’ Halibut Alternatives

Sablefish Preferred Alternative

*

‘ Open access | The following open access provisions have been forwarded; An apen access fishery is provided for, if by the 4th quanter of
‘ provisions each year some portion of the 20% sct aside for CDQ in the BS
, 1) No apen access fishery. and AL areas, have not been released. (See below.) Only persons
': who do not hold unused IFQs may participate.
2) Up 10 20% of an areas quola may be set aside for an open
access fishery,
.‘ 3) managed by exclusive registration for all [PHC areas.
l 4) QS/FQ holders in an area would rot be allowed to fish the
i open access fishery in that area,
5) 4th quarter open access cleanup fishery to all, except persons
holding unused IFQs.
Community The lollowing options have been forwarded; 20% of TAC for BS and AL may be released to western Alaskan
development commamnities contingent upon a development plan approved by the
quoias 1} 3% of any area’s TAC may be set aside for disadvantaged Govemor of Alaska. No more than 12% may go to any
(CDQs) communities such as Atka or the Pribilof's. community. After the third quarter, portions of the 20% set aside

2) 8% of the open access sct aside may be used for coastal
community development.

3) Community development quotas for the following areas;
IPHC area 4A, 4B, and 4D - 20%-35% of quota
IPHC areas 4¢ and 4E - 50% of quota

not yet released, revert to an open access fishery.
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| Provisions Halibut Alternatives Sablefish Preferred Alternative ‘
! IFQ user The following options may be adopted alone or in combination. Users of catcher boat IFQs must meet these requirements: 1
| requirements 1) own the QS '
‘ To use IFQs a person 2) own the vessel or be a bona-fide fixed pear crewman.
! 1) must be an owner or lessee a fixed gear vessel. 3) be aboard the vessel during fishing operations.
2) must be on beard as crew or operator, 4) be an individual rather than a corporation.
3) if an initial QS recipient, need not be on board or sign the 5) sign the fish-ticket upon landing.
| fish-ticket,
Initial QS recipients are exempt from requirement 3 and 4 above.
IFQ trip Persons must control IFQs for the amount to be caught prior to the beginning of the trip,
requirements i
Delivery Halibut cannot be landed without IFQs unless there are open access| Sablefish under catcher boat IFQs may not be delivered in a
criteria provisions. frozen state, and may be delivered only to registered buyers.
Additional optional [anding criteria are; Freezer/longliner may be delivered (frozen or unfrozen) only at
sites which NMFS can monitor.

1) All first point of sale purchasers of halibut (frozen or unfrozen)
would be required to obtain a purchasers license from NMFS.

2) Vessels may unload halibut {frozen or unfrozen) only in areas

designated by NMFS.
3) Pror notification of off-loading 10 NMFS,
Discards Discards options which may be adopted alone or in combination; Discard of sablefish is prohibited by persons holding QS.
1) IFQ users cannot discard legal sized halibut.
2) Discards permitted but count toward IFQs. Note: In the Councils preferred altemative, discards of sablefish
3) Any longline fishery that takes halibut must conirol IFQS. are not expressly prohibited by persons who do not hold QS.

4) Holders of unused IFQs must retain legal sized halibut,

Administration] NMFS$ would administer the program, including issuance of QS, IFQs, approval of transfers, licensing of fish-buyers, monitoring and
enforcement.
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Provisions

Halibut Alternatives

Each person would receive QS for the vessel category of their

I Sablefish Preferred Alternative II

All catch QS are assigned to the following vessel categories

calegory most recent landing within the qualifying period. If two or more 1) catcher boats < 60’ 2) catcker boats = 60°
designations | vessels were owned in the Jast qualifying year, QS and IFQs will | 3) all freezer/longliners. '
be assigned to the larger category.
If vessels of different categories were owned during the qualifying
Any combination of the following vessel categories are options; period, then QS may be assigned to the larger category. If two or
1} all catcher boats 2) all freezer/longliners, mere vessels were owned simultaneously then QS will be assigned
3) up 10 35° 4) 36’- 60° 561-90" 69N+ to each category. |
Duration IFQ harvest privileges area good for an indefinite period of time, except that these privileges may be subject to periodic change
including revocation, in accordance with regulations promulgated by the Secretary.
Sale of QS Quota shares may be sold within vessel size categories and management ares. Purchasers must be qualified *persons’, and in the case
of corporations must be controlled {majority ownership) by U.S. citizens.
Additional The following options (combinations) have been discussed. Carcher boat QS may be sold only 0 owners of fixed gear vessels
purchasing 1) No further resirictions or to bona-fide crewmen. Purchasers of catcher boat QS who did
criteria. 2) must own a fixed gear vessel not receive initial QS may not be corporations (ie. must be
3) must have a qualified vessel lease individuals).
4} mnst be a bona-fide crewman
Limitations of [ A set maximum percentage of the combined TAC for all management area may be owned ar controlled by a single owner. Persons
QS holdings | whose initial QS ¢xceed the cap may continue to control that amount but are ineligible 1o purchase further amounts.
{own/control)

——— ______— e

Owmnership cap options of 1%, 2%, and 3% of the combined TAC
for all management areas are included, An additional option would
limit the amount of IFQ used by a vessel to be no greater than the
ownership cap.

No more than 15% of all Halibut QS may be held by
freezer/longliner fleet.

No more than 1% of the combined TAC, nor 1% of the EYSO
area TAC may be owned/controlled by a single owner, No single
vessel may land more [FQs than the ownership cap.

Leasing QS or
purchasing
IFQs

The following options have been put forward.

1) QS leasing is allowed.

2) QS lessee must own or lease a fixed gear vessel,

3) QS leasing is allowed only for freezer boats.

4) No more than 50% of ones QS may be leased in any year,

5) QS leasing not allowed,

Leasing of QS allowed for freezer longliners only,

C( E9NMESHPLAN. WP



Gear, areas,
fisheries

I Provisions Halibut Alternatives

Sablefish Preferred Alternative

All Halibut hook and line fisheries in all IPHC regulatory areas:
2C, 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, 4E.

Any halibut legal sized halibut caught by hook and line fisheries
must have comresponding IFQs. .

Sablefish fixed gear fisheries in NPEMC areas AL, BS, WG, CG,
WY, and EYSO.

MNote: In the Council’s preferred alternative of August 1991,
persons who do not hold QS/IFQs are not explicitly prohibited
from catching or landing sablefish in fixed gear fisheries.

Initiat
assignment of
Quota Shares

Initial QS recipients will be owners or leaseholders of vessels that made legal fixed gear landings of halibut or sablefish during the
qualifying period. They must be ron-foreign, but otherwise are "Persons’ as defined by the Magnusen Act,

Initial assignment of QS would go w vessel owness unless a qualified vessel lease exists, in which case the leaseholder will receive

credit for landings.

Initial allocation of QS will occur in 1992. IFQs will be assigned starting in 1993,

Qualifying
Period and
initial

allocations

To qualify for QS a person must have made fixed gear landings of
halibut in at least ore year during;
1) 1984-90 ' 2) 1986-30 3) 198890
Qualifying catch will be twotaled for

1) the best year, 1988-90 2) best 3 of § years, 86-90,

3) best 5 of 7 years 84-90 4) best 6 of 7 years 1984-90

Initial QS will be based on the sum of a persons legal landings by
area, for all vessels owned or held by lease during the qualifying
period. The individual’s qualifying poundage will be divided by
the sum of all qualifying pounds for that area and the result will be
a persons quota share. .

To qualify for QS a person must have made fixed gear landings of
sablefish in at least one year during 1988-90. Qualifying catch
will be totaled for hest 5 of 6, 1985-90. Initial QS will be based
on the sum of a persons lepal landings by area, for all vessels
owned or held by lease during the qualifying period. The
individual's qualifying poundage will be divided by the sum of all
qualifying pounds for that area and the result will be a persons
quota share.

Calculating
IFQ pounds

IFQs are determined for cach calendar year for each person by applying that person’s QS 1o the annual TAC for each management area

and vessel class.
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Provisions ALTERNATIVE 2.1 ALTERNATIVE 2.2 ALTERNATIVE 2.3
Adminisiration | * NMFS Alaska Regional Office would adminisier the program.
* Serdement of appeals dispuies during the inilial assignment process will be based on fact. Unsubstantizted lestimony will not be considered,
Eecaseholders would have to come to the Appeals Board with verifiable records and agreement of the owner of record of the vessel. Injtial appeals
would be heard by an Appeals Board composed of governmem employees raiher than industry members. Subsequent appeals would go 10 NMFS Alaska
Regional Director followed by appeals te the Secretary of Commerce and then the coun system.
* Appeals could be brought forth based on the following criteria:
(1) Exrors in reconds.
(2) Documented leaseholder quatification.
Unloading No unloading provisions. * All first point of sale purchasers of halibut Option 1: No unloading provisions.
Provisions (processed or unprocessed) would be required to
obiain a purchaser's license from NMFS, Opiion 2:
* Vessels may unload halibut (processed or * All first poim of sale purchasers of halibut
unprocessed) anly in areas designated by NMFS. | (processed er unprocessed) would be required to
Prior notification of such offloading may be obiain a purchaser’s license from NMFS.
required, * Vessels may unload halibui (processed or
unprocessed) only in areas agreed 10 by
industry and NMFS. Prior notification of such
offloading may be requircd by NMFS.
Program * Iuis the Council's intent to find a way to finance the IFQ program without redirecting costs, possibly including a cost recovery program from
Financing QSAFQ owners. ’
Other

* While the altemnative IFQ programs shown here constitute individual packages, it is the Council's intent 1o be able 10 choose from among the
componenis of each program when designing the final IFQ alternative.




Provisions ALTERNATIVE 2.1 ALTERNATIVE 2.2 ALTERNATIVE 2.3
Open Up 1o 20% of any area's quota may be s¢1 aside 20% of each area’s quota will be ser aside
Access No open access fishery for community developmenit quota, bycaich for apen access fishery described below:
for other fisheries, or open access fishery as
described below: * Each area’s quota will be divided 80% IFQ
and 20% open access.
* Each area’s quola may be divided 7% IFQ * IFQ holder for any area would not be
and 7% open access. (up 10 20% open access) permiued to fish any area’s open access
* IFQ holder for any area would not be fishery excepi as noicd.
pemmitted to fish any area's open access * Open access fishery managed by exclusive
fishery except as noted, registration area (existing IPHC areas 1o
* Open access fishery managed by exclusive begin with).
regisiration area (existing IPHC areas 10 * 4ih quarter open access cleanup fishery open 10
begin with). any person or vessel if they do nos own/control
* 4th quarter open access cleanup fishery open 1o unused IFQs. Exclusive areas rescinded.
any person or vessel if they do not own/control
untused IFQs. Exclusive areas rescinded. * Up to 8% of wnial quota for any area may be
' used for coastal community development
* Amount and seructure of each area's 'set aside’ {within the 20% open access portion),
quoia 10 be determined by regulatory Unused CDQ rolled over into 4th quarter
amendment process prior 1 implemeniation cleanup fishery.
of QS program. _
Coastal 3% cap on use of any area's quota for See above. See above.
Community disadvaniaged communilies such ag Atka or .
Considerations | 1he Pribilofs. Option: thas CDQs be sei at the following

percemages for the following IPHC areas:
4A - 20% or 35% of quota
4B - 20% or 35% of quota
4C - 50% of quota
4D - 20% or 35% of quoia
4E - 50% of quota
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Provisions

ALTERNATIVE 2.1

(

ALTERNATIVE 2.2

{( —

ALTERNATIVE 23

Transter of
QSAFQs

cont'd.

In the event an allowable lease exisis, the
leaseholder must be a U.S. ciiizen and must be
aboard the vessel and sign the fish lickel. No
more than 50% of any person's IFQs may be
leased excepl in cases of illness, injury, or
emergency 1o be defined by NMFES.

* Freezer vessels that fish for species other than

halibut must acquire QS for halibut in order
10 reiain them,

* Maximum of 15% of all halibut QS may be
held by freezer/longliner fleet.

In the evem an allowable lease exists, the
leaseholder musi be a U.S. citizen and must be
aboard the vessel and sign the fish 1ickel. No
more than 50% of any person's IFQs may be
leased except in cases of illness, injury, or
emergency to be defined by NMFS.

Limitations
on holdings
{own/conirol)

3% limit of overall quota bw, initial
recipients of more than 3% may continue
to control the excess but nol more.

2% limit of overall quota buy, initial
recipients of more than 2% may continue

10 comurol the excess but not more.

No more than 2% can be used on one vessel.
Suboption under this alternative for a 1%
cap on ownership.

2% limic of overall guota but, initial
recipienus of more than 2% may continue

o conwrol the excess bul not more.

No more than 2% can be used on one vessel.
Suboption under this aliemative for a 1%
cap on ownership.

General
Provisions

* NMFS musi approve QS/IFQ wransfers based on findings of eligibility criteria before fishing commences.

* Persons musi conwrol IFQs for amount 10 be caught before a wrip begins,

* QS and IFQs are specific to managemem areas and vessel categories (if used),

* Halibui cannot be Janded without IFQs except in open access fishery under Alternatives 2.2 and 2.3. Under these aliernatives, all catch would be

counted againsi either IRQs or open access, whichever is appropriate.

* IFQs are not valid for halibut caught by any means other than hook and line fishing in any IPHC area covered by this plan.

Discards

IFQ users cannot discard legal sized halibut,

Discards permited but count towards TAC or
IFQ. Any longline fishery that takes halibut
must control 1FQs.

Hotders of unused IFQs must rewain legal
sized halibut.




musi own vessel using IFQs or be on board as

Initital recipients can be 'Persons’ and do not
have to be on the vessel or sign the fish ticket
0 use the IFQs.

Subsequent users must be (or designate within
90 days) a U.S. citizen as owner of the QS who
must be on board the vessel using the IFQs and
sign the fish tickel, uniess an allowable lease
exisis. (coni’'d on nexi page

Any "Person’ may contro) IFQs. Proof of
citizenship or majority ownership and control
may be required.

Option 2: Non-leasable

Any "Person’ may purchase QS, but must own
the vessel the QSAFQs will be used on, or
must be on board the vessel using the QS/IFQs

as Crew Of operator,

Provisions ALTERNATIVE 2.1 ALTERNATIVE 22 ALTERNATIVE 2.3
Vessel Each 'Person’ would receive QS for the vessel category of their most recent landings within the qualifying period. If, in thejr most recenm
Category qualifying year, they owned or leased 2 or more vessels thai landed halibut, their allocation would be for the caregory of their largest vesscl.
Designalions
Option 1; NO vessel categories Option 1: NO vessel calegories
Vessel categories as folows:
1. Catcher vessels Qption 2: Vessel categories of: Option 2: Vessel calegories of:
2. Freezetfiongliners (a) up w0 60 lengih overall (a) up 10 35
{b) 61" and greater (b) 36' - 60
(c) 61' - 5
Option 3: Vessel calegories of: (d) 91' and greater
(a) up to 35'
(b) 36" - 60
) 61' and greater
Duration of Harvest privileges may be subject 10 periodic change, including revocation, in accordance with appropriate management procedures as
QS Program defined by the Magnuson Act. Ending the program would not constitute ‘taking’ and QS/IFQ owners would not be compensated. Privileges are good
for an indefinite period with no specified ending date.
Calculating IRQ poundage is obtained by muliiplying the QS percentage times the halibut quoia for an area for each year. This would be calculated afier the
IFQ pounds ‘set aside' portion of the fishery far each area is subiracted from the total quota. This ‘set aside’ is further described in a separate section.
Transfer of * Freezer/flongliner QS/IFQs: * QS/IFQs fully saleable, and:
QS/IFQs Fully saleable to any '‘Person’ (U.S. individual,
partnership, corp., esc,) Leasable, bus recipient Option 1: Leasable * Caicher vessel and freezer/longliner QSAFQs:

Initital recipients can be ‘Persons’ and do not
have to be on the vessel or sign the fish Licke;
o use the IFQs.

Subsequent users must be {or designate within .
90 days) a U.S. citizen as owner of Lhe QS who
must be on board the vessel using the 1IFQs and
sign the fish ticket, unless an allowable lease
exisis. {(cont'd on next page)

€
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TABLE 1.1 ALTERNATIVE IF(Q SYSTEMS FOR MANA( {ENT OF HALIBUT FIXED GEAR FISHERIES OFF ALASKA ( )

ALTERNATIVE 1 - is the stams quo (open access)

ALTERNATIVES 2.1 - 2.3 - are variations of Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) systems being considered by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council,

ALTERNATIVE 2.1 ALTERNATIVE 22 ALTERNATIVE 23

Provisions
(from April 1991 meeting)
Gear and Areas | Halibw fisheries (Rook and line) in 2H 1PHC regulatory areas: 2C, 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E. Further breakdown of IPHC areas may be
proposed in order to more fully implement the iment of the 20% set aside fishery under Alternasives 2.2 and 2.3
Shares and Quota shares (QS) are a percentage of the fixed gear halibut quota for a specific IPHC management area. An Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ)
Quotas is the weight equivalent of the QS. It is also area specific. I will vary annually with changes in the halibut quoia for each area.
Initial Tentative schedule: Afier the application and appeals process in 1992, QS will be assigned for use in 1993, IFQs 10 be issued yearly 10 QS owners.
Assignment of
Quota Shares Initial QS recipients will be owners or leascholders of vessels that made legal fixed gear landings of halibut during the qualifying period, They must be
non-foreign, but otherwise are ‘Persons’ as defioned by the Magnuson Act: any individual who is a U.S. citizen, any corporalion, parinership, association,
or other enity (whether or not organized or existing under the laws of any State but being owned and costrolled by a majority of U.S. citizens), and
any Federal, State, or local governmenit or governmental entity. Initial assignment would go 1o
(1) vessel owner(s) unless qualified lease exists (bareboat charier)
(2) qualif:ed leaseholder would receive credit for landings,
Qualifying To qualify for QS in an area, a ‘Person’ (owner or leaseholder) must have made fixed gear landings of halibut in the area in at least one year during:
Period
1984 - 1990 Option 1; 1984 - 1990 Option 1: 1984 - 1990
Option 2: 1988 - 1990 Opticn 2: 1986 - 1990
Initial QS Initial QS amoun is based on the sum of a 'Person’s' recorded fish tickets , by area, for all vessels owned or held by lease for the combination of years
Amount below. This individual qualifying poundage would be divided by the total of al) individuals’ qualifying amounts in an area 10 obiain the QS in 1erms of

percentage of the quota for that area. Years with no landings would be counted as zero.
Option 1: Best 5 of 7 years, 1984-199%0
Best 5 of 7 years Option (: Best 5 of 7 years, 1984-1990 Option 2: Best 6 of 7 years, 1984-1990

Option 2: Rest single year, 1988- 1990 | Option 3: Besi 3 of 5 years, 1986- 1990
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AGENDA C-4(a)(3)
SEPTEMBER 1991

COMMISSIONERS JCNALD A WE CALGHRaN

B AEXANDER INTERNATIONAL PACIFIC HALIBUT COMMISSION

20 BOX 35009
AICHARE J BEAMISH D BCx 35008
NANAIMO BC SEATTLE. WA 98145-20C9

RICHARD ELIASDN
f Y SITKA, AK
STEVEN PENNOYER
JUNEALL AK

SEQRGE A WADE
SEATTLE WA

ESTABLSHED BY & COMVENTION BETWEEN (CANADA TELEFHONE
1206) 624.7a348
AMD THE UMITED STATES OF AMERICA

September 4, 1991

GARY T WILLIAMSON

FAX
SUARREY, B.C 1206) 632.-2983

Dr. Clarence Pautzke

Executive Director . .
North Pacific Fishery Management Council g
P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Clarence:

The IPHC staff would like to comment on the NPFMC proposals for Individual Fisherman
Quotas (IFQ) for the Pacific halibut fishery. Many of the proposals will have a direct effect on
IPHC management, and there is a need to coordinate Council action with the management
responsibilities of the IPHC.

In general, the IPHC staff supports an [FQ management system. Such a system shouid reduce
wastage, improve safety and quality, and provide better economic returns to the fishermen.
However, we are concerned that some IFQ systems could compromise the IPHC objective of

N obtaining accurate information for stock assessment, upon which we base catch limits for the
fishery. We would also be concemed if [FQ’s allowed for an overharvest. The monitoring and
enforcement proposal described in the draft document will not be adequate to maintain fuli
control over halibut landings, so we would support the status quo over any of the IFQ
alternatives.

Specifically, the IPHC requires that accurate catch data are available on a timely basis and that
the costs to IPHC of monitoring and sampling do not increase significantly. The following
measures will assure cost effective and high quality data:

I) A minimum IFQ of S00 pounds (net weight--head off, guts out). This is the weight of the
largest fish. To set the minimum IFQ lower could force fishermen to divide individual fish, and

would increase the number of shares to be monitored.

2) Ability to monitor compatible with fleet size. The incentive to underreport inherent in an IFQ
system requires very high quality monitoring and enforcement. The attached figures for the most

recent tip limit halibut openings in Areas 2C and 3A show that U.S. fishermen exceeded trip

limits at many ports. Processors in other ports reported no overages, yet a substantial number

of fishermen landed precisely the trip limit. We have looked to the Canadian Individual Vessel

Quota (IVQ) system as a guide to monitoring requirements. We believe that the IFQ system

should include: sufficient monitoring to cover all halibut IFQ vessels during the unloading,

sufficient monitoring of other vessels to prevent halibut landings by unauthorized fishermen, and
-~ a system of reporting halibut landings to the IPHC staff. ' '



3) A system that encourages fleet consolidation. Consolidation will ease monitoring and

enforcement costs. Therefore, we oppose establishing vessel size categories or other restrictions
that limit transfer of Quota Share or IFQ, unless monitoring and enforcement is adequate to
completely account for all landings. We suspect that a system that permits a doubling or tripling
of fishermen above the present level, with up to 20,000 individual fisherman-area quotas, cannot
be monitored and enforced with the amount of funding likely to be avajlable. We strongly
suggest that initial consolidation be accomplished with a "filter" system such as a minimum
landing (aggregate over the seven year qualifying period or in any year) or landing during the
last year or two. We would prefer that the IFQ system not increase participation above present
levels.

4) Seasonal closure of the fishery. As indicated in our June 13, 1991 letter to the Council, the
IPHC staff is considering recommending a seasonal closure to allow data consolidation, to
maintain management control, and to maintain most effective stock assessment techniques. We
plan to recommend a winter closure, although the exient of the closure has not been determined.

5) Compensate for IFQ overages. Under IPHC regulations, we close the halibut fishery in a
regulatory area when the catch limit is reached. Fishermen have tended to slightly exceed trip
limits in the U.S halibut fishery, and the Canadian TVQ fishery to date in 1991 has been several
percent above the sum of the individual quotas. The atached figures show that up to four percent
of the landings in some U.S. ponts were forfeited as over trip limits, even though many fishermen
do not come close to catching the catch limit. Closure of the fishery may occur before some
fishermen have used their IFQ’s. A system that compensates for overages will prevent this. We
suggest that the Council either calculate initial [FQ’s assuming an overage of at least five percent,
or develop a system to compensate indviduals not allowed to fish all or part of their IFQ’s in the
event that the fishery closes before all IFQ's are taken. '

We fully support the formation of industry and agency work groups to more completely define
the monitoring and enforcement needs of the IFQ system, and will be pleased to participate. We
anticipate that recommendations of the work groups will lead to an IFQ system that we can fully

support.

The IPHC staff appreciates the opportunity to comment on the IFQ proposals, and looks forward
to cooperating with the Council to formulate an effective IFQ program.

%ﬁl\iyom'

Donald A. McCaughran
Director

(o Commissioners

encl.
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AGENDA C-4(a)(4)
SEPTEMBER 1991

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED IFQ PROVISIONS FOR THE HALIBUT FISHERIES.

Introduction

The Council in January 1991 adopted for analytical purposes the same range of IFQ options as for
sablefish, This was followed in April 1991 by a request from the Council for an analysis of IFQs. The
resulting draft environmental impact statement/regulatory impact review/initial regulatory flexibility
analysis was released for public comment on 19 July 1991. Public comments on the draft analysis were
invited until 16 September 1991,

The Halibut Fishery

The draft analysis characterised the halibut fishery as a "derby” fishery. This was seen as having resulted
directly from the open access management regime, The features of a fishery such as this include increasing
numbers of fishermen and vessels, increased fishing power of vessels, increased amounts of fishing gear,
and shortened seasons. Ten specific problems wete identified as flowing from this situation. These were:

~

1. Allocation conflicts

2, Gear Conflicts

3. Deadloss

4, Bycatch Loss

s, Discard Mortality

6. Excess Harvesting Capacity

7. Poor Product Quality

8. Decreased Safety

9. Economic instability in the fishery and communities

10, Difficulties for Rural Coastal Community Development and Small Boat Fishery



Individual Fishing Quotas

In order to address these problems, the Council has elected to examine the concept of individual fishing
quotas. These would entail the allocation of the rights to hatvest halibut by hook and line to a specified
group. Each individual fishing quota would be area specific. The analysis showed that a number of
benefits could be expected to accrue from the introduction of an IFQ policy. Benefits were seen to include
improved vessel safety, increased exvessel and wholesale prices, year round availability of fresh halibut,
decreases in gear loss and in processing and storage costs. Further benefits included reduced bait costs and
a decrease in the rate of discards for other species.

Other possible effects of IFQs were more difficult to quantify. They were seen as altering the distribution
of landings, and in increasing participation in other fisheries in an attempt by fishermen to construct a
history for any future IFQs.

Adverse effects of IFQs were seen as lying in the areas of reporting, There would be a clear incentive
under an IFQ regime for fishermen to under-report their catches.

Three altematives were identified in relation to individual fishing quotas. While essentially different in
a number of key elements, the three alternatives had a number of common characteristics. The Council
has made it clear that while there were three identified alternatives, that it would not feel constrained to
accept or reject any particular altemative. If it was decided to opt for a system of individual fishing quotas
it would pick and mix from among the alternatives until it reached a practicable scheme. The common
themes in the three altemnatives were:

Gear and Areas

Individual fishing quotas will apply to the halibut hook and line fishery in each and every one of the
International Pacific Halibut Commission’s areas.

Shares and Quotas

A quota share (QS) would be determined for each qualifying fisherman, and will be represented as a
proportion of the fixed gear halibut quota for an area. Initial quota shares will be based on the sum of a
person’s recorded fish tickets, by arca for all vessels owned or leased for the qualifying period. The
individual quantity so obtained would be divided by the total of all qualifying amounts in an area to obtain
a quota share which would be expressed in terms of a percentage of the quota for that area. This
proportion would be applied to the total allowable catch (TAC) each year to determine a specific quantity
(weight) of halibut which may be caught. This will vary each year as the TAC changes.

~



Initial Assignment of Quota Shares

If adopted, it would be intended that quota shares be issued for use in 1993, They would be issued to
owners or leaseholders of vessels that made legal, fixed gear landings in the qualifying period. Allocations
would not be made to foreign persons, but may be made to United States' citizens, or any corporation,
partmership or association which is owred and controlled by a majority of United States” citizens, and any
State, Federal of Local government organisation,

Duration of the Quota Programme

Harvesting privileges pursuant to a quota share/individual fishing quota would be for an indefinite period,
They may, however, be altered or revoked in accordance with the management procedures contained in
the Magnuson Act. Quota shares or individual fishing quota owners would not be compensated in the
event of the cessation of the system.

Following these common elements, 2 number of additional itemns were identified within whzch a series of
options were specified. These were:

Initial Assignment

Four distinct options were identified for initial allocation of quota shares. These were:
1. the best single year from 1988 - 1990;
2. the best three out of five years from 1986 - 1950;
3. the best five out of seven years from 1984 - 1590;

4. the best six out of seven years from 1984 - 1990,

The advantage that was secen in allowing a longer period than would be used for the quota share
calculation was that a fisherman’s worst or two worst years could be omitted. This would simplify any
appeal process decided on by allowing fishermen to omit periods when they did not fish, or when they
used their vessels to assist in the Exxen Valdez oil spill cleanup.

The single major impact in the choice of allocation period derives from the starting date. A catch history
period commencing with 1984 would enable allocation 10 9,335 fishermen, as compared with 7,702 with
a 1986 beginning or 6,118 with a beginning year of 1988. Allocation by state of residency varies from
83 percent under options 3 and 4 to 86 percent under option 1 for Alaskan residents, in terms of quota
share recipients. In terms of overall amount of quota share, 70 percent would go to Alaskan residents
under rale 3, while under rule 1, about 72 percent would go to Alaskan residents.



Vessel Categories
While all quota shares would be area specific, it has been suggested that they could also be specific to
vessel classes. Nine options have been identified. These are:’
1, no vessel categories;
2, catcher vessels;
3. freezer longliners;
4, vessels of up to 35 feet overall length;
5. vessels of between 36 feet and 60 feet overall length;
6. vessels of 61 feet overall length or greater;
7. vessels of up to 60 feet overall length;
8. vessels of 61 feet to 90 feet overall length;

9. vessels of over 91 feet overall iength.

These categories are not mutually exclusive, and many of them overlap or even subsume other categories.

The imposition of vessel classes places restrictions on the transferability of quotas. This may preclude the
movement of quotas into the hands of those who can use them more efficiently. The analysis suggests that
in all but one case the 61 - 90 foot vessel class would be dominant in an unrestricted market.

Detailed breakdowns of catch, numbers of owners and proportion of quota share which would be received
by people in each vessel category are contained in tables 4.2 and 4.3 of the analysis. A broad smattering
of statistics from these tables reveals the following:

- 94 percent of quota share recipients would be vessel owners in the under 60 feet vessel category.

- the percentage of quota share recipients in the under 36 foot category ranges from 51.2 percent under
rule 1 to 58.6 percent under rules 3 and 4.

- the amount of quota share going to vessels in the under 60 foot category is about 65 percent under any
of the allocation rules. About 10 percent of this would go to the under 36 foot class and 55 percent to
the 36 - 60 foot category.



- the total amount of quota share going to the 61 - 30 foot category is about 30 percent under any of the
rules, Note that while this is true for the overall EEZ, in area 4D, for example, 90 percent of the quota
share will be accounted for by this vessel category.

- vessels over 90 feet will account for only about 4.5 percent of the quota share, of which freezer
longliners would receive, as a whole, from 0.5 percent under rules 3 and 4 to 0.9 percent under rule 1.

Transferability

A number of options were identified to govem wransferability of quota shares/individual fishing quotas
following initial allocation. Some of these options are tied to vessel categories. The identified options
were:

1. both quota shares and individual fishing quotas would be salable, and

Either

(i) leasable;
or

(ii) non-leasable;

2. for freezer longliners quotas may be sold, but leases will be subject to the
lessor owning a vessel and using the IFQ or being on board the vessel as
Crew or operator;

3. for caicher vessels and freezer longliners, initial recipients would not have
10 be on board the vessel or sign the fish tickst to use the [FQ. Any
subsequent user, however, must be on board the vessel using the IFQ and
sign the fish ticket unless an allowable lease exists. In this latter case, the
leascholder must be aboard the vessel and must sign the fish ticket. No
more than 50 percent of a person’s IFQ may be leased except in cases of
emergency, such as when a quota holder is too ill t¢ be aboard.

Any imposition imposed on the transfer of quotas removes flexibility. In particular, it removes from
fishermen the ability to adjust for temporary fishing fluctuations, or unexpected variations in catch. On
the other hand, prohibiting the sale of IFQs would provide an incentive for only active fishing participants
to own quotas. Option 3 may provide a compromise between these two,



Limitations on Quota Holdings

Owners of quota shares and IFQs must be United States citizens, or corporations with a majority of United
States share holders. Only in this way will the benefits from a quota scheme accrue to the nation rather
than being dissipated to foreign investors.

Once this requirement is met, a number of options were identified in relation to limitations on any
individual holding quota. These were:

1. a maximum of 15 percent of all halibut quota shares may be held by the
freezer longline fleet;

2, & 3 percent limit on overall quota holdings;

3. a 2 percent limit on overall quota holdings, In addition, no more than 2
percent of the quota may be used on any one vessel;

4, a 1 percent limit on overall quota holdings. In addition, no more than 1
percent of the quota may be used on any one vessel.

In the case of the Iast three options, initial recipients of greater than the specified amounts would be
allowed to retain and fish them, but they would be prevented from acquiring any further quota share or
individual fishing quota.

Based on the 1991 TAC for halibut, no-one would have received above a 1 percent allocation. In 1991,
1 percent of all IFQs would have been 475,000 Ibs. No-one would have received above this amount.
TACs, however, vary from area to area. For area 4E, for example, someone could control 100 percent of
the TAC of 100,000 Ibs, yet still hold less than 1 percent of the halibut quotas, assuming there is nothing
set aside for community development quotas.

Discards
The options presented here were:
1. IFQ users would not be able to discard legal sized halibut;
2. discards would be permitted, but would count against an IFQ Any long

line fishery which takes halibut as an incidental by-catch must hold a
halibut IFQ.



If it is decided that freezer longline vessels should not be allowed to own halibut quota a problem arises
in that they will not be able to hold quota to cover their by-catch in other fisheries. This leaves them with
a problem of what to do with halibut they catch incidentally, particularly if it is decided not to allow
discards.

n_Access/Community Development
The options identified here were:

1. no open access fishery;

2. up to 20 percent of any area’s quota may be set aside for community
development, by-catch in other fisheries, or open access fishery;

3 20 percent of each year's quota set aside for an open access fishery.
4, specific allocations ranging from 20 percent to 50 percent for each of areas
4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E.
The analysis raised the question as to whether the Council should be encouraging additional harvesting
and processing capacity in small coastal communities when the current capacity exceeds the halibut TAC.
The analysis also suggests that any quotas reserved for coastal communities would require an equivalent

reduction in the size of commercial fishermen's quotas.

Unloading Provisions

There were two alternatives considered here. These were:
1. no unloading provisions;

2, all first point of sale halibut purchasers would be required to hold a
licence.
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AUGUST 13, 1851

RHONDA HUBBARD
P.0. BOX 3302
SEWARD, AK 99664
PH# (9@7) 224-5584

BRIEF STATEMENT OF PROPOSAL:

I believe this proposal has come up once, but I would like
to suggest it again;

In response to the By-Catch issue on Halibut, I am proposing
a semi-mandatory regulation to utilize the by-catch of
halibut on behalf of paying for the management of the
various fisheries in Alaska. A program should be set up
whereby those persons catching an allowable by-catch set by
council, be allowed to preserve that catch rather than throw
it away. The halibut could then be turned over to the Feds
(NMFS) for a very small fee or no fee at all, who then sell
the product at a market price., All proceeds could then go
into a special fisheries fund to help pay for fisheries
nanagement and studies.

OBJECTIVES OF PROPOSAL.

l. Stop the waste of a valuable product

2, Provide the Market with a potential year round supply
of a product high in demand. This would also make the
product more affordable by the consumer.

3. Apply a valuable commodity to a needy cause rather than
wasting it.

4. Allow the person actually catching the by-catch to
recieve little or no persenal benafit but rather a
publie benafit.

JUSTIFICATION POR COUNCII ACTION:

Simply because council regulates by-catch issues and all the
fisheries where by-catch is a problemn. The only other way
is if people do not get by-catch. Unfortunately, by-catch
is inevitable,

FORESEEABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSAL:

The whole industry wins, there is no waste, year round
supply and rather than taxpayers footing the blll for
fisheries law and management, let the value of the £ish do
it.

Question of willingness by the fishermen to preserve the
catch and give it back to the Federal Govt.



ARE THERE ALTERNAIVE SOLUTIONS?

1. Keep the program as is and continue to waste product,
2. Let fishermen keep the by-¢atch and sell it themeselves.

#1 does not solve the problem of waste. #2 may encourage

fishermen to just gear up and target on the by-catch, then
the actual specie being fished would not get utilized and

the season may close te early.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Check you observer records and see how much by-catch is just
thrown away.

Rhonda Hubbard
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council RHAU

A6 2 3199

Name or Proposer: bnte:

American High Seas Fisheries Association, 8/23/581

Alaska Groundfish Data Bank, Midwater Trawler Cooperative,
American Factory Trawlers Association.

Addresa:
J0A0 Weat Commodore Way
Seattle, Washingten 98199

Telephone: (206) 282-2731 Fax: 1{206) 282-3518

Brief Statement of Proposal: To provide the trawl industry a 28
minute window of opportunity to return live halibut to the water
for which they and the halibut CAP would not be debited. At
least the debit should bhe at a rate less than is currently the
case,

Objectivea of Proposal: (What is the problem?)

Decrease halibut mortality. Increaxs halibut savings. To more
objectively account for halibut mortality among variocus trawl
uaer groupa.

Need and Justification for Council Action: (Why can’t the problem
be resolved through other channela?) Counoil is responaible for
sociceconomic and allocative decisions. Premently the matter is
handled in leas then a fair and equitable manner. Halibut are
being killed unnecessarily. Halibut are being released alive yot
debited against the CAP, This is an incentive for corrective
action.

Foreseeable Impacta of Proposal: (Who winas, who loses?)

More halibut are released in viable condition, henefiting the
Halibut industry. Trawlers get to apply dead halibut to the CAP
in a manner which funds the attainment of the bottomfish OY.

Are There Alternative Solutions? If 80, what are they and why do
you conaider your proposal the best way of molving the problea?
Once a halibut ia caught, for it te remain alive, it must first
be handled and released in the quickest manner pousible.

Supportive Data & Other Information: What dnta are available and
where can they be found? NMFS Reseurch/Management; I,P.H.C.

Signature: , ? (g:f”“/(‘\_

Douglas B. Gordon, Rxecutive Direator
American High Seas Fisherice Asaocciation
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council
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Need and Justification for Council Action (Why can’t the problem be resolved through other
channels?) /
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Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal: 0 wins, who loses?)

Are There Alternative Solutions? Ifso, what are they and why do you consider your proposal the
best way of solving the problem?

Supportive Data & Other Information: What data are available and where can they be found?
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HALIBUT MANAGEMENT PROPOSAL _
North Pacific Fishery Management Councit———---

NAME OF PROPOSER: DATE:
Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association 86/28/91

ADDRESS: PO Box 88
St. Paul Island, Alaska 99660

TELEPHONE: (907) 546-2312 or 278-2312

BRIEF STATEMENT OF PROPOSAL: Settle long standing allocaticnal and
operational problems, and rationalize halibut fishery in 4C by
making a 70/30 quota split between local and non-local vessels,
and dumping the requirements for vessel clearance and hold
inspections.

NEED AND JUSTIFICATION FOR COUNCIL ACTION: Local share for 1891

was 28%, marking fourth straight year of preemption of 1local
efforts by larger outside fleet. Council intent during past

several years discussion and analysis was for between 80% and 95%

to go to local fishermen. This represents a compromise position on

the part of a desparate and dissatisfied but growing 1local 4C

fleet. Only the Council can make this determination.

FORSEEABLE IMPACTS OF PROPOSAL: Will relieve the Council of
reliving this issue every year, will allow for extended seasons
for local small vessel fishery, will allow non-local large vessel
participation in the quota, and could relieve outside vessels of
the need for vessel clearance inspections in Dutch by allowing
deliveries to both Pribilof Islands, with the associated economic
benefits.

ARE THERE ALTERNATE SOLUTIONS? Yes. Provide a 5,000 lb trip limit
as suggested in attached proposal, and/or exclusive registration
in the 4C area for vessels that take their total halibut in 4C,

SUPPORTING DATA AND OTHER INFORMATION: Attached is preliminary
analysis of non-local versus local results and effort under the
1991 program. Other data available from IPHC.

Signature: Jg/&m /W gz
Sea ishenﬁéh://hssociation

cdhtfgl Bering




HALIBUT MANAGEMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Flshery Management Council

NAME OF PROPOSER: DATE:
Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association 8/28/91
ADDRESS: |

PO Box 88

St. Paul Island, Alaska 99660

Telephone: (907) 546-2312
278=-2312

BRIEF STATEMENT OF PROPOSAL: 1Install 5,000 1lb. trip 1limits in
Area 4C for the purpose of allowing a developing small vessel
local fishery to be prosecuted without preemption by a fleet of
larger capacity non-local vessels., Maintain vessel clearance
requirements.

NEED AND JUSTIFICATION FOR COUNCIL ACTION: Same old story. Fishing
regime in 4C failed to allow significant opportunity for local
small vessels. Too few openings due to large take by outside
vessels, even with 10,000 pound trip 1limit regime. Only the
Council can settle allocational problems of this nature.
Discussion of IFQ and limited access programs by the Council only
intensifies the need for local fishermen to establish their c¢atch
histories.

FORSEEABLE IMPACTS OF PROPOSAL: Racheting down to 5,000 lb trip
limits together with maintaining present vessel clearance regs
will effectively discourage larger capacity outside vessels from
participating in 4C openers and encourage their efforts other
Bering Sea halibut areas. Local share will approach the 80-90%
contemplated during past years by Council analysis and allcocative
actions.

ARE THERE ALTERNATE SOLUTIONS? Yes. Provide an exclusive
registration in the 4C area for vessels that take their total
halibut catch 1in 4C, or an allocational 70/30 1local/nonlocal
compromise split as suggested in alternative proposal.

SUPPORTING DATA: Attached is preliminary analysis of non-local

versus local results and effort under the 1991 program. Other data
available from IPHC.

Signature:




Summary

{preliminary
Paul Island)

of 4¢C Halibut Fishery, 1991

data cobtained from IPHC and local processor on St.

OUTSIDE VESSELS

LOCAL VESSELS

OPENER TOTAL CATCH CATCH # CATCH d
6/17-18 50,000 LBS 43,000 9 7,000 5
6/19-20 48,000 LBS 32,000 5 16,000 12
6/21-22 96,000 LBS 66,000 9 30,000 14
6/23-24 43,000 LBS 20,000 2 23,000 13
6/25-26 135,000 LBS 107,500 12 27,500 13
6/27-28 42,000 16,000 3 26,000 15,
6/29-30 101,000 79,000 12 22,000 12
7/13-14 175,000 139,000 17 36,000 13
TOTALS 690,000 502,500 id7,500
OQUTSIDE VESSELS 69 TRIPS @ 7,283 LBS PER TRIP

LOCAL VESSELS 95 TRIPS @ 1,974 LBS PER TRIP

OBSERVATICHNS: 1. Without vessel clearance and inspection

requirements in Dutch, there would have been

three less openers in 4cC.

2. 5,000 pound trip limits, as recommended at TDX
Shareholders meeting, might further eliminate
outside vessels, but will also penalize more
efficient local owners, '

3. A NPFMC determination of allocative split
between local and non-local vessels has been
discussed with representatives of the Seattle
fleet. In 1989 the Council hinted at an 80-20
local/non-local split in its efforts to solve
local access problem. We discussed a 70-30 split
and getting rid of vessel clearance and
inspection.
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“October 3, 1990

North Pacific Fishery Management Coqmil

Don W. Collinswotth, Chairman Mailing Address: P.O. Bex 102128
Clarence G. Pautzke, Exacutive Director Anchoraga, Afasks 99510

Tolaphons: (907) 271.2B08
FAX {807) 271.2817

006 Wast d1h Avenus
Anchorage, Alaskas 99501

——r -

rolpagel b e,

T I

Post-it™ brand fax trangmittal mam 76T

OAVLS

Donald McCaughran, Executive Director

International Pacifie Hajibut ('_.:ommisulon

P.O. Box 9-5009 ‘ — ——————

University Station - : Tl e
Seautle, Washington 98145-2009 H

Dear Don:

The North Pacilic Fishery Management Council met last week and asked me to pass on to you and
the Commission, the following recommendations on next year's halibut fisheries in Areas 4C and 4E.

For Area 4G, the Council requests that (he Commission establish seasons concurrent with other fixed
gear scasons in the area 10 encourage wider distribution of fishing effort. The 10,000-Ib. trip limits
for 1990 did not increase the local chare of the cateh as intended. Preliminary dats indicate that local
fishermen caught 188,000 Ibs., just 34% of the 548,000 Ib. total catch, This decline in local share from
1989 was altributed in part to concentration of fishing effort into 4C for lack of other longline

opportunities. The Council hopet 1o svoid # recurrenca jn 1991 with this vequest for copaurrent
scasons, .
—_— .

For Area 4E, the Council requests that the Commission establish a separate regulatory area in Bristol
Bay, independent of the original 4E atea around Nelson and Nunivak Island, with its own quota and
season for 1991 if there's no conservation prablems. You'll recall that last September, the Council
forwarded to the Commission for action & proposal by the Bristol Bay Co-op for a small halibut
fishery in Bristol Bay if there were no conservation problems. The proposal requested an area
between Cape Newenham and Strogonoft Point, extending 20 miles offshore. Two openings were
proposed:  June 1-15 for 25,000 Ibs. and August 1-15 for 25,000 Ibs. The Council supported this
proposal because it would benefit local communities.

In February, the Commission responded by extending Area 4E past Cape Newenham into Bristol Bay.
NMFS then subdivided 4E into northern and southern areas with 70,000 and 30,000-1b. quotas,
respectively. Without that division, the extension of 4E could have inadvertently created severe
competition between skiff fishermen from Nelson and Nunivak Islands and fishermen from Bristol
Bay having larger boats better cquipped for high production fishing. Preliminary catch data indicate
that local fishermen caught 25,000 1ba. of the 30,000 Ib. quota in the southern area, while only 21,000
1bs. were taken from the 70,000 Ibs, in the northern arca. Local fishermen accounted for only 13,000
Iba. of the aorthern area catch.

H
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Donald A, McCaughran
October 3, 1990
Page 2

Obviously there is considerable fishing power in Bristo! Bay and northern communities are just now
developing their fisherics. The Councll would like to enhance the halibut {ishery opportunities for
local communities around Bristol Bay and in the Nelson-Nunivak Island areas, but not foster strong
competition between the regions, Therefore, we request that the Commission establish separate
arcas and sppropriate quotas if there are 0o conservation problems.

Sincerely, _ '

g@_b QMF)L - |
Clarence G. Pautzke -
Executive Director

cc: Council members



CENTRAL BERING SEA FISHERMEN’S ASSOCIATION
PO BOX 88
ST. PAUL ISLAND, ALASKA 99660
11/6/1990

Don Collingsworth, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
PO Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 929510

Dear Chairman Collingsworth,
Subj: 1991 Halibut Season for Pribilof Island Fishermen

We have reviewed the October 3, 1990 letter from Clarence
Pautzke, Executive Director of the NPFMC, to Don McCaughran,
Executive Director of the IPHC. This letter, written at the
direction of the Council following the Saturday, September 29,
1990 Council session, gives rise to some guestions about how our
1991 4C fishing season will be arranged.

The letter suggests to the IPHC that the "Commission
establish seasons concurrent with other fixed gear seasons in the
area", as part of the Council’s intent to spread distribution of
effort. We believe this request to the Commission will be
ineffective at best in solving the problem of halibut fishermen in
4c. At worst it will destroy the 1991 season for Pribilof
fishermen, unless clarified.

The Council’s assumption seems to be that the disaster of
1990 for local 4C halibut fishermen was a result of the speed with
which the black cod guota was taken, resulting in an unintended
infusion of large outside vessels into 4C by June 25th opening,
even with the dreaded 10,000 pound trip limit and vessel hold and
clearance inspection requirement between openers. Thus despite
our best yet participation and daily catch from lecal fishermen,
Pribilof fishermen had exactly five openers to get their share of
the 4C quota. That share amounted to 34% of the total take from
4C,

Without questioning the Council’s intent to avoid a
recurrence, our guestion is this: How can the IPHC be expected to
fix this problem by the adjustment of halibut seasons only? Since
1983 Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association has gone back and
forth with the Seattle/Kodiak fleet, and between the Council and
commission, to get a season set at a time when conditions in the
Bering Sea are optimum for our small vessel fleet. Thus it is
somewhat disquieting for us to consider that 4C halibut season
might be readjusted to coincide with black cod openings. This
could potentially mean opening halibut on Jan 1 (same as blackcod
in the Bering Sea). Our vessels are simply too small to operate at
this time of the year. In fact, opening as early as June 10 in
prior years, our fleet still experienced problems due to weather.



Mr. Collingsworth, we had a suggested solution for 4C that
the Council rejected as being allocative, or something that there
was no time for. But we feel that a requlation that doesn’t give
our 1local vessels the extra openings they need to fish is
allocative in the other direction. I’m not sure what is the best
way to implement the Council’s desire on this matter. But
adjusting the halibut season to the blackcod season will not work,
if it means changing the window of opportunity our fishermen have
in late June and early July. From our point of view, if the
Council wants to distribute the effort, the timing of the blackced
openings should be adjusted, perhaps in the following manner:

GOA: Change blackcod opening from April 1 to June 1

BSAI: Change blackcod opening from January 1 to June 1

BS/AI: Adjust halibut Area IV, so that areas A,B,C,D,E open
on the same days

This suggestion, of course, cannot be handled by the IPHC,
and would require further Council action. For many years now, the
halibut seasons have been set for the convenience of a Seattle
fleet that starts in Southeast and works it way through the Gulf
to the Bering Sea and back. Our ability to obtain something for
the convenience of Aleut fishermen (who want their deserved share
of the 1% of the total halibut resource alloted to 4C) in the IPHC
forum is close to zero, based on the numbers.

We regret that the Council forum has become so contentious,
and that the simple request of the Aleuts for resource access has
become the proverbial football in a big money game. In our own
minds a request for a percentage of the resources is a logical
request that anyone might make who lives in the middle of the
resource pool, It is unfortunate that in Alaska’s history, resource
claims emanating from San Francisco, or Seattle, or even Russia,
seem to carry more weight.

We will be happy to discuss the halibut situation with you or
anyone you may designate from either Council or State staffs. Our
fishermen do not want, by this action, to be any further
restricted from access to the resources around our islands than we
already have been by a runaway fishery.

Your assistance is respectively reguested.
Sincerely,
foors 20T
Peyfenia Pletnikof#; ., President -
Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Asqogiation
cc.  Don McCaughran, IPHC Execﬁﬁi?éiﬁ}rector

Congressman Don Young -
Senator Ted Stavens
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(7) The license required under this section is in addition to any lioense,' however

designated, that is required under the laws of Canada or any of its Provinces or the United -

States or any of its States. _ R
{8) The United States may suspend, revoke, or modify any license issued underthls

section under policies and procedures in 15 CFR Part 904 A U L TP
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Vessel Clearance - : "~ : =~ S
13. (1) No person other than a person who lands his total annual halibut catch at ports

within Areas 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, 4E, or the closed area defined in section 8 shall fish for halibut

in Areas 4A, 4B, or 4D from any vessel, unless the operator of that vessel obtains a vessel
clearance both before such fishing and before the unloading of any halibut caught in Areas

4A,4B,0rd4D, - .. LR TR AT S - e =,ef‘e:f£*t;‘i‘i.‘.i§%"f?ii-?.: LI

(2) No person other than a person who lands his total annual halibut catch at a port

within Area 4C may fish forhalibutinAreadthromanyvessel,unlesstheopemtorofthat
- v&sselObtaimavesselclearaneebothbeforesuchfulﬁngheachfmlﬁngpeﬁodﬂwtappliesto_

Area 4C fore the unloading of any halibut caught in that Area, - * 3 AT

(3)Nopersonothermanapersonwholandsbistotalmnualhallbutcatchatapon BERRAE R

within Area 4E, or the closed area defined in section 8 may fish for halibut in Area 4E from

7"\ any vessel, unless the operator of that vessel obtains a vessel clearance both before such o
fishing in each fishing peﬁodthatappﬁgsthrea4Bapdl_bgf9reﬂleunlqaqing_ ofanyhalibut

caught in that Area,

{4) The vessel clearances required for halibut fishing under subsections (1), (2), and (3) are
mutually exclusive, ST e

(5) The vessel clearances required under subsections (1), (2), and (3) may be obtained only

at Dutch Harbor or Akutan, Alaska, from a fishery Officu"gf the United m‘am. o

tative of the Commission, or a designated fish processor, ~

4 I

(6) The vessel operator shail speci_fy the specific fishing period and resulalouMS)__in -

which fishing will take place, ‘ LR
(7} Vessel clearances required under subsections (1), (2), and (3) prior to fishing in Area 4

LI

.

shall be obtained within the 120-hour period before each of the openings, in that Area, ,' : 8 ‘
between 0800 and 1800 hours, local time, ; * . DT T T s L T

L B R

(8) No halibut shall be on board at the time of the clearance required by subsection . SR
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HALIBUT MANAGEMENT PROPOSAL ;
North Pacific¢ Fishery Management Council— ——— -

Date: August 28, 1991
NAME OF PROPOSER: Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association

ADDRESE: PO Box 838
St. Paul Island, Alaska 99660

TELEPHONE: (907) 546-2312 or 278-2312

BRIEF STATEMENT OF PROPOSAL: Make Boundary Change to Area 4C to
allow for Westward extension from 171 degrees W to 172 degrees W.,
and gouthward extension from 56 degrees, 20 minutes to 56 degrees,
0 minutes, N. New 4C area will be from 56 degrees North to 58
degrees North, and from 168 degrees West to 172 W.

OBJECTIVES: Establish consistent 2zone for both halibut and
sablefish 1longline fisheries around the Pribilof 1Islands.
Establishes consistent district around the Pribilef Islands for
prosecution of 1longline fisherijies, implementation of bycatch
regimes, statistical consistency, and special habitat protections
around the Pribilof Islands.

NEED AND JUSTIFICATION FOR COUNCIL ACTION: Consistency in halibut
and sablefish management zones, and limitations on halibut bycatch
are major objectives of the Council. This action, requested by
CBSFA at the Jan, 1991 IPHC meeting, was viewed as allocational by
the Commission, and is therefore appropriately before the Council.
Inconsistencies between halibut and sablefish management areas
hinder implementation of effective bycatch programs.

FORSEEABLE IMPACTS OF PROPOSAL: Better scientific and bycatch
information from consistent statistical zones, access tc sablefish
stocks for Area 4C local fishermen. Incorporates small peortion of
continental slope into Pribilof habitat zone.

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS? Yes. Maintain present confusing arrangement
that seems to favor high halibut bycatch, and statistical
inconsistency.

SUPPORTING DATA & OTHER INFORMATION: ATTACHED.

oo Ll
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-~ CENTRAL BERING SEA FISHERMEN’S ASSOCIATION
PO BOX 8B
ST. PAUL ISLAND, ALASKA 99660
JANUARY 7, 1991

Don McCaughran, Executive Director
International Pacific Halibut Commissicn

Box 95009
Seattle, Washington 98145-2009

Dear Dr. McCaughran,
Subj}: Request For Boundary Change, IPHC 4C

Our assocliation has requested the NPFMC to amend its Bering

Sea Groundfish Mapagement Plan to provide for a no bottom trawl
zone around the Pribilef Islands to protect halibut, marine
mammal, crustacean, seablrd and other unique fishery and habitat
resources in the area. We have pretty good sclentific basis for
this request including the University of Washington studies on BKC
and KIC habltat, the decline in fur seals, =ea lions, seabirds,
etc. We have heard repeatediy at IPHC that the Pering Bea Is the
nursery grounds for halibut. And annual discussions of the impacts
of bottom trawl bycatch make a very strong impression as well. We

. have attached a copy of proposed amendment for your information
A and request that you take the time to review and discuss it with

IPHC staff.

In connection with this proposed amendment, we would also
like 1IPIIC to consider changing the west boundary of 4C from
longitude 171 degrees W to 172 degrees W longitude. This would
provide greater continulty and match up between 4A and 4B in the
halibut fishery, and would have the effect of changing bycatch
regulatory areas as well, which lines have been arbitrarily drawn
in a manner that splits the Pribilof Islauds into two districts
for bycatch purposes. We have separately :. .uested that NPFMC move
the boundary of bycatch limitation zone .und the Pribilofs two
degree to the West also, which would }+ vide for one regulatory
zone around the Pribllofs for all :isherles. The westward
projection of 4C would include at least a portion of the shelf
where considerable halibut bycatch takes place.

We hope the staff will have time to consider our request in
time for the IPHC annual meeting. Thank you for consideration of
this request, which we feel should receive good support from those
interested in preserving halibut fisheries for the long term.

Sincerel _
I
e etnikoff! “President
#Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Assoclation

Attachments: No Bottom Trawl Zone Proposal
Ltr. 4/12/90 Larry Cotter
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PACIFIC HALIBUT FISHERY REGULATIONS 1989

coasts of Alaska, within the respective maritime areas in which each of those countries exer-
cises exclusive fisheries jurisdiction as of March 29, 1979,

(2) Sections 5 to 18 apply to commercial fishing for halibut.

{3) Section 19 applies to fishing for halibut by United States treaty Indian tribes in the
State of Washington.

(4) Section 20 applies to sport fishing for halibut.

{5} These Regulations do not apply to fishing cperations authorized or conducted by the
Cormmission for research purposes.

Regulatory Areas
5. The following areas shall be regulatory areas for the purposes of the Convention:

(1} Area 2A includes all waters off the coasts of the states of California, Oregon, and
Washington;

(2) Area 2B includes all waters off the coast of British Columbia;

(3) Area 2C includes all waters off the coast of Alaska that are east of a line running 340°
true from Cape Spencer Light (latitude $8°11'57" N., longitude 136°38'18" W.), and south
and east of a line running 205° true from said light;

(4) Area 3A includes all waters between Area 2C and a line extending from the most
northerly point on Cape Aklek (atitude 57°41°15" N., longitude 155°35'00" W) to Cape
Ikolik (latitude 57°17'17" N., longitude 154°47°18" W.), then along the Kodiak Island
coastline to Cape Trinity (latitude $6°44'50" N., longitude 154°08'44” W), then 140° true;

(5) Area 3B includes all waters between Asea A and a line extending 150° true from
Cape Lutke (latitude 54°29'00” N., longitude 164°20'00" W.) and south of latitude
54°49°00° N, in Isanotski Pass;

(6) Area 4A includaallwatemintheGulfol‘AlaskawstofAreamundintheBwtng

Sea west of the closed area defined in section 8 that are east of longitude 172°00°00" W, and
south of latitude 56°20°00” N.;

(7) Area 4B includes all waters in the Bering Ses and the Gulf of Alaska west of Area4A
and south of latitude 56°20'00" N_;

(8) Area 4C includes all waters in the Bering Sea north of Area 4A and north of the closed
area defined in section 8 which are east of longitude 171°00°00* W., south of latitude
58°00'00" N., and west of longitude 168°00'00" W.;

(9) Area 4D includes all waters in the Bering Sea north of Areas 4A and 4B, north and
west of Area 4C, and west of longitude 168°0000" W.;

(10} Area 4E includes all waters In the Bering Sea north of the closed area defined in
section 8, east of longitude 168°00'00” W., and south of latitude 65°34'00" N.
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HALIBUT MANAGEMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Counci

Name of Proposer: Peter Michael Farris Date: 25 Aaug 91

Address: 3225 W. 8lst Ave.
Anchorage, AK 393502

Telephone: (907)248-5121
(907)273-7611

Brief Statement of Proposal:

I propose that Trip Limits, Area Registration, Allocations &
Seasons, Gear Quotas, Time & Area Closures, as well as Bycatch
Limitations; be used in management of the resource and fishery,
and that a prohibition be 1imposed on the use of Capital
Construction Fund or Subsidized Financing for the replacement of
vessels presently engaged in the halibut fishery, unless vessels
heing replaced are permanently wvithdrawn €from the halibut
fishery. (Please see Appendix "A"} '

Objectives of Proposal:

This proposal is recommended as a means to control the excess
harvesting capacity available in this particular fishery. The
IFQ proposals presently under consideration are not a solution to
the problem, they merely restrict the number of persons who will
be allowed to continue the overharvest. (See Appendix "B")

Need and Justification for Council Action:

The recommendations contained in this proposal are an alternative
to the existing proposals for IFQ management, most of which
appear to originate in. the Council. The intent of this proposal
is to reguest that the €Counclil consider "Traditlconal Management
Tools" before' imposing an untested, draconain, expensive, and
nearly irreverszable system on the people of Alaska, as well as on
the rest of the vV.3. Pacific Northwest.

Fo{eseegbléhIpp&étﬁ_di-?robosal:

Due to the fact that IPHC has responsibility for the biological
health of the fishery, . this proposal will not cause any impact
from the standpoint of conservation management--quotas and -
seasons will be the same regardless of- the method used to
allocate the resource. There is no guestion that the excess
harvest capacity available in this fishery 1is  partially
attributable to the anticipation that future permanent allocation
(IFQ) of the resource will be based on present vtilization level.

Ve



It is a foregone conclusion that many members of the fishing
community are basing their current level of effort on that
expectation. This proposal would eiiminate the excessive level
of effort attributable to the desire to "lock in" a permanent
allocation of the resource, as well as eliminate subsidized
increases in the number of vessels constructed to harvest it.

Are there alternative solutions? If so, what are they and why do
you consider your proposal the best way of solving the problem?

There are many alternative soclutions. They are the same
solutions avalilable in the management of groundfish, c¢rab, and
other fisheries. They include: ITQ, License limitations,

Auction, Community Development Quotas, and the ocoption of
continuing the status gquo.

This proposal is superior to the alternatives since it will allow
a measured imposition of regulatory interferance in the fishery
to cause an equitable division of the resocurce.. It will further
allow a reduction in the present 1level of effort, without
sounding an immediate death knell to both the freedom of
individual oppertunity and to the economies. of Alaskan coastal
communities. : .

Supportive Data & Other Information: What data are available and
where can they be found?

1 suggest that the recent imposition of 1FQ management on the
sablefish and halibut fisheries in Western Canada will provide a
good opportunity to study the real effect of such a system. This
porposal will allow the American fishery to be managed with a
view tovard causing an across the board reduction in the level of
effort while studying the adaministrative and social costs of the
IFQ system. 1In the likely event that the I¥Q system proves to be
more costly and  economically disruptive than originally
anticipated wve will not be committed to it. before such side
effects are evident.. If, on the other hand it proves to be the
panacea clained by some membezs 0f the council and the industry,
we will be able to implement it with a better understanding of
haov it shogld~he constructed and administered. -

Signature-:

t/e



APPENDIX "a"

1. Trip limits., The number of trips, and the duration theresof,
allowed per vessel during the season should be limited to allow
all participants to have an equal opportunity to harvest the
resource., Vessels would be required to notify the appropriate
authorities prior to departure from port and also after fishing
during the allowed period has been completed.

2. Area Registration. Vessels should be allowed to fish in one
area only, This will ensure that effort is expended where the
resource is most available, and will additionally allow vessels
from local communities to participate--vhich will allow the
continuation of much needed revenue to those communities.

3. Quarterlvy/Semi Annual/Tri Annual Allocations and Seasons. If
it appears that allocation of effort or catch is biologically or

economically appropriate to the management of the fishery, then
seasonal allocative actions should be taken as reguired to
distribute the resource equitably. Such seasons or allocations
could be used to control the flow of product to the market and to
processors to ensure both availability and high quality.

4. Gear Quotas: Gear guotas should be implemented based on
vessel size and location.  Such quotas shauld be based on the
capacity of a2 vessel to handle the volume o0f fish landed abocard
to maximize the guality of such fish at the time they are
delivered to processors or market destinations. Such gquotas
could be easily enforced by vessel inspections made by ADF&G or
other agencies.

2. Time and Area Closures. The same concerns which apply to
seasons or seasonal allocations apply to area closures, They
should be applied . by fishery managexs to ensure that both
biological strength of the resource and product guality are
optimun. A vessel should be required to inform the appropriate
authority prior to0 engaging in fishing .during whatever time
perlod it elects to-fish, and to report to.the same agency after
such activities are ceased. (See above, "Trip Limits") :

6. Restriction of " use of CCF funds to the -replacement of
~vessels.  When a vessel is constructed for use in the Halibut
fishery, the vessel which it replaces will be removed from and
not be alloved to re-enter the fishery. The vessgel 1D§ record
would be used to determine whether a wvessel is eligible to
receive an IPHC license to fish.

APPENDIX "AW
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AZPENDIX "A" (CONT)

7. Morstorium oh assisted financing for vessels to be used in
the Haiibut fishery. State and tederal subsidies should be
withdrawn £or all new vessels intended for use in this fishery
until excess harvest capacity has been eliminated. I£f a vessel
vill be wused in these fisheries it should be constructed and
financed at current market rates. In the event market rates are
to0 high to support construction or financing of such vessels it
can be assumed that the fisheries are not profitable enough due
Yo excess harvesting capacity, .and that such vessels are not
needed to harvest the resaurce.

3.  Bycatch Limitations: Funds should be allocated for the
research and development of gear and equipment which will
minimize the bycatch of halibut by fisheries targeting on other
species. Funds should be made available to assist in the widest
possible wutilization of such devices by participants in those
other fisheries. The present system causes the waste of a large
proportion of the halibut resource which would be available to
offset the present overcapacity of the halibut fishery.

"APPENDIX A"

e



AzgENDIX “B"

The oproblem a3 it presently exists is that there is an =xcess
harvest capacity in the halibut fishery. This results in a poor
flow of product to the market, a diminution of gquality in that
praduct, and in a lack of economic viability to the participants
in the fishery.

The IFQ system has been suggested as a means to soive these
preblems. The view that IFQ management will enhance the econonmic
viabiltiy of the fishery is a total myth: It will only do =o for
the tiny minority of participants who are able to gQualify for--
and to ctetain--an I[FQ share, The rest of the current
participants will, as they say, be "history."

All other concerns relative to the management of the fishery
will have to be dealt with using other kinds of management tools
whether I[FQ's are impesed or not, since it 1is evident that
ailocation of the resource is the only result of an IFQ system.

It 1is the objective of this proposal to offer a solution to the
problems in the halibut fishery without causing an unnecessary
and ineguitable distribution of the resource to a select segment
of society. The IFQ system, if imposed, will injure many people
and many communities. It will not even begin to solve a single
real problem without implementation of some of the management
suggestions offered in this propossal.

IFQ management will he very expensive. The cost will have to be
paid by someone--most likely the participants. This will be an
increased cost which does nothing to address the other problens
which exist in the fishery; and which are more fundamental to
it's economic viability. This will increage fixed operating
costs to the holders of IFQ's, with the result that many will be
unable to retain their shares.

There is no guestion whatever that no IFQ propesal is in itself
relevant to solution of the basic preblens endemic in the fishery
which relate to product gquality and availability, vessel safety,
biological health of the resource, or any other universally valid
concern; nor 1is any IFQ proposal fair or eguitable. Every 1IFQ
proposal being considered is a mismash of management and
allocative opbjectives. The management objectives are better
served by being considered separately, and the allocative

objectives are better left ¢to  the free marketplace for
determination, - .

APPENDIX “B"
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APPENDIX "B" (CONT)

The Cscastal communities «f Alaska will ungquestionably suffer a
severe sconomic shock should an IFQ system be implemented, as a
result of the extrenely high adminsitrative cost of that systen;
as well as due to the elimination of availablility of the resource
to public Access where there already exists a disproportionately
limited pool of economic opportunity.

An IFQ management system has been widely promoted as the solution
to overcapacity in the halibut fishery. Not only will there he
sericus socio-econonmic side effects caused by the imposition of
the IFQ management system, together with gquestions concerning the
basic coastitutional legality of the selective allocation of a
public resource, but also an IFQ system will only restrict the
number of peoplie whaoa are to be allowed to continue the
overharvest, In addition, the IFQ system will base the
allocation of the rescurce on the extent to which a participant
is presently overharvesting.

APPENDIX "B"
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,’ SEP | 8 g9 HALIBUT MANAGEMENT PROPOSAL
\ ! North Pacific Fisheries Management Council

ATE

-~ s

-  ——Name.of Proposer: Ken Duffus Date: September 13, 1991
Address: 20441 Ptarmigan Blvd, Eagle River, AK 99577 COPY FOR YOUR
Telephone: (907)694-2359 INFORMATION

Brief Statement of Proposal: I respectfully request that the NPFMC take immediate action to
implement a limited entry system for the Halibut similar to that already in use by the State of
Alaska  (See attachment #1 for details)

Objectives of Proposal: (What is the problem?) The problem the fishery is and has been
facing for some time should be quite evident to all involved and not require additional instruction,
however for the sake of filling out this form here goes:

The plague is upon the North Pacific Halibut fishery with too many boats fishing too few fish.
This problem first showed up in the early 1980's. As the responsible agencies for the fisheries'
management were pointing fingers as to whom should do what, the problem exponentially grew.
Today we are harvesting tens of millions of pounds of halibut within 2 or 3 days, wasting millions
of pounds through lost gear, having high juvenile mortality and failing to maximize the economic
use of the resource, (See Attachment #2)

Need and Justification for Council Action: (Why can't the problem be resolved
through other channels?) The NPFMC appears to be the responsible agency for resolving
these issues. Only the council can implement regulations to reduce the over fishing, provide for a
7™ stable harvest, reduce juvenile mortality and save lives and property. The council's inaction to date
further illustrates that biological and conservation management by the JHPC can not resolve the
problems previously identified. In my opinion by the Councils failure to implement any
:lﬁ gulations makes it directly and indirectly responsible for the many lives and property lost during
€se openings.

Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal: (Who wins, who loses?) If this proposal or a similar
on¢ is implemented, the fishermen, the processors, the resource, the consumer and indirectly
insurance companies will benefit from this action. Those who would be negatively affected are
future permit holders, freezer storage operators and gear suppliers.

Are There Alternative Solutions? If so, What are they and why do you consider
ilour propbo:al the best way of solving the problem? While there a(:: numerous

ternatives being discussed, (IFQ's especially) no proposal has fairly and equitably distributed the
existing fisheries' allocation to the fleet. The issue of how to allocate the resource and how much
to allocate may never meet everyone's expectations. The council can easily decide who can fish by
implementing this proposal. By only issuing permits to those who have previously had permits
and actually delivered fish we will at least close the barn door. This would allow the council to
resolve the other problems while defining at least the universe of fishermen and harvesting
capabilities. This uses an already existing systemn that has worked well in the salmon fishery
without exception and does not require a new bureaucratic regulatory agency or army of watch
dogs. Why reinvent a new system when one already exists that works.

Supportive Data & Other Information: What data is available and where can they
be found? One only has to look at the State of Alaska's management of the salmon fishery to see

A\ asuccessful program utilizing a limited entry system. The data supporting a discontinuation of
present policy is found at the bottom of the ocean, in the Coast Guard logs and sometimes if you're
lucky washed up on the desolate beaches.

Signature: m _ %9



ATTACHMENT #2
Objectives of Proposal: (cont.)

We have been blessed with an abundant resource. No other resource receives intense concentrated
fishing pressure as that of the halibut. This can be directly attributed to the NPFMC failing to
implement prudent s fro continued entry into the fishery in the early 1980's. However, we
shouldn't dwell in the past nor should we repeat it. The halibut resource through the NPFMC's
previous inaction is being misused and will continue if unless it is immediately stopped. The
impact of our present wasteful actions on our fishery may not be known for years to come. The
need to change our present course of action is critical. As we look beyond the next fishing season
and into the next century, the demand to produce more food for the world will increase as the
available supply will potentially decrease. How we handle todays resources will ultimately be
reflected in our future production. Let us set aside some of our greed and help preserve some for
the future through better management of the resource.

As the profit is being taken out of the fishery, fishermen place life, imb and property on the line o
maximize there catch with the 24 hour window of opportunity given to them by the council.
Fishermen employ more gear and wasteful techniques to give them an edge in making expenses,
make a payment or just profit. As the fishermen try to meet the demands placed on them
sometimes they lose their gear, sometimes their boats and unfortunately there lives also, It could
almost be a game show or a Las Vegas bet - not whether a boat will g0 down or a life will be lost
but just how many. It must make the members of this council proud that they are personally
responsible for the deaths of fishermen do to their irresponsible actions.

In addition to the above concems, this proposal reduces the potential for a few large vessels from
the lower 48 exploiting the majority of the resource at the expense of the local small boat fleets and
the communities that support thenw.

Fim;lly the proposal will allow for a higher quality product reaching the market place at a more
stable price. .



AGENDA C-4(c)(2)
SEPTEMBER 1991

HALIBUT MANAGEMENT TEAM REPORT ON 1992 CYCLE PROPOSALS
September 4, 1991

The Halibut Plan Team met on September 4, 1991 at the Alaska Fisheries Science Center in Seattle
to review the eight proposals recetved by the Council offices regarding changes in the management
of the halibut fisheries. Present were Chairman Grant Thompson (AFSC), Earl Krieger
(ADF&QG), Jay Ginter (NMFES), Gregg Williams, (IPHC), and Chris Oliver and Brent Paine of the
Council staff. The following is a brief summary of the proposals and the Halibut Plan Teams
discussion of them:

The Team noted that this proposal was submitted in the context of a comment on the proposed IFQ
system of managment for the halibut fisheries, Therefore, the Team recommends entering this
proposal as a comment on the proposed changes in halibut management and taking no action on the
proposal.

Because this is a bycatch issue, the Team recommends that the proposal be considered in the
context of the Council's overall bycatch initiative rather than as a separate halibut regulatory
amendment. Team noted also that this proposal would be in conflict with existing TPHC gear
regulations.

Proposal #3: An all ion of 1 i ch small figh on

The Team considered this a comment on proposed IFQ management program. Team also noted
that such a proposal, if enacted, would result in a substantial overharvest of halibut.

Proposal #4: Allow a 25 min indow i Jive hali e water and n
be i e bycatch ca

Because this is a bycatch issue, the Team recommends that the proposal be considered in the
context of the Council's overall bycatch initiative rather than as a separate halibut regulatory
amendment. A similar proposal is contained in the groundfish proposal package.

Proposal #5; Pl Sitka Sound DSR San imits to halibut fishing if an IF

This would fall under State of Alaska jurisdiction. The same proposal is contained in the
groundfish proposal package.

Proposal #6:

The Team potes that the Council has addressed this issue several times in recent years. Although
the Council has never made its objective explicit, it seems unlikely that the current regulations
regarding trip limits and vessel clearance requirements are accomplishing their intended purpose.
If the Council wishes to achieve a specific split between local and non-local vessels in Area 4C, the
Team recommends that the Council state its objective, allocate the quota directly, and eliminate the
trip limits and vessel clearance requirements. However, rather than developing a specific




regulatory amendment for the Area 4C fishery, the Team feels that it might be more appropriate to
make any direct allocation within the framework of the Council's proposed IFQ program.

Team notes that a direct allocation, such as described in proposal #6, would be a more direct path
to take if it is the goal of the Council to make such an allocation.

The Team notes that part of this proposal is a comment on proposed IFQ program; the other part is
probably outside of the Council's jurisdiction.

In summary, the Halibut Management Team considers only Proposal #6 to be appropriate for
consideration as a halibut regulatory amendment, and then only if the Council articulates a specific
allocational objective that cannot be better addressed through the proposed IFQ program.

p—,



p_E\AFT IV (as of September 27, 1991 6:00pm)

HALIBUT FIXED GEAR MANAGEMENT PLAN

Sec.1. DEFINITIONS. Definitions for terms used herein shall be the same as those contained in the
Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act, except as follows:

(A)

(B)

©

)

(E)

@

(H)

"Person" means any individual who is a citizen of the United States or any corporation,
parmership, assocition, or other entity (whether or not organized or existing under the laws of
any state) which meets the requirements set forth in 46 CFR Pan 67.03, as applicable. This
definition is subject o other restrictions and conditions as set forth in Sec.(2)(C) and (D).

An "individual” shall be defined as a natural person who is not a corporation, parmership,
association, or other entity.

"Quota share" (QS) means a percentage of the fixed gear Total Allowable Catch (TAC) for
each management area which is based on historical, qualifying landings.

"Individual fishery quota” (IFQ) means the annual poundage of fish derived by applying the
quota share percentage to the annual TAC for each management area.

"Fixed gear” means hook and line fishery (which includes longlines, jigging, handlines,
trolling, etc.).

"Catcher boat" or "catcher vessel” means any vessel which delivers catch or landing in an
unfrozen state.

"Freezer longliner” means any vessel engaged in fishing in the fixed gear fishery which
utilizes freezer capacity and delivers some or all of its groundfish product in a frozen state.

"Bonafide fixed gear crewmember." Any person that has acquired commercial fish harvesting
time at sea (i.e. fish harvesting crew), that is equal to 15 months of any commercial fish
harvesting activity, to include at least 4 months fixed gear fish harvesting, will be considered a
bonafide fixed gear crewmember. Any individual who receives an initial allocation of QS will
be considered a bonafide crew member.

Sec.2. FIXED GEAR QUOTA SHARE AND INDIVIDUAL FISHERY QUOTA SYSTEM FOR
HALIBUT.

(A)

(B)

AREA. Quota shares and Individual Fishery Quotas (IFQs) shall be made available for each
of the management areas identified for the Bering Sea and the Gulf of Alaska,

INITIAL QUOTA SHARE ASSIGNMENT. Quota Shares and Individual Fisheres Quotas
shall be assigned to qualified persons on the following basis:

(D Initial assignments of Quota Shares shall be made to;

@ a qualified person who is a vessel owner who meets the requirements in this
section; or

BNCAMOTION.927 92791 Pp 1



DRAFT IV (as of September 27, 1991 6:00pm)

()

(2)

&)

@

(ii) a qualified person who meets the requirements of this section engaged in a
lease or other “bare-boat charter” arrangement in order to participate in the
fishery. (For instances identified under this section, the qualified person shall
receive full credit for deliveries made while conducting the fishery under such
a lease or arrangement.)

Initial quota share assignments will be made only 10 persons who meet all other
requirements of this section and who have landed halibut in either 1988, 1989, or
1990.

Initial assignments of quota shares shall be assigned for each management area to
qualified persons based on recorded landings, as documented through fish tickets or
other documentation for fixed gear landings, for the period 1984 through 1990. For
each management area, each person will select five (5) years out of seven (7) on which
to base that person’s quota share,

The sum of the catch in each person’s five (5) selected years for each area shall be
divided by the total qualifying poundage of all halibut harvested for the qualifying
period in those selected areas. The resultant percentage shall be that person’s quota
share for that area,

VESSEL CATEGORIES. Quota shares and IFQs shall be assigned by vessel category as
follows:

(0

Freezer Longliner Shares:

(i) All landings made during the qualifying period by freezer longliners shall be
calculated for one category of quota shares.

(ii) Any person owning freezer longliner quota shares may sell or lease those
quota shares to any other qualified person for use in the freezer longliner
category.

(iii)  Fish caught with freezer longliner IFQs may be delivered frozen or unfrozer.

(2) Catcher Boat Shares;

§)] All landings made during the qualifying period by catcher boats shall be
calculated for a separate category of quota shares, There shall be two
categories for catcher boats;

(a) vessels less than 60 feet in length overall;
) vessels 60 feet and greaier in length overall,

(ii) For initial allocation of catcher boat Quota Shares:

(@) if a QS recipient owned or leased two or more vessels, of differing
category sizes, simultaneously during the qualifying period which
landed halibut, then the QS allocation shall be for each vessel category
and may not be combined into a single category.

BACAMOTION.927 92791 Pg2



ﬂl‘)_I.{\AFT IV (as of September 27, 1991 6:00pm)

(i)
{iv)
€)]
(1]
(i)
-
(iii)
(iv)
7,
BMCAMOTION, 027

(b) if a Q.S. recipient bought or sold vessels in succession during the
qualifying period, and to the extent the QS recipient operations were in
one vessel category during one year and the next vessel owned was in
another vessel category, the QS will be combined and applied to the
last vessel category of ownership as of 9/25/91.

Any person owning catcher boat quota shares may sell those quota shares only
10 an individual meeting the provisions outlined under Sec. 2(C)(3). Ten
percent of an individual’s catcher boat quota shares may be leased during the
first three years following implementation. (paraphrased)

Fish caught with catcher boat quota shares may not be frozen aboard the vessel
utilizing those quota shares.

General Provisions For Catcher Boats Following Initial Allecation:

In order to purchase or lease QS, the purchaser must be an individual who is a
U.S. citizen and be a benafide fixed gear crewmember. ]

In order to use catcher boat IFQs the user must: 1) own or lease the QS, 2) be
a U.S. citizen, 3) be a bonafide crewmember, 4) be aboard the vessel during
fishing operations, and 5) sign the fish ticket uvpon landing except as noted in
(iii), below,

Persons, as defined below, who receive initial QS may utilize a hired skipper
to fish their quota providing the person owns the vessel upon which the QS
will be used. These recipients may purchase up to the area allowed total
share, There shall be no leasing of such QS other than provided for in section
(O)(2)(iii). In the area east of 140 degrees in the Gulf of Alaska, this section
shall apply only to that amount of quota shares initially issued to corporations
and partnerships that initially received them. (Additional shares purchased by
these corporations or parmerships in this area will not apply. Grandparent
right is only for that initial allocation.)

This provision will cease upon the sale or transfer of QS or upon any change
in the identity of the corporation or partmership as defined below:

a) corporation: any corporation that has no change in membership except
that caused by the death of a corporate member providing the death
did not resuit in any new corporate members,

b) partnership: any partnership that has no change in membership,

c) individual: any individual.

Quota shares, or IFQs arising from those quota shares, for any vessel category
or any management arca may not be transferred to any other vessel category or
any other management area or between the catcher boat and the freezer boat
categories.

9/27/91 Pg3



DRAFT IV (as of September 27, 1991 6:00pm)

(v) The Secretary may, by regulation, designate exceptions to Sec.2(C)(3)(ii) to be
employed in case of personal injury or extreme personal emergency which
allow the transfer of catcher boat QS/IFQs for limited periods of time.

(D) LIMITATIONS ON OWNERSHIP AND USE OF QUOTA SHARES. Each qualified person
or individual:

(1

(2)

&)

May own, hold or otherwise control, individually or collectively, but may not exceed,
one-half percent (0.5%) of the total quota shares or IFQ arising from those QS for
either the Gulf of Alaska or Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, not to exceed one-half
percent (0.5%) of the combined total for the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands; except that in area 2C holdings shall not exceed 1 percent of that management
area.

Any person who receives an initial assignment of quota shares in excess of the limits
set forth in paragraph (D)(1) of this section shall:

(i) be prohibited from purchasing, leasing, holding or otherwise controlling
additional quota shares until that person’s quota share falls below the limits set
forth in (D)(1) above, at which time each such person shall be subject to the
limitations of paragraph (D)1) above; and

(ii) be prohibited from selling, trading, leasing or otherwise transferring any
interest, in whole or in part, of an initial assignment of quota share to any
other person in excess of the limitations set forth in (D)(1) above.

For IFQ accounting purposes:

(i) sale of catcher vessel caught halibut to other than a legally registered buyer is
illegal, except that direct sale to dockside customers is allowed provided
proper documentation of such sales is provided to NMFS;

(i) frozen product may only be offloaded at sites designated by NMFS for
monitoring purposes;

(iii) QS owners wishing to transport their catch outside of the jurisdiction of_ the
NPFMC must first check in their catch at a NMFS specified site and have the
load sealed.

(E)INDIVIDUAL FISHERIES QUOTAS. Individual fisheries quotas are determined for each calendar
year for each person by applying that person’s quota share percentage to the annual fixed gear Total
Allowable Catch for each management area. Persons must control IFQs for the amount to be caught
before a trip begins.

F VESSEL AND GEAR RESTRICTIONS,

8y

No more than one-half percent (0.5%) of the combined Gulf of Alaska and Bering
Sea/Aleutian Isiand quota may be taken on any one vessel except where persons
received initial allocation more than 0.5% overall ownership level (1% in area 2C)
may continue to fish their QS.
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(G)

(n

~

@

2 Quota shares and IFQs arising from those quota shares may not be applied to
trawl-caught halibut or to halibut harvested utilizing pots in the Gulf of Alaska or
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, except under an applicable bycatch program approved by
the Secretary,

ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT.,

) All sales, transfers, or leases of quota shares or IFQ arising from those quota shares
must occur in a manner approved by the Secretary. All quota share and [FQ
assignments and transfers will be administered by NMFS based on regulations
established by the Secretary. The Secretary, in promulgating such regulations, shall
hold at least one public hearing in each state represented on the Council and in at least
one community in each of the management areas govemed by the Council.

(2) The Secretary will promulgate regulations to establish a monitoring and enforcement
regime to assure compliance with this program. Persons holding QS found to be in
violation of these sections or in violation of under-reporting catch will be subject to
appropriate penalties as designated by the Secretary, including forfeiture of their Quota
Shares.

DURATION. QS are a harvest privilege, and are good for an indefinite period of time.

However, they constitute a use privilege which may be modified or revoked by the Council

and the Secretary at any time without compensation,

DISCARD OF HALIBUT. Discard of legal sized halibut is prohibited by catcher vessels on
which halibut [FQs are harvested, and by those fishing under the CDQ program. Vessels at
this time in the freczer longliner category are exempt.

Any person catching halibut with commercial fixed gear, with the exception of vessels in the
freezer longliner category, must own or otherwise control IFQs. (The intent of this section is
to prohibited a directed open access fishery for halibut. Some owners in the freezer longliners
may control IFQs and would not be prohibited from using those IFQs. Other freezer longliner
owners who do not control IFQs would not be prohibited from catching halibut, but must
discard pursuant to Section 2(I) above.)

Sec.3. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTAS.

(A)

In the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, halibut community development quotas shall be
apportioned as follows:

1 For IPHC management area 4E, 100% of the halibut quota shall be made available
only to residents of coastal communities physically located in or proximate to each
management subarea. Trip limits of less than 6,000 pounds will be enforced.

(2) For IPHC management area 4C, 50% of the halibut quota, exclusive of issued QS,
shall be made available for a community fisheries development program for residents
of communities physically located in or proximate to the management area. CDQ for
this area is subject to Sec 3. (B) below.
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(B)

BACAMOTION.927

)

(@)

(%)

(6)

For IPHC management area 4B, 20% of the halibut quota, exclusive of issued QS,
shall be made available to residents of disadvantaged western Alaska coastal
communities physically located in or proximate to the management area. CDQ for this
area is not subject to the fourth quarter release provision in Sec.3.(B)(2) below.

For IPHC management area 4D, 30% of the halibut quota shall be made available to
residents of disadvantaged western Alaska coastal communities located in [IPHC area
4E for a community fisheries development (CDQ) program.

The purpose of the halibut community quota program is to provide the opportunity for
disadvantaged westem Alaska communities (o enter the BSAI area halibut fishery and
thereby assist in the development of a self-sustaining fisheries economy. The halibut
community quota program for area 4D shall be implemented through the draft
guidelines attached. In implementing this program, community development plans
shall provide a harvesting preference for residents of the community over any
harvesting arrangement with persons who reside outside of the community,

Those persons that would otherwise have received a full complement of QS in areas
4B, C, D, & E, but would receive less due to the provisions of CDQs, would be
permitted to add that portion of the QS they lost in the Bering Sea t their QS in the
Gulf of Alaska. The portion added, would be allocated proportionately to the areas in
the GOA in which he had accrued initial QS.

GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTING THE WESTERN ALASKA COMMUNITY HALIBUT
QUOTA N

1

2)

(3

PURPOSE AND SCOPE. In order to provide fishermen who reside in western Alaska
communities a fair and reascnable opporunity to participate in the Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands halibut fishery, to expand their participation in salmon, hermring, and other
nearshore fisheries, and to help alleviate the growing social economic crisis within
these communities, the westem Alaska halibut community quota is established.
Residents of western Alaska communities are predominantly Alaska Natives who have
traditionally depended upon the marine resources of the Bering Sea for their economic
and cultural well-being. The western Alaska halibut community quota is a joint
program of the Secretary and the Governor of the State of Alaska. Through the
creation and implementation of community development plans, western Alaska
communities will be able to diversify their local economies, provide community
residents with new opportunities 1o obtain stable, long-term employment, and
participate in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands halibut fishery which has been foreclosed
to them because of the high capital investment needed to enter the fishery.

WESTERN ALASKA HALIBUT COMMUNITY QUOTA. The NMFS Regional
Director shall hold the recommended percent of the annual Total Allowable Catch of
halibut for each management area in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Area for the
western Alaska halibut community quota. These amounts shall be released to eligible
Alaska communities who submit a plan, approved by the Govemeor of Alaska, for its
wise and appropriate use.

ELIGIBLE WESTERN ALASKA COMMUNITIES. The Govemor of Alaska is
authorized to recommend to the Secretary that a community within western Alaska
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o (4)
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which meets all of the following criteria be a community eligible for the western
Alaska cornmunity quota program (hereinafter "the Program”):

@

(ii)

(iii)

(v)

(v}

be located on or proximate to the Bering Sea coast from the Bering Strait to
the westemmost of the Aleutian Islands or a community located on an island
within the Bering Sea, that the Secretary of the Interior has certified pursuant
to section 11(b)(2) or (3) of Pub. L. No. 92-203 as Native villages are defined
in section 3(c) of Pub. L. No, 92-203;

be unlikely to be able to attract and develop economic activity other than
commercial fishing that would provide a substantial source of employment;

its residents have traditionally engaged in and depended upon fishing in the
waters of the Bering Sea coast;

has not previously developed harvesting or processing capability sufficient to

support substantial participation in the commercial groundfish fisheries of the

Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands because of a lack of sufficient funds for investing
in harvesting or processing equipment; and

has developed a community development plan approved by the Governor, after
consultation with the North Pacific Fishery Management Council.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PLANS. Within 60 days of the effective date of
these regulations, the Governor shall submit to the Secretary, after review by the North
Pacific Fishery Management Council, initial criteria which the community must, at a
minimum, include in a community development plan to be eligible to participate in the
program. The criteria shall include provisions conceming the following:

(M)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

A
(vi)

(vii)

amount of quota requested;
length of time community is requesting to receive a share of the quota;

benefits that will accrue to the community from approval of their plan and
release of quota, including how the plan will assist in diversifying the
community’s economy and provide opportunities for training and employment;

how individual resident harvesters will be provided an opportunity to
participate in the fishery;

how the benefits will be shared within the community;

business plan which will provide adequate information to complete a financial
feasibility assessment;

business arrangements which are entered into between a community and
residents who reside outside of the community, provided that residents of a
community shall received a preference for a portion of the harvesting quota
over any arrangements for harvesting with persons who reside outside of the
community; and
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(ix)  within 30 days of receipt of the criteria from the Govemor, the Secretary will
approve, disapprove, or return: the criteria to the Govemor with
recommendations for changes necessary to comply with the provisions of this
Act, or other applicable law.

(3) APPROVAL OF PLANS

(i Within 45 days of receipt of an application for a community, the Governor
shall review the community’s eligibility for the program and the community
development plan, and at least 14 days prior to the next NPFMC meeting,
forward the application to the North Pacific Fishery Management Council for
its review and recommendations. The Govemor of Alaska may hold a public
hearing and submit a synopsis of that hearing to the Council in lieu of a
hearing by the Council itself. The application shall be subject to 3 public
hearing before the Council, or a committee of the Council. If the Council does
not review the plan at its next regularly scheduled meeting, the Govemnor shall
then submit the application to the Secretary for designation of a portion of the
quota. The Governor shall submit the application to the Secretary within 14
days of Council action or within 14 days of the date of the adjournment of the
Council meeting without any action taken on the application, unless the
application is withdrawn by the applying community,

(ii) Within 30 days of the receipt of an application approved by the Govemor, the
Secretary will designate a portion of the quota to the community, if the
community development plan satisfies the criteria developed by the Govemor
and approved by the Secretary, or return the application to the Governor with
reasons for denial.

Sec.5. AD HOC WORKING GROUPS. Two ad hoc working groups shall be established. One by
the Council composed of but not limited to representatives from fixed gear vessel owners,
crewmembers and processors, who would likely be affected by the Council’s action on IFQs. The
second group will be established by the Alaska Regional Director, NMFS, composed of administration,
data management, enforcement, and legal professionals. The groups will develop a detailed
implementation plan covering all aspects of the carrying out the Council’s preferred aliernative for a
fixed gear [FQ management program (for sablefish and halibut). All states represented on the Council
shall be given an opportunity to provide technical input to the groups.

Tabled motion to strike Sec.2.(C)(1) by Hegge remains.
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HALIBUT FIXED GEAR MANAGEMENT PLAN

Sec.1. DEFINITIONS. Definitions for terms used herein shall be the same as those contained in the
Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act, except as follows:

(A)

(B)

©

(D)

(E)

G

()

"Person” means any individual who is a citizen of the United States or any corporation, parmership,
association, or other entity (whether or not organized or existing under the laws of any state) which
meets the requirements set forth in 46 CFR Part 67.03, as applicable. This definition is subject o
other restrictions and conditions as set forth in Sec.(2)(C) and (D).

An "individual” shall be defined as a natural person who is not a corporation, partnership, association,
or other entity.

"Quota share” (QS) means a percentage of the fixed gear Total Allowable Catch (TAC) for each
management area which is based on historical, qualifying landings.

"Individual fishery quota” (IFQ) means the annual poundage of fish derived by applying the quota
share percentage 1o the annual TAC for each management area,

"Fixed gear" means hook and line fishery (which includes longlines, jigging, handlines, etc.) and pot
gear.

"Catcher boat" or "catcher vessel” means any vessel which delivers catch or landing in an unfrozen
state.

"Freezer longliner” means any vessel engaged in fishing in the fixed gear fishery which utilizes freezer
capacity and delivers some or all of its groundfish product in a frozen state.

“Bonafide fixed gear crewmember.” Any person that has acquired fishing time at sea, that is equal
to 15 months of any commercial fishing activity, to include at least 5 months fixed gear fishing,
within the NPFMC management area for species managed by the NPFMC or the IPHC, and including
salmon, herring and crab within Alaska, will be considered a bonafide fixed gear crewmember.

Sec.2. FIXED GEAR QUOTA SHARE AND INDIVIDUAL FISHERY QUOTA SYSTEM FOR
HALIBUT.

(A)

(B)

AREA. Quota shares and Individual Fishery Quotas (IFQs) shall be made available for each of the
management areas identified for the Bering Sea and the Gulf of Alaska.

INITIAL QUOTA SHARE ASSIGNMENT. Quota Shares and Individual Fisheries Quotas shall be
assigned to qualified persons on the following basis:

(1) Initial assignments of Quota Shares shall be made to;

(i) a qualified person who is a vessel owner who meets the requirements in this section; or

(ii) a qualified person who meets the requirements of this section engaged in a lease or other
"bare-boat charter” arrangement in order to participate in the fishery. (For instances
identified under this section, the qualified person shall receive full credit for deliveries
made while conducting the fishery under such a lease or arrangement.)

1
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(2) Initial quota share assignments will be made only to persons who meet all other mquirememé
of this section and who have landed halibut in either 1988, 1989, or 1990.

(3) Initial assignments of quota shares shall be assigned for each management area to qualified
persons based on recorded landings, as documented through fish tickets or other documentation
for fixed gear landings, for the period 1985 through 19%0. For cach management area, each
person will select five (5) years out of six (6) on which to base that person's quota share,

(4) ‘The sum of the catch in each person’s five (5) selected years for each area shall be divided by
the total qualifying poundage of all halibut harvested for the qualifying period in those selected
areas, The resultant percentage shall be that person's quota share for that area.

(C) VESSEL CATEGORIES. Quota shares and IFQs shall be assigned by vessel category as follows:

(1) Freezer Longliner Shares:

(i) All landings made during the qualifying period by freezer longliners shall be calculated
for one category of quota shares.

(ii) Any person owning freezer longliner quota shares may sell or lease those quota shares to
any other qualified person for use in the freezer longliner category.

(iii) Fish caught with freezer longliner IFQs may be delivered frozen or unfrozen.

(2) Carcher Boat Shares:

(i) All landings made during the qualifying period by catcher boats shall be calculated for a
separate category of quota shares. There shall be four categories for catcher boats;

(a) vessels less than 26 feet in length overall;

(b) vessels 26 to 35 feet in length overall;

{c) vessels over 35 feet in length overal} and less than 60 feet in length overall;
(d) vessels 60 feet and greater in length overall,

(ii) For initial allocation of catcher boat Quota Shares:

(@) if a QS recipient owned or leased two or more vessels, of differing category sizes,
simultaneously during the qualifying period which landed halibut, then the QS
allocation shall be for each vessel category and may not be combined into a single
category.

(b) ifa Q.S. recipient bought or sold vessels in succession during the qualifying period,
and to the extent the QS recipient operations were in one vesse] category during one
year and the next vessel owned was in another vessel category, the QS will be
combined and applied to the last vessel category,

(iii) Any person owning catcher boat quota shares may sell those quota shares only to an /~ '\

individual meeting the provisions outlined under Sec. 2(C)(3). Catcher boat quota shares
may not be leased (i.e., annual IFQs cannot be sold).

(iv) Fish caught with catcher boat quota shares may not be frozen aboard the vessel utilizing
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those quota shares.
(3) General Provisions For Catcher Boats Following Initial Allocation:

(1) In order to purchase QS: be an individual who is a U.S. citizen and either own a fixed
gear vessel or be a bonafide fixed gear crewmember.

(ii) In order 10 use catcher boat IFQs: own the QS, be a U.S. citizen, either own the vessel or
be a bonafide crewmember, be aboard the vessel during fishing operations, and sign the
fish ticket upon landing,

(iii) Persons who received initial QS allocations pursuant to Sec. 2(C)(2) above, will be
allowed to purchase additional QS providing they own the vessel upon which the QS are
utilized or are a bonafide crewmember who is aboard the vessel during fishing operations,
and sign the fish ticket upon landing. In the event of sale or transfer of the QS the new
owner must comply with subsection (C}(3)(i) above.

(iv) Quota shares, or IFQs arising from those quota shares, for any vessel category or any
management area may not be transferred to any other vessel category or any other
management area or between the catcher boat and the freezer boat categories.

~ (v) The Secretary may, by regulation, designate exceptions to Sec. 2(C)(3)(i) w be employed
in case of personal injury or extreme personal emergency which allow the transfer of
catcher boat QSAFQs for limited periods of time.

(D) LIMITATIONS ON OWNERSHIP AND USE OF QUOTA SHARES. Each qualified person or
‘ individual: '

(1) May own, hold or otherwise contrel, individually or collectively, but may not exceed, one-half
percent (0.5%) of the total quota shares or IFQ arising from those QS for either the Gulf of
Alaska or Bering Sea/Aleuntian Islands, not to exceed one-half percent (0.5%) of the combined
total for the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands; except in the less than 26 feet
category where no individual may fish IFQ which in aggregaie equates to more than 5,000
pounds.

(2) Any person who receives an initial assignment of quota shares in excess of the limits set forth
in paragraph (D)(1) of this section shall:

(i) be prohibited from purchasing, leasing, holding or otherwise controlling additional quota
shares until that person’s quota share falls below the limits set forth in (D)(1) above, at
which time each such person shall be subject to the limitations of paragraph (D)(1) above:
and

{ii) be prohibited from selling, trading, leasing or otherwise transferring any interest, in whole
or in part, of an inital assignment of quota share to any other person in excess of the
/;n\ limitations set forth in (D)(1) above.
(3) For IFQ accounting purposes:
(i) sale of catcher vessel caught halibut to other than a legally registered buyer is illegal,
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except that direct sale to dockside customers is allowed provided proper documentation
of such sales is provided to NMFS;

(i) frozen product may only be offloaded at sites designated by NMFS for monitoring
purposes;

(i1} QS owners wishing to transport there catch outside of the fishing zones managed by the
NPFMC must first check in their caich at a NMFS specified site and have the load sealed.

(E) INDIVIDUAL FISHERIES QUOTAS. Individual fisheries quotas are determined for each calendar
year for each person by applying that person’s quota share percentage to the annual fixed gear Total
Allowable Caich for each management area. Persons must control IFQs for the amount to be caught
before a trip begins.

(F) VESSEL AND GEAR RESTRICTIONS.

(1) No more than one-half percent (0.5%) of the combined Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian
Island quota may be taken on any one vessel.

(2) Quota shares and IFQs arising from those quota shares may not be applied to trawl-caught
halibut from any management area or to halibut harvested utilizing pots in the Gulf of Alaska.

(G) ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT.

(1) All sales, transfers, or leases of quota shares or IFQ arising from those quota shares must occur
in a manner approved by the Secretary. All quota share and IFQ assignments and transfers will
be administered by NMFS based on regulations established by the Secretary. The Secretary, in
promulgating such regulations, shall hold at least one public hearing in each state represented
on the Council and in at least one community in each of the management areas govemed by the
Council.

(2) The Sectetary will promulgate regulations to establish a monitoring and enforcement regime to
assure compliance with this program. Persons holding QS found to be in violation of these
sections or in violation of under-reporting catch will be subject to appropriate penalties as
designated by the Secretary, including forfeiture of their Quota Shares.

(H) DURATION. QS are a harvest privilege, and are good for an indefinite period of time. However,
they constitute a use privilege which may be modified or revoked by the Council and the Secretary
at any time without compensation,

(I) DISCARD OF HALIBUT. Discard of halibut is prohibited by persons holding QS and those fishing
under the CDQ program,

Sec.3. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTAS.

(A) In the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, halibut community development quotas shall be apportioned as
follows:

(1) For IPHC management area 4E, 100% of the halibut quota shall be made available for a
community fisheries development program. The halibut quota for 4ES and 4EN shall be made
available only 10 residents of disadvantaged coastal communities physically located in or
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(B)

(2

3

C)

(3

proximate to each management subarea, Trip limits of less than 6,000 pounds will be enforced.
CDQ for this area is not subject to Sec.3 (B) below.

For IPHC management area 4C, 50% of the halibut quota, exclusive of issued QS, shall be made
available for a community fisheries development program for residents of communities
physically located in or proximate to the management area. CDQ for this area is not subject to
Sec.3.(B) below.

For IPHC management area 4B, no less than 10% of the halibut quota, exclusive of issued QS,
shall be made available to residents of disadvantaged western Alaska coastal communities
physically located in or proximate to the management area. CDQ for this area is not subject to
Sec.3.(B) below.

For [PHC management area 4D, no less than 20% of the halibut quota shall be made available
to residents of disadvantaged western Alaska coastal communities for a community fisheries
development program,

The purpose of the halibut community quota program is to provide the opportunity for
disadvantaged westemn Alaska communities to enter the BSAI area halibut fishery and thereby
assist in the development of a self-sustaining fisheries economy. The halibut community quota
program for area 4D shall be implemented through the draft guidelines amached. In
implementing this program, community development plans shall provide a harvesting preference
for residents of the community over any harvesting arrangement with persons who reside outside
of the community.

GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTING THE WESTERN ALASKA COMMUNITY HALIBUT
QUOTA “

(1)

(2

PURPOSE AND SCOPE. In order to provide fishermen who reside in westem Alaska
communities a fair and reasonable opportunity to participate in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands
halibut fishery, to expand their participation in salmon, herring, and other nearshore fisheries,
and to help alleviate the growing social economic crisis within these communities, the western
Alaska halibut community quota is established. Residents of western Alaska communities are
predominantly Alaska Natives who have traditionally depended upon the marine resources of
the Bering Sea for their economic and cuitural well-being. The western Alaska halibut
community quota is a joint program of the Secretary and the Governor of the State of Alaska.
Through the creation and implementation of community development plans, western Alaska
communities will be able to diversify their local economies, provide community residents with
new opportunities to obtain stable, long-term employment, and participate in the Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands halibut fishery which has been foreclosed to them because of the high
capital invesmment needed to enter the fishery,

WESTERN ALASKA HALIBUT COMMUNITY QUOTA. The NMFS Regional Director shail
hold the recommended percent of the annual Total Allowable Catch of halibut for each
management area in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Arez for the western Alaska haiibut
community quota. These amounts shall be released 1o eligible Alaska communities who submit
a plan, approved by the Govemor of Alaska, for its wise and appropriate use. Any of the TAC
not released by the end of the third quarter shall be made available for harvest to any individual
or vessel providing the person fishing or owning the vessel, or any individual aboard the vessel
does not own, hold, or otherwise control unused IFQ for that fishing year.
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(3) ELIGIBLE WESTERN ALASKA COMMUNITIES. The Governor of Alaska is authorized to
recommend to the Secretary that a community within western Alaska which meets all of the
following criteria be a community eligible for the westemn Alaska community quota program
(hereinafter "the Program"):

(1) be located on or proximate to the Bering Sea coast from the Bering Strait to the
westernmost of the Aleutiant Islands or a community located on an island within the
Bering Sea, that the Secretary of the Interior has certified pursuamt to section 11(b)(2) or
(3) of Pub. L. No. 92-203 as Native villages are defined in section 3(c) of Pub. L. No, 92-
203;

(ii} be unlikely to be able to attract and develop economic activity other than commercial
fishing that would provide a substantial source of employment;

(iii) its residents have traditionally engaged in and depended upon fishing in the waters of the
Bering Sea coast;

(iv) has not previously developed harvesting or processing capability sufficient to supporn
substantial participation ini the commercial groundfish fisheries of the Bering Sea/Alentian
Islands because of a lack of sufficient funds for investing in harvesting or processing
equipment; and

(v) has developed a community development plan approved by the Govemor, after
consultation with the North Pacific Fishery Management Council.

(49 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PLANS. Within 60 days of the effective date of these
regulations, the Governor shall submit to the Secretary, after review by the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council, criteria which the community must, at a minimum, include in a
community development plan to be eligible to participate in the program. The criteria shall
include provisions conceming the following:

{i) amount of quota requested;
(it) length of time community is requesting to receive a share of the quota;

(iii) benefits that will accrue to the community from approval of their plan and release of
quota, including how the plan will assist in diversifying the community’s economy and
provide opportunities for training and employment;

(iv) how the benefits will be shared within the community;

{v) business plan which will provide adequate information to complete a financial feasibility
assessment;

{vi) business arrangements which are entered into between a community and residents who
reside outside of the community, provided that residents of a community shall received /~
a preference for a portion of the harvesting quota over any arrangements for harvesting
with persons who reside outside of the community; and

(vil) within 30 days of receipt of the criteria from the Governor, the Secretary will approve,
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disapprove, or return the criteria to the Govemor with recommendations for changes’
necessary to comply with the provisions of this Act, or other applicable law.

(5) APPROVAL OF PLANS

(i) Within 45 days of receipt of an application for a community, the Governor shall review
the community's eligibility for the program and the community development plan and
forward the application to the North Pacific Fishery Management Council for its review
and recommendations. The application shall be subject to a public hearing before the
Council, or a committee of the Council. If the Council does not review the plan at its
next regularly scheduled meeting, the Governor shall then submit the application to the
Secretary for designation of a portion of the quota. The Governor shall submit the
application to the Secretary within 14 days of Council action or within 14 days of the date
of the adjournment of the Council meeting without any action taken on the application,
unless the appiication is withdrawn by the applying community.

(ii) Within 30 days of the receipt of an application approved by the Governor, the Secretary
will designate a portion of the quota to the community, if the community development
plan satisfies the criteria developed by the Governor and approved by the. Secretary, or
return the application to the Govemor with reasons for denial.

Sec.5. AD HOC WORKING GROUPS. Two ad hoc working groups shall be established. One by the

7\ Council composed of representatives from fixed gear vessel owners, crewmembers and processors, who would

likely be affected by the Council’s action on IFQs. The second group will be established by the Alaska

Regional Director, NMFS, composed of administration, data management, enforcement, and legal professionais.

~ The groups will develop a detailed implementation plan covering all aspects of the carrying out the Council’s

- preferred altemative for a fixed gear IFQ management program (for sablefish and halibut). All states
represented on the Council shall be given an opportunity to provide technical input to the groups.



Excerpted from September 1991 Council discussion on halibut CDQs.
September 26-27, 1991

Chairman Rick Lauber: That means we’re on Community Development Quotas, A.

Bob Mace: Mr. Chairman, before we get started it would help me and perhaps others on the Council
to sort of review the quotas in 4B, C, D, and E and also review the current regulations that we have
with respect to the villages and T think this would give me a sense of quantities and changes.

[discussion as to who would give report, who has info available]

Jay Ginter?: 4A: 1,700,000 lbs; 4B: 1,700,000 lbs; 4C: 600,000 Ibs; 4D: 600,000 Ibs; and 4E: 100,000
Ibs. Those are the 1991 catch limits.

Mitchell: I think there was also a question from Mr. Mace about the division between 4E south and
north?

Mace: Yes, that would be helpful.
Ginter: That’s a 70/30 split.

Mace: I also had a question as to the current regulations in those areas; there’s a breakdown - trip
limits and so forth?

Chris Oliver: Yes, Mr. Chairman, there is, I think, quite a series of regulations for each of those
different areas for trip limits and clearance requirements.

Ginter: 4C has a 10,000 1b trip limit; in 4E, 6,000 Ibs. There are also vessel clearance requirements
for other than a person who lands his total annual halibut catch at ports within areas 4A, B, C, D,
and E, or the closed area defined in Section 301.9 of this part. . .

Dave Flannagan: Mr. Chairman, if I could point out on the vessel clearance requirements, since the
season is basically going to be open year around and these deal with openings and closings of seasons,
other than a vessel that moves from the Gulf and goes up there and fishes and comes back, I think
there wouldn't be any vessel clearance requirements.

Mitchell: Mr. Chairman, could I ask some questions of Mr. Cotter concerning his framework?

Cotter: Would it just be easier if I just walked through it real quick and that may answer yours and
other questions.

To get us started on this, what I put in this motion, I recognized that in Area 4E and in Area 4C,
and Area 4B there are specific communities that reside in that area that have some reliance on the
halibut fisheries and for which we have taken some steps in the past through regulations to try and
assist those communities in developing a halibut fishery. In Arca 4E, under #1, that quota as you
heard is 100,000 Ibs, 70,000 in the northern portion and 30,000 in the southern portion. Harvests in
the northern portion has been somewhat erratic over the years due to lack of fuel, etc., etc., harvest
in the southern portion is very recent, 2 years; the total harvest is 100,000 Ibs which is not very much
at all, so my thinking was that given the trip limits tkat the Council had imposed on that area in the
past which were clearly designed and, I think, intended, to result in the resident fishery that that’s
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what this should be and it just should be treated as such. So I wrote this so 100% of the halibut
quota would be made available for residents of that area through a community development program
and when 1 refer only to residents of disadvantaged coastal communities physically located in or
proximate to the management area, what I'm really referring to is communities within 4E, not to
communities outside of 4E and in or proximate is, I guess, just a phrase that reflects the fact that .
. .down the shore, and I don’t know if state waters are in 4E or not. So I went ahead and
implemented the trip limit that I think that has been in effect in that area and if there are any limits
that have been in effect I didn’t know about them and didn’t put them in there. So the intent with
4E would be that 100% of the halibut quota in that area would be reserved for residents of
communities in 4E and that there would be a 6,000 Ib trip limit. In Area 4C, the Pribilofs, . . .

Mitchel: Before you go on, could I ask you a question? It says here CDQ for this area is not
subject to Section 3(b) below, what does that mean?

Cotter: O.K., 3 below are the guidelines and there are provisions in there, for instance, if the quota
is not taken by the 4th quarter there’ll be a release, etc., etc.; I did not have this apply to this section,
either for this or for 4C or 4B. The way I wrote this was this was a direct grant of that amount of
quota to those communities in those areas for them to use,

Mitchell: They don’t have to go through a developmental plan?
Cotter: No.

Mace: What do you mean by disadvantaged, is this all inclusive, all communities are considered
disadvantaged, or are you selecting some of them and classifying them as disadvantaged?

Cotter: Well, I guess there I was just relying on the definition that we've used in the past, whatever
that is, so it may be inconsistent, frankly, for me not to have this apply to some of 3B, but it was not
my intent that it would apply to all of 3B.

Pereyra: It would seem to me that since we've already apreed that there be some sort of an IFQ
program that would be involved that the 6,000 Ib trip is no longer needed. This CDQ is going to
be translated to IFQs under that particular program, so you wouldn’t need a 6,000 Ib trip limit.

Cotter: I’'m not sure that anybody has decided that CDQs are going to be translated into IFQs during
the length of time that they're operative.

Pereyra: We had this discussion previously.

Cotter: Well, I listened to that discussion and I as you recall I suggested that we hold off on voting
on that motion until we got to CDQs and that was why.

Commander Kyle: I don’t understand why we’re going to need trip limits in here, either. Maybe Mr.
Pennoyer could address this; it seems to me that trip limits are by the board, really, if you go to this
program.

Pennoyer: Trip limits were put in by IPHC as 2 response to Council allocative desires; they weren’t
a conservation issue, they were to basically to make it easier for the small boats to take the quota and
if you're going to a direct allocation you probably don’t need trip limits.
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Cotter: If I can explain. Iviewed the situation in 4E differently than 4C and 4B. I don’t have trip
limits ia 4C and 4B. In 4E, what I envisioned was that you may just end up kaving an open access
fishery; there’s 100,000 Ibs of fish; maybe the communities in that area want to do something formally
with the CDQ, but maybe they don’t because maybe they've got the ability to take it and 100,000 Ibs
is not a lot of fish; a 6,000 Ib trip limit would ensure that it remained a small boat fishery because a
big boat, probably a couple big boats, would eat that up in a very short period of time. So that’s why
Idid it. I really didn’t feel that implementing a formal [FQ system in 4E at this time made any sense.

Pereyra: I think that’s the very reason you want to take it out of there. We don’t want to be telling
them what their program should be; let them tell us. They may decide that in fact they want to start
to develop a large boat program for the development of their communities for the very reason that
Mr. Sparck was talking about earlier, they want to start integrating the newer people into the Z1st
Century. So, this could be very restrictive, too, and I would much rather see us take the restrictions
off, allow them to develop their own CDQ program as they see it should be developed.

Alverson: In Area 4E, is that what we’re debating right now?. . .These fishermen up there have been
participating and under a CDQ program the fishermen that have been participating could be excluded
depending on what kind of program you take up, therefore I move that 4E be established as a
exclusive fishing registration area with no CDQ allocation. [seconded by Blum] Mr. Chairman, the
intent of this would. . .any vessel fishing in any other area would be prohibited from entering 4E,
leaving that area available to whoever’s fishing in it at this time without the encumbrance of some
government program telling them how their CDQs should be fished. That community’s already
developed that 100,000 Ibs; why do we need to have it re-developed and the public up there be told
how to use it, re-use it? I just don’t see the utility of a CDQ program in that particuiar area.

Mitchell: I think that one of the problems with both of the approaches put forward is that it does
not recognize that there are individuals in those villages that have a substantial record and they of
course are going to want to get their IFQs, so I think the first thing we have to do is decide what
portion of the total quota there should go to the people who have been the participants in the fishery
to this date. The other portion. . .the interest in community development quotas on halibut and other
species by people in the area of 4E or other villages outside of 4E, is that they want to develop larger
boats to range farther offshore. They do not want to be locked into one area and as we go through
this, and I understand 4E is not a very good area to fish halibut, the quota is smal! because most of
the halibut tend to get caught long before they ever get into the very shallow waters of 4E, and 50
necessarily the Halibut Commission keeps the quota low there for a number of reasons and also
because there’s a lot of juveniles in the area. But, I think that before you make it exclusive
registration it would depend on the type of exclusive registration that you're talking about. If you're
talking about telling people it’s a superexclusive registration area, that they can only fish there and
if they elect to fish there they can fish nowhere else, then some of the individuals that want to build
a 60 ft longliner and go out into the Bering Sea and fish other areas of the Bering Sea for halibut
and cod and sablefish, then you will preclude the type of community development program that some
of the villages in 4E want to participate in by the language that you would adopt in Mr. Cotter’s
- motion, the language being "physically located in or proximate to each management area.”

Alverson: I think you’re talking against your own community up there. If the community people up
there decide to build a larger boat and fish the edge, why would you want them to come back in and
usurp the small boat coastal fleet in 4E.

Mitchell: Why would I want them to do what?
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Alverson: Why would you want to give them the opporturity to come back in and displace the small-
boat fleet in 4E.

Mitchell: Idon’t particularly think that they would want to do that, but there's some individuals that
have substantial participation in the small skiff fishery that’s taken place around Nelson Island and
Mekoyruk that may not have an interest in involving themselves in a larger boat fishery but they may
want to continue fishing in the halibut fishery on a small scale. All I'm trying to point out is that we
necessarily under the guidelines of the Magnuson Act have to allow those people to participate in
the regular IFQ program and then the community development program for the Bering Sea on
halibut would have to be designed, and I think perhaps even in the Pribilofs, there’s some people
there that would probably want to have their quota as they developed it, aside from community
development quota.

Tillion: In the Pribilofs it’s pretty well laid out that the ITQ is in addition to, they get half. The
thing that you have in the 4E area is that you don’t really want your own big boats taking any more
than the left-overs, you want that little bit of fish left for the person who lives in that area and goes
out in a skiff and therefore that’s why it was done the two different ways. This belongs to the person
who lives there and fishes that. Even if you develop a big boat fishery to go out to the edge they
shouldn’t be able to come back in their spare time and tough weather and clean the local village’s
fish out, so I'd say your argument continues further on, which may be a battle, but leave 4E to these
people. The ITQ that would be gathered in the Pribilofs, I agree, is a lot simpler, they have more
fish so you'd give the two villages 300,000 Ibs and then the ITQ fishermen that are there can go on
with their ITQ for the other 300,000 Ibs, they wouldn’t get that much, it’s pretty minimal what they've
got so far. Those will work, but I don’t think you should let anybody in a big boat fish that arca in
4E, that can all be harvested by the little skiffs out of Mekoyruk and Nelson Island, there’s just too
small an amount. . .

Pennoyer: I think Bob’s motion comes from some confusion as to what you're trying to accomplish
here. On one hand, Henry says that the people that fished before will want their IFOs, and there’s
no provision for that here; this goes for a community development program, plans will be developed.
. .to the accessed communities; those folks who have fished there, as far as I can see, aren't written
into this specifically unless the community development plan happens to write them in. Am I missing
that, or is it, how did you envision this would operate, 1 guess is what I'm asking.

Cotter: What I tried to do here was to provide some flexibility and I did have some conversations
with Harold and maybe I misinterpreted Harold but I thought I was moving in the right direction on
this and P'm sure P'll find out if I did misinterpret him before we go much further. But, the idea was
that, particularly in the northern portion of 4E they've had some harvests that are extremely erratic,
up and down, during the past few years. The southern portion of 4E they've only had, what 2
seasons? So, the quota share history for the southern portion at least is very low and for the
northern portion is very erratic and the fact is that (a) the quota is very, very small—100,000 Ibs total,
(b), it is a small boat fishery, and before it was those folks asking us to implement those types of trip
limits to provide some protection for the small boat fleet. So my thinking was that by limiting it to
residents and by leaving it open access and leaving the trip limits in place was that they would
continue to have a small boat, open-access type fishery and it would be residents and it would not
be other folks coming it, they would have to be residents of that area. I did think that through a
CDQ program, either on halibut or a combination of all the other ones, those people may want to
get into larger vessels, so I did not put a superexclusive registration provision in here to prevent them
from taking their vessels and going elsewhere and not being able to use them in the same area. They
would have the latitude to use that vessel and access other quotas and other areas and I didn’t limit
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them from being able to use that larger vessel anyway in this small boat fishery but they’d be subject
to the 6,000 Ib limit. I just seemed to me that implementing IFQs in what has to be considered a
totally unique situation in the halibut fishery didn’t really serve any purpose and I tried to provide
as much flexibiiity as I could.

Pennoyer: Is it an open access fishery or a CDQ fishery? They're not the same thing. This says it’s
a CDQ fishery which means that you have to have plans and the folks that fish there might not be

in the plan, socI’'m not . ..

Cotter: Well, that does need to be cleared up. I guess it’s one or the other. If you make it 2
community development quota program, then what you're doing intimating very clearly that one of
the villages in that area has the ability to apply or in some way take a portion of that 100,000 Ib
harvest and I don’t know whether if that’s wise or not; it might be better to just leave it be an open
access fishery for the small quota, let the people utilize it and have them focus their CDQ program
on other halibut outside of 4E.

Tillion: I would prefer, I understand the enforcement problem but the amounts are so small I think
it would just be wise to make 4E a open access fishery for the quota. The chance of them ever filling
the quota, or exceeding it by much, are slim and at such time as they are actually filling the quota we
then add it to the CDQ system that we now have. But rather than give it to some village elders who
might sell it to some other boat to come in and harvest it, I'd much rather leave it as an open access
fishery for 4E, for the people who live there.

Lauber: Chris (Oliver), did you have something?

Oliver: No, sir, I might have heard a question earlier as to what the percentage breakdown was for
Area 4E and 4C in terms of local vs non-local boats. If that was a question, then we did have that
answer.

Alverson: My proposed amendment establishing 4E as an exclusive registration area would be an
open access fishery for those people at the same time providing protection of outside vessel intrusion
and leaves the options down the road if you want to reconstitute the program into an ITQ program
for those people.

Pereyra: First, regarding the amendment here. It's contrary to the spirit of the entire IFQ program
we have here first of all. We talked about having no open access fisheries and now we're forming
one that is not really a CDQ fishery as such because we haven’t put it into the CDQ format. There
are some very specific guidelines here that are well laid out that tell how a community develops a
CDQ program. My feeling is what we’re doing here is more social engineering which is just the very
sort of thing we shouldn’t be doing. We've got this thing turned 180 degrees around. What we want
to do is we want to establish a certain quantity of fish and we want to make it available to a
disadvantaged people, we want to give those people the opportunity to design the program that’s
going to be in their best interest. Why should we sit here and decide whether they’re going to take
their fish in skiffs. Maybe they don't want to take it in skiffs, but for gosh sakes, let them decide.
Let's not always have to be in a patronizing sort of way here and acting like fathers to sort of oversee
this. I think that’s one of the reasons you have these problems today and so for that reason I think
we need to go back and go through this section-by-section and either make it a provision which is
going to be within the CDQ format that we have here or else take it out and make it part of the IFQ
program, one or the other, but not have this half-baked thing where we're trying to go ahead and
decide what these people want. I think that is a grave mistake. I think it’s an affront also to the
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intelligence and capabilities of these people.

Tillion: Wally, you're going to turn it over to the people that are influenced by the white lawyers in
town if you give it on a straight CDQ, it’ll be sold to vessels that aren’t there. If you want to make
it available for the people that live there to fish you have to make it where only they can fish it. Now
1 realize that some might not mind if this was sold to some vessel from outside the district and the
money was used to maintain the office in Anchorage, but I really don't think that that's the way to
go and so you call it social engineering, I say by God, if they can’t catch 'em, why should they have
them? '

Pereyra: Mr. Tillion, the CDQ program requires that a plan be developed that has to be approved
by the Governor. Now, seeing that you’re the fisheries czar in the state, I would assume that you
woukl be the one that would be putting the final stamp on that as a go or no-go, and you can make
that decision as to whether you think white lawyers are going to get a rip-off on this; you have that
opportunity, but give the people a chance to design their program first. Don’t come in on top of
them and say I'm sorry I don’t think you can do that.

Blum: I have had tke unfortunate experience of having had to sit here for two days and listen to Mr.
Tillion on every single item indicate a total lack of respect and trust for the people who we are here
to serve and we think we need to draw an end to this. ¥He doesn’t trust the native villagers, be
doesn’t trust any of the fishers in the Gulf of Alaska, he certainly doesn’t trust the people from the
Pacific Northwest. At some point in time some people out there are going to have to let us know
that they’ve had enough of this because I have had enough of it. I think we are here to serve the
people, to try to come up with a program that best serves the people, and no sit here and take our
title as "czar” too seriously, and I think the time has come for this Council as a body to draw the line
on the kind of comments about not being able to trust and white lawyers and the village elders are
going to gather this, that has no place in this discussion. We are here to talk about a fishery program
that’s for the good of the nation, and that’s where we ought to be spending our time.

Cotter: In spite of what Mr. Pereyra said, and I hope. . .the plan, motion that’s before you, the
program in 4E, does not tell people they have to fish a skiff, does not tell people that they have to
fish a big boat, it mentions nothing at all about vessel size. I'm not attempting to tell these people
what they can or cannot do with their fishery. This is an agonizing problem for the people in 4E and
I don’t know that we can resolve it for them either. If we issue quota shares, then there will be non-
residents who get quota shares as well. It is a very small fishery, local residents rely upon it. If we
carve half of it out and make it CDQ, then it may be that also creates internal discord there because
that half is going to some people who live there, maybe relying on that half. They may not have
access to it under a CDQ. I'd like to hear from Henry and some of this thoughts because he may
be in a better position than any of us to deal with this jssue.

Mitchell: Putting 100,000 Ibs into a CDQ program sounds like a good idea except when you think
about it, there’s probably going to be six or seven different communities that are going to make
application for the use of it, there are a number of individuals that have been complying and buying
their licenses over the year and they have a small catch history; they probably wouldn’t end up with
much because many of those individuals in some years didn’t catch more than 1,000 Ibs and under
the formula they just would really end up with that much. So maybe for the time being it probably
would be better to leave 4E as a local resident, open access fishery with the proviso that we could
come back and look at how that’s going and perhaps implement in future years a mix of community
development quota and also maybe just go to a quota share system there and issue the shares to the
people that really have been participating. So I think that at this time that probably is the preferred
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alternative, with one proviso and that would be that individuals that do participate in that local access
fishery ot be precluded from getting on a larger boat and perhaps participating in the community
development quota fishery that would take place in other areas in the Bering Sea on balibut,

Alverson: Henry, do the existing regs of IPHC satisfy your concerns at this time? Do you want me
to propose rescinding my amendment, what do you want dope?

Mitchell: At this point, I think, 1 would have to confer with some people and take a look at the
regulation and see what types of restrictions may or may not be necessary, so perhaps the best thing
to do would be to basically say that we’ll have an open access fishery for now, go through the rest
of it. We're probably not going to finish this tonight, and by tomormow morning I could come back
and make any further adjustment that might be necessary.

Lauber: Ready for the question?
Pennoyer: What are we voting on. . .Henry’s proposal for open access?

Lauber: We're voting on Mr. Alverson’s amendment which is the unshaded area. . .establish Area
4E as an exclusive registration area. OX,, is there any objection? [several] Call the roll.

Cotter: I'm sorry, Mr. Alverson’s motion does not designate this as a resident only fishery; it merely
exclusive registration and what Henry was, I thiok, saying eatlier on was in essence we want an open
access, resident only fishery and he’d take a look at the regs, so that seems to comport more with
existing language with some changes than it does with the amendment.

Tillion: Mr. Alverson has already said he would be willing to withdraw it, I think the way it’s laid out
under the original thing that Mr. Cotter advocated comes closer to what Henry was saying and if we
left it alone until tomorrow I think we’d be better off if it’s agreeable to the maker of the motion.

Alverson: Well, what do you want me to do? I asked once. If it’s agreed by the Chair and the
second, I would propose withdrawing the. . .

Blum: T would agree to the withdrawal.

Lauber: Is there any objection to the withdrawal? [none] All right, it’s withdrawn.
Is there anything other under 1? Shall we move on to 2?

Pereyra: I move to strike the last two lines of 1 - that is, "trip limits of less than 6,000 Ibs would be
enforced and the CDQ for this area is not subject to 3B below.” [Blum seconded for discussion]

Pereyra: I appreciate the comments which were made regarding the small size of the quota in this
area; that may very well be a good way to handle this, but again I think that would be something for
the people of that area that would be operating under the CDQ program to decide the best way they
want to handle it. So I think’s appropriate just to establish this the way it is, which would be to have
this 100% of the entire 4E quota and then that would become part of the CDQ program for that

area.

Cotter: I move to amend the amendment, as follows:
In the first line, strike, after the word ’available,” down to the 4th line til after ’available,’ and
strike 'disadvantaged,’ and strike the last sentence. So, it would read as follows: For IPHC
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management area 4E, 100% of the halibut quota shall be made available only to residents of
coastal communities physically located in or approximate to each management subarea; trip N
limits of less than 6,000 Ibs will be enforced.

[seconded by Mitchell]

Cotter: I think that comports with what Henry was saying, bearing in mind that tomorrow he will
come back to us on the trip limit regulation.

Lauber: Further discussion? Mr. Cotter’s amendment would carry Mr. Pereyra’s amendment.

Pereyra: I'd like to speak in opposition to it. I think the first part of Mr. Cotter’s motion was good.
Again, I think this question of 6,000 1b trip limits, again I think that should be part of the CDQ plan
that the people put together for the area. It may or may not abe appropriate for what they have in
mind; 6,000 Ibs might potentially compromise what they would like to do otherwise, so I think the
first part of Cotter’s motion is good, but I think the last part is not so I would vote against it and
hope others see likewise.

Pennoyer: There are actually a whole series of regulations in this area, some of which might have
merit under the current proposal, some of which may not. Halibut Commission cutrently has on the
books seasons, a lot of different fishing periods, it has a 70/30 spilt north and south, a rollover from
the north to the south after August 1, as well as the trip limits. There are a whole series of
regulations that if you leave this open access my presumption is would have to be considered as to
their applicability. Additionally, I don’t think there is a CDQ plan here. I think that what we're
doing is talking about giving them an open access fishery they will go out and prosecute it, come to
us when. . .regulatory changes necessary in the prosecution of that fishery uatil such time as you ~~
decided to go CDQ or ITQ, and so I think you’re mixing and matching a little bit here and I have
no problem with Mr. Cotter’s proposal providing we recognize we come back and revisit all these
regulations at some point because the 6,000 Ib limit is only one of them.

Cotter: 1would also point out that the main difference in this from the existing regulations is that
the fishery would be allocated to residents of those communities. Non-residents would not be allowed
to participate in that fishery, Alaskan or otherwise.

Lauber: Call the roll.

Hegge: One question, is that for the entire year or is your first three quarters, they have nine months
to harvest it?

Cotter: I'm sorry, I dida’t hear your question.

Hegge: Does that apply to the entire year even if they don’t harvest it?

Cotter: That’s correct.

Tillion: Itll be ice before you can worry about the last quarter.

Ginter: Mr. Chairman, just a point of clarification here. The language here uses resident and in the
current halibut regulations we've always used the term "persons who land their entire catch within

an area.” The reason for that being that we have difficulty knowing and defining what a resident is. =
We all have an intuitive understanding of residence, but defining it legally is difficult.
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Tillion; It has to be whose principal domicile is within the area or you've been defeated by a. . .I see
where your problem comes down to but we have another problem to in that we have a transient fleet
that comes up into the southemn part, at least for the herring, and it’s a very small chore for them to
drift farther north and do it so I think you’re going to have to hold it to people domiciled within that

area or you've lost your purpose.

Alverson: I don't know what the disadvantaged community people are up there, if it’s the people up
there that have the $150,000 to $200,000 permits for salmon and the $100, $200, $300,000 gillnet
boats up there, you know, those are the guys that are going to be participating in this fishery because
they've got the vessels to participate in it. They’re sitting on about $400,000 worth of capital; I doubt
that a dime of this is going to get to the truly disadvantaged in this area and I have a real problem
with giving a bunch of quota to 2 community development program for people to be redistributed
possibly to people that haven’t fished. I think it’s gets a little pompous that we're going to help these
poor little guys out there when the people that we're going to help out are sitting on 400 to $500,000
worth of vessels in the Bristol Bay salmon fishery.

Cotter: The word disadvantaged should not be there. When I made the motion I did not include
disadvantaged, and you know that although there’s a certain amount of sense to what Mr. Alverson
said, as Mr. Pennoyer and others have pointed out, the quota is split 70/30 between the north and
the south and the people in the northern portion in the 70% don’t have 2, 3, 4, 5 hundred thousand
dollar permits.

Mitchell: I'd just like to point out that many of the Bristol Bay fishermen have told me that they're
really not going to make much of a stab at halibut fishing. It costs them so much in fuel and the
CPUE is so low, that the amount of effort there by the larger boats, those $200,000 boats that are
probably only worth now about $100,000, and the permits now are not worth $150 or $200,000 either,
they're probably be selling for $100,000 this winter, but there are so few fish in the area that the only
people that are really going to be able to fish it efficiently are probably the skiff fishermen.

Lauber: All right, call the roll. The vote will carry the amendment if it passes.

VOTE: Yes No
Tillion Alverson
Cotter Blum
Dyson Mace
Hegge Pereyra
Mitchell
Pennoyer
Lauber

Pautzke: Pass.

Lauber: Is there anything further under 1? Let’s move on to number 2.
Alverson: I would move to amend number 2 to read as follows:

For IPHC management area 4C, 50% of the halibut quota shall be made available for
resident ITQs and 50% of the halibut quota made available for non-resident ITQs.

[Blum seconded]
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Alverson: As the current wording is written, this would take 50% of the quota off the top and
distribute it to people in a CDQ fashion. And, then with the 50% remaining those people that had
history of fishing in there would then be squeezed in that remaining 50%. I would imagine that
would reduce the people’s [share] that had fishing history by about 50%. They're going to lose 50%
of their history to a CDQ program. I truly believe it’s been the intent to try to put poundage into
that community and we have tried with a pumber of clearing mechanisms through Dutch Harbor,
Akutan and trip limits, to basically evolve to a 60/40 harvest over the last five-six years, the 60 going
to non-residents of that area. My proposal shifts knowingly a percentage to the communities up there
and make a fixed split that I think is more in line with history and it also gives those fishermen in that
area the right to do what they want amongst their own community members with ITQ and it doesn’t
take away from the residents of the Pribilofs and put into some government program and make a
rather small administrating nightmare of who's going to get those ITQs. It think it would be really
inappropriate if a community along Nelson Island or scmeplace in there put in a request for the TTQs
in Area 4C and were awarded those when the past fishing history belonged to the residents of the
Pribilofs or to non-residents that had been fishing. It think this is a much fairer proposal than what
was contemplated here. . .essentially I'm shaving 50% of people’s fishing history off and putting it into
a CDQ.

Tillion: I hate to disagree with Mr. Alverson and oppose his amendment. The thing about the
Pribilofs is that they earned their living from the fur seal industry for many years and the halibut were
fished for only a subsistence lifestyle to add to what they already had. And then, by act of Congress,
they were stripped of the thing that they earned their living with for several century, or a century and
a half anyway, and so I feel that at this time in view of the actions taken that have reduced those
areas to literally nothing else to make their living on but the sea around them, we’ve made a huge
investment in getting harbors started for them. I might say that they took their settlement money and
used it extensively to help with these harbors and I think that the original wording is a fair and
equitable chance for them to come into the 20th century and I don’t have any doubt that they’ll
successfully do so. _

Hegge: I'm not sure how much that will give to the Pribilof people under this motion. Do you have
any idea, Bob?

Alverson: My motion? It'll guarantee them 50%. In fact, if I can speak further to that comment,
I would imagine that with the history of landings being less than 50% by that community, anyone who
qualifies for ITQs will have greater than 100% provided to them than their average.

Hegge: Is that what their historical landings are under the. . .

Alverson: Well, you'd have to ask someone from the Halibut Commission; I'm throwing a dart, but
imagine I'm pretty close.

Tillion: The harbor itself. . .are not even complete though St. Paul’s is far ahead. There isn’t any
way they can establish a history that would come near that 50%, but the thing that is noticeable is
that their landings have increased steadily since given the opportunity and I have no doubt that with
a 50% set-aside for the village and the ITQs that their ITQs have earned with the skiffs they're
fishing now, that they would prabably end up with 55% of what the Pribilofs had. I don’t think that’s
an unreasonable allocation to a community that has nowhere else to go, that it’s all they have.

Blum: I think this is an important enough subject that we get some real numbers and can see. . .we
have what M. Tillion thinks and we have what Mz. Alverson thinks are somewhat different. I think
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before I would be comfortable voting either this motion or the motion it amends I'd like to know
what it is we're really talking about and I think maybe the people out there might like to know too.

Oliver: If I understand the question, it was what the past landings of local vs non-local boats in that
area? We did include it in this analysis for halibut. We looked at what the distribution of quota
share would be based on past landings for local vs non-local vessels in 4C and it would be right at
35% to local vessels, that’s assuming no CDQ off the top, that would be what their direct portion
would be on a straight IFQ program.

Pautzke: 35% is what they would have gotten in IFQ . ..

Alverson: Mr. Chairman, that’s not clear. Chris, is that with the 50% off the top?
Oliver: No.

Alverson: O.K., so that is without the 50%, so it was 65/35.

Qliver: 65 non-local, 35 local.

Alverson: O.K., my proposal is 50/50. |

Pereyra: I'm going to have to oppose this motion, but from a different perspective. One of the
concerns that have been expressed for some time and is one of the reasons why we have a CDQ
program, is because there are numbers of people that we want to see get into the fisheries and what
this proposal here does is sort of locks in the existing fishers, both resident and non-resident, and
really doesn’t do much for getting those people that are not in the fishery into the fishery, so again
I think I would want to go back and see this handled through a CDQ program that was developed
by the residents of that area.

Cotter: When 1 put this topether, I was aiming for. . .well, let me start over. During the past few
years we have dealt with the Pribilof situation many times and we have had this same argument many
times during the past few years. I think the majority of the Council at various times have supported
regulations which were intended or that we which we thought would result in approximately 70% of
the harvest in 4C being landed in the Pribilofs. That’s my recollection very clearly over the years.
Every year the Pribilovians come back to us with another regulation and another proposal with more
stuff trying to get toward that 70% perspective. When I put this proposal together, I didn’t know
it was 35%, frankly I thought it was a little bit less than that, but I assumed that what would happen
is that we’d end up not at 70%, but we'd end up closer to where we have wanted to take these
people as a body during the past several years than we’ve been able to take them. So, my historical
perspective, at least from a majority vote perspective, on the Council is correct, this begins to take
us to that point at least in terms of the amount of quota that’s going fo be made available to the
people in those islands.

Lauber: I don’t know that we had an answer to, or what I expected to be the answer to Mr. Blum's
request, which would be, at least I would like to know, under the two amendments, what the
breakdown would be, what they would get. We've heard that they have 35% quota shares, then how
much, assuming the 35% quota shares to residents, how much would the community plus the quota
share holders get under the two proposals, can you tell me that?
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Cotter: T think that if they would be getting 35% quota shares and if you take 50% off the top, 1
think under the first proposal they would receive 50% plus half of 35%, or roughly 64-65% all
together, if my math works. They get balf of 35 in quota shares, residents who live out there, and
then there would be 50% of the entire quota would be reserved for residents of the community, so
the total works out to approximately, what, 64 or 65.

Alverson: Wally, I want to speak to your comment. We've got a situation that is just a microcosm
of the problem we've got in the Gulf of Alaska and the Pribilofs. That used to be, not too long ago,
two-three month fishery in the Pribilofs. It’s down to five 1-day openings, four 1-day openings, I'm
not sure what they have, but it’s not very many openings anymore out there and why do we need to
bring the rest of the community to that 50%? It just doesn’t make any sense to take it away from
people who have been harvesting it, give them 17% and then hold this other 50% up and throw it
to the community. They've already reached saturation point just as every community in the Gulf has.
It make sense to give them, the people, their ITQs and let them trade within their own community
the TTQs. The proposal I have put forward would increase these community CTQs (sic) by almost
30% of what they would get if they just got straight CDQs according to Chris. This is a fair program
and it locks it down, it doesn’t leave an open entry program. It seems that you've argued against
those things in the past and now your argument is just the opposite of that.

Pereyra: Bob, that might be a very fair perspective, but it happens to be your perspective. You're
not a native person and secondly you're not a native person from this area. [tape changeover, may
have lost a few words] People have already invested time and energy into getting into that fishery;
we want to support them and allow them to further develop that fishery. Or, they may come back
and say that we decided that for some other community development reasons we waat to spread this
out more, but give them a chance to tell us.

Alverson: Mr. Chairman, . ..
Lauber: I'm going to let Mr. Pennoyer. . .
Pennoyer: Just a question of Mr. Cotter. I'm not sure why you thought they'd get half of 35%. Isn't

35% what they get as a ITQ basically, so they get 35% plus 50% of the balance. Percentages don’t
come out that much different, so they get. . .50% of 65%, that's 32.5%, plus 35, would be 67.5%?

Oliver; Mr. Chairman, the way I understood it, the 35% is what they would get just in a straight IFQ,
without any CDQ taken off the top. The way I understand Mr. Cotter’s original motion is that 50%
would be taken off the top, so that would reduce the remaining 35%. . .

Pennoyer: That’s pot the way it’s worded, though. It's 50% of the halibut quota exclusive of QSs,

...

Oliver: It would depend whether you took that off the top or took the distributed quota share first
and then took the 50%.

Pennoyer: It would still come out to about 67.5%.

Lauber: Do we have a legal problem by just arbitrarily reducing somebody’s quota shares that’s been
fishing on quota shares that’s been fishing on quota shares.
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Tillion: Not until they have a quota share and actually if you do it for conservation reasons you don’t
have any problem either; you're not going to let them overharvest. The quota shares haven’t been
given yet, whatever scenario we work out is legal, I think that while it's more than I thought when
I talked to Joe Blum and apologize for that, nevertheless I haven’t changed my opinion at all, I think
that this is fair and equitable.

Hegge: I assume this will be part of the NEPA investigations, looking at the impacts on people that
would have received those ITQs, is that right.

Oliver: Yes, Mr. Chairman, and when we did the analysis, both for halibut and sablefish it was noted
that any community development quota or set aside for bycatch or whatever reason would be a
proportional reduction in the quota share to the recipients and so their ratios of quota share to past
landings would be reduced by whatever amount you issue as a CDQ for that area.

Hegge: The other thing is I really wish we had a full picture of what we're looking at here. I know
I've been present many times when we've talked with the Halibut Commission about the
opportunities for various areas of the thing and then we were talking about only halibut. But just
recently we took some action that gave the areas out there some 100,000 Ibs of pollock and I read
in an editorial by several Council people that we intend to go through the fisheries doing this and
I’m just wondering, at some time you’re going to come to a point where you're not re-paying them
off just one species, we're giving them an awful big leg up. I'd really like to know the total picture
of where we’re going here and whether things are going to be adjusted downward as we include other
fisheries or what we're really doing.

Lauber: As interesting as it is, I'm going to rule it not germane to this motion.
Hegge: Well, it would impact how much I would want to allocate at this time.

Tillion: Well, you know what they’re going to allocate at this time, it’s a case of what we're going
to allocate of the next species, and there’ll be some.

Alverson: We have one issue that has not been articulated here, the vessels that participate in that
area that are from Alaska, Washington, Oregon, that participate in that area, there may not be a lot
of them and there may be a very small percentage of the total quota that we’re talking about, which
it is, but it is significant portion of the income to those few boats that go up in that area and run
their fish back to Akutan or Dutch Harbor. Who's going to pick up the difference that they're giving,
why should those few boats pay such a high price? My proposal makes them pay a price, but it’s I
think a lot fairer than the proposal to go from the historical level of 65% to 67%, it’s a injustice in
terms of the whole concept of people getting what they caught in an TTQ system.

Pennoyer: Mr. Pereyra, was your idea to not give them any QS, to put it all in a CDQ?
Pereyra: No.

Pennoyer: O.K, so your answer was we'd let them to tell us how they want to use it, whether they
gave it to a few fishermen or many, but you would still give QS to those fishermen with a catch
history up there and then CDQ on top of it.

Pereyra: Certainly. They've earned it; they're U.S. citizens just like you and I and so they've eamed
it, they should get it.
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Cotter: Idon’t think it’s escaped anyone’s attention that as we've labored here today and yesterday
we have made a number of decisions which have reduced people’s quota shares by making changes |
in qualifying years, so on and so forth. That’s what we're doing; we're in the process of allocating
the resource, so I think folks need to remember that. Some folks may not get what their past
histories indicate that maybe they ought to get in 4C, but that's just the way it goes. One of the
problems I have with Mr. Alverson’s motion and maybe it’s just lack of understanding, we're
allocating between these two groups, these resident and non-resident, is transferabitity limited as well,
can St. George-St. Paul people only sell to St. George-St. Paul people, or can they sell elsewhere,
and I think that’s an important question because that’s got some interesting ramifications for down
the road relative to what it is that we're trying to accomplish with the CDQ.

Alverson: The intent of the motion is that there would be a resident and non-resident CDQ (sic)
of that area and based on the curent regulations that set up the definitions of non-resident and
resident in that area by IPHC and this Council; they would not be interchangeable.

[recess for the evening]

September 27, 1991

Lauvber: We ateon ...

Pautzke: Section 3(A)}(2), which has to do with Area 4C and there’s an amendment on the floor
which was offered by Mr. Alverson and seconded by Mr. Blum, and, in short, I think it was 50% of
the quotas would go to resident ITQs and 50% of the quota would go to non-resident ITQ, and it's
up on the board there.

Lauber: Is there any further discussion on the amendment?
Pereyra: Could that be read?

Pautzke: It's in Area 4C, 50% of the halibut quota shall be made available for resident holders of
QS, and 50% available for non-resident holders of QS and then it bas an intention in there.

Hegge: Is this just your intention for initial, that. . .how are you going to handie future ITQs? Will
either side be able to expand, or what will happen in the future? For instance, if the Pribilovians or
someone in that area chose to, or had the funds to buy up more ITQs, could they do that in excess
of the 50%?

Alverson: Well, the intention of my motion was that you have non-resident ITQs and resident and
the reason I made it that way is I've sensed a fear that the non-residents would buy up the resident
shares. If someone wants to propose something in the other direction I suppose that’s fair, too.

Pereyra: I'd like to amend the motion to put the 50% non-resident portion into a CDQ program.
[seconded by Mitchell] My rationale behind that follows my discussion yesterday on I think the
importance of the CDQ program. 1 would like to see that portion go to the residents themselves in
the area, to let them decide how they want to come up with a program that would be in their best
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interests.

Tillion: I hope that we will leave it as is and turn down both of these amendments. . .a number of ‘
those people are going to go to ITQs, this is a very small area, a very small amount, and the people
have absolutely nowhere else to go. T recommend we leave it as is.

Lauber: Call the roll; we're voting on Mt. Pereyra’s amendment to Mr. Alverson’s amendment.

Vote: Yes No

Alverson Blum

Dyson Cotter

Pereyra Hegge
Mace
Mitchell
Pennoyer
Tillion
Lauber

Pautzke: Failed.

Lauber: Now we have Mr. Alverson’s amendment. Call the roll.

Vote: Yes No
Blum Cotter
Dyson Hegge
Mace Mitchell
Pennoyer Tillion
Pereyra Lauber
Alverson

Pautzke: Pass.

Lauber: All right, now we have the amended version before you.
Pautzke: You're back to the main motion now.
Lauber: Is there anything further under that item?

Mitchell: Before we move on, I'd like an explanation of bow that works again. I still am unclear of
how that works.

Alverson: The way that works is their historical ITQ average has been increased from 35% of the
quota to 50% of the ITQs and those fishermen that have been participating out there from the
islands will get whatever their history is without government interference on some CDQ program.
And the ITQs at this point are not interchangeable. That was the intent.

Mitchell: So it’s a combination of ITQs and community development?

Alverson: It's pure ITQ.
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Mitchell: O.K., 5o there’s no community development now in the Area 4C,

Alverson: Correct.

Pereyra: Another point of clarification. It’s my understanding now this particular program would go
on indefinitely while the CDQ program is only a 12-year program, so this is in perpetuity.

Alverson: Unless there’s limitation to the overall program.
Pereyra: Yesh, but it follows the same format then as our QS program.

Cotter: I’d like a response from NOAA General Counsel. The proposal as adopted limits
transferability to residents of the community, 50% can only be traded within that group. Is that legal,
can we go that far on limitation of transferability?

Mitchell: It’s illegal, you can’t do that. It creates two closed classes.

Lauber: We can come back to this; let’s give Counse] some time because I don’t want to take the
time. . .we can do this later in the morning or some other time, you can bring it up when. . .Ms.
Lindeman, I'm going to move on. You can work on this and come back to it 'cause I just don't want
to take the time right now. This is not final; you can bring it up if you want to reconsider something
at a later time. Let’s move on to item 2, or. . .item 3, 4B.

Mace: With respect to item 3, I'm concerned about the lack of specific limit with respect to the
amount delegated to disadvantaged residents. It says no less than 10%, which means that a cap of
up to 100% of what’s left from 1,760,000 Ibs. I am going to move that that be changed to read as
follows:

For TPHC management area 4B, 10% of the halibut quota, etc. . . [Alverson seconded])

Mace: I've pretty well outlined my concern; I think 10% is an adequate amount to provide these
people a leg up and I think we have to have a specific limit on that.

Tillion: I’d like to offer an amendment to Mr. Mace’s amendment changing 10% to 20%. I agree
with you on the shutting off the open end. [Cotter seconded] .. .what the people of Atka have
caught, 10% is not adequate.

Pernoyer: Could we get the staff to tell us what the local/non-local participation on harvests has
been in 4B over the past couple years, what has the catch actually been by local residents as opposed
to non-locals?

Oliver: We don’t have that breakdown for 4B, we only had the local/non-local breakdown for 4C and
4E. : _ _

Blum: How much trouble would it be to do it?
Mitchell: 1 can basically tell you that in the last five or six years they’ve caught a range of from 30
to up to 70,000 Ibs, but I don’t think that should be the controlling factor here. What we’re looking

at is a community development quota so they can go out and get bigger boats and participate in these
fisheries. They’re not going to do very well just having a slight increase and fishing out of little skiffs.
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Most of these halibut boats that are going to get IFQ are going to get 150,000-200,000 Ibs, that's for
a boat and 3 or 4 other crew members, so if you have a whole village with 30 or 40 participants, you
have to put enough quota out there so they can upgrade into a boat that’s safe, let themselves
establish themselves in that halibut fishery and then venture into other fisheries also.

Alverson: The 20%, as I read the numbers given to us yesterday, would be 340,000 lbs, which is
500% greater than the highest number that Henry mentioped. And, a based on his numbers of what
it would take a full sized crew and vessel to operate, that might be encugh for one boat, one-and-a-
half boats. The problem with those people out there is, even for people that are full-time halibut
fishermen, they have to do other things; they're salmon fishermen, they’re blackcod fishermen, they’re
codfish fishermen, and if the State of Alaska wants a comprehensive program for these people they
should be listening to the requests of the Atkans for access to their salmon resources around those
islands, their own islands out there, which has been denied by the State of Alaska. The State of
Alaska has the authority to provide interim use gillnet permits to these people in Bristol Bay or other
areas, non-transferable permits; the State of Alaska has not stepped up to the plate to help these
people and the amount of 10% is well over, probably 100% of the average in this area. think Bob’s
original motion is fair, I think the 20% is excessive. There’s goi to be other alternatives, there’s not
enough halibut out there to satisfy any one community and the amount that’s been taken by the few
boats that have gone out there is very important to the livelihood of those boat owners and the crews
dependent on those boats. I think we need to do something additional for the Atkans, they are
crewing on a number of the vessels I represent and I know have done business with them, and I think
10% around their area or in the 4B area is plenty adequate for those people.

Tillion: I hate to continue the debate. As we all know the Atkan people were the ones removed
from Attu in World War II and never returned back to where they began. The problem that you
have with salmon is the same one you're going to have later on with ITQs. T think Mr. Alverson
would be infuriated if we, after issuing them, then took social costs back out. The salmon limited
entry permits have been issued. Those people, because they didn’t have a history of fishing and they
had no way to get into the fishery, were left out. Now we have something that they are engaged in
and we're talking about cutting them down to a very small poundage. I think 20% is more than
justified.

Hegge: Under this motion, as T understand it, if either 10 or 20 were passed they would still be able
to buy additional quota shares from the TTQ program as they became able, is that correct?

Lauber: You're asking me? I'm the Chairman, I...

Alverson: Larry made the main motion, maybe Larry can answer that; I would assume the answer
is yes.

Cotter: The answer is yes; neither amendment alters the allocation of quotas shares. I might point
out, too, that the allocation here in this section is an allocation specific to communities in that
particular area and when we move on to the next item and we get into CDQs in other management
areas that are available to all communities.

Lauber: This is outside of the ub. . ., this does not lapse?

Cotter: This does not lapse during the course of the year. There is no third quarter review, and it’s
there for the year and they either take it or they don’t. Hopefully they will.
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Lauber: But it does have to go through the community development criteria?

Cotter: Well, the way I wrote it is it doesn’t, but I think we need to talk about that. . .which we’ll
get to in a moment.

Alverson: Just a technical aspect of this action the way it’s been amended, I've got a question of
Larry, the way it’s been amended. This is 10%, but it says exclusive of issued Qs, so those Atkans
that had history would be given ITQs, plus there’d be the 10%, is that the way it would . . .
Cotter: Yes, they would get their quota shares. . .

Alverson: So, they’d get their average, if their average was 50,000 Ibs, plus the 10%.

Tillion: It would be lower than with the years we’ve picked.

Alverson: Well, not by much.

[someone commented in the background, not at microphone; couldn’t hear]

Lauber: We are debating the motion theoretically of 20% which. . .Mr. Tillion.

Alverson: Q.K., so it’s be 20% plus what they’re already going to get on ITQs.

Cotter: The 20% would go to the communities that are in that area, O.K.? The quota shares would
go to the individuals who had earned them.

Lauber: Call the roll; this is the 20%, Mr. Tillion's motion amending Mr. Mace’s motion. It will
carry Mr. Mace’s motion. :

Vote: Yes No
Cotter Hegge
Dyson Mace

Mitchell Alverson
Pennoyer Blum
Pereyra Lauber
Tillion

Pautzke: Pass.
Lauber: All right, is there anything further under item 3, on 4B?

Cotter: Idon’t want to befuddle things. The last sentence of 3, it says that CDQ for this area is not
subject to exception 3B below. And, 3B is the rules and regulations that apply to all the CDQ
programs. I think that there needs to be some administration of the program, but the way this works
now is there is not administration of the program, it is an allocation to those communities and really
there’s no oversight and that may be {ine and it may be that end up providing oversight anyway, but
I just wanted to make it clear to the Council that that’s the way it’s structured at this point.

Blum: I would move that on 3A(1), 3A(2), and 3A(3), the last sentence in each of those be struck.
[Pereyra seconded] T think it is inappropriate that we exempt from any control any of these
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allocations and it’s that simple.

Cotter: Point of order, or point of information. That sentence is not in either 1 or 2, it only exists
in 3 now; item 1 we withdrew it yesterday as part of an overall change, item 2 we replaced with Mr.
Alverson’s motion.

Rlum: Thank you. If that is true, I would amend my motion to just 3.

Tillion: I'm in opposition. Basically the Aleutian Islands area are quite a bit different than the
western coastal areas. These are people that are right in the fishing industry, will bring themselves
right on up and the reason that they should have been left out of the other thing is that they should
not be included in the more welfare-type areas, under those stipulations. If you let them have the
resource, they will catch it.

Pereyra: 1 think we have to have some sort of CDQ program oversight here because in order to
prosecute a successful halibut fishery we cannot restrict individuals to just the fish that are around
their village. I think you have to provide for the opportunity to go to other areas if in fact that’s
necessary to conduct a viable fishery if that’s the direction that the villages decide they want to go.
1 feel very strong about this; I think we have to have some sort of overall umbrella. This is the idea
behind this in the first place. It isn’t a giveaway program or just some sort of a bone to throw to
those people to sort of make them be satisfied. This jdea is to be helpful in a creative way and so
1 strongly support Mr. Blum’s motion.

Cotter; Mr. Blum’s motion doesn’t have any impact on what Mr. Pereyra was discussing. The
language in item 3 that is not addressed by Mr. Blum’s motion states that the CDQ is only available
for communities in that area and if that’s what Mr. Pereyra wanted to get at he would have to go at
it from that direction. It doesn’t prohibit them from leaving the arca. What Mr. Blum's motion does
is it ties it into the entire CDQ program and, Mr. Chairman, I would move to amend Mr. Blum’s
motion to. . .well, you’re just taking the whole thing out, right? I'm afraid mine would be a substitute
amendment and I don’t know if that’s. . Mr. Blum, what I was going to do is reference the portions
of 3B below that appropriate. It was not my intent earlier to have, for instance, at the end of the
3rd quarter a release of any reserve. It was my intent to give it to them and they would have it the
entire year with no release if they didn’t use it in hopes that that would help them use it in the
future. If you don’t delete reference to item 2, then that happens, item 3B(2), and I didn’t know if
that was your intent or not.

Blum: Yes it was. It was my intent and if Mr. Tillion is correct that in this particular area the folks
are going to harvest the fish, then the third quarter review is not necessary, the fish will be gone.
They will be utilizing them and that will be a non-issue. . But I think in the instance that they are not
capable for whatever reasons of using it, then having that available to others that can has a logic to
it. So, I understand what you are trying to do, it is different from what I am trying to do and it will
require a different procedure.

Lauber: Anything further? Call the roll. We're voting on deleting the last sentence on line 4 of
number 3, Area 4B.

Vote: Xes No
Mace Dyson
Pennoyer Hegge
Pereyra Mitchell
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Alverson Tillicn
Blum Cotter
Lauber

Pautzke: Fails.

Pennoyer: 'm somewhat confused between the discussions on both sides of this issue. Mr. Cotter,
if in fact you just wanted to make an allocation to the people in the area, why didn’t you mirror what
you did in item 1 and just make it available to the residents of communities proximate to the area
of concern, why did we go through the QS and CDQ discussions?

Cotter: The difference is that in item 1 I did not anticipate a IFQ program; it was going to be an
OpeN access fishery, 100% of which would be available only to residents of those communities. In
this item, #3, there would be an IFQ program. In addition to the IFQ program there would be a
CDQ set-aside now in the amount of 20% which would be reserved specifically for communities
within that management area, disadvantaged communities within the management area. Mr.
Chairman, I would move to amend the last sentence by [clarified by Chairman, under #3, last
sentence on line 4] adding, or by deleting, let me read it: "CDQ for this area is not subject to the
fourth quarter release provision as coatained in section 3(B)(2). [seconded by Alverson] Mr.
Chairman, what that then does is it brings an administrative format into play in that the community
will still have to develop a program to show how they’re going to use it, but it is theirs and the fourth
quarter release mechanism does not apply, it’s theirs for the entire year.

Lauber: Is there any further discussion? Is there any objectxon to Mr. Cotter’s motions? Passes.
Anything further under 37 Move to 4.

Mitchell: I would move to amend 4 to say, "no less than 80% of the halibut quota shall be made
available for residents of disadvantaged Western Alaska coastal communities for a community fisheries
development program. [seconded by Pereyra for discussion]

Lauber: We're going very rapidly, is that all the same except you're changing 20% to 80%?
Mitchell: Right.
Lauber: All right. You understand the motion, any discussion?

Mitchell: I'd like to speak to my motion. We have started out with trying to take care of the
community development concerns in Western Alaska, and there are many communities, as a matter
of fact, there’s at least 20 that I know of along the Western Alaska coastline that if in fact we don’t
do something substantial, will have really no fish to fish for, and I know that people are going to
complain and say that we’re going to take those fish away from the QS people that would qualify in
Area 4D, but I would point out that we could spread the pain around by issuing those people quota
in other areas in the Gulf where there are more fish. I also want to state that I really think that you
need to do this to give some of those villages, Tooksook and Tununek (sp), a chance to get into some
slightly bigger boats and range farther offshore. It's their theory that halibut in particular are caught
farther offshore and in many cases prevented from coming to them. Their historical subsistence
catches of halibut in all those villages is very high and if we're going to have some sort of true
community development I think you really have to set aside some fish, a pool that can be fished on
under an approved plan. You're talking about 20 villages; Mr. Tillion has said, well, we're talking
about the Pribilofs who've got a small area, a small amount. Well, we've got a large area along the
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coastline with a large amount of people and we don’t have any fish to go after and we need to have
some of that halibut resource out there set aside for this community development program.

Tillion: I'm sorry, Henry, this one you lose me on. I didn’t figure that I was a socialist and that
because some people lived in an area that had small resources that we would give them somebody
else’s resources. The 20% is something that can be used by the people that live in that area and they
should have priority; I can go along with that. The fact that the other would be set aside for people
that do not live in that area to come there and fish, I think one should be very generous in their area,

but I can buy this 80%.

Mitchell: Well, Mr. Chairman, these areas in the Bering Sea are very arbitrary areas. They were
basically set up for allocation purposes and battles between the various interest groups. The halibut
resource out there of course is a national resource; this is a regional body dealing with trying to
implement long-term allocations on that resource, and I think that to make a statement that those
fish belong to just one village in one area, 4C. . .4C used to basically include most of the northern
part of the Bering Sea and was arbitrarily cut up for allocation purposes, not for purposes of
conservation and management, and people there have been trying for a long time, their fish have
been caught by other fishermen, whether they’re the long-term halibut fishermen, the fish have been
destroyed by the trawler activities there; equity demands that this Council provide some opportunity
for them to fish in a halibut fishery. Now, 100,000 pounds in Area 4E just doesn’t cut it and you're
talking about under 80%, probably taking close to 500,000 pounds. Well, 500,000 pounds out of all
the other QSs that are going to range from 40 to 60 million pounds probably, depending on the year,
is absolutely nothing. It’s a minimal, absolutely minimal amount, and this Council sat here talking
about the importance of doing things for the villages and such, well, let’s do something for the other
20 or 30 villages along that Western Alaska coastline. '

Alverson: I'd point out that there are no villages along the coastline of 4D; it’s a minimum of 200
miles from. . .to 300 miles, from Nelson Island, probably an equal distance from Atka going north,
the closest communities are the Pribilofs, and I doubt if they've participated . . . the only participation
has been by Alaskans and non-Alaskans from outside the community up there. I'm not going to be
able to support this, and I don’t think anybody sitting. . .I don’t the majority of this Council believes
this is a fair issue, Henry, and I think that you know it’s not.

Mitchell: Well, Mr. Chairman, I'd just like to say the requirements of saying, oh well, these people
didn’t go out there and fish, when all they had was 17t . . . is absolutely ridiculous. This Council has
been talking for years about this concept and people out there have been trying to get the
wherewithal to get some bigger boats and they have been stymied; they have been stymied by this
Council. This Council used their fish and chips policy to get a lot of different things for a lot of
people, including shoreside plants, leveraging people into the factory trawlers, leveraging people into
factory longliners, and this Council is absolutely here refusing to do the right thing as far as letting
those people have a little bit of leverage, to bave a little bit of quota so they can take that quota to
the bank so they can buy a 60 ft longliner. If they've got a 60 ft longliner they'll go up there and
compete with Jack Knudsen. But to say, well gee they never went there, that’s ridiculous.

Lauber: Call the roll. Question is on item 4, line 1, changing 20% to 80%.

Vote: Yes No
Mitchell Hegge
Pereyra Mace
Blum Pennoyer
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Tillion
Alverson
Cotter
Dyson
Lauber

Pautzke: Fails.

Alverson: Mr. Chairman, I'd move that in item 4, that the "no less than” be stricken. [seconded by
Blum] I would point out that the previous wording, or the wording that 'm purporting to amend,
the "no less than," this area could be usurped by going interests out there and the people that have
had catch history for 20-30 years out there would lose it all if the existing wording stays. And in
conjunction with paragraph 5, the last sentence that says "in implementing this program community
development plans shall provide a harvesting preference for residents of the community or any
harvesting arrangement from persons who reside outside the community.” This is a mini-Magnuson
Act forcing U.S. citizens out of historical rights. The 'no less than’ as proposed by Bob Mace in
paragraph 3, provides for 100% usage of that resource at the sole expense of people who have had
a catch history in there.

Lauber: Any further discussion; call the role.

Vote: Yes No
Pennoyer Pereyra
Alverson Tillion
Blum
Cotter
Dyson
Hegge
Lauber

Mitchell Abstained

Pautzke: Pass.

Cotter: I move to amend item 4 [3(C)(4)]by adding . . . 4A, so that it would read, " For IPHC
management areas 4A and 4D, 30% of the halibut quota . . ." [seconded by Mitchell] Mr. Chairman,
I didn’t support Mr. Mitchell’s earlier motion of 80% for 4D, not because I didn’t agree with what
he said, but I thought that 80% of 4D was too much of an area where the resource is fully utilized
by folks who don't live around there, and there's nobody who lives around there. But, I am
persuaded by Mr. Mitchell’s comments on the needs of the residents and I think he very accurately
points out that the amount of quota that we’re talking about providing for a community development
program is minuscule in relation to the total amount of IFQs that we are doling out through this
process. By adding 4A, we are then providing an additional 340,000 pounds of quota share and I
think it’s the least that we ought to do. In fact, maybe we ought to do more, but for now that’s the
motion.

Lauber: Question. That 340,000, is that the total and then it would be the percentage off that, or
the ...

Cotter: No, Mr. Chairman, when I said 340,000, that’s 20% of the existing 4A harvest quota of 1.7
million.
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Blum: So, what’s the total then for 4A & 4D?
Mitchell: 460,000.

Alverson: The historical catch in 4A does not take place in the Bering Sea. It may be in Area 4,
but the harvest comes from the Davidson Bank area largely and what this is doing is. . .I don’t know
what communities you're talking about unless you’re talking about Sand Point and King Cove, those
are the communities I guess you'd be talking about, *cause those are the ones on the peripheral area.
If you're talking about Nelson Island running down to grab King Cove’s fish, I think that’s really
grossly goes beyond the concept of CDQs. This is into an expanded area in the Gulf where you have
4 to 5,000 people participating in one-day openings and whatever those guys have got in their catch
history should not be whittled away like this, particularly in an area where I doubt if the Bering Sea
residents have participated because of the requirements to clear through Dutch. I doubt if there’s
been any participation by the communities in Nelson Istand and eastern Bristol Bay; or the Pribilofs
that participate in 4A. That’s a Kodiak-Seward, anybody in the Gulf fishes that arca.

Cotter: A couple of things. First of all, this particular motior, item 4, does not limit participation
to communities located within 4D or 4A, O.K.? Communities, eligible, disadvantaged, Western
Alaska communities outside of those arcas can also access the CDQ that we would be setting aside
for 4D. Secondly, we have gone through a process hete where, in number 1, we dealt with 4E and
reserved that amount for those people, but that was only 100,000 pounds. We then addressed the
Pribilovians in Area 4C and we set up a specific program for them in Area 4C; we then touched on
4B and the communities in 4B, the Atkans. What this does is it takes some quota out of 4A and 4D
and makes it available to all of those communities, or to Nelson Isiands and those folls who really
now have access to very little quota to use for development purposes.

Pennoyer: I guess I'm confused by Mr. Alverson’s remarks. The 4A quota, as specified by the
Halibut Commission, is it intended to be taken in either the Bering Sea or the Gulf? Is there a
proportion that we get into different stock composition questions here that we . . . deal with? I'm
not sure what the division of harvest is between the Bering Sea and the Guilf, and if you would give
this to Bering Sea communities are you shifting harvest under a different set of stocks, or how do
they do that, do you know?

Alverson: Well, I don’t have a chartlet in front of me of the Bering Sea Halibut Commission areas,
but as I recall, 4A went north until it abutted 4C and basically, from 4C which is the southern Pribilof
area, through the horseshoe area is dominated by trawl activity; you just don’t get longlining in that
area of any significance, so the primary harvest is ¢ither on the very north side of the Aleutian Islands
or in the Davidson Bank area and Ron could speak io that better than I could, but that’s how 1
remember the numbers coming in from the fleet.

Pennoyer: I guess my question stemmed from the fact that I think that, and part of the confusion
in dealing with this question is that in fact the areas in the Bering Sea were basically set up for
allocative purposes and the Commission has often said that they don’t really care; some distribution
of effort makes sense, but there’s no stock differences throughout that area, so we've gone back here
in a community development aspect and tried to . . . deal with a management system that wasn’t set
up to deal with the stock and we’ve taken one piece of it that was done just for allocative purposes
and treated it one way, and another piece we've treated another way, and now we’ve extended this
into the Gulf of Alaska, and I’'m not clear that the Gulf areas. . .I'm not clear that the Commission
would assume that all of 4A would fall into the same question as the Bering Sea that the lines didn’t
make any difference, the fact that it was still all one stock. Basically, all of the halibut population
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is sort of one stock except when the adults settle out they’re assumed not to migrate any more and
you do sort of have a fixed population that you’re dealing with and I'm not clear how 4A blends into
that. 1 guess my problem here is I'm not sure what the Council’s intent is. If we want to take a
certain proportion of Bering Sea stocks, which are interchangeabte, and allocate them to community
development quotas, then we've sort of not done that. We've tried to do it out of just 4D which isn’t
really a stock area. We've tried to do a different thing in 4F and something else again in 4B; we
tried to take into account QSs, open access, and CDQs, and when we got done we didn't have much
CDQ left, s0 now we've gone back and tried to include other areas that I'm not totally sure are
Bering Sea areas, into the community development quota. 'm really of a mind that we should go
back and just look at the total poundage in the Bering Sea, decide what makes sense for CDQ, and
then come back and redesign what we need to do by subareas. If there are people in certain
subareas of QSs in skiffs that can’t go farther, I don’t know where we’re going to end up with this,
but we're trying to jockey the percentages around now to include the Guif of Alaska. Total Bering
Sea quotas are 4.7 million pounds and QSs to residents of that area would amount to another 70-
80,000, maybe. . .[Mitchell interjects: maybe 150,000 . .

Blum: Mr. Chairman, numbers are floating around. I suggest that if you want to start using them
they ought to have some validity.

Lauber: 1don’t know that they're germane to the motion we had on the floor, which happens to add
area 4A to item number 4.

Pennoyer: Mr. Chairman, I guess there’s one germane question. The 4.7 million pound Bering Sea
quota does include 4A and I'm not sure what. . Dr. Clark is here still, I wonder if we could get him
to comment if that is a concern. I guess Dr. Clark is not still here, so. . .

Blum: I'm probably not going to please you, but this is getting to be a little bit confusing. I've bad
a couple of Council members, including myself, indicate that we’re sort of lost in this thing. Could
we have a ten minute break and have Mr. Pennoyer and appropriate staff lay this thing out?

[break]
Lauber: Let’s come back in session, please.

Pereyra: Mr. Chairman, one of the problems that I have with this debate we've been having for the
last probably most of yesterday afternoon and all this morning, is I'm looking at the purpose and
scope of the CDQ program, and it says, "In order to provide fishermen who reside in Western Alaska
communities a fair and reasonable opportunity to participate in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
halibut fishery, to expand their participation in salmon, herring and other nearshore fisheries, and to
help alleviate the growing social economic crisis within these communities, the Western Alaska
Halibut Community Quota is established." What I think we have to remember is that’s really our
guiding principle when we discuss this and I feel that we've gone way astray of this and we've got
hung up in a lot of accounting difficulties and area difficulties and so forth, and I for one would hope
that as we try to bring closure on this particular issue, that we do it with that larger objective in mind.
I think it’s very important that we . . . from that perspective.

Lauber: Any other comments? We have a motion on the floor to add to item 4, add Area 4A. Is
there any further discussion? Call the roll.

Vote: Yes No
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Mitchell Pennoyer

Pereyra Alverson

Cotter Blum

Tillion Dyson
Hegge
Mace
Lauber

Pautzke: Fails.

Pennoyer: During the break I talked to Halibut Commission staff and our implementation committee
staff who had talked to the Halibut Commission during their discussions of community development
quotas, and I think we've got a chart done that shows the quotas by area for all the Bering Sea areas.
I think. . .I don’t know what the answer is. I originally was a proponent on all of the CDQ questions
of doing something like taking the purchase limits off of the government entities such as boroughs
and cities and the state and allowing them to put their money into buying quota shares for
disadvantaged communities and then finding their own way; of doling them out. It seems to me that
made more sense that reallocating between sectors of the fleet to accomplish this, but that’s not the
route we've decided to go down, so it still seems to me that you need to decide what an appropriate
amount is for community development quotas, taking into account the number of QSs that actually
might be allocated in each of these areas. Now, we've chosen not to allocate QS in 4E; we simply
made it open access to residents only in that area. By contrast, in 4E we decided to allocate QS and
then put the rest in a CDQ program, but only for residents of that area, and I'm still not quite sure
what the difference is accomplished in those two factors. We'd then do something different in 4C;
we allocated only QS, but at a percentage higher than they've taken recently, and we've taken 4D
and now maybe 4A and tried to use them for community development quotas. I talked to the Halibut
Commission staff, as 1 said before, and the areas between 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D and 4E are largely
allocative. I think basically it gets a little bit confusing when we get down to 4A because a major part
of that catch may be taken in the Gulf, by a predominantly a different composition fleet that it is
taken in the Bering Sca. But they've also said, of course, that they like the distribution of effort
concept which they think . . . normally would naturally occur unless forced with an unnaturally large
quota is forced into particular subdivision. Maybe the discussion is what you want for a community
development quota. Maybe you need to get back to the total and what is appropriate and get back
and look at this hodge podge and maybe even redraw the lines if you want to, but come up with some
idea of what you want in total for community development quota and then decide if within the
structure of the Bering Sea are there different communities or cultures that you want to treat
differently. Right now I think you've got kind of a hodge podge. You don’t have a community
development quota, you've got some mixture of QS, expanded QS, open access, and I'm not sure
where you're going to end up. :

Lauber: Do you have a motion, Mr. Pennoyer?

Pennoyer: No, sir, I don’t. I think you need to decide first what you think is appropriate for CDQ
for the Bering Sea halibut, and of course you're doing this in a vacuum because it’s also going for
sablefish, and you've done something for pollock as well, so it’s az little difficult to pick out, I think,
what the appropriate number is; it's got to be, I guess, the feeling of the body, but we've had a lot
of different numbers we've dealt with here this morning. I'm not even sure, you take all the things
that have been proposed, what the total CDQ is. Somebody said it was 400,000 pounds right now
out of the 4.7 million total in this area, but also there are quotas that have been allocated specifically
to...OXK, it is there, yeah. .. (?)
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Blum: Mr. Chairman, I would try a consolidating motion: I would move that we strike ali of the
actions that we have taken with respect to CDQs and substitute a simple provision that would be in
the section, Section 3(A), that would say, "set aside 20% of the total Area 4 TAC for halibut for
community development quotas for the Bering Sea, [seconded by Pereyra] . . .what Steve [Pennoyer]
has said, and I think the quagmire we find ourselves in with this, while well intentioned is not getting
to the objective that the Council has, a simple motion that sets aside a 20% overall quota for the
Bering Sea to be handled, if and when we pass 3(B) and the appropriate language for administration
of that, is the simplest way for this Council to state its intent and have a process for that intent to
be met.

Tillion: I wish it was that simple, Mr. Blum. The problem I have is that the Aleuts that live both
in the Pribilofs and in 4B down there are in more of the ice-free areas and will enter the fishery very
quickly from here on; all three of the major villages that I'm talking about here, were impacted by
actions taken a long ways away, like the demise of the fur seal and like the movement from Attu, so
those decisions to leave them a quota that they can actually fish is a pood decision. Now, we look
at the Eskimo peoples of 4E and north and you're talking about people that have very limited
resources within their area and that’s when you're talking about the community development quotas
that go offshore. But don’t, please, mix these two ethnic groups in where one where it's a matter of
which one has the most votes for a CDQ and you’ll find that you’re taking resources away from the
Pribilofs that could be harvested right in their port and giving them for social programs or for starting
a boat to fish offshore for another people. So I have no problem whatsoever for community
development quotas, 4E we've just given all the halibut to the people that live there and I think that's
fair and equitable. 4D, a community CDQ makes some sense, the percentages that’s arguing; on the
Pribilofs you're going to find those people will catch and use everything you give them over a period
of time; they’re still developing the harbors and 4B will be the same way, so it’s just not simple as
dump them all in the same thing. It’s like saying "Europeans;” it doesn’t make any difierence whether
they're Norwegians or Italians, it don’t work that way.

Cotter: A question, and then a comment. Mr. Blum, you said all of Area 4, that includes 4A as well?
[affirmative response] O.K., I guess the comment is somewhat along Mr. Tillion’s lines. What I tried
to do initially when I drafted the initial motion was to take into account the allocational problems
that we've been struggling with every year in some of these areas. The Pribilovians, it seems every
year we wrestle with some type of regulatory process that’s designed to give them 50, 60, 70% of the
quota. We do the same thing with the people in Atka; we have problems with 4E, so I tried to set
this motion up so that we would resolve those questions now, once and for all, and still leave some
quota outside for people in 4E and other areas to access. I'm attracted to the motion because of the
poundage, but I'm worried about the motion in terms of the problems that they generate down the
road in dealing with the competition out there.

Blum: Mr. Chairman, if I could clarify one point. With respect to the motion, it is Area 4 within the
Bering Sea, and so that part of 4A that is in the Bering Sea, that part of 4B that is in the Bering Sea,
it would require some work with the Halibut Commission, but I don’t think that’s impossible.

Mitchell: Question of Mr. Blum. So that would mean that the quota in 4A and 4B would probably
be cut in those portions of the Bering Sea, s0 we'd probably be looking at a total of probably only
three million pounds, a total of which 20% would go for a total community development quotas. Mr.
Chairman, I might want to speak to this. That would probably end up with approximately 600,000
Ibs going for community development and when you take a look at the number of communities, Mr.
Blum, that would not be enough resource for those communities that play into, . . .to get some of
these longline vessels that wish to participate in that fishery out there. You're really looking at about
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10 to 12 boats probably being built over the next three or four years and that’s a substantial
investment. The halibut is going to be a integral part of helping to pay a debt service on those
vessels on those vessels and T think that if you're going to go to a rural (?) approach, which there’s
some problems because of the politics, and I can see why Mr. Tillion is afraid. He’s afraid that in the
yeass that he is not in the Governor’s office that the west coast of Alaska, which votes as a block,
may have significant more political clout than the Pribilovians or the Aleuts; that live on Atka. But
I really think that if you're going to do anything substantial for community development in terms of
halibut you really need to look at much higher number than this and there are some equity
considerations; I know how people feel about being denied a certain portion of their resource out
of the areas in the Bering Sea, but there’s a way to spread the pain around the coast and that would
be to give those people that would lose a percentage of their catch, say in 4D, you know, a guy out
of Seattle or a guy out of Kodiak, to give him credit in other areas in the Gulf, for instance out of
3B and 3A and that way you would fairly spread the pain of imposing the community development
program up and down the coast and all participants in the fishery.

Hegge: First, Mr. Chairman, during the break some people wanted me to have you clarify which
Sunday we were going to adjourn. . .This kind of started, as I recall, at a 3% level a few years ago
but T asked Lisa a little bit ago how it is affected by the Halibut Act and all sorts of different things,
because we are deviating a lot. We're giving long-term assignments now to specific people, to specific
areas and I'm concerned about that. I'm also concerned that we look at this as just halibut as the
supplier of CDQs and I'm very concerned that we're ignoring the fact that an ITQ provides the
perfect opportunity for interested agencies to provide assistance to people to get into a fishery and
I think we’re completely ignoring that aspect of it. Funds can be made available, either state or
federal, or loans available to people to obtain the ITQs just as any other individual that decides to
go out and present a business plan and get money made available to them so I'm really going to
oppose the large numbers we’re looking at. Also, I do seck the clarification from legal counsel on
some of the ways that we are deviating.

[miscellaneous comments]

Lisa Lindeman: Mr. Chairman, what I want to do is clarify what Mr. Cotter asked before about can
these CDQ programs be set up for residents for these Alaskan communities, and then clarify the
authority in the Halibut Act because the sablefish IFQ program has been taken by the Council under
the authority provided by the Magnuson Act. The halibut TFQ system is being set up by the Council
under authority provided in Section 5c of the Halibut Act. Under the Halibut Act the Council can
set up a limited access system for rural coastal Alaska communities. The protective effect of that
CDQ program can be extended to rural coastal residents of any part of Alaska, the adverse effects
of the measure, of the CDQ program, would have to fall equally upon similarly situated Alaskans and
on Alaskan non-residents of the specially protected areas and that addresses the question of whether
or not it could be established for residents of those areas. The measures also have to be fair and
equitable to all affected fishermen, be reasonably calculated to promote conservation, and be carried
out in such a manner that no person or other entity acquired an excessive share of halibut fishing
privileges. Those are some of the standards set forth also for the sablefish IFQ program under the
Magnuson Act. Lastly, these standards, or the program, could be stricter than similar regulations of
the IPHC as long as they don’t frustrate any purpose of the Commission as expressed in the JTPHC
regs. So, those are the standards by which you would set up the CDQ program.

Lauber: Have we done anything that would raise any questions in your mind as to that, what you've
just told us?
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Lindeman: With respect to this discussion this morning, no. . .

Lauber: Is there anything we've done so far. . .is there anything that we have done that maybe a '
yellow flag, if not red flag, has gone up in your mind.

Lindeman: I'd say as far as a yellow flag, not from what I've listened to.
Lauber: And, as far as a red flag?
Lindeman: I'm not going to make a call.

Pereyra: This discussion is very interesting from my perspective. You know, here a meeting or so
back this Council in a very cavalier manner saw no problem at all with taking seven and a half
percent of the Bering Sea pollock, seven and a half percent, and allocating it to a CDQ program.
I personally felt that that was rather excessive considering the fact that these people have no
involvement whatsoever in pollock. Here we have a situation where we’re talking about less than 2%
of the entire halibut quota being allocated into a CDQ program, so I think that when we look at
these numbers one could argue that probably this 20% is a little bit on the low side. SoIwould hope
that people would keep that in mind when it comes time to vote on this particular issue.

Tillion: It seems that the motion before us right now is a simplifying; motion but it is not. We've
already done, I feel, an adequate job in 4B for the Aleut people of Nikilski (?) and Atka. We should
leave that alone. I feel that the original wording that was put in by Mr. Cotter for the Pribilofs would
have been preferable to what we did, I feel that was a little low. I think that if you look at the
original wording here of what we did in 4E where we left that small amount of fish to the people that
live there, was the correct thing to do and that 4D, if you used it for community development as Mr.
Cotter first laid it out, would be reasonable. We could then move on. But I don’t want to undo what
we've done for those villages where the people can actually while I don’t object to Mr. Mitchell’s
people having a community development quota for their vessels, it doesn’t all have to be done with
halibut.

Blum: With all due respect, I believe what is being said by the last speaker is that it is simpler for
the Council to carry the political burden of this allocation than it is for the state of Alaska and I
would suggest that the Council’s responsibility is taken care of by providing a amount and a program
that the Governor of the state of Alaska and the agencies of the state of Alaska, in concert with this
Council and the Secretary, can fully implement. If in fact there are special needs for the people in
4E, and there are special needs for the people elsewhere, that’s a call that the Governor and the
State can very adequately make based on substantially more information than this Council has at this
time to generate and filter and assess and evaluate and write reports on. I believe a simple motion
for this Council to say we'’re prepared to do this and we’re prepared to recommend to the Secretary
that this process be followed, is in fact the appropriate role for this Council to plan. To go beyond
that, I think, if the folks in Alaska think about it, is once again the federal government or a body of
the federal government dictating how things will get done in Alaska which is one of the reasons, as
I recall, that statehood was sought for some independent action, and here is an opportunity for this
independent action to be taken.

Lauber: QK. does everyone understand the question on the floor? All right, cali the roll . . .
Alverson: Mr. Blum, how does your motion affect 4A in terms of poundage, not specifically, but
generally, how. . .
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Blum: My motion, which I clarified, is that we're speaking of the parts of 4A and 4B that are in-the
Bering Sea and what those numbers would be I can’t begin to figure out. We have technical people
that do that for a living.

Mitchell: State the full question, please.

Pautzke: It’s to strike the provisions that you've done on community development quotas and set
aside 20% of the total area for CDQ as modified by Mr. Blum’s comments just then, in the Bering
Sea.

Vote: Yes No
Pennoyer Tillion
Pereyra Cotter
Alverson Dyson
Blum Mitchell
Hegge Launber
Mace

Pautzke: Pass.

Discussion continues on tape 61 - nothing more transcribed.

Halibut CDQs 29 hla/irans



AGENDA C-4
SEPTEMBER 1991

COMMENTS RECEIVED BY DUE DATE OF SEPTEMBER 16, 1991
ON IFQ ALTERNATIVES
IN THE HALIBUT FISHERY



G/y3/ 7/

11760 4" Moy M
A’M, Jibalba 95575

Np F/%C L
Po Boy 163136 | -

W) Mniha 5751

R EIS/RIR/IRFA, hodbet fochirore
duan Ao’




Hhece A Ln. |
) :6/7 wm?fé’g , %?_ /

= lreAd s _ _
N idZle; Rnckn PIFSS '8,

—

et
W&w;@ﬁ&a Fadeeiow Hgn: Loeeniid,







r C e e e

| B
m ZMV._‘F .Dﬁ.fvf«l .ﬂur?wmw ?h@w\?ﬁ\ﬂl QC_AC o ,,-.\
_

 Charmon Laober ,
| The bana crenmomba in ¥ ?su~
ndvstry Hor nindam s, T s alst o

P

3 . G\Tg;w.@u ovel A_.WF ¢S T.H_J S\_u%w_; En&l D0
wm;m quum mﬂn %&xﬁo\@o Wi .:M;P §®:,\\+w

WW STroke. ot puy . Jou will cheale a
HW &..W%E%a:&& ub @%ﬂ) Vesse @t.ﬁ\y M mMc%ur
/nm 2 e Yy (Crew menbos

Qz Q ™~

ou 6t dhe .o; hwe my  Supppvt
B Tl g o A

Jete Lo Lo, m.a.rmn MWS;U&.M&




TEL E Xk
NG . 2P lnogl [S002 POl

-~

KODIAK LONGLINE
VESSEL OWNERS ASSOCIATION

T orwaW

326 CENTER AVENUE, PO. BOX 135
KODIAK, ALASKA 99615
(907) 486-3781 FAX (907) 486-2470

HALIBUT + SABLEFISH ¢ PACIFICCOD +» (RAB
September 16, 1991

Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman 5P | BiL
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL .
Anchorage, Alaska

o m——— T
T T

SENT BY FAX; 271-2817
Ocar Mr. Lauber: >

- As you arc aware, the KLVOA members have spent a significant amount of time

- evaiuating and commenting on the proposed IFQ plans which the Council fis
addressing. We recently met and discussed the draft sablefish plan. We
understand that with a few changes, this plan {s considered a pilot for the
haiibut fishery as well. '

We are decply concerned that the Counc¢il, in a desire to provide a program
suitable for the needs of different fishing groups and indtviduals, has
seriously overlooked the concern for conservation., In passing each of the
individual restrictions, the benefits to the users of the resource were
mentioned, but not the resource ftself. There will be significant resource
problems if these plans are adopted.

Is this 1FQ program which s being contemplated going to achiave the purpose
of reducing the need for alioccative action on the part of the Council and
Sccretary? Wilt it achieve the goal stated by pr, Fox recently of allowing
the market forces to.work effectively at the harvesting level? Are we
instead, accomplishing a program of social engineering which will result in a
tremendous amount of Council "tinkering® in future years. We believe that the
Council will spend a lot of time trying to justify this actfon and attempting
to fix this unworkable, chaotic program.

Attached are comments which are specific to the Council action in Juncau.
Thank you for reviewing our concerns. - -

Sincprely,
e '
- %’;‘a’g; ﬁﬂb
Linda Kozak
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REVIEW Of DRAFT SABLEFISH LONGLINE MANAGEMEMT PLAN

NOTE: The assumption is that the sablefish pian will be similar to the
NPFMC 1FQ program for halibut. The concerns Visted are for both
sablefish and halfbut.

SOCIAL CONCERNS:

A Soctal Impact Analysis has still not been completed, or even roquested by
the Council. Many of the restrictions or details of this plan have some
soctal implications which could adversely impact large groups of fishermen,

for one example, other than those grandfathered owners, future owners will be
required to physically be on the vessel, How will the fishery change in the
future and will this lead to hardship? When someone is ready to retire, they
won't be able to hire a skipper to run their vessel which is now paid off.
The continuing income that they ¢ould receive for many years will be lost. How
will their quality of 1ife be changed?

BIOLOGICAL CONCERNS:

Some restrictions might tn1tially look good, but serious problems will result.
For example, restricting vessel categories for {nitial quota give-awdy and
future dquota transfers, The freezer/Tongliner category will recelve
approximately 17% of the total quota, with about 35 vessels initially
qualifying for quota. There ts doubt as to whether this amount is even
sufficiont for the bycatch needs of the freezer/longliners.

Another concern 1s that halibut bycatch has not been addressed. If the IFQ
plan for halibut {s passed, there are problems with vessels fishing other
fisherfes. What do they do with their halibut? Will it be discarded or will
they be forced to buy halibut it(s to cover bycatch? Whal about freezer/
longliners? They don't fish and process halibut now, will their category
receive enough quota for bycatch purposes?

The restriction of not allowing leasing will cause a very disruptive fishery.
What will those owners do who receive just a little bit of quota and don't
want to sell it, but don't use 1t? There is no c¢lause requiring them to use
it or lose 1t, Will the first several years of the program be chaotic with
vast amounts of the quota being left un-used? 1Is this benefiting the natfen?

Trawl vessels may not 5uy sablefish from the fixed gear fleet, While this is
widely supported, the analysis clearly states that this could lead to wastage
of the resource,

The Council has indicated that discards of sableftsh will be prohibited. Will
this lead to a lot of small, low valued fish being deifvered? Qr is a better
guess to assume that a tremendous amount of {1legal high-grading will occur on
those vessels withaut observers?

-l-
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QUOTA OWNERSHIP AND CONTROL CONCERNS:

The Counctl passed a 1% ownership cap, with an additional restriction of not
allowiqg more than 1% in Southeast Alaska. The future buyers of quota will
need financing. It does not appear that the federal government will begin a
Toan program and the most obvious source of financing will be the fisherman's
processer. Th1s will lead to excessive market control by those processers who
can afford to front the money for quotz purchases. This restricts the boat
owner who wishes to deliver to a processer who might be paying a higher price.
Additionally, the small processer won't be able to compete 1n fronting money
for quota purchases and he just won't get any more fish. W11l he stay in
business? The analysis states in several places that ownership caps are
virtually unenforceable, If this is true, what is to stup someone from buying
more than the cap allows?

By not allowing leasing, the boat is forced to buy quota in order to stay in
business, while the very cost of this quota may force him out of business. If
he ts Tucky enough to get a source of financing, that entity can virtually
control when he fishes and where he delivers his product.

What happens to repossessed quota by the IRS or financing source? This has
not been addressed.

LY

ADMINISTRATIVE CONCERNS:

The plan which was passed by the Council includes three categorfes of owners;
those which are grandfathered {in and may centinue their hiring practices,
individuals who buy quota in the future, and qualified crew members.
Basfcally, there will be a complfcated management scenario where transfers
to grandfathercd owners will follow a certain sat of rules, and transfers to
individual boat owners and crew members will follow another set of rules.

Additionally, no leasing fs allowed except for freezer/longliners. This will
further complicate matters when quota transfers are requested.

Will not being allowed to traasfer quota to one of the other five management
areas causc some administrative problems?

Wi11 the three vessel categories cause some confuston when transfers are
requested and what type.of proof will be required as to vessel category?

A1l transfers must be approved by NMFS. Unfortunately, the current feeling is
that very few people will be required to accomplish the transfers. The
Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission deals with about 13,000 limfted entry
permits and they have 35 people, with 11 people working on transfers of
permits. If each pound is tradeable as a quota share, then based on the 1991
TACs, over 90 mi]1{on shares would be tradeable. . With an ownership cap of 1%,
with an additional cap of 1% for Southeast, and three categories of owners,
this 1s going to be very time consuming.

What if & person owns a trawler and a longlfner and gets quota for tqe
Tongliner and then {t sfnks. He doesn't want to sell the quota, but doesn i
have access to ancther longliner. He isn’'t allowed to lease., Will he
successfully petition the Counctl to allow the trawler to harvest the quota

share?
-2



ENFORCEMENT CONCERNS:

This entire package is an enforcement nightmare. No leasing, no discards,
owner on board 1in some cases and not 1n others, five management areas, no
freezing on a catcher boat, sales only to a legally registered buyer,
ownership caps, and bycatch concerns. All these compound to make the program
virtually unenferceable, ‘

Another concern to fishermen which hasn't been addressed s the possibility of
allowting deliveries to only a few selected ports. This may not have an
adverse impact on the sahlefish fishery, but the opposite is true for halibut.
Many deliveries are made in remote areas, often to tenders,

WHO PAYS:

It 1s clear that the Council 1intent is to request that the Magnusen Act be
amended to provide a mechanism for the IFQ owners to pay for all facets of the
program. Unfortunately, there is no clecar idea as to what the actual costs
might be. Some feel that 1f the fishermen support his concept, that a blank
check is being given to NMFS for funding., Some estimates of cosl have been
made which use the Canadtan haltbut IVQ program as & guide. This cost fs at
least 18 million dollars to admintster the sablefish and halibut IFQ programs.
1f the individual boat owner 1s required to pay for this, the cost on average
ts quite staggering., If there were 200 owners, the cost would be an average
of $90,000.00 per boat. Even {f there were 1,000 boat owhers for halibut and
sablefish, the cost would be an average of $18,000.00 per boat. What if, tn
addition to this cost, each boat is required to carry an observer? That
likelthood 1s not as farfetched as it may seem.

Currently, there is no money avaflable to adminfster or enforce this program
and it ts unlikely that money will be made avatlable in the near future. It
1s obvious that the Council intends to have {industry foot the bfll, Our
concern s that this program will cost 2 tremendous amount and that fishermen
who support the concept Jjust don't realize the price they will indivtdually
have to pay. Before this program is approved, we are asking that these
questions be clearly answered.
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ITEMS WHICH WILL REDUCE THE BENEFITS OF AN IFQ PROGRAM

The staff analysis for sablefish clearly states that there are several items
which, if passed, would reduce the berefits of the plan. Recently the Counci)
passed a draft plan which incorporates several of these limitations. Listed
below are some of the items, with page numbers from the sablefish SEIS. Many
of the concerns are identical for halibut,

VESSEL CLASSES AND TRANSFERABILITY:

The threc vessel categories approved are under 60', 60' and over, and freezer/
longline vessels. auota may not be transferred between classes. Trawl
vessels may not purchase quota for any area and pot vessels may not purchase
quota 1n the Gulf of Alaska.

2-63 "The restrictions eliminate the free transferability of IF(Qs among
vessels of various classes as a tool for efficiently allocating the
TACs among vessel classes.”

2-20 "The potential advantages of a market solution to allocation fssues
“would be rcduced by restrictions on the transferability of QSs and
1FQs. If a very restrictive IFQ program {s implemented, more.
allocation fssues wil) have to be addressed by the Council and the
Council will probably recefve more requests to change the 1FQ
program. Such a program may provide few advantages.with respect to
the Council process than Alternative 1 (status quo).”

2-59 “The transferability of QSs and IFQs 1s critical to prevent the IFQ
program from befng unnecessarily disruptive.®

OWNER REQUIRED TO BE ON BOARD:

In the case of future purchases, the vessel owner or bona-fide crew member who
purchases quota must physically be on board the vessel. The exception to this
is those current operations where & skipper runs the vessel. These boat owners
may continue their present practice.

2-68 "This would increase the concentration of IFQ program bencfits among
fishermen, but it would probably decrease the totd) benefits of the
program by restricting the relatively common practice of having a
vessel owner who is often not on the vessel and dees not sign the
fish tickets." ’

OWNERSHIP CAPS:

After the initial quota give-away, no person may own more than 1% of the
entire quota. Additionally, no person may own fore than 1% of the quota for
Southeast Alaska. The 13 figure was not analyzed in detail.

2-69 “It would be difficult to defend 3% as opposed to 5%, 10% or 15% as
numbers under which excessive market control is either present or

absent."



LEASING OF GQUOTA:

Catcher boats may not lease quota, but freezer/longliners may lease quota
within their c¢lass,

2-67 "If no leasing is allowed, Lhen an fmproper signal is sent to
industry.”

CONTROL OF QUOTA SHARES:

Ahpersfn must control enough quota shares for the trip, before the start of
the trip.

2-70 “The need for flexibility 1s dependant on the ability of a fisherman
to accurately predict what his catch rate will be during a given trip."

OVERALL CONCERNS OM RESTRICTIONS:

While al) of these restrictions may achfeve some soct1al purpose, the analysis
¢learly states that they will cause problems.

v "If a sufficient number of restrictions are placed on the
transferability (t.e., on letting the market work), the prabahility
that tbe program will produce posftive net benefits will be quite
small. .

OQur question s, 3If the analysis 1s right and the restrictions which are
placed on the program will reduce the net benefits of the program, what then
1s the justification for implementing a very expensive program?
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September 16, 1991

North Pacific Fisheries Council . e
Fax: 271-2817 :

Attention: Council Member

I would like to make written comment on the proposed
regulation to divide the Halibut, Black Cod, and Ced
fishery in to IFOU guotas. '

I agree we need this, but have fear that thes larger vessel
will soon own all the quotas. So I propose the following:

Divide the IFOU into two groups - balow 42 feat and
abova., Or it could bhe 3 groups. Eilther way would
assure that the small vesgsel would keep a percentage
of the over all quota in the local areas and assure
the small vessel fleet survives.

W
drey Martushev
F/V INTERCEPTOR

P.O0. Box 185
Homer, AK

Ll
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Peter A. Soileau
- 511 N.W. 62nd St.
Seattle WA 98107 o
September 14, 1991 Yo
‘6
/v .
N.P.P.M.C. 7

PO Box #10316
Anchoarage, AK, 99510

Dear Council Members,

This letter concerns the upcoming vote on IFQ's for sablefish
and halibut.

In February, 1991, 1 wrcte and submitted an IFQ proposal, -
with guota distribution that included other members of the fishery
than only the boat owners, which was not included in the
alternatives put fozth by the council.

Since then the council has heard alot of public testimony, nearly
all of which was opposed to the proposals under consideration. The
testimony was not only proof of the public's rejection of the
censidered proposals, but ideas for rectifying the problems in the
f£ishery were brought fozth.

The Noxth Pacific Fisheries Protection Association, of which
I am a member, and othexs have proposed distributing this national

Fowresouxce in a similax way that oil, mineral and timber resources
are distributed, That is through a public auction making it
available to all it's rightfu) owners. Shares are to be used (not
owned) for a specified time, then returned to the "pool" and not
20ld as a commodity. This is to bea done with all the appzropriate
caps and requirements necessazy,including preference given to
People in the industzy.

I support such a plan. None of us own these fish. We have
seizaed the opportunity to harvest them after the Magnuson act
kicked the foreign fleet out. The previously outlined plan makes
it availadble to all of us and i{s well within the legal bounds of
the constitution, whezeas the proposed plans weze guestionable at
best.

I uxge you to listen to the public and the majority of us in the
industzy. Do what is zight by rejecting the plans being
considered. Then manage the fishery in the short term with
conventional management tools, f.e. trxip linmits, closures, lay up
time ete. until a general moratorium can be imposed. The Magnuson
Act can be amended to include & progressivae, fair distribution
plan as ocutlined above and specified by the axecutive board of the
North Pacific Pisheries Protection Association.

Sincerely yours, v
Peter A. Soileau\ Q/Q@N\

/P.8. I have heard that an amendment was put forth at the council
meeting in Juneau that would provide some guota for the crew and
that it was votad down. I still Eeel very strongly that, if an IFQ
plan is ijmplemented, the crew members should be given a share for
“m - their-participation-in-the-fistrery:-—i—urge—you-to-vote- i fi- favor— - ——

of guota for crewmembers at the next meating.

L
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Mr, Richard B. Lauber, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

PO Box 103136

Anchorage, AK 99510 - SEP 16155

Dear Mr. Lauber,

Your Council's grand push to implement the individual fishing quota
(IFQ) system is unacceptable, unjust and unfair to a vast majority of
Alaskan fishermen and women and their families. Private ownership
of a fisheries resource only occurs when a "person" actually has
possession of the fish, With the IFQ proposals currently under
congideration, the obvious effort and result is to- guarantee the
economic security of a few Dby sacrificing the livelihoods and
-~ lifestyles of the many.

Such a course is neither a fair nor equitable American solution fo a
public resource management problem. Nor have biological,
enforcement, administrative, or other studies been done to
demonstrate the cost of IFQ management over the long term. Your
IPQ proposals result simply in those who control much getting even
more and eventually dominating all "access ownership® to our
fisheries.

Compressing the number of fishing participants in these difficuit
times would have very harmful consequences for Alaska's coastal
communities, The recent halibut opening is an excellent case in
point. Without the revenues from that short halibut opening, after
the steep decline in salmon prices, many small fishing businesses
would face almost certain failure. Alaskan fishermen must remain
flexible and be able to diversify without facing an exorbitant entry
foo to fish each fishery. As the number of fishery jobs - harvestor,
processor, etc, - decrease so too do the pumber of jobs in our
communities’ retail and service sectors. Less insurance, fuel and
groceries would be sold; and fewer school services, welders,
longshoremen, government workers would be needed... the list does

aot stop.



s e 21 LUidl wews HIFHIRS — RUDLAK

Page 2
North Pacific Management Council

Your proposals put our coastal communities in a grave risk situation,
Although the Council has offered many statements in support of the
drastic management changes inherent in the implementation of the
IFQ system, there is little comment as to whether this solves our
resource management problems. Further, what increased
administrative and enforcement oversight would be generated by
such a system? How would consumers be affected by concentrating .
the number of suppliers which allows them further opportunity to
manipulate demand and market prices?

Why is there so little discussion on the massive capital requirement
of such a fishery system or the ultimate control factor? Into whose
hands do such schemes play? Who best gets served? Is this the
ultimate resource lock-up for the benefit of a few?

Sacrificing the smaller operators in such a manner is entirely too
experimental.  Please say NO to IFQa!

With best regards,

Cordially,

Representative Cliff Davidson

District 27 (Kodiak & the Aleutian Chain)

CD/sl
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Kenneth M. Duffus
20441 Frarmigan Blvd.

Edgle River, AKX 99577
(907)694-2359

September 16, 1991 /5}, ,

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

Dear Council Members:

REF: Review of the July 189, 1881 Draft EIS/RIR/IRFA for the Proposed
individual Fishing Quota Management Alternatives for the Halibut
Fisheries in the Guif of Alaska.

I have been fisherman for twelve years. 1 started out in 1979 with a skiff and
have been fishing ever since. I presently fish salmon, halibut and cod.
Before [ go into my comments of the d EIS/RIR/IRFA I want to go on
record as follows:

1. The Status quo is not an option for this fishery. If for no reason other than
the saving of fishermen lives and the;rrtpmperty. Therefore 1 request that
{he council implement something perform more lives and property arc
ost.

2. I urge that the council take immediate action to implement a responsible
program for the 1992 season.

3. 1 am appalled at the timing of the comment period for this important
document. It is obvious that allot of effort has gone into the development
of this report. Likewise immediate action is required by the council in
order to save lives and property in this fishery. However the comment
period spans a time frame where most fishermen are busy trying to make
a living. By having the comment period timed as such the council sccks
to slip in the back door and implement a program while allot of the
fishermen either are out on the grounds or are closing up for the season,
‘This action neiates thefr input. An extension of the comment period at
least through the Pacific Expo ( end of October ) would be appropriate,

Due to the short time frame that I have had to review this document I have
not had time to correlate my comments with specific area's of the report. In
addildon my hasty review may have overlocked critical aspects that I may try
to follow-up on later. Regardless I offer the following comments for your
consideration and action:

1. The staff and council should be commended on the effort and detail that
was placed Into this document. ! feel that most fishermen will benefit

from this report.
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Review of the July 19, 1991 Draft EIS/RIR/IRFA (cont.)
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2. The council has attempted to cover up the real issucs through the use of ™
the IFQ system. IFQ is another name for limited entry. You can slice it
and dice it anyway you want but it adds up to the same thing. A straight
forward limited entry system would treat everyone equal under the
program. IFQ's do just the opposite. They are slanted towards the
corporations and larger vessels while discriminating against the majority
of the local vessel owners. By giving the majority of the vessel owners a
small share of the ple so to speak and the larger vessel owners a large
share you have not reduced the pressure on the resource at all. What you
have done 18 make less available to the majority of the fishermen who
rely on the resource for a living,

3. The use of a past catch data does not now, nor will it adequately
distribute future resource allocation to the fleet. By not allowing for an
across the board equal allocation of quota, the council places itself as
Judge and jury not taking into account detatls such as:

a) bad weather

b} break downs

3)) vcssa;l upgrades g
ear/equipment upgrades

e) shcrlegs conflicts

f) Esxacon Valdez Oil Spill

all these problems occur and are real. They would have an affect on any -

allocation of IFQ's, A direct limited entry program would resolve these
concerns. Your groposed IFQ system will be spending years in court to
resolve these and other issues. By trying to take a persons besi year as a
solution you still fall short of addressing these 1ssues.

3. The holding of IFQ's by corporations, erships and other entities will
be the beginning of the end for the fis ery as we know it. Under IFQ's a
co‘i'Horat!on/ rocessor who had a 3% QS in area 3A and given a 30
million pound guota, they could harvest 900,000 pounds. Tack that onto
a processors bottom line and pretty soon there will be just corporations
owning and controlling the resource. This should not be tolerated. IFQ's
like limit entry tpermlta should be held only by individuals and capped at
& maximum of 100,000 or 200,000 pounds, regardless of the QS's
percentage. ‘

4. The bulk of the fleet should get the bulk of the quota regardless of past
catch history, If the majority of the vessels are broken down into the 36-
60' class then that ig where the bulk of the allocation should go. This
would also help preserve the local cconomies and keep halibut as an
inshore fighery.

5. Your proposal for monitoring the IFQ system is as idealistic a program as
your belief that you have been doing an adequate job watching for
violations during only 3-4 openers in area 3A/3B. You haven't been
monitoring the violations to date, how do you expect to monitor more
vessels over a longer time frame under a more complicated structure.
After you figure this out, your next move will be to tax the fishermen
more to support more people to monitor us. Prince William Sound



—i
e
-

nunmwotwamylalsalnnmumsnunﬂmnaman
Scptember 16, 1991
Page 3 of 4

fishermen had an opportunity to see what cost recovery is all about and
I'm not tmpressed. Stop t.rylnﬁ to ¢reate additional bureaucracy and red
tape both for the fishermen and the processors. ADF&G already has an
enforcement system in place. Augment that instead of creating a new
one., If you rely on the Coast Guard and a few agents your wasting your
time and our money. A nominal charge for handling the transfer of S to
individuals may offset some of these expenses.

I[F@'s should not be allowed to transfer out of there vessel class.

In order to reduce the number of participants, vessels with less than
1000 #'s delivered in an eligible year should not qualify for an IFg,

Over the past 5 ycars the number of tEermdss has continued to drop. This
forced some vessels to look for other fisheries or compete with the
bigger vessels for fish in rough and often dangerous weather. The
seasons to date have been totally favoring the larger vesscls while forcing
the smaller vessels inshore in less productive and over fished area's.
Now IFQ's come along and the council wants to base them on catch from

eriods that have been controlled by the THPC and in favor of the larger
oats. The catch per unit effort needs to be adjusted so that all vessels
are treated equal regardless of size. Since the opportunity to
demonstrate ability to catch halibut has been controlled by the NPFMC
?ndﬂllli-rgc. How s the NPFMC going to compensate the smaller vessels
or this

I have been flshing the Gore Point area for a number of years. While the
jury may never know the full impact of the Exxon Valdez Ofl Spill. My
expericnce has it that my fishing area was significantly damaged. The
draft proposal falls to take this into account for the issuing of IFQ's. This
needs to be corrected. :

10. Larger vessels have been known to look for halibut while fishing other

11.

species thus giving them an edge prior to a perfod. Smaller local vessels
especially in the early seasons do not have that same opportunity. Dy
allocating IFQ's based on past catch data, you are slanting allocation of
IF@'s towards the larger vessels at the expense of the smaller vessels.

Requiring another license for the processor i{s more red tape with no
basis in reasoning. Every time you increase the administrative costs of
the processor you decrease the value of the resource to the fishermen.
Do not require another license for the processors or the flshermen. A
good system already exists and has been working. There should be no

- unloading provisions for either the fishermen or the processors. If you

12.

?re having problems with a processor have the state pull his business
icense,

For years you have been managmg area’s 3A and 3B in combination. Now
you want to issue separate IFQ's for them. This is not a consistent action.
Larger vessels have the ability to economically justify moving between
area's while smaller local vessels can not. IFQ's should be as a minimum
applicable to both area's 3A and 3B if not statewide altogether for the

sep 1o 39l 16:45 MNo.0ll P.04
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Review of the July 19, 1091 Dmft EI3/RIR/IRFA (cont.)
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Page 4of4
smaller boats while limiting the larger vessels to one area. In addition ™
there should be a maximum number of larger vessels allowed {n any one

arca.

13. It appears that by implementing the proposed Draft you would increase -
the number of vesscls fishing rather than dccreasing them. If this Is
indeed correct then we are taking a step backwards instead of forward,

14. Most of the new entrants have been in the smaller vessels over the years
due to shear economics. If individuals wanted to speculate on receiving
a windfall from being issued a permit or IFQ they merely registered
there vessel and started fishing. This Is even more evident in the sports
charter fleet as they slaughter juvenile halibut all summer long for their
customers and then jig or longline for haltbut during the two or three
days open for the commercial fleet in an effort to record poundage. In
these cases the draft should be modified to identify sports chartcrs as a
separate entity and not allow transfer or issuance of IF@'s to sports
charter operators. Instead issue separate IFQ's for their operations. In
other words you can be a commercial fishermen or a sports charter boat
operator, but you can not be both. As the smaller vessel fleet has seen
the greatest number of new entrants, additional percentages should be
allocated to this vessel class or increasc the minimum criteria necessary
for allocation of IFQ's, thereby reducing the number of entrants.

In closing 1 would like to state that let's not create another bureaucratic
monster that needs feeding. A system exists that has and is working and it
is a simple system called limit entry. By trying to implement IFQ's you
create a system that is and has been slanted towards the large vessels and
place the burden of implementing this system squarely on the shoulders and
in the pockets of the fishermen who can 1l afford. If IFQ's are to be
implemented, allocate shares based on equal treatment of all individuals not
based data manipulated by the previous seasons controlled openings.

Sincerel

Kenneth M. Du%

Fisherman/Processor

ce:  file
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Mr.Rick Lauber, Chajirman

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

P.O.BOX 103136

Anchorages,Alaska 99510 SE:D / 6

RE:Sablefish and Halibut IPQs
Chairman Lauber,

I would like to state my adamant opposition to the proposed
Individual Fishing Quota System (IFQ) for the management of
the Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska.

I believe that those who directly,and indirectly,rely on thess
regsources will be devastated by the loss of their ability to
participate in these fiskeries.

Tha constantly fluctuating conditions within the fishing in-
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunitiaes to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-
izing,but not limited to, previously proposed items such asg
Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons, Gear
Limits, Time and Area Closures, and strict Bycatch Limitations;
will ensure that the maximum number of participants benefit
from the harvest of thase reacurces.

I urge the Council to utilize these Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exasperate the financial stress
within the industry.Pleass do not jegpardiae our financial
future with a IFQ System which i3 unpredictable and may well
result in problems which are impossible to rectify.

F%éﬁddk Ve <$o;nu-¢u92¢: Py Aianndé,

Sincerely

ApDRESS: PO, Bee 3 /3]
L A 976/4
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PETITION S

I would like to state my opposition to the praposed-individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska, I believe
that Alaskans who 1ive in coastal communities will gradually Tose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan 15 implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisharies is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. 1 would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposad plan to privatize the
fishery, Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solying
the problems in the fishery, instead the probleme that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.

Name M&.ﬂ‘%@m
Address ; Xk

L3
*u,

3 [

Name (2240 AL  Eliisow Telephone No. YPG-2/2 ;
Address /2270 fo. mﬂ Occupation = o
Kotrgk . A% If Fisherman, staé fisheries SAtagm

Name Az & é 4ém ﬂ Telaphone No. Gole ~ P02
Address Lfiéﬁt B 4R Cccupation ty/cpqe /_ﬂmgaﬁ

Koo AK. 946t If Fisherman, state fisheries A/ 44,047,
BoLK foq, dohe

- Name M &/A’/‘J” Telephone No_ 57~ 5270

Address D7/ £ N Occupatton :@M of Mook Q AEE

LKA Logeps ﬁg . If Fisherman, state fisheries
Y I 5957 SHorT

o~
Name M\{ Telephone No. Cﬂ -—-/53(6{ ~
Address » E |!§ f I;" Occupation
' If Fisherman, stﬁ%heﬁes
—
ook S CTPIRS
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PETITION

I would Yike to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing queta
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries 1n Alaska. I believe
that Alaskans who live in ceoastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. AlTl fishermen whe harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is 1mplemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery, Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in tha fishery, instead the problems that will result may ba
impossible to rectify. The many options avaflable to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.

Name : Telephone No. _&/Xz -2 oLt
Address %Z% Occupatien —Mwﬂ-ﬁm-&
If Fisherman, state fisheries
STht Z

7z /)54_74/[";? Telephane No. "7‘_%;5" A e
7 . Occupation ’5’[&4.&@ éﬁqj’; 4
, 1" ¥ 54,5 If Fisherman, state fisheries

AL

Name ﬁ&w%mf_ Telephone No. 907 /uipo-3 Poa
Addr 1484 M asacse. Occupation _ 300 £ &,*:z

ess

—__wﬂr If Fisherman, state fisheries

Name -IBP“ t é,;,._ Telephone No. 7. Q22
Address ; Oceupation _ (Nodanic.

4 ¢ If Fisharman, state fisheries
“MA@&M’ Telephone No. P02 fi Tl ~ S/

Address 7 420 CoxZ-ohl rgp, Sccumation o QL& iecid
4’ =y ﬁ¢ A7 B " If Fisherman, state fisheries

Name Mé_é;&a_ Telephone Mo, _AEL « 37/
Address __/ & X /9.3 ’ Occupation /%) / &

e L A&k 225 A If Fisherman, state fisheries
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Mr.Rick Lauber, Chairman

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
P,0.BOX 103138

Anchorage ,Alaska 99510

RE:Sablefish and Halibut YFQs
Chairman Lauber,

I would like to state my adamant opposition to the proposed
Individual Fishing Quota System (IFQ) for the management of
the Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska,.

1 believe that those who directly.and indirectly,rely on these
resources will ba devastated by the loss of their ability to
participate in these fisharies.

The constantly fluctuating conditions within the fishing in-
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-
izing,but not limited to, previously proposed items such as
Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons, Gear
Limits, Time and Area Closures, and strict Bycatch Limitations;
will ensure that the maximum number of participants benefit
from the harvest of these resources,

I urge the Council to utilize these Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exasperate the financial stress
within the industry.Please do not jeopardisze our financial
future with a IFQ System which is unpredictable and may well
result in problems which are impossible to rectify.

NAME ¢

ADDRESS: Zg a L- o787 Z’r
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Mr.Rick Lauber, Chairman

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
P.OC.BOX 103136

Anchorage,Alaska 99510

RE:Sablefish and Halibut IFQs
Chairman Lauber,

I would like to state my adamant opposition to the proposed
Individual Fishing Quota System (IFQ)} for the management of
the Sablefish and Halibut fisherisas in Alaska.

I believe that those who directly,and indirectly,rely on these
resources will be devastated by the loas of their ability to
participate in these fisheries.

The constantly fluctuating conditlons within the fishing in-
dustxy necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
— tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOQL PLAN util-

- izing,but not limited to, praviously preoposed items such as
Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons, Gear
Limits, Time and Area Closures, and strict Bycatch Limitations;
will ensure that the maximum number of participants benefit
from the harvest of these resources.

I urge the Council to utilize these Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exasperate the financial stress
within the industry.Please do not jeopardise our financial

future with a IFQ System which is unpredictable and may well
result in procblems which are impeossible to rectify.

D&JJ) 2 T { -
ADDRESS:__{ OV D OpPr ¥
7~ Cgugaf“'

Sincdrely,
Y fﬁ/@w/
7
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Mr.Rick Lauber, Chairman

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
P.O.BOX 103136

Anchorage,Alaska 99510

RE:Sablefish and Halibut IFQs
Chairman Lauber,

I would like %o state my adamant opposition to the proposed
Individual Fishing Quota System (IFQ) for the management of
the Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska.

I beliave that those who diroctly.ahd indirectly,rely on these
resources will be devastated by the loss of their ability to
participate in these fisherias.

The constantly fluctuating conditions within the fishing in-
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunities to survive, A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-
izing,but not limited to, previously proposed items such as
Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons, Gear
Limits, Time and Area Closures, and strict Bycatch Limitations;
will ensure that the maximum number of participants benefit
from the harvest of thess resources.

I urge the Council to utilize these Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exaspsrate the financial stress
within the industry.Please do not jeppardize our financial

future with a IFQ System which is unpredictable and may well
result in problems which are impossible to rectify.

Sincerely,
Rl L) ¢ tod—_
NAME: Q .. [g,ﬂg. C ﬁégﬁﬁg

L
ADDRESS: SoXx 172
Kook  gidses

/56 - 2798




Fama

SEP 16 ’91 16:37 AFOGMAK MATIVE CORP. TR o ze

Mr.Rick Lauber, Chairman

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
P.O.BOX 103136

Anchorage,Alaska 99510

RE:Sablefish and Halibut IFQs
Chairman Lauber,

I would like to state my adamant opposition to the proposed
Individual Fishing Quota System (IFQ) for the management of
the Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska.

I beliave that those who directly,and indirectly,rely on these
resources will be devastated by the loss of their ability to
participate in these fisheries.

The constantly fluctuating conditions within the fishing in-
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-
izing,but not limited to, previously proposed items such as
Trip Limitas, Area Ragistrations, Allocations and Seasons, Gear
Limits, Time and Area Closures, and strict Bycatch Limitations;
will ansurs that the maximum number of participants bhenefit
from the harvest of these resources.

I urge the Council to utilize these Managemsent Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exaspesratea the financial stress
within the industry.Please do not jeopardize our financial
future with a IFQ System which is unpradictable and may wall
result in problems which are impossible to rectify.

Sinceraly,

~

)

NAME» 7{%%%5§/'fzﬁ§233
ADDRESS: A4 oy L3/
LAQ AL /_4%‘ FHLS.
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Mr.Rick Laubexr, Chairman

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
P.O.BOX 103136

Anchorage,Alaska 99510

RE:1Sablefish and Halibut IFQs

Chairman Lauber,

I would like to state my adamant opposition to the proposed
Individual Fishing Quota System {IFQ)} for the management of
tha Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska.

1 believe that those who directly,and indirectly,rely on these
resources will be devastated by the loss of their ability to
participate in these fisheries.

The constantly fiuctuating conditions within the fishing in-
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-
izing,but not limited to, previously proposed items such as
Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons, Gear
Limits, Time and Area Closures, and strict Bycatch Limitations;
will ensure that the maximum number of participants benefit
from the harvest of these resources.

I urge the Council to utilize these Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exasperate the financial stress
within the industry.Pleass do not jee¢pardise our financial
future with a IFQ System which is unpredictable and may well
result in problems which are impossible to rectify,

Sincerely, " ¢
)

.

iy ] / ’
Pt # = ) N
/Z:-'-y oy S B A VNN A

m\
ADDRESS: 527 SO T

Lol ahD M= 2oL
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Mr.Rick Lauber, Chairman

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
P.O.BOX 103136

Anchorage,Alaska 99510

RE:Sablefish and Halibut IFQs
Chairman Lauber,

I would like to state my adamant opposition to the proposed
Individual Fishing Quota System (IFQ) for the management of
the Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska,

I believe that those who directly,and indirectly,rely on these
resources will be devastated by the loss of their ability to
participate in these fisheriea.

The constantly fluctuating conditions within the fiahing in-
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-

izing,but not limited to, previously propcosed items such as
Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons, Gear
Limits, Time and Area Closures, and strict Bycatch Limirations;
will ensure that the maximum number of participants benefit
from the harvest of these resources.

I urge the Council to utilize these Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exasperate the financial stress

within the industry.Please do not jeopardize our financial
future with a IPQ System which is unpredictable and may well
result in problems which are impossible to rectify.

Sinffraly

NAME: S{{uew Q. Comn
ADDRESS: __ Dgw 249
kol el 9968
T additio A codd bmia e tola ofimg bk
comsoat E 0 o a g Ll 1954 Jzﬁwuuud7a4ﬁz;tia¢
bak A dndid Ao d Liikhos T COA—




SEP 16 '91 16:39 AFOGNAK NATIVE CORP. B e

PETITION
I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishin% quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. I baliave

that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually 1gse their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the apen
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.

Name O ()W - Telephone No. ,

Address Ak Mgskq  Occupation Coumercal ¥sherman
If Fisharman, state fisheries ﬁikuj

LELCJI"L"@‘SEFSE‘Lﬂﬁ g

Name @"\ C_,K . -' Telephane No. - .

Address h Occupation (ipmivenc,ia [-iSherman
If Fisherman, state fi sheriasg: I.": ig,

Name Telephone No.
Address Occupation
If Fisherman, state fisheries

Name Telephone No.
Address ' Occupation
Rt ' . "7 lf Pisherman, state fisheries ST T
Name Telephone No.
Address Occupation

If Fisherman, state fisheries

Nama Tetephone No.
Address Occupation
If Fisherman, state fisheries
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Mr.Rick Lauber, Chairman

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
P.O.BOX 103136

Anchorage,Alaska 99510

RE:Sablefish and Halibut IFQs

Chairman Lauber,

1 would like to state my adamant oppesition to the proposed
Individual Fishing Quota System {IFQ) for the management of
the Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska.

I believe that those who directly,and indiractly,rely on theae
resources will be devastated by the loss of their ability to
participate in these fisharies.

The constantly fluctuating conditions within the fishing in-
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-
izing,but not limited to, previously proposed items such as
Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons, Gear
Limits, Time and Arsa Closures, and strict Bycatch Limitations:
will ensure that the maximum number of participants benefit
from the harvest of these resources,

I urge the Council to utilize these Managsment Tcols NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exasperate the financial stress
within the industry.Please do not ijeopardise .our financial
future with a IFQ System which is unpredictable and may well
result in problems which are impossible to rectify.

aee_Brbe s ool

aopresss__ 2 0. X50%
Lode & AL 99€\>"
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PETITION

I would 1ike to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. I believe
that Alaskans who 1ive in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. Al1 fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change te the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will resylt may be
impossible te rectify, The many options -available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.

Name SMW%W Telephone No. K[, - 1993
Address YO . Bey 32773 Occupation Cammrmaccial L34,

vak Q& . D961 If Fisherwan, state fisheries loo —

Liab ~ L\&!th\)‘t' N th\tf

Name _‘?amm_aw_ Telephone No. 347 A6 S

Addres¥ Do Ray 12 Occupation _Conpmen P ohasiman

_GLM&&& Ak 1f Fisherman, state fisheries jg_ﬁmm’ -~
' , %24 balih X 0 pskr

wa Tel ephone No.

O - ¥
1LY N
Address A\ | Occupation Y 1/ o A G | S

\ If Fisherman, state fisheries E

Name B—dj &M Telephone No, _4/F8 - 2279
Address Boe 2249« Occupation _ +-: 'S/ e speas)
Kool al. P94/5 If Fisherman, state fisheries (oo
M Cral Trnrd e

Name M/. [? ﬂ/ Telephone Ro. -&&pﬁ %f Ef

Addraess 3/ ~ ¢/ Occupation

M . /\-"74/ If Fisherman, state fisheries

Name =5:_:Q§+ 455;.4..:-_0'“_50 A & Telephone No?.n ‘5’3@—94 29 a
Address ﬁa x 1924 Occupation £i's ber yesenre.

If Fisharman, state fisheries fgsj

Helibud #m;-%ec +Yawne r crc-’{o
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PETITION

I would like to state my opposition to the proposed 1ndividual fishing qu
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and hatibut pfis'.:heries in Alaska. sI %e?i:ff:
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose thefr access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventyally lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of. huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this propased plan to privatize the
fishery, Please den't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problams that will result may be
impossible to ractify, The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized hefore such a drastic measure is considered.

Name ﬂls-ﬁr\-\a B JokeSenm Telephone No. §f oY) Yfb-54-6
Address 2o, Cuute~ SE k’mf:_&g_ Occupation _{ .\o xyiceen .
: i< _ If Fisherman, state fisheries

S

Name /)’/é‘ £ ,@F/p@ Telephone No. 07 52 50020 '-

Address Occupation< 2

e KL wig.w
z’ A i Jé 9&5 [f Fisherman, state fisheries

Name Telephone No. & 23YT
Addres Occupation fggins ofl n ol
oldgl 11 Fisherman, state fisheries

Name _M__ Telephone No. 44 L —320 2
Address é oy BZ ‘?/ Occupation M

If Fisherman, state fisheries
:z; L 22

J - &
Nawe! oo | [f,;,g;i/{ Telephone No. 418/ —4E 3¢
Address/f_,,-p R 2 féélf Occupation ;‘:*f¢‘.-=.:t;-- [fag: on u? 2
-f/'c-'.- ; ' te . <—  |f Fisherman, state fisheries

f .
Name ?déﬂ-'}‘ X Cndorsan . Telephone No, {£¢:2> Y6~ 4Zoz.
Address 120, Sox Y Occupation (.. .ségém-n'.- cfé Sdagrer S £

Aatak Fhashs  Frs If Fisherman, state fisheries
' Toer. Crad R Cod Ho S S foon

L)
ﬁ::ql. /-bln -?-Pd J‘fﬂ »
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June 24, 1991

Governor Walter Hickel
P.0O. Box A
Juneau, AK 998110101

Daar Governor Hickel:

I am opposed to the IPQ system for managing the sablefish and
halibut fisheries. I helieve that if such a system is established,
that the small, diversified vessel will ba the loser. Alaskans who
live in coastal communities will lose their access to the resourca.
Privatizing the fishery and making instant millionaires of a few
boat owners is not managing the reaource, it is giving a windfall
to a few. The job of the Council is to manage the fishery, not the
£izherman. Problems in the fishery can be addressed with
traditional managament measures. It is very dangerous to
completely change the management structure. Other countries who
tried this are now experiencing the problems which we will face.
The resource will be centrolled by a few companies, quite probably
foreign. There will be virtually no anforcement and the
congservation problems resulting from ovar-harvesting will cause the
stocks to collapse. FPlease don't make the mistake of thinking you
are solving a problenm, instaad you will be creating a problem of
huge proportion that you won't be able to rectify.

g&mm

Name: lu f‘ALAf°fk_}1\tD€ﬁ§§i

Addxuss'__l:lliﬁjEL__lu5¥Rijh-S;T
, K'QA‘A'k A 9qpis 94kl

SABLEFIS.HRL
@4 N.P.FMC,
CONGRESSIONAL. [LETHZ0TON

m
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PETITION

1 would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. 1 believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource, All fishermen who harvest thase watars will eventually Yose
if this plan is implemented. -

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be selving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problams that will resylt may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available te the Council in the open
access yystem must be ybilized before such a drastic measure is considered.

Telephone No. (a g’ 30
Occupation

If Fisherman, state fisheries

Tel ephone No, 4575 *a?%?’ .
Address y

Occupation Q EL‘ 4@& fQJ-.&.‘
M Fhar ” If Fisherman, staté fisheries
P ———

Name :-_-l—;_fb- & G-Lre Telephone No. & fg~co2y
rddress TRZ  (hdtecys - Occupation @Tee/ey
opr Al 176£S" If Fisherman, state fisheries

Telephone No. - &35

Oceupation ‘_ﬂlaa?m__
If Fisharman, state fisherias =

Telephone No. { <
Occupation el ¢
If Fisherman, state

Name M, Telephone No. F22 - ﬁﬁ-f//_/
Addres , Occupation
_&_‘&é, /% 4 If Fisherman, state fisheries

{sharies
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PETITION

I would tike to state my oppesition to the prososed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. I believe
that Alaskans who 1ive §n coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. A1) fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implamented.

Such a drastie change to the management of our fisheries is not anly
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion, [ would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this pProposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mi stake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Counci] in the apen
dccess system must be utiliwed before such a drastic measure is considered.

A e Tel ephone No. oy /L
1K de M4~ occupation _
'J."Al/f 7 i Fisherman,/Atate fisheries

Telephone No. _Y/¥' 8- 2766

Occupation " Rax ™
If Fisherman, state fisheri es

Talephone No, 22 ﬂ M

Occupation ﬁ'ﬂéﬁz&m‘_
o’ If Fisherman, sta¥?é fisherjes v /)
Name _Mm Telephone No. 907 ¥/26~4U/S

Mdress _Box S0/b6 Occupation Fe

32‘/2 ﬁ.ﬁ?. Tern If Fisherman, state fisheries
_ Name ﬂgh& 1. Qgé:h Telephone No, 452-54!0
et Berl

Address Bm! Dkt Occupation

ﬁi: iffg:; égéft:i If Fisherman, state fisheries
Namea dez dé‘m,,ézg Telephone No. 4y -

Address & X /12 Oceupation .,'m"; s
baritn &5, AL If Fisherman, state fisheries
262y '’
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PETITION

I would 1ike to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska., 1 believe
that Alaskans who Tive in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually losae
if this plan is implemented.

Such a darastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could ¢reate a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Counctl members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will rasult may be
impossible to rectify., Tha many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.

Name™_] /22 %-ézﬂ(,ec/ Telephone No. 06 L4432 3
Address £t ¥ ’ Occupation “FAME St a8 A2,
oy A ?7@/!’ If Fisherman, state fisheries

Name MTQ ephone No. 4RO ~HO ' VY

Address [ Sevwe /2.2 Occupation  ff e M...g_-fg:Nm«S e
K omuawe A 9961 1f Fisherman, state fisheries

Name RN E N INZD & Tel ephone No. H &L fﬂz 7
Address Zyg7 5200 ag Cape Ruws~Occupation £yg PFran/

'ﬁ(ﬁﬁi!!ﬁ! d4 P8¢ :é"' If Fisherman, state fisheries

Name =7 174 Telephone No. z - sl3az
Address /g/2 - St S7c  Occupation &,

If Fisherman, state fisheries

Telephone No. -~ f’/ ¢

Occupation / ’%.
If Fisherman, state fisheri j(aé

7 v
Name gmj éga[ﬁcé Telephone No. Bl 7-22240
Addrass £, Rox (51 Occupation Fr ' i
LM‘_’;ga_E:PH K. If Fisherman, state fisharies MAI, duT,

mlnoﬁ Ceno
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PETITION

I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishi ng quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. | believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implementad, '

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize ¢the
fishery, Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure js considered.

Nmeégé Isaﬁzf‘%{,;g;é& Telephone No, ‘/fé'i/d/
Addrass 65,

ﬁ

R29 Oceupation Lot geresice '/A?"Tfff‘* s i A

Kdiak AK 96615 If Fisherman, state fisheries

Name ,T g M ﬁ(,% Telephane No. _‘Q/Jl{ 57 (A

Address ,/3_:\( o/ Occupation /{)f:f}mq ‘7’1:1.1(
AL

2 GFE.5 If Fisherman, state fisheries

~

. . - p 7 M
Name . NS Telephone No. _ 4 5& — 7 720 — 52~ 9972

Address __ R px 727 Occupation wafﬂfs
Lol & Bl P30/  If Fisherman, statf fisheries

" Name Telephone No.
Address Occupation
N If Fisherman, state fisheries

Name : Telaphone No.
Address Occupation
1f Fisherman, state fisheries

Name Tel ephone No.
Address Occupation
If Fisherman, state fisheries
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PETITION

I would like to state my opposition to the proposed ind-ivi‘d ishi

u
system [IFQ) for the seblefish and halibut fisheries in Alaas}cafmhinge??ggg
:I;ai'::hMaskans who ]A]ﬁe mhcoastai communities will gradually Tose their access
t e resource, fishermen who harvest these waters wil
if this plan is implemented. ers ML eventually Tose

SUch a drastic change to the management of our fishepi i
unnecessary, but could create a prub‘le%! of huge proporti ons:b f swc:uidnt?:geom
Council members to carefully consider this proposad plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
‘_cha problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
daccess system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.

tame \A/1gro 1 K B a Telephone No. #§b S 378

Address 1/ /b /2B2m0,7 Occupation fResem Rrvva 1A 2
Koppe Axe 235/ If Fisherman, state fisheries
Name _Farleton _ Short Telephone No. ¥ 56 S"Esy
Address 23/98 ‘Wfi way Loor  Qocupation _ Feveramen ™
Ked:ek AR 776/ If Fisherman, state fisheries

name Gaaic Gl Tewwsons Tel ephone No. < §6 -2 / 2000
Address @3y 209 Occupation NE€AC £oTATE DAL
t(o-“uru; Al 44l If Fisherman, state fisheries SAtmans

Name ¢ Telephone No. -0

Address 3
ndiak ALK 99675 1f Fisherman, state fisheries

Name Telephone No.

Address Occupation
If Fisherman, state fisheries

Name Telephone No.
Address Occupation
If Fisherman, state fisheries

) Occupation - Conisutans
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PETITION

1 would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. I believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented. '

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not omly
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. 1 would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery, Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be util{zed before such a drastic measure is considered.

Telephone No. ‘_é/ﬂ b5~7/0(

Occupation eecrOp g zotri-

If Fisherman, state fisheries

Name ‘Dela fa g;;m Telephone No. _#r% &3¢

Address // /= o Occupation _L‘,u._m_qi_m
oad Qolosiry  1F Fisherman, state fisheries -

Fo0rx

NameDovaew K e pMA O  Telephone No. 4Bl b4z
Address Ju7% viity, Boave Pomi . Occupation T : oILS
Yorifd, AY Q9 If Fisherman, state fisheries

$7 des-sequ e
Hmegémﬂ_&m__ Telephone No. @07ﬁ H6-3 6§ w)
Address /578 Vingrrey SE Occupation Seme Sugegug
(B ES X . If Fisherman, state fisheries

Name Telephone No.
Address . Occuypation
If Fisharman, state fisharies

Name Telephone No.
Address Occupati--
' If Fisr .-, |, state fisherdes
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PETITION

I would 1ike to state my oppesition to the proposed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibyt fisheries in Alaska. I believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented,

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion., [ would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fisherys instead the problems that will result may be
impossible te rectify. many options available to the Council in the open
ed before such a drastic measure is considered.

acces tem mu
H&Mum Telephone No. &b - 2124

Address Po Row  loipN Occupation A NA-LE/T
o aa A It Fisherman, state fisheries
WYLS i

Telephone No. ¢/ 1C- L~70 V 7
Occupation 7 e
I1f Fisherman, ‘;t/i.e ficsheries

Name & o Tel ephone No. -6036

Address 131 Seliec  Jlure, Occupation gy yulioe Poectura

Kot ic L. P70%’S 1f Fisherman, state fisharies

Name j;;;, [ rpimen o Telephone No. _ QL -dz2¢
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d like to state my adamant opposition to the proposed
%DI IDUAL FISHING QUQTA SYSTEM (IFQ) for the management of
t dw,gblafiah and Halibut fisheries in Alaska.I belisva that
who rely on these resources will ba devastated by the

| of their ability to participate in these fisharias.

- .

“%he constantly fluctuating conditions within the fishing in-

™ ~ dstry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-
tzing,but not limited to,previocusly proposad items such as
Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons,Gear
Limits, Time and Area Closures and strict Bycatch Limitations;
will ensura that the maximum number of participants benefit
fronm the harvest of these resources.

I urge the Council to utilize the Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exaseprate the financial stress
within the industry. Please do not jeopardize our financial
future with an IFQ system which is unpredictable and may well
result in probl?Ezlwhi¢h are impossible to rectify.
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I would like to state my adamant opposition to the proposed
INDIVIDUAL FISHING QUOTA SYSTEM (IFQ) for the management of

the Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska.I beliave that

those who rely on these resources will be devastated by the

loss of their ability to participate in thaese fisheries.

P E T ¥ T I O N

The constantly fluctuating conditions within the fishing in- .,”
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor- o
tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-

izing,but not limited to,previously proposed items such as

Terip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons,Gear

Limits, Time and Area Closurss and strict Byecatch Limitations;

will engure that the maximum number of participants benefit

from the harvest of these resources.

I urge the Council to utilize the Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exaseprate the financial stress
within the industry. Pleagse do not jsopardize our financial
future with an IFQ systam which is unpredictable and may wsll
result in problems which are impossible to rectify.
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Nozxth Pacific Fisheries Protection Association
6610 Fremont Avenue North
Seattle, WA 98103

September 108, 1991

Mz. Richard Laubez, Chairman

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
PO Box 103136

Anchorage, AKX 99510

Deax Mr. Lauberx:

During the last Council meeting in Juneau, several members
of the Council mentioned that it is the job of the Council
to establish policy that conforms to the regulations of the
Magnuson Act. In the Magnuson Act it states very clearly in
USCA 16-=1851(a) that:

(4) "...1f it becomes necessazy to allocate or assign
flshing privileges among various United States fishermen,
such alioccation shall be (A) falir and equitable o _all such
figheormen; (B) reasocnably calculated to promote

gonpervation; and (C) carried out in such manner that po
e du i t
X iv ", and subsection (5)

further provides that (5) "Conservation and management
neasures shall, where practicable, promote efficisncy in the
utilization of fishery resouzces; except that go such

= oc
purpose,. " (Emphasis added.)
Yet when Mr. Peraeyza pointed out these provisions in
seconding and supporting Mc. Mitchell's amendment to provide
some quota fox crew members in the prefered IFQ proposal,
the majoxity of the Council quickly voted down that proposal
without discussion. This vote made it appear that many
members of the Council have theixr own agendas to follow
which take prioxity over the public policy responsiblities
required by their positions on the Council. also, the record
is absolutely bare with regezd to the conservation
requirement of the National Standard.

There has been ample testimony to¢ indicate the extrenme
dissatisfaction of the public and the filshexmen with the
idea of an IPQ program. The prefered alteznative is
certainly better than the "chinese menu"™ distributed
earlier, but that is all that can be said for it. In
addition to the failure of the prefered alternative to meet
the specific National Standard requirements, the following
aze some of the problems we see:



(1) If thexe is going to be an IFQ system, crew members
should be entitled to a portion of the Quota based on their
past participation in the fishery. As The NPFPA has pointed
out before, boat ownexs have already been compensated for
thelir vessels, many of which were conatructed with C.C.F.
money, by receiving a substantial boat share profit and by
depreciating their boats. There is no good rational for
owners to reap a windfall profit on top ¢f that. Any
windfall pzofit should be distributed among all of the
people involved in this cooperative labor, including the
working crewmembers.

(2) We object to the grandfather clausethat allots moze then
1% of the TAC to boats that have caught more than 1% in the
past. These boat owners should not be entitled to an
exception. The ostensible purpose of the IFQ system is to
rationalize the fishery, not presexve the catch record of a
few individuals.

{3)At the last meeting we wezae told that the budget for
enforcement is already sexhausted, and that they need more
money and personel. We wazra also told that NMFS could not
possibly present statistics on the cost of enforcement
generated by the prefered alternative before December. It
is unconscienable to vote on something in September, if you
will not know the cost until December. As Mr. Alverson
pointed ocut at the last meeting, he could not vote on a
propesal for IFQ owners to pay for enforcement until he knew
the cost of enforcement. Surely that should apply to the
cost of the entire program.

{4)There are substantial unanswezed questions and
unaddressed issues which must be resolved before this
program can leogically and legally proceed. There has baen
almost NO mention of the environment or resocurce management,
let alone a full and meaingful discussion. Most of the
discussion is oriented towards who is going to make the
money in this industry. The by-cateh i{ssue has not been
addressed. We were told again at the June meeting, £for the

thizd straight meeting, that highgrading is going to be a
proklem with this program,

And finally, there has been no discussion of the social and
economlic impacts of this plan on the 70 or more Alaskan
coastal communities cut out of the port delivery of halibut
and sablefish by the prafered alternative proposal,

The NPFPA has already submitted an alternative propesal,
amending the Maguson Act,for an auction system to distribute
the guota in a manner similar to that usaed for distribution
of rights to most natural resources. Experience credits
would be awarded to individuals. The credits would be basad
on crewmembex's past participation in the fishery, to give
expetienced crewmembers first prioxity, caps weuld be
established to prevent menied investors from gaining
control of the industry, and a use-it-ox-lose-it policy te
Keep the IFQ in the hands of fishermen who want to £ish.
This is a system which would solve many of the problems with
the current prefezred alternative.



If the Council is determined to pass a version of the
prefered alternative IFQ proposal, it is essential that it
provide frea quota allotments te the crew members,
equivalent to those for the boatowners, according to the
guidelines of Mz. Mitchell's Crew Member Amendment,
introduced and the August meeting, or Peter Soileau's
Proposal, submitted prior to the April meeting fA¥ould
divide the quota aceording to the traditional set-line
agreement used by the Deep Sea Fisherman's Union. Our
members consider it inexcusable that neither of these
proposals, nor the one our organization submitted proposing
non~tzansferable quota, nor the amendment to internalize the
cost of the program have been submitted for review by
Council Staf€f.

We appreciate that the Councl] is under pressuze to come up
with a fishery management program that will work. The
members cf the NPFPA jolin many other individuals and
orxganizations in the hope that you will, at the very least,
modify the current proposal to make 1t falr and equitable,
and to conserve the resouzce to ratlonalize the fishery and
daevelope a compxehensive model program, rathexr than pushing
through an i{nferior program Just in order to producesd
something.

Respectfully submitted,

Executve Directoz
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FREEZER~LONGLINER ASSOCIATION
720 West Blaine St.
Seattle, WA 98119

(206) 283=7700

September 13, 19

Mr. Richard B. Laubsr, Chairman

North Pacific FPishary Management council
P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, AK 99510

RE: 8Sablefish/Halibut IFQ Preposals
Dear Mr. Laubar:

The policy ef the Freszer-Longliner Associatio
work co-operatively with the Council to find rease
effactive resolutions to fishery management problem
date we have stressed conservation-oriented issues
our view will benefit all filshery participants in
run. Occasionally cur views may differ from those
Council on a particular management measurs. In tha
will try to express our concerns in a constructive

The following comments are based on the Sablef
racord, and apply to tha Halibut IFQ proposal to th
that the sablefish measure serves as a model for th

proposal.

The Freezer-Longliner Association has experien
considerble difficulty in attempting to understand
Sablefish/Halibut IFQ propesal, and the record on w
is based. The draft sablefish SEIS/RIR/IRFA presen
array of possible elements which nmight go into a pr
alternative. The SEIS cover letter of May 14, 1991
“The Council is not restricted to accepting an alte
in its entirety, but may combine elemants of differ
alternatives in structuring the preferred alternati
Secretarial review"., The numbar of posaible combin
and permutations of these elements is very large,
reasoned comment difficult until after a prefarred
alternative has been chosen.

We had hoped that after selecting a preferrs
alternative the Council would produce and circulate
public conment an analysia of that particular alte
setting out its sconomic, social and environmental
in comparigon with those of the other proposed alte

1
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As things stand we find ourselves searching through §
lengthy document which offers speoradic and often sulfjective
analysis of countless “"elements”, but does not addrdes in
any cohesive manner the particular series of elements which
comprise the preferred alternative. In fact some of] the
selacted elements of the preferred alternative are ‘thaw
optiona® which were not included in the alternatives
proposed for public comment. We are forced to questiion the
adeguacy of this record, and suggest that it be racdhsidered
in light of the letter of July 25, 1591, from the NMFS
Alaska Region to the Chairman, identifying possible
deficiencies in the analysis of Amendment 18/23.

Pleaase consider the following general comments

I, _Rurpose of an IPO Jvstsm

Dr. William Fox, Assistant Administyator for Fik
NOAA, recently stated the advantage he perxceives in g
properly~constructed IFQ system: ‘We need to extridhte tha
government as much as possible frem the allocation ¢
noving...to programs that allow market forces to wor
effectively at the harvesting level.® (ewmphasis add
“Focus on the Fisheries", Washington Post, August 2¢
The preferred alternative for the sablefish/halibut
proposal seemg to go in the opposite direction. It Es
highly allocative, and contains so many restrictions
constraints that the market is seversly inhibited.
inelude detailed qualifying requirements, vessel sizk
type categories, limitations on sales and leasing, n
nanagexent areas with discrete gquotas, cumulative o arship
linitations, processing limitations, offloading
restrictions, atc. The list goes on an on. The prdferrad
alternative seems more an exercise in "gocial engindp
than an attempt to establish the market as the mecha
deternine the disposition of capital, labor and acce
the resource.

Wa do understand the desire to protect local
communities and small vessels. As the SEIS points dht,
however, locking in tha "status quo“ doas not hecesed
serve those interests. (SEIS at 2-63:65)

Il._The ImMpact of Conetraintm

Ths SEIS speaks in general terms of the negatiyp
of nonmarket constraints, and describes at length
problems associated with vessel class restrictions

“If & sufficient number of restrictions are plaf
transferability (i.e., on letting the market work),
probability that the program will produce positive »
benefits will be quite small.” (SEIS at v., enphas iy
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“The poteatial advantages of a market solution fto
allocation issues would be reduced by restrictions @n the
transferability of (8s and IFQs. If a very restricfive IFQ
program is implemented, more allocation isaues will have to
be addressed by the Council and the Council will prdbably
receive more requests to change the IFQ program. Sdch a
program may provide few advantages with ragpect to #h
Council process than Alternative 1 (the status que)

(SEIS at 2-20, emphasis added)

"The transferability of Q8s and IFQs ias criticfl to
prevent the IFQ program from heing unnecessarily digruptive.
If both QSs and IFQs can be s0ld, each current partfcipant
in the fishery would have an opportunity to continud to
harv?st sablefish at his current lavel...® (emphasfs added,
a-59

"Taing vessel classes would limit the transfergpility
of 0Ss and IFQs and in so doing would prevent them Neing
transferrad to these who would be willing to pay thq most
for them. To the axtent that willingness to pay reflects
the value of alternative uses, this means that the Henefits
derived from the fixed gear sablefish fishery TACs wyould be
lower. It waa estimated that had I?Qs been in use #n 1989,
option 2 would have reduced the joint harvesting ang
processing profits by $1.2 million compared to what jthey
would have been with option 1 {i.e., without vessel Jolass
restrictions). In making these estimates, it was ageumed
that the profits from the fishery would be maximized in esach
case, but that tha maximum profits would differ dues jto the
additional constraint imposed by these restrictions
(SEIS at 3-63,enmphasis added)

The SEIS elaborates at length the drawbacks of e
prohibition againet sales of QSs and IFQs between v@ssel
classes. At various points it suggesta that IFQ’s 9ill not
necessarily result in large boats dominating the fignhery;
that the historical distribution of landings is not
necessarily optimal; that fixing the amount of QSs §nd IFQs
within vessael c¢lasses could work to the disadvantagq of
those who sought to sell outside their class; that ing
the parcentages of an area’s TAC available to sach jessel
claass could severely limit the ability of the fleat jta
raespond to changing fishery conditions - bycatch befng a
special consideration; that vessel size restrictiong will
tend te producea a fleet in which a large number of yessels

are clustered at ths upper end of each of the small@: vassal
classes; atd...the section concludes:

wIn summary, vesssl class restrictions (optiong 2-6)
will tend to maintain the historical distribution of cateh
vessel class., This will pravent a shift in the
distribution of landings to the more profitable vesgel

3
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¢lassen. In some areas samaller vessela may be more

profitable and the restrictions would pravent them firom
taking an inoreasing share of the catoch. In other &
larger vessels may be more profitable and the rxestri
would prevent thea from taking an increasing share @
cateh. The restrictions eliminate the free transfeghab
of IFQs among vessels of various classes ay a tool £
officiently allocating the TACS among vesasel clasaeg..."
{SEIS5 at 2-65, emphasis added) The option of using
different vessel class restrictions in different arg
be used to elininate some of the potential problems
asgsociated with vessel class restrictions = but the
preferred cption does not adopt this approach.

The complex of constraints intreduced by the p¥
alternative goes far beyond transferability between K
classas. Clearly it diminishes the net benefits of

program, perhaps to the point where they are negati Yot
no ccapreshensive analysis of the comparative costs @&
banefits ¢of the alternatives is presented.
11l. New gptions
In its "Chinese menu" approach to selaecting sl¢gments

for the preferred alternative, the Council seems tohhave
departed from the original bill of fare. The prefeg
alternative includes several elements which Council g
characterizes as "new options* (see Tahle 1.3., ALTERNATIVE
IFPQ SYSTEMS FOR MANAGEMENT OF SABLEFISH FIXED GEAR BISHERIES
OFPF ALASKA). These include Injtial 0S8 Amount, best
years, 1985-1990; Vaagael Cateqory Degignations, cats
veagsals 2 catagories, <60’ and >=60/; Transfer af Qf
freaszer vessel QS may ba sold or leased, catcher veds
may be sold but not laased.

Since these nev elementz were first introduced§into the
array of proposed alternatives during the Council’s
selection of a preferrad alternative, neither tha ¢
hor the public.had a prior cpportunity to raview or
comment on the new elements. No analysis of of the
preferred alternative containing these elements app
the DRAFT SEIS. No new analysis has been provided.

Again referzing to the NMFS letter of July 23, J1991,
some quastions arise, particularly under NEPA. Doeg the
SEIS identify the preferred alternative? 1Is all information
that analyzes the environmental impacts of the altegne
ingluded in the SEIS? Does the document provide a fingle
coherent and comprehensive environmental analysis? JDoes the
SEIS in fact analyze the alternatives in terms of tfair
anvironmental effects? For example it is clear thaff fishing
pPatterns may change drastically under an IFQ prograj - have

4
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the variocus environmental impacts of such change bed
analysed?

IV, Cost/Renefit Analvsis

There is spsculation throughout the SEIS with gegard to
the costs and benefits of an IFQ program, generallyd It is
estimated that increasad profit under an unrestrictdd IFQ
program could be substantial, but it is alsc made clear that
yestrictions could raeduce or aeliminate gains. For ¢xample
it was calculated that if IFQs had been in use in 1989,
imposition of vessel class option 2 would have raduded
hacvesting and processloy peollis by $1.2 mllllon cdnpaced
to option 1 (no vessel class restrictions). The SEJS atates
that “Comparble estinates are not availapie™ for thq other
options, however. (SEIS at 2-63, emphasis added) dertainly
no estimate is available for the preferrad option, ecause
several of its elements were not included in the anflysis.

Many of tha constraints imposed by tha preferrd
alternative are ainmed at maintaining the historic
distribution of harvest lavals. Unfortunately the gnalysis
gtates that " g gy 0 _Gampa 18 Ber 8 _ang
. J(SEIS at
a1, amphasis wsddad)

. various other costs associated with an IFQ prodram are
dean &T-T. - - -FY-r- Tal-t. = n

underreport landings and to highgrade target speciesg, but
"It is not known how much additional unrapertsd fisiing
mortality with Irge would »de due to highgrading and
intentional under-reporting with Irgs." (SEIS at 241,
enphasis added) Other enumerataed costs include inigial
allocation of longline QSs, annual specification of IFQs,
monitoring catches and transters of QSs and IFQs,
enforcement and other administrative expenses. Is Jt clear
that these costs are offset by benefits derived frog the
proposal?

It nust be asked whether the DRAFT SEIS/RIR nrdets the
requirenents of Exacutive Order 12291 and the NMFS
Operational Guidelines. Can the Secretary, based ojf the
rocord, determine that the benefits to sociaty fromithe
proposed ragulation outweigh the costs to society? JPoes the
chosen alternative maximize tha net regulatory banegits to
society while imposing the least net cost? Does th
analysis focus adaquataly on aach alternative and pgovide
anough information to make these determinations? Dges it
analyse the preferred alternative, including its net
elements? Does the analysis meat tha other requiregents of
B Q122912
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Yo Linitation on Heldings
The preferred alternative limits individual owarship
of QSs to 1% of the TAC, and provides that no more #an 1%
of the TAC can be takan by any one vessel, This ish
significant constraint, which could greatly affect fishing
operations - especially if it were applied in other
fisheries. Why was 1% salected, instead of 3%? Pagagraph 6

of Subsection 2.2.3.6.3 may offer some explanation, [t
is difficult to decipher. Tha analysis does not offfer a
specific explanation for this element of the preferge
alternative. The effect of a 3% cap is considered §
appendix I, "Economic Profit in the Directed Sableffs
Fixed-Gear Fishery." We do not, howevar, find an axe
of the 1% limitation, other than its effect on regig
distribution of landings by vessel size classes whidk
not a part of the preferred alternativa. (SEIS, Apj
III) Perhaps our greatest concern has to to with t¥
limitation as a possible precedent for other fisherf

The prohibition against sales of QSs and IFQs Re
vessel classes, together with the hindcasting of qud
years raisaos aome significant questions for freezer
longliners. Few of our members would recieve enougj
to ¢onduct a directed fishery on sablefish or halib¢
this proposal. More important, we are not certain @
there would bo snough sablaefish and halibut quota w
vessel class to provide ug with bycatch in our dires
fishery = this is aspacially true of halibut. Even
were snough quota theoretically, there is no guarange
the owners would be willing to sell. Nothing in th
praferred alternative tells us whether we must purck
quota and retain bycatch of sablefish and halibut, &
vhether ve may discard them if we own no quota. Th
speculation on these issues in tha SEIS, but little
analysis. The document does point out that if partf
in fixed gear fisheries were regquired to have suffi
IFQs to cover their sablefish catch whather or not
sablafish is retained, serious problems could arige
the I for a vasssl class are not sufficient to o
sablefish bycatch needs in other fixed gear fisheri
ogtion could be very disruptive gor other fixzed ge
tfisheries and inpose high costs. That is, the net B
of this optiea would be reduced substantially if th
vessel class restriations or if there are othar res
on the transferability of IFQ to those who take sadb
bycatch." (SEIS at 2-71, emphasis added)

These issues are of sufficient importance thatf
the final decision on disposition of sablefish and N
bycatch should be expressed in the prefarred alterni
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gggstno economic and environmental impacts analysed fin the

YIl. FPrecadent

One of the most troublescme aspects of this prdsess is
that we have no indication of Couneil policy with rdgard to
I17Qs in other fisheries. We recognize that if rrqs Bre te
be pursued, different criteria will he necessary fof their
rational distribution in various fisheries - a facile
reliance on past participation would be inappropriatls.

our operations target primarily on Pacific cod in the
BSAI area. They were stimulated by the recent rise fin cod
prices, and have been sustained b{btha positive congervation
aspects of our fishery - our prohibitad specias and pther -
bycatch problems are minimal. We have invested in dhod-
faith reliance on the regular surplus of ccd TAC whirh has
ramained at the end of each fishing year. With incrisased
participation by shoreside delivery fixed gear fishgrmen, we
anticipate that annual cod TAC3 will soon be achiev@.
We do not wish to be disenfranchised by the sort of
hindcasting evident in the sablefish/halibut prefermged
alternative.

Y, {-).1-I'} on_oFf Ovnershir - gn_CORtre

In his letter to the Council of June 24, 1991, Benator
Stevens expressed concern that an IFQ program might flend
itself to concentration of ownership and/or foreign fcontrol
of QSs. We share those concerns.

iX. Who Pave?

It ia apparent that implemantation and adminia@ration
of a sablefish/halibut IFQ program will be expensivg It is
also apparent that Congrass is unlikely to appropri:
monies for this purpose. If industry is to pay for [Ehe
inplementation of an IFQ program, industry should »
informed as to just how much it will cost -~ hafora fadustry
is asked to approve the packags.

X _Conclusion

our group has struggled to dacipher the notivatjions and
real-world effects of the proposed IFQ program for gablefish
and halibut. Our commants ara offered with construgeive
intent.

We share the view of Dr. Fox that the primary gurpose
of an IFQ systam is to extricata government from th
allocation process, and to raplace it with the mark
mechanism. Wae do not believe that the current
sablafish/halibut praferred altarnative achisves thakx goal.

7
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The administrative record appears to be serioufly
flawed, inviting disapproval or legal challenge, W@ feel
that if the Council wishes to proceed with this actfon, a
revised SEIS/RIR/IRFA should be prepared for publicfreview
and commaent, and the Councll should reconsider its ision
in light of those comments.

Thank you for your attemtion.

Sincerely,

Thorn Smith
EXecutive Direct
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/ INFECTIOUS DISEASES
DEPT. OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES | 3357 e

. , IMMUNIZATION 5614408

DIVISION OF PUBLIC HEALTH 0. 60K Z00200 / GRONGDseAses
SECTION OF EPIDEMIOLOGY ANCHORAGE, ALASKA §5524-0249 ’ INJURY CONTROL
September 16, 1991 R

SEP | 61331
Richard B. Lauber ‘
Chairman _ R
North Pacific Fishery Management Council e e
P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, AK 99510
Dear Mr. Lauber:

The National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) and the Division of Public
Health (DPH), Alaska Department of Health and Social Services wish to call your attention to
public health issues affected by Halibut Management decisions. Opportunities may exist that
could reduce injuries and deaths among fishermen. I asked NIOSH to assist me in providing
information to the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (attachment). We both endorse
your plans to consider alternatives to the Open Access Halibut Management approach.

The public health problem of injury is one of the greatest problems facing our nation and our
state. Occupational injury comprises a leading cause of death, morbidity and disability, and
Alaska has the highest occupational fatality rate of all states. During 1981-1984, almost 50%
of all occupational deaths in Alaska involved commercial fishermen. The death rate for
fishermen in Alaska is seven times the national average for all industry groups (1-3).

Due to the extremetly short and inflexible halibut openings off the coast of Alaska under existing
Open Access Halibut Management, commercial fishermen work under “extremely adverse
environmental conditions or not at all* (1}. This imposes an added danger on an inherently
dangerous trade. The cost of operating within existing time limits that disregard adverse weather
conditions is a greatly increased risk of loss of crew and vessel.

NIOSH and DPH are charged with improving health and safety. Of the goals and objectives
listed in the Halibut Management EIS/RIR/IRFA, the safety problem has not been given enough
priority and should stand foremost as a basis for considering and determining an effective
alternative management system. The high injury and mortality rates in commercial fishing
suggest that attention to safety strategies will reduce the risk of occupational injury facing
fishermen,

We suggest that the halibut management system should be modified to allow for more flexibility
on the part of the worker. The proposed Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) system extends the
season, substantially reducing the need for fishermen to disregard unsafe conditions.



Richard B. Lauber
September 16, 1991
Page 2

If this proposed IFQ system is not able to be implemented, perhaps the current system could be
modified to consider adverse weather conditions before opening the fishing period.
Environmental conditions are an important contributing factor in fishing vessel casualties, and
consideration of weather information is critical to improved safety margins (3). I hope this
information will prove useful to the Council and encourage safer fishing practices.

Yours truly,

/z Wit AL ftee [k
John Middaugh, M.D. Kathleen Johnson, ., M.P.H.
State Epidemiologist Injury Control Program
Attachment
References

(1) Knapp, Guansrand Nick Ronan. 1990. “Fatality Rates in the Alaskan Commercial Fishing Industry,* Institute of Sosial
and Bconomic Research, University of Alaska, Anchorage, No. 38,

{2} Knapp, Guanar and Jeanifer Christian, 1991, “Qccupational Injury and Iliness Rates in the Alaska Commercial Fishing
Industry,” Unpublished paper prepared for presentation, University of Alaska, Anchorage.

(3) National Research Council. 1991. Fishing Vessel Safety: Blueprint for a National Progmem, Washington D.C.: National
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES ' Public Health Service

Nationat Institute for

Occupational Safety and Health
Centers for Disease Control

ivi e Atlsnta
Alaska Activity, Division of Safety Research nta GA 30333

3601 "C" Street, Suite 250
Anchorage, Alaska 929503
September 13, 1591

John Middaugh, M.D.

Chief, Section of Epidemiology

Division of Public Health

State of Alaska Department of Health and Social Services
3601 "C" Street, Suite 576

Anchorage, Alaska 99524-0249

Dear Dr. Middaugh:

The North Pacific Fishing Management Council plans to consider alternatives to
the Open Access Halibut Management (OAHM) approach at their meeting on September
23=27, 1991. I am writing this letter te assist you in commenting on the
Council's consideration from the perspective of increasing safety in the
management of the halibut fishery. -

Hazards aasociated with the current fishery management system derive from a
series of 24-hour seasons, which are set in advance and are inflexible to change
when bad weather threatens the safety of fisherse who participate in the fishery.
In both halibut fisheries this year (one on May 7-8, 1991 and another on
Septembar 3-4, 19%91), storm conditions led to hazardous fishing conditione. I
have observed four implications to safety of the current OAHM approach:

» Firat, fishers are injured or killed during the season where weather is a
recognized risk factor. For example, on May 9, 1991, during the first season of
the year, two fishers' akiff was swamped by high waves while fishing for halibut.
Both fishers were killed.

» Second, the U.S. Coast Guard's search and reacue capacity ia taxed far beyond
normal during these short seasons. During the May 6=-9 period, there were 54
calls for asaistance reported astate-wide. Likewise, during the Septamber 24-hour
season, 20 calls from vegsels in distress were made. The high intensity of calle
during these short pericds of time pose proklems in managing search and rescue
operations.

» Third, the short season motivates the halibut flsher to overlcad thelr veasel
because of tha lack <¢f time to take a full load to a processor and return for a
gecond fishing run. Thus, they tend to load halibut beyond the stability limits



of the vesgel. As an example, in the Septembar 3 fishexy, a 58-foot fishing
vessel sank with a full load of halibut in 12 to 15-foot seas when a rouge wave
rolled it over. PFortunately in this case, tha U.5. Coast Guard rescued all five
fishers.

» Fourth, the Council's consideration of change led to unsafe conditions in the
fishery. Tha Council is considering changing from the OAHM aystem to an
Individual Fishing Quota (1IFQ) syestem. The IFQ would in large part be based upen
the hiptory of participation in the fishery, and IFQ permits are expected to
become valuable commodities. As a result, in order to qualify for a future
marketable permit many of the vessels participating in the fishery are ill
equipped for commercial fishing.

As an example, a small vessel, which is normally used for recreation,
participated in the September fishery. Their vessel had no hold for large
amocunte of halibut and had little gear. While fishing in 9-foot seas, they lost
their gear, one of thair two engines stalled, and they decided to return to pert
under the power of one engine. Because of their aslow travel at 9 knots, the
exhaust from the engine curled up and over the back of thea vosgsal and into the
cabin. A3 a raesult, all aboard suffered carbon monoxide poisoning. Onea
individual was reportedly within 5 minutes of death before his reecue. All four
wera succesdfully raescued and later recovered.

The first three considerations indicate the need for more flexibility in the
halibut fishery so as to allow fishing during weather that presents a reduced
risk than has been experienced in the last two halibut fisheries. Moreover, as
indicated in the fourth consideration, the act of considering change potentially
leads to aberrations in fishing behavior that is inherently unsafe. Expediency
in deciding upon a more flexible management approach in tha fishery is, thus,
imperative for the safety of many who are ill equipped or not trained to safely
figh commercially. '

I hope my comments are helpful in encouraging greater safety in the halibut

fighery. Thank you for the opportunity te assiat you in this important area of
public health. )

Sincerely yours,

e

Acting Chief

i
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412 willow Straet
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f.‘"_[r'. RiChard B. J-la.ubﬂr
Eh;%;man ; rE A= AL
o Pacific Pishery Menagement o i RS
£.0. Box 103136 w < ounall
Anchorage, AK 99510 sep 1 6199

vear Mxr. lauberi

1 respecifully request that you and thes cther Couneil-memberd seriously con-
s8idar the following comments in your deliberationa regardinf the implemen-
tation of Individual Fishery Quote management sdbemes for either~the Alaskas
aablefish or halibdbut figheries. '

I am abaolutely and unconditionally opposed to the implementation of any form
of IFQ acheme in the Alagka sadblefish, hallbut, or any Alaska fishery. I feel
very strongly that such implementation will result in the migration of owner-
ship of accesa to these fisheries, and consequently the wealth derived from
them, to the mirimum pymber of wealthy interests mandated by law. In this case

that would mean 100 “"persona”, as the proposed language reads. It takes little
imagination, however, to recognize that the real number of controlling in-- -

toreoats could very easily be far less than that, considering the legal "fan
dance” that assooiations, corporations, and blg busineas types have at their
disposal to hide the identities of the true controlling partles.

This congentration of exclusive fishery access rights and wealth will be the
,ﬂﬂiret major etep toward the demise of the commerclal fishing industry as a
able contributing facet of Alaska's cconomy, and will ultimately cost
thousands of jobs and livelihoods in fishing communitiecs and support industties

throughout the state,

The implementation is IFga is clearly not a management decislon baged directly
in resource conservatlion concerns, Conservation needs will continue to be ad-
dressed as they have been, utilizing resource surveya, stock agsessments, and
exploitation rates and harvest quotas, and I'm sure time and area closures

will ocontinue to be employed to accomodate specific stock and other blological
concerns. As has baen documented in New Zealand and Canada, IFQ schemes will
most likely prove to be an extremely axpsnsive and impossible administrative
and enforcement nightmare, which the Council has yet to mdequately address, and
1t 1s not only possible but likely that the viotims most serlously damaged by

this menagement travesty will be the resources themselves.

Discussions regarding implementation of IFgs, or “ahnre-iuotas“. are not new--—
such considerations have been carried on at the Council svel for many yeara
now, prozallsd at different velocitlies at different tinmes, dependiqg on the N
personality makeup of the Council members. There has naver besnt a ¥consensus
favoring 1FQe from the industry. Strong obioctions +0 such systems have been
conaistently provided to the Council by various segments of the insustry. hgwb
ever, and they have just as consiatently been lgnored in favor of “requests
from certain vested interests and overzeslous bureaucrats. ‘

Jine specific aspeot of the Council's handling of the IFQ issue over the years
: at 1 have fougd particularly inappropriate and frustrating has been the total

digsinterest by the Council in the impacts of the implesmentation of such = T
ocheme on othar fisheries, diveraified fishermen, and the industry as a whole,
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A8 has been pointed out many 4times, highly diversified fishermen such as those
that makb-up the Xodiak fishing fleet, find" their economic stabllity and kh\
ability to endure resource and market fluctuatlons in their flexibillty be-!
tween various fisheries. Many vessela switch easily betwsen longlinlng, crab-
bing, dragging and seining, for example. No single fishery s less important
than the whole, when 1t comes to the overall suceess of a2 fishing business.
During certain years, I've had the halibut fighery contribute as much as one-
third of my total income as a crewman, and the loss of that option through the
attrition of job opportunitlies will have a very seriocus detrimental impact on
my livelihood. However real this intorrolationshif betwoen resources, markets,
business needs, etc 18 to those directly involved in the fishing industry on &
daily bakls, #he Council has insisted on restrictin its considerations te
specifically the fishery under discusslon---until recently.

It 1s now apparent, with the Council's intention of *dovetalling" the sable-
fish, halibut, and groundfish IFQ schemes, that a much broader concern haa
been under sorutiny all alonf, while public comment has been restricted to
addrege fisheries targeting Individual species. This convenlent change of tune
ia apparently at least superficially in response to ?‘n intereat in addressing
bycatch concerns and providing for the utilization of nontarget catch. These
are certainly worthy goals, but do not take into consideratlon the varyinf
marketing conditions for these species, nor ére the questions of highgrading,
blackmarketing, and other enforcement concerns adequately addressed. Decisions’
such as how much of what apecles to include in one's. catoch are conslderatlions
bayond the scope of menagement, and should be left as business declsions to
individual fishermen. ‘cyrer- T f oot ® "

However, thig interest in "dovetaliling' management plans dees demonstrate ti
difficulties in 1solating one fisherg's management concerns from the reat o.
the industry. ulversity and flexibility are the keya to the economic stability
of the fishing industry, and management plans must reflact this flexibillity.
Limited access Elans, 1nc1udinﬁ'IFQ schemes, ars irreversible systems which
nédioe “the-abglity of bdth fishermen and management to react to the highly
variable conditions which ars maturally a part of this industry. If 1t has
been the intent of the Council to eventually include =1l faederally manazed
fiheries under an IFQ management umbrells, ma seems to be the caase, then such
an all-inclusive plan should have been presented to the public for consider=.’
ation and comment, as that will be the reality under which the industry will

be sxpscted to conduct its business and the rascurce needs will be addressed,
rather than this piecemesal approach which has gone on for so many years.

While open acocess managsment is certainly no%t perfect, 1t has provided for the
adequate protecticn of the resources, ag best as mankind can bs aexpscted to
rotact such things, and has provided fighermen and industry with the flexi-
11ity and business options neceasery on which tc build stable communities and
grovid- livelihoods for thousands of people. another roduct of 4bén access
isharies has been the dsvelopment of new fisheries such as the tanner orab
and sablefish fisheries, piggyback-style, as resourcs and market conditlons
have varied.l.IFQ management will not only reduce this abilitg to diversify,
it will put many psople and communities completely out of business. Such pro-
bleme as overcapltalization and increased effort have not been the products of
open ascess management mo much as of tax incentives, capltal conatruction
f'ﬂndﬂ ] ‘tcl ﬁ

I urge the Council to abanden this drive toward IFQ managsment, I am convin ..
ced that a pro-iFy declision will prove fatal for the commercial fishing in-

duatry in aAlaska, : 20(,0\ & S\M\.(L L

vid Shrader
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P.0. BOX 210985 .
AUKE BAY, ALASKA 99821 - 6‘@,
L di@@?
September 16, 15¥t. -

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.O. Box 103136

Anchoraga, Alaska 998510 -

Dear S8ir:

Follewing on commente we have concerning the proposad halibut
individaul fishing quotas.

1. We think it is necessary for the halibut fishery to go to a
IFQ systen for the reascns ocutlined in the proposal.

2. The comment period for the proposed regulations was
absclutely the worst time possible. The individuals who are
effected the most, the fisherman, are fishing and unable to
review and comment on the propesals in August and Septamber.

3. We dld not see whers aize of hoat has anything to do with
the proposed allocations and fesel that it should. Several
halibut openings have besan based on thae quota system
according to sizq of boat. This is important, espacially
when considering the sconcmic impact on the vessel owner.,
For exampls, a fisherman with a larger boat will have more a

fiscal responsibility that someone who ouns a smaller
veassal.

4. When basing guotas on past catch histories only ona or two
of the highest years should be factored into the
allocations. The reason for this is that a fisherman may
have purchased a vessel only four years ago and has not had
sufficient time to build up his/her catch rates. Since the
openings have been so short the past few yaars, a relative
newcomer has not had time to learn the fishery as those who
have been fishing for mors years.

Thank you for the opportunity te have input into this important
decision tha council will be making,

Sinceraly, - '

Mackbwy, CotlewssLta
v

Mark Burger and Catherine Gitkov

Oownars
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To: Nerth Facific Fisheries Managemont Council:

As a blackced crew membsr since 1970, L've seen the
blackcod fisheries ge from am =njoyable way oven relaxing
way of making a goed Iiving, to the present day living aight=-
arge A fisherises taas tusrns a cem:on overylay fiszermen
into a ruthless greedy fool. ‘'le've 3ot vco nany fishermen
ranning toe.mech gear for too f w of fian in too small of «a
areae And were lesing teo much gear, and wassing Luo many
fish, and ~e are ail lesing our financial ass in the 2100.33.
#e used tvo be abl:s o fish almest all yaar asound NOW we ave
douin to just a few days a year, fishirm.n arse jec_a.u.z.ng
lives and property in these derby like fisheries. To put
it in plain simple english it's just Stupidl

43 a crew member I stand te Zain nething financially
from arny kind of I[F4 program but I den't zgive a damn about
that I'll zive my support to the health of tihe fisherles and
the fishermene ~rlease de somuthing:::

Sincerely,
Dennis Beam

crew member;
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Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
P. 0. Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

May 22, 1991

Dear Sir:

I am cpposed to the IFQ system for managing the sablefish
and halibut fisheries. I believe that if such a system
is established, that the small, diversified vessel will be
the loser. Alaskans who live in coastal communities will
lose their access to the resource. Privatieing the
fishery and making instant millionaires of a few boat
owners is not managing the resource, it is giving a
windfall to a few. The job of the Council 1s to manage
the fishery, not the fisherman. Problems in the fishery
can be addressed with traditional management measures.

It is very dangerous to completely change the management
structure. other countries who.tried this are now exper-
iencing the problems which we will face. The resource
will be controlled by a few companies, quite probably
foreign interests. There will be virtually no enforce-
ment and the conservation problems resulting from over-
harvesting will cause the stocks to collapse. Please
don't make the mistake of thinking you are solving a

problem, instead you will be creating a problem of
huge proportion that you won't be able to rectify. c”””//

Sincerely,

Lot G,
q Juad v Fege G Vg Coptbe -
e Lo et

NARE: J 4
AODR ESS! éd-& YA ﬂeﬁgﬂé ££
F7¢o .




—— T September 13, 1991

-,

Chairman Rick Lauber
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council

Dear MNr. Lauber,

I am wrliting in regards to pour proposal for I,F.Q.'s8 in the
sabldfish fishery,

I want to state my opinion that I am for the proposal and sine
cerely hope that it will go through. _

1 fished sablefish until 1984 when T became ghmother. My husband
fishes sablefish now and I still dgpend on the fishery for the lion's
share of our income.

I know many people are against it and as with any proposal you
are never going to satisfy everyone, Sure, I may not agree wlth every
aspect of it but overall it'c a good proposal,

The fishery needs this or the future looks Dleake.

The size of the sablefish fleet neede to be reduced. Please
help gulde the counell to do the right thing.

Thank you for your time,

Sincerely,

Aow J. Johnsarv

Kari L. Johnson, Mother and longliner
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ng/ : September 13, 1991

-
- e ’/_,
North Pacifie Fisheries Managemgﬁthoﬁncil 7
Chairman Rick Lauber \\-\ )
o

Dear Mr, Lauber,

We are professional longline crew members aboard the F/V
Kariel, ovned and operated by Steve Fish,

We would like to take this oppogtunity to express our support
for the sablefish I,F,Q. system put out by the council for pubdblic
review, We have been witnesses to the deterioration ofthe fishery
and the erosion of our income base becausd of the overcrowding of
the fishery,

Fe feel that it is in the best interest of professional erew
menbers to have such an I,F.Q, sy# 'm in place,.

WE agree in principal to the gpecifie points brought up by
Steve Fish in his accompanying letter, Especially the provision
for a 1% maximum cap on ownership of shares, and the division of
catcher and freezer boat shares. These provisions would help assure
the existense Ff small incremental shares allowlng crew members and
others to acquire shares and build a more rewarding presence in the
fishery, And it would be a fishery with a future, which at the
moment is not much more than aquyestion mark,

Thank you rfor your time,

Sincerely,

Todd M. Rawls / ﬂfawé

Craig D. Crandall 77 A a,n(}/d/w
Charles L. Vickery, Jr. ' f %”éz

¥Yhomas L. Funk

william §, Patrick

L



September 12, 19G1
North Pacific Fisheries Mana

Gentlemen of the Council, :

I am writing to express my strong Sﬁ?pg;t for your -sablefish

I.F.Q. program put out for public review,

I have fished black cod and felied on it for nmy living since
1979, 1 have watched the fishery rise to prominence since a rel-
ative few of us secured the lucrative Japanese market by catching
the entire quota for the first time in 1984, And I have watched its
subsequent decline as more and more people, boats and gear pour into
the fishery from everywhere. I won't subject you to yet another list
of current prodlems facing the fishery., They are well documented,

I feel the current proposed system answers several of my pre-
vious concerns about IL.F.Q.'8y

1) By keeping freezer and catcher shares separate and splitting -
into vessel size categories at 60', the proposed system can, I hope,
keep the fleet composition musth as it is. By 'dolng this, contin-
ued cmployment in shore~based processing and suppoert industries will
be insured, The division of freezer and catcher boat shares is an
essential component of a successful management plan, keeping large
corporate-owned freeaer vessels from digplacédg the pre&qminnxly
shore-based current fleet,

2) T favor a 1% maximum cap on quota shares owned by an indi-
vidual (no ownership by corporations- like the state system) in any
area, I feel it is important to have availablé shares insmall in-
crements for those desiring to start out with a amall vessel, seek«
ing to expand, or for crewmembers desiring t¢ acquire shares and
have the option ofworking toward vessel ownership,

3) 1 favor fishermen being in control off shares., Sharehalders
must be on the vessel, as in the Alaska state system, In the case
of bare-boat leases, the fisherman involved should be Assured of at
least 1/2 of the shares earned by participation, Owners deserve
some credit for financial risk, etc., but at least the bulk of shares
earned should go to the fisherman, not the distant owner,
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Page 2

I really don't want to burden the process with amendments and
modifications to suit my own desires, I feel it 1is critigal to get
this system in place in order to stop the current slide toward
derby-style filshing in the sablefish- fisherys -Diversification into
vlher fisheries is no longer a realistic panawea as most fisheries
are now suffering from over-capitaliz:tion {(including some protected
fisheries now under limited entry). This very tendency toward multi-
species fishing has lead to the current sad¢ state of the sablefish
fishery, and conversely, leaves few viable options for the sablefish
fisherman displaced by the overecrowding in his"own" fishery,

This I.F.Qe proposal comes closest to providing a system which
benefits the most people through the use of a public rescurce by a
diverse and varied group of ' people.

Thank you for youf time and interest,

Sincerely,

S B

Steve Pish Owner/operator F/V Kariel
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Oliver N, Holm T

Box 3869

Kodiak, Alaske 99615 1§y
NPFMC —_— e
Anchorags, AK [ —

Dear Mr. Chairmen:

| wish to commant on the blackcod and halibut IFQ proposals. As you
knaw, 1 have been invglved in the Council's debating of halibut and
blackcod limited entry since 1983. While | find it difficult to continue
pouring time and money into council meetings ysar after yeer. 1 still feel
that the Council hag not come up with a system that {8 econornicallyor .
socially better than open access. IFQ's are often sold as a conservation
measure. This couldn't be further from the truth. With year round

. landings and incentives for high grading end the necessity of discarding
fish when 8 vessal doasn't have a quota share, 1arge overruns of the guota
are likely.

In 8ddition, a large class of arbitrarily excluded citizens will be created
who will see no rational reason why they should be preciuded from
hervesting the resource. The attitudes in the saimon fishery prior to
statehood when trep operstors weras favaored over others will come back
and enforcement will be @ l1ostng battle. Current cheating on seasons
doesn’t ganerslly threaten the resource as it is all openty landed and is
counted against the quota.

The Magnuson Act gives some mention to protecting the historic
social organization of the fisheries. The {FQ system only protects
the interests of the first round of fishermen who are given the quotas.
Crewmen, shoreworkers, processors, suppliers and Alaska's coastal
communities have a steke in these fisheries a1$0, and would surely lose
under the new system. The consumer is often cited as benefitting from
the (FQ system. This is &8 myth es prices wil) be as high or higher under
»=  the IFQ system. Fish hauled out of Alaska under IFQ's in an sffort to
meximize profits to the IFQ holder will not be as fresh or as good as
product delivered a few hours after it is caught and frozen as is the
practica with the lion‘'s share of ths fish now.



While sdmittedly there is some benefits to the ortginal operator who is
granted a free harvest right, the social costs are far too grest to conduct
this experiment in social engineering while there are so many clear cut
losers.

We are all familiar with the social and pslitical instability in some South
American countries that is largely the result of all their natural
resources being owned by 6 few, while the rast of the population faces
poverty and economic servitude. 1t is hard to believe that the U.S.
Governmant is considering 8 mave that will block Alasksns from
participating in resourca harvesting at their very doorstep.

It is time to reject IFQ's once and for all. Under the current threat of
limited entry, vessels are precluded from not fishing even when economic
circumstances would meke 1t sensible, because, they risk lasing their
right to participata in the future, This definitely contributes to the
crowding in the halibut and blackcod fisheries. Although for most
participants, these fisheries are a viable and important economic sctivity,
There arg traditional managament measures that have been ignared, that
could benefit the fishery, for example -- tank inspections, and checke-ins.

Sincerely,

D4 1) 7

Cliver N. Holm
President, Kodiak Langlinera Assaciation

September 15, 1991
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Blake W. Kinnear, F/V Lin-J
211 Hillerest
Kodiak, Alaska 99615

North Pacific fisheries Management Counci)
Anchorage, Alaska

Mr. Chairman and members of the NPFMC:

My name is Blake Kinnear and | am 8 life Jong Alaske Resident and make my '

entire living from diversified fishing activities. This is a family owned
vessel, and our success for the past 20 years has been based upon-our
ability to diversify, and the flexibility to participate in many Tisheries,

® shrimp trawling, ® longlining for blackcod &
» crab fisheries o halibut
® grey cod ® tendering for saimon ang herring.

| would like this latter to document my opposition to the IFQ
type management system being impiemented in any of our
Alaskan fisheries, particulariy halibut. | support “traditions)®
maensgement methods designed to protect the resource and limit gear. |
believe healthy fishertes are much more likely to result from some well
thought out gesr limitations, (combined with tank tnspections for larger
vessels end vessels who will be making long transits) than from en
elaborate plan creating red tape confusion, and be unenforcable with the
regulatory infrastructure now in place.

IF@'e will tend to be consolidated in lerger operations, which will ramove
the economic benefits of the fishery from our coastal communities in the
course of 8 faw short yeers. Regulations attempting to avoid
concentration of quotas in the hands of a faw large entities have shown
themselves vuinerable to legal challenge in certain East Coast Fisheries
thet have tried IFQ'3, This is only one aspect of IFQ's that has already
been develnping independently of expectations, overharvesting due to high
grading and black market transactions that are much easier to accomplish
if fish are passing aver the docks constuntly & have shown itself to be a
problem in Canada end New Zoaland.



can the NPFMC honestly say that U.S. regulatory sgencies have
an adequate handle on all the fish products currently moving in
and out of Alaska. In my travels sround the state | observe consistent
unsupervised trans-shipment af product to .lapanesa trampers in remata
areas.

| have dacided (in the ten years that limited entry strategies have
continually been considered snd rejected; that the NPFMC's time and
effectivenass have been seyerely wasted by the relatively small group of
politicians, bureaucrats end greedy businessmen who have 8 hidden
agends, each for their own ressons for lacking up our fisheries tn an
imitation "agri-bussiness” which has aiready taken over most aspects of
food production, packaging, snd marketing.

Government find large corporations mora to their 1iking to deat with.
Buresucrats would tike to carve out new sources of funding to protect
fading government budgets and meintain as top heavy 8 system of
regulation as possible . Some Flaat owners and procassors see sn
opportunity to secure investments efter an overbuilding binge. The self
interest in understandable, but the worst part 1 that the plan ig
ungnforceble at any cost and will encourage widespread cheating that will
devesteta the resourca. Agein, | say wa should have

® mora traditional gear limitations

® slep up enforcement of meaningful rutes that can be most
easily enforcaod, and

e pay for a workable system of minimum size with
reasonable user fees.

(Eor example the Kodiak processors and fishing
orqaniza ' he pa have d tan

with no om eit NPFM h
1PHC.)

o Lets maintain the flexibility of aur fleat and the economic
health of our coastal communities by keeping access open
to as many small operators as possible, thereby spreading
and multiplying the economic benefits.
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Over and over meetings have been scheduled during important
fishing seasons or moved to locations more convenient for

bureaucrats than industry. (Example: the postponing sablefish decision to Juneau
after the NPFMC had advertised this decision for their Anchorage-June meeting. Another example of
pocr planning wis that for three years the NPFMC took up the issue of crab Bycatch in the Bering Sea,
negotiating numbers with the trawl fleet on the opening day of the Bristel Bay King Crab Fishertes )

The disenfranchizement of fighermen and processors by the NPFMC's
approval ta send forward the sablefish IFQ plan this past summer, in spite
of overwhelming oppesition, indicates the Councils complete failure to
listen to industry, its own edvisory council and points to questions of
respresentation and possible conflict of interest.

Please listen 10 what the fishing tndustry ts saying, from processors and
from the coastal cormunities in Alaska and do not accept this poor
excuse of a bureagcratic resource menagement strategy.

Thank you for your time and considaration of my views.
m e, m.—&

Blake W. Kinnear, Skipper
FIV Lin-J
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Dear Sir: Rick LAUVBER

| have been commercial fisheing fn Alaska since 1973 . | worked as a crew person
- then operated boates for owners then bought into a boat of my own in 1978,

In order to accomplish this | was adel to participate in any number of fisheries,
to choose which would net me the best profit with the least expense. | have a
10an on my boat from the state of Alaska . When the King crab fishery at kodiak
collapsed in 1982 | was unable to make that years payment , but | was abie to
diversify into other fisheries and have since done well enough to continue my
payments.

Now things are looking quite slow with the drop in salmon prices an already
slow Tanner crab season , kodiak halibut quotas droping | had hopes of fishing
sablefish to help make up the difference. Like in 1985, 1986 | fished a little
sablefish to supplement my Iincome.
~We all need diversification to survive in changing times , what wiil happen to
all the boat owners and all the crew persons who make an average income by
participating in 4 or more seperate fisheries throughout the year , must they
become Bureaucrats to manage all that it will take to implement IFQs or a
limited entry program for sablefish ,ect ?

what will happen to the boats who have state loans, cfab, NBA who are going to
be forced out of the fisheries because they won't qualify for.IFQ's

These resources belong to every one . | can't believe that with ail the
management tools there are, IFQ’'s 1s the only one the NPFMC is looking at

{FQ's will make a few rich men and quite a few Bureaucratic jobs to manage it.
Is this the preferred system 7 ! 1 vote no for IFQ's | vote no for limited entry.
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FPelican, &laska 2Rzzs

Seotenber T, 13910
Morth Fagific Fisheries Management Council _
PO Box 103138 . .5‘69 /
Anchorage ., Alaska 23510 T~ 5

Rear Council Members,

After years of oublic testimony, scoming meetings, staff reseavon

and NFFM COxuncil discussion, a workable soiution is in the mak img.

il

taff and Council must be commended for all its hard earned effort.
IFQ management is a win win situatiom Torv fisherpersans,‘prmcessors,
and NMFS, Change iz always scarvy out I see it as & real answer to alaot
2T the management problems the fishing industry faces today. This
Alaskan strongly supports a system that promotes seatood guality, at
sea safety and local economic development, as long as these remain in
sight as priorities, Alaska will contivue to prosper. Thank you for
the opportuwnities I have had to have an impact on your decision

makimg. Future generations of Alaskans will be able to make a living

fram the waters that swurround this Great Land.

Zincerely,

Ptcios Al

Fatricia Phillips

po— F/V Nancy K



CITY aF HYDABUOURG
P. 0. Box 49
Hydaburg Alaska 99922
(807) 285=3761 or 285-3793 _
September 9, 1991 ' ‘%}

. /;‘
North Pacific Fishery Management Council ’
P.O.Box 103136
Anchorage, AK 99510

Sirs:

In reference to the proposed IFO (Individual Fishing Quota)
management system for Alaska’s halibut fishery and preferred
management for sablefish; The community of Hydaburg would like
to make the following comments objecting to the plans:

In our view, the plan is a deliberate attempt by the Federal and.
State land and resource managers to circumvent the intent of
Title VIII of ANILCA which provides for priority use of the .
resources which they customarily and traditionally used and the
implementation of an administrative structure which provides the
quidelines and authority to manage the resources necessary for
their subsistence needs.

Title VIII, Section 805 of ANILCA gives the responsibility of
community quotas to the various regional councils and not to the
federal or state managers. It is clear to us that the yearly
report to the Secretary lays out the procedures for requesting
yearly needs of fish and wildlife populations to satisfy
subgistence needs.

The uses and needs of fish and wildlife populations are not
dated, but, are subject to change from year to year to allow the
subsistence lifestyle to adjust to the needs of the subsistence
community; once the Regional Councils have made their
determination of needs, it is the Secretary’s legal
responsibility to provide for priority subsistence uses to meet
identified subsistence needs.

We do not believe the State of Alaska should have any role in the
management of any subsistence resource because the recent
actions of the Alaska Supreme Court has in effect repealed the
State subsistence law in which the State was required to be
consistent with Title VIII of ANILCA.

Sincerely,

;ictor Bur

Vice-Mayor for tife City of Hydaburg
and _
Chair Person for Hydaburg Fishery Advisory Committee

cc: federal subsistence board
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Dear Members of the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council:
[ am a Sitka fisherman and am urging you NOT TQ PASS THE INDIVIDUAL FISHING
QUOTA PROGRAM ON TO SECRETARY OF COMMERCE MOSSBACHER.

The problems of overcrowding the sablefish grounds had begun by 1985 1n- the
Gulf of Alaska (Federal Register, LEGISSLATE I.D. Mo. 205865, Page 50 FR 28580,
No. 135, 7/15/85).

Your IFQ program would reward those who created the problem! Those fishermen
bought 300% more gear just to have the jump on their neighbors in a rush to
gain round poundage of siblafish. Most fishermen were not professional enough
to dress their fish. Therefore, two-day-old dead fish often were dropped into
refrigerated salt water or slush systems just to sit for ancther three days

before being unloaded.

Your system would also reward the fishermen who jumped the gun at starting
times on openings. For years we started fishing at midnight on April 1. Large
numbers of fishermen set their masses of sablefish gear after dark and obtained

an unfair advantage, not to mention a lot more dollars.

The tiny big of security my family and I would receive from our share of an
IFQ program certainly is not worth hessupporting those who caused the frenzy
in the sablefish fishery in the Gulf ¢f Alaska. I-how watch those who created
this overly intensified fishery with their "give-a-shit" attitudes bragging
and beating on their chests as to how much their worth will be #%- this program

is passed and it makes me sick.



Please reconsider your support for the present IFQ system and vote no for

IFQs.

In its stead, I strongly support hook limits or, as a last result, trip limits,

Sincerely yours,
L ek, € Pemlonmal

Walter C. Pasternak
F/¥ Lory
Box 830

- Sitka, AK 99835
Phone 747-5943

WCP :mm

cc Sen. Ted Stevens
Sen. Frank Murkowski
itep. Don Young
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Dear Noxm™ TFaceic Fisnery ManAcement Comar

T Am wRITING TO (CMMENT ON Youk TFLAN Fok HALWBUT QuoTA SHARES,
T AM W  AGREEMENT wITH THE BASIC C(ONCEPT OF QUOTR SHARES |
T AM TLEASED witH SOME ASPECTS OF THE CHOSEN BLACK (oD PLAN

AND  HOPE YOU wWILL ADOPT THEM IN THE HALIBUT PLAN. SPECIE(¢ALLY,

I. ASSIGNING QUOTA SHARES BY VESSEL Size Awp TYPE Anp MAKING THEM
NONTRANSFERABLE BETWEEN SIZE/TYPE CATBLORIES

L FAVOR A o' BREAKPOINT ON vYESSEL SIZE CATEGORIES  AND AM NOT

OPPOSED TO ADDITIONAL BREAKYOINTS AT 3y’ AwS 90°

- REQUIRING THE OWNER OF 'MHE GuUoTA SHARES T BE oNB0ARD DLRING-
FISHING . anD>  PELIVERY.

3. RESTRIC
IKCTING OWNERSHIP o QUOTA SHARES T VESSEL GONERS AN >
BONA FIDE CREw MEMBERS |
THE DEFINITION of BonA Fipg CREW MEMBER THAT wWAS ADOPTED
FoR  Bracy

teD WNEEPS TO BE MODIFIED Fog HALIBUT ., A PERSoN (oulD

HA
YE FISHEP  EvERY HALIBUT oPENING FOR THE PAST 7 YEARS I1n ONE AREA
AND STIL HAvE LESS TN 50 pAYs o mme PORT - TO ~ PORT | ESPECIALLY

IF SME FUHED ON A SMALER BOAT TAT FisHep CLOSE TO PORT,

TwaT PERSON MAY NoT HAYE Any CTHER COMMERCIAL FIsHINgG EXPERIENCE

FOR. ADDITIONAL CREW TIME, BUT SHouLD STILL BE ALLObwED TO BuY QUOTA

SHARES GASED ON CoNSISTENT CREWING N THE HALIBUT FISHERY.

A BONE FIDE CREW MEMBEEL FR HALIBUT SHoulLd TPROBARLY BE DEFINED
AS SOMEONE wHD HAS FISHEPR A CERTAIN NUNMBER F HALIBUT OPENINGES,

b OFEMINGS SEEMS REASONABLE ,[oR. “I5 DAYS UNDER THE QUOTA SHARE SISTEM
WHERE COPENINGS WL NoT Ex)i5T



TESTAEMATA T NPFM C
P

Hs Fe THE VARIODS ofMONS Fof ASSIENING QUOTA SHARES T An <

IN FANCR OF ONE THAT LDOOKS BACK OVER 7

YEARS OF CATTI{ RECOEDS | -~
Toe MARY BOATS HAVE Tumpep on THE,:BM.‘D:»AC,CN |

N THE (AsT fFew YEARS
BECAVSE ¢F THE THREAT oF LI TED EATRY .

I DNk THE PLOPLE wwp FISHED

BEFORE LIMITED ENTRY wAS IMPENDING SHoury BHE RTWARDED, AWD THE GREEDY

MU . ( Tris VIEwPoINT 15 NOT 1D MY ECoNOMIL ADYANTAGE , As I oLy MADE

My FIReT HALIBUT DELWERY IN 1990 AvD THEREFORE would GAIN MURE IF FOV

CHOSE THE ShoRT TERM , > YEAR CATCH RE&caep - (RuLe L)) T FAVOR RULE 3R H
T Am ORPOSED TD YOR POSITION RELARDING AWARDING GQUOTA SRARES TD
CREW MEMBERS . L

—

HAD BEEN FisHing HALIRUT A5 A CREw MEMBER SINCE 1985
AND I

1990 BovbHT MY OWW BOAT AND MADE THE FIBST DELWELY I8 MY NAME .

THIS BOAT PURCHASE wWAS WOT A LAST MINUTE AmemPT YO GET O THE HALIBUT

5W%0”) BUT A NATURAL PROGRESSION I MY CAREER As A SALMOn / HALVBUT

PsHERwomAany . L FeeL m™at L SHouey -BE GIEN CREDIT ( QUOTA stARES)

Fle. e 5 YEARS L CREwEp HALIBUT .

L THing AN EQUITABLE AWARY WOULD

~
{REW SHARE PERr,Earmc-,E)x (PounDs DELVERED oOn THE TRIPSs 1T CREwE)
WORKED Fuk ALSO AGREES WiTH THE

BE BASED ON Wy

THE skefee I

IDEA OF 6N CREwW MEMBERS

CREPIT, ESPECIALLY WHEN THEy PRDGRESS FROM DECKHAND TD OWNER. / OPERATIR. OF
THEIR. OwWN VESSEL |

Frvaty, T woulb LIKE TO SOGLEST THAT A SMALL BLACK Cop quom

SHMRE BE AWARDED witH THE HALIBUT QUOTA SHARES 10 CovER P0ss)BLE
BycAateH . Overe

THE YEARS , WE KEPT GLACL CoD W T© T™HE LMIT wHen THE

SEAsoN wWAS OFEN AND DISPISED oF THEM OTHERWISE ., |F oNE OF THE INTENTIONS
OF THE PLAN 1 TD PREVENT WASTE, THEN 1T wouLD MAKE SENSE T0 ATACH
A PROPORTIONAL BLACKC (oD BYCATH QUOTR 1o EACH HALIBUT QUOTA SHARE

MosT BiAck (op BOATS FisH HALIBUT AVD WILL THEREFORE GET A HALIBUT (M

SHARE wHicH wiLL MpRE THAN CoveR TMEIR HALIBUT BYCATCH. HoweveRr, NosT

smaLL (Less Man 4o’ ) 2osTS THAT FisH HALIBUT HAVE NEVER FISHED FUR BLALK

LOP AND ONLY LAVGHT IT AS BYCATCH. R> THE PLAN Now STAwDS , THEY witL GET



TESTRLMATA TO NTHEMC
P.
NO BLALK (0D QUOoTR To (oveRr TIER BLACK CoD BYCATCH DRING F 3

HALYBUT FISHING |, UNLESS THEY CHODSE TO BuY T, 1T supgesT ERCH PERYN
RECEWING A HALIBUT GQUOT SHARE BE GIVEN A SMALL BLACKCOD QuoTa SHARE
Fao BYCATCH, Tuis BLACK(oD BICATCH QUOTA SHARE CoulLD BE PERMANE NT LY
ASIIGNED TO THE HALIBLT QUOTA SHARE S0 THAT IT couLp NoT BE SoLD

SEPARATELY AwD NEGATE THE INTENTIONS OF THIS PLAN .

'rHﬁNK. WU R TAKING THE MME T (ousSIDER ™Y COMMENTS

SINCERE LY,

OWNER | OFERATVR Mj

F/V Momter EARTH Box 23

SELpovia, Ak GALL3
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To the North Pacific Figshery Management Council

In regard to agenda item c4 Halibut Management:

I feel that the IFQ and QS plan for Halibut i3 unfaip for the
following reasgons.
(1) All IFQ and QS are based on the number of pounds landed only.
This poundage per vessel is proportional te the investment of
the vessel owner. NPPMC may as well be saying,"a share will be given
for every dollar invested," ‘The large investdrs will get large
quotas, even though many of thege boats are fishing for other
species. Some of these vesgels may have participated in this
fishery for only a few days and are going to reciege quota shares
of nearly 100,000 pounds per year for an unlimited period of time.
This will be a salable item that could possibly be worth half a
million dollars. Thats a sizeable gift for being partially

respongible for the chacs in the Halibut fishery.

(2} There is no consideration for actual physical participation
in the plan before 1935; Under the NPFMC plan, one landing of
Halibut between 1985 and 1990 guarentees a guota share. Many
of our present day halibut fishermen will get small quotas be-
cause there is no provisiochs for participation prior to 198S.

THE PEOPLE WHO FISHED HALIBUT FOR THE LAST TWENTY FIVE YEARS HAVE
a A DEFINITE INTEREST [N THE FISHERY AND MUST BE GIVEN THEIR DUE

CRED1T REGUARDLESS OF HOW MUCH THEY CAUGHT.

Thank you 9 o .,,‘, '|00-w _
\?-\c,m TRXIBIO bl
Y eoewrmon .C\laska, .| 9
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HALIBUT ASSOCIATION OF NORTH AMERICA
2319 NORTH 25TH STREAT. SUITE 187
SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98103
GCFFICERS PHGNE 206-784-5317
FRESIDENT FAX 206-547.0328 (Ext. 187}
RALPH 5, HOARD
Icigle Seatoods, Inc. VIA FAX: (907) 271-2817
nﬁ‘mg:gmum Se; 16 ' 1931
Liens Gate Pianertes Limied

TREASUNER

RICHARD ¢, KELLY .

T, KELLY Mr. Richard Lauber, Chairman

Anm':'slane Packing Company NOGRTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
P.O. Box 103136

TRUGTERS Anchorage, Alaska 99510
zﬂt{&{:&?ﬁ% coine.  Dear Mr. Lauber:
HAROLD K. THOMPSON While the Halibut Association of North America
Sitka Sound Seatoods, Ine. (HANA) is encouraged by the progress the Council has
GEMaE A DODMAN made in developing preferred plans for sablefish
Britsh Columbia Packers Limited  @TId halibut IFQ’s, we remain concernad that adequate
B T OUNTHER o DGASUTes have not yet been included that address the
DONALD McLEQD likelihood of under-reporting and high-grading. we
o, The Canadles Fishing Company Lid.mgle . then, that you include the following
o KELLIER recornmendations as anendments to the preferred
Kelliner Bish Compeny plans; we believe they will greater protect the
THD L TN oo rescurce against those destructive practices.
E00D A, FERRY
Trident Sewicods Comoration  Pirgt, expand the "Definitions™ section to include
WEMEERS the terms “Lﬂgllly reqi’t.r.d bl.lYOl.'", TNMFS
ALASKA monitored port", and "Check-out/ check-in
AeTha T an Besioods procedures™. Thase definitions will send a strong
Slauten Srwgon Fignares mesgage that the Council intends for the program to
§ﬁ’5&%’ﬁ“"w include a comprehensive and tight monitoring system
T Suienenes o, Ina. while vessels are engaged in fishing their quota
;‘;‘%% shares. Further, the additions will clarify the
Gumen Fisharies Council’s vision of the monitoring aspects of the
rin Boeg Sew vodh Inc. plan and head-off ambiguities the staff nay
s s ottt Reriiig encounter when they design the regulatory framework
T that will accompany the program. Without at least -
gunghque Fab Limead | this level of surveillance, high-grading and under-
:Ugﬂmm%m reporting will surely ensue.
m%‘"&“‘j«.mm Second, all vessels should be raquired to check-in
T v icony | oObBeEvers throughout the trip could delivar their
Artaria Sestood Co 0. rvers oughou e trip cou eliver their
msmeron " catch to a legally registered buyer at any location.
B G o 0. Vessels not carrying observers, however, could off-
S FO0C8 Fecifa Lia. load their catch only at a NMFS nonitored port.
mmw
Fmﬂm tr
A cote
X Fiph eemmz“
Tricem Canporilion
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HANA 9/16/91
page 2

By all accounts, the fishery resource is at risk without a
comprehensive, tight, and necessarily costly monitoring system,
It stands to reason, then, that before adopting an IFQ program,
the Council must have realistic expectations that appropriately
high levels of funding are attainable. Given existing laws,
budgetary constraints, and already over-extended NMFS nandates,
that is clearly not the situation.

It is incumbent upon the Council to address this dilemma before
it moves forward with an IFQ program that leaves industry the
beneficiaries of a complex and out-of-control program that
sericusly jecpardizes the rescurce. The Council must go on to
sexiously question whether there is justification for the cost of
their IFQ program compared to other alternatives.

HANA’S bottomline remains conservation of a valuable renewable
resource. We hope you gshare our concerns and will include the
above recommendations in your final deliberations.

%\’éﬁ‘.
Shari Gross
Consultant to HANA
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=,  Mr.Rick Lauber, Chairman SRR R
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL T B A
P.0O.BOX 103136 SEP '
Anchorage,Alaska 99510 "3/99,*

RE:Sablefish and Halibut IFQs

Chairman Lauber,

I would like to state my adamant opposition to the proposed
Individual Fishing Quota System (IFQ} for the management of
the Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska.

1 believe that those who directly,and indirectly,rely on these
regources will be devastated by the loss of their ability to

participate in these fisheries.

The constantly fluctuating conditions within the fishing in-
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-

jizing,but not limited to, previously proposed items such as
-~ Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seaggns, £=ar
Limits, Time and Area Closures, and strict Bycatch Limitations;

will ensure that the maximum number of participants benefit
from the harvest of these resources.

I urge the Council to utilize these Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exasperate the financial stress
within the industry.Please do not jecpardise our financial
future with a IFQ System which is unpredictable and may well
result in problems which are impossible to rectify.

LF6s LA

piotrpRl] 7R 7

Sincerely, . 43%§2ﬁiﬁéﬁ?5 ){Z%E'ggfiﬁt/
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SEP 1 31 Box 1347
Sitka, ak. 79835
- September 10, 1991

it would be apprecia%ed it the +following could be farwarded to the
advisory panel on sablefish and halibut and to the council members.

Dear Council members:

Another twenty—four hour halibut opening has come to a drastic end
Wwith rmo regard from the regulators as to the consequences of such an
opening for the +fishermen involved in  harvesting the resource or for
the resource itself. The IFHC set our openings for the 1991 ssason
for a time of the yvear when weather changes rapidly and often is
impassible to fish in. Mother nature could not have cooperated more
than i+ she were a deliberate partner in a planned staormy and
rasource damaging fishery. What is most amazing is that there was no
logs oFf human li+e. The same statement canmnot be applied to the loss
of halibut to the fishery and to the harvesting of halibut as a
soukrce of food for human consumption.

In our area of Southeast Alaska, very few fishermen were abie to
retrieve all o+ the gear they had set betfore the sudden storm hit the
outside waters. Those of us who have been able to get back out and
pretiriave owr gear we+e saddened and angered by the thousands of
pounds of dead fish that we shook back. Most people still have not
been able to retrieve their gear and it is a fore gone conclusion
that all fish on that gear are dead and wasted. It is my personal
feeling that more product was wasted than was delivered during this
opening.

I Enow of boats that set 12,000 hooks to attempt to catch a 10,200
pound gquota. I set 700 and caught a 4,600 quota. What happened to
the excess fish on that gear? Anyone who has fished bottom fish on
longline gear knows that after a long soak the fish will mostly be
dead and consequently wasted. We need an IFQE system now! And in the
interim befaore it can be implemented we need a different system of
management than that presently employed. 1 do not need to list the
options far different management schemes. They are well known and
well puplicized,

The present management of the halibut resource results in a loss of
fish through weather and through the setting of too much gear for the
time allowed in the fishery. The derby management also results in
the loss of gear, boats, and-in most openings~human lives. The
council has a plan before it now that can change this., My fishing
colleagues and I urgently request that you do so at your September

meeting.
Sincer'elJa
§:hell

F/V Al1ce Faye



North Pacific Fisheries Sept. 9, 1991
Management Council

Dear Madam or Sirs;

My late husband Daniel Novcaski, made most of our style of living from
commercial fishing. Working as a deck hand longlining for black cod or
halibut, also worked for salmonm trollers.

In 1988 & 1989 halibut opening my husband Daniel, was halibut longlining
with his own boat and equipment.

With these 24 hour halibut opening seems like they mostly turn ocut to be
unsafe, stormy conditions. The Sept. 7, 1989, 24 hour halibut opening
Daniel went long-lining to get his quota of halibut. This turned out to
be a very sad tragedy for all of us, Daniel, never came home again, is
lost at Sea including our boat & equipment,

Sirs or Madams, I would like you to include in your IFQ planning rules,
a provision in which I will be able toc qualify for Daniel Novcaski's,
{(my deceased husbands) IFQ Quota permit, based on hardship to our family.

I would very much love to go halibut fishing in weather of my choice.
Also own something that my late Daniel worked very hard for and lost his
life while halibut fishing. This IFQ permit should belong to us.

Please give my written letter request's top priority consideration.
Thank you. I remain Sincerely,

.; O otz £}1<r1hg¢j§ﬂJL;

Jackie Novcaski
3208=10 HPR
Sitka, Alaska 99835



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

Representative Gail Phillips

September 10, 1991

'3 199
Mr. Richard B. Lauber, Chairman H"““‘H-Hh__‘ el
NIP.FIM.C- - ——

P.O0. Box 103136 -
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Lauber:

For as long as I have lived in Homer, I've listened to our
local fishermen's anxieties and concerns over the 24-hour halibut
periods during the poor weather times in May and September.

It seems to follow that there will be bad weather, especially
during the September opening, and this year was no axception. Many
of the boats from the Kenai Peninsula had a very poor copening,
primarily due to the weather.

This problem has been around for years, and I know countless
hours have been spent in trying to find a seolution. In talking
with many of our area's halibut fishermen, one option they apppear
willing to try is the quota system on boats similar to the one that
is presently in place in Canada.

If the smaller-boat owners had all year to bring in their
catch, rather than having to adhere to a pre-dated 24-hour period,
the benefits would be significant: they could fish when it was
safe to do so, fresh halibut from Alaska could be marketed year
round, processors wouldn't be jammed at one time, families could
plan around fishing times they choose, and their financial picture
would be much brighter.

I realize that if a quota system were to be implemented, that
would bring additional problems as far as who gets what, and where
the cut-offs would be. However, I feel strongly that too many
problems exist for the small boats under the present system, and
we need to find a better alternative.

465-2689 or 465-4917
juneau: PQ. Box V. Juneau. Alaska 99811 = Interim: PO. Box 1304. Homer. Alaska 99603



I don't know how the Canadian program compares to the I.F.Q.
program the Council is looking at. Your last newsletter was very
informative, and I would apreciate a response as to the comparison
between the Council's proposal and the Canadian plan.

Sincerely

GAIL PHILLIPS
Representative

GP:kmd

c¢: North Pacific Fisherman's Association
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William E. 0Odell

411 Marine Street . .- S e
Sitka, Alaska 99835\ \\\ <o E
s e
September 3,1991 \\ ‘%9
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council N <
Box 103136 . .
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 NN\
NN
Dear Council Members: AN

This letter is in support of the Individual Fishing Quota
plan for black cod harvest in the outside waters of the State
of Alaska as approved by you,the NPMFC, at your recent meeting
in Juneau.

An important benefit of this plan which I have not seen men-
tioned is as follows:

Large black cod bring a substantially better price per pound
than small fish-hence,if the individual IFQ holder is not
pressured by the short over crowded sefkson.,as is presently
the case,he will keep the larger,more lucrative fish and will
release more of the smaller,immature fish. This was a common
practice before regulation of the fishery was necessary. The
release of the small fish is a valuable conservation measure
and is financially beneficial to the fisherman. Survival
rate of the released fish is high as the individual black
cod is not adversely affected by the pressure changes from
very deep water to the surface low pressure water. The black
cod,especially the small,come up full of fight qﬂhd zip stra-
ight down when released,with the exception of the small per-
centage that are hooked in the gills. These are dead upon
surfacing and would probably be kept by the fisherman.

The following chart is meant to illustrate the benefits to
the fisherman and to the fishery of keeping the larger fish
and releasing the small. It illustrates a hypothetical land-
ing of 40,000 pounds at a hypothical price of $1.80 per 1b.
for large and $1.30 for small with the weight break at five
pounds. Of course there can be countless variations of these
figures but the basics would be fundamentally the same.

Sl



page 2, IFQ
EXAMPLE NUMBER ONE

60% large 5% 1lb. average, 40% small, 3% 1b. average per fish

No. of large No. of small fish Total No. fish
4,364 4,571 8,935

24,000 1bs. @ 1.80 16,000 1bs @ 1.30 40,000 1bs.
$43,200.00 $20,800.00 £64,000.00

EXAMPLE NUMBER TWO

90% large,5% lb average, 10% small,3% 1b. average per fish

No. of large No. of small Total No.
6,545 1,142 7.687

36,000 1bs. 4,000 1lbs. . 40,000 1bs.
$64,800.00 $5,200.00 $70,000.00

A — W S R R S A N R R R W W S W W W e

Example number two shows a saving of 1,248 fish and a gross
stock of 3$6,000.00 more than example number one.

The professional fisherman will tend to limit the percentage
of small fish landed, as much as possible,IF HE IS NOT LIMITED
BY SHORT OPEN SEASONS WITH EVERYONE FORCED TO FISH SIMLTAN-
EOUSLY.

Being retired I have nothing to gain personally from IFQ

but my 25 years of black cod fishing in the Gulf leave me
with a real concern for the well being of the fishery. I

had the pleasure of skippering the largest trip of long line
black cod landed by an American vessel. { 117,500 lbs. Juneau
Alaska 1966 ). Approximately 95% of this fish was large.

I have fished the Gulf of Alaska from Cape Omaney in South-
east to the Shumagin Islands Weasstward and found that bottom
or ground conditions are remarkably similiar. There are good
spots and bad,narrow shelves,steep edges,broad flats and deep
gullys over the entire area. I have landed black cod in Sand
Point,Kodiak,Seward,Pelican,Juneau and Sitka. It was a good
life,.

Thanks for listening to an old ex-long liner and best wishes
in your thankless task of regulation.

Sincerely, %ﬁérﬂ/ 5;@%@

7™
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HALIBUT MANAGEMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

P #4199

. Name of Proposer: Max H. CuT SHAaWL

DowvA E. CuT SHaL- ”‘“".5’_ - 9l
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MNORTH PLPACIEIC MANAGEMER counciL
PuBLic ComMENT ON  HALIBUT [FQ.  FLAN

I AM sStRonGY AGAINST THE HALIBuT IFQ
PLAN . T HAVE  FISHED  SAtmon , HERRING AND
HALBUT FoR 17 YeARs AS A AT ownER
AND CREWMAN |, BuT I  WoN'T GET EMOVEH
HALIBuT QRuoTA TO Do me ANY Goop . 1
TWeNY BE ABLE  To Buy ANy KecAvse  IT
Wwite BE REAL ExrPEnswe | PRogASLY $7
1 PER  PouND , LIKE ITS GoING FoR I CANADA.
WITH MO TIME LIMITS TO THE OFPENINGS AND
A GUARANTEED CATcH AMIONT THE JodS
FOR  EXPERICENCED CREWMEN wiee OISSAFPEAR.
A LoT oF Pesrie twHo AREN'T  S1RONG Ercver
L FOR  DEtk weRk GET A Wesk or Two
OF GCE€ARWIRK N THE HARBoR  BE Ferec
cAND  AFTER  THE a4 HovR CPEWERS WE
L HAve  NOW. THESE cPPoR Tum ITIES wite
- DiIssAPEAR. .

g JE T TRY To HBoy GuotA T wne K€
CoMPETING AGAnsT (ppP 7'0) 60’ LoArs THAT
ee  PRo8ABLy Be TARGETING o CoD
CAND  Boyists HALBOT  GuoTdA  So  THEY CAN
L Sece  THER  HALIBoT BycArcH. MY 32" 247
15 NoT BI6 EMOUGH FoR  OFFSHoRE LoD
LONG LIMNG « THE Broo BoAaTS e £e ABE
7o FAY MoRE  BEeAISE THE HAUBeT CoMeS
. TO THEM FReE, /v THE CouvRsE of THENR
CoD  FI5H A

WiTH KAUBuUT STocks oA THE WAY Dbowr/
AND AN ALMosT CERTAIN LAWSvir FPEMDING



ON TFQRa T LookS LIKE A FooR /[3USINESS
DEAL. To A4y %2 4 FounD ForR HAUBUT QuoTie

WHo EVER  MAKE S THE RULES CAN
SHIFT THE KESoUuREE To (WHoEVER THE f
WANT. RIGHT Now THE Bieo BoAT OWNERS

MAKE THe RuLES AND THEY HAvE
SHIFTED THE ADVANTAGE TO THEM SELVES .
THEY FLAN  TO Loeck N THIS ADUANTALE
wiTH IFQL, |

THE HALIBYIT OFENINGS N0 34  ARE SET
JUST EARLY ENOVOH @M’f) AND  JuST LATE
EMOVEH @Eﬂr 3) So THE BlIG EoATS CAN
DEAC . WwiTH THE WEATHER AND  THE
LITTLE MBoATS CANMT , THE FLAN woRkel
PEREecTLY. For THE Bies Bodrs on BoTH
CPEpINGS IN 1999) . THE R4 HMHevRr
OPENING |S USEC EecAusEeE 17 TAKES )
Provi THAT LoNe To Fve A 58
LIMIT SENER, OR  Ger A FPRETTY odD
LOAD o) A LARGER BoAT. IF THeRe 1S A
CLEAN . UP . OPENING |, THEY  USE  TRIF cimiis
TO MAKE SURE THE SmAcc BoA?rs CANT
ComFPeTe EQUALLY,

MosT o©F THE ACCiOENT AND  SAFETY PRoBLEMS
Cov KBE sotveEd BY GoiNG To ]2 MHouk
OPENING S I JUNE , JULY AND Ausust .

You Could ALso OFFeR FResH HACIBuUT
ON  THE MARKET MeReE OFTEAN WITH Moge
 SHoRT  OPENINGS ., WE wite NeveR see

THis HNAPPEN BEcAUS [Rifs BoATS ould
Loose THEIR  ADVANT AGE,

7o e 2



/0/%5 2.

HALIGUT | BLAck coo  AND  THE OTHER
FEDERAL FISH KESovReeS Beron= EQUALLY
To EVERYONE AND  WE  SHowlD ALl
HAvE AN EQuAl. RIGHT  Tc  HARUVEST THEAM.

T 44 Redl FEp ¢P witd FPEorLe
Like CLEM TreioNd Anvd RoN HELGE
THAT CAN'T STAND ToO COoMPETE on AN
EQUAL 1BASIS , So THEY GET /NTO ALITIKS
TO  CHANGE THE KUlES ToO THER FERLSINAL
CADUANTAGE. 1TSS A HoRKIBLE CoNFLICT
CF INTEREST [OR  TiLtiehh AND HEEGE
AND  CTHERS ocn THE CCyNeiL T7¢ CHCOSE
AN 1EG PLAN  wHeEN THEY Know THESE
JEGH it BE GorNe TO  THEMSELVES
THEIR  FAMILIES OR THEIR [BUSINESS
IINTERESTS .

T  ExPECT THE DEALS HAVE BEEN
CCUT AND  THE Public COMMENT  FERIGD
ComEs AFTER THE LEcisioN | AS UsvAL.
| 1 HoPE Vou enNp UF N CouRT
For Qo0 YEARS oN  THiIS DEAL,

S/L NELsSeA

Box S€4
HomerR HASKA F9¢03
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SEATTLE WA

GARY T WILLAMSON September 4, 1991

FAY
SURREY, B.C. (206} 6322983

Dr. Clarence Pautzke

Executive Director O&

North Pacific Fishery Management Council T ~8.. )
P.0. Box 103136 Ly
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 T

Dear Clarence: - |

The IPHC staff would like to comment on the NPFMC proposals for Individual Fisherman
Quotas (IFQ) for the Pacific halibut fishery. Many of the proposals will have a direct effect on
IPHC management, and there is a need to coordinate Council action with the management
responsibilities of the IPHC.

In general, the IPHC staff supports an IFQ management system. Such a system should reduce
wastage, improve safety and quality, and provide better economic returns to the fishermen.
However, we are concerned that some IFQ systems could compromise the IPHC objective of

- obtaining accurate information for stock assessment, upon which we base catch limits for the
fishery. We would also be concemed if IFQ’s allowed for an overharvest. The monitoring and
enforcement proposal described in the draft document will not be adequate to maintain full
control over halibut landings, so we would support the status quo over any of the IFQ
alternatives.

Specifically, the [PHC requires that accurate catch data are available on a timely basis and that
the costs to [PHC of monitoring and sampling do not increase significantly. The following
measures will assure cost effective and high quality data:

1) A minimom IFQ of 500 pounds (net weight--head off, guts out). This is the weight of the
largest fish. To set the minimum IFQ lower could force fishermen to divide individual fish, and

would increase the number of shares to be monitored.

2) Ability 1o monitor compatible with fleet size. The incentive to underreport inherent in an IFQ
system requires very high quality monitoring and enforcement. The attached figures for the most

recent trip limit halibut openings in Areas 2C and 3A show that U.S. fishermen exceeded trip

limits at many ports. Processors in other ports reported no overages, yet a substantial number

of fishermen landed precisely the trip limit, We have looked to the Canadian Individual Vessel

Quota (IVQ) system as a guide to monitoring requirements. We believe that the IFQ system

should include: sufficient monitoring to cover all halibut [FQ vessels during the unloading,

sufficient monitoring of other vessels 1o prevent halibut landings by unauthorized fishermen, and
/-~ a system of reporting halibut landings to the IPHC staff.



3) A system that encourages fleet consolidation, Consolidation will ease monitoring and
enforcement costs. Therefore, we oppose establishing vessel size categories or other restrictions
that limit transfer of Quota Share or IFQ, unless monitoring and enforcement is adequate to
completely account for all landings. We suspect that a system that permits a doubling or tripling
of fishermen above the present level, with up to 20,000 individual fisherman-area quotas, cannot
be monitored and enforced with the amount of funding likely to be available, We strongly
suggest that initial consolidation be accomplished with a "filter" system such as a minimum
landing (aggregate over the seven year qualifying period or in any year) or landing during the
last year or two. We would prefer that the IFQ system not increase participation above present
levels.

4) Seasonal closure of the fishery. As indicated in our June 13, 1991 letter to the Council, the
IPHC staff is considering recommending a seasonal closure to allow data consolidation, to
maintain management control, and to maintzin most effective stock assessment techniques. We
plan to recommend a winter closure, although the ¢xient of the closure has not been determined.

5) Compensate for TFQ overages. Under IPHC regulations, we close the halibut fishery in a
regulatory area when the catch limit is reached. Fishermen have tended to slightly exceed trip

limits in the U.S halibut fishery, and the Canadian IVQ fishery to date in 1991 has been several
percent above the sum of the individual quotas. The atached figures show that up to four percent
of the landings in some U.S. ports were forfeited as over trip limits, even though many fishermen
do not come close to catching the catch limit. Closure of the fishery may occur before some
fishermen have used their [FQ’s. A system that compensates for overages will prevent this. We
suggest that the Council either calculate initial IFQ’s assuming an overage of at least five percent,
or develop a system to compensate indviduals not allowed to fish all or part of their IFQ’s in the
event that the fishery closes before all IFQ’s are taken.

We fully support the formation of industry and agency work groups to more completely define
the monitoring and enforcement needs of the IFQ system, and will be pleased to participate. We
anticipate that recommendations of the work groups will lead to an IFQ system that we can fully

support.

The IPHC staff appreciates the opportunity to comment on the IFQ proposals, and looks forward
t0 cooperating with the Council to fermulate an effective IFQ program.

%rc:‘yom‘

Donald A. McCaughran
Director

cc. Commissioners

encl.
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DON YOUNG

CONGRESSMAN FOR ALL ALASKA i.

WASHINGTON OFFICE
2331 AarBuAn BUILDING
TELEPHONE 202/225-5785

COMMITTEES:

INTERIOR AND INSULAR
AFFAIRS

MERCHANT MARINE AND -4
SR Uongress of the Wnited States

POST OFFICE AND

CIVIL SERVICE Honme of Representatiues

.. Maslington, B.C. 20515
R ELNTE

Mr. Richard Lauber

Chairman _

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Rick:

DISTRICT OFFICES

701 C STResT Box 3
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99513
TELEPHOKE 307 271-5978

Box 19, 101 12TH AvENyE
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701
TeLerHONE 307 4556-0210

401 FEDERAL BuiDing
P.O. S0x 1247
JUKEALL ALASKA $3302
TELEPHONE 907 586-7400

501 FeDERAL Buoing
KETCHIKAN, ALASKA F9902
TELEPHONE 907 225-6880

AT 1, Box 1805
KENAL ALASKA 99611

Box 177
KoDiak, Auagra 59815

P.O. Box 1860
NCME, ALagKa 99762

It is my understanding that the Council has approved for

final review an individual quota system for the Alaskan

sable-fish fisheries. I believe the Council intends to vote on

the proposal at its September meeting.

During the course of the Council’s deliberation on the

individual quota system, my office has received a great deal of
correspondence primarily in opposition to individual quotas. I
am sure that the Council has received similar correspondence as
well as public testimony both for and against individual guotas.
It is now up to the Council to consider those views when voting

on a final proposal.

Since 1976, when I helped create the Regional Council system
through passage of the Fishery Conservation and Management Act, I
have maintained a policy of not interfering in council business.
I have no wish to change that policy now. However, the strength
of the Councils system lies in its support from the fishing
industry. If the Council does not maintain that support, then it

will be increasingly difficult to prevent a transfer of

management to the national level by the Department of Commerce or
some other Federal agency. If for no other reason than this, I

hope you will listen closely to what concerned fishermen,

processors, and local communities have to say about individual

quota systems.
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I also hope you will carefully consider the cost of imposing
and maintaining a quota system. As I recall, the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) commented at your June meeting that such
costs would be huge. The Alaska region of NMFS is already
suffering from a shortage of funds and staff as evidenced by the
fact that work on the Council’s onshore/offshore proposal will “
not be completed by NMFS until the end of September. It is
highly unlikely that the Congressional appropriations process
will provide sufficient additional sums to implement an
individual quota system.

You and the other Council members are charged with the heavy
responsibility of managing the complex fisheries in the waters
off Alaska. You have done an excellent job over the past 14
years and I know you will do the best you can in the future to
support our commercial fishing industry. :

Sincergly,

DON YOUNG
Congressman for 1 Alaska

DY:rme



T

Director
National Marine Fisheries Council
Anchorage, Alaska

RE: Halibut Fisheries for Area 4A
Date: August 29th, 1991
Dear Sir:

In response to your article in the Fisherman’s News
regarding the IFQ on the halibut fisheries, below are our
comments:

We think it stlnks, Why? Because, we have been a skiff
fishery here in Akutan for about 8 years now. When we say
skiff we’re talking 16’ to 19’ in lengths with a carrying
capacity of about 800 to 1000 #’s. With the present
regulatlons IPHC and the NMFC has set we can't make a living
in the halibut fisheries. For instance, 1991 you gave us two
opening‘s. One in May, which we couldn‘t fish because, of
the weather and the fish still being in the deep, but still
enabled the big boats to move in and take a substantial
amount of the quota, while we sat on the beach and watched
them deliver to Trident.

According to the fisheries schedule, we would get a 24 hour
opening on the 20th of August. We patiently waited to fish
the opening and to do our darnest but, low and behold 2
weeks before the opening, 12 hours were taken away from us.
Of the 10 skiffs that participated in that 12 hour opening
our catch came out to about 1200#’s per skiff. Barely enough
to pay for permits, gas, etc; What do we have to survive on
for the winter?

To our understanding their were in excess of 100 bhoats that
fished Area 4A. We know 80 plus boats checked in at Akutan
and more at Dutch Harbor. Most of these boats fished salmon
and other species of fish before coming to Area 4A. Now,
visualize our ten 16’ skiffs competing with 80 plus boats
that range from 32’ to 80’ and tell us how we can make a
living in the halibut fisheries on a 24 hour opening, let
alone 12 hours. It is the only fisheries we participate in.

Although we are all born and raised here in Akutan we were
denied any kind of salmon fisheries permits. What will we
have to offer the next generation??



We heard rumors about an exclusive area fisheries. We could
probably live with that. Or maybe a separate allocation for
our skiff fisheries, which we could fish at our leisure, but
something has to be done.

Let us know
more on the
feelings on

Qur halibut
winter. So,
decision’s.

cc:

how the Atka Fisheries work. They get to fish
same quota. Why? Please let us know your
the matter and what can be done.

fishing income is what keeps us surviving in the
our livelihood is being based on your

g sl h

Akutan Fisheries Association
President

International Pacific Halibut Commission
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Muiravey, Prout, GrRenLEY, FOE & IAWLESS

LAW OFFICES

4 PARTNERSHIP INCLL DING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS
CHARLES N. MULLAVEY PO. BOX 10567
"RICHARD L. PROUT. RC. 2401 N.W. SIXTY FIFTH
**HENRY W GRENLEY &@ SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98107
ALANK. FOE, PS5, - (206) 789-2511
GREGORY J. LAWLESS J /. FAX: (106} T83-4484

KATHLEEN A. ALLEN .

~ MITCHELL B. HUNTLEY

JANINE A. LAWLESS
B. MICHELE LAMB

August 30, 1991

¥erth Pacific Fishery Ma“=ﬂemﬁn* Crmng
P. 0. Box 103136
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Re: fhdividual Fishery Quotas

Gentlemen:

I understand that the subject of individual fishery quotas
(IFQ's) is going to be up for discussion in the September meeting,
1991. I am particularly concerned about one aspect of the proposed

IFQ regulation that I have heard about.

I have been advised one proposal is that corporations not be

allowed to own IFQ's. I presume the thought

is that if

corporations can own IFQ's, then the IFQ's can fall into the hands
and control of large businesses. I do not deny that is a potential
issua. I would like to point out however that many fishing
operations are actually "mom and pop" operations and are still
corporations. Our office has been involved in representing
fishermen for well over sixty years and we represent several
hundred boats ranging in size from gill netters to crab catcher
proecessors. Almost all of the corporations we represent have from
one owner to a maximum of three or four owners. These coroorations
are not giant conglomerates, simply corporations which have been
formed for the purpose of limiting liability. With the changes in
the last few years in the tax laws, in fact, forming a corporation
for tax purposes for .most fishermen does not make any sense at all.

The Washington State Supreme Court and the Alaskan courts have
stated time and time again that "the purpose of a corporation is to
limit liability." ise & Co
97 Wn.2nd 403 (1982). I would like to point out that the average
settlement for a wrongful death lawsuit in the State of Alaska for
a man who is married or has dependent children seems to be in the
range of 1 million to 1.3 million dollars. Many of the fisherman
I represent carry a maximum personal injury liability coverage of

ALL ADMITTED N WASHINGTON
“ALEC ADMITTED [N MASSACHUSETTS

*TALEQ ADMITTED IN TEXAS & HAWAIN



North Pacific Fishery Management Council
August 29, 1991
Page two

two to five hundred thousand dollars on their boats. In fact many
of the smaller boats cannot obtain larger amounts. As I point out
to my clients, although higher 1liability limits are sometimes
available the costs are often execrbitant. Some of the larger
companies of course can afford the increased liability insurance
premiums, but many of the smaller operations can not afford the
premiums without serious economic hardship.

I would urge the hefivers of-theé 'Ccouncil nct Lo reatrict IFQ's
to individuals only, because that would mean many people for
economic reasons are going to be forced to operate their small
businesses as proprietorships. This means in the case where there
is a serious injury or death the insurance coverage will be
"outrun®, leading to personal liability of the owner or owners and
possible loss of their homes, bank accounts and other investments.

I think it would be a serious mistake to adopt this plan
because it would force fishermen to arrange their businesses to
accommodate a management plan, which does not necessarily take into
account what is best for the fishermen from the tax, personal or

financial point of view. —
ks ey,
77
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HALIBUT MANAGEMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Name of Proposer: BTad Dickey P Date:£-15-91

-‘, f
e e o \@9 /f
Telephone: 997 235-7953 \ ok

Brief Statement of Proposal:

Some type of share quotas should be similar to final Sablefish

system, as many of th sam¢ boats are in bo<h fishersies andthere is
a lot of cross by catch problems. '

Objectives of Proposal: (What is the problem?)

to many boats in too short a time frame cause safty and bycatch
protlems.Also short openings do not maximige market price due to
not enough fresh fish on market over a longer period of time.

Need and Justification for Council Action: (Why can’t the problem be resolved through other

chammels?) oo tools of limite openings etc haven't addressed th: above
problems.

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

Traditional ficherman in fishery wim, PFish win (due to bycatch)
New comers loee, but can buy in. - :

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

Supportive Data & Other Information: What data are available and where can they be found?

ATTCHB.UA GP/REFMAN



HALIBUT MANAGEMENT PRUPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Name of Proposer: "‘B‘J"EUGJ <. shﬁél?'l_ Date: ‘3.-?—-4 l
Address: °° ! Seo . GH:N =T . |
Quovwt Ueawen Lo, A%>13 AB&S

Telephone: ZRO(, ‘3% -qs6\ e em L

N TEO. Basio o O (peed
BrlefStateg‘le-z of Proposal: -LMFM +.F e . AL “(
ol., C#& L) VPN \d.uth [ags- (Q 2
E(Pm\ O wmanl — o,‘awa:\w. oL lBAm Bower- d/w:h—\
Oilﬂ-clﬂ-'\m
Objectives of Proposal: (What is the problem?) *I'ia A lbw (v——'\(\'be. fﬂ-m&-'“-‘l‘

ot oo (Ven frvemsd prive A pady Al poble
— o-j.u-sl-\ <wT . :

Need and Justification for Council Action: (Why can’t the problem be resolved through other _
chanpels?)
LM 25wl pends ot rmq AW SA

. BNy Dl Oma bn\.\/ N  orn  Wins

Forble Impacts of Proposal: (Who wins, who loses?) Zlvw) M’:& E» t*[# "

£ o ”M e} o cone ;SL
gﬁZL e 0 B M e vﬁré«-

Are There Aﬁmaﬂw Solutions? It so, what are they and why do you consider your proposal
Ltﬂw-k T

best way of solving the problem?
Supportive Data & Other Inrormation: Wh} are available and where they be found? J&S

;_/)‘d o N—w&,\ . cC B onbS (Wl fass

Signature B
ATTCHB.L1A MME GPREFMAN
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GROUNDFISH FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

e
Name of Proposer: _'| .. Greew

Date: Auj b, 1990

Address: 533 M, oo St
Keteh Cauw, AT 99901

Telephone: G07-225-53/7
Fishery Management Plan: [{..r Ppopgge& halibt TFR ) & wmod Fretion

Brief Statement of Proposal: A poctiow (ot {.:,agf-) o +he ToTod commescic
halibut guote shutl be st aside for public bidding oc anction.
Ructiene Sl'\oum be in € wmadd ﬁu-d-“‘h ties, QUM;H!S rece E:J ne 5!&5
Shall be M'la_ﬂfg 'Po-r- b:cg. yn Subsegied Carg,

Objectives of Proposal: (What Is the problem?) Mouey~or Maaq‘e,aucai' v flew biiaf_q of Shaves
l) RMT.'M szlr_ moi, &S weuu. 62. r‘ece_.{uecﬂ QM- e sowsce

| wonagemesk o Fhe. b:%@kﬁ pm;e.ss.
1-) F'-'skwm-.. C.Oujﬁ bmﬂ to incresse. Thair ’fsém”wﬁem )"Iua‘,j uud;
This allows [ncreased business P(éx;é:fr{'j.
Need and Justification for Council Action: (Why can’t tite problém be resolved through other
channels?) o, leaistative chasned could be fokow bt rhis wold likedy not

be as mem'a.‘f'e_w welf Pla.uueof.

For@bifoh:‘pm. gfﬁrog::lk (‘Who wins, who loses?) ’
Public. monies Paju‘uj for ma-wa-alwop havvest could be less,

Fos haorvmew wishs movre queto wold /:ld-/j pﬂj mere /OGJ'FMEF
#u’slr\ L\MUGGIEJ_, on lm,e, Snce The m.u.@f Iu&ﬁ ) 6;‘.{ &fﬂn&je :

Are There Alternative Soiuﬂom;aff so, what are they and why do you consider your proposal the
best way of solving the problemXYF ~ i gi gy wmaﬁm movne , (nedeased fees o

Cish tones are possible., bt weuld :...Pad' on all halibk fisharme ot justlhese
hl'&a{uﬂ 'Pdﬁ@dl"ﬁ-—ns'l'lmﬂw “ﬁua-f'cu: @DO he'ﬁn‘\-j, sand hopes The P“‘(l"t. Cs-d{u..eg
T2 gu.,«por"" -Fa"-s}-.e.ries humqmﬂ'pm?mus,

Supportive Data & Other Information: What data are available and where can they be found?

Signature: 9““ W Mo

ATTCHB.1LA GP/REFMAN



Pete Farris 28 June 91
3225 W Blst Ave.
Anchorage, AK 99502

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
P.0U. Box 10313s
Anchorage, AK 995310

Ref: 97th Plenary Session, Agenda Item C-7
Halibut Management

Dear Sirs:

My standing to comment on this issue 1s that of a halibut
fisherman who is likely to be denied continuing access ta this
fishery in the event an IFQ management system is implemented.

When 1 was commissioned in the Marine Corps in 1968, I took an
ocath to "support and defend the Constitution of the Unitaed States
against all agressors, foreign and domestic,"™ and I am acting

today in that capacity. I believe the denial of access to a
public resource to be an infringement of the constitutional right
to egqual protection under the law. In some cases, a wvalid

argument can be made for the limitation of Constitutional Rights
vhen mandated by the overwhelming publiec interest. In this
particular instance, many potentially effective and £far less
draconian management options exist; and I therefore wish to state
my vehement objection to any proposal for a division of Ethis
resource on an individual gquota basis.

In addition to my objection to harvest guotas on constitutional
grounds, I must say that I object based on the fact that an IFQ
system will, upon enactment, immediately become almost
irreversable due to its effect on investment in the fishery. As
fishermen sell and purchase quota shares, a constituency will be
created for continuation of the IFQ system, regardless of whether
or not it proves to be either fair, oz effective in causing any
real improvement over the pzesent situation. Other managenment
devices are available, and should be implemented if needed, which
allow a much higher degree of flexibility. They can be modified
or eliminated altogether as the situation requires. Once the IFQ
is in place, we're stuck with it--good or bad!

In summary, my opposition to the IFQ system of management is
based on my belief that it is an unwarranted abridgement of
constitutional freedom, that other alternatives exist which can
be used to cause improvments in the fishery, and that any IFQ
allocation will be inherently permanent before it can be
determijned whether such allocation is either effective or

necegsary.
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Dear Council Members,

First let me state that I am absolutely opposed to the IFQ system
of regulation for the halibut and black cod fisheries as now
proposed. I am opposed to this system because the halibut and
black cod fisheries are already on a quota system, so biologically
the fisheries are protected from over fishing .The quota system
has proven itself to protect and enhance the fisheries as needed.
The only reason for IFQ,s is for the benefit of a few fishermen
and the convenience of the processors .The problem with the
proposed IFQ system is that it gives exclusive rights to a few
chosen fishermen to harvest a common property resocurce which

I believe is unacceptable and against the basic concept of democracy.

Here is another idea that I think is as fair as is possible
under the circumstances.Scenario: If a person wants to fish

in 1992, he must apply for a share before March 15,1992 and
he must sign up for the area he wants to fish .Then IPHC divides
the gquota for that area up among the fishermen that have applied
based on the gross tonnage cof the boat as determined by the

U.S. Coast Guard .The fisherman is issued a poundage that can

be delivered between May 15 and Septemher 15 th.This gives every
one an equal chance at the common property resource and it spreads
the catch out over a long period of time,s¢ it can be easily
handled by processors and give a better market for the fish.

It would also allow trollers to harvest fish through out the

season which has been a long established tradition until recently.



Please consider the above ideas or some similar form of them.

Let me reiterate that the present IFQ ideas are grossly unfair

and unacceptable.

THIS FORM LETTER SIGNED AND RETURNED BY THE FOLLOWING

PEQPLE:
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Sincerely,?re C. Howe.

Sincerely James A. Miller F/V QUEST p.o box. 07, Ester, A.K.

LU NSEN

Sincerely Greg R. HOWE F/V KETA P.0. BOX 09, Eifin Cove,A.k

99825 ﬂ7 Q

Sincerely PHILIP C. RIDDLE F/V LENNEA

~
P.0. BOX 216, GUSTAVUS, AK.
| Gy - Goak

Sincerely Robert C .Bell F/V Gunvor 1392 Grenac RD. Fairbanks
ak. 99701
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Mr. Richard Lauber, Chairman R
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council I
PQ Box #103136 '
Anchorage AK 99510

A
Dear Chairman Lauber: é“,:?
I am a crewmember on a longline vessel fishing in the North
Pacifie. I am writing to protest your proposal for Individual

Fishing Quotas on halibut and sablefish in the waters under your
jurisdiction.

Your proposal discriminates against a recognizable group of
participants in the fishery; the crewmembers, and in favor of
another group of participants; the vessel owners. Such
discrimination is unfair, and I believe it is also a violation of
the Magnusop Act. . Your propesal also does not provide for any
rieans of paying for the enforcemeent and management of the IFQ
gystem. I believe that is.a serious flaw and mistake.

.~ _Please reject the current proposal or amend it to address
thege problems.

N

-

sincersly, .
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Dear Chairman Lauber: — T

I am a crewmember on a longline vessel fishing in the North
Pacific. I am writing to protest your proposal for Individual
Fishing Quotas on halibut and sablefish in the waters under your
jurigsdiction.

Your proposal discriminates against a recognizable group of .
participants in the fishery; the crewmembers, and in favor of
another group of participants; the vessel owners. Such
discrimination is unfair, and I believe it ig algso a violation of
the Magnuson Act. . Your proposal alsc does not provide for any
megans of paying for the enforcemeent and management of the IFQ
gystem. I believe that 1s a gserious flaw and mistake.

. .Please reject the current proposal or amend it to address
these problems. ‘ '

Sincerel
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Mr. Richard Lauber, Chairman R -
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council ' L
PO Box #103136 : ‘ i

Anchorage AK 99510 5165

Dear Chairman Lauber: ﬁ- : o

Lo
I am a crewmember on a longline vessel £ishing in the North

Pacific. i am writing to protest your propesal for Individual

Fishing Quotas on halibut and sablefish in the waters under your
jurisdiction.

Your proposal digscriminates against a recognizable group of
participants in the fishery; the crewmembers, and in favor of
another group of participants; the vessel owners. Such
discrimination is unfair, and I believe it is also a violation of
the Magnuson Act. . Your proposal alse does not provide for any
means of paying for the enforcemeent and management of the IFQ
system. I helieve that is a serious flaw and mistake.

- .Please reject the current propesal or amend it te address
these problems. ‘

Sincerely,

@ - ' LV |
33 65@[25 A3 A& CRE(membea




Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
P. 0. BOX 103138

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

RE: Sablefish and Halibut IFQs
Chairman Lauber:

[ would like to state my adamant opposition to the propesed individual fishing
quota system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisherfes in Alaska.

I believe that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose
their access to the resource. A1l Alaskans will lose if this plan is
implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only ~
~unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion.

I would urge the Council members to carefully consider thts proposed plan to
privatize the fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you
will be solving the problems in the fishery, the problems that will result may
be impossible to rectify.

[ urge the Council to utilize the mary options and traditional management
measures within the open access system to provide the industry with a specific
and comprehensive traditional management plan,

Stncerely,

namMe: _ Joanw £, /41w;,>+‘

ADDRESS: ax |71
Kodine A 995

THIS FORM LETTER SIGNED AND RETURNED BY THE FOLLOWING
PEOPLE:

Sincerely, _ Sincerely,
Rodbin Clark Michael Clark
F/V Bvening Star Operator F/V Evening Star

Ratasm X ek Wiretnae @, St



gere y.h/ M Sincerely, ‘

Steven W. Russell Susan K. Russell i,
Owner/Operator F/V Susan Kay Owner F/V Susan Kay

Sincerely,
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Sincerely,
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Sincerely,
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NAME : M.Zleﬁuow

ADDRESS: _fo0 s>/
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Sincere'lyZ: é Jincerery,
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- ]
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Sincerely,

_&%L_LM& W{éby,\
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ADDRESS: /2. v §37% ADDRESS: Ao x  Z$3g
AZdrsd A 5545 Kokiat Aluch 99ei5

Sincerely,

NAME : _LM M-"—[" RAME : W
ADDRESS : l& s L ADDRESS : V. /75
Lo, o 5%urs™ kpatiak X 7%

virmer gy Sincerely,

—%‘“}—‘u— Jasnd %Mumm
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NAME : NAME: ~TEP 5y ZuCeepmianr)
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KO0 Ak Ak i
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Sincerely,
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Sincerely,

Sincerely,
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Sincerely,
e len 0 }Zyl«y
NME:&\Q&. X Q_brr\_ga_.

ADDRESS: " R.D . Beox  aug\
XodueX IC M

S/m:\erely,

K’j;‘“ M lfen Wt 2l pod
[s)

ADDRESS:: [ ADDRESS : Lot T3 (I
fﬁ ﬂZ{ ﬂ{ PILLS T caus 4_W49 SEull
Sincerely, aincerely,
Y A RS A —A__h]..l_!-—_ﬂc/- oz P 2 u A
_ 7
NAME:M NAME : _D_ﬂ_ﬂﬁ‘gcd#
ADDRESS: 2yx \IDD) - ADDRESS: LAV
TP T /-(th(fotK AL

7



FinLerey, Sincerely
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Sincerely,
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Mr.Rick Lauber, Chairman
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

P.0.BOX 103136 ,
Anchorage,Alaska 99510 o

RE:Sablefish and Halibut 1IFQs

Chairman Lauber,

I would like to state my adamant opposition to the proposed
Individual Fishing Quota System {(IFQ) for the management of
the Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska.

I believa that those who directly,and indirectly,rely on these
resources will be devastated by the loss of their ability to
participsate in these ficheries.

The constantly fluctuating conditions within the fishing in-
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-
izing,but not limited to, previously proposed items such as
Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons, Gear
Limits, Time and Area Closures, and strict Bycatch Limitations;
will ensure that the maximum number of participants benefit
from the harvest of these resources.

I urge the Council to ntilize these Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exasperate the financial stress
within the industry.Please do not jeopardise our financial

future with a IFQ System which is unpredictable and may well
result in problems which are impossible to rectify.

Sincerely,

—— -

NAME: T/ sy  S7¢ amulles

ADDRESS:_ /2 L Lk
Luceou 26 F2£0/

THIS FORM LETTER SIGNED AND RETURNED BY THE FOLLOWING
PEOPLE:
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Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL -

P, 0. Box 103136 U e
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 S 'gfffﬁ??h?_
May 22, 1991 A IR

"6y
Dear Sir:

I am oppesed to the IFQ system for managing the sablefish
and halibut fisheries. I believe that if such a system
is established, that the small, diversified vessel will he
the loser. Alaskans who live in coastal communities will
lose their access to the resource. Privatieing the
fishery and making instant millionaires of a few boat
owners is not managing the resource, it is giving a
windfall to a few. The job of the Council 1s to manage
the fishery, not the fisherman. Problems in the fishery
can be addraessed with traditional management measures.
It is very dangerocus to completely change the management
structure. Other countries who tried this are now exper-
iencing the problems which we will face. The resource
will be controlled by a few companies, quite probably
foreign interests. There will be virtually no enforce-
ment and the conservation problems resulting from over-
== harvesting will cause the stocks to collapse. Please
don't make the mistake of thinking you are solving a
problem, instead you will be creating a problem of
huge proportion tgat you won't be able to rectify.

Sincerely,
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P E T I T I O N

I would like to state my adamant opposition to the proposed
INDIVIDUAL FISHING QUOTA SYSTEM (IFQ) for the management of
the Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska.I believe that
those who rely on these resources will be devastated by the
loss of their ability to participate in these fisheries.

The constantly fluctuating conditions within the fishing in-
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-
izing,but not limited to,previously proposed items such as
Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons,Gear
Limits, Time and Area Closures and strict Bycatch Limitations;
will ensure that the maximum number of participants benefit
from the harvest of these resources.

I urge the Council to utilize the Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exaseprate the financial stress
within the industry. Please do not jeopardize our financial
future with an IFQ system which is unpredictable and may well
result in problems which are impossible to rectify.

ALDRESS IF FISHERMAN,WHAT FISHERIES

COPIES OF THIS PETITION WERE SIGNED AND RETURNED WITH 235 SIGNATURES,
BROKEN DOWN BY AREA AS FOLLOWS:

Kodiak - 163

Anchorage - 8

Homer - 4

Juneau - 2

Caordova - 2

Sitka -1

Other Alaska communities - 8

Washington - 20

Oregon - 8

Other States - 6
Unidentified Address - 13

The Secretary will have a reference book containing copies of the original signed petitions.
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CENTRAL BERING SEA FISHERMEN'S ASSOCIATION
PO BOX 88
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
September 16, 1991

Rick Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Couneil
PO Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 59510

Dear Mr. Lauber,

Subj: Comments re Draft EIS/RIR/IRFA: Management Alternatives
for the Halibut Fisheries

Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Aesociation has 1long
considered the halibut fishery as an important fishery in the
overall community and ecenomic development scheme for the Pribilof
compunities it represents. The reasons why halibut fisheries have
significance for developing Pribilof communities are simple. The
biology of this spacies lends itself wall to a developing fishery.
The fish come closer to shore during a time of the year when the
Bering B3ea climatology will tolerate safe operations for semaller
vessels, operating on a day fishing basis.

The halibut fishery is relatively easy to learn, and provides
opportunity and a relatively good return for small scale fishing

effort. 1In 1982, when it became clear to Aleuts that fishing

aconomies would have to be developed, the halibut fishery was the
logical place to start. It was the perfect transition fishery for
lecal fishermen to learn and participate before moving on other
species like ccd, crab and bottomfish. With the help of longliner
8ig Jaeger, the 1local halibut fishery was launched on the
Pribilofs in 1982. '

The larger longline vessels that participate in this fishery
operate under a different set of economics. Whereas they may have
acquired their entry and fishing experience via the halibut
fishery, most vessels 60 feet or over must of econonmic necessity
participate in other fisheries such as cod, sablefish and crab.
Pribilovians have always been puzzled why the creation of 4cC
became the continuous problem to the Council that it has since
1983. Its quota, after all, is only about cne percent of the
halibut TAC. The SEIS (p 5=5) clearly demonstrates that for the
larger widere-ranging vessels, less than 15 percent of their
overall catch is from the Bering Sea quota. Thus CBSFA efforts of
the last several years to acguire more lecal fishing opportunity
in 4C, through increased openings and opportunuity for small
vessals in favorable weather conditions, have generated
controversy without gcod causae.

Despite well intentjoned local efforts to work within the
fishery management system and seek implementation of regulatory

PR
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regimes that assisted developing fishermen in the 4C area,
Pribjlof efforts to acquire a reasonable share of local epecies
have largely been frustrated in the years since 1983, to the
extent that the local share of the 4C guota has averaged 33% for
the years 1984 to present. The 4C fishery management experience
has not been a good ohe from the local perspective. Area 4C was
arbitrarily drawn, had too little quota to sustain fishery
development, and attempts to improve local options became stuck in
the allocative twilight zone between IPHC, NPFMC and NMFS.

Discussion for bhalibut is now centered on a controversial
conversion to IFQ management system, with its generic Bering Sea
corollary-the Community Development Quota. The majority - of
opposition ¢to an IFQ program will come from the small vessel
fisherman, residing in coastal and island communities of Alaska,
and perhaps with justification, since their abilities te grow in
the {figheries will encounter new obstacles with privatization of
the resource. We have some similiar concerns.

Although Alternative 2.3, ¢bBQ optien 5, offers the best
situation for local fishermen among those under conzideration,
even so, IFQ entitlements to our local pioneering fishermen will
be skewed unfavorably (100,000 lbs) as a result of deprivation
over the years of fishing opportunity in 4¢. From our perspective,
we balieve that 100% of 4C quota is justified, or alternatively,
50% of 4D should be dedicated to ¢DQ quota.

The NPFMC has now considered a CDQ component for each fishery
in which it is currently considering allocative decisions. The
pattern developing is te create a separate kina of tishery for CDQ
participants (Natives), that is different from the rest of the
fishing public, The directed allocation sought by Pribillovian
communities in April 1989 was clearly for the purpose of achieving
stable economic and fishery development benefits in a runaway
overcapitalized fishery. It was not a request to be sgocially
engineered, and a CDQ program that becomes an administrative
boondoggle will not assist ug.

We continue to believe that the directed allocation under the
Fur Seal Act is probably the best solution for the Pribilofs.
Nevertheless, our intent is to make the best of whatever solution
the Council provides in its collective process to determine what
is best for the fishery.

Thank you for the epportunity to comment. We trust that the
Council will consider the needs for sustained support of the 4C
halibut fishery during the interim while new regimes are being
implemented.

Sincerely,
‘%ﬁ-‘/;§7

ergania Pletniko sident
Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association

et



COPIES OF THIS PETITION WERE SIGNED AND RETURNED WITH 235 SIGNATURES,
BROKEN DOWN BY AREA AS FOLLOWS:

Kodiak - 163

Anchorage - 8

Homer - 4

Juneau - 2

Cordova - 2

Sitka - 1

Other Alaska communities - 8

Washington - 20

Oregon - 8

Other States - 6
Unidentified Address - 13

The Secretary will have a reference book containing copies of the original signed petitions.



PETITION
S
I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing quota"\/‘ﬂ}'
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. I believe ’
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually 1oy,
if this plan is implemented. '93

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. 1 would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.

Name EUJ aiAnleas Telephone No. 984~ 6976

Address [921 (ARCH ST Occupation FTshe Cman
If Fisherman, state fisheries TRAWL,

CRAR TEnd, , LoNeLemlE

Telephone No. «§4 - s205
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Name Davis D chTﬂ/Y
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Name%@ S/&mcﬁ .
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Kodiak, AE. 25c15

Name _G,:ﬂ- “_ M oaa

Address

kod.g\i Qe AGC1Y

Tel ephone No.

S 5625205

Occupation _Eisherman

If Fisherman, state fisheries

Name fﬁrz’%«tw Jﬂﬂ ;4-1

Address
nd_ (4

el

Tel ephone No. LLE/, -‘11;_14/3

Occupation _Axs by s oo e

If Fisherman, state fisheries
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Address O™ gy qvE
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446 — 11138

Tel ephone No.

Occupation __FisHerz man

If Fisherman, state fisheries
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I would Tike to state my opposition to the proposed individuat_fishif quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaskaix, I%@ieve
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. 1 would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.

Name Da,fu 7%.4 W1 éA Telephone No. 2.0 —2.¢ 7— 227 ¥

Address (Spy 3¢ (/f/u Occupation F'shepiemm
koa//'ﬂ,é, AL ??é/b_- If Fisherman, state fisheries
Al
Name  IAY /?fM:S/f Telephone No. At

Address '/?ﬂ)( Zos 7 Occupation A SheiMan)

_Kad#l A FPe/S If Fisherman, state fisheries
Al

Name Jobn  m 'P,'gujc_ Telephone No. Y5G 5% I(
Address ¢oif Memlaclc Occupation _ S5l ¢ manm
ol  HBE DG et If Fisherman, state fisheries
KUY
Name Dann\/ v. BIQI‘I’ Telephone No. £§6—- 0S5 35S
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Kodiele , #4lc 44L& If Fisherman, state fisheries
AL/
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PETITION

I would 1ike to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaskai >y I believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose Yhei access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventu Yy.-}ose
if this plan is imp)emented. : 7

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. [ would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the:
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open

access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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I would 1ike to state my opposition to the proposed 1ndividual fism/q ota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in AlasRaw._ I be @9/
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery., Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossibie to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION N

I would 1ike to state my opposition to the proposed 1individual fishiné}quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. | believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery., Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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L
I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual fié‘ﬁ'*f g quota
system (IFQ} for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaské. Iy eliave
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually tose theit.access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually:iose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION ~ . L

S
I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual fiﬁﬁ
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska.. ! beltasde
7™\ that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. A1l fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.

Name Bodb e, \Rerhe vy Telephone No.
Address _‘gag;w\‘g . A R § Occupation Q'\S\'m\v“m awvy

0. S7.3 If Fisherman, state fisheries
\‘Rﬁ"in%, Cod , Wolibw

Name Telephone No. .
Address & Occupation ﬁi&g{@ AL 1
ﬁ- If Fisherman, skate fisheries
S e
N
Name SWDM Tel ephone No.,
Address Ooy P LI2.% Occupation £z A M R
ICsthia . Y. . If Fisherman, state fisheries
r L—D“:"LALﬁ/’
Name M%ﬁma Telephone No. /4@ -I&SK
Address P YT Sy Occupation M?‘r Q.stuowm
Z'Sgd f A\<; £ If Fisherman, state fisheries
V615~ LBrbo, HauT Tz o ® o
Name S':C-ﬂ L\)au:}?r" Telephone No. 2. 26~2 (7~ 05k &
Address é ba) 3™ e Occupation ALl rumon
ﬂ COwvag LR 3#(4@ If Fisherman, state fisheries
Name Qm{m .SC.cﬂ hL Telephone No. ~——
N address Gew Delilery Occupation 2= "g @y ma
Ko ,Adq'_l{/; '/4 L If Fisherman, state fisheries

Blac ¢ C:od@ #U.(t]ob('f:} 5‘5(“"7017



tm:'\.‘\\:l_ .

i .
ce

uf
J'";'Jr

PETITION

I would 1ike to state my opposition to the proposed individual ﬁsﬂi‘%;lquota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. ! believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery, Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access syyfem mqu utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION ~ep ) 290l

I would Tike to state my opposition to the proposed individual _fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. [ believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
1f this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnacessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION
I would 1ike to state my opposition to the proposed indi’ﬁ'fdlgaf fi'sih‘ing quota
- system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. 1 believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource, All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose

if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change te the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery, Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be sol ving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION

I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Ataska. . 1 believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION o

I would like to state my opposition to the propesed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. [ believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
urnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open

access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.

<Z. / 2

Name .,—-—-)1,(9.9.(.-} L. C:i/f/d'/ﬁfﬂﬂ

Address ““:) O Oy ST/
Ko i L S 7S

Tel ephone HNo.
Occupation
If Fisherman, state fisheries

Name M&a&@;.z_
Address £, ox LY :
/C dety o g L L daels

Telephone No.
Occupation
If Fisherman, state fisheries

Name L\ & 4 e s e frells 37

p—

Address Oy /Dy - 3 3¢

b

fioloa b AL e

Telephone No. /¢ 1 /,J;C.% ) é‘é’/
Occupation Afi/he £ LS4 ernets
If Fisherman, state fisheries

i?mv €2 .{ /‘4’(11\""

Name Ddu <, (/- Ve L
Address /R Sox U ¢ 7
,kmr//;d/( A

Telephone No. jd 7 4% 2.2 e
Occupation Céjﬂmﬁ"!’/ﬁe/ L 7] At nenny
If Fisherman, state fisheries ///

YL - SCK7

Telephone No.

Al
sk, —~

Address _B’c;«’ 2335 Occupation __ = b . ¢pmy = omec. |
Ko d e [+ <. ﬁ’i/,,f_g’ If Fisherman, state fisheries &wo..
Ltl{'}} EL(;L:. (L,J!HHJ-D‘-;{} Sﬁ e} > /-r.‘kfo
Name gu/& Telephone No.

Address /@cfwﬂ' &/04/
Kok 94

Occupation (Al 2R (R oy ANIE.
If Fisherman, state fisheries
Cob RLACCD  HALI Bur




PETITION P §3i9c

I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual - fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. I believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually 1ose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery., Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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I would 1ike to state my opposition to the proposed individual figpi gﬁpa
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. 1 belleve
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their_access
to the resource. Al1 fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented. T e

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. 1 would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual f1sh1ng quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. 1 believs
that Alaskans who 1ive in coastal communities will gradually lose their access.
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually 1ose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge propertion. I would urge the
Council members to carefuﬂy consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be sol ving
the prob]ems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must _be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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I would like to state my opposition to the proposed indi%a’l3ﬂ$§hng quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. I believe
that Alaskans who 1ive in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource., All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION

[ wouid 1ike to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. [ believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion, I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered,
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system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. [ bél
that Alaskans who 1ive in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a probiem of huge proportion. 1 would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered,.

Name /\ 2L DfIE Tel ephone No.( 39 ) (570 ~5 5 7S
Address / S 8’3'7¢/ Occupation 2 -
/%’ﬁ/m,é G, 9T /S If Fisherman, state fisheries
4

Name 5(\(\u WY T Telephone No. S 07~¢/ { (s - 391/2_

Address bk ) 94 D Occupation 1N\ \/ | \Y) L;Ed
\/‘\Dﬂs{.\k Al . If Fisherman, state fiskeries

Name \(‘\CC “‘T\\tmﬂ 0N Telephone No. P67-</ K /- 394>
Address }60;( /) 7/ 2 Cecupation _ﬂgﬁjﬂmﬂg
)’4[)0?: L‘{r‘ /v . %@/S‘“ If Fisherman, state fisheries

/]Ema; ZUCKERMAN  Telephone No. _ 407 -GSl -5
Address PC‘* Fpy (A2A Occupation (FEICE (MONAGEL
Kolyar Al If Fisherman, state fisheries

Name %ﬂ@__ Telephone No. UR b~ §()
Address 2 2 g Occupation {1 yerdnd- W\am;tﬂt

Roduuk Ak Qqld< If Fisherman, state fisheries

Namef*(u'mu AN \va Telephone No. /T o~ L94]

Address ﬂ O - P)Q’y\ Q= Occupation )\ L: Tt B CAN R ¢

:‘%" ':KCOLLC,\_{{ i If Fisherman, state'fisheries

7y

" -

"'Q
g f.l'/ -

I would 1ike to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishi nE{gvgta B

.r-_‘- N
-y .‘ .



PETITION

I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual fBshing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska., ™~ IIQe.Lieve
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the maragement of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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R
I would 1ike to state my opposition to the proposed 1ndividual 3@!}1&9 quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. !IJfgbjeve

that Alaskans who Tive in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually Tose
if this plan is implemented, '

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION

I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. I believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. 1 would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be sol ving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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I would like to state my adamant opposition to the proposed
INDIVIDUAL FISHING QUOTA SYSTEM (IFQ) for the management of.
the Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska.I believe that:
those who rely on these resources will be devastated by the -
loss of their ability to participate in these fisheries. :

The constantly fluctuating conditions within the fishing in-
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-
izing,but not limited to,previously proposed items such as '
Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons,Gear
Limits, Time and Area Closures and strict Bycatch Limitations;
will ensure that the maximum number of participants benefit
from the harvest of these resources.

I urge the Council to utilize the Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exaseprate the financial stress
within the industry. Please do not jeopardize our financial
future with an IFQ system which is unpredictable and may well
result in problems which are impossible to rectify.
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I would like to state my adamant opposition to the proposed
INDIVIDUAL FISHING QUOTA SYSTEM (IFQ) for the management of
the Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska.l believe that
those who rely on these resources will be devastated by the
loss of their ability to participate in these fisheries.

The constantly fluctuating conditions within the fishing in-
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-
izing,but not limited to,previously proposed items such as
Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons,Gear
Limits, Time and Area Closures and strict Bycatch Limitations;
will ensure that the maximum number of participants benefit
from the harvest of these resources,

I urge the Council to utilize the Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exaseprate the financial stress
within the industry. Please do not jeopardize our financial
future with an IFQ system which is unpredictable and may well
result in problems which are impossible to rectify.
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I would like to state my opposition to the propesed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. ¥ believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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I would Tike to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. |1 believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource, A}l fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered,
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I would like to state my adamant opposition to the propos&dl b of
INDIVIDUAL FISHING QUOTA SYSTEM (IFQ) for the management of i
the Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska.l believe that- -
those who rely on these resources will be devastated by the.._
loss of their ability to participate in these fisheries.

The constantly fluctuating conditions within the fishing in-
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-
izing,but not limited to,previously proposed items such as
Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons,Gear
Limits, Time and Area Closures and strict Bycatch Limitations;
will ensure that the maximum number of participants benefit
from the harvest of these resources.

I urge the Council to utilize the Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exaseprate the financial stress
within the industry. Please do not jeopardize our financial
future with an IFQ system which is unpredictable and may well
result in problems which are impossible to rectify.
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PETITION

I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. I helieve
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion., [ would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION

I would tike to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ)} for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. F believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their.access
to the resource. Al1 fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the probiems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing quota

™ system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. [ believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities wil] gradually lose their access
to the resource. A1l fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this pian is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. [ would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION

[ would Tike to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. I belieye
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented,

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION

I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing gquota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. I bejseve
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their ABCESS
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually ‘Lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION

I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing,.quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. I"I:IQT-—iewe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their accdss
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge preportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION

[ would Tike to state my opposition to the proposed 1ndividual ffshing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. [ believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. 1 would urge the
Council wmembers to carefully consider this proposed plan te privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access systej must be ytilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION

I would 1ike to state my opposition to the proposed individual fi shing quota
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. 1 believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. [ would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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I would like to state my adamant opposition to the proposed

INDIVIDUAL FISHING QUOTA SYSTEM (IFQ) for the management of

the Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska.I believe that
those who rely on these resources will be devastated by the

loss of their ability to participate in these fisheries.

The constantly fluctuating conditions within the fishing in-
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-
izing,but not limited to,previously proposed items such as
Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons,Gear
Limits, Time and Area Closures and strict Bycatch Limitations;:
will ensure that the maximum number of participants benefit
from the harvest of these resources.

I urge the Council to utilize the Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exaseprate the financial stress
within the industry. Please do not jeopardize our financial
future with an IFQ system which is unpredictable and may wgll
result in problems Tfich are 1§r0351b1e to rectify.
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PETITION

I would 1ike to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing quota
system (IFQ} for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. I believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION

I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual §ishi rrgﬁ.‘qu?t,a
system (IFQ) for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. | believe &
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventually lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. I would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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PETITION iy

L
I would like to state my opposition to the proposed individual fishing"qu‘{:ﬁf.-‘}-.;,
system (IFQ)} for the sablefish and halibut fisheries in Alaska. I believe
that Alaskans who live in coastal communities will gradually lose their access
to the resource. All fishermen who harvest these waters will eventualTy lose
if this plan is implemented.

Such a drastic change to the management of our fisheries is not only
unnecessary, but could create a problem of huge proportion. [ would urge the
Council members to carefully consider this proposed plan to privatize the
fishery. Please don't make the mistake of thinking that you will be solving
the problems in the fishery, instead the problems that will result may be
impossible to rectify. The many options available to the Council in the open
access system must be utilized before such a drastic measure is considered.
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P E T I T I O N

I would like to state my adamant opposition to the proposed-
INDIVIDUAL FISHING QUOTA SYSTEM (IFQ) for the management of

the Sablefish and Halibut fisheries in Alaska.l believe thaft..
those who rely on these resources will be devastated by the &~ -
loss of their ability to participate in these fisheries. faﬁ.

The constantly fluctuating conditions within the fishing in-
dustry necessitate the availablility of diverse fishing oppor-
tunities to survive. A TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOL PLAN util-
izing,but not limited to,previously proposed items such as
Trip Limits, Area Registrations, Allocations and Seasons,Gearx
Limits, Time and Area Closures and strict Bycatch Limitations;
will ensure that the maximum number of participants benefit
from the harvest of these resocurces.

I urge the Council to utilize the Management Tools NOW.The
proposed IFQ plan will only exaseprate the financial stress
within the industry. Please do not jeopardize our financial
future with an IFQ system which is unpredictable and may well
result in problems which are impossible to rectify.
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September 19, 1991

Rick Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
P.0O. Box 103136

Anchorage, Ak 99510

Dear Mr. Lauber:

The Cordova City Council has considered the proposals for
Individual Fisheries Quotas (IFQs) for saklefish and halibut and
asked me to write you regarding their concerns in this regard. As
you may be aware, in 1991, Cordova and all of Prince Willianm
Sound has suffered serious adverse economic and social
consequences of dependence on a fishery concentrated on salmon.

Some fishermen here have been attempting to diversify their
fishing efforts in the last couple of years in order to mitigate

Voumn their personal peaks and valleys in income and employment. Some

of these people will stand to benefit from the institution of
IFQs, while others do not yet have enough time and effort into
the sablefish fishery to qualify for an IFQ. Implementation of
IFQs at this time could stymie these efforts to diversify. That
would be detrimental to the individuals and the community as a
whole.

There is concern here that the gquota assigned to Cordova
fishermen would not be large enough to justify their making an
investment in gear and vessel modifications that might ke
necessary in order to participate in the fishery.

Another concern is that if the quotas are too small, it will not
be economically feasible for Cordova processors to make
adjustments in their plants to allow for processing of these
fish. That, too, would be detrimental to Cordova.

The provision of Community Sablefish Quotas to Bering Sea and
Aleutian communities is laudable. Many of those communities have
not seen the benefits from the intense fishing activity in the
waters off their shores. Perhaps you would consider extending
that concept to the Gulf of Alaska communities which are also
suffering a "social economic crisis".

602 Railroad Avenue P.O.Box1210 Cordova. Alaska 99574 Telephone (907) 424-6200 Fax (807) 424-6000



Rick Lauber
Septembert 19, 1991
Page 2

We hope that the council will be able to take these concerns into
account in making their recommendation to the Secretary of
Commerce regarding the implementation of IFQs for sable fish and
halibut in the Gulf of Alaska.

Sinceyely,

arficy Gro
City Manager
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SYNOPSIS OF TESTIMONY ON IFQs FOR BLACKCOD AND HALIBUT
from the North Pacific Fisheries Protection Association
at the NPFMC Meeting, Anchorage AK, September 24, 1991

We object to the implementation of the proposed IFQ system for the
Blackcod and Halibut fisheries on the grounds that:

(1) The issue of conservation of the resource has been ignored--
all OF the discussion has been about economic allocation of the
resource. Highgrading is going to be a problem; the by-catch issue
still has not been addressed.

(2) The American taxpayer is going to have to pay for this give-
away since no other provisions have been made for administration and

ShTorcement COSES. We still do not know what the CosSts are. Tt does

not seem reasonable that the Council is unwvilling to face up to the
costs of this program. The National Taxpayers’' Union is currently
investigating this.

(3) The economic implications of this plan are staggering-- crew
members and hired SKippers Comprise 85% oOf the work force, yet they
are not provided for--70 out 80 Alaskan coastal communities may
lose their status as delivery ports for these fisheries, yet no
mention of the effects of this on those communities has been made.

{4) 90% of the testimony in June opposed IFQs. The people who
will lose from the implementation of IFQs are in the vast majority;
only a few self-serving people will win at the expense of everyone
else.

Welproposethat the Council, instead, recommend the follwing:

(1) Another more equitable and conservation oriented alternative:
our proposal, Mr. Soileau's proposal, or direct staff to create one.

(2) That industry cover the costs of whatever plan is implemented.

(3) That Mr. Mitchell's amendment to provide for crewmembers
becomes part of the prefered alternative before IFQs are voted on.

(4)That since there are still so many unswered guestions with the
prefered alternative, the Council include a sunset clause -to take
effect no later than 5 years from the date of implementation of the
program.

The current IFQ) proposal is bad public policy. What you vote for
is going to set a national precedent for all fisheries. YOU HAVE

AN OPPORTUNITY TO MAKE GOOD‘PUBLIC POLICY BY VOTING AGAINST THIS
PROPOSAL AND FOR A MORE EQUITABLE AND FAR-SIGHTED PLAN.



THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES PROTECTION ASSOCIATION
6610 Fremont Avenue North  Seattle, WA 98103 (206) 781-0336
SECTION 5. CREWMEMBER POOL

L. There shall be established for a term of 12 years from the date of implementation of
this rule a Crewmembers' Poo{ of QSs (The Pool).

2. The pool shall be funded by:

(2) initial allocation of 10% of the QS for the Gulf of Alaska and such
additional QS as is determined to be necessary and appropriate by the manager of the
pool. Such initial QS shall sot be less than an amount equal to 10% of the Gulf of Alaska
TAC for the fishery. _plus..

(b)10% of all transfers of QSs during the term of the pool.

3. Crewmembers (defined as individuals who have been licensed as crew in a given
fishery) shall, upon application, receive & portion of said pool QSs for his or her use or
transfer upon demonstrating qualification and priority eligibility for such share and
the payment of a nominal transfer fee.

4. Qualification and priority eligibility of a crewmember to receive such pool share QSs
shall be primarily determined by the total legfxh of time said crewmember has been
licensed and participatieng in the applicable fishery.

5. To the extent that other qualifications for access to or priority eligibility for said
shares are established by law, rule or regulation, no such additional qualificatioas shall
be weighted for more than 25 % of the overall qualification and prierity eligibility for
such crewmember pool QSs,

6. In no instance shall any individual crewmember be qualified to receivemore thaa
1/2 of 1% of the crewmember QS pool in any one year.

(The limitation contained in paragraph 6 could be combined with or be replaced by
similar provisions such as those set out below.)

“In no instance shall any individuval draw more than a total of one-half of one percent
of the Q5 pool in any year nor shall any individual deaw any amount from the QS pool
fga more than 4 years.

“In no instance shaill any individual crew member who has become a vessel owner in
the applicable fishery be eligible to draw from the crewmember pool after one full
yg;.r after the date the individual has entered the fishery as a vessel owner.”

Some other, similar, provision could be designed by staff to ensure the opportunity for
crew members to participate, to the greatest possible extent, in the IFQ program on the
same terms and conditions as the boat owners, while also ensuring, to the greatest
extent practicable, that the maximum aumber of qualified crew members have atess to
such opportunity and that the Crewmembers QS Pool is not monopolized by a very
limited number of crewmembers,



Introduced by: Mayor Selby

Requested by: SWAMC
Drafted by: SWaMC
Introduced: 09/19/91
Adopted: 09/19/91

KODIAK ISLAND BOROQUGH
RESOLUTION NO. 91-46

A RESOLUTION URGING THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 7O
ANALYZE AND IMPLEMENT TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT METHODS PRIOR TO
ANY FURTHER DISCUSSION OF AN INDIVIDUAL FISHERY QUOTA SYSTEM

WHEREAS, a number of traditional management proposals have been submitted to
the North Pacific Management Council which would potentially eliminate
the problems which an Individual Fishery Quota {IFQ)} would address; and

WHEREAS, the staff of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council nor the
Council have reviewed these management proposals; and

WHEREAS, there is no urgency for Individual Fishery Quotas to be implemented
without adequately using the administrative process to review all
proposals prior to selection and implementation of one management
proposal; and

WHEREAS, the Council’s role and responsibility is to analyze all proposals on a given
issue before implementing major changes to a fishery; and

WHEREAS, analysis and implementation of traditional management proposais to
address the problem have not even been reviewed prior to the proposed
implementation of an IFQ system; and

WHEREAS, an IFQ system is going to take years to implement and, meanwhile, the
fisheries need extensive traditional management changes to short-term
improved management;

Kodiak Island Borough, Alaska Resolution No. 91-46
Page 1 of 2



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KODIAK
ISLAND BOROUGH:

Urges the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to analyze and
implement traditional management methods prior to any further discussion of an
Individual Fishery Quota System.

PASSED AND APPROVED THIS 19th DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1991.

KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH

Seal.,
%ﬁ‘nﬁ%@ —

ATTEST:

(o 0mura ?f/érn('.tﬁ

" Borough Clerk

Kodiak Island Borough, Alaska Rasolution No. 91-46
Page 2 of 2
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Davis and Maclnnes submission to the P.N.F.M.C.

PREPARED AT THE REQUEST OF THE
ALASKAN REsPONSIBLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT GROULP
FOR SUBMISSION TO THE
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

by

Dr. Anthony Davis,Department of Sociology and Anthropology
Dalhousie University, Halifax, Nova Scotia
and
Dr. Daniel MaclInnes, Department of Sociology and Anthropology
St. Francis Xavier University, Antigonish, Nova Scotia.

20 September 1981

First of all we are pleased to provide this submission to the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council. Qur experience leads us to believe that there is a lot
to be said in favor of such a management structure as that invested in the U.S.
system of management councils.

We would have enjoyed appearing before you in person but are not able to do
so because the timing conflicts with the start of our academic year and we are already
over-extended in our commitments, In particular, we regret losing the opportunity to
meet with the persons who have asked us to appear before the Council. Our
conversation with Lynn Walton and Skip Bolton of the Alaskan Responsible Resource
Management group have impressed us. Their unstinting effort to provide a
conservationist view to the Council, their success in raising funds to bring in persons
representing their point of view and their commendable organizational efforts
demonstrate the effectiveness of the open hearings as a vehicle for decision making.

Title: Observations Concerning Quota Shares {QSs} and Individual Fishery Quotas
(IFQs).

Without question commercial fisheries throughout the globe are trapped in
ecological and economic crises. Since the late 1940s, growth in fishing capacity
worldwide has far exceeded the availability and the biological tolerances of most
economically valued ocean resources. Certainly, the 1977 Law of the Sea agreements
on 200 mile Economic Management Zones {EMZs) were followed by unconscienable
expansions in the capacity and technological sophistication of some nations’ fishing
effort, nations such as Canada, Norway and the United States. These expansions
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have been evident throughout entire fishing fleets, from the owner-operator coastal
zone small boat to the corporately owned, industrial vessels. Consequently, numerous
stocks can no longer sustain, in either ecological or economic terms, existing fishing
capacity and fishing practices.

Of course, excessive capacity has been recognised as a key problem in the
fisheries for over two decades, The so-called common property quality of access to
and use of oceans has been argued most frequently as the root cause of the problem.
That is, since individual fishers and fishing firms do not directly own and/or control
ocean resources, they are unable to plan their fishing capacity, effort and practices
in a sensible manner, a manner that reflects available resources, markets and costs.
Instead, they are pushed by the needs to compete in a common property setting
towards always acquiring the latest technology and larger capacity. To do otherwise
would be to locate oneself at a competitive disadvantage. Expansions in capacity
translate into increased fishing effort and rapacious fishing practices as fishers strive
to maximise both the quantity and quality of landings. From this point of view fishers
will always be motivated to expand and fish in a rapacious manner as is indicated by
the common property qualities of wild ocean resources and environments. As a result
capacity exceeds the economic ability of resources to sustain it, especially since
resources soon become over-exploited in such circumstances.

Notably, various levels of government have participated in this by encouraging
expansion through the provision of so-cailed development incentives such as tax
breaks, low-interest loans, subsidies and technical assistance, Nonetheless, the
current situation is one in which many, if not most, fishers and/or firms possess
fishing capacity that is increasingly unable to pay its way, let alone realise
incomes/profits sufficient to support continued participation in the fisheries.

Treating all fishers and fishing practices as one and the same and assuming that
al] fishers will behave in the same way as a result of the common property factors,
national governments such as those of Canada, Norway, lceland and the United
States have adopted a more or less similar approach to managing the fisheries,
particularly in the areas of allocating access to and participaticn in the fisheries.
Indeed, regulation through allocation has been a central piece in fisheries management
systems over the last thirty years or so. This is seen in the numerous limited entry
licensing and quota schemes initiated by various fisheries managers. In part,
regulation through allocation control on access to and participation in various fisheries
is believed to limit fishing effort as well as to provide fishers with a vested interest in
self-regulating capacity and practices. After all, possession of an allocation, for
example a license and/cr quota share, guarantees access and rights of participation,
thereby containing some of the negative consequences of free for all competition in
an open access, common property setting.
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Notably, allocation management creates conditions of de facto private property.
This is especially the case when allocation management systems move to measures
such as individual transferable quotas or individual fishery quotas that are transferable
(through sale or inheritence}. That is, assured access and participation as well as
individual possession of a specified portion of an allowable catch, the individual quota,
establishes conditions as similar to individualised private property as is possible.
Individualised private property is held to be essential to economic sensibility and
success in so far as it would allow each fisher to control and plan factors such as
investment and production in relation to market supply and demand dynamics.

While the predominant approach to fisheries management over the last thirty
years or so, the allocating approach to regulation has not proven successful in
preventing economic and stock crises. The design and implementation of individual
transferable quotas (ITQs} is the end game move in this approach to fisheries
management. Before assessing the particulars of the proposed plan, it is essential
that the appropriateness of this approach be questioned.

1/ Not all fishing effort and fishers behave in a similar fashion. Many fishers,
especially those working owner-operated enterprises within small boat, coastal zone
fisheries simply fish as the means of making their living. Participants in livelihood
fisheries frequently work out of harbours situated in communities peopled by kin,
friends and familiars. This social quality provides the context within which fishers
learn their trade and develop their fishing practices. Indeed, fishing as a livelihood
activity within this sort of setting takes on much greater meaning, becoming a way
of life and living for fishers, their families and their communities. Commonly,
livelihood fisheries employ selective harvesting gears such as hook and line. They also
tend towards small to medium scales in capacity and effort. Finally, they ordinarily
work within occupationally and social community referenced rules of conduct that, in
effect, regulate fishing practices and express conservationist results. Is this the sort
of fishery which will cause over-exploitation and economic crises? |s this the sort of
fishery that will require allocation regulation?

2/ In contrast with the livelihood fisheries, most commercial fisheries are
characterised by a predominant industrial capacity sector that features large vessels
mainly employing non-selective, mass harvesting technologies. This sector is driven
by the accumulation motive. That is, it does whatever it can to extract as much
wealth as possible from resource landings. Its scale characteristics as well as fishing
practices largely underwrite resource over-exploitation and environmental/ ecological
jeopardy. Indeed, this is the fisheries sector which conforms in its behaviour to the
expectations of fisheries managers holding the common property point of view, While
allocation management regulation is one approach to containing the damage done as
well as damage potentials of this sector, perhaps it is more appropriate to ask
ourselves whether this sort of environmentally and ecologically hazardous/destructive
fishing practice is tolerable.
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In our judgement, drawing and developing the distinction between livelihood
and accumulation fishing is central to the design and implementation of fisheries
management systems that will have any promise of addressing successfully the
serious economic and ecological problems currently facing those dependent upon the
fisheries for their living.

As the most developed expression of allocation management and regulation,
ITQs are akin to the venus flytrap. The nectar smells sweet and is attractive; but,
drinking it carries a big price. Here we outline several of the most troubling features
of the ITQ strategy.

a/ As with all quotas, ITQs will motivate fishers to high-grade. That is, they will
strive to sell only the best quality of catches permissible within their quotas and by-
catch allowances. Consequently, undesirable species, sizes of fish and the like will
be discarded, albeit destroyed. Environmentally such practices are intolerable.

b/ Quota systems usually do not specify the technologies acceptable to fishing.
Consequently, mass, non-selective harvesting, with its destructive stock and
ecological effects, continues to be employed.

¢/ ITQs will entrench what are within free and democratic societies socially
undesirable and unacceptable conditions. That is, ITQs, allocated to vessel owners
simply because they happened to be participants when the programme was
implemented, give a tremendous advantage to owners and their families, especially
when compared to the situation of present-day crew and their families. Simply given
a fixed portion of available catches, such advantaged recipients of government largess
are positioned to further benefit by selling their quota, something they did not pay for
in the first place, at going market prices. In addition, children of original recipients are
positioned to inherit, rather than earn, access to quota. While crew can purchase
quota, its affordability for them considering the capital costs of boats and gear and
the likely inflationary impact of scarcity upon quota prices is doubtful. Thus, ITQs will
establish, in all likelihood, effective barriers blocking access to participation as owners-
captains for the vast majority of crew and their children. In effect, this will create an
underclass to advantaged captains and their offspring within fishing communities,
resulting in the socio-economic divisions that ordinarily accompany such
developments.

d/ ITQ levels are being determined from averaging of recent catches, throughout 2
time when catch levels have been low while capital costs and overhead have been
high. In all likelihood, many boat owners will not receive sufficient quota from the
outset to enable them to make any reasonable level of earnings from fishing. As a
result, quota will be sold as fishing enterprises go out of business, thereby
concentrating available quota in the hands of fewer and fewer boat owners. Such a
development and its implications for the inevitable concentration of resource landings
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in a select few ports will challenge, if not terminate, the economic basis of and the
quality of life within many coastal communities. THE APPLICABILITY OF THE
CATCH VOLUME PART NEEDS TO BE DETERMINED, We are not certain what
implications there might be for the various sectors of the fleet, what numbers might
be forced out of the fishery, etc..

e/ Caps on the amount of quota any one vessel owner can hold, at first glance,
appear like a reasonable attempt to control for the above outcomes. At 1%, the
proposed cap would leave a8 minimum of 100 boats. How does this compare with
existing fleet size? A smail fleet, even with 100 vessels tremendous level of
concentration in terms of sites where resources would be landing will occur, in effect
shuting many smaller communities out of their present situation as fishing ports and
locations of fish processing and fish processing employment. How long would the
1% cap remain in place given the costs of buying and operating expanded fishing
capacity.

Fisheries management policies are also socio-economic development palicies.
The shape and character of fisheries management policies directly reflect the path for
future community and regional socio-economic development preferred by planners and
the like. This dimension of ITQs and other allocation regulation management
strategies must not be lost in discussions about the internal workings of any particular
proposal. Will the quality of life within the owner-operator fishery and its communities
be positively enhanced by such a development? This is a key point of determination
in considering the meaning of management plans and the like.

In summary, we can identify the following as major problems:

1) Higrading increases upon implementation of the quota system such as what
happened in New Zealand.

2} By-catch problems create major accouniancy problems for individuals and for
the system as a whole because by-catches are not consistent from one ground
to another from season to season, and from one type of gear to another.

3) Ownership caps do not wark in the interest of maintaining the number of
fishers associated with particular communities on sustaining specific plants.
They are easily circumvented by larger players who have a vested interest in
consolidating the catching and processing of fish in a limited number of places.

BACKGROUND  Dr. Dan Maclnnes, Department of Sociclogy and Anthropology,
St. Francis Xavier University has been researching fishing
communities since 1968,
mainly communities in Eastern Nova Scotia, in 1978 he completed
his Ph.D dissertation on fishery co-ops, in 1986-87, he did a
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N
year's study of the ITQ system introduced to New Zealand in
October of 1986.
Dr. Davis, Economic Anthropologist, graduate of the University of
Toronto, completed his dissertation on small boat fisheries in
Western Nova Scotia, worked on fisheries with Svein Jentoft in
Northern Norway, and has just returned from there. Our west
coast experience is rather limited, we are however familiar with
the literature but the intent of this submission is to reflect on our
experience elsewhere,
NOTE: Dr.Daniel Maclnnes invites questions and comments
Concerning his submission. Council members are
encouraged to call him at 1-902-867-3930,
N
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bear; Richard B. Lauber, Chairman

Sorry, I won"t be able to make the meetings due to the
weather. I would like very ernestly my already submitted
open letter to journals thourgh-out Alaska, as

my test-
imony to the meetings.

Thank vyou,

Gary Mulligan

bprk )
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Gary Muliligan

P.0. Box 8722

Port Alexander, Alaska
99836

February 20, 1991

Mr. Ron Heagy

NPFMC

P.0. Box 103136
Anchorage, Alaska 69501

Dear Mr., Heagy:

This Tetter 1s an effort to secure a2 modification of
existing IFQ proposals to allow for the continued health of
Ataska's coastal communities. Such would also provide
accass to the hatibut fishery, at an entry level, for
generations to come.

We must insure that this important source of income is
not lost to future generations forever. The most damaging
aspect of IFQs at present is that within a short period of
time a slight fraction of the present fleet will own ‘the
halibut resource. To access the fishery than will be“beyond
the reach of all but the very rich, We have seen thisi
happen in other fisheries and hopefully have taken notes.
conmull30YeteabeRE eYolvpign nave, cranfed ARk s GRESHE)
the various fisheries upon which its residents depend have
required diversification. [IFQs, as proposed for the halibut
and black cod longline fisheries, are a real threat to :the
long-term health of these towns and villages, because access
will be severely limited - access to diversify, to survive.

The Alaska halibut resource has been utilized:.since
pefore the turn of the century. We now propose to take a
scant few years of that history as a basis for future use
and set inte motion a process whereby this history and
tradition is sold to the highest bidder. Such will promote
the transition of the economic opportunity of halibut
fishing away from the very people upon whose doorstep the
fishery takes place. The present IFQ proposals will
accomplish just that, Big money rather than spirit, desire,
and ambition will determine access.

[ am crusading for access. Access insures survival of
Alaska's coastal communities. Access also insures the
viability of other fisheries which depend on contributions
from halibut and black ¢ad. In this respect it goes beyond
Alaska and benefits all.

i With one modification of present IFQ proposals, we can
avoid the selling off of the Alaska halibut resource. For

sure1z, with the present IFQ Eroposa?s, ﬁounds of halibut
witl be "valuable as gold." ut, only those with money to
burn will be able to afford the price. :

"
In
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ricy of ite register of quora-holders, so lenders ace
relustanc o accapt borrowers’ quot 33 security;
he registracion syscem does noc provide for
registrable interess againgt quota dght, so¢ pro-
eaction of collazeral in che cvear dhar quoa is
fn:ﬁ;imdsamd:ofano&'umbyishoﬂmud
quos is meagre security for forei banis.
impedi igni lower chevalueof
qmﬂ@mimgﬁtﬁeﬁmnddmﬂyofqm
holdess. 1nd 2ggravate tendencies towasd concen-
ration of haldings in large enterprises, Obsradles
0 rising funds alse make it difficuls w ke on
respensibilides. Juse as agricultural
ofven depead on farmess’ ability ™

fishesies management calls for 2 legal reginer of being

properey righrs and incereses, lilcs thas for regiscer-
ing incercses in land 20d che i

svseem of registering radio frequencies. Both of
these ather models provide for registering more-
g:g:.:ndmwd!ac:qxdbyﬁmndﬂinﬁm—
vide corresponding arrangements for quoas righes.

Chargesfor Fishing Rights

Among the most contentious issues of fisheries
policy are the Crown charges for fishing righo.
There are many complicated sspects to this ques-
don, including those of fairness, financial incen-
ives. cost recovery, and che cesource owner's fi-

nancial interest, all of which give rise w endless.

- debate wichin the fshing communicy. The whole
isue has been aggravared by the financial arrange-
™\ ents under the Ministry's 1989 “Accord” with
- the fishing induswry, when the denominacion of

quotas was changed from specific quantities of fish

iy 4

o percenages of theavailable carch. [n compensz-
tog, dte Government underook o revurn ® the
industry roughly $20 miilion 2aauaily in rencals ro
be collected during the easuing fve years.

Mol ey
— o T gs Jeps
sesting proces.”

- NZ Fibing lndsery Seard

Rantal arzngements have not been 2dminis-
tered as ociginally intended, and they have had
unintendad impacre on themanagement of fisher-
iet. The Miniscey had hoped to collectall che pes
value — che so-cailed “rmsoyree renr” ~— thereby
keeping the mazket valuc of quoa low, and s0

ages.mdqmarholdtumpmmisﬂdcnmpmﬂ-
son in the form of reimbussement of rencal rev-
enuee. These amangemencs, and litigacion over
them, continues to stmain relagions berween the
Government and the fishing indusery.

In recrospect, the Gmancisl outcome for the
Crown has fallen far shore of expecaations. Be-
cween 19862nd 1989 the Miniscry's cost of opera-
dons was roughly matched by revenuss from rencals
and sales of quoca. Since chent, with the reimburse-
ment of teawals, tevenuas have fallen well shoreof
coses. Far from generating a retum to the Crown,
the fisheries produce 2 substantial net los to the
T reasury, expecred o amount to some §200 mil-
lion over the five years of the *Accord”™.

IIJ '



Clearly, 2 more considered and duesble revenue
policy is needed for che long term. But before che
asrangements are manipulared further, some fun-
damenml questions should be addremed. The Brez
question is the govemmenc's fnandial objeczive in
revenue raising. Given all the nsual axees levied on
 incomes, whatspeciai public charges, ifany, should
Be applied o chose who hold fishing righes?

The two main jusdfications for levying charges
are o recover the public cost of managing the
resources, and o provide 2 financisl rerurn o che
publicowner, 1 have found wi  suppere, in
principle. for the fisse of theses char iy, a pelicy of

recovering; fram the resource users, revenuss at |

leasy sufficiens w cover the public cost of fishezies

Support for cost recovery unsally carrics wirh it
cerain caveas liswever. Oue, of special concern
to commercial Sshers, is char usess mase contribute
equitably, and the burden muse noe be bome
oneseczar to the exclusion ofanocher, Broadesing
the quot system to include reeveational Ssheries,
as suggested above, would fcilissee such even
geamnent. -

Another condidon is chat, if users are o pay
management cogs, chey must have the opperns-
nity w0 ke aver management functions which
they believe they could caery cue mare efficlendy
than government. Users’ managemenrassociations
of the kind I proposs in Chaprer § would provide
‘2 suirable vehide for assuming such responsibili-
des. [ believe, 2sdo some commercial, Maogi and
recreational groups, thacthereisconsiderablescope
for thoss who hold fishing rights ro ke over
management funcxions in this way, 25 long as the
Government -retains ultimate responsibility for
quality concrol and compliance.

The question of chasges in addicion ce the cost
of management, 25 2 return to the public swners of
the resources, is much mose contencious. [t raises

r4'|

fundamental questions abous gwnezshig, the in-
terprexarion of the Treaty of Waitangi, the respon.

-sibilides of government, and consiseencywith policy

in ocher seszors, These areisues of 2 fundamens) ,
legal and polirical nagure, an which [ can offer oaly
2 ceaple of observarions, Ll

First, experience in New Zsziand and alsewhere
demoastratey coavindingly that it is impractical to
Ty ™ assessand capture the encire resouree renc by
mezns of an annusl cherge. The conespe of eco-
BOMmIc fent it 3o dusive, hard 1o quaneify, and so
volagile in che f3ce of changing markess and -
souresconditons thasit dees noc providaa faasible
basic for astessmenss, |

Sesoad, resource ream have, for the mose parr,
already b@ﬁm&d in the macker value of
quen. Mare 80 percens of quoaa rights have
changed hands ar prices chae :gcnrpom thess
rescucee vaiyes, so they canaor now be aprured
without expropriating quota-holders' invescments:
Theonly fasiblewayto caprureall economic renss
is by tendering dhe righty when they are firc
allocated, bue the oppartunicy to do thae has been
lost excspe for fisheries sl oumside the quoa

quotz-holders, thus weakening the Crown's daim
for 2 renuen to che owner,

All this leads me to suggese thae, if it is decided
thara chargein addition ce thecostof managerfient
is appropriate, it should nac acrempe to caprure the
full economic rens; it should take che form of 2
simplesupplement that docs noc depend on tesus.
rent calculations of revenues, net reourns of ocher

-economic variables; and it should be kept scable

over ume.

Once the Government's revenue objective is
decided, a separace issue is the way in which the

‘burden is to be diszibuced and 2ssessed. The range

{
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infinire, including rovaities on the carch, renmi
. charges on quaes righrs aad special caxex. Which-
ever devics is adapeed, ‘it owme be distribured
amoag speries or fisheries in some fashion, Hith-
exta, the bulk of fisherics revenues has been mised
from initial sales of quoma and anausl reamis an
boldings. Rencals have been calcastarnd and
mmmmmmmm
quoaa prices, likely net retumms and cose differsnceas
berween domesric and foreign vessels. Moreove,
so many adjusanents and limissrions have been
applied to che rates chae they are ot now syscem-
wiclly relared o cicher managemene costs ar
Any system of levies thar depends on the prices
of fish or the proficability of fishing encerpeises is
fraughe wich difficuity. The landed value of fish
and fish produces (espect dheyare directy
exporead), and the allocation of cus and reventues
associated with ingegrared aperzrions, are diffieuis
‘todarermine relishly. Such sssesmensgiverisew
cosely surveillance and endlen dispurs, Moreover,
differences in che landed price of fish are noc
reliable guides v che relacive value of fishing righee.

fishing cighes, distribuced among dhem in 2 way
which eorresponds. as closely as possible, o the
casts chey impose on the Treagury, This is the
principie which is most widely sccapablg, and it
also Facuses desirable incentives for economy in
resource managemnenc and administration,

The Minisary can ateribuse most of ies cosss of
ressarch, management and enforcement to par-

mdaﬂu&hedmnabrukdmofnalmby

fisheries is che first step in cosc allocation, Some

. costs eanner be easily aceribured o pasticular fish~

aiu.ofanuna.hu:ththeuﬁpdia
daamd:m:hummcom;nmg:
Iayacha:pana.:hqmn-huldmin:&dmy
according o his share of the weal quota, which is
the doscss approximarion of hit shace of manage-
menrcases. _

Where 2 fishery has an effactive associagion of
quor-halders of the kind deseribed in the foilow-
ing chagrer. the tocal case apribuzed to the fishery
might sittply be levied on che associarion, allowing
it to discribuze the burden among ies members 25 it

sees fir. This would likely lead & firzher applics-

tion of the user-pay principle. since some cos (for
example, the cost of offical obsesvers for mans.
shipmum}qnbcmmqugiﬁcmm



LHAPTER 5

The most complicared and subde pare of policy
development, and ic the same time the most ariti-
cal 1o g outcome, is the design of the institurional
structures intended o give effece w the policy.
Quoaz righes are new instruments of policy, but
they work within 2 famewark of other soucmes
such a¢ legisiation and fisheries managemese plans
managed and used, and how well objectives are
achieved.

New Zaland's quota management system has
been superimposed. ¢ 2 large extent, on regulatory
mechanisms that were designed for maneging fish.
cries under the foames, highly regulatory, symem.
Under the aew management syseem. some of these
nu:hmhmsmaolonge:nm.mdathmm
not well suited ¢ needs. To 2ecommodars furure
development of the system wichin snew legisiative
framework, some streamlining of the
structure is desitable. [n this chapeer, I review the
present mixture of old and new merhanisms, and
suggest hew they might be rasionalized ca comple-
menc the new property righes approach to fisherier
managemene, .

Existing Policy Instruments: An Awkward
Combination

New Zaland's fisheries policy is embodied in
&mulmisa:minhﬁdubnmdrq:hdom.
in the permics and rights issued to chase who fish,
and in procedures for planning, administracion
and enforeament. The present insticutional ma-
chinery is the accumulaced responses of govern-
mene to problems and nekds as chey arose over
moee than a century.

The Government’s main fisheries legivkecion is
che 1983 Fisheries Act. which replaced and incor-
poraced much ofan act of the same nzme passed in
908. Some aspecs of fisheries policy are deait
with in ocher stacutes, such as che 1971 Marine

ol

THE INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK

Farming Acz, the 1989 Maori Fisheries Aes, and the
1977 Terrieorial Sea and Bechusive Eeanomic Zome
Az, Thesa stanress, and their supplemeneary regu-
lerions, constituze the fisheries law, and 272 che
most radirionsl inseruments of fisheries manage.
mene. :

 Formore than eighey yeary all commescial fish.
ery have been required to obasin fiching

Dermiss.

-+ ies by the Direcror-Generz] of Fisheries, who may

steach conditions w0 them t regulace fishing,

In 1977, a provision was made for desi
pmblumﬁaiﬁshe&sum&d’ﬁduhwhi:h
are assigned o 2 special sunagement authoricy
with strong powers to- regulace fishing, including
dosing ic zltogether. Where fshing is allowed,
<ommercia} fishers require special conoolled fickery
Eaminaddiﬁo&m&d:hgpmiu.. L

Req
duced in 1986 it required commereial Sshess o
hald, a5 well 252 permir, 2 gouz, (or an individual
wansfesablequars, 0¢ITQ), which suthorises them
to ke specific pordons of the walallowable carch
in any fithery mdudu[ in that sysvem.

Before the quora syscem was adopeed, che 1983
Fisheries Aey had made the Minisery responsible for
defining fishery managemene areas and prepating
3 fisheries managemens planfor cach. Thephnning

vide the Ministry with authority to manage all
aspects of fishing, Cermain geographical designa-
rioas, in addicion to fishery managemenc aseas, are
auchorised under acher seatutes for special pus-
poses, two of which ars impormnr here. Manine
reservesare provided for in che Marine Reserves Ace
and adminiscered by the Deparunent of Conserva-
tion for the protection of special marine arcas in
cheirnacural seate The Maori Fisherics Ac: provides
for zatapure, whichare defined coastal aress enclos-

. ing fisheriex for the use of local communities,



. This panoply of reguismery instruments, and
especiaily the way in which they incer-celars, de-
c2ads. review... 1€ we begin with quors manage-
mens 23 the eanmrepiece of the masagement sy3-
e, a2d seek 2 policy framework ther will give it
mate scope, some of the preseac mechanisms ap-

An urgenr issue is the ambiguity abour the legal
precedence among all these armngemenrs. For
eample, it appears that reguiations overridz con-
ditions om permits, buz ir is uaclear whesher they
override the provisions of concolled Ashery Ui
cenepsang fichery managementplane Whemrquora
rights were introduced their smrus sefacive to these

mmwleﬁund'ﬂ;w:nm )

inesrfere unduly with chese righes. How chey all

is uneertain Obviously, chis confission needs o be

sofred our, _
A more fundamentg] isgue is the awkward mix-
e of and erty intereses in chis

famewsrle. Some- mechanisms, such as fishing
permits and managenient plans, were introduced
when fsheries management was based endirely an
govemnmental planning 2ad regulatien. Today,
they encumber, and sometimes caaflic with, quoa
management. :

- Deficiencies and Redundancies _
management is epitomizad by fshetics atanage-
ment planning, which is entirely out of tune with
the new caliance on properry righes and self-regu.
" laion of fishing, Fisheries management plans en-
visage the Minisery as the official “hands-on™ mag-
ager of everything o do with fishing. It tharefore
needs wide and detailed authoricy o actend o ics
broad responsibilicies (in the words of the Fisferier

Arz) “...to conserve, enhanes, procact, allocateand
manage the fishery resources....” chrough fixing

harfut lmizs, allocaring carches and conrmrolling
fishing operazioas,
In che contexx of the new policy 20proach thess

plaas are inappropriace, 25 2 management device,
in sevaral important respecrs '

on quo-holders, bur the logal starus of the
propesty tights in quora mezns thac plans
cannocinfringeupon them. The Muaors Fiche
eries Acy has further narmowed the seape of
management plans, and their seazug in con-
trolled Ssheriesis unclear. Inshore, the lagal
thastatusofplaasin relacion o ocher mecha-
pisms i3 ambiguous. s
* . The primaty pumpece of the managemens
" plans, when they were inooduced in 1983,
was to prevent deplerina of fish stocks. This
role has been usuped, in large past, by e
allocadion of catch quezas. -

* The planning process is an vnsarisfrernry
channel for the nesded public inpur inw

 dedisi i ey s .
al ground-sules for fishing alls for broed
and mesningful consuiradon with public
issues as se3-birds and mammals, other in-
terdependent stocks. of fish, the health of
reefs and seabed habivars. The present man.
agement planning process provides for pub-
lic consulearion, bue ie gives pasticipancs the
false impression thar cheir effores will resule
in enforcaable nules and qutcomes for which
the Miniszy can be held aceounable.

* Mansgemene plans are too inflexible for
affective tasource managemens. In the fimse
place, their production is an excruciacingly
slew process: after cighe yeass and much
effort on the part of the Miaistsy 2nd peivate
interesc groups, no pians have yee been ap-

i~
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‘Consérvation pra:rxpuom si:ould bes

-+ . Specificto particula fisheries (or complex of
. Bisherias), mcognising their speciai enviran-

T appmpriamprovicons orinformaron guc-
ering, monitoring, quality controls and
audicing. :

* Eaforcesble against those who fish, wich

ippropriars fnaacial 1nd acher penaities.

* Adapable, providing for specific neads such
+ @ gradual expansion of wocks or staged

reduction of by-caeches, and incorporating
defined responses t unforeseen cantingen-

* Dutable overtime, 3o thar those with fishing

righscan plan and conduct theiz cperations
within 2 stable set of rules, -

The comsexvation preseriptioas for a fishery
the resources can be harverad and develdped, Ia
contrastto the present fisheries managemenc plans,
diey should .noc be conctmed with managing
loag-term conservation objecxives and the smad-
ards of performance m be achisved. They should
leave decisions about and svock man-
igenent 33 much 33 possible to these who hold the
fishing righes.

The process of designing conservarion prescrip-
tons affords an epporamity w bring w bear che
full range of environmencal impacry 20d interers
ae stake. Effecrive consultztion @a improve com-
munication and ing between: public
incerest groupsand planners, inereass che informa-
tion available, and improve public aceeprance of
che resules. '

However, the benefits of consuluadion o be
realised only if the process is percaived to have 2

- meaningfil influencs on the msuiey. This eails for

4 symemaric cansulearian proces, o 2ecommo.
dare public paricipation, and s chanael the views
and advica of intzrest grougs iato the decision.
making, Canrributicas should be soughr from
boch privacs geoups and public bodies much 25 che
anm:ofamuébdm.
ment whengver cheit interess may be affected, as
suggeseed in the Minisery far the Eqvimameny's
procedures for assesting avironmental impacs,

B@Oﬂﬂ;:giwfﬂtpmﬁngamnpm-
mm om Ir . g » m
be awmigned o the Miniszry, oc to 2 quangg ap-
pointed for chis purpese, Ios taxke will be. pardy
technicgl, so e will need access t eshnieal infar-

‘madon and profesionsl advics, which dhagid be
- accessible to ocher interested groups as well, Buzis

ficring inearerss insvichly i e
ments, and bessuse the standards of
mus have legal srarus, the Minister should ulei-
mately be respoasible for resclving 28y oussmnd-
conservation prescriptions, :

The eaimplexity of conservazion prescripcons is
liksly wo vary widdy. For an entirely commercial
fishety liks the roughy fishery, which

refasively few spesial

lems and where the number of quota-holders is
small and chey have similar interests, the rudes can
size or productivicy that must be mainrined, and
how it will be monitored. Prescriptions for ather
fisheries will have co deal with such diverse marrers
as che protection of birds and mammals, impecs
on other fish species and on ocsan habiraes and
ecosystems, in addition to canservation abjectives
for the stock. However, these ace noc novel issucs
in fisheries . fon.

t
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For established fisherics, initial érggﬁgdqm
mighs draw upon exisring arangements, bug new
ﬁshaiad:nddmdnalm’mponxypm:ﬁp—
doas for checpluﬂmrypbasebeﬁuﬁ:hingbe-
gins. A standard refarence document or manual,
sexting out scienrific srandaeds and rechniques for
testing 2nd messuring binlogical reladionships,
- would expedite the prepararion of thess conserva-

don prescripdons: . '

Managing Fislieries: The Role of

Resource Users .
Within the limies of official eonservation prescrip-

dons, those who hold che rightt to fish should be

memmdchdr&hmg'
operadons, tking accaune of all che cans and
mammmwmﬂuﬂg
ﬁﬂngmlapmimofﬂhmaploumy
fithingand research, financing these acriviries, 2nd
administering their 2mangemencs with the Gov.
esament, among ocher things, :

the quota-holders in 2 fishery ro
form an associarion. and (within the constraines of
the conservanion prescriptions) 1o make rules, un.-
dertake projects and levy asesvmenty on them-

seives, subject 10 endarsemene b;:. sy, twothirds

vezebased on quoea holdings. This
nesded o0 ensure that munsally beneficial pro-
granmes 2nd projects cun be undertakén wich
assurance of the co-operacion and cempliance of
all participanes in the fishery, It is consistent. in
principle, with the provisions of the 1990 Com-
" modity Levies Acr, ' ‘
The quots-holders in a fishery would chen be
expected co form such an association, orco-opera-
dve, 1o govemn their activities and to manage their

o |

mutaal incereses. They would remin control of
their associztion much [ke in an
encerprise.. The. pardciparing members of cgch
associarion would indude recrearional s well 25
mwmmmmmzmm
hoid quoca in che fighery. . = -

- :':‘*' L -
A i St V-t L KR JWE

_ ‘&émyfm.ﬁ}&;ﬁ@m
begin considering ways in which
the wsers can plan 1o wake on the

upon which they are dependins
and over which they have sreward-
ship. " _ -

Peer Yallep Previdens

Fisherier associacions would. thus become the

iate fsource man-

 agemene prablems such 13 local depledion, and

comply with conservarion prescripdions about by-
carches and felated macrery, They mighe find ic
advantageous to more stringens conserve.
&nmmm&chﬁ:am
varioa prescriptions, o build up stocks and henee'
their harvesrs, to redoce dheir fishing cases or to
produce more valushle producss,

The Goverament, or other body holding quoa
on behalf of recrestenlises, could pardcipate in
the aﬁuquc'miomalongudthc:hequnn-
halders. Some procection for minacity inearests
may be needed in some cases. This could be
provided by raiting the percenesge approval re-
quired for collective decisions, by appeal srrange-
ments, ot by vera righes for cercain quom-holders
or for governmene-held quona (along the lines of
the so-called “Kiwi share™ in some former state
enrerprises). .

L]
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The fishing regimes designed by fisherier asso-
clations ﬁ:rrhdrmmbeawcu!dpmi_&min.
pomvehidgfarnﬁngmumafﬁcd&hg
eequirements of recveatinnal and commereia] fish-
mmdforrudﬁngmnﬂimbmm
mENT 08 Arragements such as excluding commen-
recreecional value, ae live teieass of game fish
caught incdeqrally in commernial operzriont,
wddgoahngmym:ﬂah:mmaf&epm
Exploration, Research and Enhancement
Wi:hthsemn;anmainlphce.mmwa
the righes e, che resourcer will be well phced
issume management responsibilities. [n sddirion

to organizing fishing, chey wiil be 3ble o sponsor
research to establish che yield capaciy of fish

tems, and underekcs enkancament for delr mu-

czal advaneage, iking aceaunt of all che cogts and.

benefies involved. L :
Undi recendy, private fishing intaress have had
livde incentive to volunmsily invest in Gsherips
research, exploration and enhancement, However,
mmmmmﬁ
rup':hcbu:cﬁw..md:hech:npmm
quonas has givea the quota-holders all the pocen-
tial. 23 well as the present, yield of 2 fishery.
. Holders of commercial quoca have already be-
gue to show interest in these activities. In boch the

* southern seailop fishery 2ad the Chatham Idands

=eae discussions may lead to managemen

paua fishery, the quors-halders have begun organ-
izing ¢ projects ar cheir own coss
orange roughy quota-holders are beginning oo
ocganize expensive exploration vencures and cur-
¢ repon-
sibilitiesbeingassumed by quota-holdersinlobsear
and squid fisheries. If the general direction of

poﬁcfdtvebpm:i:mshiﬁ:mﬁmmm;
respoasibilities anco :hmwhcha{d:hcdghgm
thc&th.mchcﬂ"omdmuldhemuugd.

behaif of ell quons-haidesrs, o caneace wirh 2 b
goupcfﬁm.arﬁdxauuid:parﬁu.n:hgym
fit. Meanwhile, the Government will be zble m
amend to its responsibilities in envira armency! pro.
tection by serxing the consaings on private mza-
agement and use through conservation preserip-

My suggemions in this chare iy an nri-

sz, ind new eoeks, onganise sirveilance sy ‘197 FuEre buitt o individua i, Thi

The Governmene, a5 well as privaze fishing
interess, would benefit froma reprevensative body
which could: I

* Assise fisheries associadons wich expertise
aad supporr sesvicas in concributing to the
preparacion of sonservation specificitions,
and help them in their dealings with che
Government generally,

* Provide management services o fisheries
associations, induding the organization of
fishing, resezrch ind exploration pro-
grammes, monicoring of fishing opcradons
and daz processing.

i =



* Giveadvice to the Ministry abour saandacd
practiczs and quality conerals, monicaring
systems and othes issues of policy adminis-
cadog, and providea chanasd of condauing

communicaction berween the Minisy and

* ‘Opera 2 quots exchange. _
¢ (Possibly) assume respansibility foe orgzniz-
ing and administering the nesded quorz
. regiseey, and arch-agzinst-quow moaitor-
ing system. o :
sented grimarily by four nadon-wide bodies: Maod,
tecreztional fishing and environmental intereses
are cach represented by several aiso. Noae elaims
thebalanced represenmrion of all sheries interests
needed for a fisheries board. of chis kind excepr
possibly the Fisheries Couneil, which at presencis
confined to the role of providing advice to the
Minisicr, While chere will aiways be 2 place for
special intarest groups, the-fisheries bosed would
peovide the forum for dealing with their common
inerases. .

! suspess that such a-fisheries board weuld
become the primacy resourcs cancee for fisheries
associations, providing the economies of scale and.
proféssional strength to cfficiendy organise man.
agement and development programmes. In the
long-term. if experience it auspicious, ik might be
asigned increasing responsibilides for fRsheries
monitoring, dact collection and enforcement.

A case can be made for confining the tesponsi-
bilities of this proposed board to its aperadional
aad service delivery roles, leaving out dhe sdvisory
funcrion, so char it can organize and conducr ixs
affairs in a consistendly businesslike syle. Thus

somecommentators advocate rezining cthe presenc

Fisheries Council to provide 2 separaee forum for .

fascering communication among incerese groups,
serving as 2 sounding board for the Minister, 2nd

22I

chanpeiling advice w cthe government. The logic
of separating these functions is persussive [ am
also aeracred by the suggestion thar the Fisheries
Council might be organised on 1 mgional basis
(like the presene “Fishmacs™) to ensble them o
conservarion prescriptions. Bur [ 2m refuesne
propose such armangements before fiusther explora.
don of the full s2nge of responsibilicies and die
organizadons to which they can be assigned, It is
difficult to avoid the conclusion thar there are
already t00 mzny separace bedies representing
each of the major fishing inserere groups, which
weakans their effectivenex.

Governmental Respansibilities
To complece chis discustion of instimsianal serue-

‘rures and cesponsibilisies, I should commens fur-

ther on the role of the public sezvics in the scheme

ofﬁhgsmﬁn#h:hepncdin‘m il

| depends on fishery resowrces bes
- wt k) I ! i [ ] .a

Wecin assume thar fisheries will condnue ta be
of mufficient cconomic and political impormanck in
New Zealand oo call for 2 Minister rasponsible foe
fisheriez. The Minister will need continuing sup-
pore from a competent bady of public servanss.
While my suggesdions in this reporr imply assign-

ing some of the presenc funcxions of the Minisary -

to resource usery and ochers, it is imporrant to
recognise 3 range of responsibilides char muse
remain wich government,



Thegovunmmnlmleinuﬁamkpu-
dadadyimpom:mdminmyhyofﬁem
management syem. Some ruls-making and po-
Iicingaaundmbtdlyheundmnhabyhnﬁm
ofqmﬁghmjuapmcrgmﬁuofm-
modity and stack exchinges make 10d enfores
trading and reporing, o the
propesed fisheries board enuld be expecred 0
regulace quona d;l;ld.mg Buc the government musr
secepr sesponsibilicy for efsuring that the
menes work fairly, cﬁam% in d!empublic
interese, This will require 3 capabiliey to conduce
. mdiuof:heqummm&uappmpﬁau
=~ rulesand sandacds arein place, and madem sudies

__ of opertions rc ensyre compliance.

imong governmental, private and univessity re-
seareh orpnisations, o ,

Currendy,
research of all kinds is being reviewed, and Sdheries
rocarch muse uitimaraly fie within aational re-
search policy. But it is impartans to ensure thar,
somewherein New Zesland, 2 subeeancial canere of
xpertise needed to respond w the unique naniral
Iesource management problems of this region.
Moreaver, in concemplaring possibiticies for con-
ducring fisheries research anrside itis,
crucial to ensure thar che core body of accumulac-
ing&hﬁudauindm:hﬁndinpishptin:
<encral library and in 2 form chie is continuously
availzble t0 governmencal reseaschers, those who
underrake gavernmenzal research, and others con-
cermed with fisheries managemene, -

I23
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Crazren 6

CoNCLUSION ~

mmmwmmw
in demonstraring 2 acw and bereer 2pproach to
fisheries managemene, basad on property righry
and self-regularion. The cask, now, is o build an
thcamcmﬁﬂapuimepudduq:mgw
tem, improve it, and harmonize the athar machin.
ety of fisheries policy with i, '

Az presenc, the partial adopeion of the quom
sysem has lefe an awkward enmbination of the old
aid new management approaches, The rraditional
regulscory approach depends on quice differene
gavernmenal pawess, ingtimrional amangemency
and enforcement syscems chan those nesdad for
quetz manegement. Mainining both approachas
widﬁmheanepdisyﬁimmrkkm_v. con-
fusing and often conflicing, In dhe intermssy of
mtuﬂmcfcumpainginm the quom

o1 incind
o fish resousces. Bur quacg righty have been de-
Sipdﬂpﬂﬁm“y-mdmdiﬁdmrupom
™ unforesesn exigencies, Today, in the lighs of
experiencs. and with dear policy objectivas, dhere
is much room for improvement in the rerms and’
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The quota management system haslef much of
the other regulacory machinery obsalete ar defi-
cient. Ina fundamencal way, the respecrive roles of
goveroment and those who hold the righe to
resources need to be redefined, and policy inseru-
mene redesigned accordingly. There is naw wide
support for shifting management responsibilities
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in view of the forthcoming intengive teview of the
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limirarions 2y an ervernal observer. {2 has also bean
infiuenced by my srong impression dise whae is
most neededd ax this juncruce is2srep back from che
denail and che en-going aggravacions' 1o gmin 2
broad perspective-on the poliey framework, irs
objectives, the mechanisms for achieving chem,
andthcmhamdduwhohmﬁin this
conrexr. oppormunities for developing the now
appreach to fisheriey managemenc aver the long-
term become clegrer. ‘
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rights in fish is one thing.
Developing she shill to mainzain
and hold them for owr :
makopuna is the necs greas
challrnge. "

Tiprne O Repun, Chunirmay

! havealready exphained my hesitancy to address
the question of Maori claims oa fish resourcss,
though chis is 2 marer thas almase 2ll
aspeces of fisheries policy. As faras [ can eall, my
suggested changes in fisheries policy would not
necessacily incerfere with Maer incerests, and may
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HALIBUT FIXED GEAR MANAGEMENT PLAN

SABLEFISH LONGLINE MANAGEMENT PLAN .

Sec.1. DEFINITIONS. Definitions for terms used herein shall be the same as
those contained in the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act,
except as follows:

Sec.1 DEFINITIONS. Definitions for terms used herein shall be the same as
those contained in the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act,
except as follows:

(A) "Person" means any individual who is a citizen of the United States or
any corporation, partnership, assocition, or other entity (whether or not
organized or existing under the laws of any state) which meets the
requirements set forth in 46 CFR Part 67.03, as applicable. This definition
is subject to other restrictions and conditions as set forth in Sec.(2)(C) and
(D).

(A) "Person" means any individual who is a citizen of the United States or
any corporation, partnership, association, or other entity (whether or not
organize or existing under the laws of any state) which meets the
requirements set forth in 46 CFR Part 67.03, as applicable. This
definition is subject to other restrictions and conditions as set forth in
Sec.(2)(c).

(B) An "individual" shall be defined as a natural person who is not a (B) An "individual" shall be defined as a natural person who is not a
corporation, partnership, association, or other entity. corporation, partnership, association, or other entity.

(C) "Quota share" (QS) means a percentage of the fixed gear Total Allowable | (C) "Quota share” means a percentage of the fixed gear Total Allowable
Catch (TAC) for each management area which is based on historical, Catch (TAC) for each management area which is based on historical,
qualifying landings. qualifying landings.

(D) "Individual fishery quota" (IFQ) means the annual poundage of fish (D) "Individual fishery quota" (IFQ) means the annual poundage of fish
derived by applying the quota share percentage to the annual TAC for derived by applying the quota share percentage to the annual fixed gear
each management area. TAC for each management area.

(E) /"Fixed gear" means hook and line fishery (which includes longlines, (E) "Fixed gear" means hook and line gear (which includes longlines, jigging,

4 jigging, handlines, trolling, etc.). handlines etc.) and pot gear.

(F) "Catcher boat" or "catcher vessel" means any vessel which delivers catch | (F) "Catcher boat" or "catcher vessel” means any vessel which delivers catch
or landing in an unfrozen state. or landing in an unfrozen state.

(G) "Freezer longliner" means any vessel engaged in fishing in the fixed gear | (G) "Freezer longliner” means any vessel engaged in fishing in the fixed gear
fishery which utilizes freezer capacity and delivers some or all of its fishery which utilizes freezer capacity and delivers some or all of its
groundfish product in a frozen state. groundfish product in a frozen state.

(H_;. "Bonafide fixed gear crewmember." Any person that has acquired (H) Bona fide fixed gear crew member. Any individual that has acquired

gy commercial fish harvesting time at sea (i.e. fish harvesting crew), that is
% equal to 15 months of any commercial fish harvesting activity, to include
at least 4 months fixed gear fish harvesting, will be considered a bonafide
fixed gear crewmember. Any individual who receives an initial allocation
of QS will be considered a bonafide crew member.

fishing time at sea, time being equal to port to port, that is equal to 15
months from any commercial fishing activity for species managed by the
North Pacific Fishery Management Council, Intemational Pacific Halibut
Commission, or State of Alaska, and including salmon, herring and crab,
with at least 5 months longline fishing will be considered a bona fide
fixed gear crew member.




HALIBUT FIXED GEAR MANAGEMENT PLAN

SABLEFISH LONGLINE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Sec.2. FIXED GEAR QUOTA SHARE AND INDIVIDUAL FISHERY
QUOTA SYSTEM FOR HALIBUT.

Sec. 2. FIXED GEAR QUOTA SHARE (QS) AND INDIVIDUAL
FISHERY QUOTA (IFQ) SYSTEM FOR SABLEFISH,

(A) AREA. Quota shares and Individual Fishery Quotas (IFQs) shall be made
available for each of the management areas identifted for the Bering Sea
and the Gulf of Alaska,

(A) AREA. Quota shares and Individual Fishery Quotas (IFQs) shall be
made available for each of the management areas identified for the Bering
Sea and the Gulf of Alaska.

engaged in a lease or other "bare-boat charter” ammangement in
order to participate in the fishery. (For instances identified
under this section, the qualified person shall receive full credit
for deliveries made while conducting the fishery under such a
lease or arrangement.)

(B} INITIAL QUOTA SHARE ASSIGNMENT. Quota Shares and Individual | (B) INITIAL QUOTA SHARE ASSIGNMENT. Quota Shares and Individual
Fisheries Guotas shall be assigned to qualified persons on the following Fisheries Quotas shall be assigned to qualified persons on the following
basis: basis:

(1) Initial assignments of Quota Shares shall be made to; (1) Initial assignments of Quota Shares shall be made to;
(i) a qualified person who is a vessel owner who meets the {i) a qualified person who is a vessel owner who meets the
requirements in this section; or requirements in this section; or
(ii) a qualified person who meets the requirements of this section (ii) a qualified person who meets the requirements of this section

engaged in a lease or other "bare-boat charter” arrangement in
order 10 participate in the fishery. (For instances identified
under this section, the qualified person shall receive full credit
for deliveries made while conducting the fishery under such a
lease or arrangement.)

2)

Initial quota share assignments will be made only to persons who
meet all other requirements of this section and who have landed
halibut in either 1988, 1989, or 1990.

2)

Initial quota share assignments will be made only to persons who
meet all other requirements of this section and who have landed
sablefish in either 1988, 1989, or 1990.

&)

Initial assignments of quota shares shall be assigned for each
management area to qualified persons based on recorded landings, as
documented through fish tickets or other documentation for fixed
gear landings, for the period 1984 through 1990. For each
management area, each person will select five (5) years out of seven
{7} on which 10 base that person’s quota share.

€))

Initial assignments of quota shares shall be assigned to qualified
persons based on recorded landings, as documented through fish
tickets or other documentation [for fixed gear landings], for the
period 1985 through 1990. For each management area, each person
will select five (5) years out of six (6) on which 1o base that
person’s quota share.

@)

The sum of the catch in each person’s five (5) selected years for
each area shall be divided by the total qualifying poundage of all
halibut harvested for the qualifying period in those selected areas.
The resultant percentage shall be that person’s quota share for that
area.

@

The sum of the catch in each person’s five (5) selected years for
each area shall be divided by the total qualifying poundage of all
sablefish harvested for the qualifying period in those selected areas.
The resultant percentage shall be that person’s quota share for that
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SABLEFISH LONGLINE MANAGEMENT PLAN

VESSEL CATEGORIES. Quota shares and IFQs shall be assigned by
vesse] category as follows:

(

(C) VESSEL CATEGORIES. Quota shares and IFQs shall be assigned by
vessel category as follows:

(1) Freezer Longliner Shares;

{i) All landings made during the qualifying period by freezer
longliners shall be calculated for one category of quota shares.

(1) All landings made during the qualifying period by freezer longliners
shall be calculated for one category of quota shares.

(ii)) Any person owning freezer longliner quota shares may sell or
lease those quota shares to any other qualified person for use in
the freezer longliner category.

(2) Any person owning freezer longliner quota shares may sell or lease

those quota shares to any other qualified person,

(iii) Fish caught with freezer longliner IFQs may be delivered
frozen or unfrozen. (viii)

(3) Fishcaught with freezer longliner IFQs may be delivered frozen or unfrozen,

(2) Catcher Boat Shares:

(i) Ali landings made during the qualifying period by catcher boats
shall be calculated for a separate category of quota shares.
There shall be two categories for catcher boats;

(4) All landings made during the qualifying period by catcher boats
shall be calculated for a separate category of quota shares. There

shall be two categories for catcher boats:

(a) vessels less than 60 feet in length overall;

(i) vessels less than 60 feet in length overall.

(b) vessels 60 feet and greater in length overall,

(ii) vessels 60 feet and over in length overall.

(ii) For initial allocation of catcher boat Quota Shares:

if a QS recipient owned or leased two or more vessels, of
differing category sizes, simultaneously during the
qualifying period which landed halibut, then the QS
allocation shall be for each vessel category and may not
be combined into a single category.

(a)

(iv) if a quota share recipient owned or leased two or more vessels
simultaneously during the qualifying period which landed
sablefish, then their allocations will be for each of those vessel
classes.

if a Q.S. recipient bought or sold vessels in succession
during the qualifying period, and to the extent the QS
recipient operations were in ong vessel category during
one year and the next vessel owned was in another vessel
category, the QS will be combined and applied ¢ the last
vessel category of ownership as of 9/25/91,

()

those owners of record, which have bought or sold vessels and
to the extent that the vessels operations were in the 60 foot and
less one year and the next vessel owned was in the 60 plus
category or the freezer longliner category, the ownership of
record would be able to count all quota caught as if it where
harvested by the last vessel owned,

(1ii)

CASABLEYNMFQALTS. WP
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HALIBUT FIXED GEAR MANAGEMENT PLAN SABLEFISH LONGLINE MANAGEMENT PLAN

(iii) Any person owning caicher boat quota shares may sell those 2(C) (6) Any person owning catcher boat quota shares may sell those quota
quota shares only to an individual meeting the provisions shares only to an individual who is gualified under (C)(5). Catcher
outlined under Sec. 2(C)(3). Ten percent of an individual’s boat quota shares may not be leased. (i.e., annual IFQs cannot be
catcher boat quota shares may be leased during the first three sold)
years following implementation. (paraphrased)

(iv) Fish caught with catcher boat quota shares may not be frozen 2(C) (7) Fish caught with catcher boat quota shares may not be frozen aboard
aboard the vessel utilizing those quota shares. the vessel utilizing those quota shares.

(3) General Provisions For Catcher Boats Following Initial Allocation: 2.(C) (5) Following initial aflocation [for caicher boats):

(i) In order to purchase or lease QS, the purchaser must be an (1) In order to purchase catcher boat quota share: must be an
individval who is a U.S. citizen and be a bonafide fixed gear individual who is a U.S. citizen and either own a fixed gear
crewmember. vessel or be a bona-fide fixed gear crewman.

(ii) In order to use catcher boat IFQs the user must: 1) own or (ii) In order to use catcher boat [FQs: own the QS, be a U.S.
lease the QS, 2) be a U.S. citizen, 3) be a bonafide citizen, either own the vessel (upon which the IFQs will be
crewmember, 4) be aboard the vessel during fishing operations, used) or be a bona fide crew member, be aboard the vessel
and 5) sign the fish ticket upon landing except as noted in during fishing operations, and sign the fish ticket upon landing.
(iii), below.

(iii) Persons, as defined below, who receive initial QS may utilize a Those persons who received initial allocations will be allowed
hired skipper to fish their quota providing the person owns the to purchase additional QS/ITQs and must own the vessel upon
vessel upon which the QS will be used. These recipients may which the QS are utilized or be a bona fide crew member who
purchase up to the area allowed total share. There shall be no is aboard the vessel during fishing operations, and sign the fish
leasing of such QS other than provided for in section ticket upon landing. In the event of sale or transfer of the QS
(C)(2)(Gii). In the area east of 140 degrees in the Gulf of the new owner must comply with 2(c)(5)(iii).

Alaska, this section shall apply only to that amount of quota

shares initially issued to corporations and partnerships that (ii1) If any person which receives an initial allocation sells or
initially received them. (Additional shares purchased by these transfers control of the original assignment of QS/IFQs the new
corporations or partnerships in this area will not apply. owner must comply with Section 2(c)(5).

Grandparent right is only for that initial allocation,)

This provision will cease upon the sale or transfer of QS or

upon any change in the identity of the corporation or

partnership as defined below:

CASABLE9IN )-rs.wp ) ) 9/28/91 Pg4
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HALIBUT FIXED GEAR MANAGEMENT PLAN

SABLEFISH LONGLINE MANAGEMENT PLAN

{a) corporation: any corporation that has no change in
membership except that caused by the death of a corporate
member providing the death did not result in any new
corporate members,

(b) partnership: any partnership that has no change in

membership,

(c) individual: any individual.

(iv) Quota shares, or IFQs arising from those quota shares, for any
vessel category or any management arca may not be transferred
10 any other vessel category or any other management area or
between the catcher boat and the freezer boat categories,

2C)8) Quota shares or [FQs arising from those quota shares for either
vessel category or any management area may not be transferred to

the other vessel category or any other management area.

(v) The Secretary may, by regulation, designate exceptions to
Sec.2(C)(3)(ii) to be employed in case of personal injury or extreme
personal emergency which allow the transfer of catcher boat
QS/TFQs for limited periods of time.

2(C) (3) (iv) The Secretary may, by regulation, designate exceptions to
sections (i) and (ii) to be employed in case of personal injury
or extreme personal emergency which allow the transfer of
catcher boat QS/IFQs for limited periods of time.

(D) LIMITATIONS ON OWNERSHIP AND USE OF QUOTA SHARES.
Each qualified person or individual:

(D) LIMITATIONS ON OWNERSHIP AND USE OF QUOTA SHARES.
Each qualified person [or individual]:

(1) May own, hold or otherwise control, individually or collectively, but
may not exceed, one-half percent (0.5%) of the total quota shares or
IFQ arising from those QS for either the Gulf of Alaska or Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands, not to ¢xceed one-half percent (0.5%) of the
combined total for the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands; except that in area 2C holdings shall not exceed 1 percent of
that management area.

{I) May own, hold or otherwise control,individually or collectively, but
may not exceed, one percent (1%) of the combined total for the Gulf
of Alaska/Bering Sea Aleutian Islands except that east of 140
degrees west in the Guif of Alaska (East Yakutal/S.E. Quiside)
holdings shall not exceed 1% for that management area.

Any person who receives an initial assignment of quota shares in
excess of the limits set forth in paragraph (D)(1) of this section
shall:

@)

@)

Any person who receives an initial assignment of quota shares in
excess of the limits set forth in paragraph (d)(1) shall:

(i) be prohibited from purchasing, leasing, holding or otherwise
controlling additional quota shares until that person’s quota
share falls below the limits set forth in (D)(1) above, at which
time each such person shall be subject to the limitations of

paragraph (D)(1) above; and

be prehibited from purchasing, leasing, holding or otherwise
controlling additional quota shares until that person’s quota
share falls below the limits set forth in (d)(1) above, at which
time each such person shall be subject to the limitations of
paragraph (d)(1) above; and

®
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HALIBUT FIXED GEAR MANAGEMENT PLAN SABLEFISH LONGLINE MANAGEMENT PLAN

(G) ,ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT. (G) ADMINISTRATION.

_wr?" (1) All sales, transfers, or Icases of quota shares or IFQ arising from All sales, transfers, or leases of quota shares or IFQ arising from those

o those quota shares must occur in a manner approved by the quota shares must occur in a manner approved by the Secretary. All

Secretary. All quota share and IFQ assignments and transfers will quota share and IFQ assignments and transfers will be administered by
be administered by NMFS based on regulations established by the NMES based on regulations established by the Secretary. The Secretary,
Secretary. The Secretary, in promulgating such regulations, shall in promulgating such regulations, shall hold at least one public hearing in
hold at least one public hearing in each state represented on the cach state represented on the Council and in at least one community in
Council and in at least onec community in each of the management each of the management areas governed by the Council.
areas governed by the Council.

(2) The Secretary will promulgate regulations to establish a monitoring
and enforcement regime to assure compliance with this program.
Persons holding QS found to be in violation of these sections or in
violation of under-reporting catch will be subject to appropriate
penalties as designated by the Secretary, including forfeiture of their
Quota Shares.

(H) , DURATION. QS are a harvest privilege, and are good for an indefinite (H) DURATION. IFQ harvest privileges are good for an indefinite period of
period of time. However, they constitute a use privilege which may be time, except that these privileges may be subject to periodic change,
modified or revoked by the Council and the Secretary at any time without including revocation, in accordance with regulations promulgated by the
compensation. Secretary.

(I) DISCARD OF HALIBUT. Discard of legal sized halibut is prohibited by | (I) DISCARD OF SABLEFISH. Discard of sablefish is prohibited by

catcher vessels on which halibut IFQs are harvested, and by those fishing
under the CDQ program. Vessels at this time in the freezer longliner
category ar¢ cxempt.

persons holding QS and those fishing under the community development
quota programs.

(J) Any person catching halibut with commercial fixed gear, with the
ception of vessels in the freezer longliner category, must own or
otherwise control IFQs. (The intent of this section is to prohibited a
directed open access fishery for halibut. Some owners in the freezer
longliners may control IFQs and would not be prohibited from using
those IFQs. Other freezer longliner owners who do not control IFQs
would not be prohibited from catching halibut, but must discard pursuant

to Section 2(I) above.)
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HALIBUT FIXED GEAR MANAGEMENT PLAN

SABLEFISH LONGLINE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Sec.3. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTAS.

Sec. 3. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTAS (CDQs).

(A) In the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, halibut community development

|

Juolas shall be apportioned as follows:
£ Mﬁ f ﬁc-, ¢ Ejﬂu_fi-";xvvﬁ

No more than 20% of the annual fixed gear Total Allowable Catch for
each management area in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BSAI) area
shall be made available in that management area for a western Alaska
sablefish community quota program.

(1) For IPHC management area 4E, 100% of the halibut quota shall be
made available only to residents of coastal communities physically
located in or proximate to each management subarea. Trip limits of
less than 6,000 pounds will be enforced.

(2) For IPHC management area 4C, 50% of the halibut quota, exclusive
of issued QS, shall be made available for a community fisheries
development program for residents of communities physically
located in or proximate to the management area. CDQ for this arca
is subject to Sec 3. (B) below.

(3) For IPHC management arca 4B, 20% of the halibut quota, exclusive
of issued QS, shall be made available to residents of disadvantaged
westemn Alaska coastal communities physically located in or
proximate to the management area. CDQ for this area is not subject
to the fourth quarter release provision in Sec.3.(B)(2) below.

(4) For IPHC management area 4D, 30% of the halibut quota shall be
made available to residents of disadvantaged western Alaska coastal
communities located in IPHC area 4E for a community fisheries
development (CDQ) program.
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SABLEFISH LONGLINE MANAGEMENT PLAN

(5) The purpose of the halibut community quota program is 1o provide the

BSAI arca halibut fishery and thereby assist in the development of a

In implementing this program, community development plans shall

harvesting arrangement with persons who reside outside of the
community,

opportunity for disadvantaged western Alaska communities to enter the

self-sustaining fisheries economy. The halibut community quota program
for area 4D shall be implemented through the draft guidelines attached.

provide a harvesting preference for residents of the community over any

The purpose of the program is to provide the opportunity for
disadvantaged western Alaska communities to enter the BSAI area
sablefish fishery and thereby assist in the development of a self-sustaining
fisheries economy. The program is also intended to complement and
work in conjunction with the westem Alaska community quota program
adopted by the Council for BSAI pollock. The western Alaska sablefish
community quota program shall be implemented through the draft
regulations attached. In implementing this program, community
development plans shall provide a harvesting preference for residents of
the community over any harvesting arrangements with persons who reside
outside of the community. Attached are guidelines under which the CDQ
program will be implemented.

of QS in areas 4B, C, D, & E, but would receive less due to the

QS they lost in the Bering Sea to their QS in the Gulf of Alaska.

the GOA in which he had accrued initial QS.

(6) Those persons that would otherwise have received a full complement
provisions of CDQs, would be permitted to add that portion of the

The portion added, would be allocated proportionately to the areas in
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SABLEFISH LONGLINE MANAGEMENT PLAN

(B) GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTING THE WESTERN ALASKA
COMMUNITY HALIBUT QUOTA

GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTING THE WESTERN ALASKA
COMMUNITY SABLEFISH QUOTA

(1) PURPOSE AND SCOPE. In order 1o provide fishermen who reside
in western Alaska communities a fair and reasonable opportunity to
participate in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands halibut fishery, to
expand their participation in salmon, herring, and other nearshore
fisheries, and to help alleviate the growing social economic crisis
within these communities, the westem Alaska halibut community
quota is established, Residents of western Alaska communities are
predominantly Alaska Natives who have traditionally depended upon
the marine resources of the Bering Sea for their economic and
cultural well-being. The westem Alaska halibut community quota is
a joint program of the Secretary and the Governor of the State of
Alaska. Through the creation and implementation of community
development plans, westemn Alaska communities will be able to
diversify their local economies, provide community residents with
new opportunities to obtain stable, long-term employment, and
participate in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands halibut fishery which
has been foreclosed to them because of the high capital investment
needed to enter the fishery.

Sec. 1. PURPOSE AND SCOPE. In order to provide fishermen who reside in
western Alaskan communities a fair and reasonable opportunity to participate
in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands sablefish fishery, 1o expand their
participation in salmon, herring, and other nearshore fisheries, and to help
alleviate the growing social economic crisis within these communities, the
westemn Alaska sablefish community quota is established. Residents of western
Alaska communities are predominantly Alaska Natives who have traditionally
depended upon the marine resources of the Bering Sea for their economic and
cultural well-being. The westem Alaska sablefish community quota is a joint
program of the Secretary and the Govemnor of the State of Alaska. Through
the creation and implementation of community development plans, westem
Alaska communities will be able to diversify their local economies, provide
community residents with new opportunities to obtain stable, long-term
employment, and participate in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Isiands sablefish
fishery which has been foreclosed to them because of the high capital
investment needed to enter the fishery.,

(2) WESTERN ALASKA HALIBUT COMMUNITY QUOTA, The
NMFS Regional Director shall hold the recommended percent of the
annual Total Ailowable Catch of halibut for each management area
in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Area for the western Alaska
halibut community quota. These amounts shall be released 0
eligible Alaska communities who submit a plan, approved by the
Govemor of Alaska, for its wise and appropriate use.

Sec. 2. WESTERN ALASKA SABLEFISH COMMUNITY QUOTA

(A) The NMFS Regional Director shall hold 20 percent of the annual Total
Allowable Catch of sablefish for each management area in the Bering
Sea/Alentian Islands Area for the western Alaska sablefish community
quota. These amounts shall be released to eligible Alaska communities
who submit a plan, approved by the Govemor of Alaska, for its wise and
appropriate use. Any of the TAC not released by the end of the third
quarter shall be made available for harvest to any individual or vessel
providing the person does not own, hold, or otherwise contrel unused IFQ
for that fishing year.

CASABLESIW )rs.wp

)9{23;91 g 10




HALIBUT FIXED GEAR MANAGEMENT PLAN

)

SABLEFISH LONGLINE MANAGEMENT PLAN

(B)

Not more than 12 percent of the total western Alaska sablefish
community queota may be designated for a single community, except that
if portions of the total quota are not designated by the end of the second
quarter, communities may apply for any portion of the remaining quota
for the remainder of that year only.

(3) ELIGIBLE WESTERN ALASKA COMMUNITIES. The Govemnor
of Alaska is authorized to recommend (o the Secretary that a
community within westem Alaska which meets all of the following
criteria be a community eligible for the western Alaska community
quota program (hereinafter “the Program™):

Sec. 3. ELIGIBLE WESTERN ALASKA COMMUNITIES

(€

The Governor of Alaska is authorized to recommend to the Secretary that
a community within westem Alaska which meels all of the following
criteriz be a community eligible for the westem Alaska community quota
program (hereinafter "the Program"™):

be locaied on or proximate to the Bering Sea coast from the
Bering Strait to the westernmost of the Aleutian Islands or a
community located on an island within the Bering Sea, that the
Secretary of the Interior has centified pursuant o section
11(b}(2) or (3) of Pub. L. No, 92-203 as Native villages are
defined in section 3(c) of Pub. L. No. 92-203;

@

(1) be located on or proximate to the Bering Sea coast from the Bering
Strait to the westernmost of the Aleutian Islands or a community
located on an island within the Bering Sea, that the Secretary of the
Interior has certified pursuant to section 11(b}(2) or (3) of Pub. L.
No. 92-203 as Native villages are defined in section 3(c) of Pub. L.
No. 92-203;

(ii) be unlikely to be able to attract and develop economic activity {2) be unlikely to be able to attract and develop economic activity other
other than commercial fishing that would provide a substaniial than commercial fishing that would provide a substantial source of
source of employment; employment;

(iii) its residents have traditionally engaged in and depended upon (3) its residents have traditionally engaged in and depended upon fishing
fishing in the waters of the Bering Sea coast; in the waters of the Bering Sea coast;

(iv) has not previously developed harvesting or processing (4) has not previously developed harvesting or processing capability
capability sufficient to support substantial participation in the sufficient to support substantial participation in the commercial
commercial groundfish fisheries of the Bering Sea/Aleutian groundfish fisheries of the Bering Sea/Aleutian Istands because of a
Islands because of a lack of sufficient funds for investing in lack of sufficient funds for investing in harvesling or processing
harvesting or processing equipment; and equipment; and

(v) has developed a community development plan approved by the (5) has developed a community development plan approved by the
Govemor, after consultation with the North Pacific Fishery Govemer, after consultation with the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council. ~ Management Council.

(Cy Any number of eligible communities may apply under a single

development plan, In cases where more than one community applies in a
joint application, each community is entitled to its full portion of the
quota.
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SABLEFISH LONGLINE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Sec. 4. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PLANS

(A) Within 60 days of the effective date of these regulations, the Governor
shall submit to the Secretary, after review by the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council, criteria which the community must, at 2 minimum,

HALIBUT FIXED GEAR MANAGEMENT PLAN

(4) COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PLANS. Within 60 days of the
effective date of these regulations, the Governor shall submit to the
Secretary, after review by the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council, initial criteria which the community must, at a minimum,

include in a community development plan to be eligible to
participate in the program. The criteria shall include provisions
conceming the following:

include in a community development plan to be eligible (o participate in
the program. The criteria shall include provisions concerning the
following:

(1) amount of quota requested; (1) amount of quota requested;

(i) length of time community is requesting to receive a share of (2) length of time community is requesting to receive a share of the
the quota; quota;

(iii) benefits that will accrue to the community from approval of (3) benefits that will accrue to the community from approval of their
their plan and release of quota, including how the plan will plan and release of quota, including how the plan will assist in
assist in diversifying the community’s economy and provide diversifying the community’s economy and provide opportunities for
opportunities for training and employment; training and employment;

(iv) how individual resident harvesters will be provided an
opportunity to participate in the fishery;

(v) how the benefits will be shared within the community; (4) how the benefits will be shared within the community;

{(vi) business plan which will provide adequate information to (5) business plan which will provide adequate information to complete a
complete a financial feasibility assessment; financial feasibility assessment;

{vii) business arrangements which are entered into between a (6) Dbusiness arrangements which are entered into between a community
community and residents who reside outside of the community, and residents who reside outside of the community, provided that
provided that residents of a community shall received a residents of a community shall receive a preference for a portion of
preference for a portion of the harvesting quota over any the harvesting quota over any arrangements for harvesting with
arrangements for harvesting with persons who reside outside of persons who reside outside of the community; and
the community; and

(viii) within 30 days of receipt of the criteria from the Govemor, the (7) Within 30 days of receipt of the criteria from the Governor, the

Secretary will approve, disapprove, or return the criteria to the
Governor with recommendations for changes necessary to
comply with the provisions of this Act, or other applicable law.

Secretary will approve, disapprove, or return the Criteria to the
Govemor with recommendations for changes necessary 1o comply
with the provisions of this Act, or other applicable law.
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(5) APPROVAL OF PLANS

Sec. 5. APPROVAL OF PLANS

(i) Within 45 days of receipt of an application for a community,
the Governor shall review the community's eligibility for the
program and the community development plan, and at least 14
days prior to the next NPFMC meeting, forward the application
to the North Pacific Fishery Management Council for its review
and recommendations. The Govemor of Alaska may hold a
public hearing and submit a synopsis of that hearing to the
Council in lieu of a hearing by the Council itself. The
application shall be subject to a public hearing before the
Council, or a commitiee of the Council. If the Council does
not review the plan at its next regularly scheduled meeting, the
Govemor shall then submit the application to the Secretary for
designation of a portion of the quota. The Governor shall
submit the application 1o the Secretary within 14 days of
Council action or within 14 days of the date of the adjournment
of the Council meeting without any action taken on the
application, unless the application is withdrawn by the applying
community.

(A) Within 45 days of receipt of an application for a community, the
Govemor shall review the community’s eligibility for the program and
the community development plan and forward the application to the
North Pacific Fishery Management Council for its review and
recommendations. The application shall be subject to a public hearing
before the Council. 1If the Council does not review the plan at its next
regularly scheduled meeting, the Govemor shall then submit the
application to the Secretary for designation of a portion of the quota. The
Govemor shall submit the application to the Secretary within 14 days of
Council action or within 14 days of the date of the adjournment of the
Council meeting without any action taken on the application, unless the
application is withdrawn by the applying community.

Within 30 days of the receipt of an application approved by the
Governor, the Secretary will designate a portion of the quota o
the community, if the community development plan satisfies
the criteria developed by the Governor and approved by the
Secretary, or return the application to the Governor with
reasons for denial.

(D)

{B) Within 30 days of the receipt of an application approved by the

Governor, the Secretary will designate a portion of the quota to the
community, if the community development plan satisfies the criteria
developed by the Govemor and approved by the Secretary, or retum the
application to the Govemor with his reasens for denial.

Sec.d. AD HOC WORKING GROUPS. Two ad hoc working groups shall be
established. One by the Council composed of but not limited 1o representatives
from fixed gear vessel owners, crewmembers and processors, who would likely
be affected by the Council’s action on IFQs. The second group will be
established by the Alaska Regional Director, NMFS, composed of
administration, data management, enforcement, and tegal professionals. The
groups will develop a detailed implementation plan covering all aspecis of the
carrying out the Council’s preferred alicmative for a fixed gear IFQ
management program (for sablefish and halibut). All states represented on the
Council shall be given an opportunity to provide technical input to the groups.

Secd. AD HOC WORKING GROUPS. Two ad hoc working groups shall
be established. One by the Council composed of representatives from longline
vessel owners, crew members and processors, who would likely be affected by
the Council’s action on IFQs. The second group will be established by the
Alaska Regional Director, NMFS, composed of administration, data
management, enforcement, and legal professionals. The groups will devclop a
detailed implementation plan covering all aspects of carrying out the Council's
preferred alternative for a longline (fixed gear) 1FQ management program (for
sablefish and halibut). All states represcnted on the Council shall be given an
opportunity to provide technical input to the groups.
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AGENDA C-3
Supplemental
September 1991

f‘-'\ Table 2.4.5

Regional distribution of vessels owners from 1985-90 for vessel classes in the
preferred IFQ alternative for the Exclusive Econornic Zone.

Year 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 IFQ

All 244 457 668 709 639 652 1081
Alaska 168 330 487 546 479 493 832
Other States 76 126 181 163 160 159 249
Alaska % 69% 72% 73% 7% 75% 76% 77%
% CB < 60 67% 73% 77% 79% 77% 78% 80%
% CB 2 60 30% 25% 21% 18% 19% 19% 17%
% Freezers 2% 2% 2% 3% 4% 3% 3%
CB < 60 164 333 513 558 493 510 865
Alaska 125 262 398 462 405 413 709
Other States 39 70 115 96 88 97 156
% Alaska 76% 79% 78% 83% 82% 81% 82%
,ﬂ\
CB 260 74 113 141 131 122 121 181
Alaska 42 65 86 80 67 74 115
Other States 32 48 55 51 55 47 66
% Alaska 57% 58% 61% 61% 55% 61% 64%
Freezers 6 11 14 20 24 21 35
Alaska 1 3 3 4 7 6 8
Other States 5 8 11 16 17 15 27
% Alaska 17% 27% 21% 20% 29% 29% 23%
-
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Table 24.5.1

Regional distribution of vessels owners from 1985-90 for vessel classes in the
preferred IFQ alternative for the Aleutian Islands,

Year 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1590 IFQ

All 10 38 58 67 62 46 135
Alaska 4 20 18 25 20 15 56
Other States 6 18 40 42 42 31 79
Alaska % 40% 53% 31% 37% 2% 33% 41%
% CB < 60 10% 29% 31% 31% 21% 28% 35%
% CB 2 60 60% 55% 47% 48% 45% 52% 46%
% Freezers 30% 16% 22% 21% 34% 20% 19%
CB < 60 1 11 i8 21 13 13 47
Alaska 1 7 6 11 6 6 23
Other States 0 4 12 10 7 7 24
% Alaska 100% 64% 33% 52% 46% 46% 49%
CB = 60 6 21 27 32 28 24 62
Alaska 3 12 10 12 7 8 26
Other States 3 9 17 20 21 16 36
% Alaska 50% 57% 37% 38% 25% 33% 42%
Freezers 3 6 13 14 21 9 26
Alaska 0 1 2 2 7 1 7
Other States 3 5 11 12 14 8 19
% Alaska 0% 17% 15% 14% 33% 11% 27%
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Table 2.4.5.2

Regional distribution of vessels owners from 1985-90 for vessel classes in the

preferred IFQ alternative for the Bering Sea.

Year 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 IFQ
All 48 36 76 53 30 64 153
Alaska 27 16 40 30 15 23 80
Other States 21 20 36 23 15 41 73
Alaska % 56% 44% 53% 57% 50% 36% 52%
% CB < 60 35% 11% 36% 45% 20% 34% 2%
% CB 2 60 58% 75% 50% 26% 20% 399, 40%
% Freezers 6% 14% 14% 28% 60% 27% 18%
CB <60 17 4 27 24 6 22 64
Alaska 12 3 16 20 5 11 42
Other States 5 1 11 4 1 11 22
% Alaska 71% 75% 59% 83% 83% 50% .- 66%
CB 2 60 28 27 38 14 6 25 61
Alaska 14 12 21 7 5 9 31
Other States 14 15 17 7 1 16 30
% Alaska 50% 44% 55% 50% 83% 36% 51%
Freezers 3 5 11 15 18 17 28
Alaska 1 1 3 3 5 3 7
QOther States 2 4 8 12 13 14 21
% Alaska 33% 20% 27% 20% 28% 18% 25%
mlh\sable91\ruleStbl.wk1 18-Sep-91



Table 2.4.5.3

Regional distribution of vessels owners from 1985-90 for vessel classes in the
preferred IFQ alternative for the Central Gulf area.

Year 1985 _ 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 IFQ
All 112 225 322 356 310 377 617
Alaska 64 144 214 261 201 258 445
Other States 48 80 108 95 109 119 172
Alaska % 57% 64% 66% 73% 65% 68% 72%
% CB < 60 49% 56% 64% 67% 61% 67% 69%
% CB 2 60 47% 40% 34% 31% 34% 28% 28%
% Freezers 4% 4% 2% 3% 5% 5% 4%
CB <60 55 127 206 238 189 254 424
Alaska 32 85 146 188 136 186 328
Other States 23 41 60 50 53 68 96
% Alaska 58% 67% T1% 79% 72% 73% 77%
CB 260 53 90 111 109 104 105 170
Alaska 31 56 66 69 57 66 109
Other States 22 . 34 45 40 47 39 61
% Alaska 58% 62% 59% 63% 55% 63% 64%
Freezers 4 8 5 9 17 18 23
Alaska 1 3 2 4 8 6 8
Other States 3 5 3 5 9 12 15
% Alaska 25% 38% 40% 44% 47% 33% 35%
mih\sable91\rule5tbl.wkl
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Table 2.4.5.4

-~
Regional distribution of vessels owners from 1985-90 for vessel classes in the
preferred IFQ alternative for East Yakutat and Southeast Outside.
Year 1985 1986 1987 1988 19=89 1950 IFQ
All 120 242 347 387 388 329 630
Alaska 93 186 275 317 319 273 488
Other States 27 56 72 70 69 56 142
Alaska % 78% 7% 79% 82% 82% 83% 77%
% CB < 60 79% 0% 91% 91% 93% 95% 89%
% CB 2 60 18% 10% 9% 8% 7% 5% 10%
% Freezers 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
CB < 60 95 217 316 354 361 1 563
Alaska 80 171 254 295 302 262 455
Other States 15 46 62 59 59 49 108
% Alaska 84% 79% 80% 83% 84% 84%  81%
8 CB 260 22 25 30 32 26 17 61
Alaska i3 15 21 21 16 11 30
Other States 9 10 9 11 10 6 31
% Alaska 59% 60% 70% 66% 62% 65% 49%
Freezers 3 0 1 1 1 1 6
Alaska 0 0 0 1 1 0 3
Other States 3 0 1 0 0 1 3
% Alaska 0% 100% 0% 100% 100% 0% 50%
o
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Table 2.4.5.5

Regional distribution of vessels owners from 1985-90 for vessel classes in the
preferred IFQ alternative for the Western Guif area.

Year 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 IFQ
All 60 68 76 01 98 a3 184
Alaska 38 36 43 42 46 17 98
Other States 2 32 33 49 52 26 86
Alaska % 63% 53% 57% 46% 47% 40% 53%
% CB < 60 52% 49% 57% 43% 36% 30% 48%
% CB 2 60 42% 44% 32% 40% 45% 47% 38%
% Freezers 1% 7% 12% 18% 19% 23% 14%
CB < 60 31 33 43 39 35 13 89
Alaska 21 23 32, 28 24 9 59
Other States 10 10 11 11 11 4 30
% Alaska 68% 70% 74% 72% 69% 69% 66%
CB =60 25 30 24 36 44 20 69
Alaska 16 12 9 12 15 7 33
Other States 9 18 15 24 29 13 36
% Alaska 64% 40% 38% 33% 34% 35% 48%
Freezers 4 5 9 16 19 10 26
Alaska 1 1 2 2 7 1 6
Other States 3 4 7 14 12 % 20
% Alaska 25% 20% 22% 13% 37% 10% 23%
miksabled TxruleStbl. wk1
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Table 2.4.5.6

Regional distribution of vessels owners from 1985-90 for vessel classes in the
preferred IFQ alternative for the West Yakutat.

Year 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 IFQ
All 80 133 221 162 187 154 402
Alaska 42 77 134 08 116 82 273
Other States 38 56 87 64 71 72 129
Alaska % 53% 58% 61% 60% 62% 53% 68%
% CB < 60 70% 67% 68% 61% 65% 68% 71%
% CB = 60 29% 32% 31% 38% 31% 28% 27%
% Freezers 1% 1% 0% 1% 4% 5% 2%
CB < 60 56 89 151 99 121 104 285
Alaska 33 55 29 66 85 61 206
Other States 23 34 52 33 36 43 79
% Alaska 59% 62% 66% 67% 70% 59% 2%
CB z 60 23 43 69 61 58 43 108
Alaska 9 21 35 31 26 18 63
Other States 14 22 34 30 32 25 45
% Alaska 39% 49% 51% 51% 45% 429 58%
Freezers 1 1. 1 2 8 7 9
Alaska 0 1 0 1 5 3 4
Other States 1 0 1 1 3 4 5
% Alaska 0% 100% 0% 50% 63% 43% 44%
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Table 2.5.5

Regionat distribution of catch from 1985-90 and IFQs for vessel classes in the
preferred IFQ alternative for the Exclusive Economic Zone,

Year 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 IFQ
All 12924 19254 26990 283816 27284 25220 23231
Alaska 5548 9248 13839 14506 13287 12532 11380
Other States 7376 9970 13152 14310 13997 12688 11851
Alaska % 43% 48% 51% 50% 49% 50% 49%
% CB < 60 34%, 41% 46% 44% 45% 57% 47%
% CB 2 60 39% 42% 41% 40% 30% 29% 37%
% Freezers 27% 17% 13% 16% 17% 14% 16%
CB < 60 4367 7872 12505 12709 12143 14285 11004
Alaska 2590 4979 8088 8397 8086 8459 6687
Other States 1777 2857 - 4417 4311 4057 5825 4317
% Alaska 59% 63% 65% 66% 67% 59% 61%
CB>60 5104 8128 10947 11569 10578 7298 8508
Alaska 2423 3630 4990 5183 3983 2931 3797
Other States 2681 4499 5956 6386 6595 4367 4712
% Alaska 1% 45% 46% 45% 38% 40% 45%
Freezers 3453 3253 3530 4538 4563 3638 3719
Alaska * 639 760 926 1218 1142 896
Other States * 2614 2779 3612 3345 2496 2822
% Alaska * 20% 21% 20% 27% 31% 24%

* Numbers may not be released because of confidentiality restrictions,

milh\sable9T\rule5tbl.wk1

18-Sep-91



Table 2.5.5.1

Regional distribution of catch from 1985-90 and IFQs for vessel classes in the
preferred IFQ alternative for the Aleutian Islands.

Year 1985 1986 1987 _ 1988 1989 1990 IFQE’
All 1295 2281 3345 3121 2355 1831 2395
Alaska 47 439 953 1078 651 578 626
Other States 1248 1842 2392 2043 1704 1253 1769
Alaska % 4% 19% 28% 35% 28% 32% 26%
% CB <60 0% 11% 21% 18% 7% 16% 15%
% CB 2 60 8% 33% 41% 38% 27% 32% 33%
% Freezers 92% 57% 38% 44% 66% 33% 32%
CB <60 # 242 698 547 166 286 362
Alaska # 72 183 263 88 67 109
Other States # 171 515 284 78 219 253
% Alaska # 30% 26% 48% 533% 23% 30%
CB 260 104 746 1377 1191 638 579 780
Alaska 47 308 558 534 108 151 260
Other States 57 439 319 657 330 428 520
% Alaska 45% 41% 41% 45% 17% 26% 33%
Freezers 1190 1292 1270 1383 1550 965 1253
Alaska 0 * * * 455 * 257
Other States 1190 * * . 1095 * 996
% Alaska 0% * * * 29% * 21%

* Numbers may not be released because of confidentiality restrictions,
# To retain confidentiality, numbers were added to the catcher boats > 60"category,
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Table 2.5.5.2

Regional distribution of catch from 1985-90 and IFQs for vessel classes in the
preferred IFQ alternative for the Bering Sea.

Year 1985 1986 1987 1988 ___ 1989 1990 IFQ
All 2013 1416 2102 1085 561 1133 1521

Alaska 990 669 1056 283 153 423 628
Other States 1024 747 1046 801 408 711 893
Alaska % 49% 47% 50% 26% 27% 37% 41%
% CB < 60 23% 6% 26% 20% 1% 27% 21%
% CB 2 60 53% 63% 48% 18% 14% 34% 43%
% Freezers 23% 31% 26% 62% 84% 40% 35%
CB <60 469 89 540 215 6 301 326
Alaska 340 * 327 141 * 95 180
Other States 130 * 213 75 * 206 146
% Alaska 72% * 61% 66% * 2% . 55%
CB 2 60 1072 888 1018 191 81 384 658
Alaska 376 374 526 36 * 119 254
Other States 697 514 492 155 * 265 404
% Alaska 35% 42% 52% 19% * 31% 39%
Freezers 471 439 544 678 474 448 536
Alaska * * 203 107 98 208 194
Other States * * 341 572 376 240 343
% Alaska * « 37% 16% 21% 46% 36%

* Numbers may not be released because of confidentiality restrictions.

mih\sable91\rule5tbl, wkl 18-Sep-91



Table 2.5.5.3

Regional distribution of catch from 1985-90 and IFQs for vessel classes in the
preferred IFQ alternative for the Central Gulf area,

Year 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 IFQ
All 3346 6160 8693 10569 9927 10729 3449
Alaska 1323 2974 4397 5674 4602 4928 4038
Other States 2024 3150 4296 4895 5324 5801 4411
Alaska % 40% 48% 51% 54% 46% 46% 43%
% CB < 60 29% 36% 44% 43% 45% 59% 47%
% CB 2 60 44% 49% 52% 48% 44% 28% 41%
% Freezers 27% 15% 4% 9% 11% 12% 11%
CB <60 974 2242 3785 4562 4482 6339 4011
Alaska 378 1164 2019 2736 2651 32905 2137
Other States 596 1042 1767 1826 1831 3044 1874
% Alaska 39% 52% 53% 60% 59% 52% 53%
CB =60 1457 3005 4517 5026 4386 3055 3477
Alaska 743 1544 2094 2630 1681 1271 1638
Other States 714 1461 2423 2396 2706 1783 1839
% Alaska 51% 51% 46% 52% 38% 42% 47%
Freezers 915 913 391 081 1059 1335 062
Alaska * 266 * 308 271 362 264
Other States * 647 * 673 788 973 698
% Alaska * 29% * 31% 26% 27% 27%

* Numbers may not be released because of confidentiality restrictions,

mih\sable91\rule5tbl. wk1
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Table 2.5.5.4

Regional distribution of catch from 1985-90 and IFQs for vessel classes in the

preferred IFQ alternative for East Yakutat and Southeast Outside.

Year 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 IFQ
All 1978 3765 5587 6265 5463 6116 4650
Alaska 1410 2714 4762 4847 4398 4828 3757
Other States 568 1051 825 1417 1066 1288 933
Alaska % 71% 72% 85% 77% 81% 79% 80%
% CB < 60 60% 78% 85% 84% 86% 91% 82%
% CB 2 60 30% 22% 15% 16% 14% 9% 17%
% Freezers 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
CB < 60 1193 2948 4725 5236 4697 5545 3860
Alaska 1000 2202 4019 4117 3814 4427 3145
Other States 193 746 706 1119 883 1118 716
% Alaska 84% 75% 85% 79% 81% 80% 81%
CB 260 599 817 862 1029 766 571 787
Alaska 410 512 743 731 584 400 573
Other States 189 305 119 298 182 170 214
% Alaska 68% 63% 86% 71% T76% 70% 73%
Freezers 186 # # # # # 42
Alaska 0 # # # # # 39
Other States 186 # # # # # 3
% Alaska 0% # # # # # 93%

# To retain confidentiality, numbers were added to the catcher boats = 60" category.
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Table 2.5.5.5

Regional distribution of catch from 1985-90 and IFQs for vessel classes in the
preferred IFQ alternative for the Western Gulf area.

Year 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 IFQ
All 2016 2245 3172 2964 3812 1516 2335
Alaska 950 891 908 645 1150 391 707
Other States 1066 1354 2265 2320 2662 1125 1627
Alaska % 41% 40% 29% 22% 30% 26% 30%
% CB < 60 26% 35% 25% 15% 18% 17% 25%
% CB 2 60 42% 39% 37% 43% 51% 45% 41%
% Freezers 32% 25% 38% 43% 31% 39% 34%
CB < 60 525 792 805 430 697 251 593
Alaska 286 501 481 283 286 58 247
Other States 239 292 324 147 411 192 346
% Alaska 54% 63% 60% 66% 41% 23% 42%
CB =60 842 885 1169 1274 1946 679 946
Alaska 605 349 366 310 678 232 389
Other States 237 536 803 963 1268 447 557
% Alaska 72% 39% 31% 24% 35% 34% 41%
Freezers 649 568 1198 1260 1169 587 795
Alaska * * * & 186 * 71
Other States * * * 983 * 724
% Alaska * * * 16% " 9%

* Numbers may not be released because of confidentiality restrictions.
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Table 2.5.5.6

Regional distribution of catch from 1985-90 and IFQs for vessel classes in the
preferred IFQ alternative for the West Yakutat,

Year 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 IFQ
All 2274 3314 3932 4767 5158 3890 3842
Alaska 827 1504 1731 1948 2333 1384 1624
Other States 1447 1810 2201 2819 2826 2506 2218
Alaska % 36% 45% 44% 41% 45% 36% 42%
% CB < 60 53% 50% 49% 43% 44% 43% 48%
% CB 2 60 47% 50% 51% 57% 51% 47% 48%
% Freezers 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 5% 3%
CRB < 60 1198 1653 1934 2072 2288 1867 1852
Alaska 578 940 1030 960 1312 718 870
Other States 620 713 904 1112 976 1148 082
% Alaska 48% 57% 53% 46% 57% 38% 47%
CB 2 60 1076 1660 1998 2696 2628 1815 1860
Alaska 249 563 701 088 881 597 682
Other States 827 1097 1297 1708 1746 1219 1178
% Alaska 23% 34% 5% 37% 34% 33% 37%
Freezers # # # # 243 208 130
Alaska # # # # 140 70 71
Other States # # # # 103 138 58
% Alaska # # # # 58% 34% 55%

# To retain confidentiality, numbers were added to the catcher boats > 60'category.,

mih\sable® I\ruleStbl. wk1
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Ratio of IFQ Pounds to Average Landings
For The Preferred Alternative
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Rule 5: (Preferred Alternative) Must have made landings in 1988-1900: use best
5 of 6 years (85-90).

Notes: Ratios of less than 1 indicate owner will receive & smaller amount of IFQ [bs.
than hig average landings over the years in which he participated.
With few exceptions the individuals that fished anly one year are included in
the first cluster. Those who fished two years are in the second cluster, etc.



Number of Owners

Ratio of IFQ Pounds to Average Landings

400 i .= ..............................................................
Rule 2B
! ..........
- I é'.
| :

..............

1
- o
al .,
i
-
300 s s e kb e R BN SR A n s e b e s st T,
' [
L]
=
] .

200 . . .............................................................

f
I
100 .'?l .................................................................
i
LA
‘ °‘ ] \.. /_. -\ o,
Y v \-'/'\l’

0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40
Ratio

Rule 2B: Must have made landings in 1987-89; use best 5 of 8 years (84-89).
Rule 4: Must have made landings in 1988-90; use best year.
Rule 5: (Preferred Alternative) Must have made landings in 1988-1900;

use best 5 of 6 years (85-90).

Ratios of less than 1 indicate owner will receive a smaller amount of IFQ [bs.
than his average landings over the years in which he participated.
With few exceptions the indlviduals that fished only one year are included in
the first cluster. Those who fished two years are in the second cluster, ete.
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Number of Owners Receiving Different

Percentages of Total IFQs
Under Under the Preferred Alternative, Summed for the EEZ
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1lb+ 53 lbs + 519 ibs + 5,262 lbs + 51,924 lbs + 518,813 lbs +

IFQ (Poundage based on 1991 fixed gear TAC)

Note: Poundage values represent minimums for each group.
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APPENDIX V

Calculating Quota Share Under The Preferred IFQ Alternative.

This Appendix is provided to allow potential Quota Share (QS) recipients to estimate the amount of Qs
they would receive under the Council’s preferred alternative. This would allocate QS to all vessel owners
or qualified vessel lease holders who made legal landings of sablefish between 1988 and 1990, The

allocation will be based on the owner's best 5 of 6 years landings for cach management area from 1985
to 1990.

The table below lists the total qualification pounds (metric tons), in round weight equivalents, for each
management area and for each of four potential qualifying rules. QS will be management area specific,
QS are a percentage of the fixed gear TAC for each area. The corresponding poundage (the annual IFQ)
is obtained by multiplying the QS percentage by the fixed gear TAC for a given management area. The
following information is expressed in metric tons; each metric ton equals 2,205 pounds. An example will
follow.

TABLE 1. Qualifying tons (mt round weight) by FMP arza for the preferred altemative.

East Yakutat/Southeast 27,170
West Yakutat 21,791

Central Gulf 45,774 i
Westem Gulf 14,198
Aleutians 12,700
Bering Sea ' 6,687

The above table incorporates fish ticket and weekly processor report landings from NMFS records and
includes all fixed gear landings which accrue under the preferred altemative. A person’s QS percentage
for an area is based on that person’s total qualifying tons, as a percentage of the total qualifying tons (all
QS recipients) for that area. If the QS system goes into effect, actual total qualifying tons may vary from
the numbers shown above depending on the actual application and appeals process. The examples shown
below are based on the assumption that all qualified recipients would claim their QS and there would be
ne appeals.

Example 1;

Owner A’ had the following landings of sablefish, by year, for the Central Gulf management area:

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1590
23 mt 17 mt 26 mt 20 mt 30 mt 10 mt 138 mt

Under the preferred altemative, his QS would be the total of his best 5 of 6 years, 1985-1990, divided by
the total qualifying pounds for the Central Gulf from Table 1 above: 111 mt (dropping 1989) divided by
45,774 or 0.24% of the Central Gulf fixed gear TAC. The annual poundage of this QS would vary from
year to year based on the TAC, As an example, this 0.24% QS would equate to 20.5 mt based on the
1991 fixed gear TAC (8,460 mt) for that area. This would be 45,235 pounds (24.5 mt x 2,205).



Example 2:
The same owner "A’ had the following landings for the Westemn Gulf management area:

1684 1985 1986 1987 1988 1589 1980

18 mt 22 mt 19 mt 16 mt

o

mt Omt Omt

Under the preferred alternative which requires participation in cne of the years 1988-1990, Owner 'A’
would qualify for QS in the Western Guif even though no landings were made in this area from 1988-
1990. The qualification rule requires that landings of sablefish must have been made in any area during
the qualifying period; QS would then be calculated separately for each area. Owner *A’, in this case had
landings of sablefish in 1988-1990 from the Central Gulf so he qualifies for QS in any area. In this
example, his qualifying poundage (in mt) would be the best 5 of 6 years from 1985-1990, or 57 mt,
divided by 14,198 mt (from Table 1). His QS percentage under this rule would then be .4% of the fixed
gear TAC for the Western Gulf. If Owner 'A’ had no participation in any area off Alaska during 1988-
1990, he would not have qualified for QS under the preferred alternative.

All of the above examples use metric tons which can then be converted to poundage based on the TAC
for a given year. Conversely, if a potential QS recipient knows what his landings were in pounds (round

weight), he can convert to metric tons by dividing the poundage by 2,205, and estimate his potential QS
using the metric ton totals from Table 1. .



