AGENDA C-2
SEPTEMBER 1988

MEMORANDUM

TO: Council, SSC and AP Members

FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke
Executive Director

DATE: September 22, 1988

SUBJECT: Halibut Management

ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Review halibut allocation proposals and recommendations from the Halibut
Management Team and Halibut Regulatory Amendment Advisory Group.

(b) Approve allocative proposals for analysis and public review.

BACKGROUND

Last yedr the Council initiated a process to consider proposals for the
allocative management of halibut fisheries off Alaska, based upon authority of
the North Pacific Halibut Act of 1982. After reviewing over 70 proposals the
Council approved management measures for trip limits in IPHC Regulatory Areas
4C and 4E as well as an 807 allocation of the Area 4E catch to local
fishermen. The Secretary of Commerce approved the trip limits for both areas
but denied approval for the explicit allocation to local fishermen in Area 4E.

This year we received 15 proposals by the September 15 deadline; six
additional late proposals have been received to date. The Halibut Management
Team met by teleconference on September 21 and categorized the proposals into
five main groups:

Limited access: Sixteen of the proposals advocated implementation of
limited access in the halibut fishery; 12 of the proposals requested
share quotas, four requested license limitation.

Gear limitation: Two proposals advocated limitations on the amount of
gear (skate limits) that any vessel can fish.

Landing restrictions: One proposal advocated controls on the quality of
fish that can be landed: all halibut should be dressed, bled, cleaned,
and iced within 24 hours of being caught and all halibut must be dressed
and chilled throughout prior to sale.

Area 4B: One proposal advocated that a series of short openings be
allowed in Area 4B (Aleutian Islands) within a catch limit of 500,000
pounds, prior to a regularly scheduled opening of the area by the IPHC.
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Area 4C: One proposal advocated that a trip limit of 10,000 pounds be

enforced in Area 4C (Pribilof Islands) until 80Z of the Area 4C catch
limit is taken.

The Halibut Management Team will make its recommendations to the Halibut RAAG
on September 26. Recommendations of the team and the RAAG, as well as copies

of the proposals, will be distributed as a supplemental item during the
Council meeting.

According to the schedule established under the halibut amendment cycle,
proposals approved for analysis will be developed by the Halibut Management
Team and a Notice of Availability for the preliminary analyses published in
the Federal Register in October. At the December meeting the Council will
review more complete analyses and public comment and recommend which proposals
should be forwarded to the Secretary of Commerce £for approval and
implementation. This rapid schedule is required in order to coordinate with
the IPHC, which conducts its annual meeting in January, and to assure
implementation of rules in time for next year's halibut fishery.
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REPORT OF THE HALIBUT MANAGEMENT TEAM
ON THE 1988 PROPOSALS FOR ALLOCATIVE MANAGEMENT
) OF HALIBUT FISHERIES OF ALASKA

On September 21, 1988 the Halibut Management Team (MT) met by teleconference to review and categorize
15 regulatory proposals received from the public. Six additional proposals have been received by the Council
since the September 15 deadline, however these proposals all fell within one of the categories previously outlined
by the MT.

Following is the team’s assessment of the proposals by category. The proposals themselves are attached for your
review.

Limited access

Sixteen proposals advocated some form of limited access for the halibut fishery: four recommended license
limitation, while twelve recommended individual or share quotas.

The MT recognized the importance of limited access as a management tool to address the intense "derby" nature
of the halibut fishery. The team also recognized that such a sweeping management regime would require more
extensive analysis than would be available under the annual halibut amendment cycle.

" The team recommends, therefore, that halibut limited access be considered in association with current efforts
on sablefish limited access, future FOG committee deliberations, or on its own extended cycle.

Gear limitation
Two proposals advocated limitations on the amount of gear (skate limits) that any vessel be allowed to fish.

Although such gear limitations can have allocative effects, the MT also recognized that such limits are an
authorized management tool available to the IPHC and can be used for conservation-based management without
undue allocative impacts if graduated by vessel size or other appropriate criteria. The team also recognized that
enforcement of gear limitations may be very difficult, based upon past IPHC experience in the fishery, and that
imposition of gear limitations could impact future qualification under possible limited access systems.

The team recommends, therefore, that requests for gear limitations be deferred to the IPHC, for their
determination of whether such management controls are necessary for conservation reasons.

Landing restrictions

One proposal advocated that certain quality restrictions be enforced before halibut can be landed. Specifically,
the proposal recommends that all halibut must be dressed, bled, cleaned, and iced within 24 hours of being
caught and that all halibut must be dressed and chilled throughout prior to exvessel sale.

The team recognized that there may be quality problems because halibut is being landed during short openings,
but that such landing restrictions are not conservation or allocative management measures. Although the Council
may be interested in improving quality, in order to maximize the benefit to the Nation, the team noted that such
regulations would be a departure from current management emphasis and would also be difficult to enforce.

The team recommends, therefore, that the Council refer this proposal to other agencies that may have direct
authority over seafood quality, such as perhaps the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation.

Short openings in Area 4B

One proposal requested that a series of short openings be allowed in Area 4B (Aleutian Islands), within a catch
limit of 500,000 pounds, prior to the regularly scheduled and longer opening in the area set by the IPHC.



The team recognized that this proposal is an allocative issue of importance to local fishermen in the Atka area.
Short openings in the beginning of the fishing year would not attract the non-local large boat fleet, thereby
providing an opportunity for local fishermen to capture some part of the area catch limit without intense
competition. Similar allocative proposals for Area 4B (smaller regulatory area, short seasons, etc.) were
presented to the Council last year but were not acted upon. The Atka fishermen subsequently made similar
proposals to the IPHC, who also did not act upon the requests because of their predominately allocative
rationale. Although the setting of seasons is a management tool under the authority of the IPHC, its use for
primarily allocative purposes would likely require Council concurrence.

The team recommends, therefore, that the Council consider this allocative proposal. If the Council chooses to
make an allocative decision to enhance the opportunities of fishermen in Atka, then it could provide guidance
to the IPHC to that effect while leaving the actual setting of season dates to the Commission. The team believes
that sufficient analysis of the proposal could be accomplished within the current halibut amendment cycle.

Trip limits in Area 4C

One proposal requested that a 10,000 pound trip limit be established in Area 4C (Pribilof Islands) until 80% of
the area catch limit is taken.

The team recognized that trip limits were established for this area by the Council last year (10,000 pounds until
50% of the catch limit was taken and 20,000 pounds thereafter). Under this regime, local vessels in 1988
captured approximately 80% of the Area 4C catch limit of 700,000 pounds. The current proposal requests
additional allocative preference to local vessels by extending the 10,000 pound trip limit, which would discourage
the non-local large vessel fleet, until 80% of the area catch limit is captured. The team believes that local vessels
have secured an ample portion of the area catch limit and that further disincentives to non-local vessels may be
unjustified.

The team recommends, however, that the Council consider this allocative proposal. If the Council chooses to
make an allocative decision to further enhance the opportunity of local vessels to harvest the catch limit in Area
4C, then the team would be able to produce sufficient analysis of the proposal within the current halibut
amendment cycle.

mma

The MT has categorized the proposals into five groups. Considering the nature of each category, the team
believes that only the proposals for short early openings in Area 4B and trip limits in Area 4C are amenable to
analysis during the current amendment cycle. Proposals for limited access are recognized as important, but
should be analyzed and reviewed over a longer term. Proposals for gear limitation should be deferred to the
IPHC and the proposal on halibut quality (landing restrictions) should be deferred to another agency with
authority over seafood quality.
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AGENDA C-2
SUPPLEMENTAL
SEPTEMBER 1988

REPORT OF THE HALIBUT REGULATORY AMENDMENT ADVISORY GROUP (RAAG)
ON THE 1988 PROPOSALS FOR ALLOCATIVE MANAGEMENT

OF HALIBUT FISHERIES OFF ALASKA

On September 21, 1988 the Halibut Management Team (MT) met by teleconference to review and categorize
15 regulatory proposals received from the public. Six additional proposals were received by the Council after
the September 15 deadline, however these proposals all fell within one of the categories previously outlined by
the MT.

On September 26, 1988 the Halibut Regulatory Amendment Advisory Group (RAAG) met to review the MT
recommendations and to forward specific recommendations to the Council.

Following is the Halibut RAAG’s assessment of all 21 proposals by category. The proposals themselves are
attached for your review.

1. Limited access

Sixteen proposals advocated some form of limited access for the halibut fishery: four recommended license
limitation, while twelve recommended individual or share quotas.

The MT recognized the importance of limited access as a management tool to address the intense "derby” nature
of the halibut fishery. The team also recognized that such a management regime would require more extensive
analysis than would be available under the annual halibut amendment cycle.

The team recommended, therefore, that halibut limited access be considered in association with current efforts
on sablefish limited access, future FOG committee deliberations, or on its own extended cycle.

The Halibut RAAG also acknowledged the potential importance of the limited access issue, but recommends
that the issue not be combined with ongoing consideration of sablefish limited access nor necessarily await
deliberations of the FOG committee.,

The Halibut RAAG recommends that preliminary, or exploratory, consideration be given to limited access in the
halibut fishery, similar to exercises that the Council and other interest groups performed for sablefish. These
would include questionnaires to fishermen and processors on appropriate limited access systems and potential
workshops to assess industry interest. If sufficient interest is expressed, then halibut limited access could be put
on an extended amendment cycle. + whetten - het 47(_11 want () dek Cucrton—

2., Gear limitation
Two proposals advocated limitations on the amount of gear (skate limits) that any vessel be allowed to fish.

Although such gear limitations can have allocative effects, the MT also recognized that such limits are an
authorized management tool available to the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) and can be used
for conservation-based management without undue allocative impacts if graduated by vessel size or other
appropriate criteria. The team also recognized that enforcement of gear limitations may be very difficult, based
upon past IPHC experience in the fishery, and that imposition of gear limitations could impact future
qualification under possible limited access systems.



The team recommended, therefore, that requests for gear limitations be referred to the IPHC, for their
determination of whether such management controls are necessary for conservation reasons.

The Halibut RAAG recommends, similarly to the MT, the requests for gear limitation be referred to the IPHC.

3. Landing restrictions

One proposal advocated that certain quality restrictions be enforced before halibut can be landed. Specifically,
the proposal recommends that all halibut must be dressed, bled, cleaned, and iced within 24 hours of being
caught and that all halibut must be dressed and chilled throughout prior to exvessel sale.

The team recognized that there may be quality problems because halibut is being landed during short openings,
but that such landing restrictions are not typical conservation or allocative management measures. Although the
Council may be interested in improving quality, in order to maximize the benefit to the Nation, the team noted
that such regulations would be a departure from current management emphasis and would also be difficult to
enforce.

The team recommended, therefore, that the Council refer this proposal to other agencies that may have direct
authority over seafood quality, such as perhaps the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation.

The Halibut RAAG recommends that the Council endorse concern for halibut quality and direct Council staff
to make appropriate inquiries to agencies of the State of Alaska on how such landing laws or regulations could
be enacted. Below is a draft motion for Council consideration:

Move that the Council express concern for the quality of halibut landed and direct staff to correspond
with appropriate agencies of the State of Alaska to encourage their pursuit of landing laws or regulations,

similar to the HANA proposal, to require that fishermen take appropriate care (i.c., dress and ice) of

halibut prior to delivery to processors.

4, Short openings in Area 4B

One proposal requested that a series of short openings be allowed in Area 4B (Aleutian Islands), within a catch
limit of 500,000 pounds, prior to the regularly scheduled and longer opening in the area set by the IPHC,

The team characterized this proposal as an allocative issue of importance to local fishermen in the Atka area.
Short openings in the beginning of the fishing year would not normally attract the non-local large boat fleet,
thereby providing an opportunity for local fishermen to capture some part of the area catch limit without intense
competition. Similar allocative proposals for Area 4B (smaller regulatory area, short seasons, etc.) were
presented to the Council last year but were not acted upon. The Atka fishermen subsequently made similar
proposals to the IPHC, who also did not act upon the requests because of their predominately allocative
rationale. Although the setting of seasons is a management tool under the authority of the IPHGC, its use for
primarily allocative purposes would likely require Council concurrence.

The team recommended, therefore, that the Council consider, although not necessarily approve, this proposal.
If the Council chose to make an allocative decision to enhance the opportunities of fishermen in Atka, then it
could provide guidance to the IPHC to that effect while leaving the actual setting of season dates to the

Commission. The team believed that sufficient analysis of the proposal could be accomplished within the current
halibut amendment cycle.

The Halibut RAAG did not believe that the proposal constituted an overt allocative request, because no explicit
allocative regime (e.g., trip limits, local preference) was included in the proposal. Therefore the Halibut RAAG
recommends that the proposal, without any allocative emphasis, be referred to the IPHC for their consideration
and action. -
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S. Trip limits in Area 4C

One proposal requested that a 10,000 pound trip limit be established in Area 4C (Pribilof Islands) until 80% of
the area catch limit is taken.

The team noted that trip limits were established for this area by the Council last year (10,000 pounds until 50%
of the catch limit was taken and 20,000 pounds thereafter). Under this regime, local vessels in 1988 captured
approximately 70% of the Area 4C catch limit of 700,000 pounds. The EA/RIR for last year’s proposal predicted
that local fishermen would capture only between 28.6 and 31.3 % of the Area 4C catch limit under the enacted
regulations.

These regulations will remain in force if no action is taken to repeal them. The current proposal, however,
requests additional allocative preference to local vessels by extending the 10,000 pound trip limit, which would
discourage the non-local large vessel fleet, until 80% of the area catch limit is captured. The team believed that
local vessels have secured an ample portion of the area catch limit and that further disincentives to non-local
vessels may be unjustified.

The team recommended, however, that the Council consider, although not necessarily approve, this allocative
proposal. If the Council chose to make an allocative decision to further enhance the opportunity of local vessels
to harvest the catch limit in Area 4C, then the team would be able to perform sufficient analysis of the proposal
within the current halibut amendment cycle.

The Halibut RAAG recommends that the Council consider this proposal but makes no recommendation on
whether or not the Council should approve the action.

UMMARY

The MT and RAAG have categorized the proposals into five groups. Considering the nature of each category,
the Halibut RAAG believes that only the proposal for trip limits in Area 4C is amenable to Council analysis and
action during the current amendment cycle. Proposals for limited access are recognized as important but should
be analyzed and reviewed over a longer term, beginning with a canvas of industry opinion. Proposals for gear
limitation should be referred to the IPHC and the proposal on halibut quality (landing restrictions) should be
referred to another agency with authority over seafood quality, along with a Council endorsement for action to
improve the quality of halibut landings. The proposal for short season openings in Area 4B should be referred
to the IPHC without connotation of allocative intent or effect.



HALIBUT PROPOSAL
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I WOULD LIKE TO SUPPORT A MOVE TO THE INDIVIDUAL SHARE QUOTA SYSTEM WHICH I BELIEVE
IS SOMETIMES REFERRED TO AS THE L. Q. SYSTEM. AS I UNDERSTAND THIS SYSTEM PAST
PARTICIPANTS IN THE HALIBUT FISHERY WOULD RECEIVE ONE OR MORE SHARES DEPENDING

ON THEIR QUALIFICATIONS TO MEET A SET OF CRITERIA DESIGNED TO MEASURE A FISHERMANS
RIGHT TO RECEIVE AN INTEREST IN THE FISHERY. THIS CRITERIA WOULD FOLLOW THAT WHICH
WAS USED IN ESTABLISHING OTHER LIMITED ENTRY FISHERIES OR THEY WOULD BE MODIFIED
AS NECESSARY. THESE SHARES COULD THEN BE BOUGHT AND SOLD AT WILL WITH PERHAPS

SOME CAP ON THE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF SHARES THAT ANY ONE FISHERMAN COULD OWN. THE
IPHC THEN WOULD MERELY ESTABLIS!H THE QUOTA FOR EACH AREA AS THEY DO NOW,DIVIDE
THE NUMBER OF SHARES IN EACH MANAGEMENT AREA INTO THE QUOTA FOR THAT AREA AND

EACH FISHERMAN WOULD BE ABLE TO CATCH ONLY THE AMOUNT OF HALIBUT TO WHICH HE WAS
ENTITLED BY THE NUMBER OF SHARES WHICH HE OWNED OR LEASED. FISHING WOULD BE OPEN
CONTINUIOUSLY WITH CLOSURES ONLY AS BIOLOGICALLY NECESSARY.

THE OBJECTIVE OF THIS PROPOSAL IS TO ENHANCE THE PROFIT POTENTIAL FOR A REASONABLE
NUMBER OF FISHERMEN WHILE ENHANCING SAFETY, REDUCING LOSS OF RESOURCE, AND REDUCING
THE ENFORCEMENT BURDEN.

UNDER THE PRESENT SYSTEM THE FLEET HARVESTING CAPACITY FAR AND AWAY EXCEEDS THE
HALIBUT RESOURCE AND RESULTS ‘IN CHAOS NOT ONLY ON THE FISHING GROUNDS BUT MANY
TIMES AT THE PROCESSOR PLANTS AS WELL. THE PRESENT SYSTEM PROMOTES:

OVER CAPITALIZATION

UNECCONOMICAL FISHING METHODS WHICH ARE BROUGHT ABOUT BY PULSE FISHING
PERIODS.

DEAD LOSS DUE TO PROSPECTING

DEAD LOSS DUE TO EXCESSIVE GEAR LEFT IN THE WATER DUE TO STORMS,
ENCOUNTERING A HIGHER CATCH RATE THAN EXPECTED AND EXCEEDING VESSEL
CAPACITY, OR SIMPLY NOT BEING ABLE TO RETRIVE FISHING GEAR BECAUSE
OF THE FISHING PERIOD TIME CONSTRAINT IN CONJUNCTION WITH ANY OF
MANY OTHER REASONS.

PULSE AVAILABILITY OF FRESH HALIBUT RESULING IN LOWER PRICES AND
REDUCING PRODUCT POTENTIAL.

POORER HANDLING TECHNIQUES DUE TO DERBY FISHING RESULTING IN
LOWER QUALITY,

PRESSURE ON BOAT OWNERS AND CREWS TO FISH IN DANGEROUS STORMS AFTER
THE TIME AND EXPENSE TO GEAR UP FOR A FISHING PERIOD WITH NO WAY TO
RECOVER THEIR LOSSES.

IT APPEARS TO ME THAT IT WOULD BE MUCH EASIER FOR ENFORCEMENT TO WATCH THE LIMITED
NUMBER OF DELIVERY POINTS AS OPPOSED TO KEEPING WATCH ON THE ENTIRE FISHING GROUNDS.
I BELIEVE THAT A SYSTEM OF RECORDS AND REPORTING COULD BE DEVISED THAT WOULD BE
BOTH MORE EFFECTIVE AND LESS EXPENSIVE THAN THE PRESENT SYSTEM.



THE PRESENT PRICE PAID TO THE FISHERMEN FOR HALIBUT IS DIFFICULT TO UNDERSTAND. . a
WHEN ONE FACTORS IN THE FISHERMANS LABOR IN GUTTING THE FISH ALONG WITH THE PRICE

BEING BASED ON HEAD OFF AND GUTTED WITH ICE AND SLIME DEDUCTIONS THE FISHERMAN

GETS MORE FOR HUMPYS AND DOGS. YET THAT IS NOT THE CASE AT THE RETAIL MARKET LEVEL.

I BELIEVE THAT SOME SORT OF LIMITED ENTRY SYSTEM RESULTSIIN THE FISHERMAN GETTING.

A FAIR PRICE.

CONGRESS IS FINALLY STEPPING IN WITH SOME SAFETY LEGISTRATION AFTER THE INDUSTRY
FAILED TO TAKE *  POSITIVE ACTION TO PROMOTE SAFETY. WE ARE ALL AT FAULT FOR

ALLOWING THIS THIS SITUATION WHICH PRESSURES PEOPLE TO TAKE GREAT PHYSICAL RISK
IN ORDER TO SURVIVE FINANCIALLY, ESPECIALLY WHEN SUCH A GOOD ALTERNATIVE EXISTS.

I BELIEVE THAT A SHARE QUOTA SYSTEM ADDRESS, AND VERY EFFECTIVELY SO, ALL OF THE

MAJOR REGLATORY PROBLEMS IN THIS AREA."THERE ARE TOO MANY PEOPLE IN THE FISHERY -
NOW'"IS THE REASON OFTEN CITED AGAINST LIMITED ENTRY. THE SHARE QUOTA SYSTEM IS

THE MOST EFFECTIVE SOLUTION TO THIS PROBLEM. NOBODY HAS TO BE LEFT OUT ENTIRELY __—
AND FISHERMEN CAN BE AWARDED FISHING RIGHTS IN PROPORTION TO WHAT THEY DESERVE. T
SOME FISHERMEN WILL RECEIVE VERY FEW SHARES AND MAY FEEL PRESSURED TO EITHER SELL

THEIR SHARES OR PURCHASE OTHER SHARES BUT IN THE END OUR FREE MARKET SYSTEM WILL

DO ITS THING AND THE PRICE OF A SHARE WILL SEEK ITS REAL VALUE. . EVERYONE WILL

HAVE A MUCH BETTER BETTER CHANCE OF GETTING THEIR FAIR SHARE AS OPPOSED TO THE

WINNER TAKE ALL SYSTEM OF LIMITED ENTRY WHERE ALL PERMITS ARE EQUAL.

IT IS DIFFICULT TO UNDERSTAND WHY ANY FISHERMAN LOOKING BEYOND HIS OWN WALLET

AND CONCERNED ABOUT THE HEALTH AND QUALITY OF THIS FISHERY COULD OPPOSE A SHARE

QUOTA SYSTEM. THIS DOES PREVENT A FISHERMAN FROM GOING OUT FOR THE BIGGEST SHARE -
OF THE CATCH UNLESS OF COURSE HE OR SHE OWNS MORE SHARES. I THINK THAT PERSON

WILL FIND THAT EVEN THOUGH HE MIGHT NOT GET AS BIG A PIECE OF THE PIE AS HE WOULD

LIKE HE WILL BE GETTING A SHARE OF A BIGGER AND MUCH MORE VALUABLE PIE.

ANY FORM OF LIMITED ENTRY IS A FAR CRY FROM THE DAYS PAST WHEN THERE WERE A QUARTER
OF THE FISHERMEN WITH ONE TENTH OF THE HARVESTING CAPACITY. TO GO WITH A HALF
LIMITED ENTRY SYSTEM IS TO SOLVE HALF OF THE PROBLEM. THE SAME PROBLEMS STILL
EXIST BUT ON ALITTLE SMALLER SCALE. WHY FIX HALF OF THE FISHERY WHEN YOU CAN FIX

IT ALL?

WITE ALL THE CURVE BALLS THAT MOTHER NATURE, THE MARKET PLACE, THE EXCHANGE RATE,
THE POLITIANS, THE INSURANCE COMPANYS AND MY BOAT CAN THROW AT ME I WELCOME THE
STABLEIZING INFLUENCE THAT LIMITED ENTRY BRINGS.

SINCERELY,

ROBERT E. PRIES






