AGENDA C-7

DECEMBER 2004
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, AP, and SSC Members
ESTIMATED TIME
FROM: Chris Oliver
Executive Director 6 HOURS

DATE: November 29, 2004

SUBJECT: Halibut/Sablefish IFQ Program

ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Receive report from IFQ Implementation Team regarding four proposals
(b) Final Action on regulatory amendment for IFQ/CDQ Area 4C/4D

(c) Final Action on regulatory amendment for IFQ omnibus actions

BACKGROUND

IFQ Implementation Team report

At its October meeting, the Council requested that staff prepare a discussion paper on four proposals torevise
the IFQ program for review and recommendations by the IFQ Implementations Team (Item C-7(a)(1)). The
four proposals would: (1) allow non-IFQ species to be frozen onboard while directed fishing for halibut and
sablefish; (2) allow category A quota shares to be fished at any time and in any sequence with category B, C,
and D quota shares; (3) allow the use of pot longline gear in the Bering Sea sablefish fishery during June; and
(4) institute forfeiture of never-activated IFQ permits (Item C-7(a)(2)). The Team will convene on December 8
to review the proposals. In December, the Council may decide to initiate analysis of some or all of these
proposals for action in 2005.

Halibut IFQ/CDQ regulations for JPHC Areas 4C/4D

In October, the Council approved sending out an analysis of alternatives that may allow holders of Area 4C
halibut Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) and Community Development Quota (CDQ) to harvest such Pacific
halibut IFQ/CDQ in IPHC Area 4D. Currently, halibut IFQ and CDQ allocated in a particular area may only be
harvested in that same area, in accordance with biomass-based quotas, except that halibut CDQ (only) allocated
in Area 4D may be harvested in Area 4E. The alternatives would allow additional fishing opportunities to
allow Area 4C IFQ and CDQ quotas to be fully harvested by two CDQ groups on behalf of two Pribilof Island
communities (St. Paul and St. George), and all Area 4C IFQ holders, by allowing them to be fished in Area
4D. At this meeting, the Council will decide whether to change existing regulations.

Complementary action by the IPHC during its January 2005 meeting would be necessary for regtilations to

become effective in 2005, if approved by the Secretary of Commerce. The analysis was mailed to the Council
and made available to the public in early October. The alternatives include:
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Alternative 1. No action.
Alternative 2.  Allow holders of Area 4C IFQ and CDQ to harvest such IFQ/CDQ in Area 4D.

Halibut and Sablefish IFQ amendments

In October 2004, the Council approved sending out an analysis of altematives to amend the regulations
implementing the IFQ program for fixed gear Pacific halibut and sablefish fisheries in and off Alaska. Seven
separate amendments are presented in the analysis: (1) allow the use of medical transfers; (2) tighten the
criteria allowing the use of hired skippers; (3) add vessel clearance requirements to the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands sablefish fisheries; (4) amend the sablefish product recovery rate for bled sablefish; (5) amend
the halibut block program; (6) amend halibut quota share categories; and (7) amend fish-down regulations. The
seven actions proposed for this amendment are attached as Item C-7(c).

The analysis was revised at Council request, where such information was available. It was distributed to the
Council and made available to the public in early October. The Council’s action at this meeting is to decide
whether to approve any, all, or some of the proposed actions. It is unlikely that the proposed changes, if
adopted, could be implemented for the start of the 2005 fishing year.
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AGENDA C-7(a)(1)
DECEMBER 2004

Halibut and Sablefish Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) Program
Amendment Proposals 2004

Proposals 1 and 2: Modify regulations to allow the processing of non-IFQ species on a
fishing vessel when IFQ halibut resulting from quota share (QS) assigned to vessel
categories B, C, or D are on board the vessel.

Related Documents: Groundfish FMP Amendments 33 and 37
Proposed rule published April 2, 1996 at 61 FR 14547
Final rule published June 27, 1996 at 61 FR 33382
Regulations at 50 CFR 679.7(f)(15) and 50 CFR 679.42(k)

Background

In 1991, the Council developed the IFQ program to end the race for fish that resulted from the open access
management system for the halibut and sablefish longline fisheries during the 1980s. In crafting the IFQ
program, the Council demonstrated a deep concern for the potential social and economic effects of a market-based
allocation scheme especially on small Alaska fishing communities and the characteristic small-scale, owner-
operator fishing businesses involved in these fisheries. Hence, the Council’s recommended IFQ policy included a
variety of rules to prevent excessive consolidation of QS, and economic protection of small-scale and entry-level
fishermen. These rules were acknowledged to create inefficiencies in the fisheries but were considered necessary
in a rationalized fishery.

The Secretary of Commerce approved the Council’s recommended IFQ program and implementing rules were
published November 9, 1993 (59 FR 28281). Fishing under the IFQ program started in March 1995. The
implementing rules were amended frequently, however, before the end of the first year of fishing under the
program. Three changes to the IFQ program rules were made in 1994 and seven in 1995. In 1996, the Council
recommended further changes to the rules in the form of groundfish FMP Amendments 33 and 37. These
amendments were approved by the Secretary on June 13, 1996, and implemented by rules published June 27,
1996 (61 FR 33382).

These amendments were designed by the Council to allow processing of non-IFQ species (i.e., any species of fish
other than sablefish and halibut taken with longline gear off Alaska) on fishing vessels on which persons possess
sablefish IFQ derived from QS in the non-processing or catcher vessel categories (i.e., categories B and C). This
change was intended to relieve a restriction and associated inefficiency imposed on processor vessels. At that
time, a person authorized to use sablefish IFQ derived from QS assigned to vessel categories B and C was not
allowed to process any fish on board the harvesting vessel because the definition of “freezer vessel” included the
processing of any species, regardless of whether it was an IFQ species.

The Council’s recommendation to relieve this restriction, however, did not extend to persons holding halibut IFQ
derived from QS assigned to the non-processing vessel categories B, C, and D. Hence, a person holding halibut
IFQ in any of these categories would effectively prevent the vessel used by the person from processing any non-
IFQ species, until the IFQ is exhausted or the person leaves the vessel.

Rationale

The Council’s rationale for making a distinction between halibut and sablefish was described in the preambles to
the proposed and final rules implementing Amendments 33 and 37 as follows.



The Council declined to extend the IFQ sablefish exemption to IFQ halibut due to the socio-economic differences
between the fisheries. The halibut fishery characteristically is prosecuted by local vessels that do not have on-
board processing capabilities. The Council does not intend to change this characteristic of the halibut fishery.
Also, not extending the authorization to process fish other than IFQ sablefish and IFQ halibut [to holders of B, C,
or D category IFQ] is consistent with one of the objectives of the IFQ Program, which is to maintain a diverse
JSleet where all segments, and the social structures associated with those segments, continue to exist.

The Council expressed concern that if the owners of large, industrial-type vessels that process their catch could
harvest IFQ species with IFQ resulting from QS assigned to vessel categories B, C, or D while processed fish is
on board, these owners could acquire the majority of the “catcher vessel” QS. The result would be an increase in
harvesting IFQ species on large, industrial-type vessels that process their catch and a decrease in harvesting of
IFQ species on small vessels that do not have processing capabilities. These small vessels that do not have
processing capabilities are more likely to make landings at local coastal communities. The Council determined
that phasing out small vessels that do not have processing capabilities, and which would not be able to compete
with large, industrial-type vessels that process their catch..., would have a detrimental socio-economic impact on
coastal communities. This is especially true for halibut IFQ. Many coastal communities rely on the delivery of
halibut harvested by persons operating small vessels that do not have processing capabilities as a source of
revenue. (Proposed rule preamble at page 14548).

The Council’s rationale for allowing the processing (e.g., freezing) of non-IFQ species on vessels used by persons
holding sablefish IFQ assigned to vessel categories B or C, however, recognizes market value and product quality
reasons for making the change as follows.

Prohibiting the processing of fish other than IFQ halibut or IFQ sablefish on category B or C vessels resulted in
the unanticipated waste of fish caught incidentally with IFQ sablefish, because sablefish can be preserved longer
on ice than some incidentally-caught fish (e.g., Pacific cod). The longer “shelflife” of fresh sablefish allowed a
typical sablefish longline trip to exceed the time period in which fish other than IFQ halibut or IFQ sablefish
maintain sufficient quality to market as fresh fish. This often resulted in the discard of some or all incidentally
caught fish. Also persons are required to retain Pacific cod and rockfish caught incidentally to IFQ sablefish.
This forces persons authorized to harvest IFQ sablefish, based on an annual allocation of IFQ assigned to vessel
categories B and C, to keep Pacific cod and rockfish caught incidentally with IFQ sablefish, even though the
value of the Pacific cod and rockfish is diminished during a long sablefish trip. Amendments 33 and 37 will
eliminate the lost revenue of discarding, or landing poor quality, fish other than IFQ halibut and IFQ sablefish
due to the repealed prohibition on processing fish other than IFQ halibut and IFQ sablefish. (Final rule preamble
at pages 33383-33384).

Proposals 1 and 2 seek to modify the IFQ program regulations by repealing this prohibition with regard to IFQ
halibut in addition to IFQ sablefish for similar reasons of improved efficiency and market quality of non-IFQ
species.

PROPOSAL 3: Allow use of pot gear in the Bering Sea sablefish fishery during
June.

Related Documents:Proposed rule, 61 FR 37041, July 16, 1996
Final rule, 61 FR 49076, September 18, 1996

Background

The Council chose in 1991 to prohibit the use of longline pot gear in the Bering Sea subarea groundfish fisheries
to prevent the pre-emption of fishing grounds by one gear type. The nature of longline pot gear and strategies
used in fishing longline pots deter fishermen from deploying hook-and-line and trawl gear on fishing grounds



where longline pot gear is set. This effectively pre-empts common fishing grounds. Regulations prohibiting
longline pot gear were promulgated on August 21, 1992 (57 FR 37906).

The IFQ program changed the character of halibut and sablefish fixed gear fisheries by extending the season to a
period of 8 months, and allowing the fleet to spread its operations over time. As a result, the possibility of
congestion and pre-emption of common fishing grounds was greatly reduced.

Longline pot fishing was re-authorized in the Bering Sea subarea directed sablefish fishery in 1996 (61 FR
49076), in response to increasing killer whale predation of hooked sablefish causing underharvest of the sablefish
TAC, and recognizing the changes brought about by the IFQ program to the potential for grounds pre-emption.
However, the Council expressed concern that small boat fishermen using traditional hook-and-line gear may be
pre-empted from grounds by fishermen in larger boats using longline pot gear, The size of their vessels may not
allow them to carry longline pot gear, and also restricts them to a shorter fishing season. Consequently, a Bering
Sea closure to longline pot gear from June 1 through June 30 was established.

PROPOSAL 4: Withdrawal of never-activated IFQ permits.

Background

There is no regulatory authority for NMFS to withdraw QS. While a regulatory change could be made to allow
permit holders to voluntarily relinquish his/her QS, few may opt to file the paperwork to relinquish small
holdings. A QS (permit) holder also may voluntarily sell his/her QS or fish the associated IFQ, neither one of
which is apparently happening. NMFS/RAM updates several files of QS holders and transfer-eligible persons
daily to facilitate transfers and for general public information. All files include descriptions of the QS held (e.g.,
species, area, category, block type, fish down flag, CDQ compensation QS flag), number of QS units held, and
include business mailing addresses of QS holders.

Under the proposal, the withdrawal would apply to QS held by those who received QS initially but have never
fished any of the resulting IFQ AND who have never transferred away, nor received by transfer, any other QS.
Notice would be given to all whose permits would be withdrawn. Relinquished QS would be eliminated from the
program and result in redistribution to those remaining in the QS pool. The concept mirrors that whereby voter
registration rolls are “purged” periodically to remove those who don’t exercise their right to vote.

A significant number of people who hold QS/IFQ have never fished (these figures may be overestimates due to
multiple permit holdings). The QS held by these permit holders, however, is miniscule (e.g., < 0.1% in most areas
and < 0.5% in the Area 2C halibut fishery). Approximately 630 halibut and 110 sablefish initial issuees of QS
have never made a landing (as of 9/03).



Halibut and Sablefish IFQ Program Sep ~ Vi
Amendment Proposal #18 (2003) Revised 27 % &
NPFMC N 04 |
Fax: (907) 271-2817 "REp e
Name of Proposer: Rhonda A. Hubbard Date: 9/17/04

Address: P.O.Box 3302, Seward, Ak 99664
Telephone/Fax: (907)224-5584/ 5572 E-mail: Knzof@ak.net

Brief Stmt of Proposal:

Implement Plan Amendment, to S0 CFR, 679.7£15 and its reference to (50 CFR)
679.42k1&2, that would give fishermen the flexibility to fish their A and /or B,C,D
vessel category shares at any time, in any order throughout the season. The current
regulation states that it is prohibitive to ‘process fish on board a vessel on which a person
aboard has unused IFQ derived from QS issued to vessel categories B,C, or D*. This
regulation adversely affects a fisherman’s ability to Process A shares if he hasn’t first
caught his non-A-shares. My Proposal is to withdraw completely the statement as
read under 50 CFR, 679.7115.

Objectives of Proposal (What is the Problem?):

Reduce inefficiencies of harvest and landings among fishermen who may hold A
(processed) shares, in conjunction with B, C and/or D category shares and other non IFQ
permits. It allows fishermen the flexibility to harvest their shares whenever they want,
and it will no longer be mandated that B,C and/or D shares be harvested first before
fishing and processing A shares or non-IFQ fish.

Need and Justification for Council Action:

The NPFM has the management authority to recommend a regulatory amendment to the
Secretary of Commerce. This proposal is being re-submitted in hopes that it can be
considered in this cycle.

Foreseeable impacts:

Background of Regulation: The original intent of this regulation was to help limit the
potential phasing out of small vessels that do not have processing capabilities, and who
would normally make landings to coastal communities. Given other program limits on
how many IFQ shares can be fished on one vessel and vessel class limits, I believe this
proposed regulation change would not threaten the original concern that instituted this
regulation. The fear that small boat owners or local communities would lose harvest
rights and deliveries has not been realized.

Impact: Ido not believe there would be losers with an amendment to or elimination of
this regulation. As for winners, it would be those who may hold a variety of QS
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categories and non IFQ permits along w/their A shares. This regulation change would
grant the fishermen the flexibility to fish the QS at anytime throughout the season
per their discretion. As the regulation stands now, fishermen who own A shares in
conjunction w/other shares and “other” non IFQ permits, are required to have those “other
shares” fished first before they can fish their A shares and other fish that may correspond
w/non IFQ permits. This causes inefficiencies in a fisherman’s annual harvest plan and
does not maximize timely optimization of the resource and marketing plans for processed
products.

Alternative Solution: Eliminate the regulation completely and all its corresponding
references.

Supportive Data and Other Information: See Prohibitions 679.7f15 and
679.42k1&2. Federal Register 50 CFR Part 676 April 2™, 1996 and CFR 679 June 27%,
1996. Past meetings with NMFS enforcement, John Kingingter , Jeff Passer, and Scott
Adams have confirmed this is not an enforcement concem. Reference meeting held at
regional office in Juneau at 10 A.M., September 3%, 2004 when this topic was discussed
in detail, and suggestions for change were made. Present were, Jim Balsiger, Jay Ginter,
Jesse Garret, Ron Antaya, John Kingingter and myself, Rhonda A. Hubbard.
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FMV Bristof Leader
8874 Bender Rd, Smte 201
Lynden, WA 98264
-360-318-1280 fax 360-318-1440

Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chair ~ .
North Pacific Fishery Management Council ; ¢

P. 0. Box 103136 | L ‘ol
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 | ' o | S-EP , R
SENT BY FAX: 907-271-2809 : ’ 2004 ‘/\
.RE: Proposed IFQ Amendment ' " MRE&Q

o Ms. Madsen: . |

Attached please find a proposal to modxfythe IFQ program for sablefish and halibut.
While the IFQ amendment package is:schéduled for initial review at thé October meeting,
with final action in December, I would request that conmderatxon be given to add this
jssue to that package, If that is not possible, I would ask that the process to review and
analyze this proposal be initiated dunng the staff taskmg pomon of your upcoming

. meeting. : .

The proposal is.simply to. allow for frozen product of other species to be on board, while
harvesting catcher shares of halibut IFQ iz elthér the Bering Sea/Aleuhan Islands or the
Gulf of Alaska. - -

As you are aware, many of the rcgulattons put mto place were desxgned primarily around
the potential concerns regarding behavior of the fleet, without any biological or
enforcement basis. This proposal’ ‘addresses just such a regulation. The concems that -
prompted the development of the: regulatwn have not been reahzed and it bas resulted in
reducing the quality of fish landed.

- In'discussing this issue with National Manne Fisheries Semce Enforcement ofﬁcxals I
do not believe this to be any kind of concem for enforcement. 1 also believe that the
analysis required for this simple modification would ndt bie time intensive. Based on my
discussions with other members of mdnsn'y, I a!so bchgve that this issue is not
controversial. ; .

I would like to thank you for conmdermg my reqmst

Py
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IFQ PROGRAM PROPOSAL

Name of Proposer: Robert J. Wurm Date: 9/24/04
Address: 8874 Bender Road, Lynden, WA 98264

Telephone/Fax: 360-318-1280 — Fax 360-318-1440

E-mail: rob@alaskanlead jes.c

BRIEF STATEMENT OF PROPOSAL:
Modify the regulations to allow frozen product of any allowed species on board a vessel
while harvesting IFQ halibut in the B, C, or D class.

OBJECTIVES (Problem):

The requirement to retain Pacific cod, without the ability to process it and maximize the
marketability and quality, ends up being a serious problem when fishing for IFQ halibut.
By the time you come into port to deliver, the Pacific cod is basically sub-standard and
not the quality of fish we want to be selling. Additionally, if you are fishing with “A”
shares of sablefish, and anyone on board the vessel is bolding any halibut catcher IFQ,
you are not able to process your sablefish either. This is also a significant concem.

NEED FOR COUNCIL ACTION:

The Magnuson-Stevens Act is very clear that we should, whenever possible, consider

efficiency in the utilization of fishery resources. The regulation was put into place )
primarily as part of the social engineering of the IFQ program and the fears that provided

the basis for the regulation have not been realized. It is important to recognize that a

change is not only appropriate, but is important in the full utilization of the fishery

resources we are harvesting.

IMPACTS:

The only impacts that would result in changing the regulation would be positive. Those
vessels that have the ability to freeze product onboard would have the opportunity to
maximize the potential of the fish they are harvesting and allow product delivery of the
highest possible quality.

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION:
None, other than to leave the regulation in place, which would result in continued quality
problems.

SUPPORTIVE DATA AND OTHER INFORMATION:

In discussions with National Marine Fisheries Service and Council staff, it is my
understanding that this proposal is not an enforcement issue, nor would it require a
significant amount of analytical time.



HALIBUT AND SABLEFISH IFQ PROGRAM
AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Fax: (907) 271-2817

Name of Proposer: Jane DiCosimo, Council staff Date: 8/27/03

Address: North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. Fourth Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Telephone: 907 271-2809

Brief Statement of Proposal: “Use it or lose it.” Inactive QS permits would be forfeited (with no
compensation). Notice would be given to all whose permits would be forfeited. Relinquished QS would be
eliminated from the program and result in redistribution to the QS pool. The concept mirrors that whereby voter
registration rolls are “purged” periodically to remove those who don’t exercise their right to vote.

Objectives of Proposal (What is the problem?):

A significant number of people who hold QS/IFQ have never fished.
Approximately 900 halibut and 200 sablefish QS holders have never made a landing.
Approximately 750 halibut and 140 sablefish initial issuees of QS have never made a landing.
Approximately 2,500 out of 4,400 QS holders are billed for IFQ cost recovery fees (indicating activity).
(These figures may be overestimates due to multiple permit holdings.)

Need and Justification for Council Action (Why can’t the problem be resolved through other channels?):
Magnuson-Stevens Act National Standard 1 — Conservation and management measures shall prevent overfishing
while achieving, on a continuing basis, the optimum yield from each fishery.

Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal (Who wins, who loses?):

Inactive QS holders win by not receiving unwanted paperwork annually. Active QS holders win by having their
IFQs increase proportionate to the amount of QS voluntarily relinquished. The nation benefits by a reduction in
unnecessary paperwork and achievement of optimal yield (full utilization) of the halibut and sablefish resource.

Are there Alternative Solutions? If so, what are they and why do you consider your proposal the best way

of solving the problem?

A regulatory change could be made to allow permit holders to voluntarily relinquish his/her QS, but few may

voluntarily opt to file the paperwork to relinquish small holdings. A QS (permit) holder also may voluntarily sell

his/her QS or fish the associated IFQ, neither one of which is apparently happening. NMFS/RAM updates several

files of QS holders and transfer-eligible persons daily to facilitate transfers and for general public information. All

include descriptions of the QS held (e.g., species, area, category, block type, fish down flag, CDQ compensation

QS flag), number of QS units held, and include business mailing addresses of QS holders. In each file, a person is

listed as many times as necessary; each block is listed on a separate row but all “identical” unblocked QS held by

a person is summed and displayed in a single row. Each list is formatted in .csv format which is an ascii text file

meant to be used with Excel or other spreadsheets. These lists are available at:

http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/ram/ifqdata.htm

1. “master list” of all QS holders. Current Quota Share Holders with QS Units: .csv or .zip (by species, area,
vessel category, fish down flag, blocks, and CDQ compensation flag);

2. subset of (1) that lists Current Holders of QS Blocks Under Sweep-up Limit Size: .csv or .zip (by species,
area, vessel category, and fish down flag);

3. subset of (1): Current Holders of CDQ Compensation QS: .csv or .zip (by species, area, vessel category, and
fish down flag. QS is all unblocked.);

4. subset of (1): Current Holders of Category “A” (freezer) QS: .csv or .zip (by species, area, fish down flag,
blocks, and CDQ compensation flag); and

5. list of Persons Eligible to Receive QS by Transfer: .csv or .zip (by name)

Supportive Data and Other Information (What data are available and where can they be found?):
See attached Tables 1 and 2

Signature:



9/9/2003

NMFS/AKR/RAM/Gharrett,Fratzke

Persons_notfished.xls

Table 1. Number of Initial Issuees of any QS who Currently Hold any QS
and who Never did QS/IFQ Transfers nor Fished any IFQ Permits Ever Held

Distinct Distinct
Number of Initial {Number of Number of
Issuees of any |All QS Initial Issuse |Percent of Year
QS with Current [Holders at |Percent of QS Holders at{End 2002 Initial
QS and Never |Year End |Year End 2002|Year End Issuee QS
IFQ Species  JFished IFQ 2002 All QS Holders [2002 Holders
Any 662 3,773 18% 2,722 24%

Table 2. For Each Specles: Number of Initial Issuees who Currently Hold QS
and who Never did QS/IFQ Transfers nor Fished any IFQ Permits Ever Held

Distinct Distinct
Number of Initial [Number of Number of
Issuees of any |All QS Initial Issuee }Percent of Year
QS with Current |Holders at |Percent of QS Holders at|End 2002 Initial
QS and Never |Year End |Year End 2002|Year End Issuee QS
IFQ Species  [Fished IFQ 2002 All QS Holders J2002 Holders
Halibut 631 3,556 18% 2,581 24%
Sablefish 106 887 12% 656 16%
Notes: Numbers of persons are not additive across species



)

Table 3. For Each Species: QS and IFQ (QS Pounds) by Area Currently Held by
Initial Issuees in Table 2 (Persons who Never did QS/NFQ Transfers nor Fished
any IFQ Permits Ever Held)

Percent of Area
QS Pool and

Area IFQ TAC

Represented by
QS Units 2003 IFQ QS Pounds
Currently Held {Pounds Currently Held
IFQ Lby Personsin |From QS 2003 Area by Persons in
Species/Area |[Table 2 Units Held ]2003 QS Poo! |IFQ TAC Table 2
Halibut 2C 293,085 41,774 59,635,055 8,500,000 0.49%
3A 816,519 99,918] 184,930,966] 22,630,000 0.44%
3B 33,872 10,705 54,203,176 17,130,000 0.06%
4A 11,547 3,934 14,587,099 4,970,000 0.08%
48 5,116 1,843 9,284,774 3,344,000 0.06%
4C 578 146 4,016,352 1,015,000 0.01%
4D) 0 0 4,958,250 1,421,000 0.00%
4E 8,351 0 139,999 0 5.97%
Sablefish Al 0 0] 31,932,492 4,100,556 0.00%
BS 2,928 399 18,768,845 2,557,336 0.02%
CG 47,172 4,798] 111,668,048] 11,358,099 0.04%
SE 25,521 3,029 66,119,746 7,848,376 0.04%
WG] 23,999 3,019] 36,029,105 4,532,658 0.07%
WY] 19169 1,607] 53,267,935 4,466,520 0.04%
Notes: IFQ Pounds are round weight for halibut; head off, gutted (net) weight for sablefish.

IFQ pounds are from QS held, excluding adjustments.
For 4E the "percent” is % of the QS pool; no IFQ TAC is allocated for QS in 4E.
Numbers of persons are not additive across species
Data are as of 9/4/03.
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Halibut and Sablefish IFQ Program

: SEp ™
Amendment Proposal #18 (2003) Revised 21, Q
NPFMC N 004
Fax: (907) 271-2817 | 'Rey, c
Name of Proposer: Rhonda A. Hubbard Date: 9/17/04

Address: P.O. Box 3302, Seward, Ak 99664
Telephone/Fax: (907)224-5584 /5572 E-mail: Kruzof@ak.net

Brief Stmt of Proposal:

Implement Plan Amendment, to S0 CFR, 679.7f15 and its reference to (50 CFR)
679.42k1&2, that would give fishermen the flexibility to fish their A and /or B, C,D
vessel category shares at any time, in any order throughout the season. The current
regulation states that it is prohibitive to ‘process fish on board a vessel on which a person
aboard has unused IFQ derived from QS issued 10 vessel categories B,C, or D'. This
regulation adversely affects a fisherman’s ability to Process A shares if he hasn’t first
caught his non-A-shares. My Proposal is to withdraw completely the statement as
read under 50 CFR, 679.7115.

Objectives of Proposal (What is the Problem?):

Reduce inefficiencies of harvest and landings among fishermen who may hold A
(processed) shares, in conjunction with B, C and/or D category shares and other non IFQ
permits. It allows fishermen the flexibility to harvest their shares whenever they want,
and it will no longer be mandated that B,C and/or D shares be harvested first before
fishing and processing A shares or non-IFQ fish.

Need and Justification for Council Action:

The NPFM has the management authority to recommend a regulatory amendment to the
Secretary of Commerce. This proposal is being re-submitted in hopes that it can be
considered in this cycle.

~

Foresecable impacts:

Background of Regulation: The original intent of this regulation was to help limit the
potential phasing out of small vessels that do not have processing capabilities, and who
would normally make landings to coastal communities. Given other program limits on
how many IFQ shares can be fished on one vessel and vessel class limits, I believe this
proposed regulation change would not threaten the original concern that instituted this
regulation. The fear that small boat owners or local communities would Jose harvest
rights and deliveries has not been realized.

Impact: I do not believe there would be losers with an amendment to or elimination of
this regulation. As for winners, it would be those who may hold a variety of QS
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categories and non IFQ permits along w/their A shares. This regulation change would
grant the fishermen the flexibility to fish the QS at anytime throughout the season
per their discretion. As the regulation stands now, fishermen who own A shares in
conjunction w/other shares and “other’” non IFQ permits, are required to have those “other
shares” fished first before they can fish their A shares and other fish that may correspond
w/non IFQ permits. This causes inefficiencies in a fisherman’s annual harvest plan and

does not maximize timely optimization of the resource and marketing plans for processed
products.

Alternative Solution: Eliminate the regulation completely and all its corresponding
references.

Supportive Data and Other Information: See Prohibitions 679.7f15 and
679.42k1&2. Federal Register 50 CFR Part 676 April 2™, 1996 and CFR 679 June 27,
1996. Past meetings with NMFS enforcement, John Kingingter , Jeff Passer, and Scott
Adams have confirmed this is not an enforcement concern. Reference meeting held at
regional office in Juneau at 10 A.M., September 3, 2004 when this topic was discussed
in detail, and suggestions for change were made. Present were, Jim Balsiger, Jay Ginter,
Jesse Garret, Ron Antaya, John Kingingter and myself, Rhonda A. Hubbard.
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Ms. Stephanie Madsen, Chalr

North Pacific Fishery Management Council U\Y@

P. 0. Box 103136 : N
Anchorage, Alaska 99510
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SENT BY FAX: 907-27 1-2809 004
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| Npp, "
-RE: Proposed IFQ Amendment ' ' 'EM;Q
- Ms. Madsen: L |

Attached please find a proposal t mod:fythe [FQ program for sablefish and hallbut
While the IFQ amendment package is-scheduled for initial review at thé October meeting,
with final action in December, I would request that consideration be given to add this
issue to that package, If that is not possible, I would ask that the process to review and
analyze this proposal be initiated durmg the staff tashng pomon of your upcoming

- meeting. .

The proposal is. simply to. allow for frozen product of other species to be on board, while
- harvesting catcher shares of halibut IFQ in exther the Bering Sea/AJeutlan Islands or the
Gulf of Alaska. - -

As you are aware, many of thee regulattons put mto place were desx gned primarily around
the potential concerns regarding behavior of the fleet, without any biological or
enforcement basis. This proposal addresses just such a regulation. The concerns that -
prompted the development of the: reguiauun have not been teahzed and it has resulted in
reducing the quality of fish landed. .

-In dlscussmg this issue with National Manne Fisheries Semce Enforcement officials, I
do not believe this to be any kind of concen for enforcement. 1 also believe that the
analysis required for this simple modification would not be time intensive. Based on my
discussions with other members of mdustxy, I also believe that this issue is not
controversial. :

I would like to thank you for cons1dcrmg my reQuest
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