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AGENDA C-3

OCTOBER 2000
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
ESTIMATED TIME
FROM:  Chris Oliver W 8 HOURS

Acting Executive Director

DATE: September 26, 2000

SUBJECT: Halibut Subsistence

ACTION REQUIRED
Final action.
BACKGROUND

Management measures for halibut subsistence were first developed in September 1996 because of a conflict
between the IFQ/CDQ regulations and customary and traditional practices of Alaska Natives in IPHC
regulatory Area 4E, whereby halibut CDQ fishermen were retaining undersized halibut for personal use. The
Council formed a Halibut Subsistence Committee, initiated a regulatory amendment, and in June 1997, took
final action on the part of the proposed action that allowed Area 4E CDQ fishermen to retain undersized
halibut while commercial fishing. That measure took effect June 4, 1998, and was renewed by the IPHC
through December 31, 2001.

The broader issue of defining subsistence for Pacific halibut is addressed in the public review analysis mailed
to you on August 9, 2000. It includes changes made to the alternatives at the April 2000 Council meeting.
These include two additional eligibility options, the most critical element in the proposed action. The five
eligibility options are summarized below. The executive summary is attached as item C-3(a)(1). Additional
information prepared by staff for this decision is provided in item C-3(a)(2).

Suboption
A B c T o T E
Tribal plus rural| Tribal plus/individual| Tribal only|rural Tribal
eligible persons 88,663 82,171 42,0083 to 88,663 42,003 36,463
Alaska Native Tribes 118 118 118 118
rural communities with halibut C&T 114 114

The Halibut Subsistence Committee met on September 7 to review the analysis. The minutes are attached
under item C-3(a)(3). Based on information from public testimony, Shishmaref and Diomede (537 and 154
total residents -94% Alaska Native for both) would be added as rural places and tribal organizations with
customary and traditional use of halibut. Also, two additional tribal organizations that are applying for
federally-recognized status (the King Salmon Tribal Council (King Salmon) and the Native Village of
Kanakanak (Dillingham)) could also be added based on information from the tribal office of the Bristol Bay
Native Association. These changes would be made to the Secretarial review draft of the analysis, if adopted
by the Council.
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AGENDA C-3(a)(1)
Executive Summary

The Halibut Subsistence EA/RIR/IRFA addresses the development of fishery regulations to define the legal
harvest of halibut for subsistence use in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska. First,
subsistence halibut harvests are currently included within the personal use, or sportfish, regulations, largely
because the pattern of subsistence use has not been adequately documented. Sportfish regulations do not
reflect the customary and traditional use of halibut in rural communities. Federal fishery regulations for
Alaska limit all non-commercial halibut harvests to two fish per person per day, caught on a single line with
a maximum of two hooks or a spear, from February 1 through December 31. Increased enforcement of
commercial halibut IFQ and CDQ regulations has led to increased awareness of the conflict between Federal
halibut regulations and customary and traditional subsistence practices of Alaska Natives in coastal
communities.

Second, subsistence harvest estimates provided to the International Pacific Halibut Commission may not
adequately account for all subsistence removals due to lack of adequate monitoring, reporting, and estimation
processes. Co-management agreements would enhance data collection of subsistence harvests. Despite the
lack of complete data, all subsistence harvests are estimated to account for less than one percent of total
halibut removals.

A management proposal to define halibut subsistence was first developed to address a conflict between the
IFQ/CDQ regulations and customary and traditional practices of Alaska Natives in IPHC regulatory Area
4E, whereby halibut CDQ fishermen were retaining undersized halibut for personal use. In December 1996,
the Council initiated preparation of an EA/RIR for a regulatory amendment to allow the legal harvest of
halibut for subsistence in rural communities to conform with state and Federal statutes that provide for the
opportunity for the continued existence of these traditional cultures and economies.

In June 1997, the Council took final action to recommend the allowable retention of undersized halibut in
the Area 4E Community Development Quota fishery. That measure took effect June 4, 1998, was renewed
by the IPHC in January 2000, and sunsets on December 31, 2001. The Council did not recommend a sunset,
but the IPHC wanted to ensure an adequate data collection program.

The Council deferred action in 1998 and 1999 on the larger issue of defining eligibility, legal gear, customary
and traditional trade, bag limits, and cooperative management agreements for a halibut subsistence fishery,
while the State of Alaska Legislature considered amending the State Constitution to come into compliance
with Federal law related to management of fish and game on Federal lands. While the dual management issue
does not affect management of Pacific halibut, the Council chose to postpone its action to allow the State
to address its management issue, unimpeded by public confusion of jurisdictional issues of state versus
Federal management of fish and game. When the Legislature did not take such action by an October 1999
Congressional deadline, NMFS recommended that the Council reschedule final action.

The issues surrounding Title VIII of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) and the
Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture to implement a joint program to grant a preference for subsistence
uses of fish and wildlife resources on public lands has no application to the proposed action to define a
subsistence category for Pacific halibut.

In February 2000, the Council revised the alternatives in the draft analysis and rescheduled initial review and
final action for April and June 2000, respectively. At the April 2000 meeting, the Council again revised the
list of alternatives and rescheduled final action for October 2000.1t also requested that its Halibut Subsistence
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Committee convene in September 2000 to review the public review draft of the analysis and provide
recommendations. The committee meeting was scheduled for September 7, 2000.

The alternatives, as revised by the Council in April 2000, are listed below.

ALTERNATIVE 1.

ALTERNATIVE 2.

Status quo.

Allow the harvest of halibut for subsistence.

OPTION 1. Define subsistence.

Halibut subsistence regulations are needed to allow the continued practice of long-term customary and
traditional practices of fishing halibut for food for families in a non-commercial manner for non-economic
consumption. Subsistence is defined as ‘long-term, customary and traditional use of halibut.’

OPTION 2. Define eligibility (*residency is defined as one calendar year):

Suboption A.

Suboption B.

Suboption C.

Suboption D.

Suboption E.

C3Memo10-00.wpd

1. Members of Alaska Native Federally-recognized Tribes with customary and
traditional use of halibut; and

2. Other permanent rural residents* of communities with customary and
traditional use of halibut.

Alaska rural residents* as defined in ANILCA and identified in the table entitled
‘Alaska Rural Places and Native Groups with Subsistence Halibut Uses,’ and will
also include other communities for which customary and traditional findings are
developed in the future.

1. Members of Alaska Native Federally-recognized Tribes with customary and
traditional use of halibut.

2. Other permanent rural residents* who have legitimate subsistence needs in
communities with customary and traditional use of halibut.

Need will be determined on an individual basis by either:
1. State of Alaska
2. Tribes

3. Co-management authority.

Members of Alaska Native Federally-recognized Tribes with customary and
traditional use of halibut.

Members of Alaska Native Federally-recognized Tribes who reside in rural
communities with customary and traditional use of halibut. (This language also may
be substituted under Suboptions A, C, or D.)

-y



OPTION 3. Define legal gear.

Suboption A. Define hand held gear as:
1. Rod and reel gear
2. Spear
3. Hand troll gear

Suboption B.  Define hook-and-line gear (including set and hand-held gear) with a range of:

1. 2 hooks;
2. 10 hooks;
3. 30 hooks;
4. 60 hooks.

Suboption C.  Allow tribal governments to contract with NMFS to allow proxies to be used by
: designated fishermen to fish for the community using:
1. 1-3 skates of gear, up to 60 hooks each;

2. any gear type
Suboption D.  Allow retention of subsistence halibut using commercial gear while IFQ/CDQ
fishing.
1. Statewide
2. 4C, 4D, and 4E only
3. Require subsistence fishermen to designate a particular trip as a subsistence trip

outside of areas 4C, 4D, and 4E
OPTION 4. Allow the customary and traditional trade of subsistence halibut.

Suboption A.  Customary and traditional trade through monetary exchange shall be limited to an
annual maximum of:
1. $0;
2. $200;
3. $400;
4. $600.
Suboption B.  Customary and traditional trade through non-monetary exchange is allowed with:
1. other Alaska Tribes;
2. any Alaska rural resident;
3. any Alaska resident;
4. anyone.

OPTION 5.  Define a daily bag limit of between 2-20 halibut.
Suboption. No bag limits for subsistence halibut.
OPTION 6.  Develop co-management agreements with tribal, State, and Federal governments and

other entities to collect, monitor, and enforce subsistence harvests and develop local
area halibut subsistence use plans in coastal communities.
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Alternative 1 is the no action alternative. Current Federal regulations approved by the International Pacific
Halibut Commission and the Council and implemented by NMFS do not provide for customary and
traditional subsistence practices by residents of rural Alaskan communities. The status quo alternative would
continue the current application of halibut non-commercial regulations to subsistence harvests in Alaska.
Continued conflict could occur between Federal and state enforcement agencies and rural Alaskans engaged
in customary and traditional halibut subsistence practices as result.

Alternative 2 proposes to define halibut subsistence (Option 1), eligibility (Option 2), gear (Option 3), trade
(Option 4), bag limits (Option 5), and co-management agreements (Option 6). The eligibility criteria is the
most critical element of the proposed action; it is also the most controversial. The number of eligible
individuals or communities, combined with the definition of legal gear, will ultimately determine the amount
of halibut that can be taken. It is the Council’s intent to legitimize established uses and not expand the
subsistence fishery beyond established patterns of use. Therefore, the Council is considering a definition of
halibut subsistence that would be applied either through tribal membership, rural residency, or both. Non-
tribal members in urban areas are not included in the proposed action.

Option 2, Suboption A defines eligibility through two routes: membership in tribes with customary and
traditional uses of halibut, or residency in rural communities with customary and traditional uses of halibut.
It would qualify approximately 88,663 persons associated with 118 Alaska Native Tribes with an estimated
halibut harvest of 1.5 million Ib. In April 2000, the Council modified this suboption by separating it into parts
1 (tribal members) and 2 (other permanent rural residents of the same communities). This change was based
on recommendations from public testimony that defined halibut subsistence for tribal members based on
recognition of customary and traditional cultural practices, while halibut subsistence for other permanent
rural residents would be based on social and economic concerns.

Suboption A (as well as C and D) includes

tribal members regard]ess of where they Urban tribal members included and non-Natives

reside. It includes 5,540 tribal residents of | €xcluded under Suboption A.

Juneau, Ketchikan, Saxman, Kenai-Soldotna, Community Native| non-Native Total

and Ninilchik, that would be excluded under Juneau 3,462 23,289 26,751

Suboption B (rural eligibility). Ketchikan 1,296 6,967 8,263
Kenai-Soldotna 693 9,116 9,809

Another change made in April 2000 based on Ninilchik 89 367 456

a staff recommendation to clarify language | [Total 5,540 39,739 45,279

then in Suboption A may have inadvertently

altered Council intent. Language in the initial

review version of the analysis (“in such Native villages”) was replaced by “of communities with customary
and traditional use of halibut.” The tables and discussion in the current and previous versions of the analysis
reflect the revised language. This change results in ‘fixing’ the number of non-Natives to 46,659 rather than
44,412, under all suboptions. The Council may choose to adopt either language and intent since both are
discussed in the analysis.

Suboption B is based on determination of rural places with a finding of customary and traditional use of
halibut. It would qualify approximately 82,171 Alaska rural residents from 114 coastal communities that had

established customary and traditional halibut subsistence practices, with an associated halibut harvest of 1.4
million 1b.

Suboption C is similar to Suboption A, but eligibility for halibut subsistence would be determined on an
individual basis by either the State of Alaska, the appropriate tribe, or co-management authority. It would
qualify between 42,003 and 88,663 Alaska Natives and other rural residents from 114 communities, with an
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associated halibut harvest between 636,813 Iband 1.5 million 1b. A more complex administrative and appeals
system would need to be instituted for individual eligibility determination than for any of the other
suboptions. Under this suboption, the Council must designate the State, the tribes, or co-management
authorities to determine need if it does not intend to make these determinations.

Suboption D modified Suboption A to allow the Council to designate halibut subsistence for only Suboption
A, Part 1 (tribal only). It would qualify approximately 42,003 persons associated with 118 Alaska Native
tribes with an estimated halibut harvest of 636,813 1b. This suboption recognizes the cultural component of
halibut customary and traditional uses of halibut by Alaska Natives.

Suboption E, added to the analysis in April 2000, would limit halibut subsistence eligibility to tribal members
who reside in communities for which halibut subsistence customary and traditional practices have been
identified. This eligibility definition may be substituted for the language under Suboptions A, C, or D. It
would limit halibut subsistence eligibility to those Alaska Native tribal members who reside in rural places
with halibut customary and traditional use designations. This suboption would exclude tribal members who
reside in non-rural places (e.g., Anchorage, Juneau, and Ketchikan) from halibut subsistence fishing off those
communities. Another definition may, however, allow tribal members to halibut subsistence fish off the rural
communities with which their tribes are associated.

The rural areas identified in the tables in this analysis are based on the State of Alaska Subsistence Board
findings. Should the Council adopt the Federal Subsistence Board’s March 2000 findings that designated the
entire Kenai Peninsula as rural, an additional 45,361 people in the Kenai Peninsula (from the Kenai-Soldotna
area, Homer Area, and Seward Area) would be included under Suboption B. Eight hundred eighty eight
Kenai Peninsula tribal members are already included under Suboptions A, C, and D (775 Kenaitze Indian
tribe, 115 Village of Salamatoff, and 116 Ninilchik Village tribal Members). The Council could also devise
its own criteria.

Suboption
A B | c [ D E
|Tribal plus rural| Tribal plus/individual| Tribal onlyrural Tribal
eligible persons 88,663] 82,171] 42,0083 to 88,663 42,003] 36,463
Alaska Native Tribes ] 118 118 118 118
rural communities with halibut C&T 114 114

In summary, there are 88,663 persons eligible under Suboption A (tribal plus), of which 42,003 are Alaska
Native and 46,659 are non-Natives. Under Suboption B (rural standard), there are 82,171 persons eligible
of which 35,512 are Alaska Natives and 46,659 are non-Natives. Under Suboption C (tribal plus with
individual ‘determination), up to 88,663 persons may be eligible of which 42,003 are Alaska Native and
46,659 are non-Natives. The 5,540 fewer Alaska Natives eligible under Suboptions B and E compared with
the other suboptions are Alaska Native tribal members residing in Juneau, Ketchikan, and the Kenai-
Soldotna-Ninilchik areas, while Suboptions A, C, and D include them. However, Suboption B includes 550
tribal members and 5,735 non-Natives who are not included under any other suboption. Suboption D (tribal
only) would qualify approximately 42,003 tribal members only. Suboption E (rural tribal only) would qualify
tribal members who reside in communities with customary and traditional use of halibut, or 35,512 tribal
members.

None of the alternatives is expected to result in a “significant regulatory action” as defined in E.O. 12866.
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AGENDA C-3

: OCTOBER 2000
m’;ﬁ%ﬁf&:&“ INTERNATIONAL PACIFIC HALIBUT COMMISSION  Supplemental

NANAIMO, B.C. SEATTLE, WA 98145-2009
RALPH G. HOARD

SEATTLE, WA ESTABLISHED BY A CONVENTION BETWEEN CANADA
"GATE, HAI All -
'oséw s&i‘z‘.‘” AND THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
HOMER, AK
JOHN SECORD FAX:

VANCOUVER, B.C. (206) 632-2983
September 20, 2000 ﬁ Eﬁt’?’“&,’;&

Mr. Chris Oliver, Acting Executive Director <ulg
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306 Qs N-RFZM'.C
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 -

COMMISSIONERS:

Re: October 2000 Meeting, Agenda Item C-3: Halibut Subsistence Program

Dear Chris:

The staff of the International Pacific Halibut Commission has reviewed the EA/RIR for Defining
a Halibut Subsistence Fishery. We recognize and support the Council intent to formalize a
heretofore unrecognized fishery. Accurate estimates of removals by the subsistence fishery have
been hampered by the lack of a fishery definition and management program. Further clouding
the issue is the overlap with the sport fishery regulations and conflict with personal use. In
general, we see the proposed action as a step in the right direction.

7 We have the following comments and recommendations on several issues under Council
consideration:

Alternative 2, Option 3: As we stated in our June 20 letter to the Council, we conclude that any
retention of subsistence fish during IFQ or CDQ fishing without the use of a uniform 32-inch
size limit would create situations that make enforcement of normal IFQ or CDQ regulations
difficult, if not impossible. Enforcement staff will have no means of enforcing the 32-inch
commercial limit at sea if subsistence-legal but less than 32-inch fish are also aboard a vessel.
We also believe that having more than one legal gear definition on an IFQ - subsistence trip will
cause enforcement problems. This would be the case for fish caught by legal IFQ gear (as
defined by IPHC regulations) and retained for subsistence with the suboptions being considered
by the Council for halibut subsistence. For example, the legal limic of 60 hooks defined for
subsistence gear (Alternative 2, Option 3, Suboption B, Item 4) is probably exceeded by most
commercial halibut longline gear. We therefore suggest that the Council avoid implementing

subsistence regulations, such as number of hooks, that are unenforceable on a commercial IFQ
trip.

The accommodation of the Area 4E native fishery is a unique situation, in that the exemption
allowed by the Commission permits a traditional and local use of halibut less than 32 inches to
continue. The critical element to this program is the strict reporting required by the Commission.
The Commission’s concern about sublegal halibut entering the marketplace is minimal for Area
4E, as most villages in the area do not have easy access to commercial markets.



In summary, we believe it would be necessary to institute a uniform 32-inch size limit and

require the use of IPHC-legal fishing gear only, if subsistence halibut are to be retained during
IFQ/CDAQ fisheries.

Alternative 2, Option 6: We recommend the Council adopt this option. Monitoring and
reporting of the subsistence harvest is an important part of the proposed action to IPHC and a
major improvement in the ability to document removals. For this reason, the IPHC staff would
like to participate in the discussions regarding the monitoring and reporting programs.

We have no comments on the issue of eligibility of fishery participants, as this is primarily an
allocative issue that comes under Council jurisdiction.

Gregg Williams from our staff will be attending the October meeting and can address any
questions the Council may have about our position.

SigiCerely,

<

Bruce M. Leaman
Executive Director

cc: IPHC commissioners



U.S. Department Commander P.O. Box 25517
of Transportation ngenteenth Coast Guard Juneau, AK 99802-5517
District Staff Symbol: p

United States

Phone: (307) 463-2226
Coast Guard

FAX: (907) 463-2216

16214
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Dr. Clarence Pautzke ,

Executive Director, North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage. AK 99501-2252

Dear Dr. Pautzke:

We have reviewed the draft Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis for a regulatory amendment to define the legal harvest of halibut
for subsistence use in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska. The Coast Guard
makes the following comments concerning the alternatives:

a. Alternative 2, Option 2: this option is not enforceable without a means of identifying
those persons eligible to harvest halibut for subsistence. This could be accomplished by issuing
a subsistence permit, or denoting subsistence eligibility on the Alaska Sport Fishing license.

b. Alternative 2, Option 3: this option has a number of enforcement issues. First. gear
requirements should be consistent with other fishing taking place on the vessel. If conducted
while [FQ/CDQ fishing, it would be difficult to enforce hook limits since there are no limits for
the commercial fisher. In addition. set or hand-held gear with no more than two hooks should
only be allowed when fishing in conjunction with sport fishing (e.g.. one person fishing with a
subsistence permit fishing while another on board is fishing with only a sport fishing license).
Next. subsistence halibut retained while IFQ/CDQ fishing must be caught within the area the

person holds IFQ/CDQ quota for. Finally, Suboption D raises concerns over both the size of
the halibut and whether the halibut must be accounted for in the same manner currently required
for IFQ/CDQ fish. To be enforceable. subsistence halibut caught during IFQ/CDQ fishing. must
meet the commercial size requirement and be offloaded during landing (raising question of
whether all subsistence caught halibut should be accounted for - we do it for king crabs in
SEAK). Otherwise, there is potential for a larger number of undersized halibut to enter the
market under the guise of subsistence. Currently all IFQ/CDQ halibut must be offloaded,
weighed and deducted from an IFQ account (fish retained for personal use may only be brought
back aboard after being accounted for). Subsistence fish must be handled similarly to personal
use fish to ensure all landings are properly accounted for.

c. Alternative 2, Option 4: this option is unenforceable. The trading and bartering of
halibut can only be enforced if it is managed similar to IFQ halibut. Traded subsistence fish
could easily lead to an underground distribution system that is used to absorb undersized fish.

d. Alternative 2, Option 5: this option must be linked to an individual permit to be
enforceable.



ll
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e. Alternative 2, Option 6: this option would be difficult to enforce due to the remoteness of
most of the areas. S

1 4

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed regulation. If you have any
questions or if there is any assistance that my staff can provide when developing these
regulations, please contact me at (907) 463-2226.

Sincerely,

VA

J1 V. O'SHEA
ptain, U.S. Coast Guard
Chief. Planning and Policy Division
Seventeenth Coast Guard District
By direction of the District Commander



AGENDA C-3(a)(3)
OCTOBER 2000

HALIBUT SUBSISTENCE COMMITTEE
SEPTEMBER 7, 2000
Draft Minutes

Four members of the committee were in attendance: Chairman Robin Samuelson, Jude Henzler, David Bill,
and Jennifer Hooper. Staff in attendance were: Jane DiCosimo, Robert Babson, Dr. Bob Wolfe, Phil Smith,
John Lepore, Gregg Williams, Kelly Hepler, and Rob Bentz. Councii members Bob Penney and CAPT Vince
O’Shea, Alaska Board of Fisheries member Ed Dersham and fifteen members of the public also were in
attendance.

1. The committee reviewed the definition of subsistence. Dr. Wolfe pointed out that the analysis may not
reflect the current language approved by the Council. He suggested it should read, “ long-term customary
and traditional use of halibut” instead of “non-commercial fishing for food.” He indicated that adding “non-

commercial” before the new language would clarify that the Council would not be including C&T sales
of halibut.

2. The committee discussed the State rural findings (listed in Tables 5.1 and 5.4) which identify a rural area
as a community or area of the State in which the non-commercial, customary and traditional use of fish
and game for personal or family consumption is a principal characteristic of the economy of the community
or area. These rural findings will change over time, most likely through growth or attrition of the
population in those communities. Some examples were discussed, noting the pros and cons of the abilities
of communities to be added or deleted from the list. Some Tribes also may be certified or decertified from
the current list of Federally recognized Tribes.

3. The committee heard testimony that Diomede and Shismaref should be included in the analysis.

4. Bob Babson, NOAA General Counsel, raised an issue with the committee: If the Council adopts Option
2, Suboption B (rural) as its preferred option, it should consider adopting the Federal definition of rural
so as to be consistent with ANILCA and Federally reserved submerged lands and waters listed in Appendix
1. There may be a conflict using the State definition with the Department of Interior’s process for
determining ‘rural.” However, adopting the Federal definition may imply accepting its findings, including
its determination that the Kenai Peninsula is rural.

W

The committee clarified that all Alaska Natives are included under Option 2, Suboption C (Native plus)
but individual determinations must be made for non-Natives. The committee discussed a possible language
change for “need” under Part 2. Suggested changes were “requirement” or “use.” The State Tier II level
criteria include: 1) direct dependence on the resource as a principal economic support; 2) alternative
sources of food; and 3) residency.

6. The committee discussed that the urban issue under Option 2, Suboption E could be addressed by
restricting Tribal members to the community associated with the Tribe. However, intermarriage and
relocation issues would then require a subsistence fisherman to travel back to his community at great
expense, etc. Limiting the geographic area for eligibility also would raise difficult enforcement issues.

7. Bob Babson expanded on the legal issues related to Issue 3, Define legal gear. Gregg Williams discussed

the likelthood of mixed trips (commercial and subsistence) whereby conflicting legal gears for subsistence
and commercial uses may occur.

draft prepared by Jane DiCosimo September 28, 2000



8. The committee discussed the traditional subsistence practice in western Alaska as unique in terms of not
releasing caught fish. They also described the short fishing season due to weather conditions.

9. The committee discussed Issue 4. C&T trade.

10. The committee discussed bycatch of rockfish and lingcod when using certain gear. State personal use
regulations for Southeast allows unlimited gear and bottomfish harvest.

11. Bob Babson raised the issue of clarifying that trade would not be allowed at canneries. He recommended
that language be added so that subsistence trade may not occur with a licensed buyer. Public testimony
indicated that these buyers make homepacks for subsistence users now and this should be allowed to
continue.

12. The committee discussed that if the Council picks any option other than Tribes under Issue 6. Co-
operative/co-management agreements, it would be impossible for that Tribe to ‘enforce’ the agreement with

non-Tribal members.

13. Public testimony indicated that the best program would be simple overall, allow trade at low monetary
expense and have regulations that are simple to enforce. LAMPS were suggested to define legal gear, etc.

The committee adjourned at 11.50 am.

draft prepared by Jane DiCosimo September 28, 2000
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AGENDA C-3
OCTOBER 2000
Supplemental

STATE OF ALASHA ~ ==ev=

P.O. Box 25526

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME PHONE 07) 4ot

FAX: (907) 465-2772

To: Jane DiCosimo Date: September 26, 2000
Fishery Biologist
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

From: Rob Bentz
Assistant Director
Division of Sport Fish
Department of Fish and Game -

Subject: Estimated Revenue Loss

The department has been requested to estimate the license revenue that might be lost if individuals
that qualified under various options being considered by the Council in the halibut subsistence
analysis decided not to purchase a license in the future. The department is not able to determine
the number of licenses purchased by Alaska natives living the urban areas of Juneau, Ketchikan,
Kenai/Soldotna, or Ninilchik (Option 2, Suboption A, C, and D).

The communities listed in Table 5.1 represent locations of Alaska native federally recognized
tribes with customary and traditional use of halibut and other rural residents in such native

villages. This list corresponds with Option 2, Suboption A in the Council halibut subsistence
EA/RIR.

The average number of resident sport fishing licenses sold to individuals living in the communities
listed in Table 5.1 from 1993 — 1999 is 16,708. The department can not determine how many of
these individuals would stop purchasing a resident sport fishing license if the Council adopts
subsistence halibut regulations which would preclude the license requirement. However, using a
“worst case” scenario in which all of the current license holders decided not to purchase a license
once the subsistence regulations became effective; the license revenue lost to the department
would be $250, 620 per year under the current license fee schedule of $15 for a resident sport
fishing license.

The communities listed in Table 5.4 represent rural places in areas with subsistence halibut uses.
This list includes all of the locations listed in Table 5.1, plus an additional 15 communities that are



designated as rural but without an Alaska native tribe headquartered in the community. This list :
corresponds with Option 2, Suboption B in the Council halibut subsistence EA/RIR. 7

The average number of resident sport fishing licenses sold to individuals living in the communities
listed in Table 5.4 from 1993 — 1999 is 17,609. Again, the department can not determine how
many of these individuals would stop purchasing a resident sport fishing license if the Council
adopts subsistence halibut regulations which would preclude the license requirement. However,
using a “worst case” scenario in which all of the current license holders decided not to purchase a
license once the subsistence regulations became effective; the license revenue lost to the
department would be $264, 135 per year under the current license fee schedule of $15 for a
resident sport fishing license.

Please give me a call if you have any questions regarding the license fee information above.

Sincerely,

Rob Bentz
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Coastal Villages Region Fund

711 H Sereer, Suite 200 = Anchorage, Alaska 99507 * Phone 907-278-5151 » Fax 907-275-5150

ﬂ

September 27, 2000

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4" Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 995012252

Dear Council:

Coastal Villages Region Fund (CVRF) understands thar the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (the
Council) is seeking public comments on the Environmenial AssessmenURegulatory Impact Review/Inirial
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis addressing the legal harvest of halibur for subsistence use, which will be
addressed during its October Sika Council meenng We are submurting our written comments directly on this
issue.

As the Council deliberates the options idennfied in the analysis (EA/RIR/IRFA), CVRF urges the Council 1o
ensure that any recommended option continues to support the retention of sub-legal size halibut for
subsistence use in the Area 4E Community Development Quota (CDQ) fishery, as recommended by the
Council in June 1997 and as renewed by IPHC n January 2000. Based on this statement, CVRF would not
support continuing with the Status Quo (Alternative 1) and would su pport Alternarive 2, which would allow
the harvest of halibut for subsistence.

OPTION 6. Develop co-management agreements with tribal, stare, federal governments and other entities 1o
collect, monitor, and enforce subsistence harvests and develop local area halibur subsistence use plans in coastal
communiries.

CVREF fully supports the eppormniry 1o establish co-management agreements that will create
subsistence use plans that may appropriately reflect the halibur use of local areas. This option offers
flexibility for the unique fishing areas rather than auempring 10 design a umform plan that may be the
perfect it in one area (1.e. Cook Inlet, Southeast), but incomparible and mappropriate in another
(Western Villages, Area 4E).

If the co-management agreement option becomes obsolete, CVRF wishes to otfer 1ts recommended
opuons in the following categories. We feel it is important 1o address some of the options that may
impact our coastal villages.

OPTION 2. Define Eligibility
CVRF is 2 membership-based Community Development Quota (CDQ) program that serves 20 coastal
villages situated in the areas between Scammon Bay and Platinum (see antached list of member
commurnuries). While CVRF undersiands the complexity with the undetermined definitions of rural,
rural residency, tribal membership and the Tribal determinanon, CVRF would encourage the Council 1o
ensure the inclusion of the 20 member villages (all within Area 4E) as eligible communities under any
definition.

OPTION 3. Define legal gear.
Suboprion B. Define hook-and-line gear (including set and hand-held gear) with a range of: 1) 2 hooks:
2) 10 hooks; 3) 30 hooks; or 4) 60 hooks.
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CVRF wishes 10 hold its comments on Suboption B and present its recommendation during the Council
meeting in Sitka.

Suboprion D. Allow retention of subsistence halibut using commercial gear while 1IFQ/CDQ fishing: 1)
Statewide; 2) 4C, 4D, and 4E Only; or 3) Require subsistence fishermen 10 designate a particularrip as a
subsistence wip outside of areas 4C, 4D and 4E.

The non-commercial, long-term, customary and waditional use of Halibut in the Area 4E is what drives
our company 1o ensure that our fishermen continue 10 have access 10 a species that has become an
essennal part of the diet for many families in the CVRF region. The halibut is a precious and prize-
worthy staple thar has no equivalent value in other harvested items.

The only period of rime thar families can harvest the Halibut is within a two-month window when the
fishing grounds are accessible. Within this period, the rough seas often prevent fishermen from fishing
due 1o the risks of small vessel accidents in stormy weather, further dimmishing the rimeframe that
people can expect 10 harvest halibut. Without the availability of seaworthy vessels in the region, Area
4E fishermen need all the consideration given to retain more than the two-per individual resmiction
applied elsewhere.

The inability 10 retain sub-legal size halibut goes against the traditional belief of refaining injured fish
that evenwually suffer from deteriorarion if released back into the ocean. Furthermore, a captured and
dead sub-legal size halibur serves no purpose back in the ocean when it provides multiple benefits upon
retention. Fishermen must still depend on subsistence harvests 1o offset cash needs duning the frozen
harsh winters and 1o survive a lifestyle i the village that often has a cash-poor economy.

Based on these statements, CVRF urges the Council to allow the retennon of sub-legal size halibut for
subsistence use using commercial gear while IFQ/CDQ fishing m Area 4E.

OPTION 5. Define a daily bag limit of berween 2-20 halibut.
Suboption. No bag limits for subsistence halibur.

While CVRF wishes to sieer away from recommending a bag limitarion that would apply to all other
areas in the State, CVRF does not want to see a bag limitation applied 10 Area 4E, largely because of the
unforgiving fishing environment and the limited window of oppormumity to harvest the halibut along the
coastal commumutes. Area 4E fishermen need the ability to take home an unlimited number of halibut
from a trip for subsistence use whenever they have the opportunity to fish, so that they can caich their
entire yearly need in as few tips as possible.

In conclusion, fishermen in Area 4E should continue to have the nght to retain without limitation restrictions the
sub-legal size halibut for subsistence use while IFQ/CDQ fishing. We urge the Council 1o give every
consideration for Area 4E as you deliberate the options for final action on the legal harvest of halibut for
subsistence use. Thank you for this oppormuaity.

Sincerelz, L_\

C. Morgen Crow
Executive Director
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Coastal Villages Region Fund (CVRF)
Member Villages

1. Chefornak
Chevak

Eek
Goodnews Bay
Hooper Bay
Kipnuk
Kongiganak

)

Kwigillingok
-~ . Mekoryuk
~ 10. Napakiak

11. Napaskiak
12. Newtok
13. Nightmute
14. Oscarville
15. Plarinum
16. Quinhagak
17. Scammon Bay
18. Toksook Bay
19. Tuntutuliak
20. Tununak

¥ 90 N o wnpwWw



North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Visit our website: hitp:/mww.fakr.noaa.gov/npfme

605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Richard B. Lauber, Chairman
Clarence G. Paufzke, Executive Director

Telephone: (807) 271-2809 Fax: (907)271-2817

August 9, 2000
Dear Reviewer:

The public review draft of an Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis (EA/RIR/IRFA) for a regulatory amendment to define the legal harvest of halibut for
subsistence use in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska is enclosed for your review and
comment. Currently, Federal regulations do not reflect the customary and traditional use of halibut for
subsistence by Alaska Natives in rural communities. The analysis examines proposed action to define halibut
subsistence (Option 1), eligibility (Option 2), gear (Option 3), trade (Option 4), bag limits (Option 5), and co-
management agreements (Option 6).

The eligibility criteriais the most critical element of the proposed action; itis also the most controversial. The
number of eligible individuals or communities, combined with the definition of legal gear, will ultimately
determine the amount of halibut that can be taken. It is the Council’s intent to legitimize established uses and
not expand the subsistence fishery beyond established pattems of use. Therefore, the Council is considering
adefinition of halibut subsistence that would be applied either through tribal membership, rural residency, or
both. Non-tribal members in urban areas are not included in the proposed action.

The alternatives have been amended a number of time since the analysis was initially reviewed in April 1997.
Final action was scheduled for June 1997. Action was taken to allow the retention of undersized halibut by
commercial fishermen in Area 4E, but the Council deferred action in 1998 and 1999 on the larger issue of
defining eligibility, legal gear, customary and traditional trade, bag limits, and cooperative management
agreements for a halibut subsistence fishery, while the State of Alaska Legislature considered amending the
State Constitution to come into compliance with Federal law related to management of fish and game on
Federal lands. While the dual management issue does not affect management of Pacific halibut, the Council
chose to postpone its action to allow the State to address its management issue, unimpeded by public
confusion of jurisdictional issues of state versus Federal management of fish and game. When the Legislature
did not take such action by an October 1999 Congressional deadline, NMFS recommended that the Council
reschedule final action.

The Council will be reviewing the enclosed public review draft of the analysis for final action atits upcoming
October 2000 meeting in Sitka. It Halibut Subsistence Committee will be convening on September 7 in
Anchorage to provide recommendations for final action. Written comments on this or other Council agenda
items are due in our office no later than 5:00 pm on Wednesday, September 27. Please bring this document
with you to the meeting.

Sincerely,

!'_-. MB\ &WA
Qar'le DiCosimo

Fishery Biologist

Enclosure
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Executive Summary

The Halibut Subsistence EA/RIR/IRF A addresses the development of fishery regulations to define the legal
harvest ofhalibut for subsistence use in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska. First, subsistence
halibut harvests are currently included within the personal use, or sportfish, regulations, largely because the
pattern of subsistence use has not been adequately documented. Sportfish regulations do not reflect the
customary and traditional use ofhalibut in rural communities. Federal fishery regulations for Alaska limit all
non-commercial halibut harvests to two fish per person per day, caught on a single line with a maximum of
two hooks or aspear, from February 1 through December 31. Increased enforcement of commercial halibut
IFQ and CDQ regulations has led to increased awareness of the conflict between Federal halibut regulations
and customary and traditional subsistence practices of Alaska Natives in coastal communities.

Second, subsistence harvest estimates provided to the Intemational Pacific Halibut Commission may not
adequately account for all subsistence removals due to lack of adequate monitoring, reporting, and estimation
processes. Co-management agreements would enhance data collection of subsistence harvests. Despite the
lack of complete data, all subsistence harvests are estimated to account for less than one percent of total
halibut removals.

A management proposal to define halibut subsistence was first developed to address a conflict between the
IFQ/CDQ regulations and customary and traditional practices of Alaska Natives in IPHC regulatory Area
4E, whereby halibut CDQ fishermen were retaining undersized halibut for personal use. In December 1996,
the Council initiated preparation of an EA/RIR for a regulatory amendment to allow the legal harvest of
halibut for subsistence in rural communities to conform with state and Federal statutes that provide for the
opportunity for the continued existence of these traditional cultures and economies.

In June 1997, the Council took final action to recommend the allowable retention of undersized halibut in the
Area 4E Community Development Quota fishery. That measure took effect June 4, 1998, was renewed by
the IPHC in January 2000, and sunsets on December 31, 2001. The Council did not recommend a sunset, but
the IPHC wanted to ensure an adequate data collection program.

The Council deferred action in 1998 and 1999 on the larger issue of defining eligibility, legal gear, customary
and traditional trade, bag limits, and cooperative management agreements for a halibut subsistence fishery,
while the State of Alaska Legislature considered amending the State Constitution to come into compliance
with Federal law related to management of fish and game on Federal lands. While the dual management issue
does not affect management of Pacific halibut, the Council chose to postpone its action to allow the State to
address its management issue, unimpeded by public confusion ofjurisdictional issues of state versus Federal
management of fish and game. When the Legislature did not take such action by an October 1999
Congressional deadline, NMFS recommended that the Council reschedule final action.

The issues surrounding Title VIII of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) and the
Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture to implement a joint program to grant a preference for subsistence uses
of fish and wildlife resources on public lands has no application to the proposed action to define a subsistence category
for Pacific halibut.

In February 2000, the Council revised the alternatives in the draft analysis and rescheduled initial review and
final action for April and June 2000, respectively. At the April 2000 meeting, the Council again revised the
list of altemnatives and rescheduled final action for October 2000.It also requested that its Halibut Subsistence
Committee convene in September 2000 to review the public review draft of the analysis and provide
recommendations. The committee meeting was scheduled for September 7, 2000.
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The alternatives, as revised by the Council in April 2000, are listed below.

ALTERNATIVE 1.  Status quo.

ALTERNATIVE 2.  Allow the harvest of halibut for subsistence.
OPTION 1. Define subsistence.

Halibut subsistence regulations are needed to allow the continued practice of long-term customary and
traditional practices of fishing halibut for food for families in a non-commercial manner for non-economic
consumption. Subsistence is defined as ‘long-term, customary and traditional use of halibut.’

OPTION 2. Define eligibility (*residency is defined as one calendar year):

Suboption A. 1. Members of Alaska Native Federally-recognized Tribes with customary and
traditional use of halibut; and
2. Other permanent rural residents* of communities with customary and traditional
use of halibut.

Suboption B.  Alaska rural residents* as defined in ANILCA and identified in the table entitled
‘ Alaska Rural Places and Native Groups with Subsistence Halibut Uses,” and will
also include other communities for which customary and traditional findings are
developed in the future.

Suboption C. 1. Members of Alaska Native Federally-recognized Tribes with customary and
traditional use of halibut.
2. Other permanent rural residents* who have legitimate subsistence needs in
communities with customary and traditional use of halibut.

Need will be determined on an individual basis by either:
1. State of Alaska
2. Tribes
3. Co-management authority.

Suboption D. Members of Alaska Native Federally-recognized Tribes with customary and
traditional use of halibut.

Suboption E.  Members of Alaska Native Federally-recognized Tribes who reside in rural
communities with customary and traditional use of halibut. (This language also may
be substituted under Suboptions A, C, or D.)

OPTION 3. Define legal gear.

Suboption A. Define hand held gear as:
1. Rod and reel gear
2. Spear
3. Hand troll gear
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Suboption B. Define hook-and-line gear (including set and hand-held gear) with a range of:

1. 2 hooks;
2. 10 hooks;
3. 30 hooks;
4. 60 hooks.

Suboption C.  Allow tribal governments to contract with NMFS to allow proxies to be used by
designated fishermen to fish for the community using:
1. 1 -3 skates of gear, up to 60 hooks each;

2. any gear type

Suboption D.  Allow retention of subsistence halibut using commercial gear while IFQ/CDQ
fishing.
1. Statewide
2. 4C, 4D, and 4E only
3. Require subsistence fishermen to designate a particular trip as a subsistence trip
outside of areas 4C, 4D, and 4E

OPTION 4.  Allow the customary and traditional trade of subsistence halibut.

Suboption A.  Customary and traditional trade through monetary exchange shall be limited to an
annual maximum of’

$0;

$200;

$400;

$600.

bl S

Suboption B. Customary and traditional trade through non-monetary exchange is allowed with:
1. other Alaska Tribes;

2. any Alaska rural resident;

3. any Alaska resident;

4

anyone.
OPTION 5.  Define a daily bag limit of between 2-20 halibut.
Suboption. No bag limits for subsistence halibut.

OPTION 6.  Develop co-management agreements with tribal, State, and Federal governments and
other entities to collect, monitor, and enforce subsistence harvests and develop local area
halibut subsistence use plans in coastal communities.

Alternative 1 is the no action alternative. Current Federal regulations approved by the International Pacific
Halibut Commission and the Council and implemented by NMFS do not provide for customary and traditional
subsistence practices by residents of rural Alaskan communities. The status quo alternative would continue
the current application of halibut non-commercial regulations to subsistence harvests in Alaska. Continued
conflict could occur between Federal and state enforcement agencies and rural Alaskans engaged in
customary and traditional halibut subsistence practices as result.

Alternative 2 proposes to define halibut subsistence (Option 1), eligibility (Option 2), gear (Option 3), trade
(Option 4), bag limits (Option 5), and co-management agreements (Option 6). The eligibility criteria is the most
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critical element of the proposed action; itis also the most controversial. The number of eligibie individuals or
communities, combined with the definition of legal gear, will ultimately determine the amount of halibut that
can be taken. Itis the Council’s intent to legitimize established uses and not expand the subsistence fishery
beyond established patterns of use. Therefore, the Council is considering a definition of halibut subsistence
that would be applied either through tribal membership, rural residency, or both. Non-tribal members in urban
areas are not included in the proposed action.

Option 2, Suboption A defines eligibility through two routes: membership in tribes with customary and
traditional uses of halibut, or residency in rural communities with customary and traditional uses of halibut.
It would qualify approximately 88,663 persons associated with 118 Alaska Native Tribes with an estimated
halibut harvest of 1.5 million Ib. In April 2000, the Council modified this suboption by separating it into parts
1 (tribal members) and 2 (other permanent rural residents of the same communities). This change was based
on recommendations from public testimony that defined halibut subsistence for tribal members based on
recognition of customary and traditional cultural practices, while halibut subsistence for other permanent rural
residents would be based on social and economic concems.

Suboption A (as well as C and D) includes
tribal members regardless of where they
reside. It includes 5,540 tribal residents of
Juneau, Ketchikan, Saxman, Kenai-Soldotna,
and Ninilchik, that would be excluded under
Suboption B (rural eligibility).

Another change made in April 2000 based on
a staff recommendation to clarify language
then in Suboption A may have inadvertently
altered Council intent. Language in the initial
review version of the analysis (“in such
Native villages”) was replaced by “of
communities with customary and traditional
use of halibut.” The tables and discussion in
the current and previous versions of the
analysis reflect the revised language. This
change results in ‘fixing” the number of non-
Natives to 46,659 rather than 44,412, under all
suboptions. The Council may choose to adopt
either language and intent since both are
discussed in the analysis.

Suboption B is based on determination of rural
places with a finding of customary and
traditional use of halibut. It would qualify
approximately 82,171 Alaska rural residents
from 114 coastal communities that had
established customary and traditional halibut
subsistence practices, with an associated
halibut harvest of 1.4 million Ib.

Suboption C is similar to Suboption A, but
eligibility for halibut subsistence would be
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determined on an individual basis by either the State of Alaska, the appropriate tribe, or co-management
authority. It would qualify between 42,003 and 88,663 Alaska Natives and other rural residents from 114
communities, with an associated halibut harvest between 636,813 Ib and 1.5 million Ib. A more complex
admunistrative and appeals system would need to be instituted for individual eligibility determination than for
any of the other suboptions. Under this suboption, the Council must designate the State, the tribes, or co-
management authorities to determine need if it does not intend to make these determinations.

Suboption D modified Suboption A to allow the Council to designate halibut subsistence for only Suboption
A, Part 1 (tribal only). It would qualify approximately 42,003 persons associated with 118 Alaska Native tribes
with an estimated halibutharvest of 636,813 Ib. This suboption recognizes the cultural component of halibut
customary and traditional uses of halibut by Alaska Natives.

Suboption E, added to the analysis in April 2000, would limit halibut subsistence eligibility to tribal members
who reside in communities for which halibut subsistence customary and traditional practices have been
identified. This eligibility definition may be substituted for the language under Suboptions A, C, or D. It would
limit halibut subsistence eligibility to those Alaska Native tribal members who reside in rural places with halibut
customary and traditional use designations. This suboption would exclude tribal members who reside in non-
rural places (e.g., Anchorage, Juneau, and Ketchikan) from halibut subsistence fishing off those communities.
Another definition may, however, allow tribal members to halibut subsistence fish offthe rural communities
with which their tribes are associated.

The rural areas identified in the tables in this analysis are based on the State of Alaska Subsistence Board
findings. Should the Council adopt the Federal Subsistence Board’s March 2000 findings that designated the
entire Kenai Peninsula as rural, an additional 45,361 people in the Kenai Peninsula (from the Kenai-Soldotna
area, Homer Area, and Seward Area) would be included under Suboption B. Eight hundred eighty eight Kenai
Peninsula tribal members are already included under Suboptions A, C, and D (775 Kenaitze Indian tribe, 115
Village of Salamatoff, and 116 Ninilchik Village tribal Members). The Council could also devise its own
critena.

Suboption
A B c D | E
Tribal plus rural| Tribal plus/individual| Tribal only|rural Tribal
eligible persons 88,663 82,171 42,003 to 88,663 42,003 36,463
Alaska Native Tribes 118 118 118 118
rural communities with halibut C&T 114 114

In summary, there are 88,663 persons eligible under Suboption A (tribal plus), of which 42,003 are Alaska
Native and 46,659 are non-Natives. Under Suboption B (rural standard), there are 82,171 persons eligible of
which 35,512 are AlaskaNatives and 46,659 are non-Natives. Under Suboption C (tribal plus with individual
determination), up to 88,663 persons may be eligible of which 42,003 are Alaska Native and 46,659 are non-
Natives. The 5,540 fewer Alaska Natives eligible under Suboptions B and E compared with the other
suboptions are Alaska Native tribal members residing in Juneau, Ketchikan, and the K enai-Soldotna-Ninilchik
areas, while Suboptions A, C, and D include them. However, Suboption B includes 550 tribal members and
5,735 non-Natives who are not included under any other suboption. Suboption D (tribal only) would qualify
approximately 42,003 tribal members only. Suboption E (rural tribal only) would qualify tribal members who
reside in communities with customary and traditional use of halibut, or 35,512 tribal members.

None of the alternatives is expected to result in a “significant regulatory action” as defined in E.O. 12866.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document assesses the potential biological, social and economic impacts of a regulatory action to develop
halibut subsistence regulations for Alaskan rural communities to legitimize current halibut subsistence uses.
A number of Federal and state agencies and divisions have management responsibilities for halibut. It has
been prepared through the cooperative efforts of staff from the North Pacific Fishery Management Council,
International Pacific Halibut Commission, National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA General Counsel, State
of Alaska Department of Fish and Game Commercial Fisheries Management and Development, Sportfish,
and Subsistence divisions, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

The domestic fishery for halibut in and off Alaska is managed by the Intemational Pacific Halibut Commission
(IPHC) as provided by the “Convention Between the United States and Canada for the Preservation of the .
Halibut Fishery of the Northem Pacific Ocean and the Bering Sea” (Convention) signed at Washington
March 29, 1979, and the Northern Pacific Halibut Act of 1982 (Halibut Act). The Convention and the Halibut
Act authorize the respective North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) established by the
Magnuson-Stevens Act to:

develop regulations governing the United States portion of Convention waters, including limited
access regulations, applicable to nationals or vessels of the United States, or both which are in
addition to and not in conflict with regulation adopted by the Commission. Such regulation shall only
be implemented with the approval of the Secretary, shall not discriminate between residents of
different States, and shall be consistent with the limited entry criteria set forth in Section 303(b)(6)
of the Magnuson Act. If it becomes necessary to allocate or assign halibut fishing privileges among
various United States fishermen, such allocation shall be fair and equitable to all such fishermen,
based upon the rights and obligation in existing Federal law, reasonable calculated to promote
conservation, and carried in such manner that no particular individual, corporation, or other entity
acquires an excessive share of the halibut fishing privileges...[Halibut Act]

In general, the language in the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the Halibut Act and the Convention have been
interpreted to assign to the Council the duty to advise the Secretary of Commerce on halibut management
issues concerning allocations between various users of the halibut resources in and off waters of Alaska. It
is under this authority that the Council is considering alternatives to recognize and manage the subsistence
halibut fishery. These acts, coupled with Executive Orders 12866 and 12962 and the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), mandate that certain issues are examined before a final decision is made. These
analytical requirements are addressed in this document, the Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact
Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (EA/RIR/IRFA).

The Northern Pacific Halibut Act of 1982, P.L. 97-176, 16 U.S.C. 773 c (c) authorizes the regional fishery
management councils having authority for the geographic area concerned to develop regulations governing
the Pacific halibut catch in U.S. waters which are in addition to but not in conflict with regulations of the
International Pacific Halibut Commission. While the IPHC has primary authority to manage the halibut
resource for biological conservation purposes, the Council has authority to recommend policies affecting
halibut resource allocation among U. S. fishermen in the maritime and coastal waters of Alaska and in the
ocean waters over which the U.S. exercises fishery management jurisdiction. The Council does not have a
fishery management plan (FMP) for halibut, however, the Council developed a limited access system involving
individual fishing quotas (IFQs) and community development quotas (CDQs) for the halibut fishery. This
system is implemented by Federal regulations under 50 CFR part 679 under authority of the Magnuson
Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1975, P.L. 94-265, 16 U.S.C. 1801. USFWS also has
Jurisdiction over halibut for public lands. USFWS determinations are listed in Appendix 1.
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Federal regulations for Pacific halibut are found in 50 CFR part 300 and 50 CFR part 679, which were issued
under the authority of the Magnuson Act and the Halibut Act, respectively. Magnuson Act and Halibut Act
regulations recommended by the Council and IPHC, respectively, describe Pacific halibut commercial and
sportfish regulations. These include regulatory areas, licensing vessels, fishing periods, closed periods, catch
limits, size limits, bag limits, logs, and sport fishing restrictions. Federal regulations recommended by the
Council describe the IFQ and CDQ commercial fisheries off Alaska. Currently, a subsistence category for
Alaska waters has not been defined in Federal regulations.

Sportfishing under 50 CFR Part 300, Subpart E has been interpreted to describe all halibut fishing other than
commercial and treaty Indian ceremonial and subsistence fishing. This would include recreational sport,
guided sport (charter boat), personal use, and subsistence fishing. Sportfishing is limited to a single line with
no more than two hooks attached, or a spear. The season is limited from February 1 through December 31.
The daily bag limit is two halibut of any size per day per person. State regulations for sportfish, personal use
and subsistence users are described in Section 5.

The lack of explicit regulations defining legal subsistence takes has led to inclusion of subsistence (in
practice) under the sport fish regulations. Limitation of subsistence harvests to the sport fish gear and bag
limits has resulted in conflicts with customary and traditional practices of halibut harvests by Alaska Native
tribal members in coastal communities. These practices are described in detail in Section 3.

1.1 Purpose of and Need for the Action

Federal regulations do not reflect the
customary and traditional use of halibut for
subsistence by Alaska Natives in rural ™
communities. The purpose of this
EA/RIR/IRFA isto develop regulationsto %
allow for the legal harvest of halibut for
subsistence use in the Bering Sea/Aleutian s
Islands and Gulf of Alaska (Figure 1.1).
First, subsistence halibut harvests are e N P
currently included within Federal ’
regulations that apply to sportfishing, 10E 180° WOV e0Wasew W W 10w
largely because the subsistence fishery’s
pattern of use has not been adequately
documented. Federal regulations limit all non-commercial uses ofhalibut in Alaska, including recreational,
personal use and subsistence fisheries, to two fish per person per day, caught on asingle line with a maximum
of two hooks or a spear from February 1 through December 31.

Figure 1.1. IPHC regulatory areas.

During 1996, the Council received anumber of requests from AlaskaNative tribal organizations to legitimize
established halibut subsistence practices. The Council received a letter from Sen. Ted Stevens, dated May
15, 1996, referring to the Council a resolution by the Central Council of Tlingit and Haida Indian tribes of
Alaska to ‘recognize and acknowledge halibut as a customary and traditional subsistence resource, and to
assure subsistence harvesting of halibut by Alaska Natives is protected.’

In July 1996, the Coastal Villages Fishing Cooperative (CVFC) requested a meeting with Council, NMFS,
and NOAA staff in Bethel, Alaska to discuss halibut IFQ and CDQ enforcement. The meeting occurred in
August, 1996 and information was exchanged regarding halibut commercial fishing regulations and traditional
halibut subsistence practices. Some Western Alaska Native fishermen routinely retain sublegal halibut
harvested along with commercial Community Development Quota (CDQ) halibut for subsistence purposes.
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The parties agreed to refer the conflict between traditional subsistence practice and existing fishing
regulations to the Council.

CVFC, the Southeast Native Commission, the Central Council of Tlingit and Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska,
and the Aleutian Pribilof Islands Association submitted a request, dated September 13, 1996, to NMFS to
resolve enforcement issues related to subsistence halibut fishing. The letter referred to a State enforcement
case in Southeast Alaska where three Angoon fishermen were cited for using illegal gear (longline) to harvest
halibut for subsistence. That case was dismissed in Superior Court in January 1997. The State elected not to
appeal the Hunter decision.

Second, subsistence harvest estimates provided to the International Pacific Halibut Commission may not
adequately account for all subsistence removals due to lack of adequate monitoring, reporting, and estimation
processes. Methods for estimating halibut subsistence removals were reevaluated in 1993. IPHC has used
the estimate of 228,000 Ib of halibut for 1995-97, derived from ADF&G Subsistence Division household
surveys, to account for Alaskan subsistence halibut removals. For 1998-1999, IPHC has used 430,000 Ibs.
There currently is no satisfactory system for assessing the size and trends in the subsistence fishery in rural
Alaska, nor in the immediate future, funds to do so. Subsistence harvests may not be adequately accounted
in the International Pacific Halibut Commission calculations of total halibut removals. Co-management
agreements would enhance data collection of subsistence harvests. Despite the lack of complete subsistence
harvests, all such harvests are estimated to account for less than one percent of total halibut removals.

A management proposal to define halibut subsistence was first developed to address a conflict between the
IFQ/CDQ regulations and customary and traditional practices of Alaska Natives in IPHC regulatory Area
4E, whereby halibut CDQ fishermen were retaining undersized halibut for personal use. In September 1996,
the Council received a NMFS report on enforcement issues related to halibut subsistence and designated a
halibut committee to advise the Council on management of subsistence halibut harvests. In October 1996,
staff from the Council, NMFS Enforcement, NOAA General Counsel, and Alaska Department of Fish and
Game Subsistence Division met with Alaska Native tribal representatives to exchange information on the
Council process for developing fishing regulations and tribal subsistence customs. Agency staff met in
November 1996 and provided a report to the Council at its December 1996 meeting on numerous
management issues related to development of halibut subsistence regulations.

At its December 1996 meeting, the Council named seven representatives of Native Alaskan Tribes to the
Halibut Subsistence Committee and named Council member Robin Samuelsen as Chairman. The committee
metin January 1997, and provided recommendations for the development of halibut subsistence regulations
in its report to the Council in February 1997. Proposals identical to that submitted by CVFC were submitted
by the Traditional Councils of Tooksook Bay, Kipnuk, Nightmute, and Newtok to the Council’s Halibut
Subsistence Committee. Resolutions by the Central Council of Tlingit and Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska and
the Southeast Native Subsistence Commission were also submitted to the committee.

Atits February 1997 meeting, the Council initiated preparation of an EA/RIR for a regulatory amendment to
allow the legal harvest of halibut for subsistence in rural communities to conform with state and Federal

statutes that provide for the opportunity for the continued existence of these traditional cultures and
economies.

In April 1997, the Council approved a draft EA/RIR/IRFA with some changes for public review. In June
1997, the Council took final action on one part of the proposed action to recommend the retention of
undersized halibut in the Area 4E Community Development Quota fishery. That measure took effect June
4, 1998, was renewed by the IPHC in January 2000, and sunsets on December 31, 2001. The Council did not
recommend a sunset, but the IPHC wanted to ensure an adequate data collection program. Final action on
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the larger issues of defining eligibility, legal gear, customary and traditional trade, bag limits, and cooperative
management agreements was scheduled for February 1998 and then rescheduled for February 1999.

The Council deferred action on defining halibut subsistence while the State of Alaska Legislature considered
amending the State Constitution to become compliant with Federal law related to management of fish and
game on Federal lands. The dual management issue does not affect management of Pacific halibut (except
in a few small areas of the National Park lands), however, the Council chose to postpone its action to allow
the State to address its management issue, unimpeded by public confusion of jurisdictional issues of state
versus Federal management of fish and game. When the Legislature did not take such action by an October
1999 Congressional deadline, NMFS recommended that the Council reschedule final action. In February 2000,
the Council revised the alternatives in the draft analysis and rescheduled initial review and final action for
April and June 2000, respectively. Atthe April 2000 meeting, the Council again revised the list of alternatives
and rescheduled final action for October 2000.1t also requested that its Halibut Subsistence Committee
convene in September 2000 to review the public review draft of the analysis and provide recommendations.
The committee meeting was scheduled for September 7, 2000.

1.1.1  Defining ‘Subsistence’

Given the nature of public and government debate regarding subsistence in Alaska, it is important to
differentiate the meanings of “subsistence” before analyzing alternatives. In general, “subsistence” refers to
fishing and hunting for wild foods by Alaska Natives and other residents of rural Alaska areas, as
characterized in this ethnographic description in Wolfe 1993b:

In 1990 there were about 52,000 Alaska Natives living in somewhat more than 250 rural settlements
(commonly called “villages™) in Alaska, including Tlingit, Haida, Tsimshian, Aleut, Alutiiq, Yup’ik,
Inupiat, and several Athapaskan tribal groups. The economies, cultures, and spiritual well being of
Alaska’s indigenous societies are heavily dependent upon customary and traditional fishing and
hunting practices (called “subsistence” in Alaska) (Wolfe and Walker 1987). Fishing and hunting for
subsistence uses are mainstays of the economy, culture, and way of life of most contemporary
Alaska Native villages. The annual subsistence harvest in rural areas is about 35-45 million pounds
of usable wild foods, which come to about a pound of food per person per day for the rural population
(this includes about 38,000 non-Natives).

Subsistence activities of Alaska Native are usually conducted by traditional, kinship-based groups
using small-scale, efficient technologies (e.g., gill nets, seine nets, fish wheels, rifles, skiffs, outboard
motors, and snowmachines). The food productis preserved by traditional, labor-intensive methods
including air drying, smoking, freezing, salting, and fermenting. Traditional foods are distributed along
non-commercial networks of sharing and exchange and consumed primarily by families in rural areas.
Fishing and hunting occur in traditional areas following customary principles of the local society...
(cf., Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Division of Subsistence (1992) for materials on
contemporary subsistence systems of Alaska Native villages). (Wolfe 1993b:13)

Wild food harvests contribute to the food supply of most rural places in Alaska, as documented by surveys
by the Division of Subsistence and analyzed by Wolfe and Walker (1987:68):

The statewide survey indicates that subsistence harvests are a prominent part of the economy and
social welfare of most rural Alaska regions. Subsistence productivity is substantial in most areas
except in the four large urban population centers of Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, and the
Matanuska-Susitna Borough. (Wolfe and Walker 1987:68)
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Subsistence patterns conducted by Alaska Native groups can be differentiated from the subsistence patterns
by non-Natives in Alaska, according to Smith and Kancewik (1995):

For Alaska Native tribal members, subsistence is a Native cultural tradition, an integrated pattern of
tribal community life and the substance of Native self-definition. It is a matter of inherent historical,
cultural identity. Non-Native subsistence, for the most part, is the opposite; an individual activity
govemed by the rules affecting individual rights.

To participate in what Alaska Natives mean when they speak of subsistence, then, a non-Native
would need to become a participating member of a Native community. Long-term non-Native
residents, for example, spouses of members, are often admitted to membership. Transients, such as
school teachers, or government agency personnel, most often are not.

This is not to say that non-Natives do not engage in what they perceive to be subsistence: the taking
of fish and game for personal sustenance. This is also not to say that there are families who have
chosen to live this way for several generations, or that there are notindividual non-Natives who have
come to identify themselves with this minimalist way of life, finding in it a Zen sort of richness. But
itis to say that Native subsistence and non-Native subsistence are not the same thing, and that both
are entitled to be regulated in a manner that accommodates them.

Theimplication for management is directly related to one’s interpretation of the meaning of subsistence. The
Council’s final choice for determining eligibility under Alternative 2, Option 2 will directly affect the outcome
of the analysis of the remaining management options. Eligibility criteria will have repercussions on gear
restrictions and barter.

The cultural context will also define the kinds of regulations that will be applicable to subsistence users. The
Halibut Subsistence Committee identified some traditional subsistence practices unique to certain rural
communities that are inconsistent with state and Federal regulations. Where these customs occur, regulations
may be written to exempt those communities. Western Alaska Native communities traditionally use three
hooks per line (state regulations permit three hooks per line which are in conflict with Federal regulations
permitting only two hooks per line) . Some Western Alaskan Natives believe that returning hooked fish to
the water spiritually damages the stock. Southeast Natives use a variety of gear, including an 1,800 ft skate
with up to 100 hooks. Southeast Alaska Natives have a tradition of ‘sale’ of subsistence-caught fish as one
means of distributing subsistence foods among tribal members, along with sharing and barter. Most Alaska
Native communities have a tradition of trade and barter of halibut. Compensating subsistence fishermen with
cash for gas money is considered barter, a traditional practice.

1.1.2 Subsistence Laws

The history of subsistence laws in Alaska is complicated. Village, regional, and multi-regional authorities
have been formed by subsistence users to manage local resources (Wolfe 1993b). However, with few
exceptions, the jurisdiction of these authorities are not recognized by the state or Federal government
because aboriginal rights to hunt and fish were extinguished by the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Settlement Act (ANCSA) in 1971. State and Federal laws were passed in 1978 and 1980,
respectively, that required these governments to pass subsistence fishing and hunting regulations to provide
for subsistence users, and gave priority to subsistence uses over commercial or recreational uses.

The Federal law contained higher standards of protection, requiring subsistence regulations to impose ‘the
least adverse impacts’ on customary and traditional subsistence practices (cf., John vs. State of Alaska;
Kwethluk vs. State of Alaska). The Federal bill initially proposed a Native-only subsistence preference, but
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modified it to “rural residents” to appease state interests, but with the stated understanding that rural

residents were mostly Alaska Natives (Kancewick and Smith 1991). Alaska’s rural population as defined

by the Boards of Game and Fisheries is split almost evenly between Alaska Native and non-Natives. The 7
rural compromise in state and Federal laws recognized that most subsistence practices by Alaska Natives

would be covered under a ‘rural’ designation, while including fishing and hunting by non-Natives in rural

places as well (R. Wolfe, pers. commun.)

The state subsistence statute had to provide a ‘reasonable opportunity” for subsistence uses to occur. Some
changes have been made in the development of subsistence laws; a variety of court cases have thrown the
legality of subsistence statutes into question and substantially disrupted fish and game management in Alaska
(Kancewick and Smith 1991). After 1989, when portions of state law were found to be unconstitutional, the
Federal government stepped in to take control of subsistence management on Federal lands because state
management fell short of Federal requirements of protecting subsistence. These legal problems remain
unresolved.

While legal challenges have led to confusion of rights and responsibilities for subsistence management
(Kancewick and Smith 1991), in the case of subsistence regulations for Pacific halibut there is no debate

that: (1) Federal law does allow for rural preference (and Native preference); (2) the State Constitution

does not allow for a rural preference; (3) Title VIII of ANILCA is generally not applicable to marine

navigable waters of the U.S. (John vs. State of Alaska); and (4) State authority to regulate fishing for Pacific

halibut in Convention waters is preempted by the Convention Between the United States and Canada for

the Preservation of the Pacific Halibut Fishery of the Northern Pacific Ocean and the Bering Seas and the

Northem Pacific Halibut Act, 16 U.S.C §§ 773-773k. Therefore, it is important for the reviewer to
understand that the issues surrounding Title VIII of the Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act (ANILCA) and the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture to implement a Vo
joint program to grant a preference for subsistence uses of fish and wildlife resources on public ’
lands has no application to the decision facing the Council in its definition of subsistence for

Pacific halibut. The Council may legally choose from among the management options presented below. The

Council may choose to limit halibut subsistence eligibility based on rural or tribal preferences.

1.2 Alternatives Considered

1.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action

Current Federal regulations developed by the International Pacific Halibut Commission and implemented by
the National Marine Fisheries Service do not provide for customary and traditional subsistence practices by
residents of rural Alaskan communities. The status quo alternative would continue the current application
ofhalibut sportfishing regulations to subsistence harvests in Alaska. Continued conflict could occur between
Federal and state enforcement agencies and rural Alaskans engaged in customary and traditional halibut
subsistence practices, although these conflicts were identified beginning in 1996 with increased enforcement
of IFQs and CDQs in rural communities.

1.2.2  Alternative 2: Allow the harvest of halibut for subsistence.
Alternative 2 would result in Federal regulations to specifically allow the subsistence harvest of halibut. The

six options described below allow the Council to determine the effects of different options for defining
subsistence, eligibility, legal gear, bag limits, customary and traditional trade, and reporting requirements.

=
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1.2.2.1 Option 1. Define subsistence.

Halibut subsistence regulations are needed to allow the continued practice of long-term customary
and traditional practices of fishing halibut for food for families in a non-commercial manner for non-
economic consumption. Subsistence is defined as ‘non-commercial fishing for food.’

Option 1 recognizes that halibut is taken primarily for food and not for recreational uses by tribal members
regardless of where in the State they live, or by rural residents. The Council included the above definition
in the analysis, which was recommended to them by its Halibut Subsistence Committee. However, the final
definition of subsistence will be developed by the Council’s final action. The recommended language may
remain, but the Council may also choose to further refine the definition since it may as easily be used to
define personal use.

1.2.2.2 Option 2.  Define eligibility (*residency defined as one calendar year):

Suboption A. 1. Members of Alaska Native Federally-recognized tribes with customary and
traditional use of halibut.

2. Other permanent rural residents* of communities with customary and
traditional use of halibut.

Suboption B.  Alaska rural residents* as defined in ANILCA and identified in the table entitled
‘ Alaska Rural Places and Native Groups with Subsistence Halibut Uses,” and will
also include other communities for which customary and traditional findings are
developed in the future.

Suboption C. 1. Members of Alaska Native Federally-recognized tribes with customary and
traditional use of halibut.
2. Other permanent rural residents* who have legitimate subsistence needs in
communities with customary and traditional use of halibut.

Need will be determined by:
1. State of Alaska
2. Tribes
3. Co-management authority

Suboption D. Members of Alaska Native Federally-recognized tribes with customary and
traditional use of halibut.

Suboption E.  Members of Alaska Native Federally-recognized tribes who reside in rural
communities with customary and traditional use of halibut. (This language also
may be substituted under Suboptions A, C, or D.)

Alternative 2 proposes to define halibut subsistence (Option 1), eligibility (Option 2), gear (Option 3), trade
(Option 4), bag limits (Option 5), and co-management agreements (Option 6). The eligibility criteria is the
most critical element of the proposed action; it is also the most controversial. The number of eligible
individuals or communities, combined with the definition oflegal gear, will ultimately determine the amount
of halibut that can be taken. It is the Council’s intent to legitimize established uses and not expand the
subsistence fishery beyond established patterns of use. Therefore, the Council is considering a definition of
halibut subsistence that would be applied either through tribal membership, rural residency, or both. Non-
tribal members in urban areas are not included in the proposed action.
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Suboption A (and D and E) is based on a modified original recommendation from the Council’s Halibut
Subsistence Committee; it currently reflects the language recommended to the Council by the Halibut
Subsistence Working Group in public testimony in April 2000. The original Suboption A language (tribal
member only) was recommended to the Council by the Halibut Subsistence Committee to recognize that
Alaska Native tribal members are most affected under the status quo. NMFS Enforcement contacts with
Alaska Native tribal members in Western and Southeast Alaska raised the awareness of both Natives and
Federal fishery management agencies regarding the conflict between customary Alaska Native subsistence
practices and Federal commercial and sport fishing regulations. Continued enforcement of current
commercial and sport fishing regulations conflicts with the practice of aboriginal customs of providing food
for Alaska Native communities.

Suboption B uses arural eligibility standard. This is similar to the rural eligibility standard found in ANILCA.
The list of “Alaska Rural Places and Alaska Native Groups™ was developed by the Alaska Board of
Fisheries and Game. Rural places are defined as places outside the boundaries of non-subsistence areas,
as determined by the Alaska Joint Board of Fisheries and Game (AS 16.05.258(c)). In state statute, a rural
area means "a community or area of the state in which the noncommerical, customary and traditional use
of fish or game for personal or family consumption is a principal characteristic of the economy of the
community or area" (AS 16.05.940(27)). Suboption B, “Alaska rural residents as defined in ANILCA and
identified in the table entitled ‘ Alaska Rural Places and Native groups with Subsistence Halibut Uses,” will
also include other communities for which customary and traditional findings are developed in the future.”
Suboption B contains a “rural” standard for eligibility, rather than a distinction based on tribal membership.

The EA/RIR addresses the effects of proposed Federal regulations for halibut subsistence on Alaskan rural
residents. The Council approved five eligibility options for Alaska rural residents for analysis. In its original
recommendations to the Council, the Halibut Subsistence Committee proposed the list of Alaska rural places
and Alaska Native groups in areas with subsistence halibut uses that were developed by the Alaska Board
of Fisheries. The committee further recommended that the Council develop an administrative process for
those groups not already approved to petition the Council for eligibility. Suboption B includes similar
recommendations. Suboption C would require a separate application/adjudication process for determining
individual eligibility. Suboptions D and E were added by the Council in April 2000. A number of changes
were made to these suboptions since the analysis was initiated in 1997. Pervious versions of the initial and
final review documents should be reviewed for a full record of Council consideration.

“Subsistence uses may be defined for persons living in particular areas, since such uses only occur
in alocal area. This would require that subsistence users in one part of the state stay in those areas
which customarily are their fishing areas. Because for many Alaskans, particularly Native tribal
members, ‘subsistence uses” have meaning only within the context of an identifiable, territorially
defined group, subsistence regulations may be developed by reference to that group’s customs and
membership to be eligible for subsistence halibut. Where a group’s culture is inextricably tied to
subsistence use, any member of the group can be assumed to participate, as aharvester, processor,
or recipient of sharing or barter. That is, membership is defined by those who participate.

While it is obvious Native villages and groups are most likely to benefit from this approach, the
benefit are not tied to Native people. There may very well be non-Native groups, especially in
isolated communities, who too can establish themselves as an identifiable group engaged in
customary and traditional uses within a specific area, as currently defined by the Board of Fish. It
is appropriate, then, to tailor subsistence regulations to meet the customs and traditions of identifiable
groups practicing a subsistence way of life.” (adapted from Smith and Kancewick 1995).
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Alaska Statute 16.05.258 lists the criteria used by the State of Alaska Subsistence Board to determine
eligibility (see box).

1)
w )
)

(4)
®
(6)
)
®

®

(10)
an
(12)

(13)

Sec. 16.05.258. Subsistence use and allocation of fish and game.

¢) The boards may not permit subsistence hunting or fishing in a non-subsistence area. The boards,
acting jointly, shall identify by regulation the boundaries of non-subsistence areas. A non-subsistence area
is an area or community where dependence upon subsistence is not a principal characteristic of the
economy, culture, and way of life of the area or community. In determining whether dependence upon
subsistence is a principal characteristic of the economy, culture, and way of life of an area or community
under this subsection, the boards shall jointly consider the relative importance of subsistence in the context
of the totality of the following socio-economic characteristics of the area or community:

the social and economic structure;
the stability of the economy;

the extent and the kinds of employment for wages, including full-time, part-time, temporary, and
seasonal employment;

the amount and distribution of cash income among those domiciled in the area or communiljy;
the cost and availability of goods and services to those domiciled in the area or community;
the variety of fish and game species used by those domiciled in the area or community;

the seasonal cycle of economic activity;

the percentage of those domiciled in the area or community participating in hunting and fishing{
activities or using wild fish and game;

the harvest levels of fish and game by those domiciled in the area or community;

the cultural, social, and economic values associated with the taking and use of fish and game;
the geographic locations where those domiciled in the area or community hunt and fish;
the extent of sharing and exchange of fish and game by those domiciled in the area or
community;

additional similar factors the boards establish by regulation to be relevant to their determinations
under this subsection.

Suboption D modified Suboption A to allow the Council to designate halibut subsistence for only Suboption
A, Part 1 (AlaskaNatives only). This suboption recognizes the cultural component of halibut customary and
traditional uses of halibut by Alaska Natives.

Suboption E, added to the analysis in April 2000, would limit halibut subsistence eligibility to tribal members
who reside in communities for which halibut subsistence customary and traditional practices have been
identified. This eligibility definition may be substituted for the language under Suboptions A, C, or D. It would
limit halibut subsistence eligibility to those Alaska Native tribal members who reside in rural places with
halibut customary and traditional use designations. This suboption would exclude tribal members who reside
in non-rural places (e.g., Anchorage, Juneau, and Ketchikan) from halibut subsistence fishing off those
communities. Another definition may, however, allow tribal members to halibut subsistence fish off the rural
communities with which their tribes are associated.
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1.2.2.3 Option 3. Define legal gear.

Suboption A. Define hand held gear as:
1. Rod and reel gear
2. Spear
3. Hand troll gear

Suboption B.  Define hook-and-line gear (including set and hand-held gear) with a range of:

1. 2 hooks;
2. 10 hooks;
3. 30 hooks;
4. 60 hooks.

Suboption C.  Allow tribal governments to contract with NMFS to allow proxies to be used by
designated fishermen to fish for the community using;
1. 1 -3 skates of gear, up to 60 hooks each;

2. any gear type

Suboption D.  Allow retention of subsistence halibut using commercial gear while IFQ/CDQ
fishing.
1. Statewide
2. 4C,4D, and 4E only
3. Require subsistence fishermen to designate a particular trip as a subsistence
trip outside of areas 4C, 4D, and 4E

Current Federal regulations for non-commercial fishing limit legal halibut gear to rod-and-reel, with one line
and a maximum of two hooks or a spear. An exemption for Area 4E community development quota (CDQ)
commercial fishermen occurs in Federal regulation, which allows retention of undersized (<32 inch) halibut
as take-home fish while commerecial fishing.

State of Alaska regulations exist separately for sport, personal use, and subsistence. State sportfishing
regulations restrict legal gear to rod and reel only, one line per person. State personal use regulation in some
non-subsistence areas (e.g., Juneau and Ketchikan, 5 AAC 77.676) restrict legal gear to a single hand-held
line with 2 maximum of two hooks. Areas with customary and traditional use findings for halibut have
subsistence regulations that restrict gear to a single hand-held line (or line operated by hand) with a
maximum of two hooks (3 hooks in the Yukon-Kuskokwim area).

The analysis allows the Council to define leagal gear by management area. Suboption A would legalize gear
thathas been reported through public testimony to be used for subsistence halibut fishing. It would include
rod-and-reel gear (with up to threehooks) that is widely used in rural coastal communities for taking halibut
for family use. Halibut are taken more occasionally as an incidental harvest with hand troll gear operated
for subsistence salmon fishing. The use of spears for taking flounders and halibut is relatively uncommon,
though spears are sometimes used in shallow bays in places like Mekoryak on Nunivak Island.

Suboption B would allow an individual to use one skate of gear up to 1,800 ft long (not including the buoy
line), with hooks set 18-20 ft apart, with a legibly marked buoy. Public testimony reported its use as
traditional gear fo halibut subsistence fishing in Southeast Alaska. The Council has proposed to limit hooks
per skate to between 2 and 60 hooks.
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Suboption C would aliow *designated’ fishermen to fish halibut for the community using: (1) up to 3 skates,
with up to 60 hooks per skate or (2) any gear type. The designated fisherman might hold in hand the
designated “proxy” for others in that community.

Suboption D was added to the analysis in December 1999 in response to public testimony. It expands the
current exemption for Area 4E CDQ halibut fishermen to all halibut fisherman in all IPHC areas for
retention of any size halibut using legal commercial gear. In April 2000, the Council added three choices
under Suboption D to allow retention of halibut of any size to be retained by a person deemed eligible for
halibut subsistence under Option 2 who is also a valid halibut commercial (either IFQ or CDQ) fishermen
in either: (1) all waters off Alaska; (2) IPHC Areas 4C, 4D, and 4E only; or (3) subsistence fisherman who
also holds commercial halibut IFQs or CDQs in IPHC Areas 4C, 4D, and 4E would be required to notify
NMFS that a particular trip os for subsistence and therefore any poundage should not be deducted from the
corresponding IFQ or CDQ account. It would require rulemaking denoting the requirements for having
subsistence and commercial halibut during the same trip. Under Item 3, commercial fishermen in Areas 2C,
3A, 3B, 4A, and 4B would not be allowed to retain subsistence halibut.

1.2.2.4 Option 4. Allow the customary and traditional trade of subsistence halibut.

Suboption A.  Customary and traditional trade through monetary exchange shall be limited to an
annual maximum of’
1) $0;
2) $200;
3) $400;
4) $600.

Suboption B. Customary and traditional trade through non-monetary exchange is allowed with:
1) other Alaska tribes;
2) any Alaska rural resident;
3) any Alaska resident;
4) anyone.

This option would allow for the customary and traditional trade of subsistence halibut. Suboption A allows
for the trade (“barter”) of subsistence caught halibut, limited to an annual amount set by the Council, such
as $200, $400, or $600. Public testimony has identified that cash is a traditional barter exchange for
subsistence fish. The $0 choice would prohibit monetary exchange for halibut. Suboption B identifies the

classes of individuals with whom the customary and traditional trade of subsistence caught halibut for non-
monetary exchange.

1.2.2.5 Option 5. Define a daily bag limit of between 2-20 halibut.
Suboption. No bag limits for subsistence halibut.

Option 5 would define daily bag limits between 0 and 20 for halibut subsistence purposes. Bag limits are a
traditional management tool for limiting harvest in sport fisheries.
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1.2.2.6 Option 6. Develop co-management agreements with tribal, State, and Federal
governments and other entities to collect, monitor, and enforce subsistence
harvests and develop local area halibut subsistence use plans in coastal
communities.

Under Option 6, tribal, state, Federal governments, and other entities would develop cooperative agreements
to collect necessary harvest records. In addition to data collection, these agreements could be used to identify
eligible users and legal gear in rural communities. NOAA General Counsel has recommended that co-
management agreements not be used to manage this fishery at this time. However, a “co-operative

agreement” reporting vehicle would be necessary. The latter language was included under Option 6 until the
Council amended the language in June 2000.
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2.0 PACIFIC HALIBUT FISHERIES

Three major

cultural use |Lable 2.1 Pacific halibut removals by area and category for 1999 (1,000 pounds)

traditions occur (Source IPHC) ; '
in Alaska for 2C 3A 3B 4 Total
halibut: JCommercial 10202; 25287 13873 11878 61240
::L"r’;‘ma':'& Sport 1830, 5243 22 108 7203
subsi; tence. Legal-sized Bycatch 230 1,600 880 3,460 6,170
T h e [|Sublegal-sized Bycatch 123 1,287 786 3712 5,908
distinctions |Personal Use 170 74 20 170 434
between them |] egal-sized Wastage 72 101 69. 107 349
i&::,fgde;:;ayl Sublegal-sized Wastage 162 421 253 155 %91
and  cultural | TOER! 12789 34013 15903 19590 82295
interpretations :

of subsistence

by both resource managers and users, although current gear restrictions may be used to post facto assign
a user category to a landing. The IPHC does not have a formal regulatory definition of subsistence or
retained catch, however, it does attempt to track subsistence under a personal use category, leaving only
sportharvests under the sportfishing category. It deducts separate estimates for “personal use” (434,000 Ib
in 1999) and sport fishing (7,203,000 Ib in 1999) in Alaska (Table 2.1) (IPHC 1999).

A current description of the biology of the Pacific halibut is in IPHC (1998). A current description of the
stock assessment and research activities is in IPHC (1999) and Williams (1999). Pacific halibut removals
totaled 82 million pounds in Alaska in 1999.

2.1 Commercial Fishery

A summary of the Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) program for the halibut longline fisheries off Alaska can
be found in Pautzke and Oliver (1997). The status of the program at the end of 1998 is summarized in Smith
(1999) and Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC) (1999a). A series of reports also by
CFEC assess the holdings of limited entry permits, QS holdings, and gross earnings on Gulf of Alaska
communities with the purpose of evaluating how coastal communities had fared under the IFQ program
(1999b). The following summary provides some detail from the end of year - 1998 CFEC report (1999a).

The halibut target commercial fishery has been in existence for over 100 years. The 1990s have seen a
dramatic change in the management regime in the U.S. In 1995, the U.S. implemented an IFQ program, in
which each licensed fisherman was given a share of the annual catch limit based on the individual’s past
production. Ithas resulted in much longer seasons, currently March 15 through November 15%, replacing
the 24-hour “derby” fisheries. Ithas also kept catches within the prescribed commercial limits. The Alaska
commercial quota is 53 million Ib in 2000. An additional 3 million Ib are allocated to the Community
Development Quota (CDQ) Program implemented to provide access to this fishery for Western Alaskan
communities. The Metlakatla Indian Community also harvested 35,000 1b in 1999 under an agreement with
the Department of Interior Bureau of Indian Affairs (Appendix II).

Commercial catch limits (quotas) have been used by the IPHC to control fishing mortality since 1932. Table
2.2 shows the catch limits by area for 1977-99 in pounds, round weight. Since 1977, the total commercial
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Table 2.2. Catch limits during 1977-2000 for the commercial fisherv for Pacific halibut. Catch limits for Area 2A include both the treaty
and non-treaty commercial fisheries, but excludes the ceremonial-&-subsistence fishery.
MILLIONS OF POUNDS, NET WEIGHT
Year| Area2 Area 3A| Area3C| Aread Total
& 3B
1977 | 11.000 11.000 | no limit | no limit 22.00
1978 9.000 11.000 | no limit | no limit 20.00
Canadian waters U.S. Waters
1979 5.40 3.60 11.00 no limit | no limit 20.00
1980 6.10 3.20 10.00 1.00 20.30
Area2A | Area 2B| Area 2C| Area 3A | Area 3B | |
1981 0.20 5.40 3.40 11.00 2.00 1.00 23.00
1982 0.20 5.40 3.40 14.00 3.00 1.50 27.50
AreadA| AreadB| Area4C| Aread4D| Area 4E
1983 0.20 5.40 3.40 14.00 5.00 1.20 0.80 0.40 0.20 closed 30.60
1984 0.30 9.00 5.70 18.00 7.00 1.20 1.00 0.40 0.40 0.05 43.05
1985 0.50 10.00 9.00 23.00 9.00 1.70 1.30 0.60 0.60 0.05 55.75
1986 0.55 11.20 11.20 28.10 10.30 2.00 1.70 0.60 0.70 0.05 66.40
1987 0.55 11.50 11.50 31.00 9.50 1.75 1.75 0.60 0.60 0.08 68.83
1988 0.48 12.50 11.50 36.00 8.00 1.90 2.00 0.70 0.70 0.10 73.88
1989 0.43 10.00 9.50 31.00 8.50 1.80 1.90 0.60 0.60 0.10 64.43
1990 0.32 7.80 8.00 31.00 7.20 1.50 1.50 0.50 0.50 0.10 58.42
1991 0.28 7.40 7.40 26.60 8.80 1.70 1.70 0.60 0.60 0.10 55.18
1992 0.41 8.00 10.00 26.60 8.80 2.30 2.30 0.80 0.80 0.13 60.14
1993 0.38 10.50 10.00 20.70 6.50 2.02 2.30 0.80 0.80 0.12 54.12
1994 0.37 10.00 11.00 26.00 4.00 1.80 2.10 0.70 0.70 0.10 56.77
1995 0.29 9.52 9.00 20.00 3.70 1.95 2.31 0.77 0.77 0.12 48.43
1996 0.29 9.52 9.00 20.00 3.70 1.95 2.31 0.77 0.77 0.12 48.43
1997 0.38 12.50 10.00 25.00 9.00 2.94 3.48 1.16 1.16 0.26 65.88
1998 0.44 13.00 10.50 26.00 11.00 3.50 3.50 1.59 1.59 0.32 71.44
1999 0.41 12.10 10.49 24.67 13.37 4.24 3.98 2.03 2.03 0.39 73.71
2000 0.47 10.60 8.40 18.31 15.03 497 491 2.03 2.03 0.39 67.14
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fishery catch in Alaska has ranged from 16 to 61 million Ib, with peak catches during 1987-1989. In the late
1970s, catches were somewhat stable around 17 million Ib. Beginning in 1981, catches began to increase
annually and peaked in 1988. Peak area catches were 11 million 1b in Area2C (1988); 38 million 1bin Area
3A (1988); 11 million 1b in Area 3B in 1998; and 9 million Ib in Area 4 (1998). Since the peaks of the late
1980s, catches have declined, reaching a low of 44 million Ib in 1995. The catch in 1998 (70 million Ib)
represents an 8% increase over 1997. Most of this increase has occurred in Areas 2B and 3B. Among
areas, catch limits have historically been highest in Area 3 A and lowest in the areas at the ends of the range:
Area2Aand 4. Since 1981, catch limits for Areas 2B and 2C have been quite similar, although Area 2B has
usually received higher catch limits than 2C.

As indicated in Table 2.3, almost half of the total coastwide catch was taken in Area 3A since 1977. The
Guif of Alaska (GOA) areas (2C, 3A, and 3B) accounted nearly 75% of the coastwide catch and 90% of
the total catch taken from Alaskan waters. The GOA contribution has declined in more recent years, due
to greater stock declines in the GOA areas.

Under Alaska’s salmon and herring limited entry programs, permits have been transferred from holders who
live in rural areas that are “local” to limited fisheries to holders who live in urban areas that are “non-local”
to the limited fisheries. Some concern has been expressed that similar results might occur under the halibut
IFQ program.

The distribution of initial QS holders and year-end 1998 halibut quota shares and QS holders is reported by
IPHC area and resident type in Tables 2.4 and 2.5 (CFEC 1999a). These tables illustrate the distribution of
QS using five resident types that were originally developed by Langdon (1995). The report analyzed changes

in QS holdings within Alaska and between Alaska and other states using special resident-type classifications.

All communities within Alaska are classified as “rural” or “urban” based upon 1990 census definitions, and

as “local” or “non-local” to each halibut management area. Persons within each community can then be
placed into one of five resident-types relative to the halibut management area for which a QS applies. These
are listed below.
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Table2.3. Commercial catch of Pacific halibut (metric tons, round weight). Catches for Area2A include
both the treaty and non-treaty commercial fisheries, but exclude the treaty ceremonial-&-
subsistence fishery. Beginning in 1995, research catch is excluded.

Year 2A 2B 2C 3A 3B 4 Total

1977 127 3,283 1,929 5,224 1,929 738 13,231
1978 60 2,788 2,612 6,228 798 816 13,303
1979 30 2,939 2,739 6,857 236 828 13,630
1980 12 3,416 1,959 7,238 169 429 13,224
1981 121 3,416 2,425 8,599 272 720 15,553
1982 127 3,350 2,116 8,181 2,902 865 17,542
1983 157 3,289 3,870 8,532 4,686 2,673 23,208

1984 260 5,472 3,537 12,076 3,930 1,911 27,187
1985 296 6,283 5,569 12,608 6,585 2,588 33,929
1986 351 6,785 6,416 19,828 5,339 3,380 42,098
1987 357 7,407 6,458 18,939 4,692 4,160 42,014
1988 296 7,776 6,875 22,893 4,281 2,836 44,958
1989 284 6,307 5,763 20,396 4,741 2,981 40,472
1990 193 5,182 35,884 17,445 5,255 3,283 37,243
1991 218 4,336 5,255 13,823 7,214 3,622 34,467
1992 266 4,614 5,938 16,193 5,212 3,997 36,221
1993 314 6,428 6,827 13,751 4,753 3,779 35,852
1994 236 5,992 6,277 15,020 2,334 3,247 33,107
1995 187 5,817 4,692 11,090 1,887 2,866 26,540
1996 181 5,763 5,321 11,906 2,304 3,211 28,686
1997 242 7,377 5,980 14,924 5,503 5,315 39,341
1998 278 7,946 6,186 15,643 6,863 5,533 42,449

The amount of QS held by each resident type may change for three reasons: QS can be transferred to other
resident types; QS holders can move to a place with a different resident-type classification (migration); or
QS can be administratively revoked. Quota share transfers may occur between persons in the same resident
category (intra-cohort) or between persons of different resident categories (cross-cohort). The percentages
of intra-cohort and cross-cohort transfers varied widely by resident-type and management area, although
intra-cohort transfer may have been more likely for the majority of areas and resident-types. Intra-cohort
transfers were especially prevalent among nonresidents.

Alaska Rural Locals received QS in all management areas except 4D. Their largest shares of initial QS
allocations came in Area 4E (59.3%), 4C (34.0%), and 2C (30.1%) (Table 2.4). By the end of 1998, ARL
holdings had declined in Areas 2C, 3B, and 4A and had risen in Areas 3A, 4C and 4E.

Alaska Urban Locals received an initial allocation of QS in Areas 2C (50.3%), 3A (43.1%), and 4A (2.5%)
only. By year-end 1998 AULS also held a very small percentage of the QS in Area 4B. AUL holdings had
increased in Area 2C and 4A and declined in Area 3A.

Alaska Rural Nonlocals received small percentages of the QS in all management areas. These percentages
ranged from less than 1% in Areas 2C, 4C, and 4D up to 6.2% in Area 4A at initial issuance. By year-end
1998, ARN holdings had declined in Areas 2C, 3A, 3B, and 4A and risen in Areas 4B, and 4D.
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Te. )2.4.

management area and resident type..

Net result of halibut QS Transfers, Migrations, and re. _]tions, from initial issuance through year-end 1998 by

Initial Net Pet. of | Net Pct. of ~ Net Pct. of Total Net
Resident Amount Change Initial Change Initial Change Initial Change
Area  Type of QS|  Transfers  Issuance | Migrations Issuance| Revoked Issuance In QS
2C AK Rural 17,932,755 -2,026,430 -11.3 -790,624 -4.4 0 0.0 -2,817,054
Local
AK Rural 362,838 -301,302 -83.0 21,649 6.0 0 0.0 -279,653
Non-Loc
AK Urban 29,974,773 4,818,928 16.1 -287,914 -1.0 -549 0.0 4,530,465
Local
AKX Urban 995,092 -518,416 -52.1 -35,051 -3.5 -2,138 -0.2 -555,605
Non-Loc
Nonresident 10,293,932 -1,972,780 -19.2 1,091,940 10.6 -5,446 -0.1 -886,286
59,559,390 -8,133
3A AK Rural 14,928,786 1,514,520 10.1 235,063 1.6 0 0.0 1,749,583
Local
AK Rural 4,206,395 -219,105 -5.2 -386,820 -9.2 0 0.0 -605,925
Non-Loc
AK Urban 79,834,467 -5,611,578 -7.0 821,343 1.0 -339,284 -0.4 -5,129,519
Local
AK Urban 19,507,831 7,104,256 364 -591,633 -3.0 -10,901 -0.1 6,501,722
Non-Loc
Nonresident 66,843,449 -2,788,093 -4.2 -71,953 -0.1 -247,267 -0.4 -3,113,313
185,320,928 -597.452
3B AK Rural 5,563,706 -652,294 -11.7 -221,276 -4.0 0 0.0 -873,570
Local
AK Rural 2,075,980 -554,586 -26.7 -79,327 -3.8 0 0.0 -633,913
Non-Loc
AK Urban 20,372,737 1,249,406 6.1 -1,067,691 -5.2 -225,600 -L1 -43,885
Non-Loc
Nonresident 26,159,470 -42,526 -0.2 1,368,294 5.2 -105,705 -0.4 1,220,063
54,171,893 -331,305
4A  AK Rural 50,264 13,939 27.7 -64,203 -127.7 0 0.0 -50,264
L.ocal
AK Rural 907,184 -632,730 -69.7 8,859 1.0 0 0.0 -623,871
Non-Loc
AK Urban 364,612 159,083 43.6 70,872 19.4 0 0.0 229,955
Local
AKX Urban 5,743,871 656,991 11.4 -157,629 -2.7 0 0.0 499,362
Non-Loc
Nonresident 7,485,405 -197,283 -2.6 142,101 1.9 -48,327 0.6 -103.509
14,551,336- -48,327
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4B AK Rural 160,045 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Local
AK Rural 207,969 231,980 111.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 231,980
Non-Loc
AK Urban 0 0 n.a. 340 n.a. 0 n.a. 340
Local
AK Urban 2,874,719 -81,878 -2.8 -119,495 -4.2 0 0.0 -201,373
Non-Loc
Nonresident 6,050,658 -150,102 2.5 119,155 2.0 -8,617 0.1 -39,564
9,293,391 -8,617
4C  AK Rural 1,350,336 418,661 31.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 418,661
Local
AK Rural 23,170 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Non-Loc
AK Urban 826,097 -26,618 -3.2 4,262 0.5 0 0.0 -22,356
Non-Loc
Nonresident 1,769,583 -392,043 -22.2 -4,262 -0.2 0 0.0 -396,305
3,969,186 0
4D AK Rural 29,451 179,421 609.2 -15,333 -52.1 0 0.0 164,088
Non-Loc
AK Urban 592,232 214,291 36.2 16,824 2.8 -44,173 -7.5 186,942
Non-Loc
Nonresident 4,168,808 -393,712 -94 -1,491 0.0 0 0.0 -395,203
4,790,491 -44,173
4E AK Rural 82,993 0 0.0 1,760 2.1 0 0.0 1,760
Local
AK Rural 4,937 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Non-Loc
AK Urban 39,462 0 0.0 -2,282 -5.8 0 0.0 -2,282
Non-Loc
Nonresident 12,607 0 0.0 522 4.1 0 0.0 522
139,999 0
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Table 2.5. Initial Allocation and Year-end 1998 QS Holdings and QS Holders, By Area.

Initial 1998 Numberof Number of]|
Area  Census Area Amount of QS Amount of QS - QS:Holders QS Holders
2C Aleutians East 4,175 568 2 1
Aleutians West 171,048 18,550 48 6
Anchorage Borough 380,243 162,452 32 21
Bethel 74,586 2,535 43 2
Bristol Bay 4,589 2,970 10 6
Dillingham 5,207 4,821 22 20
Fairbanks\N. Star 135,026 56,316 10 3
Haines 2,221,074 1,851,781 84 64
Juneau 5,781,122 6,659,683 256 203
Kenai Peninsula 261,476 177,181 34 16
Ketchikan 3,296,194 3,951,101 147 113
Kodiak Borough 146,856 42,641 32 14
Lake and Peninsula 1,275 3,047 4 4
MatSu Borough 56,261 8,683 8 3
Nome 57 57 1 1
Prince of Wales 4,551,549 3,234,831 221 141
Sitka 9,936,267 9,992,393 328 263
Skagway\Yakutat\Angoon 4,717,537 3,209,713 223 141
Valdez\Cordova 19,219 3,456 7 2
Petersburg\Wrangell 17,498,696 20,760,832 459 381
Yukon\Koyukuk 3,001 0 1 0
Qutside Alaska 10,293,932 9,407.646 417 280
59,559,390 59,551,257 2,389 1,685
3A Aleutians East 248,743 13,666 7 2
Aleutians West 608,367 205,403 54 15
Anchorage Borough 7.414,783 7,448,621 270 214
Bethel 211,899 191,775 42 3
Bristo] Bay 17,218 12,219 11 7
Dillingham 10,292 461,546 21 20
Fairbanks\N. Star 310,382 251,289 29 26
Haines 484,623 557,890 18 17
Juneau 3,126,721 5,397,818 82 74
Kenai Peninsula 35,932,979 32,514,443 841 592
Ketchikan 1,201,311 1,774,295 20 18
Kodiak Borough 43,718,157 41,881,471 457 339
Lake and Peninsula 55,577 16,899 10 7
MatSu Borough 1,818,439 1,740,549 65 54
NW Arctic 149 60,065 I 1
Prince of Wales 462,841 71,607 24 7
Sitka 5,930,471 7,093,925 130 108
Skagway\Yakutat\Angoon 3,837,390 3,564,848 108 82
SE Fairbanks 1,987 4,983 2 3
Valdez\Cordova 3,408,866 5,614,960 156 124
Wade Hampton 0 9,228 0 1
Petersburg\Wrangell 9,673,870 12,104,424 86 79
Yukon\Koyukuk 1,914 1,416 4 3
Qutside Alaska 66.843.,449 63,730,136 636 451
185.320.928 184.723.476 3.074 2,247

S:MJANE\SUBSISTaug.wpd 19 August 4, 2000




: . I SRR - Anitial - o 1998
© Area .CensusArea . . . . Amount of QS Amountof QS
3B Aleutians East 4,474,522 4,010,375
Aleutians West 251,080 16,201
Anchorage Borough 2,688,992 799,106
Bethel 61,923 1,956
Bristol Bay 7,835 2,680
Dillingham 3,007 11,156
Fairbanks\N. Star 23,646 149,287
Juneau 247,227 383,261
Kenai Peninsula 5,299,803 5,373,305 181 117
Ketchikan 170,192 211,759 5 3
Kodiak Borough 10,343,667 12,157,619 201 147
Lake and Peninsula 1,050,965 682,510 26 17
MatSu Borough 295,998 263,814 14 7
Prince of Wales 39,313 70 3 1
Sitka 1,523,669 1,123,825 21 13
Skagway\Yakutat\Angoon 232,579 76,835 8 4
Valdez\Cordova 67,892 78,308 5 4
Petersburg\Wrangell 1,230,113 1,118,988 Il 6
Outside Alaska 26,159.470 27.379.533 277 196
54,171,893 53,840,588 1,058 669
4A Aleutians East 264,962 143,811 23 9
Aleutians West 450,431 622,041 67 60
Anchorage Borough 526,816 390,911 21 16
Bethel 16,439 519 42 1
Bristol Bay 14,794 710 11 6
Dillingham 799 2,963 21 20
Fairbanks\N. Star (] 44,489 0 1
Juneau 98,817 139,563 3 5
Kenai Peninsula 1,941,229 1,850,811 75 46
Ketchikan 80,293 146,806 4 3
Kodiak Borough 2,573,135 3,076,914 63 56
Lake and Peninsula 1,037 730 5 4
MatSu Borough 152,125 54,529 9 5
Prince of Wales 10,093 18 2 1
Sitka 509,819 363,063 16 7
Skagway\Yakutat\Angoon 135,616 48,967 4 2
Valdez\Cordova 6,067 732 3 1
Petersburg\Wrangell 283,459 233,536 8 4
Qutside Alaska 7.485.405 7,381,896 155 112
14,551,336 14,503,009 532 359
4B Aleutians West 217,591 210,322 16 16
Anchorage Borough 34,129 78,760 2 4
Dillingham 0 370,314 0 1
Haines 0 7,609 0 1
Juneau 110,956 103,198 3 2
Kenai Peninsula 569,966 673,891 16 13
Ketchikan 1,686 0 1 0
Kodiak Borough 1,538,104 1,196,739 27 22
MatSu Borough 33,685 45,322 2 2
Sitka 382,474 258,470 8 4
Skagway\Yakutat\Angoon 41,459 41,459 1 1
Valdez\Cordova 56,991 0 1 0
Petersburg\Wrangell 255,692 287,596 3 2
Outside Alaska 6.050.658 6.011,094 73 56
9.293.391 9.284.774 153 124
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» i - Initial - 1998 - Number of ‘Number of
Area  CensusiArea - Amount of QS Amount of QS - QS Holders QS ‘Holders
4C Aleutians West 1,478,344 1,897,005 32 35
Anchorage Borough 119,592 0 2 0
Juneau 8,747 8,747 ] 1
Kenai Peninsula 97,629 101,792 3 2
Kodiak Borough 469,828 582,973 8 7
MatSu Borough 0 5,391 0 1
Sitka 25,463 0 2 0
Qutside Alaska 1.769.583 1.373.278 32 26
3,969,186 3,969,186 80 72
4D Aleutians West 67,584 67,584 1 1
Anchorage Borough 84,640 0 1 0
Dillingham 0 122,473 0 1
Juneau 24,235 154,426 1 1
Kenai Peninsula 76,708 65,254 2 1
Kodiak Borough 207,837 432,355 10 10
MatSu Borough 40,479 17,588 2 1
Sitka 14,118 14,118 1 1
Skagway\Yakutat\Angoon 0 56,948 0 1
Wade Hampton 106,082 41,967 4 1
Petersburg\Wrangell 4,168,808 3,773,605 46 38
Outside Alaska 0 0 0 0
4,790,491 4,746,318 68 56
4E Aleutians East 3,878 3,878 1 |
Aleutians West 4,184 4,184 | |
Anchorage Borough 5,090 10,976 9 10
Bethel 73,808 73,808 42 42
Bristol Bay 4,934 4,934 10 10
Dillingham 3,585 3,440 21 20
Kenai Peninsula 638 638 2 2
Kodiak Borough 6,791 6,791 2 2
Lake and Peninsula 1,372 3,277 4 4
MatSu Borough 20,324 12,156 2 1
Prince of Wales 83 83 1 1
Valdez\Cordova 489 489 1 I
Petersburg\Wrangell 2,216 2,216 2 2
Qutside Alaska 12,607 13,129 6 7
139.999 139,999 104 104
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Alaska Urban Nonlocals received QS in all areas and received over 20% of the QS in Areas 3B, 4A, 4B,
4C, and 4E at initial issuance. AUN holdings had increased in areas 3A, 3B, 4A, and 4D and declined in the
other areas by year-end 1998.

Nonresidents received QS in every area. They received over half of the QS in Areas 4A, 4B, and 4D and
over 35%inssix of the areas. By year-end 1998, nonresident QS holdings had increased slightly in Areas 3B
and 4E and declined in all other areas. The net result of transfer activity lowered Nonresident QS holdings
in all areas except Area 4E.

There have been concerns that the IFQ program might result in a dramatic restructuring that could increase
the role of the halibut fishery in some areas while reducing its impact in other areas. Table 2.5 provides
another view of the changes that have occurred in the geographic distribution of QS holdings since initial
issuance. QS holders from Alaska are assigned to census areas based upon their addresses. Persons who
reside outside of Alaska were put into a single “Outside Alaska” category. The distribution of QS and QS
holders are then examined at initial issuance and at year-end 1998.

Census areas where Alaskans hold relatively high percentages of QS (10% or more of the area QS at year-
end 1998) are: Juneau, Petersburg/Wrangell, and Sitka (Area 2C); Kodiak (Areas 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, and 4C),
Kenai Peninsula (Areas 3A, 3B, and 4A); Aleutian Islands West (Area 4C); and Bethel (Area 4E).

Persons who reside outside of Alaska held substantial portions of the QS in all areas except 4E, ranging from
15.8% in Area 2C to 79.5% in Area 4D by the end of 1998. They held more than 50% of the QS in areas
4A, 4B, and 4D at both initial issuance and year-end 1998.

The number of persons who held QS declined in most census areas. This parallels the overall decline in QS
holders due to transfers and QS consolidation. The percent decline of QS holders for non-CDQ management
Areas 2C through 4A is relatively high for some census areas. This may be partially due to QS holders for
CDQ areas transferring their CDQ compensation QS.

The halibut IFQ catch distribution for 1999 by port of landing is listed in Table 2.6. It shows that Sitka (979),
Kodiak (971), and Homer (920) had the greatest number of vessel landings in 1999. Homer (11.6 M), Kodiak
(10.1 M), Seward (6.8 M), Dutch Harbor/Unalaska (5.2 M), Juneau (3.0 M), Sitka (2.8 M), and Petersburg
(2.3 M) led Alaska ports for total pounds landed (in millions).
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Table 2.6. Total halibut IFQ landings, March 15 - Decemeber 29, 1999.

ALASKA

NON-ALASKA

Notes:

hal B e

&

Port
ADAK
AKUTAN
ANGOON
CHIGNIK
CORDOVA
CRAIG

DUTCH HBR/UNALASKA

GUSTAVUS
HAINES
HOMER
HOONAH
HYDER
JUNEAU
KAKE

KENAI
KETCHIKAN
KING COVE
KODIAK
METLAKATLA
NINILCHIK
PELICAN
PETERSBURG
PORT ALEXANDER
SAND POINT
SELDOVIA
SEWARD
SITKA
SKAGWAY
ST GEORGE
ST PAUL
VALDEZ
WHITTIER
WRANGELL
YAKUTAT

Total

Vessel Pounds  Percent
Landings Landed Total
58 1,128,781 2
19 15,561 0.03
18 20,027 0.04
43 405,527 0.72
215 1,444,497 2.56
252 399,755 0.71
349 5,197,176 9.21
52 56.864 0.1
105 600,189 1.06
920 11,563,889 20.49
471 1,335,072 2.37
12 1,806 0
598 2,985,964 5.29
4 2,794 0
49 189,431 0.34
200 575,592 1.02
78 1,607,309 1.78
971 10,065,891 17.84
10 20,741 0.04
25 88,837 0.16
75 138,643 0.25
659 2,305,390 4.08
80 98.414 0.17
107 780,593 1.38
12 2,273 0
497 6,823,915 12.09
979 2,790,193 4.94
15 25,845 0.05
10 9,191 0.02
131 279,198 0.49
38 155,923 0.28
94 372,546 0.66
353 1,178,606 2.09
294 1,304,271 2.31
123 3,065,825 5
7,921 56,436,529 99.99

combined to report landings to the main port (e.g. "Juneau").

Sow

This report summarizes fixed gear IFQ landings reported by Registered Buyers. At sea discards are not included.
Halibut weights are reported in net (headed and gutted) pounds.
"Vessel Landings” include the number of landings by participating vessels reported by IFQ regulatory area.
Each such landing may include harvests from more than one IFQ Permit Holder.

Landings at different harbors in the same general location (e.g."Juneau, Douglas, and Auke Bay") have been

"Vessel Offload" is the removal of fish from a harvesting vessel to (or by) a Registered Buyer on a particular date/time.
Due to over- or underharvest of TAC and/or rounding, percentages may not total to 100%.
Data are derived from initial data entry procedures and are preliminary. Future editing may result in minor changes.
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Table 2.7 lists the halibut CDQ groups and 2000 allocations in pounds for each CDQ organization. Table 2.8
lists the communities for each CDQ group. In addition to halibut, sablefish, and pollock, the CDQ program
was recently recommended to be expanded to all groundfish and crab species.

Table 2.7 CDP Area Allocations in Percents for Halibut*

Area | APICDA BBEDC | CBSFA | CVRF NSEDC | YDFDA | ‘Total
4B 100% 16'0%
4c 10% 90%
4D 23% 24% 26%
4E 30% 70%
CDP Area Allocations in Pounds for Halibut*
Area | APICDA BBEDC | CBSFA | CVRF NSEDC
4B 982,000 0 0 0 0
4c 101,500 0 913,500 | 0 0
4D 0 140070 | o 146,160 | 158340
4E 0 117,000 | o 213,000 | 0
Total | 1083500 | 257070 | 913500 | 419060 | 158340

* Hahbut pounds are net welght (head off, gutted) and are amounts avallable to CDQ groups at the start of the 2000
fishing year.

APICDA = Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development Association
BBEDC = Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation

CBSFA = Central Bering Sea Fishermen's Association

CVRF =Coastal Villages Region Fund

NSEDC = Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation

YDFDA = Yukon-Delta Fisheries Development Association

The Metlakatla Indian Community was authorized by the United States government (Bureau of Indian
Affairs) to conduct a commercial halibut fishery within the 3000 foot Annette Island Reserve. IPHC is
provided with logbook information, ADF&G fish tickets, and the tribal biologist samples halibut landings
(halibut lengths and otoliths) (Attachment 1). In 1999, 26 different vessels fished as part of the Metlakatla
fishery landing approximately 35,000 pounds of halibut (Table 2.9) (H. Gilroy, pers. commun. 2000). The
1999 fishery occurred between May 22 and Oct 31 with thirteen 48-hr fishing periods. The catch was 12,000
and 88,000 pounds in 1998 and 1997 respectively. A higher ex-vessel price may have brought fishers back
to the fishery, however, the total catch was still lower than it was in 1997.

The IPHC has also set aside 300,000 Ib for use in the Indian food fishery by Native residents of British

Columbia, Canada beginning in 1994. This amounts to 10 Ib per person for the roughly 30,000 Native
inhabitants.

SMJANE\SUBSISTaug.wpd 24 August 4, 2000

™

N



Table 2.8 lists the communities for each CDQ group.

Bristol Bay Economic Norton Sound Economic
Development Foundation Development Foundation
Aleknagik Brevig Mission
Clark’s Point Diomede/Ignaluk
Dillingham Elim
Egegik Gambell
Ekuk Golovin
Ekwok Koyuk
Levelock Nome
Manokotak Savoonga
Naknek Shaktoolik
King Salmon/Sayonoski St. Michael
South Naknek Stebbins
Togiak Teller
Twin Hills Unalakleet
Pilot Point/Ugashik Wales
Port Heiden White Mountain
Portage Creek
Yukon Delta Fisheries
Coastal Villages Fishing Development Association
Cooperative Alakanuk
Chefornak Emmonak
Chevak Grayling
Eek Kotlik
Goodnews Bay Mountain Village
Hooper Bay Sheldon Point
Kipnuk
Konigranak Aleutian Pribolof Island Community
Kwigillingok Development Association
Mekoryuk Akutan
Napakiak Atka
Napaskiak False Pass
Newtok Nelson Lagoon
Nightmute Nilolski
Oscarville St. George
Platinum Unalaska
Quinhagak
Scammon Bay Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s
Tooksook Bay Association Saint Paul
Tuntutuliak
Tununak
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Table 2.9. Metlakatla community fishing periods, number of vessels, and halibut catch (net weight),
1999. Preliminary.

Fishing Period Dates Catch (Pounds)
Number Of Vessels

May 22 - 24 7 1,216
June 6 -8 9 2,392
June 18 - 20 8 2,804
July 9-11 5 3,589
July 16 -18 10 4,094
July 3- Aug 1 7 4,553
August 13 - 15 9 7,376
August 27 - 29 2 NA
September 3 — 5 8 4,067
September 17 -19 5 1,374
October 1 -3 7 2,088
October 15 -17 2 NA
October 29 - 31 0 0
13 Fishing Periods 34,996

2.2 Sport Fishery

Recreational fishing for halibut was nonexistent in the 1920s but has grown into amajor industry in Canada
and Alaska, with total harvests of 9 million pounds in 1999 (Table 2.10). The first IPHC regulations on sport
fishing were instituted in 1973 and included an 8-month season with limitations on the individual’s daily catch
and the gear. Since that time, sport regulations have grown in complexity and have seen increased
involvement by state, provincial and Federal agencies.

In many instances sportfishing is done primarily for recreational values (that is, “sport,” fun,” “enjoyment,”
“fair competition,” etc.) - participation in a recreational-quality activity is the primary cultural value. Sport
regulations in general are consistent with these recreational values, in that they provide for relatively
inefficient gear (2-hooks, a “fair chase ethic™), limited daily bags (2-fish per day; food is not the primary
purpose of the activity), and sport license requirements (user's pay for management, etc.). The sport cultural
tradition in Alaska derives from Euroamerican historic traditions, and the people who currently participate
initare primarily from Euroamerican cultural groups living in urbanized areas (but also some rural places)
in Alaska and the continental U.S.

In addition to recreational motives, Alaska residents and many nonresidents that fish for halibut under sport
regulations may be motivated in large part to put some halibut in the freezer, and a significant portion
consider what they are doing to be providing subsistence food with rod and reel. Anecdotal data suggests
that many charter anglers evaluate the success of their trip by the poundage caught and whether it was
cheaper to fish or buy the halibut. Halibut are not terribly exciting or difficult to catch. The bag limit of two
fish may be perceived as adequate to satisfy food needs given the mean size of halibut. Whether or not there
is a one to one correspondence in the cost consideration of choosing to sportfish versus purchasing
commercially caught halibut remains to be tested; however, it is likely that some anglers derive additional
value from stocking their freezers with fish they themselves caught than they would have realized from
purchasing commercially caught halibut.

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) provides harvest estimates from Areas 2C, 3 and 4
using a postal survey, port sampling, creel survey, and charter vessel logbook, begun in 1998. Total sport
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halibut landings for Areas 2C and 3A are listed in Tables 2.11 and 2.12. Figures 2.1 and 2.2 depict the halibut
sport landings by port for Areas 2C and 3A.

Atits February 2000 meeting, the Council took final action to redefine the halibut charter guideline harvest
level (GHL) and approved accompanying management measures to implement the GHL. This action, if
approved by the Secretary, would base the GHL on a combined commercial and charter quota to be set by
the IPHC (NPFMC 2000). The Council set the Area 2C and 3A GHLs based on the average of 1995-99
in pounds (1.4 M Ib in Area 2C and 3.91 M Ib in Area 3A). It also initiated an analysis and formed an
industry committee to develop elements and options to include halibut charter participants in the current
halibut IFQ program. Final action on incorporating the charter fishery into the current IFQ system is
scheduled for February 2001.

Table 2.10 Harvest by sport fishers (millions of pounds, net weight) by Regulatory Area, 1977-99.

Year Area 2A Area 2B Area 2C Area 3A Area 3B Area 4 Total
1977 0.013 0.017 0.072 0.196 0.298
1978 0.010 0.009 0.082 0.282 0.383
1979 0.015 0.018 0.174 0.365 0.572
1980 0.019 0.011 0.332 0.488 0.850
1981 0.019 0.023 0318 0.751 0.012 1.123
1982 0.050 0.066 0.489 0.716 0.011 1.332
1983 0.063 0.103 0.553 0.945 0.003 1.667
1984 0.118 0.124 0.621 1.026 0.013 1.902
1985 0.193 0.525 0.682 1.210 0.008 2.618
1986 0.333 0.372 0.730 1.908 0.020 3.363
1987 0.446 0.527 0.780 1.989 0.030 3.772
1988 0.249 0.504 1.076 3.264 , 0.036 5.129
1989 0.327 0.635 1.559 3.005 0.024 5.550
1990 0.197 0.762 1.330 3.638 0.040 5.967
1991 0.158 0.584 1.654 4264 0.014 0.127 6.801
1992 0.250 0.580 1.668 3.899 0.029 0.043 6.469
1993 0.246 0.657 1.811 5.265 0.018 0.057 8.054
1994 0.186 0.657 2.001 4.487 0.021 0.042 7.394
1995 0.236 1.582 1.759 4.488 0.022 0.055 8.142
1996 0.229 1.582 1.534 4.822 0.022 0.071 8.260
1997 0.355 1.582 1.714 5.637 0.028 0.072 9.388
1998 0.383 1.582 2.708 5.270 0.022 0.114 9.974
1999} 0.338 1.582 1.830 5.243 0.022 0.108 9.122

'Only Area 2A harvest is current data, all other areas are projected harvests. These projections will be updated
when data becomes available. Alaska (Areas 3A, 3B and 4) harvests for 1998 are still considered preliminary.
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Table 2.11. Estimated sport harvest biomass (pounds net wt.) based on the estimated number of fish harvested in IPHC Area 2C, 1994-98. (Source: SWHS amd SCVL)

Statewide
Charter Vessel
Logbook(b)
Statewide Harvest Survey Estimates(a)
Class Area 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 TOTAL 1998

% of Total % of Total % of Total % of Total % of Total % of Total

8.5%

Ketchikan 90,970 99,755 111,315 113,018 56,539 3.2% 471,598 78,660

Prince of Wales 326,772 33.2%) 256,326 26.0% 218,743 23.4% 150,396 17.6% 593,465 33.6%| 1,545,702 28.0% 621,489
Petersburg/Wrangell 83,579 8.5%( 104,556 10.6% 110,526 11.8% 102,484 12.0% 232,285 13.1% 633,430 11.5% 162,325
Sitka 419,611 426%( 362,128 36.7% 305,733 32.7% 330,470 38.8% 695,578 39.4%| 2,113,520 38.2% 725,772

Juneau 30,860 3.1% 95,288 9.7% 122,084 13.0% 108,712 12.8% 108,753 6.2% 465,697 8.4% 170,929
Haines/Skagway 1,760 0.2% 2,993 0.3% 6,679 0.7% 7,344 0.9% 1,640 0.1% 20,416 3,301
Glacier Bay 31,962 3.2% 65,100 6.6% 60,616 6.5% 40,066 4.7% 78,741 4.5% 276,485 43,788

Charter Subtotal 985514 100.0%| 986,146 100.0% 935,696  100.0% 852,491  100.0%| 1,767,001 100.0%| 5,526,848 1,806,263

Ketchikan 158,632 105,904 13.8% 136,038 140,799 16.4% 129,098 670,471
Prince of Wales 98,919 9.9% 97,410 12.7% 83,824 1.7% 100,666 1.7% 120,007 12.8% 500,826
Petershurg/\Wrangell 147,390 14.7%| 110,821 14.5% 121,922 17.0% 164,401 19.1% 161,700 17.2% 706,234
Sitka 395,703 39.6%| 214,931 281% 160,915 22.5% 153,670 17.9% 197,440 21.0%| 1,122,659

Juneau 127,679 12.8%| 166,720 21.8% 150,200 21.0% 205,000 23.8% 235,727 25.0% 885,326
Haines/Skagway 14,428 1.4% 11,816 1.5% 13,763 1.9% 13,913 1.6% 10,837 1.2% 64,857
Glacier Bay 57,528 5.8% 57,557 7.5% 48,740 6.8% 81,886 9.5% 86,192 9.2% 331,903
Noncharter Subtotal 1,000,279  100.0%| 765,159  100.0% 715,402  100.0% 860,335 100.0% 941,101 100.0%| 4,282,276

Ketc ; ; : . ,353 j ; ; I 69
Prince of Wales 425,691 21.4%)| 353,736 20.2% 302,567 18.3% 251,062 14.7% 713,472 2,046,528
Petersburg/Wrangell 230,969 11.6%| 215,377 12.3% 232,448 14.1% 266,885 15.6% 393,985 14.5%| 1,339,664
Sitka 815,314 411%| 577,058 33.0% 466,648 28.3% 484,140 28.3% 893,018 33.0%| 3,236,179
Juneau 158,539 8.0%| 262,008 15.0% 272,284 16.5% 313,712 18.3% 344,480 12.7%| 1,351,023

Haines/Skagway 16,188 0.8% 14,809 0.8% 20,442 1.2% 21,267 1.2% 12,577 0.5% 85,273
Glacier Bay 89,490 4.5%| 122657 7.0% 109,356 6.6% 121,952 71% 164,933 6.1% 608,388
Total Area 2C 1,985,793  100.0%[ 1,751,305 100.0%) 1,651,098 100.0%| 1,712,826 100.0%| 2,708,102 100.0%| 9,809,124

(a) Data Source: 1998 Statewide Harves! Survey (preliminary), ADF&G Division of Sport Fish.
Note: Above SWHS estimates prior to 1998 are likely biased low due to timing related to extraction of survey candidates for the Statewide Harvest Survey (see Memo for details).
All SWHS estimates shown above are subject to change upon finalizing methodology related lo assignment of charter and non-charter proportions lo the lofal stalewide estimates in each area.

(b) Dala Source: 1998 Charler Vessel Logbook Summary, ADF&G-PTS, Division of Sport Fish
There were 640 halibut caught (383 kepl and 257 released) slatewide for which the SWHS could not be determined due to missing dala.
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Table 2.12. Estimated sport harvest biomass (pounds net wt.) based on the estimated number of fish harvested in IPHC Area 3A, 1994-98. (Source: SWHS amd SCVL)

B.Statewide charter
A Statewide Harvest Survey estimates of number of fish (a). ‘ logbook estimates
Class Area 1994 1995 1996 1997 _ 1998 TOTAL 1998 _
% of Total % of Total % of Total % of Tota! % of Total % of Total % of Tota)
Charter  Yakutat (b) 60,910 24% 53,378 1.9% 73,105 25%| 147,805 4.2% 486,852.00 32% 134,732 4.0%

Prince William Sound 258,790  10.1%; 364,241 12.8% 266,519 92%| 489,030 13.9% 385474 11.9%]| 1,764,114.00 11.7%| 377,437 11.3%

North Guif (c) 356,780  14.0%| 332343  11.7% 251,754 87%| 488212  13.9% 430,800 133%| 1,859,889.00 124% 445228 134%

Lower Cook Inlet (d) 1,102,347  432%| 1,144,726  40.3%] 1,403,864  48.7% 1,499,925  42.7% 1,232,966 381%| 6,383,828.00  425%| 1,237,155  37.2%

Central Cook Inlet 616,352 24.1%| 766845 27.0%| 736282 26.5%| 717,138 20.4% 27.8%| 3,738181.00 249% 898180 27.0%

Kodiak 168,547 6.2%| 177,126 6.2%| 153,746 5.3%| 169,814 4.8% . 795,167.00 5.3%] 235265 7.1%

Charter Subtotal 2,553,726  100.0%| 2,838,659  100.0%] 2,885,270  100.0%] 3,511,984  100.0%] 3,238,392  100.0%] 15,028,031.00  100.0%| 3,327,987  100.0%;
Noncharter Yakutat (b) 2952 1.6% 14,695 0.9%{ 12,091 06% 14678 0.7% 41,312 21% 112,298.00 1.2%

Prince William Sound 301,991 16.4%), 287,750  17.3%] 463,505 23.9%| 393,518  18.5%| 349,952 18.1%| 1,796716.00 187%

North Gulf (c) 163,821 79%] 122,204 7.4%| 120,654 6.2%] 153,139 7.2%; 142,161 7.3%| 691,979.00 7.2%

Lower Cook Inlet (d) 801,086  40.9%] 540654  32.5%| 496847 256% 577650  27.1%| 468793 24.2%) 2,885,030.00 30.0%

Central Cook Inlet 457,666 234%| 488602 204% 599,126  30.9% 670,187  31.5% 607,147 31.3%| 282272800 29.3%

Kodiak 214100  10.9%| 207,861 12.5%| 247,851 12.8%| 319,413  15.0%] 328,723 17.0%| 1,31794800 137%

Noncharter Subtotal 1958186  100.0%| 1,661,766  100.0%] 1,940,074  100.0%] 2,128,585  100.0%| 1,938,088  100.0%| 9,626,699.00 100.0%

Total Yakutat 90,432 2.0%
Prince William Sound 560,781 12.4%| 651,991 14.5%
North Guif 510,601 11.3%)] 454,547  10.1%
Lower Cook Inlet 1903433  42.2%] 1,685,380  37.4%
Central Cook Inlet 1,074,018  23.8%) 1,255447  27.9%
Kodiak 372,647 8.3%] 384,987 8.6%)
Total Area 3A 4511,912  100.0%

68,073 1.5%{ 85,196 1.8%] 162,483 29%) 192,966 3.7%
730,024  151% 882608  15.6%; 735426 14.2%]
372,408 7.7%| 641,351 11.4%] 572,961 11.1%)

1,900,711 39.4%)] 2,077,575  36.8%| 1,701,759 32.9%

1,335,408  27.7%] 1,387,325  24.6%) 1,508,711 6,560,809.00 266%

401,597 8.3%| 489,227 8.7%]| 464,657 2,113,115.00 8.6%

5,640,569  100.0%] 5,176,480  100.0%}{24,654,730.00  100.0%

599,150.00 2.4%
3560,830.00 14.4%
2,551,868.00 104%
0,268,858.00 37.6%

(a) Biomass estimated as the product of estimated mean weight and estimated harvest, Harvest estimates for each class (charter, nonchaster) for Yakutat, Prince William Sound, and Kodiak are preliminary.
() Yakutat harvest biomass was estimated using dass-specific mean weights for Valdez prior to 1998. Used Yakutat overall mean weight in 1998,

(¢) North Gulf harvest biomass estimates based on mean weights from private, charter, and military anglers, and assume that 60% of military harvest is reported as private.

{d) Lower Cook Inlet charter harvest biomess estimales based oh mean weights from fish deaned in port and at sea.
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