,577      2,620      2,622       2,608       2,619 

Grand Total             2,480           2,461      2,602      2,614       2,604       2,629 
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Table 12.  Average Meat Count 

Period No Action Status quo ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 

2013-2015 15.9 16.0 14.7 14.7 14.8 14.7 

2016-2018 15.2 15.5 15.7 15.7 15.6 15.7 

2019-2026 15.2 15.3 15.2 15.1 15.2 15.1 

Grand Total 15.4 15.5 15.2 15.1 15.2 15.2

 
 

Table 13.  Composition of landings by size category – Average lbs. by period (million lbs.) 

Period Values No Action Status quo ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 

2013-2015 U-10 9.6% 8.9% 11.1% 11.2% 10.3% 10.7% 

  10-20 count 71.6% 72.0% 76.1% 75.8% 76.6% 76.0% 

  20-30 count 17.7% 18.0% 12.1% 12.3% 12.5% 12.7% 

  30-40 count 1.1% 1.1% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 

2016-2018 U-10 5.3% 4.5% 4.6% 4.8% 4.9% 4.8% 

  10-20 count 83.1% 82.5% 83.7% 83.6% 83.6% 83.5% 

  20-30 count 11.0% 12.3% 11.2% 11.0% 10.9% 11.1% 

  30-40 count 0.6% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 

2019-2026 U-10 7.3% 7.1% 7.9% 8.4% 8.0% 8.2% 

  10-20 count 80.3% 80.3% 80.0% 79.7% 79.9% 79.9% 

  20-30 count 11.8% 11.9% 11.4% 11.3% 11.5% 11.3% 

  30-40 count 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 

 
 

1.2.10 Impacts of Framework 24 alternatives on prices, revenues  

Prices are estimated using the ex-vessel price model that takes into account the impacts of 
changes in meat count, domestic landings, exports, import prices, income of consumers, and 
composition of landings by market category (i.e., size of scallops) including a price premium on 
under count 10 scallops. The price estimates shown in Table 14 correspond to the price model 
outputs assuming that the import prices will be constant at their 2011 levels (given that 2012 
trade data is not complete yet), scallop exports will constitute 47% of the domestic landings, and 
the disposable income will be constant at the current levels in 2011, so that only the effects of the 
reduction in and changes in the size composition of landings could be identified. As such, these 
are conservatives estimates for prices and actual prices could be higher (lower) than the values 
estimated in Table 14 if the import prices, exports and disposable income increase (decrease) in 
the future years.  
 
Although the absolute values for revenues, producer and consumer surpluses, and total economic 
benefits would change with the value of estimated prices, the percentage differences of these 
values for the alternative 4 and other alternatives relative to the no action alternative would not 
change in any significant way. Higher prices than estimated in Table 14 will increase the short-
term impact of the alternative 4 on revenues compared to no action, while lower prices reduce 
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this impact. The long-term benefits will be greater with higher prices and smaller with lower 
prices, however.  
 

Table 14. Estimated ex-vessel price per pound of scallops (inflation adjusted in 2011 constant prices) 

Fishing year No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013 10.19 10.24 10.29 10.23 10.33 9.92 

2014 10.03 10.23 10.21 10.23 10.22 9.79 

2015 9.71 9.81 9.78 9.78 9.77 9.55 

2016 9.41 9.44 9.42 9.42 9.39 9.60 

2017 9.48 9.41 9.42 9.41 9.39 9.63 

2018 9.38 9.44 9.43 9.45 9.41 9.58 

2019 9.57 9.38 9.34 9.40 9.32 9.56 

2020 9.59 9.40 9.39 9.44 9.37 9.53 

2021 9.60 9.47 9.46 9.50 9.45 9.55 

2022 9.58 9.51 9.52 9.53 9.52 9.56 

2023 9.58 9.54 9.56 9.56 9.57 9.57 

2024 9.59 9.56 9.60 9.57 9.59 9.57 

2025 9.60 9.56 9.61 9.59 9.60 9.57 

2026 9.60 9.58 9.61 9.60 9.62 9.59 

 
 
Alternative 4 (ALT4) would result in smaller revenue compared ALT2 and other alternatives 
(except for ALT3 in 2013) in the short-term, but higher revenue  in the long-term compared to all 
the other alternatives (Table 15). The sum of scallop revenue is estimated to be $1220.2 million 
for 2013-2015, about $15 million lower than ALT2 during the same period. However, during 
2016-2018, undiscounted revenues for ALT4 will exceed the values for ALT2 by about $31 
million.  
 
The economic impacts of the alternatives considered in this Framework are compared with the 
no action alternative to be consistent with the definition provided in Section 2.2.1 and with 
Guidelines for the Economic Analysis of the Fishery Management Action (NMFS, 2007). The 
present value of the estimated revenue alternatives ALT1 to ALT4 would be quite lower in the 
short-term (2013-2015) compared to no action and status quo scenarios. The reason for this is 
that the regulations would allow only 1 to 2 access area trip allocations in 2013, compared to 4 
trips for no action and status quo. As a result, landings, revenues and total economic benefits of 
the alternative 4 and the alternatives will falls short the levels for the no action in the short-term 
(Table 15,Table 16, Table 17). 
 
In addition to the no action alternative, the results for the alternative 4 and alternatives are 
compared with the SQ alternative to show the results when DAS and access area trip allocations 
were set at exactly the same values as in 2011 (i.e., 34 full-time DAS and 4 trips).  In other 
words, this comparison would show the short and the long-term impacts of changes in the open 
area DAS allocations and number of access area trips from their 2012 levels. It should be noted, 
however, that the status quo allocations would result in F rates which are above the target F. 
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Thus, this alternative is not a feasible option and is included here only for the analytical 
purposes.   
 
The guidelines for the economic analysis suggest that changes in net benefits are measured by 
the difference in the present value of the discounted stream of net benefits of regulatory action as 
compared to the status quo or no action.  Discounting the future benefits would lower the long-
term benefits and the benefits of the alternatives that result in lower landings in the short-term 
but higher landings in the long-term. The results of the economic analyses are similar, however, 
to the results when comparison is made using the undiscounted revenues above in Table 15. 
 
Table 15 to Table 17 indicate that in 2013-2015, SQ allocations would result in highest revenues 
compared to all alternatives, but starting in 2016, it will result in lower landings compared to the 
alternative 4 and other alternatives including the no action. As a result, total revenues 
(undiscounted) over the long-term for alternative ALT1, ALT2 and ALT4 will exceed the 
revenues for the SQ alternative.    
 
 

Table 15. Estimated Revenues (Undiscounted, Million $, in inflation adjusted 2011 values)                            
(2010 Revenues=$459million, 2011 revenues=$582million  

Period Fishing year No Action Status quo ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 

2013-2015 2013             448.4            505.0       393.5       393.4       368.9       373.7  

2014             434.9            488.1       395.0       396.3       398.1       388.2  

2015             470.9            508.0       440.5       445.5       452.6       458.2  

2013-2015 Total          1,354.2         1,501.2    1,228.9    1,235.3    1,219.6    1,220.2  

2016-2018 2016             502.2            452.1       488.0       492.2       489.8       500.1  

2017             499.5            460.1       507.3       506.2       510.3       516.2  

2018             523.9            475.0       504.2       509.5       504.4       514.5  

2016-2018 Total          1,525.7         1,387.2    1,499.5    1,507.9    1,504.5    1,530.8  

2019-2026 2019             485.9            486.0       534.9       548.7       532.7       553.0  

2020             486.8            493.9       533.8       541.6       528.8       545.1  

2021             490.8            497.6       525.0       531.5       520.9       530.2  

2022             495.5            500.6       520.2       522.8       515.9       518.7  

2023             498.2            505.0       516.6       514.6       511.3       510.9  

2024             498.2            506.2       514.4       508.3       508.1       507.9  

2025             500.3            506.1       513.3       506.8       506.5       505.5  

2026             501.2            504.2       510.6       506.3       506.2       502.1  

2019-2026 Total          3,957.1         3,999.5    4,168.7    4,180.6    4,130.4    4,173.3  

Grand Total          6,837.0         6,887.9    6,897.2    6,923.8    6,854.5    6,924.3  

  
 
Table 16 and Table 17 indicate that the estimated revenues will be about $120.9 ($128.1) million 
lower in 2013-2015 with alternative 4 compared to the no action at 7% discount rate (at 3% 
discount rate). There are trade-offs between the short-term and the long-term benefits, however.  
Because under no action more scallops would be landed in 2013-2015, less would be landed over 
the long-term resulting in lower revenues under the no action alternative for 2013-2026 
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compared to the alternative 4 and other alternatives (Table 16 and Table 17).  As a result, 
cumulative present value for the revenues for alternative 4 (ALT4) will exceed revenues for no 
action by $121.7 over the long-term (2019-2026) using a 7% discount rate (Table 16) and by 
$167.9 million using a 3% discount rate (Table 17). Similarly, revenues for all the other 
alternatives will exceed the present value of the revenues for no action during the same period. 
For the overall period form 2012 to 2026, present value of the revenues for ALT4 will be $44.5 
million ($4.8 million) higher and the revenues for ALT2 would be $44.2 million ($5.6 million) 
higher than the no action revenues using a discount rate of 3% (7%, Table 16 and Table 17).  
 

Table 16. Cumulative present value of estimated revenues (Million $, Inflation adjusted values discounted at 
7%) 

Period Values No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 PV of scallop revenue 1183.3 1072.3 1077.5 1061.9 1062.4 1313.0 

Difference from No Action  -111.0 -105.8 -121.4 -120.9 129.7 

2016-2018 PV of scallop revenue 1088.4 1070.0 1075.9 1073.6 1092.4 989.4 

Difference from No Action  -18.4 -12.5 -14.8 4.0 -99.0 

2019-2026 PV of scallop revenue 1964.7 2078.6 2088.6 2060.1 2086.4 1985.5 

Difference from No Action  113.9 123.9 95.4 121.7 20.7 

PV of scallop revenue 4236.5 4220.9 4242.1 4195.7 4241.2 4287.9 

Difference from No Action  -15.6 5.6 -40.8 4.8 51.5 

 

Table 17. Cumulative present value of estimated revenues (Million $, Inflation adjusted values discounted at 
3%) 

Period Values No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 PV of scallop revenue 1276.2 1157.4 1163.2 1147.6 1148.1 1415.3 

Difference from No Action -118.8 -113.0 -128.6 -128.1 139.1 

2016-2018 PV of scallop revenue 1315.9 1293.5 1300.7 1297.8 1320.5 1196.4 

Difference from No Action -22.4 -15.2 -18.1 4.6 -119.6 

2019-2026 PV of scallop revenue 2905.7 3066.8 3078.2 3039.0 3073.7 2936.7 

Difference from No Action 161.1 172.4 133.3 167.9 31.0 

PV of scallop revenue 5497.8 5517.7 5542.1 5484.4 5542.3 5548.4 

Difference from No Action  19.8 44.2 -13.4 44.5 50.5 

 

1.2.11 Impacts of Framework 24 alternatives on DAS, fishing costs and open area days and 
employment 

Table 18 shows open area DAS per full-time vessel for each alternative and fishing year and 
Table 19 show total fleet DAS from all areas.  Total effort measured in terms of DAS used as a 
sum total of all areas is expected to be smaller in the short-term for all the alternatives compared 
to No Action and status quo scenarios because of smaller number of access area trips would be 
allocated for alternatives ALT1 to ALT4. However, starting in 2016, total effort measured in 
terms of DAS used will be higher under those alternatives compared to no action and status quo 
(except in 2017 and 2018, no action DAS will be higher).  
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As compared to No Action, the overall DAS used will decline by 22% (ALT1) to 32% (ALT4) in 
2013 and as compared to the SQ alternative, the overall DAS used will decline by 32% (ALT1) 
to 41% (ALT4), again due to the lower access area allocations (1 to 2 trips) compared to 4 trips 
that would be taken under No Action and SQ scenarios. This could lead to a reduction in 
employment if less crew was employed to maintain DAS spent per crew at the present levels. On 
the other hand, it is uncertain to what extent the reduction in crew-days will result in a reduction 
in the number of crew given that this reduction is mostly limited to 2013 assuming a one year 
Framework (to 2103-2014 assuming a two year Framework) and that DAS-used are expected to 
increase in the following years starting in 2016 (or before depending on the future actions). Even 
though, the CREW*DAS could decline under those alternatives, the decline in the trips costs 
with less effort could help to prevent some of the decline in crew income, however. 
 
Total trip costs for the fleet vary with the total DAS-used for each alternative. Table 20 shows 
that undiscounted annual values of the trips costs are quite similar for alternatives 1 to 4 both in 
the short-term and the long-term. Status quo and no action would result in the higher trip costs in 
the short-term but lower costs in the long-term.  Present value of the fleet costs are summarized 
and compared with no action and SQ alternatives in Table 21 using a discount rate of 7% and in 
Table 22 using a discount rate of 3%. Because of lower DAS used, the present value of the trip 
costs for the ALT1 to ALT4 will be lower compared to the costs with status quo ($127.9 million 
in 2013-2015) and compared to no action ($111.6 million) (Table 21, 7% discount rate). For the 
long-term period from 2013 to 2026, the cumulative present value of the trip costs for all the 
alternatives (ALT1 to ALT4)  will be lower than the costs for No Action and status quo levels. 
Table 22 shows the corresponding values by using a 3% discount rate to calculate the cumulative 
present value of the fleet costs with similar comparative results. 
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Table 18. Estimated Open Area DAS per FT vessel (averages) 

Period Fishing year No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 2013                  26       33       33       33       33                 34  

2014                  26       31       31       31       31                 34  

2015                  28       31       31       31       32                 34  

2013-2015 Total                  27       32       32       32       32                 34  

2016-2018 2016                  53       32       33       32       33                 50  

2017                  50       23       22       23       22                 47  

2018                  54       19       20       19       20                 48  

2016-2018 Total                  52       25       25       25       25                 48  

2019-2026 2019                  49       41       42       41       54                 49  

2020                  48       52       52       51       53                 49  

2021                  49       51       51       50       51                 49  

2022                  49       50       50       50       50                 49  

2023                  49       50       49       49       49                 49  

2024                  48       49       49       49       49                 49  

2025                  48       49       49       49       49                 49  

2026                  48       49       49       49       48                 49  

2019-2026 Total                  49       49       49       49       50                 49  

Grand Total                  45       40       40       40       41                 46  

 

Table 19. Estimated Total DAS-used in all areas 

Period Fishing year No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 2013           21,842      16,970      16,025      15,594      14,846          25,007  

2014           21,273      15,435      15,679      15,271      14,647          24,614  

2015           22,206      17,548      17,740      17,927      18,064          25,267  

2013-2015 Total           65,321      49,953      49,444      48,792      47,557          74,888  

2016-2018 2016           19,717      19,672      19,870      19,762      20,125          18,380  

2017           19,842      19,585      19,364      19,639      19,697          18,697  

2018           21,540      19,347      19,421      19,302      19,582          19,410  

2016-2018 Total           61,099      58,604      58,655      58,703      59,404          56,487  

2019-2026 2019           19,751      21,437      21,936      21,293      22,107          19,844  

2020           19,862      21,345      21,573      21,137      21,727          20,127  

2021           20,047      21,065      21,228      20,917      21,224          20,243  

2022           20,205      20,921      20,919      20,782      20,829          20,316  

2023           20,275      20,779      20,629      20,655      20,583          20,480  

2024           20,206      20,706      20,477      20,549      20,500          20,479  

2025           20,265      20,668      20,456      20,497      20,406          20,477  

2026           20,266      20,560      20,424      20,475      20,261          20,359  

2019-2026 Total         160,877    167,481    167,642    166,305    167,637        162,325  

Grand Total         287,297    276,038    275,741    273,800    274,598        293,700  
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Table 20. Estimated fleet trip costs in all areas ($ million, in 2011 values) 

Period Fishing year No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 2013                  43               33                 31                30               29                 49  

2014                  42               30                 31                30               29                 48  

2015                  43               34                 35                35               35                 49  

2013-2015 Total                128               98                 97                95               93               146  

2016-2018 2016                  39               38                 39                39               39                 36  

2017                  39               38                 38                38               38                 37  

2018                  42               38                 38                38               38                 38  

2016-2018 Total                119             114               115              115             116               110  

2019-2026 2019                  39               42                 43                42               43                 39  

2020                  39               42                 42                41               42                 39  

2021                  39               41                 41                41               41                 40  

2022                  39               41                 41                41               41                 40  

2023                  40               41                 40                40               40                 40  

2024                  39               40                 40                40               40                 40  

2025                  40               40                 40                40               40                 40  

2026                  40               40                 40                40               40                 40  

2019-2026 Total                314             327               327              325             327               317  

Grand Total                561             539               539              535             536               574  

 
 

Table 21. Cumulative present value of estimated trip costs (Million $, Inflation adjusted values discounted at 
7%) 

Period Values No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 PV of trip costs 111.6 85.3 84.3 83.1 80.9 127.9 

Difference from No Action -26.3 -27.3 -28.5 -30.7 16.4 

2016-2018 PV of trip costs 85.0 81.8 81.8 81.9 82.9 78.7 

Difference from No Action -3.3 -3.2 -3.1 -2.1 -6.4 

2019-2026 PV of trip costs 156.1 163.0 163.5 161.9 163.6 157.5 

Difference from No Action 7.0 7.4 5.8 7.5 1.4 

PV of trip costs 352.7 330.1 329.6 326.9 327.3 364.1 

Difference from No Action  -22.6 -23.1 -25.8 -25.3 11.4 
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Table 22. Cumulative present value of estimated trip costs (Million $, Inflation adjusted values discounted at 
3%) 

Period Values No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 PV of trip costs 120.3 92.0 91.0 89.7 87.4 137.9 

Difference from No Action -28.3 -29.3 -30.5 -32.9 17.6 

2016-2018 PV of trip costs 102.9 98.8 98.9 98.9 100.1 95.1 

Difference from No Action -4.1 -4.0 -3.9 -2.7 -7.7 

2019-2026 PV of trip costs 230.8 240.6 241.0 238.9 241.1 232.8 

Difference from No Action 9.8 10.2 8.1 10.3 2.1 

PV of trip costs 453.9 431.3 430.8 427.6 428.6 465.9 

Difference from No Action  -22.6 -23.1 -26.3 -25.3 12.0 

 

1.2.12 Impacts of Framework 24 alternatives on producer surplus 

Producer surplus (benefits) for a particular fishery shows the net benefits to harvesters, including 
vessel owners and crew, and is measured by the difference between total revenue and operating 
costs (Appendix III).  Annual values of the producer surplus for alternatives other than No 
Action and status quo are expected to range from $338.4  million (ALT4, 2013) to $362.1 
million (ALT2, 2013), and to be less than the producer surplus for no action ($405.7 million and 
Status quo ($456.1 million) values (Table 23).  
 
There are trade-offs between the short-term and the long-term benefits, however.  The estimated 
present value of the producer surplus will be about $69.8 million higher in 2013-2026 with the 
alternative 4 compared to the no action (Table 24, 3% discount rate).  Similarly, producer surplus 
for ALT2 would exceed no action levels by $67.3 million in 2013-2026. The alternative 4 will 
result in higher producer surplus compared to all the other alternatives in the long-term (Table 
24).  Table 25 shows the corresponding values by using a 7% discount rate to calculate the 
cumulative present value of the producer surplus with similar comparative results. 
  
In conclusion, the alternative 4 (ALT4) results in slightly smaller producer surplus than ALT2 in 
the short- and but higher producer surplus in the long-term compared to no action and other 
alternatives.  Although producer surplus for the scenario would be higher in the short-term, status 
quo scenario would result in lower producer surplus compared to the ALT2 and ALT4 levels in 
the long-term.  
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Table 23 - Estimated Producer surplus ($ million, in inflation adjusted 2011 prices, undiscounted values) 

Period Fishing year No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 2013 405.7 360.3 362.1 338.4 344.7 456.1 

2014 393.3 364.8 365.7 368.3 359.6 440.1 

2015 427.5 406.2 410.9 417.6 422.9 458.7 

2013-2015 Total 1226.6 1131.4 1138.7 1124.3 1127.3 1354.9 

2016-2018 2016 463.7 449.6 453.4 451.2 460.8 416.3 

  2017 460.8 469.0 468.4 471.9 477.7 423.5 

  2018 481.9 466.4 471.6 466.7 476.3 437.1 

2016-2018 Total 1406.4 1385.1 1393.4 1389.9 1414.8 1276.9 

2019-2026 2019 447.3 493.1 505.9 491.1 509.8 447.2 

  2020 448.1 492.1 499.5 487.6 502.7 454.6 

  2021 451.6 483.8 490.1 480.0 488.7 458.1 

  2022 456.1 479.3 482.0 475.3 478.0 460.9 

  2023 458.6 476.0 474.3 470.9 470.7 465.0 

  2024 458.8 473.9 468.3 468.0 467.8 466.2 

  2025 460.8 473.0 466.8 466.5 465.6 466.1 

  2026 461.7 470.5 466.4 466.2 462.5 464.4 

2019-2026 Total 3642.9 3841.6 3853.2 3805.6 3845.9 3682.5 

Grand Total 6275.9 6358.1 6385.3 6319.8 6388.0 6314.3 

 

 

Table 24.  Short and long-term cumulative present value of producer surplus (million $, in 2011 inflation-
adjusted prices, discount rate of 3%) 

Period Values No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 PV of producer surplus 1155.9 1065.5 1072.3 1057.9 1060.7 1277.4 

Difference from No Action -90.5 -83.7 -98.1 -95.2 121.5 

2016-2018 PV of producer surplus 1213.0 1194.7 1201.8 1198.9 1220.4 1101.2 

Difference from No Action -18.3 -11.2 -14.2 7.4 -111.8 

2019-2026 PV of producer surplus 2675.0 2826.2 2837.2 2800.1 2832.6 2703.9 

Difference from No Action 151.2 162.2 125.1 157.6 28.9 

PV of producer surplus 5043.9 5086.3 5111.3 5056.8 5113.7 5082.5 

Difference from No Action 42.4 67.3 12.9 69.8 38.6 
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Table 25.  Short and long-term cumulative present value of producer surplus (million $, in 2011 inflation-
adjusted prices, discount rate of 7%) 

Period Values No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 PV of producer surplus 1071.7 987.0 993.2 978.8 981.5 1185.1 

Difference from No Action -84.7 -78.5 -92.9 -90.2 113.4 

2016-2018 PV of producer surplus 1003.4 988.2 994.1 991.7 1009.5 910.8 

Difference from No Action -15.2 -9.3 -11.7 6.1 -92.6 

2019-2026 PV of producer surplus 1808.7 1915.6 1925.2 1898.2 1922.8 1828.0 

Difference from No Action 106.9 116.5 89.6 114.2 19.3 

PV of producer surplus 3883.8 3890.8 3912.5 3868.8 3913.9 3923.9 

Difference from No Action 7.0 28.7 -15.0 30.1 40.1 

 

 

1.2.13 Impacts of Framework 24 alternatives on consumer surplus 

Consumer surplus for a particular fishery is the net benefit that consumers gain from consuming 
fish based on the price they would be willing to pay for them. Consumer surplus will increase 
when fish prices decline and/or the amount of fish harvested goes up. Annual values of the 
consumer surplus (undiscounted) are shown in Table 26, and the cumulative present values are 
summarized in  

Table 27 (3% discount rate) and Table 28 (7% discount rate).  

Annual values of the consumer surplus for alternatives other than no action and status quo are 
expected to range from $24  million (ALT4, 2013) to $26 million (ALT2, 2013), and to be less 
than the consumer surplus for no action ($31.3 million and Status quo ($38.8 million) values in 
2013 (Table 23).  
 
There are trade-offs between the short-term and the long-term benefits, however.  The estimated 
present value of the consumer surplus will be about $16 million higher in 2013-2026 with  
alternative 4 compared to the no action (Table 24, 3% discount rate).  Similarly, consumer surplus 
for ALT2 would exceed no action levels by $13.8 million in 2013-2026. The alternative 4 will 
result in higher consumer surplus compared to all the other alternatives in the long-term (Table 
24).  Table 25 shows the corresponding values by using a 7% discount rate to calculate the 
cumulative present value of the consumer surplus with similar comparative results. 
  
In conclusion, the alternative 4 (ALT4) results in slightly smaller consumer surplus in the short- 
term and but higher consumer surplus in the long-term compared to ALT2 and no action. 
Although consumer surplus for the SQ scenario would be higher in the short-term, status quo 
scenario would result in lower consumer surplus compared to the ALT2 and ALT4 levels in the 
long-term.  
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Table 26. Estimated Consumer surplus ($ million, in inflation adjusted 2011 prices, undiscounted values) 

Period Fishing year No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 2013 31.3 26.4 26.0 24.4 24.0 38.8 

2014 31.2 27.2 27.5 27.4 26.6 38.7 

2015 38.7 35.4 36.2 36.9 37.6 44.5 

2013-2015 Total 101.2 89.0 89.6 88.8 88.3 122.0 

2016-2018 2016 47.2 45.1 45.8 45.5 47.1 38.9 

  2017 46.0 47.8 47.6 48.2 49.2 39.4 

  2018 50.1 47.0 47.7 46.8 48.7 41.5 

2016-2018 Total 143.3 139.9 141.1 140.6 144.9 119.8 

2019-2026 2019 43.1 51.3 53.6 50.7 54.3 43.0 

  2020 42.9 50.9 52.0 49.8 52.8 44.2 

  2021 43.1 48.9 49.7 47.9 49.8 44.4 

  2022 43.8 47.6 47.8 46.8 47.4 44.5 

  2023 44.2 46.8 46.4 46.0 45.8 44.8 

  2024 44.1 46.3 45.1 45.4 45.0 45.0 

  2025 44.2 46.1 44.7 44.9 44.7 45.0 

  2026 44.2 45.6 44.6 44.7 44.1 44.6 

2019-2026 Total 349.6 383.4 383.9 376.2 384.0 355.5 

Grand Total 594.1 612.3 614.7 605.6 617.2 597.3 

 

Table 27.  Short and long-term cumulative present value of consumer surplus (million $, in 2011 inflation-
adjusted prices, discount rate of 3%) 

Period Values No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 PV of consumer surplus 95.2 83.7 84.2 83.4 82.9 114.8 

Difference from No Action -11.5 -11.0 -11.8 -12.3 19.6 

2016-2018 PV of consumer surplus 123.6 120.7 121.7 121.3 125.0 103.3 

Difference from No Action -2.9 -1.8 -2.3 1.5 -20.3 

2019-2026 PV of consumer surplus 256.7 282.5 283.4 277.3 283.6 261.1 

Difference from No Action 25.8 26.7 20.5 26.8 4.3 

PV of consumer surplus 475.5 486.9 489.3 481.9 491.5 479.2 

Difference from No Action 11.4 13.8 6.4 16.0 3.7 

 

Table 28.  Short and long-term cumulative present value of consumer surplus (million $, in 2011 inflation-
adjusted prices, discount rate of 7%) 

Period Values No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 PV of consumer surplus 88.1 77.4 77.8 76.9 76.4 106.4 

Difference from No Action -10.7 -10.3 -11.1 -11.7 18.3 

2016-2018 PV of consumer surplus 102.2 99.8 100.7 100.3 103.4 85.4 

Difference from No Action -2.4 -1.5 -1.9 1.2 -16.8 

2019-2026 PV of consumer surplus 173.6 191.9 192.9 188.4 193.2 176.5 

Difference from No Action 18.3 19.3 14.8 19.6 2.9 

PV of consumer surplus 363.9 369.1 371.4 365.7 373.0 368.3 

Difference from No Action 5.2 7.5 1.8 9.1 4.5 
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1.2.14 Impacts of Framework 24 alternatives on total economic benefits 

Economic benefits include the benefits both to the consumers and to the fishing industry and 
equal the sum of benefits to the consumers and producers. Annual values of the total economic 
benefits (undiscounted) are shown in Table 29 and the cumulative present values are summarized 
in Table 30 (3% discount rate) and Table 31  (7% discount rate).  
 
Annual values of the total economic benefits for alternatives other than no action and status quo 
are expected to range from $368.8  million (ALT4, 2013) to $388.2 million (ALT2, 2013)  and 
are expected to be less than the total economic benefits for no action ($437.1) million and Status 
quo ($494.9 million) values in 2013 (Table 23).  
 
There are trade-offs between the short-term and the long-term benefits, however.  The estimated 
present value of total economic benefits will be about $85.7 million higher in 2013-2026 with the 
alternative 4 compared to the no action (Table 24, 3% discount rate).  Similarly, total economic 
benefits for ALT2 would exceed no action levels by $81.1 million in 2013-2026.  Alternative 4 
will result in higher total economic benefits  compared to all the other alternatives in the long-
term (Table 24).  Table 25 shows the corresponding values by using a 7% discount rate to calculate 
the cumulative present value of the total economic benefits with similar comparative results. 
  
In conclusion, the alternative 4 (ALT4) results in smaller total economic benefits than no action 
and ALT2 in the short-term and but higher total economic benefits in the long-term compared to 
no action and other alternatives.  Although in the short-term, total economic benefits for the 
status quo scenario would be higher, status quo scenario would result in lower total economic 
benefits compared to the ALT2 and ALT4 levels in the long-term using a discount rate of 3% 
However, if future benefits were discounted more at 7%, status quo scenario benefits would 
slightly exceed the benefits for ALT2 and ALT4 over the long-term as well.  
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Table 29. Estimated total benefits ($ million, in inflation adjusted 2011 prices, undiscounted values) 

Period Fishing year No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 2013 437.1 386.7 388.1 362.9 368.8 494.9 

2014 424.5 392.1 393.2 395.7 386.2 478.8 

2015 466.3 441.6 447.1 454.5 460.5 503.2 

2013-2015 Total 1327.8 1220.4 1228.3 1213.1 1215.6 1476.9 

2016-2018 2016 510.9 494.7 499.2 496.8 507.9 455.2 

  2017 506.8 516.9 516.0 520.1 526.9 462.9 

  2018 531.9 513.4 519.3 513.6 524.9 478.6 

2016-2018 Total 1549.7 1525.0 1534.5 1530.5 1559.8 1396.7 

2019-2026 2019 490.4 544.4 559.5 541.8 564.1 490.2 

  2020 491.0 543.0 551.4 537.4 555.4 498.9 

  2021 494.7 532.7 539.8 527.9 538.6 502.5 

  2022 499.9 526.9 529.8 522.2 525.4 505.4 

  2023 502.9 522.8 520.6 516.9 516.5 509.8 

  2024 502.9 520.2 513.4 513.4 512.9 511.2 

  2025 504.9 519.0 511.5 511.3 510.3 511.1 

  2026 505.9 516.1 511.1 510.9 506.6 509.0 

2019-2026 Total 3992.5 4225.0 4237.2 4181.8 4229.9 4038.1 

Grand Total 6870.0 6970.4 6999.9 6925.4 7005.2 6911.6 
 

Table 30.  Short and long-term cumulative present value of total economic benefits (million $, in 2010 
inflation-adjusted prices, discount rate of 3%) 

Period Values No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 PV of total economic benefits 1251.1 1149.2 1156.5 1141.2 1143.6 1392.3 

Difference from No Action -102.0 -94.7 -109.9 -107.6 141.1 

2016-2018 PV of total economic benefits 1336.6 1315.4 1323.5 1320.1 1345.4 1204.5 

Difference from No Action -21.2 -13.1 -16.5 8.8 -132.1 

2019-2026 PV of total economic benefits 2931.7 3108.7 3120.6 3077.4 3116.2 2965.0 

Difference from No Action 177.0 188.9 145.7 184.5 33.3 

PV of total economic benefits 5519.5 5573.3 5600.6 5538.7 5605.2 5561.7 

Difference from No Action 53.8 81.1 19.3 85.7 42.3 
 

Table 31.  Short and long-term cumulative present value of total economic benefits (million $, in 
2011inflation-adjusted prices, discount rate of 7%) 

Period Values No Action ALT1 ALT2 ALT3 ALT4 Status quo 

2013-2015 PV of total economic benefits 1159.8 1064.4 1071.0 1055.8 1057.9 1291.5 

Difference from No Action -95.5 -88.8 -104.1 -101.9 131.6 

2016-2018 PV of total economic benefits 1105.6 1088.1 1094.8 1092.0 1113.0 996.2 

Difference from No Action -17.5 -10.8 -13.5 7.4 -109.4 

2019-2026 PV of total economic benefits 1982.3 2107.5 2118.1 2086.6 2116.0 2004.5 

Difference from No Action 125.2 135.8 104.4 133.7 22.3 
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PV of total economic benefits 4247.7 4259.9 4283.9 4234.4 4286.9 4292.2 

Difference from No Action 12.2 36.2 -13.2 39.2 44.5 

 

 




