AGENDA C4

JUNE 1995
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council and AP Members
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke ESTIMATED TIME
Executive Director 3 hours

DATE: June 10, 1995

SUBJECT: Sablefish and Halibut IFQ Program

ACTIONS REQUIRED:

(@ Receive status report of IFQ fisheries.

®) Receive IFQ Industry Implementation Team Report.

(©) Initial review of regulatory amendment for early sablefish opening in the Aleutian Islands.
(4] Discuss omnibus amendment package for 1996.

(e) Discuss halibut Area 4 suballocations.

BACKGROUND
s R £ IFO Fisheri

The NMFS Restricted Access Management will provide a report on the IFQ halibut and sablefish fisheries
through early June.

Implementation Team Report

The IFQ Industry Implementation Team met on April 5-6, 1995 to discuss a number of issues that have arisen
as a result of implementation of the IFQ fisheries for halibut and sablefish. Their minutes are attached as
Item C-4(b). Their recommendations are included in the discussion paper for the omnibus amendment

package in Item C-4(d).

Sablefish Season Opening

In May 1994, Alaska Sablefish, Inc. requested the Council continue the January 1 sablefish opening in the
Aleutian Islands. They made the request on behalf of the freezer/longliner Judi B and the 6 to 8 vessels fishing
at the start of the year, noting that the participants typically took 10 to 11 months to harvest their allocated quota.
A delayed opening of March 15 would limit their ability to harvest their quota. Typically 20 to 30% of the
allocated quota is taken in the first three months of the year. But with higher prices at the start of the fishing year,
50% or more of their gross income is realized then.

In June 1994, the Council initiated a regulatory amendment to open the Aleutian Islands for 1995 on January 1

for sablefish on 25% of the preliminary TAC specified in September. In September 1994, NMFS reported that
they had not proceeded with the amendment, citing the complexity of the changes to the regulations, the small
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number of beneficiaries, and the lack of concurrence by IPHC. The Council indicated continued interest in an
early sablefish opening for the Aleutian Islands for future years. The draft RIR is included as Item C-4(c):

Alternative 1. Status quo. Sablefish and halibut seasons would remain concurrent throughout the range.

Alternative 2.  Allow a reopening of the IFQ sablefish fishery in the Aleutian Islands, beginning January 1 after
the regular IFQ fishery.

Alternative 3. Allow a year-round IFQ sablefish fishery in the Aleutian Islands, beginning with the regular IFQ
fishery.

Option A. Retention of halibut would be prohibited.
Option B. Retention of halibut would be permitted by halibut IFQ holders.

The IPHC discussed this issue at their 1995 annual meeting, noting, “Data from a limited number of vessels in
the Aleutian Islands sablefish fishery during winter months (November - March) show a halibut bycatch rate that
ranges up to 19%. This rate amounts to a minor quantity of halibut mortality with the current fleet of one or two
vessels. However, the Commission is concerned that an increase in the number of vessels will occur if the fishery
is opened in the winter, as other fishing activities are limited at that time. Halibut mortality would increase as
aresult, which conflicts with the Commission goals for reductions in halibut bycatch mortality. As an example,
the BSAI sablefish fishery caused 38 mt of halibut mortality in 1994, of which 13 mt occurred in the winter. We
expect higher bycatch rates and more total mortality if a winter fishery expands. Halibut are distributed in deep
water for spawning in winter, and competition among vessels for prime fishing grounds would increase.”

(excerpted from Item C-4(c). Appendix 1)

The Commission's Conference Board recommended that the Council allow sablefish fishing, with no halibut
retention, in the Aleutians starting January 1. The Commission took no formal action, but did offer to assist the
Council in evaluating the effects of a winter fishery. Their report is attached as Item C-4(c). Appendix 2.

The IFQ Industry Implementation Team first reviewed this proposal in May 1994. They did not support any
changes to the sablefish season opening. In April 1995, the Team stated that the issue was market-oriented, and
that both sablefish and halibut market conditions were likely to change under the IFQ program. The Team listed
a number of factors related to their recommendation for the status quo: (1) the extended IFQ harvesting season;
(2) vessels hiring out to harvest additional CDQ along with their IFQ; (3) general concern over sablefish stock
decline; (4) marketing advantages for early landings; (5) concerns over early fishing on migrating sablefish
stocks; (6) interest in a concurrent opening with halibut, while recognizing (7) the Council’s intent on preserving
historical fishing practices; and (8) anticipated low halibut bycatch. They recommended reevaluating this
proposal at the end of 1995 and supported Alternative 2, reopening in January after the regular IFQ fishery
(rather than advancing 25% of estimated IFQ), only if the Council chooses to proceed with the proposed action.

In November 1994, the Enforcement Committee agreed that an earlier opening in the Aleutian Islands was
enforceable, but that catch must be deducted from the IFQ quota share. At their April 1995 meeting, they stated,
“The Committee discussed that the TAC would not yet be determined nor would the IFQ, certificate, and card
be issued under an early sablefish opening. They expressed concern over the lack of weighing and reporting
requirements in the IFQ program, particularly in this fishery. They identified concerns related to inconsistency
between State and Federal management restrictions on sablefish including avoidance of the 2% Research Plan
fee by claiming State water landings and emphasized that inconsistency between the two programs hampers
enforcement.”

Final action in September 1995 makes it unlikely that regulations for an early IFQ sablefish season in the
Aleutian Islands could be in place by January 1, 1996.
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Omnibus Amendment

A number of changes to the halibut and sablefish [FQ programs have been suggested by industry and managers.
Regulatory changes from the original omnibus amendment became effective on May 5, 1995. However,
additional modifications continue to be discussed by the Council and industry. The IFQ Industry Implementation
Team reviewed these issues at their April 1995 meeting. Their comments, as well as those of the Enforcement
Committee, are included in an options paper (Item C-4(d)) which addresses these issues in three parts: (1) plan
amendments; (2) regulatory amendments; and (3) additional industry comments.

The Council should review and discuss these proposed changes to the IFQ programs and decide which issues
are of highest priority, given other staff tasking. The staffs from both the Council and NMFS will attempt to
estimate the time required to complete the analyses of those issues approved for further development.

Area 4 Suballocations

The staff of the International Pacific Halibut Commission recently reported that they were reassessing their
methods to apportion halibut TAC among subareas of Area 4. In mid-1994, the habitat area of each halibut
regulatory subarea was assessed and weighted with CPUE to estimate percent biomass in those areas. The Area
4 TAC was apportioned with the percent biomass to attain proportional harvest recommendations for each
subarea. In a discussion of the IPHC’s new methodology at their January 1995 meeting, the Council urged the
IPHC to phase in over several years any changes to area TACs if no significant risk to the resource would occur
by delaying reapportionment of the resource among subareas. Such a reapportionment would have significantly
changed the poundage equivalents of IFQs and CDQs in the respective areas at the onset of the IFQ and CDQ
program if implemented in 1995 (Table 1). Commission staff recommended phasing in this new strategy over
three years to minimize its impacts. The Commission set the catch limits based on the historical proportions of
the past few years and has suggested referring future BSAI allocations among subareas to the Council.

Table 1. Area 4 biomass distributions and resulting 1995 TAC calculations (Source: IPHC)
Habitat Area CEY IPHC Historical
Area Area CPUE Biomass Method Method Method
(nm?) (Ib/skate) (%) (millions of pounds)

4A 8,183 386.85 413 244 20 1.95

4B 6,118 246.24 19.6 1.16 1.6 231

4C 561 225.25 1.6 0.09 0.5 0.77

4D 5,605 423.76 30.9 1.83 15 0.77

4E 4910 100,50 £4 0.38 0.3 0.12
Total 25,377 224,50 100 592 59 592

Item C-4(e) reviews the history of Area 4 halibut allocations, stock assessment implications on future allocations,
and management alternatives for Bering Sea allocations.
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AGENDA C-4(b)
JUNE 1995

IFQ INDUSTRY IMPLEMENTATION MEETING MINUTES
APRIL §-6, 1995

The IFQ Industry Implementation Team (Team) met April 5 - 6, 1995 to discuss the issues identified below.
Present for the meeting were Kris Norosz (Chair), Don Iverson, Harold Thompson, Perfenia Pletnikoff, Jr.,
Linda Kozak, Drew Scalzi, John Woodruff, Jack Phillips, and John Bruce. Jack Knudsen and Jeff Stephan
were absent.

Also present were Jane DiCosimo (Council staff), John Lepore, Jay Ginter, Phil Smith, Jesse Gharett, Shawn
Carey, Frank Pfeiffer, Steve Meyer, Jeff Passer (all of NMFS), Heather Gilroy (IPHC), Earl Krygier and
Bruce Simonson (ADF&G), Capt. Bill Anderson and Lt. Cmdr. Walt Hunnings (D17 USCG), Dick Tremaine
and C.J. Zane. .

« IFOQ fishing in multiple areas The Team discussed enforcement and biological concemns of vessels fishing
their IFQ in one area and moving to another area to fish that associated IFQ. They discussed that this
problem is more prevalent in the Bering Sea, observers are not on all vessels, and vessels have incentives
(e.g., time, money, fuel) to fish in one area and report the catch as coming from another; however, the
disincentive was potential loss of their QS.

MOTION: Recommend to the Council a 2-year exemption from § 676.16(d) for all vessels, except for
halibut in Area 4, requiring vessels to keep logbooks on a timely basis and notification of NMFS prior
to a trip where multiple regulatory areas will be fished. (Passed 7:2)

MOTION: Recommend to the Council that an options paper be developed for potential IFQ changes,
and to include the above recommendation as a preferred option for one of the management actions.
(Passed unanimously)

+ Offloading of freezer boats between areas The Team expressed concern over a requirement for freezer

boats to offload when transiting between areas. Freezer vessels generally would not come ashore and
offload until a full van or container was been caught. See above actions.

P_lan) The Team d.lSCl.’lSSCd at length the reqmred procedure for uackmg IFQ product through to the ﬁnal
purchaser. Industry commented that the required paperwork for tracking each sale was burdensome.

MOTION: Recommend that the regulations be clarified so that the first recipient of IFQ landings be
designated the registered buyer in transactions between two registered buyers. (Passed unanimously)

» QS caps The Team discussed the QS use cap, the vessel cap, and the restriction on holding more than two
blocks which applies to “persons, individually and collectively.” This provision's limitation on ownership,
particularly when coupled with the block restriction, should be reviewed. An individual who was a member
of multiple corporations and was at his/her block cap would limit all his/her corporations from increasing
their QS. The Team agreed that the block cap was the most restrictive to fishermen. A change would
require a regulatory amendment.

MOTION: Recommend to the Council a review of block caps, changing “individually or collectively”
language to “person” as written in the FMP. (Failed 4:5)

 Vessel caps and use caps. The Team agreed that these caps may be set too low to allow efficient use of
IFQ, especially for specific IFQ regulatory areas (e.g., halibut regulatory areas 4A through 4E). This
situation is exacerbated further by the deduction of the CDQ allotment from the total amount, rather than
the gross total, used to determine the cap. A significant economic disadvantage occurs to those at their
vessel or use caps; many blocks are too small to be harvested. An interpretive rule may clarify the
ambiguity regarding the CDQ deduction in calculating vessel/use caps.
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MOTION: Recommend to the Council including a review of ownership caps of ¥4, 1, and 2 percent
(and their 1995 poundage equivalent) in a discussion paper, with the preference of the Team
reestablishing historic catch levels as an upper limit. (Passed unanimously)

The Team also expressed concem that vessel limits are currently calculated with the CDQ allocation
removed, resulting in a lower percentage to the QS holder. The Team felt that the regulation should be
changed to deduct the CDQ allocation prior to calculating vessel limits.

MOTION: Recommend to the Council that § 676.22(h) be clarified so that vessel limitations be based
on combined total catch limits, with CDQ apportionments removed from the calculation. (Passed
unanimously)

« Eliminate certified mail requirements. The Team agreed with Restricted Access Management’s request to
eliminate the requirement that certain routine mailings (e.g., IFQ crewmember certificates, etc.) be sent

certified to reduce costs.

MOTION: Recommend to the Council that certified mail requirements be eliminated. (Passed
unanimously)

« Prohibit sub-leasing of QS or IFQ. The Team discussed the current regulations (§676.21(g)) which could
be construed to allow a lessee to become a sub-lessor. The regulations could be clarified regarding the

issue of leasing QS (as provided in the regulations) and receiving the resulting IFQ, as opposed to leasing
IFQ (which is not provided for in the regulations).

MOTION: Recommend to the Council that: (a) only a QS holder can lease QS (i.e., no sub-leasing);
and (b) clarify leasing of QS, not IFQ. (Passed unanimously)

« Adjustment policy The Teamn discussed using the “Canadian System” for overages, particularly a fixed
pound exception. Changes to the regulations would allow underages of 10 % of a person’s total IFQ and
overages up to 10 % of a person’s remaining IFQ account prior to their final landing.

Recommendation: The Team agreed with changing the overage application.

» Fair start provision. Capt. Anderson raised whether the fair start continues to be necessary under the IFQ
program. The Team discussed the need for the 72 hour fair start provision with the extended IFQ season,
but reiterated that they supported continuation of the provision since the original reasons for concemn
remained. They acknowledged that the penalty schedule, requiring a penalty of foregoing the remainder of
the IFQ season, now ten months, needs revision.

MOTION: Recommend to the Council that the fair start provision be maintained, and direct staff to
adopt language similar to IPHC language requiring offloading or hold inspection if a vessel chooses to
fish in the 72 hours prior to the start of the IFQ season. (Passed unanimously)

eI CInE eS. The Team discussed the need for
temporary emergency transfers of QS due to death or serious mjury to QS owner; currently there is no
administrative discretion to grant a temporary transfer to alleviate an emergency circumstance. The Team
expressed great concern that flagrant abuses of the CFEC system should be avoided under the IFQ
program; however, they recognized that genuine emergencies do arise.

MOTION: Recommend to the Council that in concurrence with CFEC rules, a surviving spouse or
immediate family member may get transfer rights of QS for up to three years with the broadest
allowance (e.g., leasing, hiring skipper). (Passed unanimously)
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The Team subsequently appointed a subcommittee of Drew Scalzi, Harold Thompson, and Perfenia
Pletnikoff to produce a statement of intent in regards to emergency transfers.

MOTION: Recommend to the Council the following policy statement:

“If a person can demonstrate to the Regional Director that due to some unforeseen accident,
injury, or illness, he has been rendered incapacitated in his ability to longline, he may be
allowed a one-time medical transfer provided the RD feels there is insufficient time before the
season’s closure for recovery to harvest all or part of his quota share. Consideration by the
RD will take into account vessel size and fall weather limitations, accordingly.

Medical documentation shall be satisfactory to NMFS in making impairment determination.
Chronic injuries such as “bad backs,” or aging ailments such as arthritic crippling, loss of
vision or hearing, do not constitute grounds for medical transfer. Incarceration does not
constitute grounds for medical transfer. The one-rime transfer provision may last for a period
of no more than two fishing seasons. Decisions by the RD to allow transfers are final and not
subject to further appeal.

Justification: The integrity of the IFQ system. If we can not produce a mechanism for medical
transfer that has clear legitimacy, then the Council should consider either no transfer of QS or
. revisit leasing as a provision.” (Passed unanimously)

MOTION: Recommend that the emergency transfer involve IFQ and not QS. (Passed unanimously)

« Early season opening for sablefish. The Team spent considerable time discussing this item and listed a

number of factors related to an early sablefish opening: extended IFQ harvesting season, hiring out to
harvest additional CDQ along with their IFQ QS, general stock decline concerns, marketing advantage to
first fish in, concerns of fishing in spawning stock early in the season, Council’s intent on mimicking
historical fishing practices, anticipated low halibut bycatch, and interest in concurrent opening with halibut.
The Team ultimately recommended no action on this item, deferring to their previous motion of not
supporting this amendment. They recommended tabling this item, and reevaluating it at the end of the first
season. They noted that Alternative 3 in the issues paper would allow for an extension of the fishing
season so that if the Council chooses, the BSAI fleet would be allowed sufficient time to harvest their QS.

The Team expressed concer over the general decline of sablefish stocks in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands. Team members cited the current low catches in the eastern Bering Sea, which are
well below historical levels of the 1960s. The low catch levels since 1977 have been attributed to low stock
abundance and catch restrictions placed on foreign fishing. The Team requested that NMFS provide a
briefing on the sablefish decline and potential effects of an early season opening at the next Team meeting.

» Crew members using OS on vessels The Team discussed situations where a crew member acquired QS,

but was unable to use it on his regular fishing vessel because the vessel was at its cap. The Team

acknowledged that he was free to use his QS on another vessel and that the system was working to prevent
consolidation.

Recommendation: No change.

* Vessel ownership requirements for leasing The Team discussed the ability for an individual to take part

ownership in a vessel (say, for as little as $10) in order to hire a vessel and skipper to fish his QS. The
Team discussed “controlling interest” (e.g., 51%) or other requirements to prevent “paper” ownership to
circumvent Council intent. They recognized a potential problem where these transactions are currently
legal, and would negatively impact numerous individuals who are currently in such arrangements.

MOTION: The Team is concerned that a loophole exists which allows leasing in perpetuity by initial
recipients due to inexact language related to ownership of vessels on which QS is fished. (Passed 7:1:1)



« Shipping reports The Team discussed issues related to shipping reports, i.e., being legally responsible for
IFQ fish that are no longer within the physical control of the initial recipient. Currently, the entity that
completes and files the shipping report, i.e., the initial recipient of the IFQ product, is responsible for that
IFQ product, no matter how many hands it passes through while in the State of Alaska. The Team
discussed the need to monitor sales as a deterrent to cheating. They recommended that notification be
given to Enforcement prior to shipping to monitor incoming and outgoing shipments; and original
shipping report accompany shipments as a tie back to original shipper. The Team discussed the difficulty
of these requirements on shippers who make changes to shipping manifestos due to unforeseen changes in
plane or container capacities or buyer needs. The Team discussed the possibility of using a weekly
summary of sales, in lieu of individual shipping reports for each sale, to notify Enforcement of IFQ
shipments.

MOTION: Report to the Council that Enforcement and processors will meet to address shipping
reports prior to the April Council meeting. (Passed unanimously)

» Transhipments The Team discussed delivery of processed product between vessels.

MOTION: Report that the Team had no changes to the 24 hour notice of transhipments to
Enforcement, but recommended clarification of language and procedures (including FAX) whereby
agents can notify Enforcement on behalf of the owner/operator and captain of the transhipping vessel.
(Passed unanimously)

» Sweep-up provisions The Team discussed revising the sweep-up provisions since too many small pieces
in all vessel categories have been found to be unfishable and unmarketable. Alternatives to be considered
include analyzing a range of 1,000 - 10,000 b for all categories or different levels for each category. A
review of the database of unused QS at the end of the season should be undertaken to determine other
appropriate levels for analysis.

MOTION: Recommend that the Council initiate a review to increase the sweep-up provision for
halibut and sablefish in an options paper. (Passed unanimously)

« Block Program The Team discussed whether to recommend exempting Area 4 from the block provisions.
A motion was made and withdrawn.

. The T ived as information ,

The need to clarify and distinguish between the “prelanding written clearance” and the “preclearance
report” has been changed in the omnibus final rule. § 676.17(a) is expanded to 3 separate paragraphs for
clearer information on meeting the requirements and the “preclearance report” is renamed the “departure
report.”

An explanation has been added to the omnibus final rule (§ 676.17(a)) that clarifies that waters in or
adjacent to the State of Alaska refers to the waters inside Alaska, the territorial sea of Alaska, and the EEZ
that extends beyond the waters inside and the territorial sea of Alaska.

§ 676.16(o) will need to be deleted (or revised) for Amendments 33/37. This prohibition currently
provides that a vessel cannot act as a catcher vessel and a freezer vessel during the same trip. Amendments
33/37 will allow limited processed product to be onboard while sablefish catcher vessel IFQ is being used.

More specificity was added to the omnibus final rule concerning transshipment reports § 676.14(e). The
regulations provide that a person must receive authorization from a clearing officer for each instance of
transshipment by at least 24 hours.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The management action presented in this document addresses the need for an extended season for the sablefish
IFQ fishery in the Aleutian Islands. This amendment addresses an industry request to harvest IFQ in the first
quarter of the calendar year to mirror their traditional harvesting season under open access which is closed under
the current sablefish IFQ program.

The proposed alternatives would allow IFQ sablefish fishing in the Aleutian Islands during the first quarter of
the calendar year, following the regular IFQ fishery season. This would allow vessels to harvest their IFQs at the
beginning of the year, but on currently issued IFQs rather than on a projection of the next season’s IFQs.

This regulatory amendment addresses three alternatives:
Alternative 1. Status quo. Sablefish and halibut seasons would remain concurrent throughout the range.

Alternative 2.  Allow a reopening of the IFQ sablefish fishery in the Aleutian Islands, beginning January 1 after
the regular IFQ fishery.

Alternative 3. Allow a year-round IFQ sablefish fishery in the Aleutian Islands, beginning with the regular IFQ
fishery.

Alternative 2 would redress the imposition of a shorter fishing season on the Aleutian Island sablefish fleet than
was traditionally fished under open access. Industry has reported that this shortened season has caused them
economic harm. Since the first IFQ season has not yet ended, economic losses to the fleet by the shortened season
can not be assessed.

At most, 14 hook-and-line vessels participated in the Aleutian Islands sablefish fishery in any one month during
the first quarter of 1993 and 1994. The highest landings of 143 mt were reported by 14 vessels in March 1993.

Alternative 3 would allow a year-round IFQ sablefish fishery for the Aleutian Island fleet (e.g., no closure from
November 16 through December 31 in 1995). The less restrictive no-closure alternative would allow IFQ
sablefish fishing during an additional six week period. No additional mortalities are expected under the IFQ
fishery.

Option A. Retention of halibut would be prohibited.

Under Option A, Aleutian Island sablefish fishermen would be prohibited from retaining halibut during the early
sablefish opening period. Increased halibut bycatch mortality is expected under this option.

Option B. Retention of halibut would be permitted by halibut IFQ holders.

Option B would allow retention of halibut by halibut QS holders during early season IFQ fishing in the Aleutian
Islands. This option minimizes halibut bycatch mortality by allowing retention of legal catch by IFQ holders.
It would not increase total halibut mortality since those allowed to retain halibut would already possess halibut
QS. No additional amounts of halibut would be allowed to be retained above existing [IFQ amounts. Regulations
pertaining to IFQ overages and underages would apply.



10  INTRODUCTION

This document is the draft Regulatory Impact Review for a Regulatory Amendment to the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands (BSAI) Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP). It addresses the need for an extended
season for the sablefish IFQ fishery in the Aleutian Islands.

The groundfish fisheries in the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) (3 to 200 miles offshore) of the Aleutian Islands
are managed under the FMP for the Groundfish Fisheries of the BSAI. The FMP was developed by the Council
under the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson Act) and became effective in 1982.

Actions taken to amend FMPs or implement amendments to regulations governing the groundfish fisheries must
meet the requirements of Federal laws and regulations. Among the most important of these are the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Endangered Species Act, the Marine Mammal Protection Act, Executive
Order (E.O.) 12866, and the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA).

NEPA, E. O. 12866, and the RFA require a description of the purpose of and need for the proposed action, as
well as a description of alternative actions which may address the problem. This information is included in
Section 1 of this document. Section 2 contains information on the biological and environmental impacts of the
alternatives as required by NEPA. Impacts on endangered species and marine mammals are also addressed in
this section. Section 3 contains a Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) which addresses the requirements of both
E.O. 12866 and the RFA to consider economic impacts of the alternatives. Section 4 contains an Initial
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) to assess those individuals to be affected by bearing the direct or indirect
costs of regulations.

1.1 MANAGEMENT BACKGROUND

The opening date for the sablefish IFQ fishery is not specified in the FMP and the Council may annually specify
the sablefish IFQ season. For initial implementation of the sablefish IFQ fishery, the Council has tied the opening
of the sablefish IFQ fishery to that of the Pacific halibut IFQ fishery. For 1995, the fishing season for halibut
was set by the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) as March 15 - November 15.

The annual halibut catch limits are not specified by the IPHC until late January. The principal reason for timing
the halibut and sablefish IFQ programs concurrently was to reduce bycatch by allowing retention of both species
by appropriate QS holders. The 10 week delay of the season opening also affords administrative time for the
actions required by the IFQ programs: (1) official publication of the final sablefish specifications usually in late
January or early February; (2) calculation of each IFQ by area and permit holder; and (3) notification of QS
holders of IFQ amounts.

Several factors should be evaluated before choosing an altemative:

Logistical factors. To legally harvest sablefish under the current IFQ program a person must possess an IFQ
card, along with other required documents. An IFQ card, however, can be issued only after the determination of
the IFQ amount a person is to receive. For this, the total allowable catch (TAC) must be known. The TAC is
not final until sometime in February each year, due to the TAC setting procedure in the groundfish FMP, Under
a January 1 “early” opening, harvesters would, therefore, be fishing without IFQ cards until the TAC is final.
Early season fishing could be accommodated, however, by estimating the TAC and advancing a certain
percentage (e.g., 25%) to an IFQ holder. The amount actually caught by each person could be subtracted from
their pending IFQ account. In effect, they would be fishing on credit against their IFQ allocation for the next
season.



Under Alternative 2, the Council could decide to partially maintain the closure, with a January 1 reopening to
minimize bycatch and fishing on migrating stocks. Alternative 3 would extend the fishing season beyond the
regular closure date (November 15 in 1995) to the day prior to the next season opening. Aleutian Islands
fishermen would be allowed to fish their IFQs during the regular closure (e.g., November 16, 1995 through March
14, 1996). They could also choose not to fish until the following January or February to optimize market prices
and fish availability (they would defer fishing their 1996 IFQ until January 1997). This altenative would create
ayear-round Aleutian Islands sablefish fishery.

Biological factors. Consideration must be given to the potential bycatch and discard of halibut during an early
or extended sablefish season fishery. Current estimates of sablefish harvests, halibut bycatch, and corresponding
mortality are listed in Table 1 for January through March in 1993 and 1994. Even if these amounts are not
significant, under an extended season, any person with Aleutian Islands IFQ could fish during the early season
(and perhaps would, if the market was favorable) which would increase halibut bycatch. However, increased
participation is not anticipated since any incentive to fish in the first quarter was greater under open access than
under the current IFQ program.

Halibut IFQ could not be used as a safeguard against this bycatch unless the Council allows retention of halibut
during the closed season. Furthermore, if the bycatch ratio is high, there may be insufficient halibut IFQ in that
subarea--especially for freezer vessels where the ratio of the amount of sablefish to halibut is disproportionate.

Table 1. Vessels participating in the early sablefish fishery in 1993 and 1994 (Source: NMFS blend data).

Sablefish Halibut Halibut

Month Vessels Harvested Bycatch Mortality*

# (mt) {mt) (mt)
Jan 93 3 42 23 3
Jan 94 4 67 26 4
Feb 93 11 116 81 12
Feb 94 5 109 77 11
Mar 93 14 143 273 36
Mar 94 8 116 159 22

*halibut bycatch mortality assumed to be 13.75% (from weekly production reports)

Socioeconomic factors. Aleutian Islands fishermen have historically harvested sablefish under open access
beginning January 1 since prosecution of the fishery was unlike derby fishing in the Gulf of Alaska. This allowed
fishermen to harvest sablefish under favorable sablefish distributions and market conditions. CDQ groups
awarded sablefish in this subarea may also wish to participate in the sablefish fishery at the beginning of the year;
however, the Council has so far considered this allowance only for the IFQ fishery. The limited number of
potential participants and the minimal impacts expected from them was a major factor in this decision.

Industry presented two potential benefits of an early season fishery to the Council. One reason was the favorable
market conditions for sablefish during the beginning of the calendar year. A second reason was to allow the
harvest of the total allocated IFQ, which has been anticipated by industry to be in such amounts as to make it
unharvestable in its entirety during the current eight month IFQ season. These reasons were presented to the IFQ
Industry Implementation Team. The Team responded that the IFQ program would likely change market

5



conditions so that advantages currently enjoyed by early harvesters would probably be eliminated and did not
support an early opening. The Team indicated that if the Council did favor an early fishery, they recommended
a reopening on January 1 for a “mop-up” fishery on unused IFQs, rather than an “early” opening with an advance
of the next season’s IFQ, card, etc..

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

The management action presented in this document addresses the need for an extended season for the sablefish
IFQ fishery in the Aleutian Islands. This amendment addresses an industry request to harvest IFQ in the first
quarter of the calendar year to mirror their traditional harvesting season under open access, which is closed under
the current sablefish IFQ program.

Alternative 2 would reopen the sablefish fishery in the Aleutian Islands beginning January 1 following the regular
IFQ fishery season. This would allow the fleet to harvest their IFQ at the time of year they choose, but on
currently issued IFQ, rather than on a projection of next season's IFQ. This alternative responds to the industry’s
request to harvest their IFQ in the first quarter of the calendar year to mirror their traditional harvesting season
under open access.

In May 1994, Alaska Sablefish, Inc. made a request for a January 1 opening on behalf of the freezer/longliner
Judi B and other catcher vessels and catcher/processors who traditionally fished at the start of the year, noting
that the participants typically took 10 to 11 months to harvest their allocated quota. The request indicated that
a delayed opening of March 15 would limit their ability to harvest their quota. Typically 20 - 30% of the
allocated quota is taken in the first three months of the year; but 50% or more of their gross income is realized
then due to higher prices at the start of the fishing year (M. Standaert, pers. commun.).

In June 1994, the Council initiated a regulatory amendment to open the Aleutian Islands sablefish fishery on
January 1,1995 on 25% of the preliminary TAC. NMFS reported in September that they had not proceeded with
the amendment due to the complexity of the regulatory changes, the small number of beneficiaries, and the lack
of concurrence by the IPHC. The Council reiterated their intent to analyze an early sablefish opening for the
Aleutian Islands for future years.

The IPHC discussed this issue at their 1995 annual meeting, noting, *Data from a limited number of vessels in
the Aleutian Islands sablefish fishery during winter months (November - March) shows a halibut bycatch rate
that ranges up to 19%. This rate amounts to a minor quantity of halibut mortality with the current fleet of one
or two vessels. However, IPHC is concerned that an increase in the number of vessels will occur if the fishery
is opened in the winter, as other fishing activities are limited at that time. Halibut mortality would increase as
aresult, which conflicts with IPHC goals for reductions in halibut bycatch mortality. As an example, the BSAI
sablefish fishery caused 38 mt of halibut mortality in 1994, of which 13 mt occurred in the winter. We expect
higher bycatch rates and more total mortality if a winter fishery expands. Halibut are distributed in deep water
for spawning in winter, and competition among vessels for prime fishing grounds would increase” (Appendix I).

The IPHC's Conference Board recommended that the Council allow sablefish fishing with no halibut retention,
in the Aleutians starting January 1. The IPHC took no formal action, but did offer to assist in evaluating the
effects of a winter fishery. Their report is provided as Appendix II.

The IFQ Industry Implementation Team first reviewed this proposal in May 1994 and again in April 1995. They
did not support any changes to the sablefish season opening. The Team decided the issue was market-oriented,
and that both sablefish and halibut market conditions were likely to change under the IFQ program. The Team
listed a number of factors related to their recommendation for the status quo: (1) the extended IFQ harvesting
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season; (2) vessels hiring out to harvest additional CDQ along with their IFQ; (3) general concern over sablefish
stock decline; (4) marketing advantages for early landings; (5) concemns over early fishing on migrating sablefish
stocks; (6) interest in a concurrent opening with halibut, while recognizing (7) the Council’s intent on preserving
historical fishing practices; and (8) anticipated low halibut bycatch. They recommended reevaluating this
proposal at the end of 1995 and supported a reopening in January after the regular IFQ fishery (rather than
advancing 25% of estimated IFQ) only if the Council chooses to proceed with the proposed action [IIIT minutes,
April 5-6, 1995].

Two options regarding halibut retention are also presented. Option A would prohibit retention of halibut during
the extended fishing season. The IPHC Conference Board made this recommendation and an industry
representative indicated this would be acceptable at that meeting. Option B would allow retention of halibut
during the extended season only by halibut IFQ holders.- This option would address IPHC bycatch concerns by
retaining all halibut caught by IFQ holders.

1.3 MANAGEMENT ACTION ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 1. Status quo. Sablefish and halibut seasons would remain concurrent throughout the range.

Alternative 2. Allow a reopening of the IFQ sablefish fishery in the Aleutian Islands beginning January 1, after
the regular IFQ fishery.

Alternative 3. Allow a year-round IFQ sablefish fishery in the Aleutian Islands, beginning with the regular IFQ
fishery.

Option A. Retention of halibut would be prohibited.

Option B. Retention of halibut would be permitted by halibut IFQ holders.

2.0 NEPA REQUIREMENTS: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

One part of the package is the environmental assessment (EA) that is required by NOAA in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). The purpose of the EA is to analyze the impacts of major
federal actions on the quality of the human environment. The EA serves as a means of determining if significant
environmental impacts could result from a proposed action. If the action is determined not to be significant, the
EA and resulting finding of no significant impact would be the final environmental documents required by
NEPA. An environmental impact study (EIS) must be prepared if the proposed action may be reasonably
expected to: (1) jeopardize the productive capability of the target resource species or any related stocks that may
be affected by the action; (2) allow substantial damage to the ocean and coastal habitats; (3) have a substantial
adverse impact on public health or safety; (4) affect adversely an endangered or threatened species or a marine
mammal population; or (5) result in cumulative effects that could have a substantial adverse effect on the target
resource species or any related stocks that may be affected by the action. Following the end of the public review
period, the Council could determine that the proposed changes will have significant impacts on the human
environment and proceed directly with preparation of an EIS.

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Administrative Order (NAO) 216-6 provides the policies and
procedures to be followed by NMFS when assessing environmental issues. Under NAO 216-6, certain Federal
actions that individually or cumulatively do not have the potential to pose significant threats to the human



environment are exempt from further analysis and the reqﬁirement to prepare environmental documents. This
exemption, known as a categorical exclusion, applies to specific actions and general categories.

Section 6.02b.3.(b)(ii) of NAO 216-6 categorically excludes “{a]ctions which do not result in a significant change
in the original environmental action.” Included within this general category are “minor technical additions,
corrections, or changes to a management plan or regulation.”

Alternative 1 (status quo) does not require further environmental assessment. The environmental impacts of
Alternative 1 was analyzed in a series of environmental documents produced for the Pacific halibut and sablefish
IFQ program.! Alternative 1 would not require any changes to the program as analyzed in the above documents.

Alternative 2, the proposed action for reopening sablefish fishing on January 1 would not result in a significant
change in the original environmental assessment. Options A and B which affect halibut mortality would also
not significantly affect the original EA.

The foregoing analysis supports the decision that Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 should be categorically excluded
from further environmental assessment under NAO 216-6, § 6.02b.3.(b)(ii)(aa).

3.0 REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW: SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF THE
ALTERNATIVES

This section provides information about the economic and sociological impacts of the alternatives including
identification of the individuals or groups that may be affected by the action, the nature of these impacts,
quantifying the economic impacts if possible, and discussion of the trade-offs between qualitative and
quantitative benefits and costs.

A Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) is required by NMFS for all regulatory actions or for significant Department
of Commerce or NOAA policy changes that are of significant public interest. The RIR: (1) provides a
comprehensive review of the level and incidence of impacts associated with a proposed or final regulatory action;
(2) provides a review of the problems and policy objectives prompting the regulatory proposals and an evaluation
of the major alternatives that could be used to solve the problems; and (3) ensures that the regulatory agency
systematically and comprehensively considers all available alternatives so that the public welfare can be enhanced
in the most efficient and cost effective way.

Executive Order 12866, “Regulatory Planning and Review,” was signed on September 30, 1993 and established
guidelines for promulgating new regulations and reviewing existing regulations. While the order covers a variety
of regulatory policy considerations, the benefits and costs of regulatory actions are a prominent concem.,
Section 1 of the order describes the regulatory philosophy and principles that are to guide agency development
of regulations. The regulatory philosophy stresses that, in deciding whether and how to regulate, agencies should
assess all costs and benefits of all regulatory alternatives. In choosing among regulatory approaches, the
philosophy is to choose those approaches (including potential economic, environmental, public health and safety,
and other advantages; distributive impacts; and equity) that maximize net benefit to the nation.

'(1) Draft SEIS/RIR/IRFA regarding sablefish [November 16, 1989]; (2) revised supplement to the Draft SEIS/RIR/
IRFA [May 13, 1991]; (3) Draft SEIS/RIR/IRFA regarding halibut [July 19, 1991]; (4) Draft SEIS/RIR/IRFA regarding
sablefish and halibut [March 27, 1992]; and (5) Final SEIS/EIS/FRFA [September 15, 1992].
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The regulatory principles in E.O. 12866 emphasize careful identification of the problem to be addressed. The
agency is to identify and assess alternatives to direct regulation, including economic incentives, such as user fees
or marketable permits, to encourage the desired behavior. When an agency determines that a regulation is the
best available method of achieving the regulatory objective, it shall design its regulations in the most cost-
effective manner to achieve the regulatory objective. Each agency shall assess both the costs and benefits of the
intended regulation and, recognizing that some costs and benefits are difficult to quantify, propose or adopt a
regulation only upon a reasoned determination that the benefits of the intended regulation justify its costs. Each
agency shall base its decisions on the best reasonably obtainable scientific, technical, economic, and other
information concerning the need for, and the consequences of, the intended regulation.

The preparation of a RIR is required for all regulatory actions that either implement a new FMP or significantly
amend an existing FMP. The RIR is part of the process of -preparing and reviewing FMPs-and provides a
comprehensive review of the changes in net economic benefits to society associated with proposed regulatory
actions. The analysis also provides a review of the problems and policy objectives prompting the regulatory
proposals and an evaluation of the major alternatives that could be used to solve the problem. The purpose of
the analysis is to ensure that the regulatory agency systematically and comprehensively considers all available
alternatives so that the public welfare can be enhanced in the most efficient and cost-effective way. The RIR
addresses many of the items in the regulatory philosophy and principles of E.O. 12866.

Executive Order 12866 requires that the Office of Management and Budget review proposed regulatory programs
that are considered to be “significant.” A “significant regulatory action” is one that is likely to:

(1) Have an annual effect on the economy of $100 million or more or adversely affect in a material
way the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, competition, jobs, the environment,
public health or safety, or State, local, or tribal governments or communities;

(2) Create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned by another

agency;

(3) Materially alter the budgetary impacts of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs or the
rights and obligations of recipients thereof; or

(4) Raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of legal mandates, the President's priorities, or the
principles set forth in this Executive Order.

A regulatory program is “ccohomically significant” if itis likely to result in the effects described in item
(1) above. The RIR is designed to provide information to determine whether the proposed regulation is likely
to be “economically significant.”

3.1 IDENTIFICATION OF THE ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED BY THE PROPOSED ACTION

As explained in detail in the introduction, the Pacific halibut and sablefish IFQ season openings are currently
linked. The Aleutian Islands sablefish fleet has requested the Council to continue the January opening they had
in the Aleutian Islands under open access so that the fleet would have their traditional 10-11 months they stated
they need to harvest their QS. Under open access, 20 - 30% of the allocated quota in the Aleutian Islands has
been taken in the first quarter of the year.



3.2 IDENTIFICATIQN OF THE INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS THAT MAY BE AFFECTED BY
THE PROPOSED ACTION

All 132 QS holders participating in the sablefish IFQ fisheries in the Aleutian Islands would be affected by the
proposed management action. Twenty-six freezer vessel QS holders own 1,528,000 lbs of sablefish IFQ out
of the total 2.9 million Ib TAC for 1995. Fourteen vessels in 1993 and eight vessels in 1994 participated in the
early season sablefish fishery. Landings and effort increased between January and March for both 1993 and
1994. Landings and effort were greater in 1993 than 1994 (Table 1). Additional vessels are not expected to enter
the fishery under the proposed action since the resulting economic benefits were potentially greater under open
access and those vessels would have already been participating in the early season sablefish fishery. -

3.3 MANAGEMENT ACTION ALTERNATIVES
Management Alternatives
Alternative 1. Status quo. Sablefish and halibut seasons would remain concurrent throughout the range.

Under Alternative 1, no action would be taken. Sablefish and halibut seasons would remain concurrent
throughout the range. This alternative affords the greatest biclogical protection to the stocks of Pacific halibut
and sablefish.

Alternative 2, Allow a reopening of the IFQ sablefish fishery in the Aleutian Islands, beginning January 1 after
the regular IFQ fishery.

Alternative 2 would redress the imposition of a shorter fishing season on the fleet than was traditionally fished
under open access. Industry has reported that this shortened season will cause the fleet unspecified economic
harm. Since the first IFQ season has not yet ended, it is impossible to estimate economic losses to the Aleutian
Island fleet by the shortened season, or if in fact the fleet will be unable to harvest their sablefish IFQ during the
regular IFQ season. Additional fishing activity, including fishing in other groundfish and CDQ fisheries, would
be expected affect their ability to harvest their IFQ in the regular eight month season.

Alternative 2 extends the fishing season through the first quarter of the calendar year identified by the Aleutian
Island fleet as critical, allowing fishing during the traditional season under open access and the early season
marketing period. This alternative does not require additional administrative procedures to “advance” their IFQ
during the extended season. Current regulations pertaining to overages would apply.

Alternative 3. Allow a year-round IFQ sablefish fishery in the Aleutian Islands, beginning with the regular IFQ
fishery.

Under Altemative 3, a less restrictive approach would extend the fishery year-round for the Aleutian Island fleet
(i.e., no closure). No additional sablefish or halibut mortalities would be expected under IFQ fishing. Current
regulations pertaining to overages would apply. This altemative would be less burdensome to the fishery and
administrative agency since a closure and reopening would not occur.
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Option A. Retention of halibut would be prohibited.

Under Option A, sablefish fishermen would be prohibited from retaining halibut during the early sablefish
opening period. Increased halibut bycatch mortality is expected under this option.

Option B. Retention of halibut would be permitted by halibut IFQ holders.

Option B would allow retention of halibut by halibut QS holders during early season IFQ fishing in the Aleutian
Islands. This option minimizes halibut bycatch mortality by allowing retention of legal catch by IFQ holders.
It would not increase total halibut mortality since those allowed to retain halibut would already possess halibut
QS. No additional amounts of halibut would be allowed to be retained above existing IFQ amounts. Regulations
pertaining to IFQ overages and underages would apply.

3.4 QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE EXPECTED BENEFITS AND COST OF THE PROPOSED
ACTIONS

As explained above, the proposed action would extend the regular IFQ season for sablefish in the Aleutian
Islands. This provision would maximize the time available for the fleet to harvest their IFQs in this area. The
expected benefits of this exemption from the regular IFQ season are not expected to be significant. The 1995
season extends from March 15 -November 15. The eight month IFQ season begins about eleven weeks later than
under open access, which in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands began January 1.

The 1993 and 1994 fishing histories of 11
of the 14 vessels that fished in the Aleutian
Islands during the first quarter of 1993 and
1994 is depicted in Figure 1. Data from
fish tickets and weekly processor reports
for all fishing activity in 1993 and 1994
were used to create a calendar of an
individual vessel’s fishing year for all
fisheries. Weekly fishing activity for
individual vessels (numbered 1-11) is
depicted for 1993 by a triangle above the
horizontal line and for 1994, below the
line. This information is presented to
address the stated need for the proposed
action (that the eight month IFQ season is
insufficient to harvest a vessel’s sablefish
IFQ in the Aleutian Islands), While fish
availability, market conditions, and Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Ju Aug BepOct Nov ' Dec.
weather contribute to the decision of when Figure 1. Vessel fishing history for all fisherics and areas for 1993(above)
and where to fish, this information 0 1994 (below) from fish ticksts and woekly proocesor reports.

indicates that the eight month IFQ season

is insufficient due to fishing in other

fisheries for at least five vessels.
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A direct comparison of vessel fishing activity can not be made between open access (1993 and 1994) and the IFQ
fishery (1995) since the current IFQ season is still underway. A complete comparison could be made at the end
of the 1995 IFQ season (November 15), and the need for the proposed action could then be evaluated based on
the portion of unused IFQs for each of these vessels. The proposed altematives are designed to reopen or extend
IFQ sablefish fishing on unused IFQs for these vessels in 1996, depending on Council approval and the speed
of implementation.

Direct costs of the proposed action would be minimal with a reopened or extended season on current year’s IFQs.
Costs of issuing advanced IFQ certificates, cards, etc. on an “early” opening on the following year’s IFQ would
be higher, but still small-for the approximately 14 vessels which might participate in -the -program.
Implementation of an “early” opening may be less likely than a reopening or extension of the 1995 season due
to increased administrative changes needed to advance 25% of 1996 IFQs, cards, etc.

3.5 ADMINISTRATIVE, ENFORCEMENT AND INFORMATION COSTS

No significant additional administrative, enforcement, or information costs are expected from the proposed action.
Delaying the reopening to after the current year’s IFQ season (Alternative 2) minimizes the administrative burden
of advancing documentation of legal pre-season activity (e.g., temporary IFQ cards or account balances). AN
extended season (Alternative 3) is even less burdensome, since a closure and reopening of the fishery would be
avoided.

4.0 INITIAL REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ACT

The objective of the Regulatory Flexibility Act is to require consideration of the capacity of those affected by
regulations to bear the direct and indirect costs of regulation. If an action will have a significant impact on a
substantial number of small entities an Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) must be prepared to identify
the need for the action, alternatives, potential costs and benefits of the action, the distribution of these impacts,
and a determination of net benefits.

NMEFS has.defined all fish harvesting or hatchery businesses that are independently owned and operated, not
dominant in their field of operation, with annual receipts not in excess of $2 million as small businesses. In
addition, seafood processors with 500 employees or less, wholesale industry members with 100 members or less,
not-for-profit enterprises, and government jurisdictions with a population of 50,000 or less are considered small
entities. A “substantial number” of small entities would generally be 20% of the total universe of small entities
affected by the regulation. A regulation would have a “significant impact” on these small entities if it resulted
in a reduction in annual gross revenues by more than 5%, annual compliance costs that increased total costs of
production by more than 5%, or compliance costs of small entities that are at least 10% higher than compliance
costs as a percent of sales for large entities.

If an action is determined to affect a substantial number of small entities, the analysis must include:

(1) description and estimate of the number of small entities and total number of entities in a particular affected
sector, and total number of small entities affected; and
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(2) analysis of economic impact on small entities, including direct and indirect compliance costs, burden of
completing paperwork, or record keeping requirements, effect on the competitive position of small entities, effect
on the small entity's cash flow and liquidity, and ability of small entities to remain in the market.

4.1 ECONOMIC IMPACT ON SMALL ENTITIES

All 132 QS holders participating in the sablefish IFQ fisheries in the Aleutian Islands could be affected by the
proposed management action. Twenty-six freezer vessel QS holders own 1,528,000 1bs of sablefish IFQ out
of the total 2.9 million Ib TAC for 1995. Fourteen vessels in 1993 and eight vessels in 1994 participated in the
early season sablefish fishery. The expected impact on any of these small entities by the proposed action is
expected to be positive.

In 1994 under open access, the last GOA sablefish opening extended from September 12-14, BSAI trawl landings
occurred from January 1 through May 23, through August 1 for the Bering Sea, and all year for fixed gear
sablefish landings. The Aleutian Islands fleet benefitted from the higher market value of their freshly frozen
product due to their proximity to the year-end Japanese market when competing sources were at low supply.
Ex-vessel prices for sablefish at the beginning of the 1995 season were good, although lower than expected
(Talley 1995). In Southeast, prices were reported as $3.30/1b for all sizes, $3.50/1b for 4-ups, $3.30/1b for 3-4s,
and $2.80/1b for under-3s.

5.0 LIST OF PREPARERS
Jane DiCosimo, North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Contributions by:
Diane Provost, North Pacific Fishery Management Council
John Lepore, Mary Furuness, Jesse Gharrett, and Frank Pfeiffer, NMFS, Alaska Region
6.0 FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
For the reasons discussed above, implementation of any one of the alternatives to the status quo would not
significantly affect the quality of the human environment, and the preparation of an environmental impact

statement on the final action is not required under Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act
or its implementing regulations.

Date
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APPENDIX II

INFORMATION ON THE BERING SEA/ALEUTIAN SABLEFISH FISHERY
AND HALIBUT BYCATCH DURING WINTER MONTHS

by

Gregg H. Williams
January 19, 1995

Introduction

IPHC staff have proposed a closure of the IFQ halibut fishery off Alaska during winter months.
If adopted, a similar closure for the IFQ sablefish fishery is likely. A significant hook-&-line
fishery for sablefish occurs in the Aleutian Islands subarea of the BSAI region and has
historically been a year-round fishery. Fishermen that participate in this fishery would be
affected by a winter closure and have requested an exemption from the closure for this area, with
the justification that halibut bycatch and subsequent mortality occurs in minimal amounts.
Additionally, to reduce discards and waste, they propose that retention of halibut bycatch be
allowed by those fishermen holding halibut IFQ.

This report documents available information on the winter fishery for sablefish in the Bering
Sea/Aleutians, estimates the potential magnitude of halibut retained, with a comparison to current
bycatch levels.

The Bering Sea/Aleutians Sablefish Fishery

Vessel Effort Since 1990, the sablefish fishery in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands region has
opened on January 1 and, with the exception of 1992, has remained open through December.
Vessel effort is traditionally low during winter months, picking up in March. June and July
usually see the greatest number of vessels:

Number of Vessels by Month in the Bering Sea/Aleutians Fishery
Jan Feb Mar | Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct | Nov Dec
1993 1 1 6 9 7 10 10 2 4 2 0 0
1994 O 1 5 5 2 10 8 5 0 4 3 3

Groundfish Catch The sablefish TAC is allocated between trawl and fixed gear, but the hook-&-
line fishery is the only directed fishery. The majority of the fixed gear sablefish TAC is
apportioned to the Aleutian subarea: in 1994, the Bering Sea subarea received a 270 mt
apportionment, whereas the Aleutian subarea was apportioned 2,100 mt. The Aleutian subarea
is traditionally apportioned the greatest share of the TAC, because the sablefish resource is largest
in that subarea.



Sablefish are primarily fished during April-October, but minor amounts are taken outside of this
time period, usually in January-March. Before 1994, catches in November-December hardly
occurred. In 1994, for the first time, 10% of the BSAI catch was taken in November-December.
The seasonal breakdown of the catch in 1993 and 1994 is shown in the following:

100

Percent of Annual Catch

Halibut Bycatch

Bycatch Rates NMFS observer data NORPAC data) indicates large variability in halibut bycatch
rates during winter months in the Aleutians. This is probably a consequence of many factors,
including (1) the bottom topography prevalent in the Aleutian Island subarea, where the
continental slope drops off quite severely in many places, and (2) the swift currents around the
islands, which can carry hook-&-line gear away from the intended grounds.

Halibut bycatch rates, in number of fish per mt of groundfish and in kg per mt, are shown in
Table 1. In general, bycatch rates are low, much lower than has been documented in the Gulf
of Alaska sablefish hook-&-line fishery. During 1990-1993, rates averaged 2.5 halibut per mt
of groundfish and 34.9 kg per mt of groundfish in winter months. The latter is equivalent to a
3.5% bycatch rate.

Halibut Viability and Discard Mortality Rates Very little data on halibut viability were collected
by observers during the winter months in the Aleutian subarea. Although data may suggest some
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small seasonal or area differences in viability, other factors (e.g., fisherman skill and experience
at release) have a greater influence on halibut viability. In all probability, halibut viability and
discard mortality rates are consistent across seasons. Williams (unpub.)' recently recommended
a discard mortality rate of 17% for 1995, an average of data collected by observers during 1992-
1993. In comparison, NMFS has been using 12.5% and 15% for observed and unobserved
vessels, respectively, in the Bering Sea/Aleutian sablefish fishery.

Size Composition of Bycatch Observer data indicates that the majority of halibut caught as
" bycatch in the sablefish fishery in the Aleutian Islands subarea are legal-size fish, i.e., greater
than the minimum legal size allowed for the halibut fishery (32 inches, or 82 cm). The amount
of data collected during 1990-1993 is small (Table 2), so I aggregated all available data and
determined that 29% of the number of halibut caught as bycatch were sublegal, while 71% were
of legal size. In terms of weight, the fraction of sublegal pounds was 13%, with 87% of legal

- size.
Impact of Proposed Exemption from Closure on Halibut Bycatch Mortality

In examining this proposal for its impact on bycatch, one must look at what happens to the
bycatch of sublegal and legal-size halibut during the winter under two scenarios, one that allows
retention, and a scenario without retention. This can be represented in the following fashion:

Size Without With

Group Retention Retention

Sublegals Discarded Discarded

(< 32 inches) (bycatch mortality) (bycatch mortality)
Legals Discarded Retained by IFQ holders

(> 32 inches) (bycatch mortality) (attributed to IPHC catch limit)

In concept, allowing retention of legal halibut to IFQ holders shifts halibut from bycatch to
directed harvest, thereby reducing bycatch.

Let’s use 1994 as an example. NMFS estimates 79 mt of halibut bycatch during January-March
and November-December in the Bering Sea/Aleutian fishery. If the sublegal/legal proportions
by weight presented earlier are applied, then there were 10 mt of sublegal halibut and 69 mt of
legal halibut caught.

Bycatch mortality for each size group can then be estimated by applying a discard mortality rate.
Assume the 17% rate calculated by Williams (unpub.)' for the Bering Sea/Aleutian sablefish

'Williams, Gregg H. Unpublished. Pacific halibut discard mortality rates in the 1993
groundfish fisheries off Alaska. Int’l. Pac. Halibut Comm. Report of Assessment and Research
Activities 1994: 153-166.



hook-&-line fishery, and full retention of all legal halibut.

With Winter Fishery, With Winter Fishery,
Without Retention Allowing Retention
Size 1994 Discard Bycatch Discard Bycatch Directed
Group Bycatch (mt) | Mort. Rate Mort. (mt) | Mort. Rate  Mort. (mt) - Catch (mt)
Sublegals 10 17% 17 17% 17 0.0
Legals 69 17% 11.7 (100%) 00 69.0
Total 79 - 134 - 17 -69.0

Bycatch of halibut during the winter period of the Bering Sea/Aleutian sablefish fishery was 79
mt in 1994, with mortality estimated at 13.4 mt. If the fishery is closed during the winter,
fishing effort may shift to an open period, assuming total sablefish effort remains constant. The
bycatch will be taken during another part of the year, thereby causing no reduction in bycatch.

]

With the winter fishery operating and retention allowed, removals in the 1994 Bering -

Sea/Aleutian fishery would have increased significantly, perhaps as much as 5-fold. The increase
is attributed to the retention of legal-size halibut which would otherwise be discarded and survive.
But bycatch mortality in the winter fishery would decrease almost 90%, from 13.4 mt to 1.7 mt,
if all legal halibut could be retained by IFQ holders.

These results are based on two key assumptions. First, all vessels fishing are assumed to have
sufficient halibut IFQ to enable full retention. In reality, some vessels will not have halibut IFQ,
and will discard as is usual. This would serve to reduce the estimate of halibut retention without
the closure. Also, freezer longliners may find it impractical to retain halibut bycatch with present
freezer configurations and/or lack or holding capacity, given the larger size of halibut in
comparison to cod. Thus, the estimate of 69 mt of legal retention is probably a best-case.

Second, the results are based on the conditions within the 1994 sablefish fishery. Marketing
factors within the sablefish fishery may expand winter fishing, if allowed, and thus increase
winter retention of halibut. This could lead to conflicts in the perception of marketing advantage
by halibut fishermen.

If the Bering Sea/Aleutian sablefish fishery is closed during November-March, fishing effort
would presumably shift to other time periods when bycatch rates are different from those
experienced during the winter. Halibut and sablefish distributions have greater overlap during
the winter, as halibut are deep for spawning. With the spatial separation of the summer, bycatch
rates should be lower, but absolute levels of bycatch may not decline if vessel effort experiences
a greater increase. In any event, minor increases or decreases in the small amount of bycatch
shown to occur in the winter would not have a significant impact on overall bycatch mortality.



Téble 1. Summary of halibut bycatch rates in the 1990-1993 hook-&-line sablefish
fishery in the Aleutian Islands subarea. Source: NORPAC database, NMFS

Domestic Observer Program.
Year Jan Feb Mar Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Nov Dec
Number of halibut per mt Kg of halibut per mt
1990 - - 4.7 2.6 - - - 70.2 14.3 -
1991 - 0.8 1.0 - - - 53 17.8 - -
1992 - 7.1 1.6 - - - 1157 216 - -
1993 95 34 10.6 - - 484 220 1319 - -
AVG 9.5 37 45 26 - 484 477 61.9 143 -

Table 2. Size breakdown of halibut bycatch in the 1990-1993 hook-&-line sablefish
fishery in the Aleutian Islands subarea. Source: NORPAC database, NMFS

Domestic Observer Program.
Year | Jan Feb Mar Nov Dec | Jan Feb Mar Nov Dec
Number of sublegal/legal halibut Kg of sublegal/legal halibut
1990 - - 30/72 - - - - 85/548 - -
1991 - 2/6 6/4 - - - 7/20 19/27 - -
1992 - - - - - - - - - -
1993 - - 8/32 - - - - 35/340 - -
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" COMMISSIONERS: : . - . DONALD A SN
AR B INTERNATIONAL PACIFIC HALIBUT COMMISSION PO, 50X 95005
WA . SEATTLE. WA 96145-2009
STEVEN PERMOVER ESTABLISHED BY A CONVENTION BETWEEN CANADA L
i eviirvlaity AND THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA e

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

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Clarence: )

The International Pacific Halibut Commission, at its 1995 Annual Meeting in Victoria, B.C.,
discussed two issues associated with bycatch mortality of halibut during the winter closed period
of November 15 through the following March 14. The first issue is sablefish fishing in the
Aleutian Islands during winter, and the second is retention of halibut by hook and line fisheries
for other groundfish species.

The Commission’s Conference Board recommended that the Council allow sablefish fishing, with
no halibut retention, in the Aleutians starting January 1, and that the Council and Commission
staffs evaluate the benefits and costs of limited halibut retention during the winter hook and line
groundfish fisheries. The Commission identified several concems that should be addressed if the
Council decides to further analyze these issues, but took no other action on them.

Data from a limited number of vessels in the Aleutian Islands sablefish fishery during winter
months (November - March) shows a halibut bycatch rate that ranges up to 19%. This rate
amounts to a minor quantity of halibut mortality with the current fleet of one or two vessels.
However, the Commission is concerned that an increase in the number of vessels will occur if
the fishery is opened in the winter, as other fishing activities are limited at that time. Halibut
bycaich monality would increase as a result, which confiicts with Commission goals for
reductions in halibut bycatch mortality. As an example, the BSAI sablefish fishery caused 38 mt
of halibut mortality in 1994, of which about 13 mt occurred in the winter. We expect higher
bycatch rates and more total mortality if a winter fishery expands. Halibut are distributed in deep
water for spawning in winter, and competition among vessels for prime fishing grounds would
increase. The Commission staff will be available to assist the Council in evaluating the effects
of a winter sablefish fishery in the Aleutian Islands.

In other hook and line groundfish fisheries retention of halibut bycatch during winter could be
authorized, for example, as a percentage of the groundfish (by species or in aggregate). Such
retention could reduce halibut bycatch mortality during the winter halibut closure. However, the
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Commission has identified four potential problems that need analysis as part of an evaluation of
retention. 1) The amount of halibut harvested could be substantial given the observed bycatch
rates and groundfish harvest. 2) Distribution of halibut IFQ cannot occur until the Commission
sets halibut catch limits, which would be after these other fisheries would start. 3) Harvest during
the closed period would present a market advantage to those fishermen able to retain halibut. 4)
The halibut retention allowance would be difficult to enforce and conld interfere with the
detection of illegal halibut from other sources.

If the Council decides to proceed with these issues, the Commission staff will be pleased to assist
in the analysis.

Sincerely yours,

S

Donald A. McCaughran,
Director

cc: Commissioners

[



AGENDA C-4(d)
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ISSUES PAPER

POTENTIAL CHANGES TO THE
PACIFIC HALIBUT AND SABLEFISH IFQ FISHERY REGULATIONS

A number of changes to the halibut and sablefish IFQ programs have been suggested by industry and managers,
even prior to program implementation. Regulatory changes from the original omnibus amendment became
effective on June 1, 1995. However, additional modifications continue to be discussed by the Council and
industry. The IFQ Industry Implementation Team reviewed these issues at their April 5-6, 1995 meeting. The
Enforcement Committee reviewed the Team’s recommendations at their April 18, 1995 meeting. This options
paper addresses these issues in three parts: (1) plan amendments; (2) regulatory amendments; and (3) additional
industry comments.

PLAN AMENDMENTS

(1) Ownership/use caps in the BSAI (a) Current regulations [§676.22(h)] restrict second generation
ownership to %% of the Bering Sea TAC and the amount of fish that can be harvested per vessel to 1% of the
Bering Sea TAC, even for initial recipients. Based on the 1995 BSAI TAC, a person or entity who receives
greater than 47,220 pounds (1% of the TAC) would not be able to fish the poundage on his own vessel. New
QS owners would also be restricted to a harvest level less than would be economically efficient. In June 1994,
the Council approved initiating an analysis to examine ownership caps ( i.e., status quo, 1%, and 2% caps of
BSAI quotas for second generation ownership of IFQs in the BSAI). This amendment may not be necessary
since vessel owners are grandfathered in the initial allocation. The 1995 season may provide evidence to
determine whether to proceed with this plan amendment [GOA FMP 4.4.1.1.5 (6)/BSAI FMP 14.4.7.1.5(6)].

(b) Caps may be set too low to allow efficient use of IFQ, especially for the BSAL This is further exacerbated
by the deduction of the CDQ apportionment from the total catch limit used to determine the vessel cap. The IFQ
Industry Implementation Team recommended analyzing ownership caps of 14, 1, and 2% (and their poundage
equivalents), with a preferred option of reestablishing historic catch levels as an upper limit. The Team also
expressed concern that vessel limits are currently calculated with the CDQ allocation removed, resulting in a
lower percentage to the QS holder. The Team also recommended that §676.22(h) be clarified so that vessel caps
be based on combined total catch limits, excluding CDQ apportionments from the calculation, to mirror the
methodology used by NMFS to derive the vessel caps. This would require a regulatory amendment.

(c) The QS use cap, the vessel cap, and the restriction on holding more than two blocks apply to persons,
individually and collectively [§676.22(j)]. An individual who was a member of multiple corporations and was
at his/her block cap would limit all his/her corporations from increasing their QS. The Team agreed that the
block cap was the most restrictive to fishermen and that this provision's limitation on ownership, particularly
when coupled with the block restriction, should be reviewed. This would require a regulatory amendment.

(2) Vessel ownership requirements for leasing Current regulations allow an individual to take part ownership
in a vessel in order to hire a vessel and skipper to fish his QS. NMFS current policy is to verify ownership with
names listed on the abstract of title. The Team expressed concern that a loophole allows leasing in perpetuity
by initial recipients due to inexact language related to ownership of vessels on which QS is fished. They
discussed requiring a “controlling interest” (e.g., 51%) or other methods to prevent “paper” ownership. These
transactions are currently legal, but circumvent the intent of the Council. [GOA FMP 4.4.1.1.3(A)/BSAI FMP
14.4.7.1.3(A)]



(3) Sweep-up provisions Numerous suggestions have been received by the Council to relax the sweep-up
provisions and block program. Many small pieces in all vessel categories have been found to be unfishable and
unmarketable. The Team recommended analyzing alternatives ranging from raising the sweep-up limit from
1,000 to 10,000 Ib for all categories to different levels for each vessel category and fishery. The Team
recommended reviewing unused QS at the end of 1995 to determine other appropriate levels for analysis. [GOA
FMP 4.4.1.1.4(6)/BSAI FMP 14.4.7.1.4(6)]

(4) Block Program The restrictions of the block program have caused hardship on the industry. The Team
suggested reviewing unused blocks of IFQ at the end 1995 to determine the need for modifying the program.
Suggestions include ending the block program in the Bering Sea and eliminating limits on the possession of
blocks. [GOA FMP 4.4.1.1.3(C) & 4.4.1.1.5(10)//BSAI FMP 14.4.7.1.3(C) & 14.4.7.1.5(10)]

REGULATORY AMENDMENTS

(5) IFQ fishing in multiple areas Current regulations [§676.16(d) and §676.17(a)(5)] restrict a vessel to
retain only as much IFQ fish onboard for a particular area as is currently held by all IFQ card holders onboard
avessel. This prevents a vessel from fishing in multiple IFQ regulatory areas unless sufficient IFQ is available
onboard or the vessel lands all catch prior to entering a new regulatory area. This problem is more prevalent
in the Bering Sea, where observers are not on all vessels and vessels have incentives (e.g., time, money, fuel)
to fish in one area and report the catch as coming from another; however, the disincentive is potential loss of
QS. The Team recommended a two year exemption from §676.16(d) for all vessels, except for halibut in
Area 4 due to IPHC regulations, and as a preferred option for analysis, requiring vessels to keep logbooks on
atimely basis and notify NMFS prior to a trip where multiple regulatory areas will be fished.

In their review of the Team’'s recommendations, the Enforcement Committee emphasized the need to identify
catch on board with location of fishing activity for stock assessments and TAC setting. Enforcement has
liberally interpreted “operating” in §676.16(d) to mean “fishing” to accommodate vessels transiting from
fishing areas to landing points. They were concerned that under the IFQ program, fishermen have an
economic incentive to fish illegally in areas near their home port for small amounts of IFQ in distant areas.
They supported the current program of offloading prior to fishing in another fishing area.

Easing the §671.16(d) restrictions would result in groundfish/halibut logbooks and catcheriprocessor
reports being used to verify that locations of IFQ fishing are consistent with issued quotas. However, halibut
logbooks are not required to be filled out until 24 hours after the fishery each day fished and prior to
offloading. The additional management requirements currently placed on processors (e.g., processor
reports, logbooks, observer coverage) in the sablefish fishery provide increased ability to verify fishing
locations with IFQ catch. Another alternative for sablefish would be to examine the differences between
processor and catcher requirements.

(6) Offloading of freezer boats between areas Concern has been raised over a requirement for freezer boats
to offload when transiting between areas. Freezer vessels generally would not unload until a full load has been
caught. Logbooks and observers, along with filing notification of starting and stopping of fishing activity,
should obviate the need for this requirement. The Team expressed concern over the requirement for freezer
boats to offload when transiting between areas [§676.16(d)]. See recommendation for (5) IFQ Fishing in
Multiple Areas.

The Enforcement Committee discussed hold inspections for freezer vessels to certify poundage onboard
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before vessels move to fish in another area. Hold inspections are laborious and time-consuming,
particularly for vessels with large quantities of product onboard. The committee agreed that dockside
inspection, an alternative to offloading, is impractical.

(7) Coordinate between registered buyer permit and Federal processor permit Modifying the definition
of Registered Buyer may reduce duplication of effort and paperwork so that the same persons would be both
a Registered Buyer (IFQ Program) and a Federal Processor (Research Plan). Industry has commented that the
required paperwork for tracking each sale is burdensome. The Team recommended that the regulations
[§676.13(c)(2) and §677.14] be clarified so that the first recipient of IFQ landings be designated the registered
buyer in transactions between two registered buyers.

(8) Fair start provision The necessity of the 72 hour fair start provision under the extended IFQ season should
be reviewed. The Team recommended that the fair start provision be maintained, and that language be adopted
similar to IPHC regulations requiring offloading or hold inspection if a vessel chooses to fish in the 72 hours
prior to the start of the IFQ season. They recommended revision of the penalty schedule, which currently
requires the loss of the remainder of the IFQ season, now eight months.

The Enforcement Committee indicated that the fair start provision may no longer be necessary based on
observations of the 1995 IFQ program, however, industry reports that 1995 may not have provided a true
indicator of need because of bad weather. If retained, the regulations should be made consistent with the
IPHC halibut regulations whereby no vessel using set gear in the BSAI/GOA areas 72 hours prior to the IFQ
season may be used to conduct directed fishing for sablefish during such season until that vessel has
removed all set line gear from the water and has either made a landing or completely offloaded.

(9) Eliminate certified mail requirements Restricted Access Management has requested elimination of the
requirement that certain routine mailings (e.g., IFQ crew member certificates, etc.) be sent by certified mail as
this is not possible in some rural areas [§676.20(f)(3) and §676.21(c)(3)]. Eliminating this requirement will
reduce costs. The Team recommended that certified mail requirements be eliminated.

(10) Discretion to allow temporary transfers for emergency circumstances Current regulations [§676.21]
do not allow discretion to grant temporary transfers to alleviate an emergency circumstance. Persons either must
totally divest themselves of the QS, or are restricted to leasing only 10% of their QS. The Team expressed great
concern that flagrant abuses of the State CFEC system should be avoided under the IFQ program; however, they
recognized that genuine emergencies do arise. They recommended that in concurrence with CFEC rules, a
surviving spouse or immediate family member may get transfer rights of QS for up to three years with the
broadest allowance to use the QS (e.g., leasing, hiring skipper). The emergency transfer should involve IFQ and
not QS. They developed a policy statement which is contained in their minutes.

(11) Shipping reports Shipping report requirements [§676.14(c)(1)] should be reviewed to address legal
responsibility for IFQ fish that are no longer within the physical control of the initial recipient. The entity that
completes and files the shipping report (i.., the initial recipient of the IFQ product) is responsible for that IFQ
product, regardless of additional transactions while in the State of Alaska. This tracking is needed to monitor
sales as a deterrent to misreporting. The Team discussed the difficulty of these requirements on shippers who
make changes to shipping manifestos due to unforeseen changes in plane or container capacities or buyer needs,
along with the use of weekly sales summaries, in lieu of individual shipping reports for each sale, to notify
Enforcement of IFQ shipments. The Team recommended that Enforcement be notified prior to shipping to
monitor incoming and outgoing shipments with original shipping reports accompanying shipments as a tie back
to the original shipper.



(12) Transhipments The omnibus regulations [§676.14(e)] provide that a clearing officer must authorize a
person for each individual transshipment, with the request for authorization preceding the intended
transshipment by at least 24 hours. The Team recommended clarifying the language and procedures whereby
agents can notify Enforcement on behalf of the owner/operator and captain of the transhipping vessel.

(13) Prohibit sub-leasing of QS or IFQ Current regulations [§676.21(g)] only address leasing of QS and
could be construed to allow a lessee to become a sub-lessor. The regulations could be further clarified regarding
the issue of leasing QS (as provided in the regulations), and thereby receiving the resulting IFQ, as opposed to
leasing JFQ (which is not provided for in the regulations). The Team recommended that: (1) only a QS holder
can lease QS (i.e., no sub-leasing); and (2) clarify leasing of QS, not IFQ.

(14) Crew members using QS on vessels Crew members with QS are sometimes unable to fish their QS on
fishing vessels which are at the vessel cap. The Team acknowledged that the IFQ program was designed to
prevent consolidation, and a crew member was free to use his QS on another vessel. They did not recommend
achange.

(1) Exempt vessel size categories for original QS recipients only, with no transfer across vessel category when
sold. This would redress situations where an individual no longer owns a vessel in the size category of originally
issued QS or crew purchases IFQ to fish on current vessel and his own (smaller) vessel in the future.

(2) Eliminate restriction for vessel owner/QS holder to remain with the vessel until unloading is completed.
Industry reported that this requirement is burdensome.

(3) Modify IFQ reporting form to allow reporting of IFQ landings by IPHC regulatory area rather than NMFS
statistical grid. Since the grids do not align with regulatory areas, it is not clear to which regulatory area to
report fish in the 3A-3B area which transects the statistical grid.

“,‘



AGENDA C4(e)
JUNE 1995

DISCUSSION PAPER FOR AREA 4 SUBALLOCATIONS

INTRODUCTION

The staff of the International Pacific Halibut Commission recently reported that they were reassessing their
methods to apportion halibut TAC among subareas of Area 4. In mid-1994, the habitat area of each halibut
regulatory subarea was assessed and weighted with CPUE to estimate percent biomass in those areas. The
Area 4 TAC was apportioned with the percent biomass to attain proportional harvest recommendations for each
subarea. In a discussion of the IPHC’s new methodology at their January 1995 meeting, the Council urged the
IPHC to phase in over several years any changes to area TACs if no significant risk to the resource would occur
by delaying reapportionment of the resource among subareas (Appendix I). Such a reapportionment would have
significantly changed the poundage equivalents of IFQs and CDQs in the respective areas at the onset of the IFQ
and CDQ program if implemented in 1995 (Table 1). Commission staff recommended phasing in this new
strategy over three years to minimize its impacts. . The Commission set the catch limits based on the historical
proportions of the past few years and has suggested referring future BSAI allocations among subareas to the
Council (Appendix IT).

The IPHC stock assessment for Area 4 is conducted on the combined 4A through 4E areas due to the lack of
historical data for Area 4 subareas, unlike assessments for Areas 2 and 3 which are done for individual subareas.
Commission staff recommended phasing in proportional harvests for Areas 4A and 4B for 1995 and will likely
do so for 1996. The Commission noted that historical catch limits in Areas 4C, 4D, and 4E were not based on
conservation and that their policy of distributing harvest in proportion to biomass for each regulatory area would
suggest that they begin to set area quotas accordingly now that habitat data is available to revise subarea biomass
abundances.

Commission staff has recommended moving toward an equal exploitation strategy for Areas 4A and 4B since
considerable stock separation exists between the Aleutian Islands and Bering Sea. The Commission has
suggested combining Areas 4C, 4D, and 4E in 1996,with the Council allocating among the user groups in those
areas since continued separation of Areas 4C-E may create a conflict between their harvest philosophy (catch
limits proportional to biomass) and the Council’s allocative decisions. This is similar to Area 2A management
where the Commission sets the area catch limit and the Pacific Council sets management allocations within the
area through a catch sharing plan (Appendix III). This paper reviews the history of Area 4 halibut allocations,
stock assessment implications on future allocations, and management alternatives for Bering Sea allocations.

. |
Table 1. Area 4 biomass distributions and resulting 1995 TAC calculations (Source: IPHC)

Habitat Area CEY IPHC Historical
Area Area CPUE Biomass Method Method Method
(nm?) (Ib/skate) (%) (millions of pounds)
4A 8,183 386.85 413 244 2.0 1.95
4B 6,118 246.24 19.6 1.16 1.6 2.31
4C 561 225.25 1.6 0.09 05 0.77
4D 5,605 423.76 30.9 1.83 15 0.77
4E 4910 100,50 6.4 0.38 0.3 0.12
Total 25,377 224.50 100 5.92 5.9 5.92



PACIFIC HALIBUT FISHERY REGULATIONS 1995

.|
Description of current regulatory areas for Area 4

Area4A all waters west of Area 3B (all waters between Cape

Trinity and a line extending southeast from Cape Lutke,

Unimak Island) and the Bering Sea closed area that are
south of 56:20'N and east of 172-00'W.

Area4B all waters in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea west
of Area 4A and south of 56-20'N.

Area4C all waters in the Bering Sea north of Area 4A and the
closed area that east of 171-00'W, south of 58-00'N,
and west of 168-00'W.

Area 4D all waters in the Bering Sea north of Areas 4A and 4B,
north and west of Area 4C, and west of 168-00'W. [Sub-
area 4D-N implemented for 1993-94.]

Area4E  all waters in the Bering Sea north and east of the closed “or NORTH PACIFIC OCEAN
area, east of Areas 4C and 4D, and south of 65-35N

' 1 ! ]
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Regulatory areas for the Pacific halibut fishery.

STOCK ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

Sullivan and Parma (1995) described the procedure that allows the IPHC to develop subarea quotas within
Area 4 using the same methodology that has been used to determine area specific constant exploitation yields
(CEYs) from the combined Area 2A-2B assessment. This method recently assessed historical fishing grounds
as a measure of area and CPUE as a measure of fish density to partition total halibut abundance for the area into
abundance estimates for each subarea to which the constant exploitation rate is applied. The CEY is determined
by applying a 0.30 harvest rate to the estimated exploitable biomass. In 1995 the IPHC staff proposed that this
rate be applied to the estimated biomass levels for the start of the new fishing year (1995) rather than to estimated
biomass levels derived for the start of the previous year (1994) as has been done in the past. The yield resulting
from the application of this rate represents 30% of the estimated exploitable biomass for 1995. Given the CEY,
the recommended allowable catch is determined by accounting for removals from other sources (i.e., sport catch,
wastage, bycatch, and personal use).

Table 1 shows the Bering Sea subareas, the estimated habitat from historical fishing grounds, an average CPUE
from data gathered over the last five years, the percent of the stock exploitable biomass associated with each
subarea, and the subarea CEY resulting from the application of the 0.30 constant harvest rate. These subarea
CEYs would be used to determine harvests that are proportional to biomass. The current IPHC method is based
on a 3-year phase-in, while the historical method maintained the quotas in the same proportion as recent years.

HISTORY OF AREA 4 ALLOCATIONS

Since 1977, area designations, catch quotas, and trip limits were instituted for the halibut fishery (Appendix IV).
A summarized history of Area 4 allocations by the IPHC and Council is listed in Table 2 and described below.
Figure 1 depicts the regulatory areas for 1977-94.

1982 The Northem Pacific Halibut Act of 1982 was enacted on May 17. Under Section 5(c), the Council was
authorized to develop regulations for the halibut fishery, including limited entry regulations, which are in
addition to and not in conflict with Commission regulations. Such regulations shall not discriminate between
residents of different states and shall be consistent with limited entry criteria in the Magnuson Act. If
necessary, allocations shall be fair and equitable to all fishermen, based upon the rights and obligations in
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existing law, reasonably calculated to promote conservation, and carried out in such manner that no particular
individual, corporation, or other entity acquires an excessive share of the halibut fishing privileges. The
Council was provided the authority during a 3-year development period to establish a commercial halibut
fishery in the Bering Sea north of 56° N for rural coastal villages of Alaska.

1983 Area4 was first subdivided in 1983 with a separate catch limit in 4C for the Pribilof and Nelson islands.
Fishing periods were four days on and one day off, with a vessel clearance requirement in Dutch Harbor
between openings for non-resident vessels fishing in 4C.

1984 Area 4C was subdivided in 1984 to create Area 4E, resulting in area designations used through 1987.
A catch limit of 50,000 Ibs was established, along with a two day on/one day off season. Area 4C openings
were reduced to 1-day on /1-day off to make that fishery less attractive to non-resident fishermen. Non-
resident vessels were required to clear through Dutch Harbor between openings. Area 4E was created to
insulate Nelson Island from large boats fishing around the Pribilof Islands.

1987 Trip limits were adopted for 4C by the IPHC in 1987, with the stated reason that the U.S. Department
of Commerce had a trust relationship with the Pribilofs, and therefore was duty bound to create an economy
there to replace the fur seal harvest. The IPHC approved a 10,000 Ib trip limit until 40% of the area catch was
taken. NMFS implemented the trip limits to apply to only 25% of the catch limit and recommended that the
Council make allocative decisions related to halibut.

In December the Council set for Area 4C: trip limits of 10,000 1bs for the first 50% of the area limit, and
20,000 Ibs thereafter. For Area4E: 6,000 Ib trip limits and a prohibition on non-resident vessels from fishing
in the area until local vessels had attained 80% of the area catch. IPHC apportioned 700,000 1b quota to Area
4C and 100,000 1b quota to Area 4E. IPHC also accepted the remaining Council recommendations. Two other
proposals, to establish a fishery in Bristol Bay and a small regulatory area around Atka Island, were considered
allocative and denied.

1988 On May 13, the Secretary of Commerce disapproved the 80% direct allocation to local fishermen in 4E
stating it was superfluous to achieving the Council's stated halibut allocative objective of maintaining and
assuring the status quo distribution of halibut harvested by resident and non-resident fishermen in Area 4E.
It was deemed redundant in combination with the vessel-clearance and trip limit provisions because 85% of
the 4E harvest was achieved by local fishermen.

In December, the Council maintained status quo for Area 4C and recommended a series of early season short
openings for Area 4B near Atka in June and July for 1989 and 1990, with an early season limit of 500,000 Ibs.

1989 The Council recommended removing the 500,000 Ib cap and the 2-year stipulation for Area 4C after the
Commission expressed concern with the Council's December 1988 recommendation, indicating that the catch
limit might be reached as early as the July 10-12 opening and prevent subsequent 1-day openings in July.

In September, the Council forwarded to the Commission a proposal by the Bristol Bay Co-op to benefit local
communities for a small halibut fishery in Bristol Bay between Cape Newenham and Strogonoff Point,
extending 20 miles offshore. Two openings were proposed: June 1-15 for 25,000 Ibs and August 1-15 for
25,000 Ibs. In December, the Council recommended extending 4C trip limits of 10,000 Ibs to the entire quota
for 1990 to encourage halibut fishing among Pribilof Island longliners.



Table 2. Catch limits (000s of gounds) b; IPHC regulatorz area for the years 1977 through 1992,

Catch Limit
Toa
1978 9 000 20,000
Can. Waters U.S. Waters
1979 20,600
1980 20,300
1981 200 5,400 3,400 25,000
_1982 200 5,400 3,400 27,500
1983 200 5,400 3,400 30,600
1984 300 9,000 5,700 43,050
_1985 500 10,000 9,000 55,750
1986 550 11,200 | 11,200 66,400
1987 550 11,500 11,500 68,825
1988 480 12,500 11,500 73,880
1989 426 10,000 9,500 64,426
1990 315 7.800 8,000 58,415
1991 271 7,400 7,400 55,171
1992 396 8,000 10,000 60,126
1993 600 10,500 10,000 54,340
1994 550 10,000 11,000 56,950
1995 520 9,500 9,000 47,370



1990 The Council recommended additional openings in Area 4B to provide extra fishing opportunities to
local fishermen; one percent of the area quota (10,000 1b) was harvested in the additional opening. In
February, Area 4E was extended past Cape Newenham into Bristol Bay and then subdivided into northern and
southern areas with 70,000 and 30,000 Ib quotas, respectively, to maintain equivalent exploitation rates in
these areas and avoid localized depletions.

The Council recommended a limit of 10,000 Ib per fishing period throughout the season for Area 4C. The area
catch limit was taken in five 1-day openings compared to thirteen 1-day openings in 1989. Residents caught
35% of the quota, compared to 50% in 1989.

The Council requested that the Commission establish a separate regulatory area in Area 4E, independent of
the original Area 4E area around Nelson and Nunivak Island, with its own quota and season. Bristol Bay was
allocated 30,000 1b, and the Nelson Island area was allocated 70,000 Ib.

1991 In Area 4B, a series of 12-hour openings were recommended for June and July by the Council to
encourage local participation. After six openings, half of the area limit had been landed, mostly by large, non-
resident vessels. The remaining catch was reserved for the August 19 period as was agreed at the annual
Commission meeting. A large fleet participated in this fishery which was shortened from three days to one.

The Council requested that the Commission establish Area 4C seasons concurrent with other fixed gear
seasons to encourage wider distribution of fishing effort. The 10,000 Ib trip limits in 1990 did not increase
the local share of the catch as intended; sixteen local fishermen caught 28% of the total catch, compared to
35%in 1990. Area4E was separated into Area 4E-SE with 30,000 Ib and Area 4E-NW, with 70,000 1b. After
August 1, 50% of any remaining poundage from 4E-NW would be transferred to 4E-SE. The 6,000 1b trip
limits would still apply. In the twenty 2-day fishing periods prior to August 1, the catch in 4E-NW was 10,000
Ib, so half of the remaining 60,000 Ib was transferred. In 4E-SE, 25,000 Ib was landed in three 2-day openings.
Both areas were opened for 2-day fishing periods from August 1-15. Despite the transfer, Area 4E-SE
landings totaled only 1,000 lb. August 4E-NW landings totaled 68,000 b, such that the total Area 4E limit
of 100,000 was met.

1992 The Commission added Nazan Bay to Area 4B as a clearance location for fishermen to monitor
participation in the halibut fishery in the western Aleutians and required non-resident vessels to clear through
a port at the edge of the area to discourage non-residents from overwhelming the Pribilof fleet. Restrictive
fishing period limits were imposed for Area 4D, opening the fishery for only 48 hours (August 6-8).

1993 The Commission created a new subarea within Area 4D, called 4D-N at 62-30'N, to allow exploratory
fishing around St. Lawrence Island. A special catch limit of 20,000 pounds was allocated to this area from
the total 4D catch limit. Only one fisherman fished in this area, delivering less than 1,000 1b. Unharvested
poundage from that allocation reverted back to the general Area 4D after August 12.

1994 As requested from the Conference Board, no fishing limits were implemented in any of the Bering Sea
areas during the first August openings. Area 4D closed after one opening, but Areas 4A and 4B opened
concurrently with Areas 3A and 3B with similar fishing period limits in September. Area 4C closed slightly
over the catch limit after 15 one-day openings. Area 4E had the largest overage by percentage (20%), although
the actual amount was only 20,000 pounds.



MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

Management alternatives for Seﬂ.iﬂg Area 4 catch

limits and allocations, from status quo to  Table 3. Quotareserved for the Community ™
redistributing quotas based on current biomass Development Quota Program by area. -
are presented below. Ramifications on the halibut

CDQ program must also be considered, however, AreadA 0%

since they are distributed according to existing AreadB 20%
subareas (Table 3). Areas 4A-4E can be AreadC  50%
maintained as CDQ areas and CDQ percentages Area 4D 30%

can be recalculated from combined area catch Area 4E 100%
Iimits. ]

ALTERNATIVE 1. Status quo. Area 4 halibut catch limits should be set by the IPHC.

The Commission has historically set catch limits for the halibut regulatory areas and would continue to do so in
the future. The Council has made allocative decisions, such as trip limits and subarea designations. The current
subarea catch limit percentages are based on the Council’s preference for recent historical catches.

The Commission could continue to set area-wide catch limits, and the Council could continue to make allocations.
If the Council chooses the status quo, the Council may want to express its intent to the Commission as to its
current preferred strategy for setting subarea quotas (i.e., fixed percentages versus phase-in of the proportional
harvest strategy). In 1995, the Council stated its preference for phasing in the Commission’s new application
of the proportional harvest strategy for Area 4 subareas. Commission staff also recommended phasing in the
proportional harvest strategy for Area 4 subarea catch limits now that the halibut grounds have been assessed.
The Commission deferred the phase-in (i.e., stayed with fixed subarea percentages) to allow the Council to
consider altemnative management strategies for Area 4. 7

ALTERNATIVE 2. Revise Area 4 halibut regulatory area allocations.

Revise Area 4 halibut regulatory areas such that: (1) existing Areas 4A and 4B would be retained; but (2) Areas
4C, 4D, and 4E would be combined to create one Bering Sea regulatory area. The Council would then allocate
area-wide catch limits among users employing:

Option 1.  the proportional harvest strategy;

Option 2.  a phase-in of the proportional harvest strategy;

Option 3.  historical catch limits (set as a percentage of the “pie;” or

Option 4. other allocative strategies.

The Commission has stated that their support of proportional harvests may conflict with the Council’s support
of the economies of western Alaska communities. Areas 4A and 4B could continue to benefit from separate
management. Stock structure is sufficiently distinct in these areas to warrant continued separation. Areas 4C,
4D (4D-N), and 4E (4E-SE and 4E-NW) were designed for allocative reasons. The Council may wish to
reconsider these subarea designations due to changes in the prosecution of the fishery under the newly
implemented IFQ program. These subareas may no longer be needed to reduce conflict among commercial users
since IFQ fishermen may now spread their effort in space and time. However, overfishing and localized depletion
could still occur under IFQs since high CPUEs may not necessarily be evident from high fishing pressure on small
areas or steady pressure for long periods of time on larger areas. Area 4E would be effectively separated from
4C and 4D since that area is reserved 100% for the CDQ fishery.

References -~

Sullivan, P. and A. M. Parma. 1995. Population Assessment, 1994. IPHC, P.O. Box 95009, Seattle, Wash. }
98145-2009.
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APPENDIX 1

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Richard B. Lauber, Chairman Mailing Address: P.O. Box 103136

Clarence G. Pautzke, Executive Director Anchorage, Alaska 99510

605 West 4th Avenue Telephone: (807) 271-2809

Anchorage, Alaska 99501 FAX: (907) 271-2817
January 19, 1995

Dr. Don McCaughran, Director
International Pacific Halibut Commission
P.O. Box 95009, University Station
Seattle, WA 98145-2009

Dear Don:

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council met last week in Anchorage, and, among other items, considered
several halibut issues of mutual concern to the Council and Commission. I know that Bob Trumble has reported
to you on the meeting, but I wanted to recap some of the Council's discussions for the benefit of your annual

meeting.
Halibut Charterboats

“. The sharing of the halibut resource between recreational and commercial fishermen off Alaska has become a
prominent issue on the Council's agenda. We have had a work group chaired by Shari Gross considering over
the past year how to manage growth in the charter industry fishery, but the group has not come up with any
consensus solution. At last week's meeting, the Council adopted a draft problem statement and identified
proposed solutions as detailed in attachment 1. The mix of measures would allow for a moratorium on the guided
sport fishery, an allocation to the recreational fisheries ( either just to the charter sector or to charter and
noncharter combined), and possible use of IFQs. If a share of the halibut TAC is allocated to the sport fishery,
the Council may delegate management of that fishery to the State of Alaska, once a decision on the appropriate
cap is made.

The Council will come back to the charter issue in April for a status report, possible work plan, and a legal
opinion from NOAA GC on delegating halibut recreational management to the State of Alaska. The formal draft
analysis of the options is scheduled for review next December when we will be meeting once again in Anchorage.

I intend to keep you posted on developments at the Council level and hope that Bob Trumble and other IPHC
staff will contribute actively to the analysis.

Early Aleutian Sablefish Opening

The Council has been requested to consider for 1996 an early opening in January of the sablefish IFQ fishery in
the Aleutians. We will be completing a regulatory amendment to that effect for review in June. We will be
seeking your advice on any biological concemns for the halibut resource if the sablefish early opening were
adopted and halibut is taken in that fishery.

G\WPFILES\CORRAIPHC.195



Dr. Don McCaughran
January 19, 1995
Page 2

TAC Methodology in Area 4

It was brought to the attention of the Council that IPHC is reassessing the apportionment of halibut TAC among
the subareas in Area 4. Such a reapportionment could change significantly the poundage equivalents of the IFQs
and CDQs in the respective areas just when we are trying to get this new limited access program off the ground.
I know that you have excellent rationale for those changes, but if there is not a significant risk to the resource,
it may be better to phase the changes in over several years, given the sensitivity of the issue.

Other a Chan

On December 20, 1994 I wrote you recommending several regulatory changes concerning clearance requirements,
the 72-hour gear prohibition, and hook strippers. That letter is provided again here as attachment 2 and results
from decisions made by the Council in December.

We wanted to bring the above items to your attention for possible discussion at your annual meeting. If you have
questions, Jane DiCosimo of my staff will be there in Victoria.

Best wishes for a productive, successful meeting.

Sincerely,

G:\WPFILES\CORRAPHC.195

1]
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FANANIC BC INTERNATIONAL PACIFIC HALIBUT COMMISSION PO BOX 85000

SEATTLE WA 98145-2000
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Dr. Clarence Pautzke, Executive Director
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Clarence:

The International Pacific Halibut Commission, at its 1995 Annual Meeting in Victoria, B.C., agreed to
maintain the harvest of Pacific halibut in subareas of Area 4 in the same proportion as in recent years. The
Commission noted however, that there is no conservation basis for the catch limits in Areas 4C, 4D, and
4E. The present catch limits are more allocative than biologically based, although they do not put the stock
at risk.

It is the Commission’s policy to establish regulatory areas to distribute harvest in proportion to the
biomass in each area. As long as Areas 4C, 4D, and 4E are separate, our management philosophy would
indicate a transition from status quo to proportional harvest. For this meeting the staff developed a harvest
distribution for Area 4 based on habitat (fishing area) and CPUE to provide a more scientifically sound
procedure, as requested by our Commissioners. The procedure is the same as used in other areas. The
proposed redistribution of harvest in Area 4 was substantially different from status quo in some subareas
and would have interfered with the Council’s IFQ/CDQ allocations.

We believe that continued separation of Areas 4C, 4D, and 4E may cause conflict between the
Commission’s harvest philosophy and the Council’s allocation decisions. The Commission believes that
one option would be to combine Areas 4C, 4D, and 4E in 1996, and rely on the Council to allocate
directly among the groups that harvest halibut in these areas. The Commission staff has recommended
moving toward the equal exploitation rate strategy in Areas 4A and 4B. There is considerable stock
separation between those areas. Appropriate management will require coordination between the Council
and the Commission. We recommend that the staffs of the Council and the Commission work jointly to
prepare a plan to manage this area. Our staff will be pleased to assist in preparation of an EA/RIR that
the Council will need in its deliberations.

Please let me know how you think we should proceed.
Sincerely yours

Donald A. McCaughran,

Director

cc: Commissioners




APPENDIX III
 PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL AREA 2A HALIBUT CATCH SHARING PLAN

Allocation
Treaty Indian fisheries: 35%
Non-Indian commercial fisheries: 20.6%
Sport fisheries: 44.4%

Commercial fishery
Split into two sectors: Directed (85%) and Incidental (15%)
Directed fishery: south of 2A-1
Incidental troll fishery: managed on a ration of halibut to salmon

Sport fisheries
Possession limit: two daily bag limits north of Cape Falcon

IPHC licenses
Separate sport and commercial fisheries
Commercial licenses must be obtained prior to May 1
Commercial licenses must specify either directed or incidental fishery

11



APPENDIX IV

HALIBUT FISHING ALLOCATIONS BY REGULATORY AREA FROM 1977-1994

13
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Table 2. Fishing periods, number of fishing days, catch limit, and catch (000s of pounds)

bg rg]atog area for the 1978 commercial Pacific halibut ﬁsher;.

Area Fishing period No. of days Catch limit Catch
2 5/15-531 16 9,000 2,078
6/19-7/06 17 2,399

7/25-8/10 16 2452

8/26-9/08 13 : 2001

9,020

3 5/15-5131 16 11,000 4,467
6/19-7/06 17 4,604

7/25-8/04 10 2.565

11,636

3C 4/08-11/15 220 no limit 674
4-East 4/08-4/28 19 no limit 131
8/16-9/03 17 210

341

4-West 4/08-11/15 220 no limit 317

Total 20,000 21,988
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Table3.  Fishing periods, number of fishing days, catch limit, and catch (000s of pounds)

b; rglator! area for the 1979 commercial Pacific halibut fisher;.

Area Fishing period No. of days Catch limit Catch
2-U.S. waters 5/25-6/10 16 3,600 2,791
6/26-7/03 7 L1785

4,576

2-Canadian 5/25-6/10 16 6,000" 2,068
waters 6/26-7/12 16 2,255
7/28-8/05 8 34

4,857

3 5/25-6/10 16 11,000 5,976
6/26-7/12 16 5.749

11,725

3C 4/10-11/15 218 no limit 417
4-East 4/10-4/30 19 no limit 4
7/24-8/11 17 318

362

4-West 4/10-11/15 218 no limit 590
Total 20,600 22,527

! The Area 2 catch limit of 9.0 millicn pounds (3.6 - U.S.; 5.4 - Can.) was raised mid-season to 9.6 million pounds to
allow additional fishing in Canadian waters.
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Table4.  Fishing periods, number of fishing days, catch limit, and catch (000s of pounds)

bg rglator; area for the 1980 commercial Pacific halibut ﬁsherg.

Area Fishing period No. of days Catch limit Catch
2-U.S. waters 5/20-5/30 10 3,200 3.260
2-Canadian 5/20-6/03 14 6,100 1,514
waters 7/15-129 14 1,893
8/12-8/26 14 ' 1,380

9/09-9/23 14 795

10/27-11/05 9 _68

5.650

3 5/19-6/04 16 10,000 9,391
7/15-7/19 4. 2.852

12.243

4 4/10-4/30 19 1,000 158
7/29-8/23 25 555

713

Total 20,300 21,866
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Table 5. Fishing periods, number of fishing days, catch limit, and catch (000s of pounds)

b; rglatorg area for the 1981 commercial Pacific halibut ﬁsheg.

Area Fishing period No. of days Catch limit Catch
2A 6/07-6/21 14 200 50
: 707-721 14 85
8/06-8/20 14 41
9/05-9/19 14 26
202
2B 5/07-5/22 15 5,400 2,030
6/07-6/22 15 1,775
707-7/22 15 1,307
8/06-8/19 13 42
5,654
2C 6/07-6/14 7 3,400 4,010
3A 6/07-6/20 13 13,000 14,225
3B 6/07-6/20 13 2,000 96
8/25-8/28 3 360
456
4 6/07-6/22 15 1,000 25
7/10-8/06 27 1160
1,185

— Total 25000 25732

' The Area 3 catch limit of 13.0 million pounds (11.0 - 3A; 2.0 - 3B) was raised mid-season to 15.0 million pounds
to allow an August fishery in Area 3B.

18
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Table 7. Fishing periods, number of fishing days, catch limit, and catch (600s of pounds)
b; rglatorg area for the 1983 commercial Pacific halibut ﬁsherg.

Area Fishing period No. of days Catch limit Catch
2A 6/15-6/28 13 200 111
714-7/27 13 154

265

2B 5/03-5/15 12 5,400 2,750
6/14-6/26 12 2.686

5.436

2C 6/17-6/22 5 3,400 6.398
3A 6/16-6/23 7 14,000 14,112
3B 6/16-6/23 7 5,000 1,377
8/27-8/30 3 6.374

7,751

4A 6/16-6/23 7 1,200 19
7/15-1/23 8 2490

2,509

4B 6/16-6/23 7 800 1
7/15-7129 14 201

9/13-9/21 8 1133

1,335

4C 6/16-7/20 28! 400 412
8/25-8/29 4 A8

430

4D 6/16-6/23 7 200 0
7/15-71/29 14 148

148

Total 30,600 38,384

' Alternating 4 days open and one day closed.

20
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Table 17. Fishing period, number of fishing days, catch limit, and catch
(000s of pounds) by regulatory area for the 1993 commercial

Pacific halibut fishery.

Fishing No. of Catch Limit Catch

Area Dates Days (000’s Ibs) (000’s Ibs)

2A 3/01-7/19 81.5 136’ 138
7/27 10 hrs 225 366*

2B 3/01-10/31 244 10,500 10,628

2C 6/10-6/11 1 10,000 5,233
9/08-9/10 2 _6,057°
11,290¢

3A 6/10-6/11 1 20,700 13,626
9/08-9/09 1 _9.112¢

22,738

3B 6/10-6/11 1 6,500 5,259
9/08-9/09 1 2.596*

7,855

4A 6/10-6/11 1 2,020 371

8/11-8/12 1 2,190

2,561

4B 6/06-7/16 10.57 2,300 206

8/11-8/15 4 1,190

8/26-8/28 2 566°

1,962

4C 6/06-6/27 11 800 671°
7/02-7/03 1 160°

831

4D 8/11-8/13 2 780 836

4D-N 6/06-8/10 33 20 <1
4E(NW) 6/06-9/18 70° 84 35*
9/19-10/31 42 _2F

37

4E(SE) 6/06-9/18 70° 36 22°
9/19-10/31 42 _5

27

Total 54,101 59,269

%
! Treaty Indian fishery.

? Alternating one day open and one day closed.

* Alternating two days open and one day closed.

* Fishing period limits by vessel class.

* Single fishing period limit for all vessels.

* Includes 21,000 pounds taken by Metlakatla Indians during additional fishing
within reservation waters. .

" Alternating 12 hours open and 36 hours closed.
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Table 18.  Fishing period, number of fishing days, catch limit, and preliminary catch (000s of
pounds) by regulatory area for the 1994 commercial Pacific halibut fishery.
W
Area Fishing Period No. of Days Catch Limit Catch
2A 3/05 - 3/26 8.75 176.5 188
7/06 10 hrs 178.75 130
719 10 hrs : 30°
8/03 10 hrs 30
190
2B 3/01 - 11/15 259 10,000 9,897
2C 6/07 - 6/08 1 11,000 4,750
9/12 - 9/14 2 5,500
10,250
3A 6/07 - 6/08 1 26,000 18,300
9/12 - 9/14 2 67507
25,050
3B 6/07 - 6/08 1 4,000 2,150
9/12 - 9/14 2 1,800%
3,950
4A 6/07 - 6/08 1 1,800 1312
8/15 5 1,530
9/12 - 9/14 2 105*
1,766
4B 6/07 - 6/08 1 2,100 6’
6/15 - 7/09 6.5 326°
8/15 - 8/19 4 1,685
9/12 - 9/14 2 0
2,017
4C 6/03 - 6/30 14 700 681°
8/02 - 8/03 1 _34
715
4D 8/15 - 8/16 1.25 665 693
4DN 7/01 - 8/13 22 35 18°
4E(NW) 5/02 - 7124 56 70 62°
4E(SE) 5102 - 6/15 30 30 58°
TOTAL 56,755.25 54,854
™An additional 42,000 pounﬁs available as carryover Trom 1993. )

2 Fishing period limits by vessel class.
3 Single fishing period limit for all vessels.

10
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ALASKA PACIFIC SEAFOODS

DIVISION OF NORTH PACIFIC PROCESSORS, INC.

O HOME OFFICE: 2300 EASTLAKE AVE. EAST - SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 88102 + (206) 726-9900
PO. BOX 31179 - SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 88103-1179 ’

o moisssme PLANT: 627. SHELIKOF AVE. » KODIAK, ALASKA 99615 + {907) 486-3234

COMMENTS FROM JOHN SEVIER, ALASKA PACIFIC SEAFOODS
TO THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

PROBLEMS WITH THE IFQ PROGRAM:

1. THE ATM MACHINES DO NOT WORK DEPENDABLY IN THE FIELD. The
failure of these machines to work dependably means our staff is having to take
time and effort to fax the information required for each IFQ landing.

2. NMEFS requires IFQ halibut landings to be reported by statistical area. However, the
boundary between halibut management areas 3A and 3B are not aligned along
NMEFS stat areas. This means NMFS cannot tell if a fish taken in stat area
transected by the 3A-3B boundary came from Area 3A or area 3B. We feel the
reporting form should be modified to allow reporting halibut deliveries by area 3A
& . or 3B instead of by stat area.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to raise these issues.

L}

o S iy Ak



ATaarmenstT o
From : PSBURGVESSELOWNERRASSOC . Mar.17.2075 12:57 PM P@2

. Fisning VESSEL OwNurs' ASSOCIATION
/‘_’\ INCORPORATED

Room 282, WesT WaLL BuiLdiNng ¢ 4008 20TH Avs, W.
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 608199-1200

BinNce 1914

March 16, 1995
(>
8. Rris Norose ,
Pestersbury Vessel Owners Assh.

Patersburg, AK, 99833

e

Dear Kris: i ;1;3::::’:’ i 3 ‘%r"lj ;‘r» =
..;:-.'.?:“}.'1":: ,"|, : 'm.,::..._.... ..:"_':,_"_"-:'t . '-l-'...__”‘
I an writing td ¥ou Gofiderning tvo_ issued that I believe you
will have on your. aqphﬁq_ﬂ,tojghtho ;np;@ﬁd@tﬁtlgn,ﬁqmittoo the first
part of April. The issues and our. GOncerns are g follows:.

TN
SRty ~

(1) There ins tt}" B & stion thownuoil'ia can be
tgi"’“t qg ‘o0 a #ingle ?;;-..“9'}.:'..15 The durrent '-???ng““ on
s c; fomt i e R

3y
o ! ’

¥
e Leeb
.'_r .. R

(1Y

",

v
cet?

“ .

.
ar ="
A piy

; ationg s (1) . No Véeshel ‘#iay. ba' lised, ‘during
any fiphing 'yéq;:{,,*-:_tgi‘,.__ii(gf‘s‘(ﬂ'e" t hore . thAn ohig- }t ': rcent
(0.005) of the eémbined total vateh 1imite of halikut for
IFQ regulatory Ar&ag’ 2C, - 3A, 3B, 4A,- 4B, 4D, fnd 4E
sxcept: that, in IFQ requlatory afea’ 2C, Ho vessel may be
used t4 harvest morp. than 3 pergent (0.51) pf the palibut
catch limit: gox‘:.".,"y,,{q,nggag _.gg;d 4\ L A
g LTHER W e ' g ‘
(2) No vessel may be uséd, du | any . fishing :geaz:, to
harvest &o,ra than 1 i raent ( df onq '61{...,&1;#'];9%@ jned fixed
gear TAC of sablefish for the Gu)f. of Ajdeka And Berin
Sea and Aleutiah’:Iglafidd. IFQ reghlatory aréas, excep
that, in the “_IF%." regulatory ‘ares “gast  4f 1403 west
longitude, no Vag ogh,i;uy" bé usiad tq harvést more than 1
g;i'cant (0.01) of:the’ fixed geaX PACof sablefish for
8 area. TR e T N S

This is exactly as I remember voting on this issue several
X“” back. There was no intent that the cap on how much you can
arvest on a vessel would bs (TAC - CDQ) x (halibut &) or (blackcod
%) . ' The debate clearly was .5% for Halibut of the TAC for Halibut
and 1% for sablefish., The interpretation of NMPS to deduct CDQ
essentially lowers the cap on how much can be harvested on a vessel
from the intent currently in the regulations.

(2) The second issue I call the “babushka doll | conplex®,
vherein each time you open up a doll, there is another
small doll inside.

FAX D A VESSEL"

1204l 2n2.224 Bomn el A o



From ! PSBURGUESSEL QWNERRASSOC . Mar. 17,2075 12:57 PM

The gituation is this, the Secretary and NMFS amended the

regqulation to allow an individual who received Qs to

transfer the @S into a ocorporation for liability

Turpoaes. At least this was our interpretation. our
nterpretation of this action was that the individual

would not gain any additional "grandfather rights" in the

igrnkof 8 corporation by doing so, particularly in §.E.
aska.

The twist is that we have been informed that if you
transfer for liability purposes from an individual inte
a corporation, RAM or NMFS will consider this such that
you vill lose your "grandfather rights" ag an individual
to hire a skipper to fish your ¢s. Esgentially, you
become a second generation owner and must fish the Qs
yourself. We do not recall this being the intent for
this one~time transfer for liability protection purposes.
We balieve the individual should retain his grandfather
rights to hire a skipper and that this transfer was not
to be considered a move to second generation status.

Pa3

~

Your committea's thoughts on these issues would be most
appreciated. N

, U. Alverson
Manager

RDA:cb

cCt

Jack Knutsen
Linda Kozak




' PAGE
' MAR-30-8SE 15:09 FROM:MBE WOODINVILLE ID:206 481 6179

N
March 29, 199§
To: Ms. Rris Norosz, Chairperson SENT VIA FAX
IFQ Implementation Committee
c/o Rorth Pacific Fishery Management Council
Post Office Box 103136
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Re: Halibut and Sablefish Quota Share Program
Dear Ms. Norosz and Committee Members:

I am writing to the Implementation Committee to address
three issues, which during the years of rough structuring of the
IFQ program ware not front line issues. Nevertheless, they are
of great importance and hearing that you were devoting time

Vo during this meeting to two of these issues, I have written the
_ following.

1. Halily Limits.

A. BRackground. This first porrion specifically
addresses Area ¢ use and vessel caps and indirectly the overall
use and vessel caps. The Area 4 use cap needs to be raised. The
exceedingly low Area 4 use cap is incomsistent with two
fundamental elements of the IFQ Program: (1) altering as little
ag possible or maintaining the composition of the pre-IFQ fleet;
(2) creating and maintaining a manageable, economically stable
fighery. The existing cap generates a quota share limit
averaging roughly 20% of what "top®” producing vessels in the CgR
categories have produced during the last decade, i.e., the
qualifying years. Area 4 figheries for their entire exigtence
and specifically during the last decade have supported yearly
harvest at and slightly above the 100,000 pound mark for a
significant number of vessels with come regularity. 1In
requlatory areas 2C, 3A and 3B harvesters have the opportunity to
approach, meet, or even exceed their histerical catches using a -
percentage of TAC as the reference point. arxea 4 should not be
treated inconsistently in this regard.

In addition, the vessels included in the C&B categories
will £ind it impractical to £ish in Area 4 if current vessel/use
limits are not raised from the level they are now at. The



MAR-30-85 15:10 FROM:MBE WOODINVILLE ID: 206 481 8179 PAGE 3

Ms. Kris Norosz
March 292, 1995 : 7
Page 2

comnitment to f£ish much of the “grounds® encompassed by Area 4
could take 12 or 13 days roundtrip running time from the Rodiak,
Homer, Seward area, not ineluding £ishing days. From the Dutch
Harbor area, roundtrip time, not including fishing days, of 5 to
6 days are the norm for many desirable fishing locations in Areas
4B & D. It is impractical to expect that CgB clase vessels would

égg:r these types of expenses to harvest roughly 20,000 lbs. of

This problem that exists in Area 4 specifically works
against core concerns of IFD program designers. Great effort was
taken to not significantly alter the complexion of the fleet,
i.e,, adoption of vessel categories, the block rogram (to assure
that vessels of all sizes continue to harvest percentage of
TAC they have been previously taking) and cDQ compensation (to
winimize the effect of CDQ implementations). It is opinion
that reducing the level of ownership to a non-profit:£ie level
for the C&B vessel classes goes straight against the grain of the
IFQ program’s intent. I fully support all the efforts that were
made to protect coastal communities and smaller vessel operateors,
but in Area 4 which was primarily a C&B class vessel fishery
using percentage of TAC as a reference point. I see no reascn to f-\
arbitrarily limit these vessels to 20% or less of their -
historical proven production. I will repeat within the whole IFO
sablefish/halibut program, Area 4 is the only Area that vessels
will have no opportunity to achieve a historical percantage of
TAC harvest consistent with what would huve been produced by a
top producing vessel in that Area. I'm asking for consistency
and accuracy within the IFQ program but the vessel and use capa
as they now exist in the Bering Sea do not repregent that. The
use cap level for Area 4 should be approximately 650,000 quota
share units, which is commensurate with well documented
historical production levels for various vessels in the area.

B. Recommendations. I request that you recommend
a "use cap" level of 2% of the Area 4 Quota Share Pool {(roughly
658,000 units) and a separatc, appropriately set Area ¢ vessel
limit. The "use cap" change would bring the Area 4 cap in line
with the historical catch of top producing vessels for that Area.
The halibut vessel limit for Area 4 should be ser to match the
use limit, i.e., it should be set at 2% of the combined total
catch limits of halibut for IFQ regulatory arecas 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D
and 4E. Together, these should allow for harvest levels
congistent with historical catches for top producing C&B class
vessels. Please note that continuing to base the adjusted vessel
limit on the combined catch from Area 4 and 2C. 3A and 3B would
prevent the recommendation I am making from havi ite intended
effect, as top producing Area 4 boats have typically also had r~
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significant catch in Areas 2C, 3A and 3B. To allow the Avea 4
fleet to maintain its historical character, both its use and
vessel limits must be separate.

In addition, the CDQ-related QS should not be
subtracted out of the pool used to set quota share or use caps.
It is my impression, supported by a copy of a letter written by a
NPFMC member that voted on this very issue, that the intent was
to set these limits as a percentage of the gross TAC or Ouota
Share Pool, not thé TAC QS pool net of CDOs. A copy of that
letter is attached for your reference. Any other intexpretation
is clearly inconsistent with Council intent and plain language of
the regulations.

2. Vessel Limits. There is a related vessel cap
issue I would like to see addressed. A number of fishers who
conducted operations during the base and qualifying years as
partners ogerating a single vessel have for various reasons
received allocations as individuals, rather than in the name of
the partnership. The vessel limits now have the effect of
preventing those individuals from conducting operations with a
single vessel if they “"re-associate." I think this effect ig
unintended, and runs counter to the same underlying themes I
pointed out above (i.e., preserving the pre-IFQ character of the
fleet and its existing business structures). I ask that you
recommend that the vessel limits be changed to exempt vessels
operated by initial allocants who fished together on a vessel
during the base years,

3, Owned ations and Mived Ski i .
Also, some thoughts for you regarding NMFS potentially treating
the quota transfers to a solely held corporation as "second
generation" for purposes of the hired skipper exemption.

This opportunity was specifically requested by
fishermen for fighermen and NMFS is now considering implementing
it in a way that makes it disadvantageous to use it. Aan
individual who wishes to transfer shares initially allocated to
him or her to a solely owned corporation for liability limitation
Teasons should not lose the ability to hire a skipper in the
process. The regulations appear to allow this exemption to be
carried forward by initial allocants who do so. Please clarify
wiih NMFS that the exemption should transfer for initial
allocants.

: In closing, I fully support your efforts on the
fundamental aspects of implementation. I respectfully ask that
the Implementation Committee support the modifications and
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clarxifications I have suggested. The IFQ program was designed by
fishermen for fishermen with expert assistance from government.
Your actions reaffirm the belief that fishemen can still be a
significant voice in how the program that they brought to the
table moves forward to full implementation.

Peterx Samuelsen
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CLIPPER SEAFOODS, LTD.
641 West Ewing Street
Seattle, Washington 98119
Telephone: (206) 284-1162
Fax: (206) 283-5089

March 31, 1995

Ms. Kris Norosz '
Chairman of IFQ Implementation Work Group
¢/o North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
604 W. 4th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

e

Dear Kris:

I am not totally up to speed on all the regulations regarding the actual harvest of sable fish
quotas. However, the one that I have concerns about involves landings.

It is my understanding that freezer vessels will be required to offload their catch before
moving from one area to fish another. It is unreasonable to make vessels offload when
they carry an observer and a log book, and check in and out of each area. My company
will only receive about 4,000 Ibs of quota for the Southeast, which we would like to be
able to harvest, If we are forced to go into the Southeast and try to ship 4,000 Ibs of
frozen product, that area will not be viable for us.

With all the restrictions that we already have, this restriction seems to have gone too far.
Best regards, |

foR:
avid A. Little

cc. Mr. Phil Smith, RAM
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yaeai’ocid company

420 MARINE WAY ¢ P.O. BOX 1637
KODIAK, ALASKA 99615
TELEPHONE: (907) 486-5799
FACSIMILE: (907) 4864079

March 30, 1985

Jane DICOSIMO
N.P.F.M.C. Office

RE: I.F.Q. HALIBUT & SABLEFISH REGULATIONS

Dear Ms DiCosimo:

Following are some problems | have with the regulations as they are

currently written, specifically the following:
676.14 RECORD KEEPING & REPORTING
(b)(3) “Product Type & fish product weight* should be clarified.

(c)  This section is unnecessary, cumbersome, burdsnsome and a
pain. There is no logical reason that N.M.F.S. needs anything

@91

more than a total on pounds landed and pounds shipped for any
I.F.Q. product. Audits would reveal any “hanky-panky” that may
take place.

(¢)(1) This section needs work — we are getting different answers to our
guestions.

(c)(2) There is no way that we as buyers can assure that copies of our
Bills of Lading will follow our shipments anyplace beyond the first
buyer. It seems that Alaska is being spotlighted for considerably
more unnacessary paperwork than the rest of the nation. Frankly it
is unworkable and unnecessary.

Thank you for your consideration,

b Sy

CHUCK JENSEN
Man. Gowvt. Rel. & Quality Assurance

Packers of East Point Canned Pacific Shuimp, Fresh Pacific Oysiers,
Alaskan Salmon, Ialibut and Frozen King, Snow, and Dungeness Crab
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Dave Franklin
3401 Lawton St.
Seattle, WA 98199

N\

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

April 2, 1995

Dear Council,

Dealing with the IFQ program has been one of the most
frustrating endeavors of my fishing, business, or college experiences.
In my opinion, it is similar to the IRS code with almost as many
rules and regulations. For over two months the RAM telephone
number was not answered. Today one's chances of getting through
are only fifty-fifty. How can they expect someone t¢ run a

. business with no access to the people who know what the rules and

“ regulations are? I couldn't get through to find out how certain
parts of the form should be filled out. ! wrote letters asking
specific questions on how certain parts of the forms should be filled
out and never got a reply. Now, more than a month after I sent
in transfer forms, I still haven't heard. I can't get through and
now I'm pretty sure some part of the form I filed rmust have been
filled out wrong.

Several years ago, I purchased a vessel and their assoclated
quota shares. As it has now turned out, these associated quota
shares have been 2 detriment. These shares are small and due to
the block ammendment, I'm already blocked out of the areas |
want to fish. Now I'm in IFQ hell. I can't get through to transfer

these shares out of my name so ! can buy the larger shares that |
need to make trips economically feasible.

This brings me to another nightmare; trying to find unblocked
shares so [ am not blocked out. As you know, this unblocked

designation has put a premium on these shares. There are none
available, especially in C class, and those that are, are sold within a
day or two. All the while, I can find all the small blocks I want.
However, with the two block amendment, only fishers who don't

target on halibut or sablefish can have the luxury of purchasing a
small block.

The way this IFQ block systemn 1s workms out, there {s not
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nearly enough C class unblocked. 1 can find all the B class 1 want,
but no C ¢lass. ! can find all the C class, but only small blocks.
Something needs to be done to make the system work. Two blocks
are just not enough to be a workable alternative. In order to build
a trip, | need more than two blocks. Almost all of the available
quota for sale ts too small to work with. You've goét a system that
is great for guys who received initial allocations of large blocks and
small operators who only need a few pounds, but fishers who want
to build usable trips and target on halibut and sablefish in each
area can't.

Next, ] found some freezer quota to purchase. I don't want to
freeze, just sell fresh like the rest of my catch. Everyone I talked
to said you don't have to freeze A class quota. I was in the process
of paying the premium freezer price just to get some quota to use.
However, just a day before I put money in escrow, I found out you
can't use A class quota (even if you don't freeze or process) on the
same trip vou land € class quota. Extra constraints make small A
class quota unusable.

There are so many constraints in the program, it is actually
unworkable. ! don't want a lot of quota, I'd just like enough for
me and several crew members to make reasonable-sized trips in a
few of the areas. I enjoy fishing in the different areas; delivering
in different coastal towns, seeing the sights, and wvisiting. I don't
think it is too much to ask to have a system in place so | can fish
and travel in Alaska in a2 way longliners have been doing for many
vears.

Here are some options you should consider to {mprove the
IFQ program: increase the blocks to four or more; let the unblocked
shares travel over vesse! length; let quota that hasn't been fished
for a year become unblockeq; for a 1% fee payable t¢ NMFS, make
blocked shares become unblocked. Anything to make the system
more flexible would be an tmprovement. Some relief is needed. I
know I'm very frustrated with all the constraints. Many other
fishers 1 talk to are also. '

Sincerely, .

DMM—-\J A —~
Dave Franklin

F/V Haida Warrior -

cc Rris Norosz -
Implementation Council
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Senator Ted Stevens
Congressman Don Young
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Juneau, Alaska

v

99801
Honorable Congressmen,

We, the undersigned Alaskan Ialibut fisherman, ask that you
address the following inequeity in the I F Q Restricted Access
Management Plan.

As Alaskan Halibut fishermen, we fished halibut in the
qualifying years on our own class D (under 36') vessels. As such
ve now hold class D (under 36') Quota Share Certificates.

The inequity arises in that we no longer own or fish class D
(under 36') vessels. We now own and fish class C (over 36') vessels,
As such our Quota Shares cannot be used on the vessels that we now
own and fish,

Mr. Philip J. Smith, Chief of the RAM division, told us that
we cannot transfer our Quota Shares.to the vessels we now fish,

This ridgid attitude results in a severe hardship for those of
us who qualified in a Class D (under 36') vessel and now own &nd
fish class C (over 36') vessels. The change in vesscl class occured
both during and following the qualifying years.

We ask that we be allowed to fish our Quota Shares on the vessels
we now own and fish., This is a one time request on the initial
issuance of the Quota Shares. This request is made because it is
almost impossible to find a Quota Share block of equal value that
can be traded. The only other option is outright.sale of our Quota
Share block and hope to he able purchase a Quota Share block of
equal value for our vessel class. Tf we fail to find a Quota Share
block of equal value we are faced with Income Tax ramifications.

While the transfer we request would allow the use of Class D
(under 36') vessel shares on a Class C (over 36') vessel shares,
this would apply to original recipients only and any outright sale
of those shares would remain in Class D (under 36').

0o

\U\(ﬂ/

|
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BRISTOL BAY NATIVE ASSOCIATION A4 XS

P.O. BOX 310
DILLINGHAM, ALASKA 99576
PHONE (907) 842.5257

April 24, 1995

North Pacific Halibut Commission
Clarence Paultzke

605 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, AK. 99501

Dear Clarnece,

Enclosed please find BBNA resolution # 25 passed on April 5-6,
1995 at a meeting of the Board of Directors of the Bristol Bay
Native Association. BBNA, the regional non-profit service arm of
the Bristol Bay Region, represents 5400 members living in the
region’s 30 villages.

This resolution represents a formal statement of considered
opinion, intent, and resolve of the Association and its members.
We have taken this action out of concern for our social,
economic, and cultural well being. We communicate these
statements to inform you as to our position and to earnestly
solicit your assistance in our efforts.
We are interested in hearing your views on this issue.
Sincerely,
Bristol Bay Native Association

| Q.r‘uu,& \'*g.n- \,G_A /&

Terry Hoeffetrle
Chief Executive Officer

Enclosure:



BRISTOL BAY NATIVE ASSOCIATION, INC.
P.0. BOX 310
DILLINGHAM, ALASKA 99576

Resolution 95- A9
by
THE FULL BOARD OF DIRECTORS

a RESOLUTION OPPOSING IFQS FOR HALIBUT

WHEREAS, the Halibut Commission and the North Pacific Fisheries
Management Council have instituted an Individual
Fisheries Quota (IFQ) system for halibut; andg

WHEREAS, the communities of Chignik, Chignik Lagoon, Chignik
Lake, Perryville and Ivanof Bay are adversely affected
by this program since they depend on halibut as a
viable fishery but received minimal IFQs; and

WHEREAS, local fishermen do not have the capital to buy quotas;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Full Board of Directors of

the Bristol Bay Native Association that it opposes IFQs for
halibut.

ﬂﬁﬂ#—ﬁﬂ L) le

President

CERTIFICATION:

I, the undersigned Secretary of the Bristol Bay Native
Association, Inc., hereby certify that the foregoing resolution

was present.

ATV VNI A1 P
Secretary
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- GREENPEACE

Greenpeace - ® 4649 Sunnyside Ave N ® Seattle WA 98103  Tel (206) 632-4326
® Fax (206) 632-6122 ¢

‘May 2, 1995

The Honorable Don Young
Chairman ' .

House Committee on Resources

1324 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Young:

3
'

We are writing to urge you to strengthen the Magnuson
Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MFCMA) so that the
nation's fisheries and the coastal communities dependent
on them are sustained. . To this-end, we hope you will take a.
strong stance against the development and implementation of
Individual Transferable Quotas (ITQs).

Many are touting ITQs as a revolutionary, new fisheries
management paradigm: a regime which will inherently solve the
most pressing problems evidenced in U.S. fisheries--bycatch,
overfishing, and overcapitalization. Further, it is argued that
ITQs are a solution which is broadly supported by the fishing
industry. We are writing to let you know that this is in fact not
the case. ITQs are not a panacea. To the contrary, ITQs are a
theoretical system which may carry heavy ecological, social and
econonmic costs.

More specifically, we are concerned that:

1. ITQs are largely driven by economics and the desire to
maximize profits for a failing sector of the industry--the
factory trawler fleet. The goal of ITQs is not conservation. ITQs
will do little to ensure either the sustainability of fish stocks,
or the fishermen and coastal communities dependent on then.

2. ITQs do not address the environmental impacts of wasteful
fishing practices, specifically the problems of bycatch and
-discards. In fact ITQs will provide a greater incentive to discard
fish which are not the right size, sex or quality desirable for
maximum profitability. In this manner, the bycatch problem will

R ECY CL ED P AP ER



.only be exacerbated. Furthermore, ITQs will reward those who
fished least conservatlvely and wasted the most flsh with the
largest quota share. . .

3. ITQs will concentrate flshery ‘resources into the-hands of
large corporations which can afford to buy up quota shares. This
. process will force individual fishermen out of business, and

- threaten community-linked fishing operations.

4. ITQs will be granted only to vessel owners, which in many
cases are neither the captain nor a crew member.

5. Estimated costs of monitoring and enforcing an ITQ program are
two to three times greater than costs under present fishery
management systems.

6. Finally, ITQs will fundamentally change the nature of fishery
resources. ITQs will take what is presently a resource belonging
to all U.S. citizens and transform it into private property that
belongs to only a few select individuals or corporations. Once
the nation's fisheries are privatized, fishing will no longer be
a privilege--the fish will become private property and fishing a
property right.

Given the potential problems ass001ated with ITQs systems, we
’ ask you to consider the fact that myriad management tools exist to
address fisheries management;problems--tools which do not carry the

' “ecologlcal,'soclal and economic risks enumerated ahove.

Thank you for your interest and attention to this important
issue. We look forward to working with you on the Magnuson Fishery

~Conservat10n and Management Act reauthorlzatlon 1n the upcomlng';_

“weeks.
Respectfully,
% |
Bill Coffer Cristina Mormorunni
General Manager Fisheries Campaigner
Deep Pacific Fishing Company Greenpeace

C.C. Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation
House Committee on Resources
Washington State Congressional Delegation
Oregon State Congressional Delegation
California State Congressional Delegation
Alaska State Congressional Delegation
“ North Pacific Fishery Managemerit Council
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May 2, 1995

The Honorable Larry Pressler

Chairman -

Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation
254 Russell Senate Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20510 ‘

Dear Senator Pressler:

We are writing to urge you to strengthen the Magnuson
-Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MFCMA) so that the
nation's fisheries and the coastal communities dependent
on them are sustained. To this end, we hope you will take a
_strong stance against the development and implementation of
Individual Transferable Quotas (ITQs). T :

Many are touting ITQs as a revolutionary, new fisheries
management paradigm: a regime which will inherently solve the
most pressing problems evidenced in U.S. fisheries--bycatch, .
overfishing, and overcapitalization. Further, it is argued that
ITQs are a solution which is broadly supported by the fishing
industry. We are writing to let you know that this is in fact not
the case. ITQs are not a panacea. To the contrary, ITQs are a
theoretical system which may carry heavy ecological, social and
economic costs. : :

More specifically, we are concerned that:

l. ITQs are largely driven by economics and the desire to
maximize profits for a failing sector of the industry--the
factory trawler fleet. The goal of ITQs is not conservation. ITQs
will do little to ensure either the sustainability of fish stocks,
or the fishermen and coastal communities dependent on them.

2. ITQs do not address the environmental impacts of wasteful
fishing practices, specifically the problems of bycatch and
discards. In fact ITQs will provide a greater incentive to discard
fish which are not the right size, sex or quality desirable for
maximum profitability.” In this manner, the bycatch problem will
only be exacerbated. Furthermore, ITQs will reward those who
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fished least conservatively and wasted the most fish Wlth the .

.1argest quota share.

3. ITQs w111 concentrate flshery resources into the hands of

" large corporations which can afford to buy up quota shares. - This
process will force individual fishermen out of business, and
threaten community-linked fishing operations.

4. ITQs will be granted'only'to vessel owners, which in many
cases are neither the captain nor a crew member.

5. Estimated costs of monitoring and enforcing an ITQ program are
two to three times greater than costs under present fishery
management systems.

6. Finally, ITQs will fundamentally change the nature of flshery
resources. .ITQs will take what is presently a resource belonging
" to all U.S. citizens and transform it into private property that
belongs to only a few select individuals or corporations. Once

the nation's fisheries are privatized, fishing will no longer be
a prlvilege--the fish will become private property and fishing a

property right.

Given the potential problems associated with ITQs systems, we
ask you to consider the fact that myriad management tools exist to

address fisheries managementqproblems--tools which do not carry the

ecological, social and economic: rlsks enumerated -above. -

Thank you  for your 1nterest and attention to thls 1mportant
issue. We look forward to working with you on the Magnuson Flshery

Conservation and Management Act reauthorlzatlon 1n the upcomlng

) ..weeks. . . N . - . . . . . .
: - Respectfully, '
Bill cCoffer Cristina Mormorunni
General Manager ‘ Fisheries Campaigner
Deep Pacific Fishing Co. Greenpeace

C.C. Senate Committee on Commerce, Science . and Transportation
House Committee on Resources
Washington State Congressional Delegation
Oregon State Congressional Delegation
California State Congressional Delegation
Alaska State Congressional Delegation
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Pacific Fishery Management Council )
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Joanna Ludvick Marlen

Box 262
Sand Point, Alaska 99661

North Pacific Fishery Management Council:

I still have a severe case of heartburn over the IFQ
giveaway program. Halibut and halibut futures were

given away to mostly .outside interests. This was a

death sentence for small fishing villages like Sand Point.
I know of men that have fished for halibut for 50 or more
years out of Sand Point, but now they are locked out of
this fishery. Now it appears that there will be another
big fishery giveaway on groundfish and crab. The Alaska
Crab Coalition (a misnomer since they are based in
Seattle) would like you to believe that since the Northwest
Mariner rolled over that the only way the fishermen can
fish safely is to issue ITQ's. It looks like they just

7 want to secure all the crab and crab futures for Washington

boats. AFTA wants us to issue ITQ's because their boats

are overcapitalized and they want the federal government to
keep them afloat. If ITQ's and/or license limitations are
passed then they are passed at the expense of the state of
Alaska and Alaskans. I am opposed to these fishery
proposals that block Alaskans from fishing for fish in their
own waters.

I hope that you will give my letter some consideration since
I do not have hefty travel allowances to travel to all of
your meetings. Please do not push this through so quickly
that we do not understand all of the ramifications.

If you still fe=l that you must do something to limit effort
then let's look at the salmon permit system to see if we have
learned any lessons there. If you must issue fishing licenses,
then they should be issued as a privilege to fish not an asset.
A license should not be allowed to be sold or transferred. It
should go back to the agency where it can be reissued to other
qualified applicants. After all, aren't we in the fish business
and not the fish license business?

Thank you for your consideration.

N Joanna Ludvick Marlen

CC: The Dutch Harbor Fisherman
Anchorage Daily Times
Governor Knowles
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