AGENDA C-5
JANUARY 1990

MEMORANDUM

TO: Council, SSC and AP Members

FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke
Executive Director

DATE: January 11, 1990

SUBJECT:  Sablefish Management

ACTION REQUIRED

Final Council consideration of limited access alternatives for the longline and pot fisheries.
BACKGROUND

The Council has before it the final decision on whether to limit access to the sablefish fixed gear
fishery or in other ways move away from the current open access fishery. The decision culminates
two years of intensive refinement of alternative systems and their analysis, and about eight years
of discussion and other action on sablefish limited access since the subject was first raised for the
Gulf in 1982-83 during the days of the halibut moratorium.

Three alternatives to open access have been analyzed for this meeting’s final decision: license
limitation, individual fishing quotas, and annual fishing allotments. These systems, each with their
many optional configurations, have been out for public review since November 16, 1989. The
comment period closes January 15 so there may be additional written comments at meeting time.
There have been five hearings and seminars to inform the public in November and December: in
Petersburg, Sitka, Kodiak, Anchorage, and Seattle. The comments are summarized under this tab
and the full comments are in the supplemental files.

Descriptions of each system and related materials are separated by individual tab as follows:
C-5(a) Annual Fishing Allotments
C-5(b) Individual Fishing Quotas
C-5(c) License Limitation
To help with this extremely complex and difficult decision, there will first be a staff presentation
followed by a legal overview, then an expert panel will be convened for what I'm hoping will be
a far-ranging discussion of the alternatives as they may apply to the sablefish fishery. Next are the

reports of the AP and SSC, and then public testimony. By then it should be mid-afternoon and
time for Council decisions.
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If the Council chooses an alternative other than status quo and tightly configures the optimal ~
system at this meeting, the Council and NMES staffs probably will need to complete a more ‘
focused analysis, write the proposed regulations, and bring them back for one last check off in

April before submission to Secretarial Review. This may be the most prudent way to ensure that

the record is sufficiently complete for our recommendations to pass Secretarial review and any

court challenges. Jon Pollard will advise more on this matter. '
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Regional Demarcations Of Vessel Owners Residing In Alaska,
As Used In The Sablefish Limited Access Analysis
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Landings By Region: 1984-1989
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Sablefish Public Hearings Summary

Five public hearings were held in conjunction with sablefish workshops during November and
December, 1989. At each hearing, testimony concerning sablefish alternate management systems
was received by one Council member, who had been appointed by Chairman Collinsworth.
Between 25 and 40 members of the public attended each meeting except for Anchorage where
seven people attended. Summaries of the testimony received at the meetings is attached. The
hearings and workshops (Council members in attendance noted) were in Kodiak (Dyson),
Petersburg (Hegge), Sitka (Hegge), Anchorage (Mitchell), and Seattle (Alverson).

At each meeting, members of the public suggested that it would have been beneficial to have had
more Council members in attendance. The public had hoped that a larger Council representation
might have gained a broader understanding of the opinions of industry members they do not
normally have contact with.

When commenting on licenses or IFQs, many of those testifying felt some limit should be placed
on total ownership or that leasing should not be allowed. Many felt that foreign and/or corporate
interests would buy up the harvest privileges and dictate terms to fishermen and vessel owners.
Many of those concerned stated that such control would be exascerbated by leasing, which would
legalize central ownership of the privileges. Many felt little comfort in the stipulation that only
vessel owners or, possibly, certain fishermen could control the privileges. Instead they referred to
shell companies whose true ownership would be extremely difficult to trace.
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Kodiak
Sablefish Alternative Management Hearing
November 20, 1989

Jack Hill - Status quo is acceptable. Something should be done, management tools exist, but limited
access should not be used and the issue should be put to rest. Choosing limited access in the sablefish
fishery will lead to limited access in the halibut fishery. The number of vessels in the sablefish fishery
decreased in 1989 due to $15 million less in revenues. The newsletter is biased since it references a
survey that is two years old.

Lou Dockerman - Categorically against all forms of limited access. Fleet size will adjust itself due
to prices. A reduction in the fleet can be expected in 1990 due to less product on the market. Main
problem is factory/trawlers in the Gulf. CPUEs have declined drastically recently due to their bycatch
by factory/trawlers. For instance, the Bering I made a 3 week trip, landed 270,000 1b of product
(mostly redfish), and discarded 600,000 Ibs of sablefish.

Blake Conner - The factory/trawlers are the problem. This year, on only sablefish trip, found 1/4 to
1/8 of usual abundance. Began sablefish longlining in 1984 due to limited access discussions. Will
probably go crabbing in 1990 since there is no money to be made in sablefish longlining.

Pete Kendrick - Not in favor of limited access. Shore plant delivery needs priority and sooner or later
the Council will have to set separate seasons for longliners and factory/trawlers on the edge. A
number of the limited access proposals set up a number of problems, they could kill the patient. The
administrative cost is way underestimated, state salmon appeals are still going on. Under IFQs, a
businessman would fish in the fastest manner and then move to the next fishery.

Ray Campbell - In favor of status quo. The Council is basing its action on surveys sent to those who
will benefit, not to crewmen, the people who will be hurt the most. The Council still has 20
management tools that could be used under status quo management.

Oliver Holm - Open access is the best system. The newsletter contains a number of errors, including
the Kodiak survey and the fact that the fishery was never year round in our part of the Gulf. The
primary gear conflict in the Gulf is with factory/trawlers, longline crowding causes some gear loss but
it is workable. Ghost fishing can be dealt with and waste should be compared to other fisheries. The
inflexibility of permits would hinder the Council’s ability to deal with bycatch loss, something it already
has the ability to deal with. The use of crucifiers would continue under limited access. Safety will
always be a concern regardless of the management system. Nothing in these alternatives would help
local communities, it is already possible to do that as is done with halibut. Increased enforcement,
especially at sea, will be needed under all three alternatives. People frozen out of the fishery would
have a big incentive to cheat. IFQs favor corporate ownership since they could both catch and market
the fish. This would lead to a decrease in the number of permit holders and less money sticking
around. There are currently lots of serious conservation problems such as removals not being
documented. Limited access discussions divert Council attention from these pressing issues.
Allotments would compress the derby to only a few days. Not enough attention is paid to future
entrants. They would have less money to put into their boat after paying for IFQs or licenses. Crew
size would be lessened with IFQs. This would be a serious disruption. The crew share would decrease
and, in this manner, they would end up paying for much of the IFQs in the long run. Open access
is the best system, but of the three alternatives, licenses are the least disruptive if enough licenses are
issued.

Rob Wurm - Data from observers will help decide which system is the best. It seems ridiculous to

bite this off with a full plate. Lots of management tools are available now but are not being used.
The Council needs to address gear conflicts between user groups as there is now too much
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concentration of users on the grounds. It is hard to predict how IFQs would affect other fisheries,
they might reduce fishermens’ ability to be above average and their versatility.

Kevin O’Leary - The status quo, with further regulations as needed, is the only choice. The key is to
remain flexible between different fisheries and limited access would inhibit this ability. Limited access
will force people into other fisheries. The Council can no longer manage with a single species
mentality. The three alternatives do not guarantee more fish, they just favor some people over others.
This will take resources away from greater needs such as gear conflicts. IFQs would lead to greater
at sea enforcement problems. It is easier to monitor a vast number of vessels in a short period of
time. The quota will be taken no matter how many people fish and so limited access is easier for
managers, not the biomass. Every time a new mousetrap is built the problems may get worse.

John Seiver - In favor of status quo. The key to survival is the option to diversify. Split openings or
platooning the fleet is acceptable. It is tough to fish with factory/trawlers on the grounds.

Joe Macinsko - Open access is the best system. The conclusions of the analysis make IFQs look the
best but the analysis is wrong. Gear conflicts, bycatch, etc. would increase under IFQs. This year I
pulled gear when it was blowing over 60 but with IFQs the gear would have been left on the grounds.
With IFQs, a bare minimum crew would be used on the boat to increase profit and therefore safety
and product wholesomeness would decrease. Less people would be hired so communities would not
benefit. Licenses would cut down on Alaskan participation and also on rural participation.

Ron Kellow - Prefers open access. Diversity is the key to Kodiak’s success. The document is
confusing over the word "enthusiasm". Does this mean competition? There has been much more
competition lately. IFQs would decrease this enthusiasm. When the fleet switched from snap on to
tub gear this enthusiasm changed the whole fleet. Government hull programs have stimulated onboard
processing and created problems.

Jack McFarlane - Open access only. The limited access discussion began when things began looking
bad years ago but does not make sense today. Throw out limited access forever. There is a
constitutional question of the legitimacy of limited access. Small businessmen want the options of free
enterprise and limited access is asking them to unAmericanize their business. If a fisherman chooses
not to fish-for a year that is a business decision, that is what free enterprise is all about. We need
to manage the system we have now and observers will help. It is not up to the staff or anyone to
decide how I operate. Managers should stick to managing biology.

Nick Delaney - Open access is the proper choice. After reviewing proposals I have a fear that
government control would be replacing the free market system. We would be counting 100% on the
government to make decisions under limited access. There is currently a failure of centralized
government in eastern Europe. Now we need to do the best possible job of gathering good data,
making learned decisions on the regulations, and enforcing them 100%.

Danny Grahem - Open access, status quo is the best system. The available regulations and observers

can work. If it is not economically feasible to fish then people shouldn’t. The government should
not work with business, businesses can’t run a deficit. The fishery should be managed, not economics.
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Petersburg
Sablefish Alternative Management Hearing
November 27, 1989

Jim Eastwood - In favor of IFQs, they would eliminate bycatch and waste. Highgrading might be a
problem but fishermen would be able to shake their catch and take them off at the roller without
much damage. Fishermen would be able to take more time in fishing. Lease holders should get credit
for running the vessel. There should be a limit on the percentage of IFQs any person could own.
Ownership of IFQs should only be by real persons (no corporations, etc.) and those persons should
be onboard the vessel.

Alan Otness - I[FQs make the most sense, even though the system would, potentially, have some
problems. The Council notified the industry that 1989 participation would not be counted and now
1989 participation is being used a filter. This is not supportable. Only participation from 1984 through
1988 should be used to qualify. Oil spill work in 1989 should definitely not be considered in any
appeals process. That work was a business choice and those who did that instead of fish for sablefish
should not receive preferential treatment. It is important to keep the integrity of the separate areas
and not make IFQs Gulfwide. Also, the Central Gulf area is too large.

Anton Bowers - The license alternative with no open access portion is the most preferable. Licenses
should be saleable but not leasable. There should be a lid placed on the percentage number of harvest
rights, even if only real persons can own them, since corporate members could each own an amount
and work in conjunction. Leasing of licenses or any harvest right should not be allowed. Foreign
corporations would eventually end up owning or controlling them through processors or other
corporations. Tracing ownership would be too hard. Foreign ownership would result in -prices being
set by processors and fishermen would be back where they were 10 years ago, at the mercy of foreign
companies. If new fishermen want to get in the door, let them buy their way in, somebodies toes must
be stepped on to control effort. Licenses should be specific for each of the six management areas to
control effort. Otherwise, boats would be allowed to go anyplace and over capacity would continue.
The annual allotment system is too complicated and to hard to enforce, allows too many new entrants,
and is unmanageable. IFQs are especially vulnerable to foreign ownership due to leasing. There are
lots of ways to get around the system with IFQs. There will be a blackmarket. Also, it will be very
difficult to enforce and much at sea enforcement will be required for fishing in the wrong areas, etc.
Cut-off dates could be on a sliding scale for different areas: 1985 for the eastern Gulf, and up to the
present for the Aleutians since the 1988 TAC wasn’t even taken there.

Fred File - I've never been a proponent of limited access but since the Council has said that the
status quo is unacceptable then IFQs are the best choice. The sablefish resource will go to hell soon
unless something is done. Must agree with the summary table in the analysis and note that there may
be enforcement problems. Maybe a sunset clause which would shut off the system if it wasn’t serving
its purpose. This might lead to lower IFQ prices.

Bud Samuelson - IFQs are the best of the four alternatives. It is the most reasonable, easiest to
enforce, and the best scheme for conservation. IFQs should be by management area.

Mike Nielson - In favor of IFQs. There is currently too much waste in the fishery. Highgrading
might go on with IFQs but with the extra time to shake the waste might actually go down. Need a
cap on ownership limits, maybe 2-4%. The Canadians do this with leasing. If the boat is operated
by a hired skipper, the IFQs should be in his name, although there could be problems with that, too.
With halibut, there is also too much waste and too much gear set.

Charles Christensen - In favor of IFQs, they would help preserve the characteristics of the fishery as
we know it now. The social impact on the towns with current management is devastating. IFQs would
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provide something for the next generation. The fishermen were warned of a cutoff date in 1985 and
the cutoff dates proposed are too late.

Richard Carr - The system should have rights 100% owned by U.S. citizens (individuals). Perhaps a
lid on the amount of rights any one person owned would be necessary.

Dale Rose - IFQs are what needs to be done. A lot of fish is lost with lost gear. IFQs are the best
way to reduce such waste. Annual allotments would be a step back from what needs to be done.
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Sitka
Sablefish Alternative Management Hearing
November 28, 1989

Walt Pasternak - In favor of an easy to implement license system in combination with gear (skate)
limits. A license system by itself would not limit effort. The cutoff for small vessels should be 43’ or
44’ and all lengths should be registered keel lengths. Skate limits should be 10 conventional skates
per 10 vessel feet (a 35’ vessel could use 35 skates). Gear limits are enforceable and a step in the
right direction. Base period should vary by area with 1985 in the eastern Gulf if possible but no later
than 1986 or 87. Using 1988 in that area is a slap in the face to those who have fished there for many
years. 1989 should not be used and if used, oil spill work was a voluntary decision and should not be
rewarded with income and an exemption. IFQs would have a rippling effect in other fisheries and
even the talk of them leads to more gear use. Cheaters would be rewarded by an IFQ system. If
used, a cap of 0.3% to 0.5% of the whole total should be enough for an individual’s limit.

Dennis Hicks - In favor of IFQs, it is the only alternative that addresses the problems. IFQs are one
of the better alternatives for entry level people. They should be able to acquire IFQs in chunks so
they could enter the fishery gradually. Deadloss might not be a problem under IFQs since there would
be more time to handle fish at the roller. 1989 should not be used as a criteria for all areas. For
instance, the Bering Sea did not open until October 20 and some vessels had already gone home by
then. Therefore, vessels which had fished there in previous years but not in 1989 should be counted.
The same with other areas. IFQs to either owner or lease holder is good and an upper limit should
be specified even though there might be ways around it. An earlier cutoff to the qualifying period
would be good for the eastern Gulf. Processing is moving offshore now and to restrict it is to limit
people a great deal. There should be no open access portion of any system implemented. Making
it a small amount would not help. Annual allotments are interesting but not a good idea. The system
tries to make too many people happy and it still has the derby and derby problems. No fishery that
has used IFQs has gone back to open access, that speaks highly for IFQs.

Bud Dodson - In favor of IFQs and agree totally with what Dennis Hlcks said (above). Fish tickets
already track landings and cheating already occurs.

Eric Jorden - In favor of allotments with some form of open access. A way needs to be provided to
enter and exit the system without the overbearing cost of limited access rights. The vessel and owner
should not be able to participate with both allotments and in the derby. The allotment system
described in the document needs to be fixed to correct the downward spiral of allotments over time.
By keeping the eligible percentage given when entering, this would occur and a formula could take into
account the most recent years for new entrants. Allotments should be leasable on a yearly bases to
fishermen not participating in the derby. The document is a sales program for IFQs and the term
"derby fishery" slants opinion. These meetings were not adequately publicized and if people knew
halibut limited access was following they would be much more interested. The response might even
be different since halibut is a very different fishery. If IFQs are chosen, they shouldn’t be transferable
to trawl gear. The economic profits would allow trawlers to buy them up and that would not be in
the best interest of longliners or the communities. IFQs should have an upper limit on ownership.
The composition of the fleet needs to be preserved and harvest rights should not be allowed to migrate
away from locals. The IFQ formula is flawed and should be based on the percentage caught per year
instead of weight. Both IFQs and allotments would reward those who cheated and those who ran the
most gear. Anti-trust legislation will not handle concentration of ownership problems. IFQs or
allotments should be tied to the operator unless a clear lease agreement exists. The IFQ owner should
be onboard. The cost of administration is way underestimated and the cost needs to be laid out
before voting. CFEC has 25 people and a budget of $2.5 million. There are many problems with all
of these systems that we have not foreseen.
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Patrick Wood - In favor of licenses with gear restrictions. Gear limitations would affect crowding on
the grounds and might affect safety with less gear on the grounds. A limit should be about 30,000
hooks per vessel. If this is proposed for halibut then there needs to be more public comment.

Jay Skordahl - In favor of license limitation with gear restrictions. A cap on each vessels gear of 50
skates of 300 fathoms each would do. This gear restriction would reduce the amount of gear on the
grounds and eliminate some of the problems. It is important to include the most recent participation
in 1989 and the qualifying years should be 1986-89.

Dolly Garza - If IFQs are used perhaps only a percentage could be leasable. Possibly they could be
based on vessel size to preserve fleet structure.

Unknown - Do not care for any of the options. More teeth should be placed in the laws to curb
illegal fishing. A first offense before or after a closure should result in the person not being allowed
to fish again, ever. Harvesting rights are real property and this is not good. IFQs are not regulated
by vessel size but could be and a limit should be placed on the amount any entity could control. When
allocated, they should go to living persons or corporations but not to estates.

James Swift - In favor of IFQs. They would allow the profit per pound to go up considerably, there
would be less crew used, and there would be more time to catch sablefish. The reduction in crew size
would not affect professional longliners, only transients. IFQ holders should be onboard, otherwise
it would become a stockholder situation as it is now with factory/trawlers. Corporation and shareholder
ownership would drive up the price of IFQs. The Council should avoid the problem in Chatham
Straits by not giving rights to those who were around a long time but are not fishing now.
Participation in 1989 should not be considered to reduce the number of vessels. A limit on the
number of IFQs a person could own would complicate things.

Anton Bowers - IFQs become the only viable alternative although that system has a number of
potential problems, especially the leasing of shares. Status quo is getting worse and worse and the only
people suggesting it are those late comers who wouldn’t qualify yet. IFQs should be saleable but with
no leasing except maybe 10%-25% of IFQs. Otherwise, control would be bought up by a few and,
even if unorganized, they would control price. Leasing would allow people with money, as opposed
to experience, to end up with control. By not limiting control the Council is passing the buck. Oilspill
participation should not be considered, it was a choice not a necessity. If participation is counted for
qualification to own IFQs then a point system arises and that is a problem. IFQs should be valid for
an indefinite period of time. The system could be reviewed yearly and changed if needed. People
receiving IFQs should still be actively involved. There is no reason to give a harvest right, something
they can sell, to someone who has quit. Eligibility should be based on a long range rather than just
the most recent year. Persons should be 100% U.S. citizens, this was the intent of the Magnuson Act.
Annual allotments would defeat the purpose of the system since it would dilute the amount of quota
available for those already participating. Licenses would not change things from the way they are now.
There would be a set number of boats and there would still be a derby. Other than that, licenses are
better than IFQs. There should be no setasides for coastal communities, it is a can of worms. As long
as the State of Alaska lends money to buy IFQs and licenses then people could borrow and enter the
fishery. IFQs might even be a good investment for Native corporations to lend money to people to
get in, another reason for no coastal allocations.
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Anchorage
Sablefish Alternative Management Hearing
December 13, 1989

Will Tillion, North Pacific Fishing Association - In favor of IFQs since it is the only choice that
addresses the problems. A limit needs to be placed on the number of IFQs any individual can control.
It might be best to take the highest landing amount for any one person and call that the limit for that
area.

Allen Parks - IFQs are the best alternative in the fisheries. They would work most effectively in
solving the problems for sablefish and halibut. The IFQs should be split 50% between vessel owners
and lease holders, 1 of the past S years to qualify, and IFQs should be in small units. There is a
general fear of large corporations taking ownership of IFQs and gaining control of the fishery. A limit
should be placed on the number of IFQs a person can own. A certain percentage of the overall TAC
should be set aside for the small boat fleet, another way to ensure big corporations don’t control
everything. Many boats opted out of the fishery in 1989 to do oil spill cleanup and should be
considered.

Steven Fogg - Supports IFQs in general except that 50% should go to permit holders (those making
the landings) and 50% to vessel owners. Has been a lease holder in all but pay for five years and just
bought the vessel. It does not seem reasonable to give all the rewards to an absentee owner who
never actually fished sablefish.

Jim Hubbard - The status quo is preferable for the next few years in order to let the industry shake
itself out. There is no reason to give harvest rights to those who would otherwise phase out in two
years. Limited access might have been meaningful a few years ago but it is too late (early) now. If
limited access is used, earlier participation should be weighted more. This would pick up
owner/operators more than the current absentee owner fleet. The system should also give more weight
to permit holders.

Scott Earsley - In favor of some combination of what has been said, above. Would be in favor of IFQs
but some protection needs to be given to those who were running the operation but did not own the
vessel. These people who actually fished put their life on the line and earned the money, the owner
put his property on the line. The scale of the fishery is now out of control with too many boats.
Limited access should have happened years ago. The current system is not good for quality from a
processors viewpoint. There is no time for fishermen to take care of the fish since poundage is the
most important factor. The quality of landed sablefish has gone down drastically in the last few years.
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Seattle
Sablefish Alternative Management Hearing
December 19, 1989

Paul Clampitt - In favor of a license system with the license going to the present owner. The size
classes should be changed to freeze current vessel sizes and allow no more than a 10’ upgrade for any
vessel owner. Participation in 1989 should be required since any who didn’t participate then are not
serious. A minimum catch of 50,000 lbs in any one year for vessels over 50’ should be required
(10,000 1lbs for those less than 50°), the minimum landings in 1984-1988, and no license to those not
qualifying (choices 1A, 2A, 3C, 4A). This would result in a fleet of about 323 serious boats qualifying.

Anton Bowers - Expects the Council to choose IFQs and so is commenting only on that alternative.
The Council will probably choose IFQs for many reasons including the desire to spread out the halibut
season, halibut being the key to the whole longline fishery. The system should be kept simple. The
additions of an open access portion or community allocations will terribly complicate any IFQ system.
These additions would cause a tremendous number of problems and not be worth it. The State or
maybe Native corporations would lend money for coastal residents to enter the fishery, it would be a
good investment. Do not use 1989 participation as a criteria, it would result in too many appeals. The
average of the five years landings should be used rather than the best years. The qualification period
could vary by area, southeast might be best if 1985 was used. Ironclad regulations are needed to
ensure that U.S. citizens own the IFQS. Therefore the IFQ owner should be an individual and should
be on board. There should be no leasing since it will result in foreign ownership and increase effort.
Onsite enforcement will be required and it will be difficult to follow the paper trail. Unused TAC
could be redistributed late in the year and at years end carried to the next year. Highgrading will not
be a problem, small halibut are shaken now and sablefish are hardier.

John McHenry - In favor of a very tight, ironclad license system. The second choice is open access
with platooning of the fleet or other effort limits. IFQs are good in theory but the Council has way
too many options now. For all of these choices the Council needs to pick an alternative and focus its
work on that one plan. The Council shouldn’t expect consensus, that just won’t be possible to get.
If the Council doesn’t just pick an alternative and work it out there will be endless debate as in the
past.

Bob Smith - In favor of a restrictive license system. Vessel sizes should be in 9 or 10’ increments ad
infinitum. The two areas listed are a good idea. The base period should be 1984-1986, 1989
participation should be required, 50,000 Ib minimum for vessels over 50’ (10,000 lbs for those under),
and only licenses to those who qualify (choices 1A, 2A, 3A, 4A). If this is not possible, the Council
should just bag it and continue with open access management.

Eric Olsen - Agrees with the FVOA and favors a restrictive license system (choices 1A, 24, 3C, 4A).
Must reduce the amount of effort on the grounds. The allotments system would not work. Some
fishermen like IFQs but no one will support them until they know how many they would receive. The
options under the IFQs system are disappointing. The total catch between 1984-88 could be used or
the catch from all areas could be summed. It is not clear how the Council can make so many
decisions in January. There is a lack of focus now and this is a problem.

Art Hodgins - In favor of a restrictive license system, the allotment and IFQ systems are too complex
or ineffective. The license system should greatly reduce effort in the Gulf to about 350 vessels
(choices 1A, 2A, 3C, 4A). In the BSAI the system should be tailored to include about 100 vessels,
otherwise it would be too much of a windfall for too few. vessel sizes should be in 10’ increments up
to 100’ or 150’.
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Mark Lundsten - The longline fishery as a whole should be considered and an IFQ system that
considers the fishing patterns of the fleet is the best solution. It should be designed to get the
maximum benefits from the choices people make. Halibut bycatch is driving the sablefish and cod
fisheries. Qualification for IFQs should be based on the catch from all areas in all 5 years added
together. The IFQs could then be issued in the percentage that the person took fish from the
different areas. The rules should be kept simple. The major problem with IFQs is concentration of
ownership. A limit of perhaps 1% ownership by any entity is needed. These IFQs must be for
longlines only in the Gulf and fixed gear only in the BSAI

Arne Lee - Favors a license system. The system must be put in place now to stop another "gold
rush” and it must be restrictive, that is the only way it will work. Landings in 1989 should be required
but, since the Bering Sea not open until October, landings in any area should suffice. The other
choices would be as mentioned by others (choices 1A, 2A, 3C, 4A). Vessel sizes should be by 10’
increment and a measure of fishing power used when upgrading. Those upgrading must purchase a
sufficient amount of fishing power to upgrade, not just two smaller licenses. Leasing, if allowed, should
be limited to 2 out of 3 years. This would allow people to ease out and would maintain active
participants. If IFQs chosen, a limit of 3% imposed on ownership by one person. If licenses chosen
it would be possible to switch to IFQs later, if needed, but it would not be possible to switch from
IFQs to licenses. Coastal communities should not be run over but they could buy into any of the
systems.

Tim Martin - In favor of limiting effort and preserving a longline fishery, a restrictive license system
would do this (choices 1A, 2A, 3C, 4A). Leasing is not a good idea but if chosen, it should be limited
to 1 of 2 or 2 of 3 years. Licenses could be allocated based on the fisherman’s dependance on
sablefish catch. This was done with salmon and worked well. IFQs would result in a centralized
fishery based on who has access to capital. Large vessels would buy up IFQs for bycatch in other
fisheries and the price of IFQs would go up. Allotments are a can of worms, designed as a
compromise, and won’t work. Ghost fishing is not a problem now. The status quo is OK if the season
is changed to June 1 and only head and gutted sablefish can be landed. These changes would make
fishermen choose between sablefish or salmon fishing and would result in better quality and favor the
more professional aspects of the fishery.

Per Odegaard - In favor of a license system to reduce effort. The system should be very restrictive
and count landings in 1984-86, require 1989 landings, have a 50,000 Ib minimum for large vessels and
10,000 1bs for smaller ones (choices 1A, 2A, 3A, 4A). This will reduce effort and eliminate those who
are scamming for a license rather than being professional sablefish fishermen.

Stan Weikal - Would prefer license limitation with a twist. First it would be important to limit the
number of vessels and reduce the fleet. An optimal number of vessels would be determined and no
transfers would be allowed until the fleet reduced to this level. This would get rid of those fishermen
who aren’t serious. Then the licenses could have a use it or lose it provision, say 1 out of 2 years.
If not used in 2 years then that person is out. Finally a closed bid allocation system would be used
with defined areas and days (say 20 miles and 10 day periods). The traditional fishermen would be
able to bid the most, all would have to plan their year out ahead of time, and the money generated
could be used to fund observers, research, etc.

Helmut Opolka - In favor of license limitation. Never was in favor of limited access before but
licenses are needed now to reduce the number of vessels. There are too many part-time longline
fishermen and it is becoming increasingly difficult to be a fulltime one. The license system discussed
by many before is a good one (choices 1A, 2A, 3C, 4A). Vessel size categories should be in equal
increments, especially for the larger vessels. No special allowances should be made for coastal
communities.

Sablefish hearings, 1989 10



Albert Strom - In favor of licenses. The fishery has been ruined and will stay that way unless
something is done. Licenses should put in place be as mentioned by most of those before (choices
1A, 24, 3C, 4A).

John Bruce - The Deep Sea Fishermen’s Union is on record as supporting limited access with some
consideration given to crewmen. The alternatives now listed do not give consideration to professional,
long term, sablefish fishermen. A restriction on who can buy rights, something along the lines of that
used in Hawaii, is what we would like to see. Personally is in favor of license limitation.

Dan Cushing - In favor of license limitation. The licenses should go to permit holders, 1989
participation should be required, with minimum landings of 50,000 Ibs for large vessels and 10,000 lbs
for small vessels. The vessel size categories should be in 10’ increments. Mixed feelings about an
open access segment but if it allows new people to get licenses then it isn’t limited access. Longterm
crew members should be given a way in to the system.

Greg Beam - In favor of IFQs although an effective license system is a good second choice. Limited
access needs to be put into place as soon as possible. With IFQs, effort expansion is not a problem.
It costs a bit more to manage the system but the fees aren’t too much. The effectiveness and lose of
competition may worry some highliners. If licenses are used the number of vessels needs to be limited
so 1989 participation should be required. Upward mobility of regular, experienced fishermen should
be provided for. If the IFQs (or licenses) are sold then purchasers should be qualified in the fishery.
The vessel size classes in the license system need to be changed. A minimum of 50,000 lps is OK for
vessels over 50’ but if a smaller vessel caught that much they should be eligible for an upgrade.

Loran Hoviland - Supports some form of license limitation and initially any form or a share or IFQ
system should be divided among the whole crew and vessel. The division of IFQs should be based on
the settlement of the revenues by trip. Crewmen would have to document the amount they were
eligible for. What ever is decided upon should be use it or lose it, say after 2-3 years. IFQs should
be reviewed each year and could be upgraded based on their performance int he open access portion.
This would allow a person getting a better crew and vessel to get more IFQs. Agrees with the
qualification period stated before. Any IFQs not used should go back into a pool or be auctioned off.

Bruce Jackson - Need to limit access with either licenses or IFQs and deckhands should be given
some consideration. No open access portion or system should be left in place. Participation in 1989
should be required and, with IFQs, an average of all 5 years should be used. A limit on the number
of licenses or IFQs that one person could hold should be established and that person should be
onboard the vessel.

Jim Boading - Favors licenses as per the FVOA position (choices 1A, 2A, 3C, 4A). Corporations
should not be allowed to own licenses and no special rules or allocations should be made to coastal
communities. Coastal residents have had an opportunity to enter the fishery. No consideration of oil
spill work either, those people can purchase a license. An estimate of the optimal number of licenses
should be made and the number of licenses reduced towards it, perhaps through owners deaths, etc.
There may be too many licenses otherwise.

Jan Standard - Ironic that crewmen aren’t being included since this is the norm elsewhere. Don’t be

too hasty in making a decision and do not make one unless it is iron tight. New entrants should be
allowed for through the open access 10%.
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January 10, 1990

To: Council Family
From: Larry Cotter
Re: Draft Limited Access System

The following is a draft limited access system for consideration and some general comments
on limited access. I am not necessarily advocating this draft system, but merely circulating
it as a possible alternative in the event the Council chooses to implement a system. The
general comments (included at the end) outline what I perceive to be the benefits and
deficiencies of the systems under consideration. The draft system is an effort to blend the
best of each system. A detailed outline of how the system works and options is available,
although the overview provides the essence of the program.

OVERVIEW OF DRAFT PROGRAM

This program is a non-transferable, IFQ permit system. It attempts to embody favorable
elements of the license limitation, ITQ, and AFA systems. Key points of the system follow:

. WHO CAN PARTICIPATE? A defined number of permits are issued. No
vessel can participate in the fishery without a permit. Permits do not have cash
value and are transferable only as described below. [The purpose is to limit the
number of participants in the fishery, thereby beginning to address effort control.]

. TRANSFERABILITY: Transferability takes place through an apprentice
system which provides points to skippers and deckhands based upon participation in
all longline fisheries: as permits are retired, they move to the individual with the
highest number of points. An exception could be made for family operations. [The
purpose is to provide future access to a public resource based upon participation as
opposed to the ability to finance a potentially huge entry fee.]

. INDIVIDUAL FISHING QUOTAS: On an annual basis, individual fishing
quotas are issued to each permit holder. The amount of the quota is equal to the
percentage average of his last three year’s harvest. The quotas are revised annually,
and cannot be sold. A minimum quota will be established. [This creates the
opportunity for individuals to participate in an orderly, planned fishery, thereby
addressing business considerations, bycatch waste, etc., It also further addresses effort
control.]

. LEASING: A permit holder may lease a total of 50% of his quota on an
annual basis to other permit holders. The amount leased must be reported, is good
for that year only, and does not count either for or against future year’s quota
determinations for either the lessee or the leaser. [The purpose is to allow leasing
so that other permit holders can increase their harvest without penalizing the lessee or
rewarding the leaseholder beyond his leased opportunity to benefit from an increased

quota.]



If, however, a permit holder leases out a portion of his quota in two or more
consecutive years, he will not receive harvest credit for that amount: consequently,
his following year’s quota will be reduced. The amount by which his quota is
reduced will be divided by all permits holders in the next year’s calculation for
quotas. [The purpose is to penalize a permit holder who seeks to make a business out
of leasing as opposed to fishing.]

In no case will the permit holder who serves as the leaseholder and harvests the
leased quota receive credit for that harvest above his personal quota. [The purpose
is to force amortization of lease costs over one year, thereby reducing lease costs.]

. COMPETITIVE POOL: A voluntary, competitive pool would be established
for permit holders who wish to compete for an increase in their following year’s
allocation. Participants would be required to contribute a consistent percentage (or
minimum poundage) from their individual quota to the pool. If there are insufficient
participants to warrant a manageable fishery, the pool is cancelled for the year. If
there are sufficient participants, the competitive pool fishery would open at a
designated time during the season. The fishery would be a derby, limited only to
those who contributed. [The purpose is to provide an opportunity to increase quotas
for those that wish while allowing those that are satisfied with their quota to harvest as
they desire without being forced to participate in, or suffer the consequences of, a derby.]

. FAILURE TO FISH: In the absence of justifiable, extenuating circumstances,
a permit holder who fails to harvest at least x% of his quota during a fishing year
for x consecutive years would lose his license. [This is to ensure that participants
remain committed to the fishery.]

. QUOTA FOR A NEW ENTRANT: When a permit holder retires from the
fishery or the permit otherwise becomes available, the permit will be transferred to
a new entrant. There are different approaches available for determining the amount
of initial quota provided the new entrant. The amount must be fair, and should not
reduce the quota of other permit holders.

GENERAL COMMENTS ON LIMITED ACCESS SYSTEMS

Limited access systems are implemented for a variety of reasons, but generally have effort
control as a primary focus. Many conservation and socioeconomic issues can be addressed
through traditional management techniques, such as time/area closures, trip limits, defined
openings, allocations, etc., unless the level of fleet effort is so great those measures won’t
work. Limited access systems that don’t truly address effort control haven’t resolved the
problem.

License limitation systems limit the number of participants, but don’t address effort. This

is ultimately true even if licenses are based on vessel size and upgrading is prohibited:
vessels can always modernize or otherwise increase their harvesting efficiency.
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ITQs appear to successfully address effort control. But ITQs have their own set of
problems, notably the probability of high grading, the difficulty of tracing actual harvests,
control over the quotas, and enforcement. These are probably generic problems in any
system.

AFAs encompass open access and freedom of choice for most fishery participants.
However, the AFA concept results in a spiraling down of annual fishing allotments for those
who declare, thereby forcing them into the open access component. As a result, effort is
not addressed and the system fails.

It makes no sense to implement a system to control effort if the system doesn’t work.

The question of public ownership and the subsequent privatization of a public resource is
important. Any system which truly limits effort also privatizes the public resource, but the
extent of privatization can be mitigated through the system’s approach to transferability
of harvest rights. Each of the systems under consideration by the Council provide for free
and open transferability. Consequently, those individuals who qualify for a permit have
reaped an economic windfall if they sell their permit or quota. Conversely, non-qualifying
participants or new entrants have to pay a private entity for the right to harvest that public
resource. Philosophically, I find it difficult to support this approach. -
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SITKA, AK
Nov. 30, 1989

North Pdacific [ishery Management Council
P.O. Box 103136
Anchorage, AK 99610

Dear Council Nembers and Staff,

I am writing to coammunicate directly my comments made
at the November 28, 1989 hearing on varigus management
options fur sablefish.

v@he Proposals

My first comment is an appreciation of the well written
naterials explaining the protlems and alternatives. They
were clear, detailed, and readable.

1 have become convinced that there 18 no ONE solution
or ONE tool to satisfy all the fishermen and fisheries in -
the PCZ. Wether the progosal is IPQ°s, license limitations,
or somé new mix such as AFA°s, it will not be appropriate
for all the fighermen, all the fisheries, or all time,. I
have come to the conclusion that a great deal of time has
been uasted trying to find or impose ONE solution on a great
variety of fishing needs. Therefore I humbiy suggest that
the Council abandon this expensive, and futile quest.

The Solution

I think the Council should act immediately to limit
access to the sablefish fishery and should follow suit as
quickly as possible in a number of other fisheries. 1
believe there are already scrious and growing consecvation
problems in the Gulf because the council is tardy in
initiating access and effort linitations. Access limitation
Rust be accompapiéd by effort limitation and they are not

——-=~tire" dame thing. Gear restrictions must be added to time,
quota, and access control tools to effectively manage the
tisheries.

1 suggest a step by step solution.

1. Determine who the players are by issuing non-transferable
interim fishing permits to anyone whc has participated at
least 2 of the last 5 years.

2. Work with the fishermen whe have permits to develop both
a license lisitation and annual fishing allotaent progras.

a) Those uwho opt to participate in a competitive
fishery could do so but the participants would he limited to
the permit holders.



b) Those wishing to take an annual fishing allotment,
similar to the council proposal, would be excluded along
with thier hoats from participating in that yearcs
competitive fishery.

c) Any allotment not requested for harvest uwould be
allocated to the competitive fishery. Leasing of allotment
zight be resgtricted to family members or to other permit
holders chooting to participate in that years allotment
fishery.

3. Initiate a variety of gear limitation, and other
management measures such as biodeqradable gear and fleet
platooning Lo spread the eftort out, make the fishery safer,
and conserve the resource.

4. Phase in a regulated program to transfer permits and
allotments. Por example, a first phase of t.ransferablity
might limit the transfers to immediate family members, or
other permit holgders.

5. 7Tallor permitting and allotment programs to the needs of
each different fighery and perhaps to differecnt areas within
the same fighery.

Advantages.

The most important advantage is fairness. Pairness
to the tishermen because they will be involved in an
evolving process whereby they can make decisions ana have
meaningful input on course changes. Having sat through the
hearing in Sitka I was most impressed by how little most of
the fishermen had to say. In fact many of the fishermen
attending did not testify.

One of the obvious advantages of going with this approach
is cost limitation. Cost will be limited because the cost
of administering the initial permitting will be cheaper than
any of the other itcense limitation proposals because it
uill be simpler and since more participants will be included
it should be less contentious. 1t will also save the cost
of administering permit or quota transfers until after the
cost of permitting is mostly conmpleted.

Another advantage is resource conservation. Resource
conservation nearly always benefits Irom a cautious
approach. I am convinced for example that a headlong
plunge by the council into an IPQ program allowing
fishermen to have gear in the water and tish on board nearly
all year uould lead to greater amounts of illegal harvesting
and offloading than already exist unless there way millions
dedlcgted to better enforcement. Phasing in a permit and
annual allotment system will alloew management and
enforcement to respond to emerging problems.
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Finally, 1 believe by phasing in several taiior made
evolving programs the Council builds in the diversity and
flexibility in its access and management programs to meet a
variety of needt now while being able to accomudate future
8s yet unanticipated Challenges. One of the weaknesses of
the State of Alaska“s permit program is ity inability to
tlex to the needs of distinct fisheries like the rockfish
fishery in Southeast Aiaska.

The Disadvantages

The biggest problem uwith this golution is that it has
not had enough time to be careiully rconsinzced and it has no
influential individual or 4roup to -sampi. it in Lhe highly
political decision making process of tLhe “~uncil.
Nevertheless, gsince it seems to he such an obviocus and
practical approach and is within ‘he bounic of the proposati
since it is a compiiation, [ am sending it in tor
conuideration.

Hello to all my frieng
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Bric W. Jord
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Clarence G. Pautzke, Executive Director - i
North Pacific Fishery Management Counctt

P. O. Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Clarence:

On Tuesday, December 19, 1989, a workshop was held in Seattle at
the NMFS Mountlake Center at 9:00 A.M. About forty members from
industry were present to hear and make comments about sablefish
limited entry proposals.

Many industry representatives were under the impression that
Council members from the Seattle area would be present to hear
concerns of Washington fishermen, to interact, exchange opinions
and ideas about a very important and controversial issue in
fishery management.

To my disappointment and the dismay of the other participants,
the presidential appointed Council members were conspicuously
absent with the exception of Bob Alverson. The Council and staff
have done a commendable job in placing in industry hands a
document which displays the options being considered by fishery
managers. For some reason it does not seem right that state
representatives, nominated by our governor and appointed by our
President to represent our best interests on the NPFMC, do not
have time to share in the exercise and dialogue of the Washington
State longline fishing community.

Many in industry are concerned about the lack of interest
displayed by non participation in this workshop forum.

Respectfully,
\ :

JMB:rd John M. Bruce,
Executive Director



OEC 28 7 38 Allen Road
Norwalk CT 06851

December 20, 1989

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.0. Box 103136
Anchorage, AK 99510

Sablefish Alternatives: Public Testimony
Dear Members of the Council.

I would prefer to deliver this testimony in person, but unfortunately time
and money constraints dictate otherwise. [ sincerely hope that these written
comments convey the depth of my concern.

[ recently received the Council's summary of current sablefish
management alternatives. The front page status review reveals the sorry
state of the sablefish industry. It seems obvious that open access can not
even be considered "management.” Management could not possibly condone
such chaos and waste. Allowing open access to continue would simplv be
refusing to break with a tradition that long ago proved its hopeless
inadequacy.

Intense international pressure has recently been focused on the
unethical, ecologically unsustainable fishing techniques of the Asian high
seas driftnet fleet. Although the driftnet fleets’ capacity for environmental
destruction may be unprecedented in the history of commercial fisheries.
unethical waste and unsustainable harvest of North Pacific resources
certainly is not. Domestic fisheries in the waters off Alaska have come to
reflect a similar lack of ethics, with greed replacing conservation as a
rationale for harvesting practices. The sablefish fishery, although only a
small piece of the overall problem, is no exception. The over-capitalization,
the gear-loss, the deadloss, and the loss of human life all now characteristic
of the sablefish fishery are as indefensible as the havoc wrought by high
seas driftnets. Japan recently agreed to a 1992 moratorium on high seas
driftnet fishing. In January the Council has an opportunity to make an
equally important decision. Although currently less subject to public
scrutiny, the Council’s global responsibility to manage U.S. fisheries in an
ethical, efficient, and ecologically sound manner is no less grave than the
Asian fleet's duty to employ only ecologically sustainable technology.



By limiting access 10 the sablefish fishery the Council will set a precedent
that could revolutionize domestic North Pacific fisheries. An efficient multi-
species management strategy with a socially and ecologically sound base
could be developed. Certainly species-specific derby management regimes
have become arcane. Too much is already known about species interaction
and ecological complexity for such a technique to be justifiable. Perpetuation
of the derby to any extent will ensure that the waste (through over-
capitilization, low product quality, and high accident rates) and the potential
for environmental damage (through lost gear, deadloss, and unmarketable
hy-catch) will continue. Licenses will not control effort, hence will do little
other than create an elite body to continue the destruction. Clearly
Individual Fishing Quotas are the wise and responsible choice.

I do not need to reiterate the strengths of an IFQ system. The Council's
summary states them all clearly. I believe that the drawbacks outlined in
the summary--i.e., high-grading and discard by non-1FQ holders--are
surmountable. They also pall in comparison to the tremendous waste
occurring under the current system. The potential for "corporate buy-outs”
is, however, a valid concern. Since 1 addressed this concern in past
testimony (September 9) and in an article published in the December issue
of Alaska Commercial Fisherman, I will not do so here. Instead 1 have
enclosed a copy of the article for your perusal.

1 am a longline deckhand, not a vessel owner, hence have no capital
investment in the sablefish fishery to protect. My concern is for the
resource and for the fishermen who consider sablefish longlining an
tmportant part of their way of life. The Council is responsible to the
resource. the industry, and the global community to preserve the diversity
and abundance of the North Pacific ecosystem and the stability of the
communities dependent on it. Implementing IFQs in the sablefish fishery is
a critically important step towards ensuring that the responsibility is met.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Sincerely,

Linda Behnken
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Gale winds. Waves breaking across the deck. Hvdraulics groaning,
struggling to haul tangled gear. Long nights, high pressure--and may days.
Every North Pacific longliner knows the scenario. April sablefish openings,
September halibut openings--make-it-or-break-it derbies that take their toll
on the resource and the fishermen. | wonder how long either can withstand
the brutality.

This December the North Pacific Fishery Management Council will either
endorse the madness or take steps to end it. As most North Pacific fishermen
are aware, in December the Council will select a form of limited access for
sablefish. the first species scheduled for such consideration, or will allow the
status quo to prevail. The Council's decision on sablefish will set an important
precedent. since halibut and all other groundfish fisheries are scheduled for
similiar review during the next three vears. The selection of a limited access
system, whether it be license limitations or individual fisheries quotas ( [FQ), or
the decision 10 do nothing (i.e., reaffirmation of the status quo) will have a
profound effect on the future of all North Pacific fisheries and fishermen.

Open access has led to staggering over-capitalization and over-participation
in the sablefish fishery. In Alaska's Southeast/east Yakutat area there are
currently ten times more boats fighting for space on the sablefish grounds then
there were in 1983 when the fishery first reached full-domestic utilization.
The figures for the Central and Western Gulf are equally impressive (perhaps
"depressive” would be a better word?), where full domestic utilization was
reached in 1985. The Sablefish Regulatory Impact Review issued by the
Council staff in 1988 states that several hundred miles of longline gear have
been lost on the sablefish grounds during the past two years, causing
staggering amounts of deadloss. (To illustrate: the staff estimates that in 1987,
129 metric tons of deadloss occurred in the Southeast/east Yakutat region on
opening day alone.) Not surprisingly, catch rates from the Southeast to the
Western grounds are now falling and quotas are being cut. Hence the season,
already shortened by the heightened competition, will be further reduced. The
scenario continues: shorter seasons, more pressure to fish in dangerous
weather, more gear lost. more boats sunk. more people drowned. And we call
this "management”?

Limited access will prevent further expansion of the fishery. However,
since the original 1985 cut-off date for credit accrued toward limited access
rights has been replaced by a 1988 and potentially 1989 cut-off. the number of



vessels issued access rights would be approximately the same as the number of
vessels currently involved--i.e., roughly ten times more then were necessary to
harvest the quota in 1985. For this reason, license limitations would change
the structure of the fishery very little. The amount of effort per vessel would
continue to increase, as would the dangerous derby openings. Product quality
and hence market stability would continue to decline, along with the
opportunity for developing a domestic market. (Our current dependence on the
Japanese market leaves the fishery tremendously vulnearable to international
politics: consider, for example the effect on the sablefish industry of U.S.
tmposed driftnet violation sanctions against Japan.) One aspect of the fishery
would change dramatically under license limitations, namely the cost of entry
into the fishery.

IFQ, on the other hand, would limit and distribute effort. Fishermen could
allow good weather, favorable market conditions and off -seasons 1n other
fisheries 10 set their sablefish season, rather than the current pre-arranged -
derby date. The accident rate would go down. Product quality and harvesting
efficiency would replace the current emphasis on maximum production. The
processing and marketing community would receive a steady supply of fresh,
more carefully handled fish, hence a healthy domestic market could be
developed. Incremental entry into the fishery would be possible, since IFQ
could be slowly accumulated. So where is the hitch?

The hitch is in the harvesting sector’s fear that [FQ will lead to corporate
‘buy outs” of the fishery and to the end of the owner-operated, “small” boat
fleet. Since the Council is currently considering allowing corporations to own
[FQ. hence encouraging absentee-ownership, this fear is certainly justified. IFQ
could, in other words, lead to the end of an independent, vibrant way of life by
allowing a corporate entity to gain a controlling share of the fishery,
manipulate the price, and thereby eliminate the competition.

The Council intends to cap the quota percentage that an individual entity
may possess, claiming that this will eliminate the possibility of a sablefish
monopoly. Many fishermen, myself included, do not believe this cap will be
effective. Corporate interests are well-versed in the art of developing multiple,
in this case quota-holding, subsidiaries. There is, however. a way around this
problem. There is also ample justification for taking measures to prevent such
corporate buy-outs from occurring.

ra



As the Sablefish Regulatorv Impact Review states, one of the precepts of
Alaska statehood was "that emplovment should be subsidized at the cost of
economic efficiency. . . and that fishermen should be the direct beneficiaries of
the subsidy rather than processors or other interests not directly involved in
fishing efforts.” For this reason all Alaskan limited entry permits currently in
existance can only be held by natural persons and that person must be aboard
the vessel during fishing operations. In fact, the Magnuson Fishery
Conservation and Management Act specifies that the regional Councils must
take into account the social. as well as economic and ecological impacts of their
decisions. If the Council allows the benefits of the sablefish fishery to pass out
of the hands of the harvesting sector, and thereby undermines a way of life in
Alaskan coastal communities. it will have failed in the responsibilities
designated to it by both the state and the nation.

Hence a system must be devised to protect those areas where longlining for
sablefish supports a lifestyle and a community. [ am thinking in particular of
Southeast Alaska where, due the relatively close proximity of the continental
shelf, the sablefish fleet is dominated by comparatively small, owner-operated
vessels. This system need vary only slightly from the IFQ system currently
being considered by the Council, the difference being that only a natural
person could hold IFQ and that person must be present during harvesting
operations tsound familiar?). Fishermen would be allowed to transfer quota on
an annual basis only after harvesting at least 50% of their total quota, hence
ownership would remain distributed and in the hands of the fishermen. This
svstem would retain the flexibility and other advantages associated with IFQ
but greatly reduce, if not completely eliminate the threat of absentee-
ownership and corporate takeovers.

[n summary, open access has lead the sablefish industry into the current
mess of over-capitalization, over-exploitation, over-dependence on foreign
markets, and overly high gearloss, deadloss and accident rates. License
limitations would do little to change this situation. IFQ offer a flexible, more
efficient long-term solution, but must be tailored to fit the specific needs of
each area: if the Council fails to do such tailoring coastal communities will
suffer and a way of life will be lost forever. As the December Council meeting
approaches it becomes increasingly important that members of the sablefish
industry seriously consider the alternatives and make known their views and
values.

(P ]
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December 29, 1989

Clarence G. Pautzke

EBxecutive Director

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P. O. Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Re: Sablefish Management Alternatives
Dear Mr, Pautzke,

My name is Jay Skordahl. | am a Southeast Alaska longliner, and
1 appremate the opportunity to address these important sablefish
management issues.

As we are here debating the future of the sablefish longline
fishery in the North Pacific, | think it is important for
everyone concerned to realize that choosing the right sablefish
management plan i3 going to be a compromise. Although there are
many different views and concerns, we must all be flexible to
protect the future of this fishery. Many very important aspects
of the industry must be considered in reaching this compromise.

1 have placed these management considerations in the order 1 feel
most important:

1. Congervation of the Resource.

Everyone would agree that conservation of the resource is
essential to maintain an equitable sustained-yield fishery., Of
the four management alternatives proposed, both IFQs or license
limitations could have positive impacts on present conservation
problems. lomplementing a new management plan can also create new
conservation probjems.

An IRy system has the potential of over-harvesting the stocks by
providing the fleet year-around access during periods of very
limi ted: enforcement coverage. (This creates the potential for
black!;&:ket sales and unaccountable, non-cbserved poundage being
taken).

To ensure the success of license limitations, conservative gear
restrictions must also be implemented concurrently to effectively
cutdown on gear-loss, gear conflicts, by-catch loss, and excess
harvesting capacity.

(continued)
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Page 2.

| realize there is a possibility that continued open access could
be the management plan of the future. | feel compelled to
strongly urge you to impose gear restrictions in any future open
access scenario, We need gear restrictions to reduce the
conservation problems we all face in the industry today.

2. Socio-economic Stability Among the Fleet and Coastal
Cowunities.

The monetary successes of fishermen obviously have impacts on the
economies of both their own coermunities, and communities where
they sell their fish, Relative success creates local jobs; in
turn - vessel and household fuel and groceries are bought,
children are clothed and sent to local schools, taxes are paid,
or in other words. . ."the wheels of the local economy are
turning". As menagers of a resource that directly fuel these
economies, the NPFMC has an inherent responsibility to maintain
stability and encourage economic growth (whenever possible)
within this infrastructure.

Relating the need for stability to the four management
alternatives, | am most concerned with the proposed IFQ plan
adversely effecting this economic picture. Under this plan,
individuals wil) be allowed to harvest their own quota at their
own convenience. Although some very positive aspects could occur
from this system, it would also encourage freezing and processing
their product at sea, and the possible landing of this product in
ports other than those traditional sablefish ports being used
today. This plan could essentially create a fleet of mini-
processors, each marketing their own limited, but guaranteed
poundage.

Most of the local shore-based processors rely on high volume
seasonal {fisheries. By processing high volumes of product,
processors may operate on a svaller profit margin per pound and
offer more competitive prices to their fishermen. Under the
proposed IFQ plan we will see reduced employment among the fleet
as well as shore-side processing crews. We wi]l also see an
erosion of shore-side processors ability to maintain their role
as an important contributing member to the economic structure of

(continued)
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the coastal comunities. The possibilities of an IRQ System
being first implemented in the sablefish fishery - then being
adopted by other species' fisheries would magnify these problems
for the shore-side processors and the coastal communities they
support..

3. Integrity of the Sablefish Industry.

There are many positive aspects to the present day sablefish
industry. We don't want to throw out or jeopardize these
positives in our quest for the ultimate management plan (of which
I don't think there is one).

I think it is important to point-out that most of the sablefish
fishermen | know have done well the past few years. High “ex=
vessel prices and a healthy available stock of sablefish N
has also allowed local shore-side processors, their employees,
local merchants as wel! as other community interests, to prosper.
To protect and maintain the integrity of this {fishery and
resource, adequate management measures can be utilized within the
license limitation plan to maintain these positive aspects of
this industry, and curtail many of the current problems in the
fishery.

4. Allocation of the Resource.

| am sure you have noticed | feel that a license limitation plan
with gear restrictions is clearly the best compromise between the
status quo and [FQs. As far as who would be eligible to
participate under the license limitation plan, [ think that
anyone who has participated in the last six vears should have a
legitimate chance to participate in the future sablefish longline
fishery. The sablefish fleet today is comprised of the very few
that fished alongside the Japanese fieet prior to the Magnuson
Act. The rest joining after the Americanization of the sablefish
fishery. Making this a relatively new fishery. Although a few
of these new entrant have been speculators, the majority have
been legitimate fishermen looking for alternative means to make a
living, run a business, and be responsible contributing members
of the fishing comunity. Everyone had to start sometime, and
many of the skippers of today started as crewmembers., To
eliminate some of these deserving individuals, by eliminating a
few speculators, is wrong.

(continued)

IS R - Ot



=X

= T

e i Told G LEi-ld=Es ZIETFE S<DTST -

Page 4.

A simple, fair and responsible eligibility requirement for
license {imitation would be "anyone who landed fish in 1989 would
be eligible". Anyone who landed fish in any two years from 1984
through 988 would be eligible. this arrangement would allow all
legitimate fishermen the opportunity to continue in this fishery,
These permits should not be transferable. When a permit holder
does not fish for two consecutive years or is found guilty of
fishing violations his license will be revoked. The threat of
losing your permit will encourage compliance with present and
future sablefish management regulations.

A gradual reduction in permit holders will create an appropriate

balance between available stocks and fleet harvesting capacity.

When the situation allowed for growth in the fleet harvesting
capacity, a developed system of credit could be given to
crewvembers or other industry participants who would like to
qualify for a permit. This system would work well in other
overcapitalized fisheries such as halibut, king and tanner crab.

Thank you.

Sincecrely,

I Skorda\)

Jay Skordahl
F/V TYEE
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P.Q. BOX 135 « 326 CENTER AVENUE
KODIAK, ALASKA 99615
(907) 486-378!

KODIAK LONGLINE .. .- %
VESSEL OWNERS ASSOCIATION E

HALIBUT, SABLEFISH AND PACIFIC COD

December 29, 1989

Dr. Don Collinsworth, Chairman

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
P. 0. Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

RE: Sablefish Management
Dr. Collinsworth:

In the past several years members of the KLVOA have followed the sablefish
limited access discussions with great interest. Our position has been and
still is opposed to limited access in the groundfish fisheries.

The NPFMC has had the sablefish 1imited access issue on the agenda with public
comment taken 15 times since 1985 and has discussed it since the late 1970's.
There were three extensive surveys conducted in 1987 and since 1988 there have
been three separate workshops held in five locations in Alaska and Washington.

It seems to appear that even with all the time, effort and expense which have
been spent to exhaustively review this jssue, that nothing has been settled.
Most of those groups who were opposed to limited access still are. Some of
those groups which were in favor have become opposed and some have changed
their minds two or three times in the past several years.

In our review of the ten problems in the sablefish fishery, we feel that there
is not an easy solution to these problems. Limiting the access, by any of the
methods proposed, will have special problems not seen in the copen access
fishery. One primary concern is the financing of any such extensive,
complicated program. We feel that the costs have been grossly underestimated
and that the enforcement requirements have not been fully analyzed.

The problems which are facing the fishery at this time need the Council's full
and undivided attention. Our time and energy should be focused on the
comprehensive domestic observer program, data gathering, and the issues of
bycatch and inshore-offshore. With recent budget difficulties and staff
shortages, it is imperative that the management of the resource be given first
priority.



December 29, 1989
Page Two

With a comprehensive observer and data gathering program being implemented in
1990, it is important to realize that the information gained from these
programs may change our entire view of the fisheries and provide information
wnich may make the talks of limited access unimportant.

We would urge the Council members to concentrate their efforts on managing the
fishery and to stop considering the management of fishermen.

Sincerely,

%/{-da/ %;?“’C’

Linda Kozak
Executive Director



KODIAK LONGLINER'S ASSOCIATION
P.0. BOX 3865
KODIAK, ALASKA 99615

CHAIRMAN, DON COLLINGSWORTH
NP FHMC

P.0. BOX 103136

ANCHORAGE, 4K 983510

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN:

WE /' ISH TO REGISTER OUR SUPPORT FOR OPEN ACCESS MANAGEMENT

OF SABLEFISH. DUE TO THE TIMING CONFLICT BETWEEN THE KODIAK TANNER
CRAE SEASON AND THE COUNCIL MEETING, KL.A. WILL NOT BE ABLE TO
PARTICIPATE IN PERSOM. VIRTUALLY EVERY KODIAK VESSEL LARGE ENOUGH
TO PARTICIPATE IN THE SAEBLEFISH SEASON ALSD FISHES TANMER CRAE.

THE DRAFT S.E.IS. FALSELY STATES THAT IFQ 'S wWOULD LEAD TO
INCREASED ECONOMIC STABILITY IN THE FISHERY. STOCK'S AVAILABLE FOR
HARVEST WILL STILL FLUCTUATE REGARDLESS OF THE MANAGEMENT
REGIME. UMNLESS A MONOPLOY IS ALLOWED TO OPERATE WITH IFQ’S,
MARKET PRICES WILL CONTINUE TO FLUCTUATE. THIS WILL PLACE ALL
FISHERMEN WHO PURCHASE THEIR IFU'S WITH BORROWED MONEY IM A VERY
PRECARIOUS POSITION. THE ANALYSIS OF IFQ'S AND PERMITS TEND TO
STOP WITH THOSE FISHERMEN WHO OBTAIN THESE HARVEST RIGHTS FOR
FREE FROM THE GOVERMNMENT. THIS GROSSLY OVERSTATES THE ECONOMIC
BENEFITS TO THE FISHERMEN. WITHIN 20 YEARS, MOST PERMITS OR IFU'S
WOULD HAVE BEEN PURCHASED BY OTHERS. THESE PEOPLE WOULD LIKELY
HAVE LESS OPPORTUNITY TO PROFIT THAN IF THE FISHERY WERE OPEN
ACCESS.



PERMITS OR IFQ'S WILL RAISE THE CAPITALIZATION COSTS CONSIDERABLY
FOR FUTURE ENTRAMTS. HOW SMALL COMMUMITIES WOULD BENEFIT FROM
iFO'S OR PERMITS IS NOT DEMOMSTRATED. THE HISTORY OF LIMITED ENTRY
IM ALASKA AMD MEW ZEALAND SHOWS FISHING OPPORTUMITY LEAYING
RURAL COMMUNITIES ONCE LIMITED ENTRY OR IFQ'S ARE INSTITUTED.
EASTERN CANADA IS ANOTHER EXAMPLE OF A SYSTEM THAT HAS FAILED TO
BENEFIT RURAL COMMUMNITIES. THE BEMEFICIERIES OF ENTERPRISE
ALLOCATIONS THERE ARE THE LARGE MONOPOLISTIC FISHING COMPANIES.

THE YERY SIGMIFICANT ENFORCEMENT PROBLEMS ENTAILED IN ANNUAL
ALLOCATIONS OR IFQ'S ARE MOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED. WITH FISH
ALLOWED ON BOARD YEAR ROUNMD, THE OPPORTUNITY TO CHEAT AND GET
AwaY WITH |IT ARE GREATLY MULTIPLIED. THE RATHER ARBITRARY
ALLOCATIONS OF WEALTH TO A FEW FISHERMEN WILL INCREASE THE
INCENTIVE TO CHEAT AS MANY FISHERMEN WILL FEEL THAT THE NEW
SY¥STEM DOESN'T TREAT THEM FAIRLY.

IFO'S OR ANNUAL ALLOCATIONS REDUCE THE IMCENTIVE TO HIRE A LARGE
AND HIGHLY SKILLED CREW. WITH LOTS OF TIME aVAILABLE UNDER IFO'S AN
OPERATOR WOULD MAXIMIZE HIS AVAILABLE PROFIT BY REDUCING THE SIZE
OF HIS CREW. THIS COULD CAUSE SAFETY PROBLEMS AND WOULD DEFIMETELY
REDUCE THE ECONOMIC BEMNEFITS OF THE FISHERY TO THE COASTAL
COMMUNITIES. IFO'S COULD BE EXPECTED TO FURTHER CONCEMTRATE
HARVEST RIGHTS AND REDUCE EMPLOYEMENT. CREW SHARES ARE MORE
IMPORTANT TO LOCAL COMMUMITIES THAN CAPITAL SHARES BECAUSE A
LARGER PERCENTAGE CIRCULATES DIRECTLY INTO THE COMMUNITIE'S
ECONOMIES. A LARGE PERCENTAGE OF CAPITAL EARNINGS LEAVE A SMALL
COMMUNITY WITHOUT CIRCULATING.

IT HAS ONLY BEEN S YEARS SIMCE THE JAPAMESE WERE CATCHING MOST OF
ALASKA'S SABLEFISH. M THIS SHORT PERIOD OF HISTORY, OPEN ACCESS
HAS ALLOWED FULL UTILIZATION OF THIS FISHERY. YET IT MORE
RECENTLY HAS REACHED AN EQUILIBRIUM .



UFEN ALCCESS FLEETS GET SMALLER IF ECONOMIC CONDITIONS DICTATE.
UMDER OPEN ACCESS THE MUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS IS DETERMIMNED BY THE
LIKELYHOOD OF PROFIT IN THE FISHERY VERSUS THE OPPORTUMITY IM THE
REST OF QUR ECONOMY. WITH OVER HALF THE WORLD POFULATION MOWING
AWAY FROM PLANMED "PROFITABILITY" TOWARDS A FREE ECOMNOMY; IT IS
IRONIC, THAT THE COUNCIL 1S CURRENTLY COWNTEMPLATING & MOYE THE
OTHERWAY. | HOPE THAT THE COUNCIL wILL LOOK CLOSELY AT THE
FROBLEMS OF THE LIMITED ENTRY SCHEMES AND COME TG THE CONCLUSIONS,
AS WE HAVE, THAT DESPITE THE PERCEIVED PROBLEMS OF OPEM ACCESS,
OPEM ACCESS IS5 BETTER THAN THE OTHER ALTEMNATIVES.

SINCERELY,
é%i» ﬂ 7»4%1

OLIYER N. HOLM, PRESIDENT
KODIAK LOMGLIMER'S ASS0C.
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Bill Rotecki

445 Front Street
Ketchikan, Ak 99901
1 Jan, 1990

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Clarence Pautzke, Executive director

POB 103136

Anchorage, AK 99510

re: Sablefish management plan

INTRODUCTION

My name is Bill Rotecki and I have been working as a
deckhand in the longline fishery for 5 years. To point out
the obvious this means that I will not be awarded any
permit, or quota, or annual allotment if you should chose to
implement any of the limited access programs. I am one of
the people who you could consider a future entrant into the
fishery. I will be running someone else's boat next year,
and running my own boat the following year. That is, I
plan to, if the fishery looks like it will be worth a damn.

When I look at what is happening right now, I do not see the
wvonderful open prairies that your handout describes where a
man can make his mark by virtue of his hard work,
intelligence, and good fortune. 1Instead I see a resource
managed in a way that it penalizes anyome who would take
better care of his fish, penalizes anyone who would exercise
caution in the face of a storm, penalizes anyone who would
respect the other boats in the area and give them a little
room, penalizes anyone who would share new and better
fishing techniques with other fishers, and does not provide
the consumer with a reliable supply of quality fish. In
fact, despite the continuous increased investments in
expensive new technology to aid in fish care the quality
continues to decline as the pace increases. Additionally,
our system's increasing inefficiencies continues to erode
our competitive position in the world market. These
inefficiencies are due to 1) ever increasing deadloss and
bycatch waste which mean that we harvest an ever smaller
portion of the theoretical maximum thus making our product
ever more expensive (we are getting fewer cows per acre, all
other things being equal), and 2) the race for fish system
predicates an ever increasing capital cost and operating
costs which also translate as higher product cost.

So, I listen to testimony where people state that they are
worried about newcomers getting into the fishery and how
will the newcomer afford it we go limited access. I am the
only one that I have heard testify who actually may be a
"nevcomer" to the industry, and I say I don't want the



fishery unless we go limited acess. There are a million
vays to leave the system open to the newcomer, varying from
totally subsidized lottery drawings to free market with
guaranteed loan programs to elaborate point systems to
determine who gets permits when participants retire from the
fishery, and I just don't see it as a problem. What I see
as a problem is creating and preserving a fishery that
maximizes the optimum productivity and utilization of all
species, that maximizes efficiency and minimizes costs, that
rewards the fisher for providing the consumer with a
continuous supply of high quality £ish, that allows for all
sizes of boats and types of fishers to participate, that
doesn't chase out the people who pioneered the fishery, and
encourages and supports coastal community untilization. I
know perfectly well that there will be costs born by the
fisher for implementing a limited access program, but I see
them as far less than the costs of contimuing to propgate a
system with inherent waste and inefficiencies. 1'd far
rather buy into something that is well managed and that has
some stability than to get into a "free" fishery that is
already depressing in its attitudes and has such a bleak
future.

MANAGEMENT POSSIBILITIES
For reasons described above I will not waste our time with
status quo.

Annual fishing allotment

While attractive at first glance I think it would be a poor
choice because:

l) Basically it hasn't eliminated the race for fish.
Actually the people in the AFA are competing with the Open
Access (OA) people for their allotment. This is so because
people in the OA portion can establish allotment, move into
the AFA for some security, thus leaving more room in the 0A
for another entrant, who can establish HIS allotment, then
move into the AFA, creating more entrants and consequently
an ever decreasing piece of pie for each entrant, resulting
in people returning to the OA to re-establish their
competitive edge. The more competitive fishers may then
realize that the price for security is extremely high, and
see insufficient reason to return, unless they are planning
to fish illegally, in which case AFA would probably be their
best bet.

2) because of the continual unknowns on how people will
respond to the choices it does not create a "stable" fishery
vhich is necessary for justifying investment and energy

3) I think it is likely to result in the GREATEST number of
permit holders of the 4 options. The conveniance of the
allotment and its expanded season will draw and hold the
less competitive fishermen until there are so many that they
can catch their allotment on one trip. Look at the myriads
of what we might call "recreational halibut fishermen". The
Open Access portion will continue to attract the most

m



competetive fishermen. There may be some advantage to fish
like holy hell in Open Access for three years and then
transfer into the AFA, so there may be a continual back and
forth transferring of the more competitive fishermen
depending on which system was more crowded.
4) Since allotments are reapportioned every year this will
result in

a) appeals every year

b) a neverending attempt to discover new ways to

manipulate the system.
5) Since entrance is free there will be less incentive for
fishermen to self-enforce violations because it will not be
perceived as "their" fishery.

Because so many of my comments on license limitation and
fishemans quotas are mirror images I am going to combine my
comments on these two alternatives

License Limitations (LL) Fishermen's Quotas (IFQ's)

AWARDING LIMITED ACCESS

1-LL) First of all the awards of the permits will be unfair.
Despite the fact that there are a number of smaller boats
catching more f£ish per year than larger boats the smaller
boats get a less valuable permit. This is a system designed
to rewvard people for maximum investment, or luck. To use
such a system does not benefit the public, the resource, or
the future users of the resource. We should be designing a
system which rewvards people for their dedication to the
fishery, and ability to fish. The best way to accomplish
that is to award permits on the basis of historical catch
and continued participation.

1-IFQ) Awards based on catch and participation. This is the
most flexible system. Awards could be brokem down to a very
small scale. The fairest of all awards.

BOAT LENGTH CATEGORIES

2-LL) The breakdown of the boat class is arbitrary. If I
have a boat of 100 feet in length and you have a boat of 101
feet in length, you will be receiving a permit of
significantly greater value which may be unrelated to your
fishing experience, history of production, and even monetary
investment in the fishery.

2-IFQ) This nightmare becomes irrelevant with IFQ's.

ADDITIONAL CONSEQUENCES OF SIZE CATEGORIES

3-LL) The size class system of boats creates another
opportunity for people to try to alter their competitive
edge through manipulation of the system. It will result in
the development of boats designed to meet the description of
the license, instead of boats designed to optimize the
fishing opportunities of their owners. A better system
would be a gross tonnage permit of the simplest kind,
awarded on the basis of catch record of the vessel owner,



permit holder, or whatever. These could also be combined to
increase gross tonnage, presumably with a small penalty for
combining. This becomes another area of difficulty. What
if a person had several different during the eligible year?
3-IFQ) this problem also is irrelevant with the IFQ system.

RACE FOR FISH

4-LL) As long as there is excess harvesting capacity and the
fishers have an undetermined share in the fishery there will
be a race for fish. Considering how few boats it took the
japanese to harvest the total black cod guota when they did
it for us we can be sure there will be significant excess
harvest capacity. As we see in the BC black cod management,
despite limited entry there is a continued race for fish.
The race for fish results in poorer fish quality, deadloss
from lost gear, overcapitalization, increased operating
costs, decreased safety, unreliability of the fishery,
penalizes the small boat owner, makes it harder for the new
entrant because of short seasons, inability to provide
consumers with year round fresh fish, The LL system would
slow down the race for fish, but not derail it.

4-IFQ) Even though there would be excess harvest capacity,
because people know what their harvest share will be there
is little advantage to race for fish so none of the above
mentioned problems would be sigificant.

WORLD COMPETITION AND INEFFICIENCES

5-LL) Due to deadloss and bycatch dliscard, increased costs
due to increased danger, increased operating costs and
overcapitalization, both in the fishing fleet and the
processors, a LL system increases the costs of production
and therefore harms our competitive position in the world
fish market. This hurts the long range health of the US
fishing industry as well as hurting the overall health of
the US economy. Inefficiency hurts everyone except for the
person who a gets special dispensation to be inefficient.
5-1FQ) Because of all the opposites of above: decreased
costs due to safer operations, probably smaller crews,
processors having smoother operations, less overtime, and
less unnecesary storage, less bycatch waste, in some cases
fantastically less capital investment because a fisher who
might presently do salmon, longlining, and herring might
limit himself to longlining, and far less operating costs
due to reduced gear loss, reduced need to travel, and
hopefully someday in the future additional increased
efficiency due to having an inteqgrated groundfish fishery;
an IFQ system could result in the best competive position
resulting in increased profits to the fisher and the
processor, decreased prices to the consumer, and a better
balance of trade for the USA.

BYCATCH AND MAXIMUM UTILIZATION
7-LL) Despite the inevitable lincrease in regulations there
{s a 1imit to how much we can reduce our bycatch.



Additionally, to either reduce our bycatch, or increase the
survival rates of our bycatch discards costs us in
efficiency. Ultimately we have to work toward the goal of
maximum utilization of all species. This is a must because
of the need to stay competitive on the world market, and the
obligation we have to not waste a valuable source of protein
in a world with increasing demand and increasing population.
A license limitation system cannot solve this problen.
7-1FQ) The ONLY system at present available to integrate the
different groundfish fisheries is some kind of quota system.
Even if sablefish is the only species managed in this way
there would already be a tremendous gain. All the sablefish
that I catch now during Halibut openings when sablefish is
already closed could be a part of my quota. The bycatch in
other fisheries could be legitimized and thus better
regulated and controlled and give us better data for better
management. However, the ideal system would be a flexible
IFQ system where people could fish multispecies and reduce
vaste to near zero thus increasing harvest efficiency
considerably, as well as maximizing the overall harvest of
all species.

SMALL BOAT FLEET

8-LL) The system will have a natural inclination to weed out
smaller boats. Even though some people have suggested that
ve are nearing the rate at which a boat can fish I would
have to disagree. As long as there is a competition for who
will get the right to harvest the fish there will be strong
incentive to increase speed size and storage capacity of
your boat.

8-IFQ) In an IFQ, however, a small boat may in fact give the
greatest return for investment. That being so, and
especially if there were guaranteed loan programs in order
to encourage utilization by coastal community residents, a
small boat might be very willing to buy into the system at
vhatever the current price is. A small boat could also turn
a medium sized amount of quota into year round employment.

ACCESS TO NEWCOMERS

9-11) The only way to get some temporary benefits out of a
license limitation system is to severely restrict the number
of people awarded licenses. This in turn would mean that
the prices would be high which would make it more difficult
for new entrants to buy in. This difficulty may be offset
by special loan programs such as the State of Alaska has for
state permit holders. There are other difficulties of this
type of system that cannot be averted, but must be lived
vith. The newcomer has less time to learn his trade before
the season is over and his opportunity to harvest is gone.
Additionally the newcomer is forced to fish in poor wveather,
and has to suffer the usual grounds competition and gear
loss, higher initial gear investments and so forth. It is
possible to enter on a shoestring budget, but more difficult
than an IFQ.



9-IFQ) One of the unique features of the IFQ system is its
flexibility. First of all a newcomer could begin by
purchasing only a small portion of quota to determine if he
liked the fishery. He then could add to his holdings as
resources permitted. Another unique feature is that a
newcomer would be afforded time to learn. Even though it
may take him twice as long to harvest his initial 10,000#s
he can still do it, and avoid bad weather, and avoid
overcrowded and confusing grounds.

ENSURING ACCESS FOR NEWCOMERS

10-LL and IFQ) One possibility would be to reserve a portion
of the quota, say, 10% which would be available to lease to
newvcomers for a one year period. This could also be source
of revenue for management, research, and possibly loan
programs to encourage coastal community residents to join in
the fishery. If the total 10% was not leased by newcomers
it could be put on the market for anyone else, highest
bidder. If we implemented a license limitation program we
could lease a certain number of licenses for a year to get a
similar effect.

HIGHGRADING

11-LL) Highgrading as we are referring to it here,
discarding small blackcod in preference to larger blackcod
which command a better price has been no problem so far in
Open Access, and is likely to remain the same in License
Limitation.

11-IFQ) However, with IFQs there is a potential for problems
because if there was no observer aboard there would be time
to sort fish if the price differential was considerable.
Actually the decrease in bycatch discard would probably
exceed the increase in highgrading, but there are other
management options as well that could virtually eliminate
highgrading. One option is simply to require a minimum hook
size. That wouldn't eliminate small fish from being hooked,
but it would greatly decrease the incidence, and probably
with research by manufacturers, we could develop hooks with
even poorer catching power for the juveniles. The other
factors are education and observers. Where the fisher has a
strong interest in his fishery it should be obvious that a
high survival rate of discarded fish is essential to high
harvest quotas in the future.

CONCENTRATION OF CONTROL

12-LL and IFQ) One of the very legitimate concerns people
have expressed is the possible concentration of control of a
fishery in the hands of a few. One of the ways to prevent
this would be to limit number of permits or amount of quota
either owned or controlled by a person or entity. Another
way to do it would be to require that the permit holder or
quota holder be aboard the boat while the fish are being
harvested. Another regulation which would serve to limit



transfer of permit ovnership away from coastal cCommunities
would be to limit their leasability and to limit their being
used as collateral on a loan by limiting their being
Lepossesed except by agency NMFS setup to give loans that
eéncouraged coastal community use. I support all of these
requlations, and they could all be implemented in either LL
or IFQ systems.

Since I favor the IFQ system I would suggest that in any
district a person or entity be limited to owning or
controlling no more than 1% of the TAC within that district.
Additionaly there would be no leasing of quota allowed and
quota owners must be aboard during harvesting of fish with
two major exceptions:

1) 10% of the quota for each district would be reserved
for new entrants to lease for one year only, for a fee which
would be used to administer, research, regulate, protect,
and enhance the resource. The goal would be to keep the
fishery accesible to new entrants as well as raising money
for operations. As said before, anyone could bid on the -
quota if there wasn't adequate interest by newvcomers. -

2) up to 10% of the quota for any district could be
owned by coastal communities or shore based processors and
leased to fishermen. However the 1% rule would still be
enforced here. No Processor or entity could own or control
more than 1% of the quota for any district, and no
fishermen who leased it could fish more than 1% of the total
quota in any district combining his owned quota with any
leased quota.

CONCLUSION

I think that the exercise of developing these alternatives
has been instructive, but inadequate. I think it is
important that the Council not try to implement a system
that is not fully thought out. 1t seems to me that the best
approach must be to first choose the system that has the
best opportunity to maintain and pProtect the resource and
the fishery, and then refine it. Whatever system is chosen
wvill have Plenty of detractors and if the implementation is
poorly done without adequate justification and
documentation it will be heavily contested.

I put my request before the council that it step aside from
the pressures of trying to satisfy all the different special
interest groups who want an ever larger piece of the pie,
and that instead it think vhat management scheme will best
be ablueprint for the future, one that is the most flexible,
the most able to handle the inevitable changes in the
industry, and the one that will allow harvesting with the
minimum of waste and maximum efficiency.

Thank you for your time fz f, )
Sincerely yours {770&/\
Bill Rotecki !
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. Queen Anne Fisheries, Inc.
- : 1939 Eighth Avenue West
JMN 2 Seattle, Washington 98119
(206) 284-9158

F/V MASONIC
Mark S. Lundsten, Opetator January 1, 1990

Dr. Doh Collinsworth, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.0. Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99310

Dear Chairman Collinsworth:

I encourage the Council to vote an Individual Fisherman's Quota
system into effect for the sablefish fishery at the January
meeting. One reason why I think IFQs are the best solution for
sablefish is that they are the best solution for halibut; and,
the longline fishery and the whole groundfish fleet should be
what we are examining, not just a single species fishery, with
one single gear type. '

I don't believe the "status quo" system'will endure and remain

Ve at all_ txue to the National Standards of the Magnuson Act. It

simply will generate more and more waste of energy, labor, capital,
and the resource as mora and more of us try harder and harder to
catch the fish each year, and the Council works more and more

to settle annual bycatch and allocation issues.

A license limitation system could work if the number of license
holders was small enough (200-300}. But then what do you do about
the many more hundreds with no.peimit? And do you develop a
permit system for halibut, with its thousands of participants?
Unfortunately, even if a small number of licenses were granted

for sablefish and halibut, the "derby" style of fishing would
probably continue with all its current problems and then some.
Eventually, every license will be racing for fish more and more
intenselygs: and nobody will ever miss any fishing time. The

problems: waste and of bycatch will intensify as the fishery
itself & 2 . _
IFQs, as p¥oblematic as they may be, are the most practical

solution, For one thing; they are the most "fair" (if there
is such a thing) techniques of allocation. Depending on the
distribution system chosen, both the pain and the benefits of
allocation of IFQs are spread more evenly than is possible with
licenses, Further, with IFQs the allocation procedure for
sablefish can and should be extended over the halibut fleet.

'ﬁ_ﬁ By such action, the Council would be ensuring the most consistent

and least arbitrary method of allocation for the whole longline
fleet, every boat that fishes sablefish or halibut or both,

I have a few other comments about the workings of IFQs:

-Continued-
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bon Collinsworth, Chairman -
North Pacific Fishery Management Council .
Page 2 :

l) 1IFQs granted to longliners for sablefish and halibut should
be for "longline only" for at least a 3~ to S-year trial-period.

2) Allocation should be given for each statistical area. But,
that allocation should be figured as a percentage of a boat's
total catch in all areas for all the qualifying years utilized.

3) ‘"High-grading" problems with IFQs (probably overestimated
anyway) would be greatly diminished by the observer program.

.4) Sablefish and halibut bycatch problems within the longline
business would be virtually solved with this system.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Mark 8. Lundsten -
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City of Hooper Bay
P O Box 37
Houper Bay, Aliska 99604

(907) 758-4311

JAN

December 29, 1989

Don W. Collinaworth

Chaicman

North Pacific Pishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Re: Sablefish Limited Entry
Januacy Agenda Item c-5

Dear Chairman Collinsworth:

The City of Hooper Bay, a Bering Sea coastal community., wishes to state once
again its opposition to any system of fishecies management by the Nocth Pacific
Fishecy Management Council which might eliminate £utuce participation
opportunities for residents of this community.

All but one of the sablefish management alternatives now under consideration
would do just that. Therefoce, we must once again go on cecocd as favocing the
status quo in this fishery.

Our position is shared by many communities in the Bering Sea. as you well
know. The futuce development of a stable, unsubsidized econamy for this entice
cegion cests, in large pact, on our continuing ability to hacvest the cesources
neacby in the Bering Sea.

We add that we feel open access must continue in the Gulf of Alaska as well
as in the Bering Sea. Fleet mobility dictates this. Many existing vessels
fish in the Gulf and Bering Sea. Wwe fully anticipate the hacvesting capability
undec development in Bering Sea communities to be able to take advantage of
fishing opportunities in both aceas of this Ccuncil's jurisdiction.

QUYANA!

for. THE CTTY Of, HOOPER BAY,
/’/,Jzam-J i
Mark Bdward inger
Asgistant to the Mayor



Murray R Hayes g Dec. 24, 1989
224 Grant St. \“Z

Port Townsend, Wa 98368

FV "Sylvia"

206-385-5703

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
PO Box 103136
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Sir,

Thank you for sending me the information on the sablefish
management options. I have been a commercial fisherman for 16
years and while I have only fished blackcod 1 year I feel I
should respond to these proposals.

To get to the point of my letter I would like to say I favor
continued open access but barring that I would be compelled to
support option 4, license limitations. The reasons are as follows.

First, in support of open access, more jobs are better than fewer.
If you drastically reduce the number of sablefish vessels you will
cut down on crew jobs and all the accompanying support jobs

such as fuel and stores, insurance, gear, boat repair and
construction. By working on boats here in Port Townsen during

the winter I know first hand that serious longliners do quite will
and spend a great deal of money on their boats.

As for economics, sure there are more boats than are needed to

catch the fish. Today's fleet consists of boats that fish

multiple fisheries so when you state that the fleet is overcapitalized
you are not taking into consideration that these boats fish

multiple fisheries.

In response to management problems with open access your paper
states that the number of blackcod vessels fell from 723 in 1988
to 619 in 1989. That is a drop of 104 boats in one year or 14%.
It looks to me like economic conditions are taking care of the
fleet size already. I think those that want limited access just
want a guaranteed larger piece of the pie.

As for short seasons under open access how about week on and week
off fisheries. That is a simple management option that would
spread the fishing effort and fish supply over a longer period

of time.



Another simple management tool would be to open the fishery

on July lst. At that time trolling and seining seasons open
and many of the trollers and seiners and packers that longline
would have to make a choice and many of them will stick to the
salmon fisheries.

While it is true that the Southeast and Eastern gulf sablefish
fisheries are probably saturated that hardly seems like a reason
to limit the Western Gulf, Aleutians, and Bering Sea fisheries.
In 1988 the season was 3 months in the central and western gulf

2 months in the Aleutians, and 6 months in the Bering Sea. These
hardly seem like fisheries that need limited entry.

If you cannot support open access then of the options presented
I feel license limitation, Alternative 4 is the best. There
would be too many problems with IQF's or annual allotments
although I like the idea of leaving some of the quota open to
non qualifying vessels. It would be hard to regulate these
systems and there is a real chance the fishery would end up
being controlled by large fish companies through their purchase
of fishing rights.

License limitations would keep the fishery in the hands of the
fishermen and would be much easier to regulate. It would be a
good idea if a certain portion of the boats could fish in
this fishery through a point system or lottery if they didn't
qualify under the license limitation rules.

In conclusion, I don't think a limited access system is really
needed and would hope you would select option 1 open access.
If that is not possible then the next best thing would be
option 4, license limitation.

Thank, you,

Iy , / 2.1
%m 5:% 74 @g’%‘/’-—’

Murray R Hayes
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Mr. Don W. Collinsworth, Chairman T T e e
North Pacific Fishery Management Council R Bt
PO Box 103136 T m———— e
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 R - R

Dear Mr. Collinsworth,
Subject: Sablefish Management Proposals.

The Annual Fishing Allotments (AFA) proposal currently under consideration for managing
sablefish was derived from a halibut management proposal entitled Voluntary Individual
Nontransferable Quotas (VINQ), which I submitted to the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council in September, 1989. After reviewing the AFA proposal for sablefish management,
have decided that it is not appropriate for that fishery.

The VINQ proposal for halibut was designed specifically to solve the problems associated with
short fishing seasons (3-5 days in the major areas), without disrupting the current laissez-faire
method of allocating the resource. In the halibut fishery, short seasons create unsafe fishing
conditions, poor at-sea fish handling, overloaded processing and transportation facilities, a lack
of fresh halibut throughout the year, and poor market prices. Although sablefish seasons have
become shorter than in the past, they still are measured in weeks and months, rather than hours
and days. Thus, the short-season problems in the sablefish fishery are not nearly as accute as
those in the halibut fishery.

Unsafe fishing conditions in the sablefish fishery could be solved by delaying the starting date
until later in the year (e.g. June 1). Also, the markets for sablefish and halibut are very
different. Whereas a year-round supply of fresh halibut would undoubtedly result in higher
values at all market levels, it seems unlikely that a year-round sablefish fishery would change
the way sablefish are handled and marketed. Even when sablefish seasons were year-round,
the vast majority of the product was frozen and shipped to Japan.

My opinion is that the AFA system would not provide a significant improvement over the status
quo option, and would likely generate more problems than solutions. At this time, some form
of the license limitation option seems most appropriate for managing sablefish. I do believe that
the AFA, or VINQ, system is a viable option for the halibut fishery, and I hope the Council will
continue to give consideration to that system when considering halibut management options.

My greatest concern about all of the sablefish options under consideration is the possibility that
the existing fishing fleet may be asked to bear full financial responsibility for a social welfare
program to assist certain Alaskan communities. Each of the options under consideration
contains sub-options that would transfer some of the value of the sablefish resource away from
the existing fleet and towards Alaskan communities. I am not arguing against financial
assistance to disadvantaged Alaskan communities. My complaint is that the Council should
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consider spreading the financial responsibility for such assistance over a broader segment of
society. For example, rather than make direct allocations of licenses or fishing quotas to
Alaskan communities, those licenses or fishing quotas could be purchased by the State of
Alaska on the open market from funds generated by an appropriate taxation program. Another
possibility is to provide low interest or government guaranteed loans to assist certain Alaskans
in purchasing licenses or fishing quotas.

If the Council wishes to avoid the acute management problems currently facing the halibut
industry, they should do everything possible to move away from the status quo option for
sablefish. By forcing the existing fishing fleet to bear full responsibility for a social welfare
program to assist certain Alaskan communities, the Council is inviting severe opposition from
existing fishermen to any change from the status quo. I believe that the likelihood of succes in
moving away from the staus quo will be greatly enhanced by abandoning the sub-options that
would provide direct allocations of licenses or quotas to Alaskan communities.

Sincerely,

)Jam })

James G. Norris, Ph.D.
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1=1=90
To North Pacific Fishery Man. Con

re Coments on Sablefish management (Also Halibut)

As a comnm. longliner the following proposal answers most

of the problems in both tB¥ Sablefish and Halibut fisheries-
safety, resorce management,gear loss and comflict due to
combat type openings.

1- Indvigual transferable fishing quotas- to anyone delivering
in last five years,based on best year( takes care of boat
being down, poor weather, oil spill etc) in small
poundage multiples(100 lbs so that new entrants can .
buy in in manageable dollar amounts)

2-Enough bycatch reserved for other longline fisheries- ie
Halibut etc- to last for entire year to prevent waste (as
now happens in fall halibut openings)

3- Quotas to go to name on fish tickets from past years.

THIS SHOULD BE THE SAME FOR THE HALIBUT LONGLINE FISHERY
ALS0,AS THE SAME PEOPLE IN MANY CASES FISH BOTH FISHERIES

This would permit the market, weather,etc be the controling
factors as to when fishing takes place.

Th s for yoﬁ c ideration,
B /17 ) égj
Bra ﬁlck y,SKiPper

Sea Venture I -
PO Box 2677
Homer,Ak 99603
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Deep Sea
Fishermen's
Union

of the Pacific

5215 Ballard Averus N.W.
Seattla, Washington, 98107
Phona: (206) 783-2922

3

g
D@ January 8, 1990

Estgblished 1912

Clarence G. Pautzke, Executive Director
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P, O. Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Re: Sablefish Management
Dear Clarence:

The Deep Sea Pishermen's Union of the Pacific is one of the
oldest and only organization today representing fishermen
(deckhands) and skippers in the figsheries on the West Coast and
Rlaska regions., The Union was established in 1912 to give
stability and input into a working partnership with vessel
owners. The Union is composed of longliners wheo fish primarily
in the Pacific and North Pacific regions. The species targeted
on by our vessels are primarily halibut and blackcod and pacific
cod. The Union would ask your consideration as the Council
congiders a limited access management position in the sablefish
fishery.

As you might recall, the Union was an instigator and initiator of
an attempt early in the 1980's to get a better handle and some
control of the halibut fishery. Our goal at that time, was to
limit access into the then emerging re-utilized fishery. We had
just been thru about four years of scratch fishing. The managers
(IPEC) were doing their best to rebuild stocks depleted by
foreign fishing in the vital nursery area of the Bering Sea. The
Council at that time agreed with our ideas about limiting
participation, rebuilding stocks, and putting a cap on
capitalization into the halibut fishery. BAs history has proven
in the halibut industry, we missed a golden opportunity to
eliminate many of the problems overcapitalization has brought
into halibut fishing such as gluted fish houses and markets, poor
quality standards, abandoned and lost gear, enforcement problems,
and a derby atmosphere that is not conducive to safety of crews
or vessels,

If Washington D.C. had acted responsgibly, we would have a
manrageable fleet size. We cculd of had fresh halibut in the
market place almost year round, greed would not have been such a
driving force that motivated the professional, conservation
minded longline fleet. Price for the product would of more than
likely been more stable and exvesesel prices would of increased

with a steady reliable harvesting process.
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John M. Bruce, Deep Sea Fishermen's Union
January 8, 1990

The Deep Sea Fishermen's Union has been in favor 1N
slow down the blackcod fishery, As far beck oo 1955 we
attemgted again to support the concept of limited access. Tha
Councx} process has found it very difficult to estabiish
moratorium dates or put numbers to just how many fishermer should
be included in any limited access scheme. Today, we find
ogrse}vas in the situation where stocks are declining, £ishing
time i1s being compressed, the number of licenses keep increasing,
not becanse people want to be longline blackcod fishermen, but
because the managers are now seriously talking limited entry and
many think that a permit will add asget value to whatever fishing
portfolio they now possess.

The proposals put forward in your overview publication have a lot
of positive, meaningful intent. The proposals have a variety of
cptions that would allow for almost anyone to be a permit holder
i:lnc;nediately or in the future and this is the area I would like tc
address.

The Deep Sea Fishermen's Union is made up of around 300
professional longline fishermen. Longline fishing is the only
vocation practiced by atleast 75% of our membership. We do have
shipwrights, carpenters, o¢il truck drivers, investment
counselors, students, even a stockbroker. Some members
participate in the crab fishery as well., But the greater
majority earn their entire annual incomes from the longline
fishery. Members of the Fishing Vessel Owners' Association,
almost the entire membership of the longline members, have come
up through the Union., A record and history has been developed
thru a progression of Union deckhands into vessel ownership
within our association.

It is my regquest, that the Council in its deliberations c¢n
limiting access, give some thought into ways and means that would
allow crewmen with a substantial background c¢f blackcod
participation a means to obtain a permit should one be available.

The Secretary of Commerce has acted in behalf of the Western
Pacific Fishery Management Councils' request to limit access to a
snapper and grouper fishery in the Western Pacific bottomfish
fishery. In this application, a point system is set up to give
crewmen a means to0 accumulate credits towards a permit.(The
entire proposed rule can be found in the Federal Register Vol. 53
No. 91, dated Wednesday, May ll, 1988, docket No. #80483-8033 50
CPR PART 683) The FMP amendment process in this case has been
implemented.
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John M. Bruce, Deep Sea Fishermen's Union
January 8, 1990

It i8 my belief a permit provision should be made for fishermen
who have chosen longline blackcod fishing as a vocation and who
have a record and history to back a permit request. Manv mambers
of our organigzation, would have future plans for cwnership of
longline vessels destroyed, if some form of permit acquisition
were not available to them.

Your consideration of our position is appreciated!

Respectfully,

JMB:rd John M, Bruce,
Executive Director



January 3, 1990

-
LO:

North Pacific Management Council

From:

Brian L. Blankenship
104 Chirikov Dr.
Sitka, Alaska 99835

Concerning:
The Blackcod Limited Entry Program

Dear Council Members,

My name is Brian Blankenship. I am a lifelong, 33 year,
resident of Sitka, Alaska. Fishing has been a way of 1life for
me as well as my livelyhood since I was 12 years old. It was at
this age that I began longlining from a skiff and later from a
boat handmade by my Grandfather. My father, too, is a long-time
iisherman. In 1974 he bought the F/V Rose-Lynn, a 45' fiberglass
longliner, and together we used it to fish for halibut for a living.
In 1975 we began fishing blackcod. And for the next 10 years
we both earneq our living and suppccrted families as well longlining
for blackcod and halibut. In 1979 I became part owner in the F/V
Rose-Lynn and in 1985 I purchased my own longliner, a 50'steel
boat, the F/V Wind Walker.

I'm very much in favor of something being done with the long-
line fishery other than the way it's been conducted the past few
years. The past two years my dad, one of Sitka's original long-
liners, could not bring himself to participate in the fishery
because of the gear conflicts and overcrowding of the fishery.

It's very hard for him and for me to see the fishery go from what
it used to be to what it is today. I am in favor of the I.T.Q.
sytem out of the 4 options even though it cuts my production down
considerably . It's a sacrifice I'm willing to make to get some
control on the fishery and to protect the resource. There are other
people in Sitka pushing for the 1985 cut off date for the S.E.
management area. This is not surprising since they started in this
fishery on a part time basis the year before this date. If you're

going to consider 1985, why not consider 19757



In closing, I would like to thank you for your time
in reading this and in understanding that I've been fishing
blackcod for 15 years. I feel strongly that some consideration
needs to be given to the people who have depended on this fishery
for so many years for their living. I'm sure everyone deplores
the way the fishery is conducted at iic present time and agrees
that something needs to be done as soon as possible. The best

option available is the I.T.Q. system. Thank You.

Sincerely,
:A' .- . /' . s ~ e,

Brian L. Blankenship
104 Chirikov Dr.
Sitka, Alaska 99835
907-747-6739
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AGENDA C-5
JANUARY 1990
SUPPLEMENTAL

WD

Alaska Ocean Fisheries, Inc,
1826 E. 26th Ave.
Anchorage, AK 99508
(907) 272-0908

January 12, 1990

Dr. Don W. Collinsworth

Chairman

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
P. 0. Box 103136

Anchorage, AK 99510

Re: Comments on sablefish longline and pot management
alternatives.,

Dear Chairman Collinsworth:

We trust that the North Pacific Fisheries Management
Council will rule to maintain the "status quo" Open
Access Option in the management of the Sablefish
Longline and Pot fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska and
the Bering Sea/Aleutians fisheries as outlined in the
SEIS/RIR/IRFA of November 16, 1989,

Open access is often referred to as an irrational form
of management. But to fishermen (although, perhaps not
to professional investors) it is rational. To
paraphrase economist Friedrich A. Hayek, fishermen have
unique "knowledge of the particular circumstances of
time and place" in deciding whether to enter or exit
the fishery. Individual decision makers can decide
whether to enter or leave a fishery, just as anyone in
other free enterprise activities can do. They do not
have to pay some third party a royalty for permit or
quota in order to fish a stock that that third party
had no hand in husbanding.

The Council has made several aborted overtures at
changing the management program -- setting moratoria,
cut off dates, etc., all of which were rescinded, and
rightfully so. The longline and pot sablefishery is
only a small part of the overall groundfishery.

It seems that if anything is to be done to change
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Chairman Collinsworth January 12, 1990

management programs it should have begun with the much
larger trawl fisheries. These trawl fisheries are
already taking a large part of the sablefish and
halibut stocks as bycatch. To be effective, entry
control should have been imposed at the beginning of
the "Americanization" process. At that time entry
could have been metered based on whatever program was
in effect. By default, the open access program was
implemented. The expectation that access control would
be imposed has led in large to the frenzy to enter the
fisheries in order to capture a valuable financial
asset; i.e., access to a restricted fishery. The only
way to eliminate the excess capital now, is to let the

open access drama play itself out. There 1is no
civilized way of regulating excess capital from this
fishery -- or any industry for that matter.

It must be acknowledged (and the SEIS/RIR/IRFA does
acknowledge this) that no management scheme will
eliminate management problems or the problems
associated with overcapitalization in the fishery. Any
new management scheme will only change the complexion
of problems. It is something like changing the channel
on the TV. There is a change in form but not in
substance. A critical evaluation of the New Zealand
ITQ Management system acknowledges this in Marine
Resource Economics Vol. 5, No.4, 1988 pp. 325-349. The
open access system has worked for decades, albeit not
without its problems.

The impossible complexities of the real world, both in
terms of population dynamics and in terms of economic
dynamics, necessitates that- most fishery management

models use static, single period, equilibrium
assumptions. Influence of interest rates, for example,
is ignored. When stock growth rates and market

interest rates are incorporated into the model, there
is no reason to suppose that optimum biological
outcomes would result even if the resource could be
"privatized" in the ideal sense of the word -- i.e.,
where a full set of property rights could be defined
and enforced. We are all aware that the inability to
enforce property rights is the bane of establishing
effective individual property rights on the ocean.

To equate property rights in an ocean resource to those
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in land, such as farmsteads on the prairies, is
stretching the analogy. Property rights in 1land is
essentially property rights to location. The dynamic
nature of ocean precludes property rights to specific
location. Property rights to location encourages
individual investment in enhancement and husbandry
which in turn involves costs and enhances output. Even
then, we are reminded that not all outcomes on
privately owned farmsteads are optimal -- to wit, dust
bowl, salination, and other ramifications of the
destruction of privately owned land in response to
short term economic goals.

Trying to define property rights on the ocean could be
compared to assigning farming rights to the commons but
not allowing farmers to stake parcels. Each year there
would be a free-for-all to try and claim the best
parcels even though only a select number with "entry
permits" or "quotas" would be allowed to compete. The
open access "rule of capture" would still dictate the
nature of competition. There would be no incentive to
husband the land and make it more "productive." This is
what occurs on public grazing lands, i.e., tragedy of
the commons.

If the open access management system seems not to work,
it is not necessarily due to fault with the system per
se. It is more than 1likely due to the perennial
dynamics of modern technology. To restructure the
management program at any point in time is to freeze a
snapshot of existing technology. In time technology
changes and with it the need to change management
systems again and again. The analogy of a dog chasing
its tail comes to mind.

The assumption that an open access fishery is a "zero
sum" game does not square with reality. This is a
static assumption. It is true that new entrants,
responding to average revenue in the fishery, will
reduce the marginal revenue to others. But generally
it is the fisherman who is just getting by that is
impacted most, the highliners generally continue to do
well, The option available to those just getting by is
to leave the fishery.

The fact that fishermen will enter an open access

Page 3 of 6



Chairman Collinsworth January 12, 1990

fishery, to the extent that they do, leads to a dilemma
in attempts to impose entry control. Once an ownership
right to the fish stock, that is seperable from the
actual act of fishing, is established a third party
participant is created -- that is, owner of the entry
license, quota, or whatever form it may be.
Competitive bidding for this ownership right (a scarce
resource) will extract all profits "in excess of normal
profits."” This amounts to a transfer payment between
individuals for the right to harvest a public domain
resource, The level of this future "excess profit" is
dependent on the guessing game that fishermen are
forced to play. Thus, if the outlook is optimistic,
the capitalized value of guesses will be high. Those
who pay the high price will be in worse shape than
under open access because they now must pay the
optimistic guess of future "excess profits." This is a
speculative investment from which the fishermen may not
recover if their long term guesses are horribly wrong.

It-is an economic axiom that over time all benefits
that is supposed to accrue as a result of access
control will disappear from the fishery, extracted by
(initial) owners of the access 1license. Over time,
competition for access licenses will drive profits in
the fishery down to the open access level. High liners
will continue to flourish and the marginal ones will be
driven into bankruptcy. Another level of competition
will be added as fishermen struggle to pay off their
debt incurred for entry licenses.

The perception of what constitutes benefits and costs
is largely personal. For example, physical activities
required to maintain physical fitness is generally
considered the cost of fitness. To others, the
activity itself is considered an enjoyable benefit. In
analyzing or prescribing a change in social policy the
social strategist must be careful to define all costs
and benefits in an exhaustive and comprehensive
manner. Heroic assumptions impose limitations on the
effectiveness of the social policy. It is well know
that under the "Theory of Second Best," reliance on
conventional economic efficiency criteria may lead to
erroneous or, at best, less than optimum outcomes. The
SEIS/RIR/IRFA acknowledges that many of its assumptions
are heroic. The overall economy is rife with
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inefficiencies, thus relying on efficiency criteria in
program design will not necessarily lead to optimum
management policy.

The argument that overcapitalization can and does occur
is true. But, this is true in other sectors of the
economy as well, For example, airlines <could be
consolidated to increase load factors and "harvest" the
passenger load more efficiently. Any dynamic systenm
will oscillate around its "equilibrium" 1level of
investment. This equilibrium level of capitalization
has been, in the case of the fishery, distorted by
several factors. Two of these <can be readily
identified. (1) The income tax structure which
encourages nominal participation in fisheries in order
to realize tax benefits on pleasure boats. It should
be noted that most, if not all, nations that have
imposed access controls have extensive subsidy programs

which encourage overcapitalization. (2) Many
participants are there to ensure that they are included
in any form of controlled access scheme -- a valuable
asset.

The opportunity to participate even on the fringes is
an important choice for many participants with little
alternative opportunity. Labor is a unique factor of
production in that it is, in one instance, an input to
production and, in another, a consumer of the output of
production. There are, indeed, social ramifications
involved in fishing that generate positive economic
product -- albeit, perhaps not financial rewards. In
the case of a fishery, a fisherman is not only a
producer of fish but a consumer of a unique lifestyle.
To the extent that this lifestyle has economic value,
society benefits qua consumer.

If the Council opts to do away with open access, it
will deal the small scale fisherman an economic death
blow. Fishing will become 1large scale enterprise
controlled by corporate executives concerned only with
bottom 1line profits and not with 1living the wunique
lifestyle of a fisherman. No doubt changes have to be
made in the way fish are handled -- meeting market
demand for fresh halibut, for example. But these
changes will come in response to economic forces and
not by regulatory mandate.
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The free enterprise system is alive and well in the
land that nurtured it.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Regpectfully,

(/'-

Norman Staltem
President
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SUPPLEMENTAL
JANUARY 1990

anton T. Rowers

Bex la4¢

Sitka, aAlaska ©9C35

¢ January 19¢0C

North Facific Fistery Management Council
F.O0. Box 102136
ancrnorage, aX. 9¢3510C
Re: Commeants on the rrcpose’ alterna-
tives Ter manr~ing sablafizh off
alaska

Gantleman:

at long last the Counc!il is ubout tc make a decisicr on how to
manage the sablefish fishery anid I would 1ike to muke scme comrents
on the four alternatives which hav: evolved. Befcore I get inte

the specific alternatives let me mive come £eneral ccmnents wnaich
Feriain o0 all the dlternatives axcept tha status quo. In thecs
cozmentis I may r:fer only te Individual Fishing Sueta Shares, but

I do thls conly for brevity and int-nd that these ccmments apcly

alsc te the Flshing allotments and License Limitation alternatives,

Lza5ING: I havVe naver heara a valid argument in faver of lezsing
allotments, Individual guctas, or lLimited Zntry feruwices. 1 acuended
toree ot' the five pubtlic hearings held during Novembsr and December
1389 en thess management alternatives and NOT ONCE at any eof thecs
meeting did I hear anyene except Ceuncil and/er NMF5 staff declare
in faver of leasing. The reasons favering leasing wrich they put
forth were:

1. If a fisherman chcec=s to net participate in the szblefish
fishery he can et!ll put 4his cucta to Ucs by leasing it.

€. 1If & gzerscn loc~es ni1s ocat 4e con ctill derive income :rom
nls cuota cy leasing it.

5. 1t allews the whole qucta to be caught because those net
actually partaking of the TaC can lease their share of the quota.

4. Leasing makes it sa-ler to enter the fishery.

5. It 1s gclng to harnen snyway seo why make it illegsl,

Gentlemen, these are ntt reasons - these ar: rad herrings. 1In
snswer to #1 If a perscn joess not want to gartlcipate In tne fichery
fe can sell hkls quota and , 1f in the future he wuants to re-enter
tne flchery, buy quota shures to do se. Or he can simply 12t hkis
cuoty remain idle. For #2 a careon can alvays derive income from
his guota by riding or crewine atourd uncther boat. It is ectimated
that currently at least 254 of the boats p:rticirating in the
chatnum Stralght Sablefish Tirhery In Zo.theacse alacka de not have
linited entry perazits but insteuc have & rider or crewmwnter akcard
with & permit, The permlt holders are, of course, pald feor the use
of thelr cermlits - but it i not leasing - the permlt helider must
actually be cn beard. To answer #3 I wculd point out that the
Council lic presently helding back 157 of the sablefish TAC in the
Bering Seu/aleutiun sreas as ua recsrva fer incldental catch wrils
turgeting on ether specles. last y2ar moet of tnls reesprve was
€Lill net cuzught by Cotober first so YMFS declarsd that starting
Octoeber 2Cth all gear types could target con the ramainder of the
rzserve., It seems tc m2 that somet-ing similar could te worked

cut Zor any portion c© the TAC net caught by a given datse.
However, I wculd say that 3eptember 1 weculd be a bet‘er cut cff dste



than Ccteber 1t in the Gulf «nd & rmceprvs choyl~ be hela bacs
a8 incliental catch for any Cetobar hultbut cpening.  alse only

the usual gsar types with trelr usual ratios of tihe TAC shculi ba
allowsd teo cateh 4ny ratnant lefi over. {r - ynuiteyer re-nant was
left over cculi bte z- zd te the nsxt vear: rac.

as for 4 - yag - le.sine WOUT T Tak= 1t sust.y 4o 2Ly the Sistspe,
But tihe wholu reuscen for this ex2relze i1z to paduea ths effors ¢ °
thls flskery. To make it easlior would = iefeuiling vour purgsce.
Furthermcre, financing 1¢ availuble from the State of Adar-a ane
other finzntisl institutiens tec buy rermits or cucta sharss sc

leasing is net necsasary to enter the fishery.

#5: The man whe teld me this apreared to be sincere vet it ¢
same 4z saylng,"scme precple gra slways going to rcb Eznis, sc
2axe 1t illegul. It is o defeztist attitude or looking for an
€asy woy out so cemmenly found in gevernment btursaucracy which
speaxs for itself and I 30 net think I need ccmment on it.

-

-

The only real rezson for enicrsliny ths leact
quotas 1s sc heincus thot no cne will &ir
Namely: Thut a relutively tew maga-buck
quanities of these individual quctus untl @Y ccatrol the c:btrrer-
fleet. Then,in comtinut'-na with « trecessine plant, thoy will

be atle to lease thair queta shales tc catchers who will have teo
deliver to specifisd plants at o dictatsdi rrice. But Your stalf-
forever passing the buck - zay," N grotlam, Tha anti-trust 1.

u

1
|
3
8

Y g ¢

3 N GwWD
will take cure of such u situstion,"
The fsct 18 that anti Truct law: <o NCT taxe care o° whs rreklss.
1 suEaltt to you an articls from the January 4,1090 front pzge cf
the "Wall Street Journal" regarding chicken growers. 'a ccry cf

. c
the whole article 1s enclosed but speclilically 1t polnts out tkzat
in the lact 2C ysars the number of chiclen processors has shrunx
from more than 130 to zbout 30. Toiay threa large cocmpanies
nearly 40% of the nations chickens. Frocszsors grziually hav
Urp the naticn into regionual buyling monogeolies., as & recsult,
of the natiens 20,000 growers have sean thelr eccnomic lever:
vanlsh. The uanti-trust F2ople hsve <“one netb'nc about this so
how can you expect them to do anything &bcut fishing cartals =nd
this 1s esxactly what will hapren to the sablsfich fishery if vcu
dllow ths leasing of quotu thares.

LIS BT IR

But the chicken, urnfortunatsly, ‘o noet have the FCifa to back them

up. The Council is specifically m:ind-tel te cconciizr zoclc-eceono-ic
reprecucsions In its actions. To ullew 2n sventuz2lly where : rcmpany
Stere situation as the chicken grewers h.ve 1s contrary to the law,
There 1s only thing you can ethically, morully, cr lesgczlly ‘o
regarding leasing and that 1s te net allor it.

The Council's staff dc not fsel that a corner on the fishery wi'l
come about threough leasing., But whkat if 1t dees hagren - what can
the Ceuncil do after the fact. If the ccuncil finds - fifteen
years down the line - that & herrendous cltuaticn has actually
gccurred what can they Jdo abeut i1t. 1If the ccunclil then suye,"No
more leasing," the quota share ownrrs will argue that they psis

A,



gocd acney for thelr :hares ani that thasy will be canuced 1f the
Council disallecws leasing. The only way the council couls rectify
the situation wculd be tc buy ths sheres cack. Just where are you
ccing te get the monsy t: do that., It weculd bte better to not allow
leasing intially but, if, in the future trere 1s found to be a need
fer 1t, tc then &llow « small portion of the TaC to be lesased.

17, later still, & nesd for mors leasable chares is determined -
ana - tre already leacable sharss have not gravitatsd intc the
kands of & few, the Council ccul:i incresse the leasable cortion.,

It woula be best tc open that can of werms slewly,

Likewlze the ownership of cuota sharas has to be clearly define.
In orcer tc iieep the ownership cut =° foreilsn handg. The only
cratlic:l way of doing this 18 to racuire that cnly U.S, citizens

i.e¢. pscple - individual human beings can cwn individual quctus.
corporations do not quzlify teczuse far ur the sutsiderary laddsr

it s impogsitle tc t2ll whno actually owns the cerporstions wrich

¢wn teoe quotas. AU rcu de cnoose to allcw corporaticna te own quotas
that thoses corperations should be 1004 U.3. ewner and not Just

U.S. controlled.

I alro belleve that the quotz shculd be precent at the tige of
delivery although he ne=3 not be on bearid during the time the
becat was flehing.

The lacst of my gansrzl ccmments ic *n reggurd te the idea of u set-
aside of guota snares for future ugs of cestar communities, This
ldea strikes =e as wvre of a pelitical gambit te cultivate the
native vete than any effert at conservatien er management, Trhere
is ne need fer such set-asides. The natives in cestal cemmunities
have never befere shoewn an interest in fishing sablefish but if
they should chooss te do se in the future, there is ne reasen why
they cannot buy intothe fishery just like everyene elae. I peinted
out abeve that flnancing is available fer this. Lending money

to buy individual qucotas might be . 200l investmsnt fer n.tive
lecal and regienal cerporations as well. The Halibut Cemmissien
op2ned the doeor & crack en this sort ef thing when they decreed

a aspeciil halibut fishery for the people of the Pribilefs ~ new
they are being deluged with requests fer special fisheries all the
way frem Atka to Metlakatla. It is a can of worms best left unopened.

Alternate #1: Centinusd open access. You have all repeatedly heard
the arguments fer and against this alternative and have pledged
yoeurselves to eliminate it - =: 1 .ill not waste your time with

my comments.

alternate #2: annucl Fichine alletments. If you w.nt a munegement
system that will wirk you @:e gelng to have to ksep 1t simple.

Thie alternative is se cempliczted that loepheles will eventuszlly
arise that yeu csnnot even imagine at this time. Years will be
wasted trying teweed them out. It alse strikes me to be pregramed
tc self-destruct. Since newcemers can accuire an allotment fer

@ portion ef the T.C ufter cpsniing three years in the derby, the
prepertien ef the TAC which the eriginal alletment helders had will
srink as new alletment holders are renerated. Eventually the
eriginal alletment heldsrs will find 1t te their advantage te



fish the derby rather their new minunculgﬁllotment. If the idea
tehind this excerice 1s to eliminate derbys, this alternative cer-
tainly dees not de 1it. : -

Alternate #3; 1Individual Fishirg Quetas 1§ the only wlternativs
befere yeu which can reacily intsrface fishing for varieus specie,
each of which has its ewn TAC, all at the same time thereby reducing
the reseurce 192ss due te threwing back fish which are eut ef seasen.
Agaln having a set-aside fer an epen Tlihery i: not needed and m.kes
the whele rlan unnecessarily complicated.

I think thet the staffs i.sa cf ucing 1984 thru 1688 as the basis
years 1s geed but requiring participaticn in 1989 1ig net. There

are 80 many reprecusslions from the e1l spill cleanup that the requests
fer speclal consideration will impede the implimentation ef whichever
alternative you cheese. You might require rarticipatien in 1990
hewever.

« tulnk you going te have a preblen declding whether the vessel
ewner eor the skipper deserves the quetas when they are net the
Same persen. A Selemen type sclutien might be in erder in cases
where beth partles esach think that they should receive
the queta shares -~ gimply give each persen half.

The 1dea of using a fishermans best Years te cempute his share eof

the queta 1= net pracical. Yeu will end ur with ever 100% ef the

tetal five year queta to account fer. It would be simpler and

mere accrate te take the average ef the shares ¢f the TAC each
individual took each year ever the five year cerled. "

Alternative #4: License Limitation. Unless the Ceuncil 1s willing
te sliminate the 400 te 500 beats which have entered the fishery
since 1985 the management 3ystem described in thiz alternative
weuld enly serve te perpetuate the exlsting derby style fishery
albeit with a finite number ef teats.

There are abeut 300 boats frem Seuthsast Alaska whilchk do net fish
sablefish west of the Zast Yakutat ursu. Thare ic anether 110 er
S0 tcata from Seuth-centrel Alucks which deo net venture out ef the
Central Gulf cr West Yakutit areas. As this alternative is row
propczed, « boat gualifing for a permit anywhere in the Gulf

wculd recelive a parmit allewing it te fish everywhere in the Gulf.
These 410 beats which traditionally kave fished enly in their home
areas weuld receive parmits which eventually will wind up in the
hands ef beats which will ream the whole @ulf, theresby deubling
the size of the fleet which already fish the whole Gulf. The enly
selution te this is to issue permits fer fishines in & given statis-
tical area enly and net fer the whole Gulf., If a beat qualifies
fer a permlt in mere than one area then it should receivs a permlit
for each area in wrich it cualifies.

I am serry that I have been se lengwinded but there is a let at
Stake hers - net enly fer this fishery but fer the enes which will
be ceming up in the future as well. The key 1o finding & manageument 7
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methed which willl &llow the Interfacing ef the various ficherlss

and gear types, all the while avolding a system which allews
menepelies, foreign ewnershlp, eor cempany stere situatiens te exist.
I den't envy yeu. The Ceuncll has te de this by itself - it

cannet depend on eth:r agencles everwhich it has ne centrel (such

as the anti-trust people) te carry the ball.

Sincerely ysurs,
Mz, T o

Anten T. Bowers
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Chicken Economics
The Brotler Business
Consnlidates, and That
Is Bad Newsto Farmers

‘Growing Birds on Contract,
They Have No Recourse
If Terms Don't Suit Them

‘Like Serfs orEu—r Own Land’

. By MARS CHARLIPR
Staff Repontr; Tur WarL STae et Jul'mNar

DEEP G,?. N.C.-Nine years ago,
Dennis and Sherl Watson bought a chicken
farm here in the Blue Ridge Mountains for
$200,000. They also bought a lot of grief.

In the ensuing years, Mr. Watson main-

. tained a seven-day-a-week vigil over the
farm, leaving it just once for an overnight
fishing trip. Growing chickeas under con-
tract for processor Holly Farms Corp., the
Watsons peured their earnings into repairs
and izayrove.nents on the five long. narrow
chicken houses that rise like stair steps up
the mounaln ovehind the farmhouse.

But lui2 last year, the Watsons lost
thelr tarm and their home. In ar uitl-
mately futlle effort to fight off a takeover
attempt by Tyson Foods Corp.. Holly
Farms last year cut costs sharply, cancel-
Itng !ts contracts with the Watsons and 33
other growers here in western North Caro-
lina. Without an alternative buyer for
chickens, the farmers’ empty houses are
worthless, The Watsons say they are
broke. “We wasted nine years of our
lives,” Mrs. Watson says bitterly.
Buying Monecpolles

The Watsons are victims of the increas-
ing consoltdation of the chicken-processing
industry, exemplified by the merger of Ty-
son and Holly. In the_past .20 vears, the
"‘W"‘W
stirunk_from 00 _to about 30.
T uce

ueummumm%:mms
essors gradually have carved up the nation
Into W%Wm
sult,“many of the nation’s 20,000 contract

growers have seen thelr economic leverage
vanish along with thelr hopes for the fu-
ture.
"It g*ves us a lock at what consoltdation
-and mergers do fcr people on the lower
end of the ecciiomic scale,” says Brian
rutchfle'd, an econom!c development offl-
.'llal at the Blue Ridge Bleetric Coopera-
tive, .
.. 'That. suggests. 4 troubled future for
. many smail farmets, who, agricultural
; economists predict, will increasingly go
the way of the chicken grower—raising-
crops or feeding livestock under contract
to big processors. Some pork is already
raised that way, and the practice is ex-
pected to spread to the beef business. The
" lives of chicken growers offer a unsettling
. example of what other farmers may ex-

pect.
PCmtsuxm:vtmn Soars

The nation’s largest chicken compa+
nles—Including Tyson, ConAgra Inc., Gold
Kist Inc., Perdue Farms Inc., Hudson
foods Inc. and Piigrim's Pride Inc.—con-
tract with giowers in a belt that extends
from 'fpnate New York, down along the
Eastern Seaboard and across the South
through East Texas. The processors pro-
vide ;rwers with chicks and feed, then
slaughter and market the birds. The
growers provide the chicken houses and
the labor, typically tending four or five
flocks a year.

As health-conscious consumers have
eaten less red meat in recent years,
chicken consumption has soared. Process-
Ing entrepreneurs Iltke Don Tyson of Ar-
kansas and Frank Perdue of Maryland
have prospered. But while “the grower
makes a substantial capital investment
and takes most of the risk, he or she Is not

sharing n the success ofl the industry,
cnncluded a Texas Department of Agricul-
ture study on the state's poultry growers.
I ain't begrudging him bis money, but
Frank Perdue sald we'd prosper along
with him," says grower David Mayer of
0Oak City, N.C. “'We're falling behind while

the broiler compantes are getting rich.”
Growers say they feel trapped and int}-
midated by the companies they supply.
Thelr contracts offer them little protec-
tion: most can be terminated with just a
few days’ notice. Processors control how
many chicks a farmer gets, and they also
set *he price when they buy the adult
birds. As une Florida grower puts it, the

processors “‘hold both ends of the pen-:

o

Many grcwers further complain that
processors threaten to cancel their con-
tracts if they complain, sue nr talk to the
news medla. And since most farmers inort-
gage thelr (arms to build chicken houses,
they stand to lose everything if the prees-
sor cuts them off, ‘We're like ser‘s on our
own land,” says ore disgruntled eastern
North Carofina grower.

The processors defend their practices.
Growers ar,. well compensated, insists
Lonnle “Bo" Pilgrim, chairman and
founder nf Texas-based Pllgrim's Pride.
Industry spokesmen point out that growers
are guaranteed a price for adult chickens,
typically about 3% to 4 cents a pound.
Thus, the processors contend, growers are
sheltered from much of the risk of the vol-
atlle chicken market. Bill Roenigk, spokes:
man for the Nationat Broller Council, &
processor trade group, says studies have
shown that broiler farmers’ average return
on Investment {s 5%, or higher than that in
many other agricultural operations.

Not all chicken farmers are suffering.
Some, tn fact, do quite well, particularly in
areas wrere several processors compete;
pricea tor adult birds are typically among
the highest in such regions. That is the
case In northern Georgia, Arkansas and
parts of Delaware, Maryland and Virginia.
In regions where competition Is Intense,
growers may gross 20% more than their
counterparts in areas dominated by a sin-
gle processor, says Paul Ahko, a Cornell
Unlversity economist.

Ed Trainor, who suppiles chickens to
Tyson, four years ago left central Georgia,
where a single processor dominated the in-
dustry, and moved to Maryland, where
several vie for his business. Chicken prices
fn Maryland are about 20% higher than In
Georgta, he says, and processors provide
additional services such as litter delivery.

They also, he says, treat him with more re
M. - .
Consolidation Blues

But such competifion is lessening as the
Industry® consolidates. Agricultural econo-
mists estimate that growers earn from
4500 to $5,000 per chicken house annually,
depending on the region. Texas farmers
who raise chickens for Pligrim earn some
of the lowest returns—an average of $579 8
year per house, according to the Texas Ag-
riculture Department: Mr. Pllgrim, who
dismisses the study as politically moti-
vated, says $4,000 a year [s niore accurate.

+ In contrast, growers in Delaware, Mary-

land and Virginia say they make as much
as $10,000 annual profit per house.
" As processor mergers continue apace,
despair among growers Is on the rise. Sev-
eral years ago, Mr. Mayer, the Oak City,
N.C., grower, could choose between sup-
plying one of two processors. Then, Perdue
"bought its local competitor and became the
only chicken buyer [n the area. Mr. Mayer
says he makes $5,000 a year on each of
his two chicken houses, about what he
makes [n six weeks on his peanut crop.
That Isn't what he was promised when he
was recruited, Mr. Mayer grumbles.
When Perdue Farms came to Oak City
10 years ago, thé company’s ads hoasteﬂ
“tull-time pay for parttime work.
Growers say company representatives told
them they'd make $10.000 a year per
house, That's big meney in rural Martin
County, where per capita Income runs
about $11,000 a year—70% of the nation's
* average. Small farmers, who lack the re-
sources to compete with big farming (nter-
L ests in growing row crops or raising live-
- stock, saw raising brollers as a way to

save their farms.

. north Florida.

False Welghts in Florida

But the promised $10.000 represented
gross income, out of which farmers had to
pay for mortgages, repairs. new equip-
ment and electricity. And growers fcund
out the work Is anything but part-time.
Sick and dead chickens must be culled
dally. Equipment breaks down. The houses
require constant monitoring.

Some wary growers also suspect that
they may not be getting compensated {or
the full value of thelr chickens. A recent
Incident has fueled those suspicicns. ~ar-
gill Inc., the Minneapolls agribusiness con-
glomerate. admitted last year that it had
used false weights for 13 months at a proc-
essing plant in Jacksonville, Fla. [t paid its
104 growers $300,000 in compensation,

But 36 of the grvwer fiied suit against
Cargil! In federal district court in Jackson-
ville, alleging furthcr ‘raud reat pricttces
at the plant. Robert 1. Wallace, {nrmer
manager of the Jacksonville piant. sailf in
a deposition that he once saw a forkhe 1§
ing a portion of a truck loaded with
chickens as (t was being weighed. Mr. \WWal-
lace further testifted he had been tald b -
supertors that the practice was commen.

' Cargill denies the allegations. It main-
tatns It “acted In gnod faith in correcting™
the welghts, firing some emplovees in-
volved In the scam, and compensating .
growers, The company insists it has a good |
relationship with mast of its growers in «

Beyond such disputes, growers have
discovered that contract work can be peril-
ous. When consumer prices dip, the com-
panles place fewer chicks. less frequently.
And price-per-pound guarantees mean lit-
tle if chickens die; they are, by nature, ,
fragile creatures. Some time ago, Willy ,
Bunting, an Oak City grower, lost half of
his flock to a sudden heat spell. “'It's hard
to work ‘'when you're walking through the
chicken house picking up dead chickens
and you see you'll make nothing,” he
says. .

Many growers say they can‘t voice their
complaints or demand better contracts for
fear of retribution by processors. Cargtll
broke its contract with Arthur Gaskins, the
president of the Nortitern Florida growers™ |
regiontal organization, shortly after dis.
gruntled members filed sult against the
conglomerate.

In a depacition In that <3< Steven W
Huemoller, geneval inanager ot the Jack-
sonville plant, sald Mr. Gaskins was cut off
because he had helped initiate the suit and
had iaked to the press about chicken
growers". dissatisfaction with their condl-
tions. Questioned about the matter, Cargill
says it prefers not to do business with a
grower ‘who Is falsely charging the com-
pany with racketeering, theft and fraud.”

Mr. Gaskins, who Is seeking to have his
contract renewed by Cargtll, declined to be
interviewed for this story. he says he fears
further retallation. But the U.S. Justice
Department has taken up his case. {t filed
a lawsuit on his behalf in mid-December in
federal court in Jacksonville. An Investiga- |
tion by the U.S. Department of Agriculture ;
indicated that Mr. Gaskins was ‘‘unlaw-
{ully terminated" by Cargill, a spokesman !
for the Justice Departmer.: sald, '

To protect growers, a Florida state leg-
{slator is considering a measute that would
make It tougher for processors to break
contracts. Sen. Max Baucus, Democrat of
Montana, recently held hearings to air
chicken growers' complaints before Con-
gress begins drafting the 1990 farza hili.

Frustrated growers have little faith that
legtslative action will improve condlitiuns.
(I processors are forced 0 pay grow:rs
more, “they’ii grow thetr own chickens.”
predicts James Crews, one of the Northern
Florida growers.
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Cage

—
1984-86 (3A)
2Ai S0K/50°
2Aii 25k/50°
2B 10k/all
2C No mininum

1984-87 (3B)

2Ai S0k/50°
2Aii 25k/50°
2B 10k/all
2C No minimum

— 1984-88 (3C)

2Ai 50k
2Aii 25k
2B 10k
2C 0

Lic System Options

LICENSE SYSTEM OPTIONS

1989 Required (1A)

(4A)
No
NT Lic
197
210
218

270

284
286
309
403

324
347
363
513

NT-yr
[N
324
347
363
513

324
347
363
513

324
347
363
513

(4B)
NT-wt
@)
270
270
270

270

403
403
403
403

513
513
513
513
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(4C)

All
Transf Lic

513

513

513

513

513
513
513
513

513
513
513
513
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1984-86 (3A)

2Ai 50k
2Aii 25k
2B 10k
2C 0

1984-87 (3B)

2Ai S50k
2Aii 25k
2B 10k
2C 0

1984-88 (3C)

2Ai S50k
2Aii 25k
2B 10k
2C 0

Lic System Options

LICENSE SYSTEM OPTIONS

1989 Not Required (1B)

(44) (4B)
No NT-yr  NT-wt
NT Lic 08 (i)

423 678 682
466 752 682
502 819 682
682 1336 682
584 678 1049
651 752 1049
708 819 1049

1049 1336 1049
678 678 1336
752 752 1336
819 819 1336

1336 1336 1336

(4C)
All

Transf Lic

1336
1336
1336
1336

1336
1336
1336
1336

1336
1336
1336
1336

HLAMTG
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Fla 0- E‘O)’( :6‘:’7
- Soldotna, Ak 994669

December 13, 198%.

North Facific Fishery Management Council
=.0. Box 107136
Anchorage, Ak ?9S10

Dear Council Member

I am writing this letter in regards to the Council’s
alternatives listed and explained in the newsletter and also
explained to me in the December 13th meeting held in
Anchorage. I declined to give testimony at the Anchorage
meeting as I did not feel adequately prepared to explain my
case,

I am a vessel owner and have fished for sablefish in 1987,
my vessel fished for sablefish in 1988 and 1989 with a hired
skipper. The size of this vessel is 51 feet.

With my increasing interest in the bottom fishing industry I
invested into an B0 foot vessel, the "Kamishak Rueen" in
August of 1989, purchasing this vessel with Mr. Steven Fogg
as a partner. Mr. Fogg had been the skipper hired by the
previous owner of the Kamishak Queen for the past 4 years,
in the sablefish fishery, and had fished in 1985 as a hired
skipper on F/V Eclipse. In essence, Mr. Fogg has fished

and delivered sablefish for the past five years, four of
which were on the vessel which he is now a part owner. The
Jrevious owner never operated the vessel personally for
longline fishing, or participated in the sablefish industry.

In arranging for financing for the purchase of the Kamishak
Queen, I presented the bank the previous years catch
records, included in this was sablefish deliveries, and
completed projections of anticipated income for the Kamishak
Queen, also including anticipated income from sablefish
deliveries. I confirmed at the December 13th meeting that
these alternatives were not put out to the public until late
Dctober or November 1989, three months after the purchase by
M. Fogg and myself.

The Council ‘s alternatives #2, #3 and #4 all affect the
allotment for Mr. Fogg and myself, and will probably cause
an e:xtreme financial hardship with the inability to meet the
financial obligation for the vessel.

My proposal is as follows:

1. leave the allotments with the vessel, not necessarily

- with the owners or skippers, or

2. leave S0% with the vessel and S0% with the skipper,
enabling a hard working skipper to stay with a good boat, or
3. vessels purchased during 1989 that have participated in
the sablefish fishery, those allotments automatically go to
the current owners, whether it be S50% owner and S0% skipper.



- page two

Vessels purchased after December 31, 1989, the allotment
could be a negogiated part of the sale of the vessel.

I would hope that research would be donme into this
situation, and would not be surprised if it was one of a
kind for vessels as active in the f1shery as the kKamishak
Queen has been.

Lastly, I am proposing that a cap be put on the control and
or ownership of the IFQ’'s, this should be, that no vessel
owner could own anymore IFQ’'s per vessel that he owns than
that of the highest catcher boat delivery in one season in
the past five years. This catch should be figured as to
what percentage of the T.A.C. and no one veseel or vessel
owner should own or control anymore that that amount of
IFQ’'s per boat he owns.

I am assuming that this letter will be given the same
consideration as testimony in the January 15th, 1990,
council meeting, which neither Mr. Fogg nor myself will be
in attendance due to crab fishing, and not because of lack
of concern.

Slncerely,{-\w—’ (%541\)

Charles Hagan
Steven Fogg )
ownars/operators of F/V kKamishak Queen
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Dan Falvey
1230 indfan St.. Apt 8A
Bellingham WA 98225

Oct. 30, 1989

ALFA

C/0 Joe Donahue
Box 1229

Sitka AK 99835

Dear Joe;

| will be unable to attend the scoping meeting on Nov. 27. This letter sums

up most of my thoughts on limited entry, and hopefully you can get it read
into the record.

First off, | believe the system we have now of short pulse openings has
very few good points. Mostly it causes safety problems, increased
crowding and gear 10ss on the grounds, and a poor quality product which
brings a lower price. The fleet is already badly overcapitalized, yet it
still gets bigger each year. It should be cbvious to everyone that we
need to change a few things, and soon.

Of 21l the aiternatives, the one that | feel addresses the most problems
is a well designed ITQ system. ITQ programs can be designed to reduce
overcrowding on the grounds, and gear conflicts. They spread the season
over the whole year which helps the markets and brings a higher price.
Mostly though, being able to choose when to fish will do wonders for our
safety record. At the last ALFA meeting, Ron Hegge read 3 study the

‘Council did on the three alternatives. In every category {TQ's provided

the best results with the least harm.

{t's important that we design an ITQ program that meets our needs, not
use someone else’s. The MOST IMPORTANT part of this program 1S how
and when leasing is allowed. Unless we require the QUOTA OWNER TO BE
ONBOARD for a certain percent of his landings before allowing leasing,
our fishery will fall into the hands of 3 few big company's who can
manipulate it how ever they want.....| don't think this point can be
stressed enough.

10°d i 39934 ‘3°'d PTLT A8, 9 231



i've been told that this fdea won't fly because many boats out west are
owned by corporations, not individuals. Quota will still have to be
allocated by area, so why not make Southeast a special case? Southeast

is different in the fact that most boats are owned by individuals, not
corporations. We need to have a say in designing an !TQ program that meets

OUR needs.
Thank you for reading this into the recosa.
——/ﬁ

b0 _anFavey
F/tj SFERED,

20°d 3993+ ‘34 ST 83, O 131
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N.P.F.M.C. JANUARY 1970
SUPPLEMENTAL
Gentlemen;

I would like to submit testimorny regarding the upcoming decision on ¢ha
future ranagement of the sablefish fishery.

In the 10 years I have particlpated full time in the fishexry I have
watched it degaenerate into 2 short, intensely competitive, dangercus and waste-
fu. fishary. You've heard all the arguments. I wculd orly seel to add my
voice tc the many dissatisfied with the situation as it is and ask that the
council taxe this opportunity to depart frem status quo management in order o
return order and conservation to the priovities of fishery maragement.

I would iend my support tc either liscence limitation or IFg's. I sup-
port the liscence limitation system as proposed by the fishing Vessel Owrer's
Association if <he council can act on the measures to cut the number of boats
back tc below 300-35C., 3£ there are rore than 350 boats =otai{including inter-
im permits for those in the appeal process) then I Zeel that an IFD system may
pe better in the long run, thus spreading out the larger effort over a longer
period of time and easing the congestion that way.

With any more than 3530 Loats total our current problems will only raturn.
as cutiined in the sumary sent by the council on management alternatives and
as withessed in the limited saimon and herring fisheries in Alaska, in tire zll
vessels in the fishery will be working at maximum capacity within their size
classes. Therefore it is imperative that the council take decisive action and

use the choices aimed at cutting the number of boats tc a fair minimum in order
to achieve the stated obiectives of a change in management style.

I also feel that liscences shculd aot only be tied to vessels but that
participants who can demonsirate an active history in the fishery as cwners and/

or operators should be able to fish®different vessel than previously used.

But unusual and hardship cases could be dealt with in the appeal rrocess; an

additional number of permits that the council would have to figure into any

total, and all the more reason to keep the initial number of permits tc a min-

imum, A gear restriction may alsc be recessary to achieve a reduction in effort.
If an I1FQ system was chosen, theremust be a branch ¢f enforcement spe-

cificaliy to insure that corporate conglomerates could not accumulate an ex-

cessive percentage of shares. I have been tc New 2Zealand and seen the virvtual
destruction of soms fisheries there because all the permits were in the control®
of a few big figh companies. Alsc, the years used to determine a person's
share should go back to 1984 and include as many of the vears since then as

possible, with more weight going to the earlier years.

In closing I would iike to ask the council to chose a management option
which cuts back the fishing effort and spreads it cut in order to reliave the
problems purdening the current fishery. One cf the two limited entry options,
if implemented with enough authority to cut back the number of vessels tc below
350, will best do the job.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

PR
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Petersburg, Alaska
January 10, 1990

/ -
< ébtbfﬁyﬁ “

I hear a program on limited entry for sablefish will be
discussed in meetings in Anchorage for the Gulf of Alaska.

Die to past performance in this fisheries all thru the
fifties, sixties and seventies, I made my living longlining
black cod and halibut, both inside and outside waters, and

still do only in the inside waters.

I will not want to be excluded from this fisheries, as

I am well entitled.

Sincerely,
LY 4 /
Ly o b —

Lloyd Pederson

Boat "“MIDDLETON"

Box LL7

Petersburg, Alaska 99833
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CENTRAL BERING SEA FISHERMES'S ASSOCIATICN
20 BOX 88
ST, FAUL ISLAND, ALASKA 99660
JANUARY 2, 1989

Clarence Pautzke, Executive Tirector
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
411 W, Fourth Avenus

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Deac Mr. Pautzke,
RE: SABLEFISH EIS/EA/RIR dated 11/16/89

We wrote to you on Movember 22, 1988 with some comments on
the original publication of this document. Most of them remain
applicable to the prouposed action. Indeed, for all the rhetoric on
the issue of community development and coastal communities over
the past few years by the NPFMC, the treatment of this issue
remains fairly limited in the EA/RIR. We have additional comments
to add to those previously submitted.

1. As identified in Sec. 2.0, p.24, there is a sizable
sablefish resource alcng the continental slope southwest of the
Pribilcf Islands. Thus, assertions on p. 152 that rural coastal
community development, with the pessible axception of Atka, may
not be an issue with sablefish, are not accurate, Pribilof
residents will lose supstantial access to a nearky resource in the
event that IFQ’'s or licenses are adopted for this fishery, based
solely on recent past participation.

2. In the past two years substantial prcgress has been made
in harbor development on both islands, 35t. Paul’s is nearly
compiete, and a substantial private investment in processing
capacity has been made. In the event of license limitation or IFQ
systems in the Bering Sea, a substantial further barrier to entry
by local fishermen would be erected.

3. The EA/RIR has some discussicn of the additional "buy
in" costs for this fishery for new entrants (pp. 159-160) under
IFg and license limitation programs. It concludes that allocations
to existing participants could be leased or purchased, and that
the costs would be recoverabie. An aspiring Pribilof fisherman
with a large enough vessal would have to lease or purchase a
fishing right. When CBSFA suggested direct allocations to the
Pribilofs to be used to foster fisheries development, we were told
that "coupon clipping” would be entirely unacceptable. It would,
under proposed license limitation or IFQ privileges, be okay for
established fishing interests to do so.

4. Single species management is just not workable for the
Bering Sea. Vessels that have "acquired" sablefish rights by
stepped up participation the past few years, could gsall or leacea



their black cod privilege, while increasing theiyx participation in a
other spescies scheduled for limited access. A single comprehensive
solution fov sharing of Bering Sea resources, in the best lorg

term interests of ecosystem management, is a much more acceptable
method of proceeding. The deck just seems to ke stacked agalnst
developlng interests in a species by species parceling out of
resources.

As we have stated in our prior comments on this issue, uniess
ar  entitlement share of some kind is bestowed by the Council to
Pribilof interests, as part of this process of partitioning Bering
Sea resources, we must strongly resist limited access programs in
our area as discriminatory and not in the hkest long term interasts
¢f our communities, and our people.

We recognize tha difficult task of NPFMC in wmanaging these
fisheries and resources, and will centinue to seek solutions that
provide a fair and reasonakble access to fisheries and that achieve
the management goals of the Council and fisheries managers.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed
programs for sablefish.

5125erely, (// 7 ; -
LT S ) g Sk
é«;/’ “ /( A ,/C'
epfenia Pletnikoff, JF.
Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association

cc., Tanadgusix
Tanag
Pribilof Bering Seafood, Ltd.
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