AGENDA C-4
DECEMBER 1988

MEMORANDUM

TO: Council, SSC and AP Members

FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke
Executive Director

DATE: November 23, 1988

SUBJECT: Sablefish Management

ACTION REQUIRED
Review public comment and adopt a management alternative.
BACKGROUND

Pursuant to Council direction the staff further developed and released for
public review the draft environmental assessment and regulatory analyses of
management alternatives for the sablefish longline fishery off Alaska:

1. The status quo; continued open access management.
2. Multispecies longline fishery.

3. Individual Fishing Quotas.

4, License limitation.

5. Combination systems.

These alternatives are described in Item C-4(a), Chapter 5 and Appendix from
the analysis. Public comments were due by November 30, and those received
since the September Council meeting are included with a summary of all
comments as Item C-4(b).

On September 16, 1988 Council staff met with NOAA/NMFS Alaska Region staff to
discuss additional administrative and enforcement requirements should any of
the management alternatives be adopted. A report from that meeting is
included as Item C-4(c).

At this meeting, the Council is to decide which alternative to adopt and
forward to the Secretary of Commerce for implementation. Any management
alternative adopted by the Council will be implemented as amendments to the
Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands groundfish fishery management
plans. As noted in C-4(c), NMFS would not have the budget or manpower to
implement a program before January 1, 1990.
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(From "Sablefish Management in the Gulf AGENDA C-4(a)
of Alaska and the Bering Sea/Aleutian DECEMBER 1988
Islands Draft EA/RIR/IRFA," dated

August 10, 1983.)

5.0 THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Four alternatives to the current longline open access fishery are presented, all requiring
specific gear allocations of sablefish in the Gulf of Alaska, Bering Sea, and Aleutian Islands, in
addition to those put into effect by Amendment 14 to the Gulf of Alaska Groundfish FMP. By
1989 the Gulf longline apportionment of sablefish will be 95% of the total allowable catch
(TAC) in the Eastern Gulf and 80% in both the Central and Western Gulf. In the Bering Sea
and Aleutian Islands there are currently no allocations made specific to gear types (ie.,
longline, trawl, pot, etc.). Therefore, the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Groundfish FMP
must be amended to allow allocations by gear type if ome of the proposed  alternatives is
chosen. For this analysis, the approximate distribution of harvests by gear in 1987 were used
to fashion hypothetical longline allocations of sablefish: 50% of the Bering Sea sablefish TAC
and 70% of the Aleutian Islands sablefish TAC.

5.1 Alternative 1: Open Access - use existing management measures to control effort.

— This alternative would not restrict access to the fishery. It maintains the present management
regime with existing management tools such as catch limits, area restrictions, shortened
seasons, and trip limits available for use as necessary to conserve and manage the sablefish
resource. Currently, only catch limit management, seasons, and gear allocations are used with
the total allowable catch (TAC) divided between six areas (Figure 4.1). However, a proposal
for split seasons in the Gulf of Alaska is contained in Amendment 17a to that plan (NPFMC,
1988a). The assignment of most sablefish TAC to the longline gear group would continue in
the Gulf of Alaska. No change in management would result from choosing this alternative.

The need probably will arise to use other traditional management methods such as short,
periodic openings throughout the year as with halibut, exclusive area registration as with crab,
limitations on the amount or kind of gear (number of skates or hook spacing), trip limits as
proposed for halibut by the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC), or hold inspections
as in the crab fisheries. All of these management tools attempt to control effort by reducing
operating efficiency. These approaches and increased penalties were among those suggested by
many of the participants during Council sablefish workshops. All workshop groups recommended
increased penalties and enforcement regardless of the management system chosen.

Other management measures might also be instituted within open access, including the
allocation of sablefish TAC in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands to specific gear groups, or
allocation of specific amounts of sablefish TAC for bycatch in other fisheries. This second
option is considered as Alternative 2 (Multi-species Longline Fishery).

52 Alternative 2: Multi-species Longline Fishery - allocate 25% of the halibut and sablefish
. longline apportionments for use as retainable bycatch in other longline fisheries.

This alternative management scheme would allocate 75% of the sablefish and halibut longline
TAGCs: to directed fisheries and 25% to bycatch in other longline fisheries. The total catch of
each longline trip for Pacific cod, turbot, or other species would be allowed to contain 10%
round weight each of sablefish and halibut. This would result in a minimum of 80% of the

* round weight being species other than sablefish or halibut. The remaining 75% of the sablefish
and halibut longline TACs would be managed under their current regimes. Two options exist
under this alternative:

1.  Longline vessels would be allowed to participate in both the directed and bycatch
fisheries.



2. Each longline vessel owner must choose, on a yearly basis, between the directed‘ and
bycatch fisheries.

This alternative goes well beyond just the sablefish fishery, and would require detailed
integration with groundfish management in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands
FMPs and halibut managed by the IPHC. Targeting on sablefish and halibut would still be legal
out of season so long as neither sablefish or halibut exceeded 10% of the total catch. These
limitations would need to be enforced dockside. The Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands area FMP
would need amending to allocate the sablefish TAC between gear groups.

The second option, choosing between the directed or bycatch fisheries, would require vessel
owners to notify NMFS each year of their elected fishery. This could be accomplished by
choosing their exclusive fishery during the normal, yearly registration with NMFS.

Coordination with the International Pacific Halibut Commission, The implementation of this

alternative involves cooperation in the allocation of halibut between the IPHC and the Council.
For the icomplete implementation of the alternative, the IPHC must adjust their setting of catch
limits and allow for retainable halibut bycatch. It is not certain on what time schedule they
could accomplish such a change in management. Also, the IPHC management areas and the
Council management areas do not match. Therefore, reporting and accounting for the bycatch
would need to be coordinated by revised areas. It would, of course, be possible to have the
- IPHC realign their management areas to correspond to those of the Council. Again, it is
unclear whether the IPHC would be able to make such adjustments in the time frame of this
amendment.

An adjustment by the IPHC of TACS and areas to accommodate this management regime would
require a biological rationale. Article II(3) of the Protocol Amending the Halibut Convention
Between the United States of America and Canada for the Preservation of the Halibut Fishery
of the Northern Pacific Ocean and Bering Sea limits the Commission’s regulatory authority to
the development and maintenance of halibut stocks so as to permit optimum yield. This section
has been interpreted as mandating that the IPHC leave social and economic management of the
fishery to others (Travers, 1983).

Assuming, for the sake of discussion only, that the multi-species longline proposal is based on-
the biological consideration of reduction of waste, then the Council may not be able to adopt
regulations implementing this scheme without changing the statement of Halibut Management
Goals adopted at the September 23-25, 1987 Council meeting. That statement reads in part, "To
avoid conflict with the Commission’s actions the Council will not adopt regulations that have
the biological aspects of the fishery as their primary focus.”

- If the multi-species alternative has as its purpose social and economic goals, then
implementation authority would rest solely with the Council under Section 5(c) of the Northern
Pacific Halibut Act of 1982; however, the Council could not implement a regulatory scheme that
conflicted with the IPHC management regime. Section 5(c) states in part, "The Regional
Fishery Management Council having authority for the geographic area concerned may develop
regulations governing the United States portion of Convention waters, including limited access
regulations, applicable to national or vessels of the United States, or both, which are in
addition to, and not in conflict with regulations adopted by the Commission." Section 5(c) also
mandates that any allocation of halibut fishing privileges among U.S. fishermen be fair and
equitable to all such fishermen, based upon the rights and obligations in existing federal law,
reasonably calculated to promote conservation, and carried out in such a manner that no
particular individual corporation or entity acquires an excessive share of the halibut fishing
privileges. Implementation of this multi-species alternative would require coordinated action by
the IPHC and the Council in response to both biological and socioeconomic concerns.
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53 Alternative 3: Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQs) - use individual, transferable harvest
rights to control effort. :

The individual fishing quota alternative would consist of individual rights to fish issued to
qualified participants. These rights would be denominated as a percentage of the longline
sablefish TAC and would be granted based on performance in the years 1984 through 1987.
They would only be issued to those participants landing 1,000 pounds or more in one of those
four qualifying years. The rights would be fully transferable, that is leasable and saleable, in
whole or part. [Each IFQ would be specified by management area: Southeast Outside/East
Yakutat, West Yakutat, Central, and Western Gulf of Alaska, Aleutian Islands, and Bering Sea.
Only holders of IFQs would be allowed to land longline-caught sablefish. Three options involve
who would be qualified recipients:

1
2.

Vessel owners.
Permit holders.

3. i A split of the IFQs between vessel owners and permit holders.

Determining an Individual Quota, Landings data from fish tickets for the years 1984 through
1987 would be collected from the State of Alaska Commercial Entry Commission and NMFS data

files. These data would include all longline landings from the Alaska EEZ (regardless of the
state in which landed). Yearly landings would be totaled for each permit holder and/or vessel
owner. Each entity (permit holder or vessel owner or both, depending on the option chosen)
would have their two best years landings averaged for each area. Vessels with multiple owners
would have only one average. If landings were made in only one of the four years then that
year’s landings would be divided by two.

Averages from all qualified entities for each area would be added together to arrive at area
totals.  These area totals would be larger than the total of landings in any one year.
Percentages of each area total would then be determined for each qualified entity by dividing
their total by the area total. If both vessel owners and permit holders were considered
eligible, the previous procedure would be conducted for each group. Then, each individual
percentage would be multiplied by the respective group allocation percentage. A worksheet
example of the procedure is given in Appendix II.

Upon assembling the landings files, each qualified recipient would be sent a packet detailing
how the IFQ system would work. Each would also receive a list of their individual landings,
average of two best years for each area, and the preliminary percentage of TAC they would be
entitled to in each management area.

The initial allocation procedure can be conceived as follows:

1

Determine eligible group:

(a) Vessel owners.

(b) Permit holders.

(¢) A percentage of the-overall allocation to each group.

Organize data sets to determine each entity’s landings by area and year. If both
vessel owners and permit holders are eligible, an entity included in both groups
would have landings counted in the procedures for each group.

Average each entity’s two best years landings by area. Add these averages, by area,
to arrive at area totals.

Divide each entity’s average by the appropriate area total.  This specifies the
entity’s percentage of the area total.

If both vessel owners and permit holders are eligible:
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(a) Repeat steps 3 and 4 for each group.

(b) Multiply each entity’s percentage by the allocation that group will receive.

(c) For recipients represented in both groups, add their two percentages together.
6.  Notify each recipient of their preliminary entitlements. :

Verification of Entitlements, Those receiving entitlements would have the right to challenge
their level of entitlements during a specified appeals period. Challenges could only be brought
. forth on the basis of errors in the data and would have to be substantiated by landings
documentation. Appeals would be in writing and filed with the Regional Director of NMFS
setting forth the reasons why the determination was in error.

In the case of multiple owners of single vessels (including companies, corporations,
partnerships, etc.), owners would automatically be allocated IFQs based on the social security
number and name registered with the United States Coast Guard. It would be incumbent upon

the owners, outside of the appeals process, to rectify any differences between this method and
actual vessel ownership percentages.

Initial Allocation of IFQs, After the specified appeals period, all individual entitlements would
be added together, final percentages of the TAC by area determined for each qualified
recipient, IFQs for each recipient determined based on that year’s TAC, and IFQ entitlements
mailed to each recipient.  Each recipient would be charged a nominal fee to cover
administrative costs.

When the IFQ system is first implemented, a pamphlet will be prepared by the Council and
NMFS to describe how the system will work, how IFQs might be valued (future stream of
profits), and how penalties would be assessed. This pamphlet would be mailed to all persons
eligible to receive entitlements, all registered sablefish processors, and be available upon
request. A copy of this pamphlet, updated, would also be mailed to all new IFQ owners. On a
yearly basis, all IFQ owners, permit holders, and registered processors would receive notice of
changes to the laws, TACs, etc.

Annual Renewals of IFQs. The IFQs would be reissued each year to legal owners of the
harvesting rights upon payment of an annual administrative fee. These owners would be
tracked through records submitted to NMFS. Annual poundage values of IFQs would be based
on annual TACs. This means that as area TACs vary from year to year so would the poundage
value of each individual IFQ entitlement.

Transferability, IFQs would be totally transferable in whole or part by lease or sale. That is,
an IFQ holder would have the option of fishing some or all of his IFQs, selling some or all of
them to ome or more entitics (including corporations and partnerships), leasing some or all of
them .to one or more entities, or any combination of the above. It would be possible for a
private venture to establish a trading system for IFQs. All transfers would have to be reported
to NMFS. Such a system would have to meet certain (as yet unspecified) NMFS approval in
terms of reporting requirements and other criteria,

Monitoring _and Enforcement. Any person or entity landing sablefish by longline or who
processes or buys longline-caught sablefish would be required to have a federal fishing permit
which would be issued annually for a nominal fee to cover administrative costs. This
permitting process would aid in tracking IFQ landings and in enforcement. In addition, any
entity landing longline-caught sablefish would be required to obtain, and register with NMFS,
IFQs equal to the amount of sablefish landed.

Any landings tracking system would be designed to include fishermen, buyers, processors, and
managers in the development phase in order to ensure its acceptability and workability. Since
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IFQ management would allow the harvest of distinct amounts of sablefish, it would be necessary
for NMFS to keep track of this harvest for catch limit management reasons and to protect the
individual harvest rights of those obtaining allocations. The ability to track IFQ harvests
through the processing sector and into the wholesale sector could greatly assist in the
enforcement of IFQ use.

In order to be able to track control and use of IFQs, it might be necessary to utilize several
types of confidential reporting forms. These might include fishermen reporting their estimated
landings, buyers reporting the actual poundage landed, and processors reporting their purchases
and/or sales. An example of such a reporting system, along with its projected administrative
costs, is more fully described in Appendix 1.

54 Alternative 4: License Limitatign - control the number of vessels participating in the
fishery by issuing transferable amygontransfcrablc vessel entry licenses.

The license limitation alternative is a dual-level system whereby: (1) fully transferable licenses
would be issued to vessel owners whose vessels made landings of 5,000 pounds or more in 1984,
1985, or 1986; and (2) non-transferable licenses with a two-year duration would be issued to
those owners whose vessels landed less than 5,000 pounds of sablefish during those three years
or whose vessel made their first landings in 1987. The transferable licenses would be saleable
or leasable whereas the non-transferable licenses would be neither. Both types of licenses
would be area specific between the Gulf of Alaska, Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands. The
transferable licenses would be designated by vessel size category:

Class A:  Less than 40 ft.
Class B:  41to 50ft.
Class C:  51to 60 ft.
Class D: 61 to 70 ft.
Class E:  Over 70 ft.

Combinations of two licenses from the same size category and area could be used to upgrade to
a single license in the next larger size category. All size measurements are based on U.S.
Coast Guard vessel registration lengths.

Determination of Eligibility. Landings data from fish tickets for the years 1984 through 1987
would be collected from the State of Alaska Commercial Entry Commission and NMFS data files.
These data would include all sablefish longline landings from the EEZ off Alaska regardless of
the state of landing. The files would be organized by vessel and totaled for each on a yearly
basis.

All vessels landing 5,000 or more pounds of longline-caught sablefish in one of the years 1984,
1985, or 1986 would be eligible for a transferable license. Any vessel landing longline-caught
sablefish in any of those years but not totaling 5,000 in any single year would be eligible for a
two-year non-transferable license. ~ Any vessel making their first landings of any amount of
longline-caught sablefish in 1987 would also be eligible for a two-year non-transferable license.
Notifications of eligibility would be sent to owners of eligible vessels.

Verification of Entitlements.  Challenges to entitlements would be allowed during a specified
appeals period and would be processed in the same manner as those filed under Alternative 3
described above. Challenges could only be brought forth on the basis of errors in total yearly
landings and must be substantiated by landings documentation. Upon completion of the appeals
period, licenses would be issued to qualifying owners upon payment of a nominal fee to cover
administrative costs.
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Transferability ~ The licenses would be either transferable or non-transferable as specified
earlier.  All licenses would be reissued yearly, again with nominal charges to cover
administrative expenses. Transferable licenses, good in perpetuity, would be issued by vessel
size class as noted above. :

These class licenses would be freely transferable in that they could be sold or leased with or
without a vessel. However, they would have to be used with a vessel equal to or smaller than
the size class of issue. No person or entity could own, lease, or use more than one operating
transferable license per area. It would be possible for an entity to own a maximum of two
licenses per area but only one would be usable during the year. ‘

Vessel size classes would exist as a means of controlling expansion of effort in the fishery.
The only way an entity could expand the size of the vessel they fish with would be to either .
buy a new license for a larger vessel size or to own two licenses of the same size class and
area and trade them in to NMFS for one license of the next larger size class in the same area.
This combination of licenses would, over time, reduce the number of vessels in the fleet,
althoughiit might not have the same effect on overall fishing capacity.

Non-transferable licenses would be issued to those qualified vessel owners who did not qualify
for transferable licenses. The non-transferable licenses would not be size specific nor would
they be saleable, leasable, or combinable. After the second year, no new non-transferable
licenses would be reissued. All owners of non-transferable licenses who wished to continue
longlining for sablefish would have to own a transferable license, of the appropriate size
category, in order to fish after the second year.

Monitoring_and Enforcement, Institution of a license limitation system would require increased
administrative costs to track license ownership. NMFS would have to monitor ownership and
control of the licenses to ensure that no more that two licenses in one area were controlled by
any one entity. License checks would also be made at-sea and dockside. An example of such
a reporting system, along with its projected administrative costs, is more fully described in
Appendix I,

55 Alternative 5: Combination Systems - control the number of vessels participating in the
fishery and/or the total effort by combining IFQs, license limitation, and/or open access
systems.

There are four combination systems considered here although others are possible.

Combination System A - IFQ/License Limitation

-This system allows qualified recipients to choose between the use of IFQs or licenses.
Fishermen would have the choice of fishing in a competitive system among a limited number of
participants or with a guaranteed harvest right. Such a system is designed to offer fishermen
the maximum amount of freedom to fish as they choose while still restricting the overall effort
by either limiting the number of vessels or allowing the market to determine optimal fishing
effort with all inputs priced.

Qualified recipients would be vessel owners qualifying under the criteria for transferable
licenses set out in Alternative 4. The first year, and each year thereafter, qualified entities
would be mailed a notice detailing the amount of IFQs and type of license for which they
qualified. The recipients would have the option each year of using their license or exchanging
it for the IFQs. The IFQ allocations from those choosing to fish under the license system
would be pooled for the license fishery.
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The license fishery would operate as described in Alternative 4. The exact amount of sablefish
apportioned to the fishery would vary from year to year as recipients moved between the
fisheries. Similarly, the apportionment to the IFQ fishery, which would operate as described in
Alternative 3, would also vary from year to year. " -

Entitlements would still be totally transferable; however, once NMFS was notified that an
entitlement was sold on a permanent basis (as opposed to leasing for the year) subsequent:
. reissues would be to the nmew owner. Licenses would continue to be issued by vessel size, but
IFQs would not be vessel size specific. The limits on control of IFQs and licenses described in
Alternatives 3 and 4 would still exist. ‘ )
The intent of the system is to allow flexibility in fishing decisions. However, uncontrolled
transfer between the two systems could result in excess gains by selling IFQs and then fishing
in the license fishery. To eliminate this practice, it would be necessary to institute regulations
ensuring that those switching to the license fishery would take with them the same quantity of
IFQ entitlements as that license holder was originally issued. To ensure equality of opportunity
—and eas¢ enforcement, no vessel would be permitted to fish in both the license and IFQ
fisheries.

Combination System B - IFQ/Open Access

The second combination system examined consists of an IFQ system for permit holders and --
vessel owners landing over 5,000 pounds of sablefish during a qualifying period. The

qualifications for and operation of the IFQ fishery would be as described in Alternative 3. The
only difference would be that only a specified majority of the longline apportionment would be
allocated to the IFQ fishery. The remaining percentage would be available for longline
fishermen who would not possess IFQs, either because they did not qualify initially or because
they were just entering the fishery. These non-IFQ holders would be limited to landing 5,000
pounds or less of longline-caught sablefish during any year. No vessel or person who
controlled IFQs would be permitted to participate in both the IFQ and open fisheries.

Combination System C - License Limitation/Open Access

This combination system would consist of a license limitation fishery for vessel owners landing
over 5000 pounds of sablefish in a qualifying period. The qualifications for and operation of
the license fishery would be as described in Alternative 4. The only difference would be that
only a specified majority of the longline apportionment would be allocated to the license
fishery. The remaining percentage would be available for longliners who would not possess
licenses; they would be limited to landing 5,000 pounds or less of longline-caught sablefish
during any year. No vessel or license holder would be permitted to participate in both the
license and open access fisheries. - :

Combination System D - Competitive/IFQ

The system allows fishermen to choose between the continuation of open access or the use of
IFQs. Eligible fishermen would have the choice, on a yearly basis, of fishing in a competitive
- "open access fishery or in an IFQ fishery; other fishermen could also participate in the open
access fishery Such a system offers fishermen the maximum amount of freedom in choosing
between systems. In addition, a specified minimum amount of TAC would be reserved for the

open access fishery to ensure the opportunity for fishermen to participate in sablefish
longlining without acquiring IFQs.

Qualified recipients would be as described in Alternative 3. Their initial IFQ allocations would
be as described in that alternative multiplied by the percentage of TAC allocated to IFQs (as in
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Combination System B). The first year, each qualified recipient would be mailed a notice
detailing the amount of IFQs for which they qualified. They could choose to fish in the IFQ
fishery or surrender their IFQs to fish in an open access fishery. The open access fishery
would have a TAC consisting of the minimum specified amount plus an amount equal to all of
the IFQs surrendered by fishermen wishing to fish competitively.

Beginning in the second year and each year thereafter, fishermén with IFQs could surrender
~them and fish in the open access fishery. New entrants to sablefish longlining would be
allowed to fish in the open access fishery at any time without a need to obtain IFQs.

Fishermen (as defined in the initial allocation, that is, vessel owners or permit holders) who
wished to change from the open access fishery to the IFQ fishery would receive IFQ allocations
equal to the percentage of the overall (as opposed to open access) TAC that they harvested in
the preceding year. Fishermen could also enter the IFQ fishery by purchasing or leasing
existing IFQs. At such time as all allowable IFQs were allocated, no new transfers to the IFQ
fishery would be considered unless IFQs equal to that amount had been surrendered for
inclusion;in the open access fishery.

The intent of the system is to allow flexibility in fishing decisions. However, uncontrolled
transfer between the two systems could result in excess gains by selling IFQs and then fishing
in the open access fishery and acquiring new IFQs. To eliminate this practice, it would be
necessary to institute regulations ensuring that those switching to the open access fishery
would take with them the same quantity of IFQ entitlements as they were originally issued. To
ensure equality of opportunity and ease enforcement, no vessel could fish in both open access
and IFQ fisheries.

It would be the intent of the Council that participants in the IFQ fishery could not sell their
IFQs and then earn more in the open access fishery.
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Determination of Eligibility _for Sablefish Longline

Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQs)

IFQs Would be Issued as Percentages of the Total
Allowable Catch for Each Management Area

Eligible Qualification IFQ
Entity Criteria Eligiblity
~\ -
Landed 1,000 Eligible
Ownerof a or More Lbs in for
- Any One Year A
‘ Landings |—"1
Vessel Which During | IFas
- 1984-1987 \
. Made Longline " N/
Made Longline Caught Sablefish \ Did Not Land b3
Caught Sablefish Landings O\_'er 1.000
> Lbs in Any One
Landings / \ Yoar
All Landings
and/or Prior to 1984 '
. ( )
Permit Holder \ Not
Who Landed Did Not Make Eligible
. Longline Caught
Longline Caught Sablefish Landings for
Sablefish IFQs
MANAGEMENT AREAS

Southeast Outside/East Yakutat
West Yakutat
Central Gulf
Western Guif
Bering Sea

Aleutian Istands




Sablefish IFQ Issuance Procedures

IFQs would be specific to- Managemen't Areas

Average of Best 2 Years
Landings for Each Eligible Entity

Sum of Averages for all Eligible Entities
ina Management Area

Calculate Each Entity’s Percentage
of Management Area Total

Issue Notification of Preliminary
IFQ Entitlement Amounts

/ \

Eligible for

Not Eligible for
IFQs

IFQs

Challenge
Notification
Eligibility and/or
Amount

Accept
Notification
Amount

Accept
Notification

(Gather Documentation

Appeal to Regional
Director

Review
Documented
Appeals

Approve IFQ Deny IFQ

Eligibility
and/or Amount
Appeal

Deny IFQ

Eligibilty
Appeal

Amount
Appeal

/

Calculate Final IFQ
Percentages

Receive IFQs and Continue
Fishing. May Buy, Sell,
and/or Lease IFQs.

Must Lease and/or Buy
IFQs to Continue Fishing.




Determination of Eligibility for Sablefish Longline License

Licenses Would be Issued Separately for Each Management
Area and Would be for a Specific Vessel Size Class

Owner of a Qualification License
Vessel Which Criteria Eligibility
Landings During

Landed 5,000 or Eligi
( gible for
More Lbs in Any Transferable
One Year License
1984-1986

Did Not Land Over
5,000 Lbs in Any
One Year
\( Eligible for

[\

Mads Longine First Landings in
Caught Sablefish
. 1987 Non-transferable
Landings L License
All Landings Prior
to 1984
Did Not Make W .
Longline Caught NOtL?;E:‘bsle for
Sablefish Landings °
‘MANAGEMENT AREAS VESSEL SIZES
Gulf of Alaska Class A Below 40 ft.
Class B 41 to 50 ft.
Bering Sea Class C 51 to 60 ft.
Class D 61 to 70 ft.
Aleutian Islands Class E  Over 70 ft.




Sablefish License Issqahce Procedures

Licenses Would be Specific to Area and Vessel Size Class

Gather
Landings
Data

Issue
Notification of

License
Eligibility
Approved for Transferable Denied
or Non-transferable License License
-~ Accept
(Challenge Notification Notification
(Gather DocumematioD
Appeal to Regional
Director
Review
Documented
-Appeals
License Approved Appeal Denied
Receive License Purchase Transferable
and Continue ~ License or Cease

Fishing Fishing




AGENDA C-4(b)
DECEMBER 1983

LONGLINE SABLEFISH MANAGEMENT: SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENT

Alternative 1: Maintain open access (status quo).

Dean Adams, Seattle - Not the fate of the fisheries of the North Pacific.

Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game - Not in favor of open access since it is inconsistent with stated general
management criteria. ;

Anton Bowers, Sitka - Personally favored but does not seem practical.

Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Assoc., St. Paul - Preferred since it is the only system that would not exclude
developing fisheries of the Pribilof Islands.

City of King Cove - Recommends this approach since it will enable local fishermen to participate. City
Resolution 88-14 supports this position.

Brad Dickey, Homer - Not an option due to safety and management concerns.
Joseph Dittrick, Kasilof - American citizenship should be the only prerequisite for access to a fishery.

Joe Hess, Sterling - Would like open access changed a little. Annually, quota should be divided among all
permit holders based on the net tonnage of their boat. Fishermen could then fish any time during the year.

Jack Hill, Kodiak - As long as the fisheries are protected with quotas and seasons anyone who wants to put up
the time and money should be able to participate. The financial lost he feels he would suffer with limited access
would be great.

Oliver Holm, Kodiak Longliner’s Association - Strongly urges support of continued open access. He explained,
by using the seven identified problems of open access, why limited access would worsen the fishery’s problems
and social costs. He also stated that, with IFQs in particular, the Japanese might come to dominate the
ownership of harvest rights.

IPHC - The continuation of open access is considered unacceptable due to increased problems with quality,
safety, enforcement, wastage, and quota management.

Jon Rowley. Seattle - The status quo is not a viable management option for the sablefish fishery.
David Shrader, Kodiak - Strongly supports continued open access. He states that open access provides the

maximum amount of jobs and economic benefits, allows for diversification of the fishing fleet, provides flexibility
for developing new fisheries, and provides for effective resource conservation.

- Trident Seafoods Corp., Seattle - Strongly supports continued open access since the limited access alternatives
listed would not allow them to receive any of the economic value of the resource.

Alternative 2:  Set aside a portion of the sablefish and halibut longline TAC as bycatch in other longline
fisheries.

Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game - Although such a system would reduce waste of sablefish and halibut associated
with discard mortality it is still open access and therefore not acceptable by itself.

Anton Bowers, Sitka - Pacific cod not too prevalent in the Eastern area so this system does not seem practical
although making halibut a bycatch species might.




FVOA - Is opposed to this system. There would be economic burden and a management authority problem.

IPHC - The multi-species fishery management approach would resolve few problems but would require
considerable coordination with halibut management. The Commission would be unwilling to move boundaries
to facilitate this alternative. The analysis underestimates the potential problems of discard of halibut in the
Pacific cod fishery. Increased longlining for Pacific cod, as opposed to the use of pots, would greatly increase
halibut mortality.

Calvin Robinson, Juneau - Such an approach defies logic. Pacific cod and rock fish fisheries are only marginally
profitable while sablefish and halibut fisheries are economically sound.

David Shrader, Kodiak - A multi-species approach such as proposed by this alternative would make matters
worse. It would exasperate problems in the halibut fishery and presents a wide range of new problems in the
areas of conservation and enforcement.

David Tarr, Port Townsend - The Council should adopt the multi-species approach with vessels choosing on a
yearly basis whether they have access to the directed fishery or to 50% of the TAC reserved for bycatch. Such
a distribution of the TAC would allow for increased prospecting, development, and financial stability in other
fisheries such as Pacific cod.

Alternative 3: Institute an Individual Fishery Quota (IFQ) limited access management system.

Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game - This system, or a combination system incorporating IFQs, has the greatest
potential for avoiding some of the problems associated with a strictly open access system. Also, such a system
could be designed to continue to provide employment for fishermen, provide safeguards to coastal communities,
and allow for rural residents not yet involved in the fishery.

Anton Bowers, Sitka - If this is chosen shares will eventually go to fishbuyers and fishermen will have to take
whatever price is offered. Also, what would stop foreigners from controlling the shares?

Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Assoc., St. Paul - If IFQs are adopted in the Bering Sea the Pribilof Islands
should receive a full entitlement share of the quota. This is based on the mandate given to these people by the
U.S. government.

FVOA - Does not support IFQs since it could allocate 50% of the rights to hired labor, it is the only access to
market and could reduce fishermen to sharecroppers, is more susceptible to foreign buyout, would result in
discarded blackcod in other cod fisheries, would result in highgrading, and could adversely impact local
communities if sold to non-local operations.

Dennis Hicks, Sitka - IFQs seem to be the most desirable alternative, although those fishermen leasing vessels
might not be rewarded for their effort and pioneering work in the fishery.

Thomas Hoffman, Booth Fisheries, Seattle - Strongly supports IFQs. Such a management system would provide
for a continuous supply of fresh sablefish and increase the edible weight yield per fish.

IPHC - Strongly recommends the Council move towards IFQs to help resolve many management problems.
From a national perspective, open access fishing is very expensive and the advantages of IFQs outweigh
fishermen’s lifestyle arguments. An IFQ system would require coordination with the IPHC but the Commission
does not foresee any administrative constraints.

Scott Landis, Port Townsend - Totally in favor of this since it will help with gear problems and too many boats.
Anyone selling IFQs should be required to sell all they own to prevent tco many boats on opening day.

David Little, Clipper Seafoods, Seattle - This alternative should be rejected since it would restrict
freezer/longliners and slow development of Pacific cod longlining.



Norman Little, Cordova - IFQs are the best alternative. IFQs should be issued to permit holders with a 2%
ownership limit per person. The years 1985 and 1986 should be used to qualify, IFQs should be transferable,
and the IFQ owner should be required to be onboard the vessel whose landings are made. Permit holders should
be the recipients because their livelihood depends on direct participation.

Mark Lundsten, Seattle - IFQs or a combination system should be instituted. The system should be designed
so that it could be incorporated into a comprehensive plan for limiting effort throughout the groundfish fishery.

Jon Rowley, Seattle - The only sensible long-term solution. Without a question it is the best system for the
consumer, food service, retail, and distributions sectors and would favor an orderly development of domestic
markets.

Calvin Robinson, Juneau - Recommends eventual adoption of this system after the implementation of license
limitation. It is better to make a one-time investment in access rights for a stable fishery rather than unknown
amounts of money each year for an unstable fishery.

Bill Rotecki, Ketchikan - This is the best system to optimize biological yield and reduce problems. Such a system
would result in: increased efficiency of fishing operations, increased safety, less gear and dead fish left on the
grounds, legalization of incidental catch, higher quality products, higher profits, more dispersed fishing times and
lower prices benefitting the consumer, etc. His letter of November 28 lists a lengthy comparison of the
arguments between open access and IFQs.

Kirk Wollin, Sitka - IFQs are the only way to go. The continued loss of human life, boats, fishing gear, and the
resource associated with open access is avoidable and not necessary.
oy
Alternative 4; Institute a License Limitation limited access management system.

Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game - This system begins to address the problems of open access By reducing the
number of vessels (and therefore gear, gear loss, and deadloss) after two years. However, it could eventually
return to a derby fishery and after two years there would be an abrupt layoff of fishermen.

Anton Bowers, Sitka - Prefers this system, given the inevitable choices. Would have to limit boat size and tie
licenses to statistical areas. The Council must decide the number of vessels of each size needed and decide on
a point system based on gear, investment, income dependency , etc. Licenses should go to individuals and the
1985 cutoff date used for the Guif,

Jon Claypool and Larry Ward, Eureka, CA - Submitted a license plan somewhat different than that under
Alternative 4. It includes a limit on the number of hooks per boat based on number of crewmen, phases out
catcher/processors, and allocates some of the quota to a mixed longline fishery.

Dennis Hicks, Sitka - He is concerned that those fishermen leasing vessels might not be rewarded for their effort
and pioneering work in the fishery.

FVOA - The marketing structure between harvesters and processors would remain very much the same. Also,

licenses allow for current expansion in other fisheries and preserves Council options. It is also transferable into

a comprehensive groundfish limited access program. It allows people to exit the fishery in an orderly fashion,

_ preserves a solid core of longline vessels, would begin to answer uncontrolled entry problems, would provide a
viable income base for many vessel owners, and would help stabilize employment.

IPHC - Too many vessels would reduce the effectiveness of this alternative although it might, at best, prevent
a bad situation from getting worse. :

David Little, Clipper Seafoods, Seattle - This alternative should be rejected since it would restrict
freezer/longliners and slow development of Pacific cod longlining,

Calvin Robinson, Juneau - This form of limited access should be implemented, preferably followed by IFQs.

Jon Rowley, Seattle - Licenses create as many problems as they address and do nothing for dcrby-slyle openings
or inclement weather.



Alternative 5: Combinre different forms of management systems.

Option A: IFQ/License limitation. Issue both IFQs and licenses to qualified entities. Participants
would have the option, on a yearly basis, of choosing which system they wished to fish
in,

Option B: IFQ/Open access. IFQs would be issued to qualified entities but a portion d te TAC
would be reserved as an open access fishery for those not utilizing IFQs.

ion C; License limitation/Open access. Licenses would be issued to qualified entities but a
portion of the TAC would be reserved as an open access fishery for those not utilizing
licenses.

OptionD: ~ Competitive/IFQ. IFQs would be issued to qualified individuals and a specified

minimum TAC reserved for an open access fishery. Participants could switch between
the two systems on a yearly basis.

Anton Bowers, Sitka - Sounds great in theory but the regulations would rival the IRS.

Brad Dickey, Homer - Combining IFQs, licenses and multi-species is a must. This would allow delivery of
several species from one trip and halibut will have to be dealt with soon anyway. The minimum poundage
requirements for the IFQ and license segments should be lowered to 300 Ibs.

FVOA - No support, they carry all the flaws of all systems.

IPHC - The option of competitive/IFQ is second best to a strict IFQ alternative since it would allow fishermen
to "vote" for a system while allowing them the latitude to change their minds on a yearly basis.

David Little, Clipper Seafoods, Seattle - This alternative should be rejected since it would restrict
freezer/longliners and slow development of Pacific cod longlining.

David Shrader, Kodiak - None of the mixed alternative options would reduce fishing pressure and should not be
considered if that is the object of changing management.

Other Comments:

Dean Adams, Seattle - Adopt Limited Access for reasons of safety, gear conflict, bycatch, quality of the product,
and management of the fishery.

Kenneth Allread, Western Alaska Fisheries, Kodiak - He is opposed to any form of limited access. If the Kodiak
boats are eliminated from the longline fishery many of them would fail or relocate and this would have a terrible
effect on the Kodiak economy.

Anton Bowers, Sitka - Regardless of what system is chosen, the Council must answer certain questions: who
should have access to the fishery, big boats or little, owners or operators? Favors traditional fleet.

Thomas Branshaw, Cordova - Limited entry is the only solution, all others are just short-term put-ol'fs.'
Raymond Campbell, Kodiak - The EA/RIR is a classic example of putting a study together to support already
formulated opinions and conclusions. Any crew members and fishermen not already sablefish longlining would
be those most hurt by limited entry schemes but they are not included in opinion surveys. Increased effort in
recent years is in response to the Council’s discussion of limited access.

City of .King Cove - The Council should consider the concept of a community share quota system.
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William Nicholson, Bristol Bay Herring Marketing Co-op, Dillingham - Opposes any form of limited access. This

is because non-Alaskans are benefiting and ample time should be given for residents to gear up.

Yoshio Qono, Cresting Wave Seafoods, Seattle - An exporter of longline caught sablefish from Alaskan waters,
he feels the Council needs to take firm control of the fishery to preserve quality and size.

Jon Rowley, Seattle - A multi-species IFQ system would minimize bycatch problems and insure continuous
market supply.

Peter Schmidt, Marco Seattle - Some form of limited access is required for long term management. His
immediate concern is that the proposed cut-off dates would eliminate the introduction of freezer/longliners into
the fishery, vessels which produce high quality product.

David Shrader, Kodiak - He states that limited access of any sort will not facilitate or enhance fishery resource
conservation efforts, places no cap on maximum fleet effort, will artificially increase fishing effort in other
fisheries if done in only some fisheries, concentrates the economic benefits from the fishery to a small number
of interests, and is irreversible.

Trident Seafoods Corp., Seattle - No imposition of limited access in sablefish should occur until the Council
decides what action it will take with regard to FOG recommendations. Any allocation of economic rights in a
fishery must include all historical participants including the processing sector.

Ric Vrsalovic, Whittier - Wants to show support for any type of limited access system and hopes-it will be done
soon.



John Peterson, Chairman ﬁ@r[g\@ [5 [V ST

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council AN TS N i
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 - 0 19g

Mr. Chairman: V CoTeel
This letter is in regard to the issue of limited entry for

the black cod fishery. At the January meeting of the council and
at a limited entry seminar in Seattle, both of which were prior

to the fishing season, I recall distinctly hearing ... "These
meetings are not a forum for the discussion for or against
limited entry...That issue has been decided.” Apparently over

the course of the season, the facts that merit limited entry have
been forgotten or dimmed. I was very active in the black cod
fishery this vyear and my feelings for limited entry have been
amplified due to the progression of +this fishery. "Senility",
rather than "growing pains" describe this all too young fishery.

One hundred years... That is how long it took the halibut
fishery to disintegrate the form it held for so many years. In
my opinion it is a glorified sport fishery. The black cod
fishery on the other hand, may achieve this dubious achievement
in less than ten years following the "Americanization".

Nothing has changed in one season... The fisheries
management situation is continuing to worsen.

) Status Quo... in my opinion, is not the fate of the
fisheries of the North Pacific.

Safety... In just one season, the number of injuries
(claims) are up over last year's injuries by thirty per cent.
1987 was an all time high, also. Claim adjustments have increased
over thirty per cent and counting. The year isn't over yet.

Gear Conflict... In years past, as I cut miles of lost
Japanese gear from my gear, I told myself, "I can't wait to cut
some American gear for once'. I got my "chance" this year. One
example; My gear got entangled with something on the bottom in
400 fathoms (two thousand four hundred feet) and it parted under
the strain. I chose to "drag" for the gear with my grappling
gear. I picked up 5 different types of American gear. My gear
was unfortunately not one of them.

Bycatch... More gear is on the grounds. The grounds can
accommodate only so much gear before excess gear goes into the
depths frequented by black cod and halibut. It is not by choice
that increasing numbers of fishermen have to fish in this manner.
This is an unnecessary problem for a gear type that is renown for
its' ability to catch what it is targeted on.

) Quality of product... This subject requires no comment in
light of the halibut fishery. : -



Management of the fishery... the roulette method, in my
opinion, is not deserving of the fishery.

I urge you to accept limited entry.

Thank you,
Mq,%

Dean J. Adams
F/V QUEST
FVOA, President



BRISTOL BAY HERRING
MARKETING CO-OP

October 28, 1988

John Peterson, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.0.Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Mr. Peterson: ,

On behalf of the membership of the BBHMC I would like
to express our concern for any type of limited entry program
in regards to bottomfish.

It is our concern that ample amount of time is provided
for more Alaskan participation in the fisheries off our

coastline. .

We would like to go on record as opposing limiting
access in any form on the sablefish longline fisheries off
£~ Alaska. The reason for this is because we feel that
non-Alaskan fishermen are benefiting, and ample time should
be allowed for residents to gear up.

It is our belief that more Alaskan's are looking at
participation in this fishery and other fisheries in the FCZ
in the near future.

We realize how fast the bottomfish fisheries are developing, -
maybe too fast, however it is our opinion that Alaskans should
benefit more than they already are.

Thank you.

Sincerely, .
- .y 7
- - /‘

William H. Nicholson,
President

P.O. Box 10042 ¢ Dillingham Alaska 99576 e (907) 842-2386 ¢ (907) 842-5463



Telegram received over phone, 11/29/88

TO: North Pacific Fishery Management Council

As a fisherman who has a lot at stake as to your decisions which will be made
on December 5th, I must say the only true and lasting answer to the situation
regarding my longline livelihood would be to make it a limited entry fishery
as all the other alternatives are just a short-term put-off.

Thomas D. Branshaw
P.0. Box 591
Cordova, Alaska
F/V JOHN DAVID

588/DP



Anten Bowers

Wil MO B Boex 1445

‘Q \,,,,—f”"”/mJ. Sitka, Alaska 99835

; f”“,»"‘” 26 November 1988
Nodgg,Bact ic Fishery Managewent Council

P O Bex 103136
Ancherage, Alaska 99510

Re: Couments en the Draft
Regulatory Analysis for
Sablefish - -

Gentiesmen:

My concerns regarding the regulation of the Sablefish :-
fishery have net changed since writing the attatched letter
last May. Hewever I did net address all the alternatives
which are being proposed in the draft regulatory analysis.

I wish, therefore, to address these other alternatives at this
time:

l) 3tatus que: (I personally faver this, but being a realist,

I know some ferm regulation is goiny to happen and , therefore want
the most practical system.

2) Multispgbieé_iBngline fisherery: This is a provencial
1éealistic idea. It was put forward in a hops to combine
longline caught Pacific Ced, Halibut, and Sablefish inte one
fishery. Pacific Ced ars not too prevalent in the Southeastern
and Yakutat areag nor are they usually found at the depths
where sablefish are found. They do share the same habitat with

Halibut, however. The habitat for Halibut and 3ablefish do
overlap to a small degree,

Many fishermen do not find longlining Pacific Cod te be economically
feasible. Since the Council has scen fit to glve 12,000 mt to

Japanese longliners, next year the price for this specie will
be even lewer than it has been,

Therefore, hew would a multispecie fishery be set up when many
fishermen do not want to Fish all specie and all species do not
exist in ths zame prorortions in all areas? It sounds good on ~
paper but I do not believe it is practical. I can see making
Hslibut an incidental catch to both Sablefish and P. Cod but 1I

cannet see requiring fishermen to deliver a fixed percentage of
each gpecie.

3) Individual Fishing Quotas: I cannot reiterate enough that

if the Council chooses this method and leasing the shares or if
corporate ownership of the shares is allowed the shares wilil
eventually end pp in the fishbuyers (be they foreign or demestic)
hands and the fishermen will have to take whatever price is offered
them if they want to fish. They will net have the option of

choosing where they want to sell the fish or shopoing for the
best price.



4) Licence limitation: As stated in the attatched letter, N
I think this is trke way to go. It 1s a tested system that works -

any other system will be flawed with loopholes which will take
years (if ever) to work out.

5) Cembinaticn system: Again this sounds great in theory
but actual implementation would require a set of regulations
which would rivel our internal revenue system. If ycu want a
system which will work - keep it simple.

Very truly ycurs,

Azl Ry

Jnton Bowers



Anton Bowers
Box 1445
Sitka Alaska 99835

29 May 1988

Nerth Facific Flshery Management Council
P. 0. Box 103136
Anchorage, alaska 99510

Re: Comwents en ceontrelling access
in the Alaska lengline sable-
Tish fishery

Gentlemen:

I personally de net believe in any kind ef government regulation
of fisherlies other than to enferce a guota for conservation
reasons. However, becomers who used to seream that King Crab
quotas were toc low and, consequently, fished out the king

crab and who then turned to dragging until now the polleck
stocks are threatsned are now invading longline fisheries,

Since salnon, herring, and crab in Alaskan state waters has

gene limited. entry, boats flshing thos<species have a virtually
non-competitive sanctuary where they can be assured an income
while dabbling in nen-limited fisheries.

Perhaps, if those who hold limited entry permits were restricted
to fishing enly these fisheries in which they held permits the
problem would be selved. This is not a pclitic selution, hewever,
and doubtlessly would never fly. To be realistic, then, blackcod
and lengline fisheries in general must institute some sort of
limitations in self defense. '

So the questions arise: Who should have accese to the Tishery?
Skiprers, boat cwners, silent & abeentee partners, ewner-operators
Just who? And how should the effort bes contrclled? Limited

access or seme kind eof a division of the quota system?

Before these detailed type cuestions can be answered some

wore ccmprehensive, general type quiadelines must be set.
Speciflically: who does the Council want tc operate in this

fishery Should it be fished by mega-buck, multi-boat ewner
cerporations which will eventvally turn it inte a catcher-precesecr
fleet cperation reculring much enforcement; or should it remain
the traditional owner-ogerztor, undar 9C fcot beat fishery which
delivar. tc a shere based processer? ohould financial capabllity
be the consideration - or - financtial dependancy? ‘ ~

¥y arguments, henceforth, favor the traditional lengline
fishing fleet. This flaet has shown for some time that it has
the cazpbility to catch the blackcod queta in a reasenalbe tims
during the gummer Tenths wiltheut any help frem tae teoaera.
This traciiicnal fleet makee 1ts livine solesly from longlining
and dces nct flit from fishery to fishery wherever the profit
looks best. It has bw=en longlining for penerations.
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The boomers, on the other hand, have only entered longlining )
during the laqst few years since 1t has become a viable fishery

and will disappear as soon as they find somewhere else to

put their money which looks more profitable.

Nine years ago Canadians werse 8t1ll fishing halibut in U,S, waters
although we could not fish in theirs. U.S. longliners, who

wera primarlily halibut fishermeh then, .successfully worked to

make the U.S. waters strictly fer U.S. halibut fishermen. Then
there was the battle over the 60-40 8plit in area twoe: that

gave Canadlans 60% of the quota in area two and U.S. fishermen
40%. We argued and eventually convinced the IPHC that the

division should be determined on the biomass and not by a fixed
ratio. :

The Japanese were allowed to catch nearlly all the blackecod

in those days and would only pay a piddling amount for U.S.
caught fish, Consequently, there were few U.S. blackcod
fishermen. But the Magnusnn Act was on the books and we
gradually caught more and more of the quota until we finally
pushed the Japanese out of the fishery. This brought the price
up closer to where it should have been all along. . Pot boats
began to increase and trawlers began to target on the specie.

During the early 80's we continued teo attend meetings and lobbing
when we should have been fishing until we succeeded in getting 7~
regulations which banned pot boats from the Gulf of Alaska and
reduced the trawler take to incidental catch only. Now that

those who plieneered the U.S. blackcod fishery, paid their dues

and fought the necessary battles to make longlining in

general - and fishing blackcod in particular a viable fishery,

every body wants to get 1into act. )

It seems to me the traditional longline fleet should be the
reciplents of the fishery no matter what method is instituted
to regulate the effort. They have shown the stability to hang
in there even when the prices were down and the fish were scarce
end they have demonstrated the ability to catech the quota as

well as teing the ones who fought the battles which made the -
fishery what it 1s today. ’

Determining who amengs? the traditional fleet should be allowed
to participate in the blackcod fishery would tax Solomon. How
thl. 1s determined will depend in some degree on what method

of regulation 1s selected.

NMFS prefers a share-quota system because they think it is

.8imple and would require no enforcement. All they need do

1g divide a persons or a boat's catch ever the years by the
respective quota and, voila, that's the share the FuUy gets.

But 1s that fair to those whe fought the battles and stayed

with the fishery in both good and bad times. It seems to me )
1t would favor the big boat newcomer who can carry big crews,

stay out in bad weather, have automatic baiters and have ceme

in with big catches during the last few years.

A8 far ag enforcement is coﬁcernod»it strikes me that NMFS 1is
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Terribly naive and doesn't understand a fisherman's nature.
A fisherman is a guy who 1is willing te stake his bankroll
- ‘“7l;§9 even his life on his ability te outwit the weather as well
y/,r " ““ug the fish.¥ Outwitting the fish-cops is a mere warming up -
exerclize. Especially with the penalties so miniscule in
comparison with the petential profits involved.

For example: What will a beat do when he comes in and finds
that he has accidently gone over his allotment. He will
slmply wmake a deal with someone who has not used up their .share
yet to deliver the exceds in the other man's name. That may
not seem like a big problem but before long some financier who
has bought up a let of shares will put a tender in a secluded
cove on the way to town and relieve fishermen of their excess
fish or buy blackced from fishermen whe have no shares at all =
all this at a reduced price of ceurse =~ and deliver them in his
own name without ever having put a hook in the water. How would
that be controlled without an enforcement effort. I'm sure that
there are many mere ways to get around the share quota cencept
that will have to be ferretted out by enforcements types

¥ Even the New Zealanders say that this system has turned out te
be much more complicated than they thought it would be and they
have not yet gotten the bugs oeut of it yet. o

New Zealand, Iceland, and Canada all limit foreign investument
in their countries whereas we do not in the United States.
‘What is to stop foreign (e.g. Japaness) investers from buying

-~ Up these shares behind the scenes? We would be right back te
where we were before the FCMA. It wouldn't even surprise me 1if
1t was these foreign interests whe have convinced NMFS to faver
the transferable shars quots 8ystem. The State of Alaska has
already Iinstituted a linited access system for Blackcod in
state waters of Southeast Alaska. Why have a completely different
system for the same fish in federal waters?

I f a fisherman were limited to a glven poundage of fish and

the price ranged from $1.10 per peund fer under twe pounders

and increased 15¢ per pound for each peund size to a maximum

of $175 a pound for fish ever five pounds, woeuld he be inclined
to throw mack the smaller, less valuable fish - even when they
had little chance cf surviving - and fill his share with the
large, valuable. fish? The boomers wko are out to make a quick
buck in spite of what damage they do to the rescource deflnitely
weuld., These ure thke guys who gaff, horn (evan though 1t tears
off half its head) and throw back an undersized halibut becauss
the law does nrot allow them to keep it. That fish has absolutely
ne chance to survive and grcw tlgger. The traditionsal professional
longliner probably would not. He is the type who skillfully
shakes an undersized halibut with a minimum of damage tc the

flsh even though it takes more time.

The limited access system, on the other hand, 1s the one which hag been
successfully tried in this country. It has gone through the

/-~ courts already, 1ts bugs have teen worked out and 1t works. 1If
the quota shares are fairly distributed (1.e. tased on more factors
than Just numbers) Limited Access is no more complicatf{ed when
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determining who gets to fish. 4lso I see ne mere enfercement
invelved - and perhaps less - than with a share quota system. -\

Such a system would have to limit beat 8lze to the status que
80 that all the little boat permits de net suddenly become big
beat permits. I would even suggest a maximum length and/er
tonnage to disceurage catcher-processors. Remember 13 Japanese
catcher-precessors used tc be all that was necessary te catch
the whelie queta and then some, Ninety foet maximum 1l.e.a.

and/er abeut 120 tens maximum gress .weight seund reasenable to
me.

The permits should e tisd tc the Statistical areas. There is

no reason why someone who qualifies for a permit in Southeast
dlaska and has never tished west of the Fairweather Grounds

should have a permit he can sell te someone who will use it

te fish in ether areas. We're trying to reduce the effort - not
inerease it. If a person Gualifies for permits in more than one
area, however, then he sheould receive permits for all those areas.

The councll must then decide how many boats of the various sizes
involved can fieh in any given area. Then the fun begins.

The council must fermulate a peint system with peints allowed

fer previous crewing en blackced boats, ewnership in blackced

boats, ownership in blackcod gear, operating blackced boats,

inceme dependancy on the fishery, and any .other valid factors.
Determining hew much weight to put on each of these considerations
will prompt much animated diecusaion.- but it can be done. N
ihen tne appilcatlions are sent out and a deadline set for their
return. Upon thelr return the applicants are listed in order

of thelr total points. The total number ot boats allowed

is then reduced a certain percentage to allew a reserve for-
those who point totals change upward due to appeals, etc.

The 1list cof appllicants 1s then struck off at that number.

Those above the line get permits - those below do not.

»

Fermits shculd be issued only to United States citizens and
sheuld be limited to ene per area,. They should be limited -
Lo ladivicusis - 10t te corserztiene 2nd not o boats. The
otate of alaska hae been doing it this way for years., It has
been tested in the courts and once in place 1t is relative simple
and it works.

a person

No matter what system is chozen, participation after 26 September
1985 should not be considered in qualifing for a permit or shares.
Those who entered the fishery atter that time had fair warning
that they might not be considered in apy effort limiting scheme.
1o choose any other date willl be inviting lawsuits.

the Bering Sea and the Western Aleutian Areas should also be
considered for limiting effert in conjunction with the gulf.

But since the 26 September 19885 date only applies to the gulf

other dates might be set for those areas, . : "~

At the worksheps on this issue there was seme concern about



'~

-5-.

financing a buy-back pregram for these don't qualify for permits.
The State of Washington had a buy back program when they lnsti-
tuted Limited Entry but the only beats they acquired were hulks
which no ene elsé would buy. The good boatus tound uses in other
fisheries. The State of Alaska algo had a buy-back program
authorized but never had to use it. Certainly no boats entering

-the fishery or getting a new owner after 26 September 1985 should

be considered for buy=back nor should boats invelved in other
fisherles during ‘'er after their participation in blackcec.

Any financing needed to implement a buy-back program should ceme
frem a surcharge on blackcod delivered. I personally think this
whele buy-back idea is a red herring and will never come to pass.

iets of luok,'

,-%Z\ 7_ EB’W’ ez—

Anton T, Bowers
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A PROPOSAL FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF CHRTAIN BOTTOM ,{9@ >
FISEERIR OF ALASKAN & ADJACENT WATERY ¢ LONGLINE \ \/
I. The purpose of this plan is to faoilitate the efficient and reasonable ’
management of the regional longline industry. S

Ae Plan must permit maintainance of healthy fish atooks while
recognizing year to year and oyolical variations in abundance.

Be Plan should aim to maximize employment both on the water and
ashore and also attempt to increase total valus of product.

Ce All participants in the fishery must be accorded a reasonable
opportunity to make a good living.

D. Management plan should improve flow of products into the mariet
and allow greater emphasis on quality

B. Plan should alleviate problem of too much fishing capacity in
the Gulf of aslaskae. .

F. Most management plans eithsr create a static industry with little
incentive for the ramaining fisnarmen or else oreats a situation
where & young man needs a brotnaer-in-law who owns & banx to
get started. Regulations must recognize and even prowote the
dynanic, evolving carser cycle of the fisherman.

l. Typically fishermen entasr tiie business young and poor with
nyither the experience 1or the equipmant for top production.

2 During a fisherman's middle years his effort and his catch
are greatest.

3. Before retiring, a fisherman may slow down and raeduce nis effort.

II. The three geographic divisions of this fishery into Gulf of Alaska,
Bering 3ea, and Aleutian waters recognizes basic differences and should
De retained. Transferable Boat--3ffortUnit licenses are to be issued
for each aroa based on fishing during qualifying years. permits are
given to the boat owner or skipper (only 1 per boat) and are trans-
foerable wnolely or in part (see below).

A+ The Gulf of Alaska experiances too much effort basically because
of fishing by non-fulltime longliners. While we appreciate an
owner's desire to ksep his boat working, this proposal amphasizes
management for a stabile, viable longline fleet.
l. Blackcod permit limited to pemnit -holders fishingl986 or earlier.
*ae 3xcapt that poessscors of a2nother Alaska limited antry
pemit are to be penalized 1 year in qualifying.
2+ QCurreant subdivisions of the Gulf region and its quota are to
be maintained to protect subpopulations.
B. The Bering 3ea Region is impacted by longliners moving west fram
the Gulf and by intanse targstted trawling.
1. Blackcod pormit limited to permit holders fishing 1987 or earlier.
*a. Sxcopt that possessors of anotner Alaska limited entry
pernit are to be penalized 1 year in qualifying.
2. Blackcod catch regulations vis-a-vis trawlars, including
bycatch and allocation percantages, should be bdbropght into line
with those on the Gulf over a three year periode.

sparmit to fish blackcod on the inside waters of 3E Alaska would not affect
eligibility. possessor of another limited entry pernit would be allowed to
give upthat permit to qualify to fish blackcod.



C. The Aleutians Region is really not overcrowded as demonstirated ~\

by boats leaving the area in the fall with the guota wnfilled.

In the past thia ares has been self-limiting by virtue of

weather, distance, and isolation.

l. Blackocod permit limited to those pemmit holers fishing 1989
or earlier.

2. Blackcod catch regulations to be gradually bdrought into conformity
with those of the Gulf of Alaska over a 3ix year period.

iif. Besides limiting the number of permits, this plan calls for regulating
the fishing effort per each license. Boat length does not accurately
;.. ureflect ability to catch fish, Kor obviously do a skipper's savy,
knowledge, desire to work, determination, luck, sto. lend themselves
to regulation. '
Ae Yo propose that permits be structured on & fishing-effort-unit basis.
This would be directly tied to crew size and/or hooks fished.
l. Hand baiting permit holders and those using automated gear are
to be treated the same.
2. Orew size is caloulated counting the sxipper/opsrator as a
crownane
3. One orewnman aquals 2000 hooks fished.
4, Rffort-Unit permita may be moved by the permit holder from boat
to boat. Permits are also to be transferable on the free market
in one man/2000 hook wnits between 2 men/4000 hook lowsr and
10 men/20,000 hook upper limits.
5. For hand baiters, the number of effort-units allowed could be 7™
determined by orew liability coverage in the qualifying year or
some other siuple eriteria.
6. For permit holders wno were alrsady automated number of allowed
effort-units could be decided by abova means or at the permiteess
option by appearing before a spécial determinations board with
a log book or some other definite proof of number of hooks actually
fished in qualifying ysar. . :
a» Detarminations board could allow these permitees to fish
fractional effort-units (perhaps in 500 hook increments)e.
But only whols effort-units could be transferred on a free
narsat.

be 33cause of anforcament difficulties pormit holdars fishing
autonated systems ars expactad to b3 sspecially helpful in
daveloping enforcement techniques and rrocedurese.

Be 3irce catcher-processcrs are difficult to monitor and contribute less
to shcreside employment, this marsgerent plan. calls for them to be
pnasad out.

1. 2Phase out period in each area is 2 years for each year the pearmit
nolder operated as a catcher-procsssor previous to and including
qualifying year.

a. If g permit holder. operated a catcher-processor in 1985 in
all three areas, he may operate for 4 more years in the Gulf,
6 wore in the Bering, and 10 more ir the Aleutians.
be At permit noldar!s option, he could convert to strictly
fishing in each area at the appropriute time. Vi



2. In cases of non-owner operated vessels, vessel owners could
appear before the determinations board to request an owner's
permit which he could then assign to a hired skipper. (This
same process would apply to purely fishing vesaels that were
not owner operated.)

3. Total nunber of effort-units for catcher-processors to de
decided by board on review of fishing logs.

4. All catcher-processors to have observer aboard.

IV. We recommend the longline fishery be separated into two distinot units.
A. A directed fishery working against 80% of ths blackcod quota in

sach area.

l. 3ubject to the above modifications this fishery would procede
much as the present blacikcod fishery does, but because of reduced
total effort the season would last considerably longer.

2. 3eason opening dates would be changed to; Gulf of Alaskg~-
April 15, Bering 3jea~-March 1, Aleutians--Feb. le.

3. Closing dates for each region and subregion determined by
meeting quota.

4. These permit nolders allowed to land non-targetted spec:.ea
subject to current regulations.

B. A mixed catch fishery working against 20% of blackcod quota. in

gack areas.

l., Vessel operators would need to choose this option each year
before beginning fishing and to commit to this option for the
whole year, (perators need to make an informed choicel
a. Managers need to publicize the total number of pemmits for

each region.

be They should also inform operators of permit distribution
in the two types of fishery.

ce Pormit holders to bs allowed to decide anytime of the year
which of the two fisheries they will participate in--as :
long as they have not yet commenced fishing.

2. Mixed catch permit holders would be allowed to land up to 20%
blackcod each trip calculated on a heads-off weight basis. Jess
than 20% blackcod and such a mixed catch fishery is of very
doubtful economic viability.

3. These fisnerzen would be subject to quotas on blackcod but also
to quotas on those species making up the 80% of their catch:
rocicfisk, turbot, greycod, dogfish, and others as determired
by marikets.

4. 1t is strongly wged that 20% of the total allowable halibut
catch be added to this fisherye.

a. 4 permit nolder would be allowed up to 30% per trip by weight
of combired dblackcod and halibut but zno 'nore than 20% of
either,

b. This measurs would encouragé a prosperous, resident or local
small boat fleet providing a steady supply of mixed fish of high
quality over a long season.

5. The mixed catch longline season to begin Jan. 1 in each area.
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CENTRAILVBERING SEA FISHERMEN'S ASSOCIATION

E§Q§:E§{1Q%7E§!}3g

PO Box 88

St. Paul Island, Alaska 99660

November 22, 1988

Clarence Pautzke, Executive Director
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council

RE: Sablefish Management

2

Dear Mr. Pautzke,

Thank you for extending the comment period on the impor-

tant issue of sablefish management. Central Bering Sea Fisher-
men's Association represents the fishermen of St. Paul Island.
We have studied the EA/RIR/IRFA provided by NPFMC on management
alternatives for the sablefish fishery, and would like to go on
record with the following comments:

1) At present, due to the limited and seasonal capacity
of our small vessel fishing fleet on St. Paul Island,
there is no active involvement by our fishermen in the
black cod fishery. This means that, as presented, the
acceptance by NPEMC of any of the management alternatives
other than the status quo, will likely result in total
loss of access to the sablefish resource in the Bering Sea
forever for our 1local fishermen. At the present time, we
must speak against the imposition of management regimes in
the Bering Sea that exclude the developing fisheries of
the Pribilof Islands from future participation,

2) Pribilof Aleuts have been mandated by the US Congress
to develop an economy based on the fishery resources of
our Bering Sea region. Multimillion dollar government
assisted improvements at St. Paul Island and St. George
Island have been undertaken and are ongoing to support
such an economy. Local fleets, as large as supportable
under present conditions on our island, have been financed
to train and develop our fishermen for taking an eventual
full share of fishery resources from the rich waters of
the Central Bering Sea. Only recently our community has
begun installing new facilities to process multiple
species, particularly longline and shellfish caught
species. To tell us that we cannot share in the sablefish
resource available over the Bering Sea continental slope
(which passes just south of our islands) is to deny us a
basic access and right to resources that belong to our
people by virtue of centuries long residency in the Bering
Sea.



3) As our history here in the Bering Sea well documents,
the fleets of many nations have shared and disputed over
the resources of the Bering Sea, in some cases to the
detriment of Aleuts. At one time also, the fur seals were
managed as a fishery. That fishery was closed to outside
interests and "given" to Aleuts in 1984, only to be taken
away for commercial purposes in 1985, causing great
hardship in our communities. To live here, we must have
realistic access to the fishery resources of the Central
Bering Sea region.

4) The problems and difficulties in the sablefish
fishery are well dociumented in the EA/RIR/IRFA presented
by NPFMC staff. Clearly, the problems identified, which
the alternatives seek to address, exist primarily in the
Gulf of Alaska, and not the Bering Sea waters. The NPFMC
manages many and diverse fisheries and waters. Not every-
thing is the same in every fishery. Thus an opening exists
for the NPFMC to adopt a management regime for the Gulf
of Alaska, and delay ‘any such action in the Bering Sea.

5) Under the IFQ and license limitations alternatives

identified, none as presented, are viewed as favorable to
Pribilof 1long term interests. We suggest that if 1IFQ
systems are to be imposed in the Bering Sea by NPFMC, that
Pribilof Island Aleuts receive a full entitlement share of
quota in all species. Our 1local shares can then be,
transferred, sold, leased or otherwise used to generate
our full access and entry into the Bering Sea fishery.
Except in some such scenario as this, we must strongly
oppose IFQ systems as discriminatory, not in our best
interests for the long term survivability of our commun-
ities, and directly contradictory to the mandate given our

people by the US Congress to develop a local economy based
on the fisheries of our region.

6) Our development in the fisheries has been slow to

this point, and almost solely in the halibut fishery,
thanks to the 5(c) exemption granted to our area in the
1982 Northern Pacific Halibut Act. With an incomplete
harbor, small vessels, and no year round mooring basin,
the options have been few without the large sums and
financing necessary to purchase large vessels or factory
catchers. But our fishery has taken root, and, as we

stated, improvements and expansions are in the works on
both the Pribilof Islands.

Aside from the natural difficulties, our fishermen and
leaders have had a difficult time understanding the flow
of regulations in the fishery. However, we certainly
understand the shortcomings of a short opening fishery in
a way that only small vessel owners can. We 1look with

increasing concern at the increased appetite and trend



toward overcapitalization of the factory trawlers, and
wonder about their impact on the resources of the Bering
Sea, and whether we should be more concerned about their
impacts in our rich Pribilof waters, where local resources
must sustain us. This issue is of importance not only to
Pribilof Islanders, but to all shellfish and longline
fishermen who fish these waters.

7) . Because we have been in the fresh market and are so

far removed from the market, we have stressed quality in

our local fishery. Better product enhances the fishery,
pPleases consumers, and returns more money per unit of
effort to the fishermen. To address this concern we have
worked to assure a Tonger season for our small vessels,
through expanding the number of openings and using trip
limits in our 4C halibut area. Many of the marketing and
quality issues raised in the sablefish discussion by your
staff have been addressed in our halibut fishery out of
necessity. To this end we strongly suggest to the Council
the use of extended seasons and trip limits as one means
to achieve both better quality and higher returns, as well
as safer fishing. The methods have been recently endorsed
by Don McCaughran of the IPHC as effective tools in
regulating a fishery, preventing overfishing and overcapi-
talization, and providing a more constant quality supply.

On behalf of Central Bering Sea Fishermen's Association,
we wish the NPFMC wisdom and judgement to determine what is
fair and equitable in the various fisheries under its juris-
diction. We hope that you will give some consideration to our
comments regarding the black cod fisheries and other issues
affecting us, and recognize that Pribilof Aleuts are serious in

their efforts to develop an economy in our Central Bering Sea
ecosystem.

Sincerely,

Perf%ﬁia Pletniko;¥4é%%%§;£lsident

Central Bering Sea Fishermen's Association

cc. St. George International
Gov. Steve Cowper
Senator Ted Stevens
Senator Frank Murkowski
Congressman Don Young



il
L ‘Raymond J. Campbell
- P. 0. Box 2020
oy 291988 Rodiak, Alaska 99615

SIS November 25, 1988

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P. O. Box 103136
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Gentlemen:

This is my response to your Environment Assessment/Regulatory
Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis for the
sablefish management alternatives. Your study is a classic example of
putting a study together to support your already formulated opinions
and conclusions concerning the sablefish fisheries.

In the past, I have expressed to the Council that the reason
for such an increase in the fishing effort for sablefish has been the
threat of a limited entry system or another farfetched management plan
that could deter the majority of the fishermen from the opportunity to
even pursue sablefish as a viable fishery. The increase of the 1988
season over the 1987 season is an example of how the fishing pressure
might decrease if the management is left open access. The fishing
community is now in a position that if you don't fish, you will
probably lose your fishing rights in the future.

In the summer of 1987, the Council solicited sablefish
management proposals and received 59 proposals. In your study, you
just seem to cover license limitations, I.F.Q., and by catch as the
only viable alternative to the status quo. I personally came up with
six alternative management plans. I didn't even see one mentioned in
your study. I would be interested in some of the other 53 proposals
suggested, or if the Council has considered a wmanagement plan that
would not be a windfall profit give-away program to the old-time
established fishermen that the Council seem to hold in such high
regard.

The Council seems to justify the need for a new management
system on the results of three surveys done by Dittman/Graystar, North
Pacific Longline Coalition, and the North Pacific Fisheries Coalition.
All of the surveys were sent to permitholders and processors -- the
very people that will benefit the most from a limited entry scheme.
In the past, I have brought this point up in the Council meetings. Wo
surveys have included the crew members or fishermen not presently
participating in the sablefish fishery. These are the people that
will be hurt the most by being cut out so another segment of the
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council
November 25, 1988

fishing industry can be assured an easy time of it by eliminating
their competition.

This issue of limiting the sablefish fisheries' participation
reminds me of the state's limited entry program for the Kodiak roe
herring fishery. The Council is going to put a new management plan on
the industry regardless of the desires of the fishermen, and it will
most likely be as irreversible as the state's limited entry programs
are now.

In the November 14th issue of the Kodiak Daily Mirror, former
Chairman for the WNorth Pacific Fisheries Management Council, James
Campbell, was quoted as saying: "Too many people listen, but don't
hear." I tend to agree with that quote. When the subject of the
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is brought up among
fishermen, the concern is they don't hear or even try to listen.

Sincerely,

P A Commgp i

Raymond J. Campbell
RJIC/kkr
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September 23, 1988

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Ron Miller

P.0. Box 103106

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Mr. Miller,

We, Cresting Wave Seafoods, Inc., a Washington Corporation, are an exporter
of various frozen seafood products from the North Pacific region. Among
those products, we have been handiing 3-4,000,000 pounds of frozen Sablefish
per year for the last several years.

We are almost exclusively dealing in Alaskan Longline caught Sablefish since
the market demands it's much superior quality compared to the Trawl caught
product. This inferior quality of the Trawl caught product holds a lessor
value in the marketplace, and this has a tendancy to depress the entire
Sablefish market abroad, throughout the year.

In addition to the quality issue, past catches show that Longliners are
harvesting a much bigger size of Sablefish, letting the juvenile fish
alone for further growth, while Trawlers tend to scrape them up regardless
of their maturity.

We are quite concerned that without firm control in this area, we are- going
to see in the future a heavy concentration of juvenile Sablefish harvested
in Alaska, much like what we see in Oregon and California today.

We are sincerely hoping for N.P.F.M.C.'s considerations to this matter so
that we, fishermen, processors, marketgrs and consumers will all have this
marvelous product to enjoy for generations to come.

Y0:ct

Watermark Tower, Suite 1404 1107 First Avenue Seattls, Washington 98101 (206) 624-6552 Fax: 621-90¢
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council
PO Box 103135
Anchorage,Ak 99510

Dear 3irs,

Please considar the following coments on the longline
Sablefish fishery off Alaskas
1- Due to safty and manazemenf considerations, the status-
quo- is not an ontiond
2- A combination system with Ind Fishing Quotas, Lisec
linitation and a multil svecies longline fishery is a must:
A= Many of the same hoats fish dalibut, sablefish
and nacif*c cod- it would be most efficient *to
be ahle %o deliver all three on any siven trip to
prevent loss of non target species and to make it
economicly possible to fisn pac, cod.
B~ You are golng to have to deal with the halibut
fishhery very soon- and a multl species aporoach
makes  sense.

In ordsr to make a multi-soecies apoproach work- the followlng
modifications must be made %o your IFQ ~nd lisc limit sheets-

1- IFQ- (sese attached)smaller thnreshold- 300 1bs so that
Hz2lidbut fisherman can keep salbefish,

2- Lisc 1limit- also a snallsr tanresnold- 300 1lbs=-for same r
reason, Also evsn small quantities should be elieible
for lisc- this will make multil snec possible withcut waste
=it will permit smaller loc=zl boatsto huy enoush quota
to keep tnem fisning on more of 2 year round basis,
which will yeild 2 better price due to better randleing
on boat and shore- more fresh unfrozen procduct on

market,
hank vou y[ffv r conslderation,

~Spad Dlﬂ ey
PC Box 2677
domer,ak 96603

cc Tony Knowles



Determination of Eligibility for Sablefish Longline

Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQs)

IFQs Would be Issued as Percentages of the Total
Allowable Catch for Each Management Area

Southeast Outside/East Yakutat
West Yakutat
Central Gulf
Western Gulf

. Bering Sea

Aleutian Islands

Eligible Qualification IFQ
Entity Criteria S P ouen Eligiblity
* .. LSQQ‘\S \S‘V‘ﬁ—a s
. o '—':7,_‘."'—.-‘.-\ - ) {
j . . .
Landed 1,000 | N Eligibla
or More Lbs in . for
Ownerof a - Any One Year
Landings |—"=<L
Vessel Which During IFQs
Made Longline Made Longline / 1984-1987 \ /
Caught Sablefish "~ Dot ara
: Landings Over 1,000
Cau?ht Sablefish Lbs in Any One
Landings / —_— Year
All Landings
and/or Prior to 1984
)
Permit Holder \ Not
Who Landed Did Not Make Eligible
. Longline Caught
Longline Caught Sablefish Landings for
Sablefish IFQs
\ _/ \ )
MANAGEMENT AREAS



Determination of Eligibility for Sablefis

Licenses Would be Issued Se

Area and Would be for a Specific Vessel

h Longline Lice’ﬁ*Se

parately for Each Management.

Size Class

License

Owner of a Qualification
Vessel Which Criteria Eligibility
Landed 5,000 or Eligible for
More Lbs in Any Transferable
One Year License
Landings During

1984-1986

—

Made Longline )

Caught Sablefish First Landings in

= L 5= e (L LE
Did Not Land Over S > S hi 1 'Z
5,000 Lbs in Any A0y 3 W
. One Yga.r A jf ™

Eligible for

1987

Landings

5

All Landings Prior

=

Non-transfe-able
License

™~

TRARS Feramer

to 1984 h
Did Not Make ] \( .,
( Longline Caught - NOtLiEclErgz or
l Sablefish LandingsJ —L
MANAGEMENT AREAS VESSEL SIZES
Gulf of Alaska Class A Below 40 ft,
Class B . 411050 f1. 7
Bering Sea Class C 5110 60 ft,
Class D 61 to 70 ft.
Aleutian Islands Class E  Over 70 ft.
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Fish Works! A

HITTe= (S )5 U ‘\ V[~
\ . ’l r"\\::—-_ H e NG
Fishermen’s Terminal ,I U’l : @ ,"\ ‘
C-10 Building g .
Seattle, Washington 98119 i ‘ ; NV 6 1988
(206) 283-7566 O o ce
November 14, 1988 i-..__ _ _ R P

John Petersen, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Mngt. Coun.
POB 103136

Anchorage, AK 99510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am enclosing for the Council's review a discussion of the Chatham
Strait sablefish fishery which appeared in the November, 1988 Alaska
Fisherman's Journal. In the past five years, a number of articles
critical of "derby" style management have appeared in various
fishermen's publications. The Chatham sablefish fishery is not under
Council jurisdiction, but the issues are similar to those inyolved
vith the sablefish fishery in Council vaters.

I refer you to the underlined sections of Susan Ewing's article. In
summary:

1. The number of participating vessels has tripled
since 1984. )

2. The number of hooks per vessel has tripled.
3. Harvesting efficiency has increased substantially.

4. The length of the season has been reduced from 2.5
months to 24 hours.

5. Despite the 24-hour opening, the quota (1.5 million
lbs.) was practically doubled (206 million lbs.)

6. License limitation results in more, rather than
less, effort and especially more gear.

Needless to say, the amount of fresh Chatham Strait black cod available
to the domestic market from a 24-hour season is extremely limited.

What do we want the sablefish fishery to look like in 5, 10, or 20

years? We need durable, long-term management strategies that will

stand the test of time. I ask the Council to reject short-term
/N management schemes. : - -

The status quo is not a management option for the sablefish fishery.
Also, it should be obvious from reading the enclosed article that

professional services for the seafood industry e restaurants o retail



John Petersen
November 14, 1988

Page 2

license limitation creates as many problems as it addresses and does
nothing to alleviate the short, derby-style openings or the dangers
associated with inclement weather during such openings.

Given current patterns of investment and opportunism in the fishery,
combined with a more efficient and mobile fleet, I respectfully submit
to the Council that the IFQ system is the only sensible long-term
solution. Divide up the quota among the fishermen based on past
participation, eliminate seasons entirely except for reasons of
conservation or quality, and let the harvesting sector work together
with the market to determine the best time and wvay to fish. Fishermen
would tend to fish when and how it was economically advantageous.
Future technological improvements would then be geared to upgrade
quality rather than to increase speed and hold capacity.

IFQ management is without queétion the best system for the US consumer,
food service, retail, and distribution sectors. What is good for the
market is ultimately good for the fishery and the country.

An IFQ system would also favor an orderly development of domestic
markets, especially for fresh sablefish. It takes a certain
availability of high quality fresh product on the market to open up a
strong frozen market.

A multi-species IFQ system would minimize by-catch problems and assure
a continuous supply of several species to the market place.

The Magnuson Act is very clear as to the Council's responsibility to

consumers. I urge the Council to keep this responsibility in mind when
formulating a management plan for sablefish and other species.

Re r—ctfully
d“b*~(;E§THJij7
a Rowley
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Crap-shoot Nets
2.6 Million Pounds

by Susan Ewing

lej Il the gear they e b
on a 24-hour season, 1 to the

Imagine the fish-eye view as 1656
boats up and down Chatham Strait

“Southeast blackcod derby.

The 1988 Northern Area Sable-
fish (blackcod) fishery, which in:

f——

cludes diatricts 9, 10, 11, 12, 13¢, 14
. and 16, opened for 24-hours at noon,
September 19. Skippers and crew
held their collective breath as they
plunked down their beta.
“I'll bet 20,000 hooks I can lay 10
miles of longline at 360 fathoms and
ull it all back up with fish on
tween now and this time tomor-
row." Some win, some lose. Since
1685, only & few get to play.
The Southeast sablefish season
has been limited in one way or
another since 1980. That was the

_—

Sl .“Jh._

Thea Patten ( above), second-year M

longliner and “forever” fisherwoman,

baiting skates and singing the praises of

a 30-pound blackcod: brother David
*books on. Skipper Tim Martin allernates

between meditating on the Chatham

Strait chart and munching a sandwich -

in the wheelhouse of the Trisha C.

- first year fishermen had to work

around a shortened season. “Short”
then. was two-and-a-half months—
September 1 to November 15. The
season was reduced each year, until -

hi 1984 it was down to four days.
Al season, T3 boats delj
blackeod. That ymmm
ered 1 message to the Commercial
Fisheries Eatry Commission, Con-
cerned about increasing season re-
atrictions, Southeast blackcod fish.
ermen petitioned the CFEC Lo ex-
plore Limited entry for the fishery.
After researching catch records,
consulting with Fish and Game
managers and talking to fisherman.

the CFEC determined that limited
entry was the way to go. The com-
mission placed a moratorium on
southeast blackcod permits begin-
ning with the 1986 season. Any boat
that had ever delivered sablefish
could get an interim use permit until
commissioners waded through the
official process of limiting the effort,

Meanwhile, the price of blackcod
l;enl. up. The Japanese, leeling the
alfamt ~F ab. ur

e

standing with their toes on the
200-mile line looking to buy sable-
fish. Domestic markets for the rich,
white-meated fish were also devel-
oping. Smiling sample vendors of-
fered bites of blackcod steamed in
white wine at yuppie markets on
both coasts.

_Driven by bet ices
expectations of a limited entr -

M b8aTs A8 o0t ol The w waeb

Twenty hours after the first set (left),
skipper Tim Martin gets ready to pick
a fish at the roller while Scott Sargraves
cleans. Dauid Palten coils gear.

4 ;

=il

- 1880 and 1984, there were about 50
béals working the lishery. Tn 1885,
“The first ye i ishing, 112
Dboats Tished. That number incregsed
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-

boats competed for the be: f
“Not un%i l{u the Ileet become lar-
5 ger, but the TNAIvidual Vessels have ;

“increased thei
ese 166 boats are a lot different
than the boats that worked South-
east blackcod in earlier years. To-
day’'s boats run more gear, handle
) icien
] ics_The num-
ber ol hooks [ i
e [ish, and ADF&G, have noticed.
Although the ?uou is 1.6 million
pounds, nearly twice that amount
has been delivered for the last three
years. This year's 24-hour catch was

5.

Barry Bracken, ADF&G's South-
east groundfish project leader, be-
lieves the blackcod population can
probably maintain this kind of pres-
sure in the short term, but he notes
that studies indicate current fishing
levels are above the long-term sus-
tainable yield. According to Brack-
en, the sablefish population declines
following years of harvests greater
than 2 million pounds.

Page 1T

It’s a safe bet that as
soon as fishermen hit
the dock they're on the
phones to lovers,
brothers, mothers,
brokers, buyers and
bankers. Tim Martin
(right) places a call to
one of the above from
a phone booth in
Ketchikan after the
opeung

ADF&G is working out a blackcod
management plan which they hope
to present at the Board of Fisheries
meeting in January. The plan will be
an attempt to address the needs of
the fishermen, the buyers, the in-
dustry as a whole, and of course the
fish, without which none of this
would matter.

Bruce Twomley, chairman of the
CFEC, is pleased that ADF&G is
working seriously on a sablefish

‘Every segment of
the industry feels the
strain of fast-lane
fishing.’

management plan. “It's critical for
the Board to look to management
issues,” he says.

Meanwhile, the commission is
closer to completing its side of the
blackcod equation — awarding the
permits. The intent in limiting a
fishery is to reduce the number of
permits to the number of boats

fishing the year prior to the morato-
rium,

In the case of Southeast sablefish,
that means a target number of 78.
The commission developed an appli-
cation that awards points for the
“right™ answers to questions re-
volving around past participation
and economic dependency during
the qualifying years, 1975-1984. Al-
though CFEC hopes to begin issuing
the limited entry permits before

. next season, Twomley admits it may

be awhile before all the permits are
settled. Fishermen have the right to
appeal, and as long as they can keep
their claim alive, they can keep
fishing. In any case, next season's
field will likely be quite a bit smaller
and the stakes even higher.

Every segment of the industry

feels the strain of fast-lane [ishing.
everybody. Fishermen push their

Hoats, their Fe Ir_crews, and
themselves to the lim

it, Dangeroua
BT or}r”__ll__n_gm healthy at beat. Proces- +-
sors ind buyers clear their scales.

At the derby, everybody can't win
—somebody always goes home
broke. Sometimes it's the fish.0) )

Alter cailing gear (top right), David
Patten housts a 30-pounder with sister
Thea's approval. A whale effigy in the
galley window had little effect on the
killer whales that appeared regularly
for a free lunch while the Trisha C
ﬁ fishing blackcod in the Bering
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FiSsNING VESSEL OWNERS' ASSOCIATION
INCORPORATED

Room 232, C-3 BuiLDING » FISHERMEN'S TERMINAL

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98119 August 31’ .1'93;8;

| Since 1914
TO: NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT.COUNCIL

SUBJECT: SABLEFISH MANAGEMENT ANALYSIS

A
.

The Fishing Vessel Owners' Association has examined>the‘
Council's June 14, 1988, Sablefish Management Analysis. The Fishing

Vessel Owners' Association favors Alternative 4, the License Limi-
tations System. :

4

The following are some of the reasons the F.V.0.A. favors
the license systems at this time: ~

(1) The marketing structure between harvesters and processors would
remain very much the same as it is now. As stated in Section 6.4,

of the RIR,"the status quo and license limitations would have
similar effects on processors.' L

(2) The industry is currently in a dynamic flux. All of the Limited
Entry alternatives, except for the license system treat the long-
line industry too narrowly and without regards to current expan=

sion in other fisheries and a license system preserves Council
options. ' . S ’

There are existing blackcod participants that intend to
target on turbot and codfish. Under an ITQ process, much of the quote
will be conmsolidated into fewer hands if history repeats itself such
as in New Zealand and Australia. The new entrants into other lopgline
species and those who sell all their ITQ's for blackcod will begin to
have unretainable bycatches of blackecod as they target underutilized
species because they do not have ITQ's for bycatch, let alone for
directed fishing. Whatever plan the Council chooses at this time must
be able to be transformed into comprehensive groundfish Limited Entry
program. The license system is the most accomnodating to this end with
perhaps elements of Alternative 5 enacted as required by the Council.

(3) The Phaseout Alternative takes into account current investment
and commitments and allows people to get out of the business in
an orderly fashion.

(4) There would be a solid core of longline vessels holding blackecod
permits available to economically move into underutilized species
such as Pacific cod.

(5) A license system would begin to answer uncontolled entry and -
the "halibut syndrome" which occurred between 1980 and 1984,
Entry in the halibut fishéry went from 2000 operators to over
4000 during this time frame. A license system at this time
in the blackcod fishery would help prevent this scenario from
developing again.

New PHONE: DiaL A VESSEL"
(206, 283-773S

FAX: (206) 283-3341



(6)

(7)

Hrmw»omsmmvnomnmazwwwvno<uamm<wmdwmw=ooawdmmmmon m.wm&m&
many vessel owners that can break out into other longline fisl
such as cod and turbot. .

The license system will help stabilize employment and vmm»a to
change the transient nature of crews due to certain ingtabilities
in our industry. . .

The F.V,0.A. does not support the propased ITQ system for .

blackcod. Some of the members concerns are as follows:

(1)

(2)

(3)

Soomsson mcmvonn mmwmaoanwmnmuwoomnmmmoxomnwmvonman»mw
earnings to hired labor. This would be tantamount to having
Limited Entry on delicatessens and giving the permit to the
Maitre'd. This concept completely ignores the cost of investment
of a vessel and its upkeep all of which are paid by the ownership
of the vessel, If a hired laborer were given 50% of the quota,
the vessel would be held :omnmmw by people who have not invested
in the industry. A permit holder who is not a boat owner and
mxwvvmnw a vessel receives payment for his risks and time running
a vessel. :

The ITQ is more than a right to fish, it is the sole and only
access to the market. This will force the people and corporation
with money to buy up the ITQ's as has occurred in Australia,

New Zealand and Eastern Canada. The RIR states in Section u.wbua

"Processors could buy IFQ's to assure themselves of a source of ’supply’
and fishermen interested in entering the processing arena would be able
to pool their resources.'

Fishermen could easily become sharecroppers aund vnoommmonw could
be leveraged out of their current market niche. "

The statements in the RIR ¢learly indicate a significant change
in relationships throughout the market chain from harvests to
consumer which greatly concerns us, It concerns the F.V.0.A,

why the RIR is deficient on the social impacts of a ITQ system
when so much evidence is available from foreign nations.where
ITQ systems have been imposed and the impacts of the system are
known. Impacts such as 40 to 50 percent vessel and crevw loss in
a matter of a few years, job replacement costs, costs of bankrupt
the evolution towards a sharecropper industry,

F.V.0.A. does not want an ITQ system that will reduce the current
blackcod fleet to half of the existing vessels. The vessels
fishing blackcod will never fish anything else such as cod
because of the cbvious economics. The F,V.0.A. does not want

an unnecessary loss of employment which will come with an ITQ
system.

The 1FQ is more susceptible to foreign buyout than a Hpoosmm.\l/

system. Due to the inability to trace ownership, any restrictior
on ownership will.soon be side-stepped and restrictions will be

Without meaning. '
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(4) Boat owners entering the cod fishery, either as new entrants orv
. as displaced blackcod ‘operators, will begin a new problem, which
is unretainable bycatches of blackced, which only those with ™
ITQ's will have. . ot ) T T

(5) Alternative 2 will increase wastage. Contrary to the conclusions
on Section 7-2 of the RIR, which says that by controlling IFQ's
fishermen would be able to land sablefish in any other longline
fishery, thereby reducing the discgrd mortality of sablefish in

. those fisheries,,," "~~~ = 7 ) T

The conclusions of the Future of Groundfish Committee clearly
pointed out that with price discrepancy of over $1 a pound for
small sablefish vs. large sablefish "high grading" will take plac«
iw order to maximize the value of the limited ITQ's., This will =
create wastage and increase the mqrtality of small fish. The
Council would have to marndate certain bycatch-rates much like

in Alternative 5, because there is no guarantee that the ~
vessel oWner will save his ITQ's for bycatches in other fisheries

(6) The IFQ's could have a devastating impact on local communities if
IFQ's were sold to operations putside specific communities. This
is acknowledged on page 6-9 of the RIR (June issue). :

Combination Systems:

 There is no support for these alternatives. They combine all the
administrative and enforcement burdens of Alternatives 1.2 and 3.4,
These alternatives carry all the flaws af all systems. These alternas
tives are not acceptable. T ' S T '

Multi-Species Approaéh:

The F.V.0.A. is opposed to this option. The Council proyvides no
insight into the economic burdens to force industry to hatvést low
valued species with high valued species.” It should be pointed out the
the bycatch committee unanimously recommended against this approach as
a management alternmative. I am certain the chairman of that committee
provided that unanimous position to the Council members about a year ¢
The problem of high grading would be increased and administrative and
enforcement burdens would be increased.’ -

There seems to us to also be a management authority problem as we
The distribution of halibut as a bycatch in other fisheries is the dor

.of the International Pacific Halibut:.Commission.

The protocol for the Commission gives them the llawing authorit:

"During both open and closed seasons, permit, limit, regulate or
prohibit the incidental catch of halibut that may be taken, retained,
processed or landed from each area or portion of an area, by vessels
fishing for other species of fish," . o

' -3~



Sablefish comment received by telephone, 10/27/88:

I want a continuation of open access but would like to see it changed a bit.
The changes I propose are that on January 31 or so, the quota would be divided
among all permits holders based on the net tonnage of their boat (anyone would
be able to get a permit). Fishermen could then fish any time during the year.

If we go with limited access, we must use the most recent year(s) landings.
Otherwise it would not be fair to current participants. Don't go too far back
in time to get fishing history, either.

I do not agree with limited access.

Joe Hess _
Sterling, Alaska longliner

588/DR



COMMISSIONERS:

AR LENDER INTERNATIONAL PACIFIC HALIBUT COMMISSION

DENNIS N. BROCK
OTTAWA, ONT.

/QRHARD ELIASON
SITKA, AK

3ERT W.MC VEY | :
JUNEAU, AK — it AND THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
GEORGE A. WADE \ U ) !

GARiE:Tv:tﬁmson A !’ Qm 2 A ‘gea

SURREY, B.C. \ “L___f_____'/ October 19, 1988
\

ESTABLISHED BY A CONVENTION BETWEEN CANADA

Dr. Clarence Pautzke

North Pacific Fishery Management Copncil
P.O. Box 103136
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Clarence:

DIRECTOR
DONALD A. MC CAUGHRAN

P.O. BOX 95009
SEATTLE, WA 88145-2009

TELEPHONE
{206} 634-1838

' FAX:
(206) 632-2983

Our recomwendation for management of the longline sablefish fishery off Alaska
has not changed from our letter of September 13, 1988, which contained details
of our position. We strongly support the IFQ option as our first choice, and

believe that this option will help solve many problems in the fishery.

If the

Council cannot approve IFQ's, we feel that the combination of IFQ) and open access
is by far the best second choice. This carbination will allow rational fishing
7~ for the many fishermen who prefer ITQ's, but let those in opposition continue

with open access.

S% ncerely yours,

Donald A. McCaughran
Director

RIT:ps



CITY OF KING COVE

P.O. Box 37 « King Cove, Alaska 99612 . (907) 497-2340

September 27, 1988

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
P.0. Box 103136

Anchorage, AK 99510
RE: Sablefish Management, Alternatives
Dear Council Members:

The King Cove Council has reviewed the Environmental
Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis for sablefish management alternatives
report. The Council supports returning the open access
management approach as the best option to enable King Cove
resident fishermen to participate in the fishery under
current management approaches. The City Council previously
. stated its support of the open access entry approach in City

7~ Resolution 88-14, which the Council adopted in Janary 1988

and submitted to the NPFMC.

Most King Cove fishermen are only recent entrants to the
sablefish fishery and their continued and future
participation in the fishery will be severely threatened if a
linmited access option is adopted. The City also believes the
Council should consider the concept of a community share
quota system in implementing a management approach. In
short, the community believes that a goal in fishery manage-
ment should be to provide all opportunities for fishermen

located near the resource to directly participate in and
benefit from the fishery.

The City supports retaining the open access fishery for
sablefish.

Sincerely,

/ W
City\Manager -
0‘\4007 W. 3rd, #201

. Anchorage, AK 99501
274-7555



November 21, 1988

Scott Landis

837 N. Jacob Miller
Port Townsend, Wa.

' 98368

Mr. Clarsnce Pautzke
Executive Director, N.P.F.M.C.
P.0. Box 103136

Anchorage, Ak. 99501

Mr. Pautzke

I am unable to attend the up coming meeting on December 9
where among other things you will be discussing the limited
entry issue for Black Cod. I am totally in favor of
limited sntry and hope uou are able to institute scemething
before this fishery ends up like the Halibut one.

There are many reasons to do this. The cear conflicts being
one of the major ones. Too much gear is ieft Fishing
because of conflicts due to overcrowding. Actually this is
the real oroblem. Too many boats.

I would like to see a reduction to the number of vessels.
One way to do this is issue permits to boats according to
size and allow fishermen to buy additional poundage from
other boats. Allocate poundage according to past
production. If a fisherman decides to sell his quota he
also sells the right to fish. He can not keep a portion of
the quota which could be used on opening day when the
pounds per hook is greatest , the most boats fFishing and
the most gear lost. If any of the ITQ is sold all is sold.

I have fished my own boat for halibut since 1975 when the
season opened mid May and continued into September and we
layed up. I did not direct my fishing effort on Black Cod
until 138%. You know I would not mind being cut out of the
Black Cod fishery as long as I had a way in., The legal
means to buy in. Management would be so much easier without
the abounding boats. Who knows how much of the quota is
left on the bottom hooked? I watched my last end of my
First set of the season last Spring break off in the hands
of an inexperienced boat with which it was tangled. I
estimated a minimum of S000 lbs lost and it could very well
have been 10K. It was my fFirst and it would have been my

best set,
e wi//@/
With \limited entry on longliners you must address the

Factory trawler issue. At least get observers aboard so any
iﬂl".iﬁﬁnta] P:‘fr‘h nFf hlarcrl ~~A e it ml Elm e oo



God what a mess they are. With three trawlers working the
grounds I used to share with the Japanese longliners I had
the worst halibut fishing ever. I am moving away from this
area after eight years of having excelient

Fishing.

I appreciated you response to my letter I sent
earlier concerning this dragger issue. If there is anything
I can do to help in instituting limited entry please let me

know. I am in favor limited entry in both black cod and
halibut.

Sincerely,
s

cott Landis
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Mark 5. Lundsten, Operator
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Queen Anne Fisheries, Inc.

1939 Eighth Avenue West
Seattle, Washington 98119
(206) 284-9158

bty s e orse e _ November 22, 1988

Mr. John G. Peterson

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

Dear Mr. .Peterson,

Enclosed please find an editorial I have written for the
Alaska Fishermen's Jourpal that I think is relevant to your deli-
‘berations on the Black Cod issue at the December meeting.

I have also sent a copy of an article from The New York
Times that explains, somewhat ominously, the condition of another
area's fisheries that have "developed" a little further than our
own, Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerel , -
S A

Mark S. Lundsten




The North Pacific fishing industry is heating up. Fishing
and political pressures are building every year, and management 7
wields less and less contfol over the situation. The root of our
current problems 1s the phenomenal growth of fishing power at
every level of the domestic fleet. We simply are overloading our
management systems and threatening to waste our resource, both on
the grounds and in the marketplace.

This winter the Council will decide whether or not to pursue
any kind of effort limitation in the black fishery. In light of
the Future of Croundfish Committee report, it is an excellent
"tesp case", an opportunity for industry and the Council to move
away from reactionary "crisis-style” management and at least par-
tially toward a more preventive, long-term approach.

Clearly, for most of us in the bottomfish fisheries of the ..
North Pacific, the last number of years have been a boom. The yen =
(in which denomination most of us are paid, essentially) has been
strong, most stocks have been strong, and some fisheries have not
even been fully "Americanized". Lots of people have done very
well lately. |

At the same time, management has had to decide more and more,
on an annual basis, about problems that so far have no solution.
Every year we have a set of the same family of crises: crab and
halibut bycatch in trawls; gear conflict between any two among
trawl, pot and longline; a need for allocation of a ¢ertain resource
to a gear group or community (or other eountry...); another.fishery
becoming overcrowded; and every year we seem to discover that some
growing fishegy some#here is taking, intentionally or unintention&ll%_\
too many illegal fish, Plus, of course, enforcement and the scientiggs

who are supposed to count the fish have more and more work handed to

-1-



them all the time,

-~ Last winter I was a member of the FOG Committee, with a diverse
group from the industfy who more or less shared my view that a
"problem" exists in the North Pacific. We had no predetermined

adenm:8genda or common point of view. But, besides the more specific
points of the FOG report,.I think we had a concensus that I will
try to summarize without taking too many liberties:

Times are good, or perhaps merely propitious, because of the
certain set of conditions of "Ame?icanization". Our future should
be prosperous, considering the resources available. But the current
prosperity is not only problematic for management, it 14 also quite
probably temporary unless we can exercise, as an industry, some
self-control we've yet to find. (We did read case after case of
fisheries all over the world that bore out the pattern of growth
and overcrowding, boom and bust.) The difficulty is that for every
solution, it seems that a whoie new set of unknown problems seem
"likely to arise. Or to put it another way, we just dOn't'knq# what
any of these future scenarios really would be like.

Council members are currently steeling themselves for the
annual December shodtoqt when that intractable case of black cod
effort will come up again. Unfortunately, the FOC report did not
detail any neat packages or tidy solutions. But it did raise
essential issues that the Council should consider in their decision.

First, too much fishing power is a threat to the health,of the
resource itself, regardless of management Systems that set annual
catch quotas. This 1is exaggerated when "Olympic" or "Derby" fish-

. eries have high catch rates and short openings. Not only is pro-

~- . hibited species bycatch harder to track, the waste of the target
species is as well, Further, any sensitive fishing ground may be

-2-



unwittingly hammered so hard in a short period that it may take
years for it éo recover. Mainly, though, as fish stocks may rise e
and fall and rise again, a banker's demand for payment remains -
constant, If the-;otal allowable quota is too small to reasonably
-handle the total debt of the fleet in any given year, we are in
danger of enormous political pressure to allow overfishing to occur.
I'm afraid we might condemn ourselves to a future of continually
depleted stocks with a fleet that's too large.
Second, crowding breeds a waste of the resource in the case
of groundfish., I know well ﬁﬁe mentality of a 24-hour opening;
and when push comes to shove, as it often does, quality of product
and conservation are not top priorities. All too often, as the
records of the Coast Guard show, sadly enough, safety of the vessel
‘and crew are not either. A fisherman in a "race for fish" has to
bé a fisherman without mucﬁ of a conscience in order to succeed.
Finally, jamming the grounds with boats for a short period of
time is not cost-effective. If we are trying to make the U.S.
industry competitive in world markets, the present condition of the
halibut fishery is a great example of what not to do. Not only
are many fish wasted and the quality of product inferior to what
it should be, but also market opportunitites are missed with the
sporadic availability of product. Plus, the amount of money and
effort poured into one halibut opening with fuel, refrigeration,
storage, and overtime costs is much more than necessary for the
amount of product. In the most extreme capitalistic case of limited
entry, if a Texaco or an AT&T "owned" the halibut resource, they
would certainly not organize a derby as a cost-effecﬁive means to - 7~

bring the fish to market.

The "causes and effects" of fisheries management I'm discussing
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are certainly nothing new. But they are pressing issues to me
right now, and relevant to the question of black cod effort limita—
tion this December, and to the larger question of groundfish effort
this coming year.

We can go on allocating the resource, Council meeting after
Council meeting, through a patchwork of political bloodshed and
"deals" just as we've done most often lately. We can keep on trying
to manage every crisis after the fact, time after time. And, as
many romantics love to procléim. the highliners probably will still
be highliners. But I thirk the continuation of the status quo will
turn the North Pacific fisheries into a predominantly rag-~tag
industry, probably still a living for the hardest drivers and the
most clever ones, but not one to éake'much pride in, and not one
known for quality. Many who favor the continuation of the status
quo uninhibitedly are those who, despite theitr protestations of the
American Way and so on, simply have something to gain from furthefihg
the chaos.

The Council should limit effort on black cod as a starting point
for the whole groundfish complex, including halibut. The black cod
system could be a form of permits or so-called ITQ's. Or it could
be a combination of open access with either one. Whatever it is,
it should definitely be a system which could be incorporated into
a comprehensive plan for limiting effort throughout the groundfish
fishery.

we should make a start now. We have the resources at hand.

And, more important, we also have the resource at stake.



Intensifying Competition

Northeast F ishermen
Catch Everything,
And That’s a Problem

By JENNIFER A. KINGSON

BOSTON
EFSING new technhologies to supple-
[@ ment their ancestral “sixth sense
j about the sea, New England fisher-

\ men can catch more fish now than
ever before, But greater efficiency has be-
come a curse for the fishermen, who have
seriously depleted the region’s prime fishing
waters, Georges Bank and the Gulf of Maine,
raising questions about whether those waters
can ever be restocked.

Faced with these prublems, many fisher-
men are criticizing the way the industry is
managad while scientists and biologists la-
ment the possible extinction of species. Whiie
officials devise plans to limit fishing at
spawning time, equipment manufacturers
create easler ways to catch fish

“We have a harvesting capacity much
greater than there are fish (o be harvested,”
said David S. Crestin, chief of the {isherics
management division of the National Marine
Fishery Service uffice in Gloucesier, Mass.
“They're just not giving ke stocks a chance
to rebuild.”

From 1977 to 1987 at Georges Bank, there
was a 53 percent decrease in the stock of At-
lantic cod. At the same time, increased
compeltition and more efficient {ishing tech-
niques caused the annual catch to rise from
27.4 tons to 34 tons. As wilh the cod, stocks of
haddock, ftounder and pollock also declined
significantly, according to Vaughn C. Antho-
ny, chief of conservation at the Northeast
Fisheries Center at Woods Hole, Mass.

The dearth has come as a shock to New
England fishermen, who thought their prob-
lems were over when a law was enacted in
1977 that extended the country's exciusive
fishing rights to 200 mles off the coast and
set up regionaj councils to arganize the indus-
try.

The 200-mile limit silenced complaints
{rom fishermen that Russian, Polish and
Canadian boats were greatly deplating their
fish stocks, and temporarily eased fears that
New England's lobsiers, herring and halibut
waould be fished to extinction,

With foreign boats banished, high expecta-
tions for American fishing drew an infusion
of private capital, Some people in the indus-
try believed the Northeast's fishing fleet
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could be built up to rival the fleets of coun-
tries like Canada and Japan. Processing

- plants were built and modernized, and stee}

boalts replaced rickety wooden trawlers. The
new boats hold more fish and use electronic
systems to navigate and locate {ish.

The newest fishing gear was on display last
month at an exposition in Boston, where
manufacturers showed off video plotters that
generate navigational charts, -electronie
monitors that tell how many fish have been
caught and ship facsimile machines, Fish
finders can now dispiay not only sections of
the ocean but water temperature and boat
position as well.

Futuristic Fleets

“The rapid growth and modernization of
thé fleet on the East Coast just simply was
too much too soon,” said Guy Marchesseault,
head nf the New England Fisheries Manage-
ment Council. None of the conservation tac-
tics the council has used ~ {rom trying to
promote less popular fish species to limiting
the armount of fish that can be caught on a
single trip = has been able to counteract the
effects nf technical improvements.

Industry experts say that radical meas-
ures are needed to reverse the trend. Che
Federal official suggested that the only way
to restock the waters would be for the Com-
merce Departrment to close the fisheries tem-
porarily. A more rcallstic option now under
consideration is & stricter limit on the num-
ber of fishing permits states caa issue,

The New England Fisheries Management
Ceuncil, establishked in- 1977, has closed
spawning areas, raised the minimum size of
fish that can legally be caught and required a
larger mesh size on nets, But the large mesh
does not insure that young fish swim away,
fisherinen say, and most of the enforcement
of regulations must be done at sea, a difficult
and custly task for the Coast Guard.

Although fishermen know the waters must
be restacked, competition is s0 flerce that
few have qualms about evading the regula-
tions. “'There i5 no incentive to conserve,”
said Mr. Crestin of the Nationa} Marine Fish-
Gry Service.

Some in the industry say that scientists are
being unduly pessimistic, noting that fears
about the scarcity of fish are not new.
"Everyone is screaming that fishing is a
dying industry,” said Molly Benjamin, a fish-
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erman in Provincetown, Mass., who repc
on the industry for the Cape Cod Times. E
she said, fishermen “*have been seeing th
headlines for 200 years.” She said that

fishermen she knows are minimally ¢
cerned about their dwindling catches, wt
they admit that the appearance of more ju
nile fish on the market is a problem.

Still, most Industry experts say that
current slump cannot be passed off a
cyclical dip in the fish population. Jim }
takes, head of the Seafood Producers Ass.
ation in New Bedford, Mass., said that
dearth {s more severe and promises to |}
longer. *“Up untll a few years ago, nob
gave a second thought about the resgurc

he said. *“They would say, ‘The cc
gone’ and walk up the street,”

Mr. Kostakes said that & few boat op-
tors in New Bedford, the home port to
boats, have gone out of business, and m
are expected to falter. He added, 'l k
hearing about new boats being builtand 1
shake my head inawe.”
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MEMBERS:

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
603 west 4th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

re: Sablefish longline fishery management proposals

I have written before and I think I have Clearly stated many
arguements in favor of an IFQ system:! increased efficiency of
fishing operations, increased safety, less gear and dead fish
left on the grounds, legalization of incidental catch, higher
quality product, higher profits, more dispersed fishing times
and lower prices benefitting the consumer, etc. I hope that you
have listened to my and other fishermens®s testimony in this
direction. The council made a commitment to make sablefish a

limited access fishery before the 1989 season, so we are looking
forward to a decision.

In this letter I would like to debunk some of the arguements
AGAINST an ITE type system.

I) Some fishermen say that an ITQ system would make it.harder for
newcomers to enter the fishery. Let us compare Open Access with
IT@ and see which system is in fact easier to get into.

OFEN ACCESS ITa

~short openings make it hard
to learn a new fishery, there
is less time to smooth out

~Longer openings make it easier
to learn a new fishery, it may
take a newcomer longer, but he

your operation doesn’t lose his chance to

harvest his quota by being

=l ower
-With longer openings you have
time to find fish

~In very short openings (e.g.
halibut, and it might come to
balckcod too!) if you miss
the fish tough luck!

—-Because the length of the
openings is limited, a bigger
boat is the best way to
maximize the opportunity (it
can fish rougher weather, and
make longer trips) bigger
boats require larger amounts
of capital

-A bigger boat is less necessary,
as weather can be waited out,
and short trips do not limit the
opportunity to catch fish. In
fact larger boats may NOT result
in the higHest benefit/ cost
solution. smaller boats mean
smaller capital requirements

-The present system requires —-The benefits for larger amounts
massive amounts of gear to be of gear are there, but they don”t
competitive. I have seen boats determine how many fish are






