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The Alaska commercial fishing industry is a vital component of Alaska's social and
economic structure, the product of a dynamic matrix of elusive and abundant fishery
resources, fluctuating markets, and a wide variety of diverse regional interests and needs.

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) has focused a great deal of
its attention on addressing certain problems in the Alaska halibut and sablefish fisheries for
many years. These considerations have primarily concentrated on the development of a
share-quota, or Individual Fishery Quota (IFQ) management plan for these fisheries.

IFQ management has been a highly controversial question since it was initially
discussed for the Alaska halibut fishery in the early 1980s. While IFQ management had
some support at that time, strong opposition to this type of management was expressed by
many individual fishermen, fishermen’s organizations, processors, municipalities, and other
organizations. In 1983, the Alaska Legislature expressed its opposition in Legislative
Resolve Number 7, "Relating to the imposition of a halibut moratorium and the establishment
of a shares system for halibut in Alaska”.

Since that time, the NPFMC has continued to pursue the development of IFQ
management plans for the halibut and sablefish fisheries regardless of the continued
opposition. At their December, 1991 meeting the Council passed an IFQ management plan
for the halibut and sablefish fisheries in spite of overwhelming testimony against such action.
Again, concerns were strongly expressed by a large and diverse group of individuals,
organizations, and industry and municipal representatives, to no avail.

The NPFMC has essentially decided to address the problems they have identified in
the halibut and sablefish fisheries by artificially inducing a dramatic reduction in the number
of participants through economic attrition. Any IFQ plan will exclude participants who fail to
meet the criteria to qualify for initial share allocations. "Marginal" operators will find it
necessary to either buy more shares to allow them continued viability in the fishery, or sell out
completely—an increased burden on the conduct of their business either way. Eventually
those with the greatest wealth and financial stability will survive this attrition process, and
those fisheries will be owned by fewer and fewer people.

Referring to a study of the socio-economic impacts of the IFQ plan passed by the
NPFMC now being conducted by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), council
member Clem Tillion recently was recently quoted: "The state supports the program and is
convinced the study will show it is beneficial for Alaska to do this", and regarding Governor
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Hickel's request that the Council delay proceeding with the implementation process of the
plan until the NMFS study is completed, that the governor was "reacting to a lot of community
councils who don't know anything about fishing" (Anchorage Daily News, January 14, 1992).

The implementation of an IFQ system in the halibut and sablefish fisheries will have
serious impacts on the Alaska commercial fishing industry and Alaskan coastal communities.
This action will be precedential and virtually irreversible. Concerns that have been
repeatedly expressed regarding the socio-economic impacts and the administrative and
enforcement costs of IFQ management have not been adequately recognized or addressed
by the NPFMC. Alternate, more flexible management measures have not been attempted.

| urge the Legislature to once again add its voice to those who wish to maintain the
commercial fishing industry as one of the most important elements of our state's economy. |
urge your support and the expeditious approval of SJR 38.
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North facific Fishery Management Courses!

Richard B. Lauber, Chairman Mailing Address: P.O. Box 103126
Clarence G. Pautzke, Executive Director Anchorage, Alaska 99510
605 West 4th Avenue Telephone: (907) 271-2809
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 FXX: (907) 271-2817
July 19, 1991

Dear Reviewer:

Enclosed is a draft Environmental Impact Statement/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis (EIS/RIR/IRFA) of proposed individual fishing quota management alternatives
for the halibut fisheries in the Gulf of AJaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands. This document was
reviewed by the Council at their June. 24-29, 1991 meeting and approved for public distribution.

The Council requests that anyone having additional information pertaining to the amendment, its
alternatives, or the draft EIS/RIR/IRFA, submit it to the Council during the 45-day public comment
period which commences August 2,1991. All new information will be summarized and included when
possible in the final documents. Written comments should be received in the Council office no later

than 5:00 p.m. fADT) on September 16. 1991.

The Council is also asking for the opinions of the fishing community' and other affected individuals
regarding which alternatives the Council should approve. It is hoped that the draft analysis will help
the public provide meaningful and constructive feedback to aid the Council in their deliberations.

At their September 23-27, 1991 meeting in Anchorage, the Council will make their final decision on
whether to submit the amendment and supporting documentation to the Secretary of Commerce for
implementation. The Council will accept oral testimony at the September meeting; however, such
testimony should be limited to clarification of earlier written comments and recommendations about
the Council’s choices rather than submission of new information.

Dr Rev/Halibut 7/19/91 HIA/CORR



1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Management Background

The commercial harvest of halibut began off Alaska in the 1890s. The size of the fleet increased with
the advent of power driven schooners and cold storage plants. (Thompson, 1975). The steamer fleet
with sail-powered dorys peaked in 1914 and declined thereafter. Next came a schooner fleet in the
1920s. These vessels were designed solely for longlining and many are still fishing. Most of the
vessels currently operating in the halibut fleet were constructed in the 1970s and are capable of using
more than one gear type (IPHC, 1989). Halibut harvests coastwide have ranged from 56.9 million
Ibs in 1929 to a low of 21.3 million Ibs in 1974 and a peak of 74.3 million Ibs in 1988.

The management of halibut was originally controlled by both Canada and the U.S., each off their
respective coasts. In 1923 the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) was established by
a convention between the two nations. An additional treaty was signed in 1953 and amended by
protocol in 1979. The IPHC has the authority to:

Establish regulatory areas;
Limit catch by area;
License vessels;

Regulate gear types;
Protect nursery areas;
Collect statistics; and
Conduct scientific research.
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The IPHC has exercised its authority in all of these manners and currently uses regulations of all
seven types off the coast of Alaska.

In 1982, the U.S. government added to the management of halibut by delegating additional, but not
conflicting, regulatory authority with the geographically responsible Fishery Management Councils
(Northern Pacific Halibut Act of 1982, P.L. 97-176). Among other authorities, this act allows the
Councils to develop limited entry criteria as set forth in Section 303(b)(6) of the Magnuson Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (MFCMA) for approval by the Secretary of Commerce. This
limited entry authority is provided "That the Regional Council may provide for the rural coastal
villages of Alaska the opportunity to establish a commercial halibut fishery in areas in the Bering Sea
to the north of 56 degrees north latitude during a 3 year development period." (16 U.S.C. 773-773k).
The Act also prohibited foreign fishing for halibut in the 200-mile Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ).
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council), by virtue of its geographical authority
under the MFCMA and the Halibut Act, regulates halibut off the coast of Alaska.

In 1978 the Council became concerned about a rapidly expanding halibut fleet. Total allowable
catches (TACs) of halibut were increasing each year but the seasons were shortening. Concerns
centered on resource management and the availability of a quality product to the consumer
throughout the year. In November 1978, the Council set December 31, 1978 as a cut-off date for
eligibility in the eventuality that some form of limited access was developed in the succeeding two or

three years.

Beginning in 1979, workgroups began to assess methods of limiting access to the halibut fishery. A
moratorium was proposed by the IPHC at their February, 1982 meeting, requested by various industry
segments, and approved by the Council at its March, 1982 meeting. Regulations to implement the
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moratorium were published in the Federal Register on February 3, 1983 (48 FR 4861-4863). The
moratorium was disapproved by the Administrator of NOAA on June 15, 1983 following a
recommendation from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). The reason given for
disapproval was that "(a) moratorium on entry into this [halibut] fishery would not contribute to a
resolution of the problems of excess participation and overcapitalization, and could even introduce
further inefficiencies and inequities to the fishery." (NMFS, 1983). The refusal referenced an OMB
suggestion that any further consideration of limited access include an alternative "with free marketing
of fishery permits by individuals" (OMB, 1983).

During this same time period, consideration was already being given to an IFQ form of management.
The Council contracted with Northwest Resources Analysis of Seattle, Washington to prepare a study
of limited access options in the halibut fishery (Northwest Resource Analysis 1983). Because there
was substantial information already available about other forms of limited entry, the Council directed
that the study should determine whether an IFQ system would be feasible under the current
conditions of the fishery. The report concluded that an IFQ system of management held the greatest
potential for resolution of problems in the fishery. The report estimated that potential net benefits
from such a system, including costs of unreported catch, would be at least $5,373 million.

Following disapproval of the moratorium, the Council continued with some studies of halibut limited
access. However, the Councils halibut workgroup soon dissolved and Council energies were
redirected to other issues. Limited access energies switched to sablefish in 1985 and to all groundfish,
crab, and halibutin 1987. In 1986, concurrent with limited access discussion for the sablefish fishery,
the Council awarded a contract to Dittman/Graystar to survey the groundfish industry concerning
future problems and management strategies.

Dittman/Graystar completed surveys of 82 processors and 408 harvesters (Dittman/Graystar, 1987).
Seventy-four percent of the harvesters and 76% of the processors thought that current management
was a problem in the groundfish fishery. Of these, 30% of the harvesters thought the main problem
was too much effort and 29% of the processors thought the problem was too short an opening.
Forty-five percent of harvesters targeting primarily on sablefish thought the problem was too much
effort as did 32% of those having sablefish as the! secondary species. When asked if there would
be a need to limit the number of fishermen in the future, 60% of the harvesters and 58% of the
processors said "yes". Of those harvesters targeting primarily on sablefish 65% said "yes", and 71%
of those taking sablefish as a secondary species said "yes".

At its September 1987 meeting the Council adopted a Statement of Commitment for groundfish
management (NPFMC, 1987a) which read, in part:

"Expansion of the domestic fleet harvesting fish within the EEZ off Alaska has made
compliance with the MFCM A’ National Standards and achievement of the Council's
comprehensive goals more difficult under current management regimes. The North
Pacific Fishery Management Council therefore is committed to pursue alternative
management methods that will support the Comprehensive Goals adopted by the
Council and achieve more productive and rational effort and harvest levels in the

groundfish fishery."

The statement went on to say that, in order to fulfill this commitment, the Council will:

"3. Consider effort management in the halibut and crab fisheries."”



The Council began development of sablefish limited access alternatives following the September
meeting. The Council stated that any such limited access system developed for sablefish should be
flexible enough to incorporate halibut in the future.

The Council directed its staff in April 1988 to develop five management options for the sablefish
fixed gear fishery: (1) open access with no action taken; (2) open access modified to include sablefish
and halibut as bycatch in other hook and line fisheries; (3) individual fishing quotas; (4) license
limitation; and, (5) a system which combined permits, IFQs, and open access fisheries. A draft
sablefish management document including these alternatives was released for public review on August

10, 1988.

At its December, 1988 meeting, the Council refined the options to be considered for sablefish limited
access. They indicated their preference to expand and analyze two options: IFQs and licenses. A
Sablefish Management Committee composed of Council members was formed to review these
alternatives and make recommendations as necessary.

At its January 1989 meeting, the Council began consideration of limited access for all fisheries under
its jurisdiction. The Sablefish Management Committee was then renamed the Fishery Planning
Committee and given the task of structuring management approaches for all fisheries. The
Committee met several times during the spring of 1989 to develop recommendations to the Council
concerning problems and concerns facing the fisheries. A series of public scoping meetings focused
on limited access for all species, including halibut, were held in Seattle, Kodiak, Dillingham, Sitka,

and Anchorage (NPFMC, 1989a).

A major task of the Fishery Planning Committee was to make specific recommendations on the
structure of IFQ and license systems for sablefish and halibut. At its April, 1989 meeting the Council
received additional testimony, mostly against limited access. The Council modified several of the
Committee’s recommendations and, at its June meeting, directed the staff to fully analyze two
alternatives for sablefish management: license limitation based on vessel size class and individual
transferable quotas (IFQs) based on historical landings. At its September 5 meeting, the Committee
directed staff to analyze a third alternative, annual fishing allotments (AFAs). This open access
alternative was incorporated into the analysis by the Council at its September meeting, and the draft
SEIS/RIR/IRFA was released for public review in November, 1989.

At its January, 1990 meeting, the Council determined that the license limitation option and the
annual fishing allotment option were unacceptable in terms of adequately addressing the ten problems
identified in the sablefish fisheries. Therefore, they directed staff to prepare additional analyses of
only two options: continued open access and Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQs). A Supplement to the
SEIS/RIR/IRFA was presented to the Council at the April, 1990 meeting and released for public
review in May, 1990. A final decision for sablefish limited access was scheduled for June, 1990 with
a target implementation date of 1992. With the Council unable to form a consensus on the specifics
of an IFQ system at the June meeting (or at the subsequent August, 1990 meeting), the issue was
tabled until the following meeting. At the September, 1990 meeting the tabled motion was revived
and then immediately tabled again until the December meeting. At the December, 1990 meeting the
motion was removed from the table and remanded to the Fishery Planning Committee for further
development. This further development was to include additional options for an IFQ system which
were introduced at the December meeting. Tne Council also went on record at that time expressing
the intent that the same alternatives for an IFQ system would be cor idered for the halibut fisheries
as well, and that, ultimately, some type of combined IFQ system would be considered for both

sablefish and halibut.



Note that, while the alternative IFQ systems shown in Table 1.1 constitute individual packages, it iscS*
the Council’s intent to be able to choose from among the components of each system when designing
the final IFQ alternative.

1.4.3 Alternatives considered and rejected

When the Council began consideration of limited access alternatives for sablefish in 1987, there were
three basic alternatives to open access which were considered: license limitation, individual fishing
quotas, and annual fishing allotments. These three systems have been discussed and analyzed in detail
since that time (NPFMC 1988, NPFMC 1989). Based on these discussions and analyses, the Council
has gone on record as stating that "neither license limitation nor annual fishing allotments were
acceptable alternatives for solving the problems in the sablefish fisheries".

The Council discussed annual fishing allotments but determined that because this alternative
combined open access and a form of individual fishing quotas, it would result in a more complicated
management program than either program alone and would not eliminate the problems associated

with open access management.

The Council discussion on license limitation concluded that a reduction in fleet size would be
necessary to temporarily alleviate the problems in the sablefish fishery. It was apparent that such a
reduction might not be possible in an equitable manner. It was also apparent that a reduction in the
number of vessels could soon be offset by an increase in fishing power per vessel and that this
alternative would only change the rules of the race for fish but would not replace it as the mechanism
for allocating fixed gear sablefish TACs among competing fishermen.

In short, neither license limitation nor annual fishing allotments held the potential for alleviating the
basic problem in the fishery which is the race for fish. It is this race for fish which gives rise to a
myriad of other problems in the fishery as identified in the preceding chapter. Therefore, the Council
proceeded to undertake a more extensive analysis of the IFQ alternative to open access. Discussions
and analyses of limited entry since then have centered on the specifics components of a possible IFQ
alternative management program. As the Council discussions for sablefish management proceeded
through 1989, 1990, and 1991 the halibut fisheries were brought into the picture for IFQ
consideration as well. The Council and its Fishery Planning Committee have worked towards refining
the IFQ alternatives for sablefish with the intent that such a system would eventually incorporate
halibut. Therefore, the only viable option to open access in the halibut fisheries was deemed to be
an IFQ system which would work in conjunction with a sablefish program, and possibly with other
longline fisheries. The specific options for an IFQ system for halibut have closely mirrored those set
down for sablefish. The structure of this EIS, as well, closely mirrors the analyses performed to date

for sablefish limited entry alternatives.

15 Arrangement of this Document

This document contains ten additional chapters. Chapter 2 describes the biology of halibut and their
physical environment. Chapter 3 contains a description of the social and economic environment
surrounding the halibut fishery, including descriptions of the harvesting, processing, and marketing
sectors cf the industry and a description of recreational and subsistence fisheries. Chapter 4 contains
the detailed analysis of the effects of the different options within the IFQ alternatives and a
comparison of these effects to the status quo. Chapter 5 of this document is devoted to the social
aspects of the fishery-. This chapter contains detailed information on the rural/coastal communities
which may be impacted by an alternate management system. This includes current information on
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December 4, 1991

Richard B. Lauber

Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

P.O. Bor 103136
Anchorage, AK 99510

Fex<Hd< HCERAJN S22

I"m informed that the Council plana to taka final action at
1ts current meeting on a proposal to implement Individual Fishing
Quotas (IFQs) for sablefish and halibut. | continue to hear from
Alaska fisherman who are concerned about the Impact of the
proposal on them and the communities who depend' on income from
these fisheries. Soma have gone so far as to ask me to oppose
IFQs altogether. |1 understand that Congressman Young has also

written you regarding the IFQ proposal.

Last June | wrote to you to express a number of concerns
about tha IFQ concept. It is atill not clear from tha Council®s
November 22 decision document what this proposal will cost and
how 1t will be funded. It appears that the proposal could cost
at least $ million annually. If those funds are to coma from
the already tight National Marina Fisheries Service budget, other
important fishery programs, such as stock assessment and high
seas Tishery enforcement, may suffer.

The Council®s decision document has only been available to
the public for 12 days, so many fisherman have not yet had time
to assess the impact the IFQ proposal will have on them or their
communities. Given tha time and effort that tha Council h»n

<s5pent developing the IFQ concept and the importance of this

decision, 1 urge you and other members of the Council to allow
more time fTor public comment on, and further review of, the IFQ
proposal®s 1mpact before taking final action. Thanks for ycur

consideration of my views.

With best wishes,



. N !\IO\./.’\.I‘.’\i _12iu2 !(,U3~
l-kH 1 GOFM W& sivarcr X M M ti TO 31AHBEm F002/S93

113 Win Jt/ AvinW, lot |

-FRANK H. MURKOWIKI
mcmuaak >110-11)0
1*07) 371-1)31

ANA
coWMirreErp. 161 ItnAxab ltM
fiHImil. AK>I7CI->33I
i L . . (107) <11411)
GinhwLjd inatvwi 'fr owel» 1 United States Senate .
PCRHCN R!ATiO»* 7,0. >0< 311*7
T oNT Arrns WASHINQTO.V, DC 20510-0202 0711200
1ILtCT COMMITTEE Oh WO.AH APPa.Al (392) 334-flit
> 1*0 Tiusim >AV ROMI SJITI 310
- *me«. Alt 1*111-7711
(>07)111-1101
10> mMaM ITAIT
Kltchin»on},)AK >1101-4*1*
L] n-m u
November 25, 1991
/'
Rick Lauber
Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
411 Fourth St., Fui(e 2D

P.O. Box 103136
Anchorage, AK 99S10

Dear Rick:

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council Is one of the success
stories in the business of fisheries management. Its decisions have, almost

without exception/ been equitable/ well-planned and significantly beneficial io
the industry as a whole, The broad expertise In the industry represented on

the Council is one of the most valuable of all our fishery resources.

I have always felt that it Is best for those on the political fiide of fisheries
Issues to leave decisions in the Council's hand*/ and have strongly defended

the Council's actions in many past cases.

I have no intention of altering that course now. At the same time/1
feel that it is important to bring a recent phenomenon to your attention.

I have for scme time been receiving an extraordinary volume of
correspondence* from Alaskans and others concerned about the Council's
plans to impose an Individual Fishery Quota plan. Many of those writers
have Indicated they do not believe their views have been given adequate

consideration.

The Idlers I've received express a wide variety of concerns. | have

have been particularly struck by three that seem to be shared by most writers:

First, that the* Council's current implementation plan would cause
cignificant 6ocia! and economic disruption in coastal communities through
the loss of perhaps thousands of crew berths, wllh the possibility that there
would be subsequent disruptions Including a lose of tax revenues, increased
unemployment, ole., perhaps culminating In a significant population loss.
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Second, that there is a distinct possibility that it will lead many
jiurticipant<* t Innd fish in fresh markets outside Alaska, rather than to land

their catches in Alaska ports. This , too, would create a disruption of (he
economic fabric, if it proved true.

Third, that the costs of implementing the IFQ progain would prove
prohibitively high, and that it will be very difficult to ensure comprehensive

enforcement.

A variety of other issues have also been raised, ranging from concern

that it will ba very difficult for any non-sharehvlirter to move into
shareholder status, to worry about the economic impact on service businesses.

I'm sure you have heard all these expressed many times before.

I cannot evaluate all these charges; that is the Council's job alone. | can
speak with some knowledge only on the Issue of funding. Candidly, this
issue concerns me, because the budgetary environment would be extremely
difficult If n slgnif.-ant incroase were needed to cover implementation,
administration and enforcement. Unless a system which could pay for itself
were devised and that might require legislative changes —the additional
cost would in all likelihood have to be taken from existing programs.

Again, 1 want to emphasize that the purpose of this letter is solely to
apprise you of some of the correspondence | have recently been receiving on
this subject, and not in any way to urge the Council toward a specific action.
Indeed, | trust that Ihft Council —in its normal exemplary fashion -- already
will have examined oil these factors in groat detail, and is completely

confident that its record will provide all the support necessary for whatever
aclion the Council chooses to lake.

f/iD. ™~ .

Frank H. Murkowski
United States Senator
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The Honorable Fred Zharoff
Alaska State Senate

P.O. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Fred:

Thank you for the copy of your letter to the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council regarding individual fishery quotas.
I appreciated hearing from you.

As you are aware, | personally do not believe In supporting
fishery management schemes that do nothing to conserve fish but
instead help line the pockets of attorneys. At the same time, |
believe that those affected by fisheries management should have a
voice In how management is to be carried out. If the Council
decides on the basis of support from affected fishermen that a
quota system 1is necessary, | will abide by the Council®s deci-
sion. However, like you, 1 believe that the Council has to look
at a lot more i1nformation before making a decision.

Please continue to keep me informed of your views on this and
other matters.

erely,

DON YQPNG
Congressman yor /11 Alaska

DY :rrnrn
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16 U.S.C. 1802

(12) The term "foreign fishing" means fishing by a vessel other than a vessel of the United
States.

(13) The term "high seas" means all waters beyond the territorial sea of the United States
and beyond any foreign nation’s territorial sea, to the extent that such sea is
recognized by the United States.

101-627
(14) The term "highly migratory species” means [species of tuna which, in the course of

their life cycle, spawn and migrate over great distances in waters of the ocean.] tuna species,
marlin fTetrapturus spp. and Makaira spp.1. oceanic sharks, sailfishes flstiophorus spp.1. and
swordfish fXiphias gladius).*

» The bracketed definition is in effect for section 102 until 1/1/92. and is then deleted; the
underlined definition is in effect for other sections.

(15) The term “international fishery agreement" means any bilateral or mult’lateral treaty,
convention, or agreement which relates to fishing and to which the United States is a party.

101-627
(16) The term "large-scale driftnet fishing" means a method of fishing in which a gillnet

composed of a panel or panels of webbing, or a series of such gillnets, with a total length of
one and one-half miles or more is placed in the water and allowed to drift with the currents
and winds for the purpose of en* .*gling fish in the webbing.

(17) The term "Marine Fisheries Commission" means the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries
Commission, the Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission, or the Pacific Marine Fisheries
Commission.

101-627
(18) The term "migratory range"™ means the maximum area 2t a given time of the year

within which fish of an anadromous species or stock thereof can be expected to be found, as
determined on the basis of scale pattern analysis, tagging studies, or other reliable scientific
information, except that the term does not include any part of such area which is in the waters

of a foreign nation.

(19) The term "national standards" means the national standards for fishery conservation
and management set forth in section 301.

101-627
(20) The term "observer" means any person required or authorized to be carried on a vessel

for conservation and management purposes by regulations or permits under this Act.

(21) The term "optimum", with respect to the yield from a fishery, means the amount of
fish-
(A) which will provide the greatest overall benefit to the Nation, with particular
reference to food production and recreational opportunities; and
(B) which is prescribed as such on the basis of the maximum sustainable yield from such
fishery, as modified by any relevant economic, social, or ecological factor.



16 U.S.C. 1851

TITLE Il - NATIONAL FISHERY MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

SEC, 301. NATIONAL STANDARDS FOR FISHERY CONSERVATION AND
MANAGEMENT

(a) IN GENERAL,--Any fishery management plan prepared, and any regulation promulgated
to implement any such plan, pursuant to this title shall be consistent with the following
national standards for fishery conservation and management:

98-623
(1) Conservation and management measures shall prevent overfishing while achieving, on

a continuing basis, the optimum yield from each fishery for the United States fishing
industry.

(2) Conservation and management measures shall be based upon the best scientific
information available.

(3) To the extent practicable, an individual stock of fish shall be managed as a unit
throughout its range, and interrelated stocks of fish shall be managed as a unit or in close

coordination.

(4) Conservation and management measures shall not discriminate between residents of
different States. If it becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing privileges among
various United States fishermen, such allocation shall be (A) fair and equitable to all such
fishermen; (B) reasonably calculated to promote conservation; and (C) carried out in such
manner that no particular individual, corporation, or other entity acquires an exxessive
share of such privileges.

(5) Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, promote efficiency’
in the utilization of fishery resources; except that no such measure shall have economic

allocation as its sole purpose.

(6) Conservation and management measures shall take into account and allow for
variations among, and contingencies in, fisheries, fishery resources, and catches.

(7) Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, minimize costs and
avoid unnecessary duplication.

97-453
(b) GUIDELINES.-- The Secretary shall establish advisory' guidelines (which shall not have

the force and effect of law), based on the national standards, to assist in the development of
fishery management plans.



97-453, 99-659, 101-627
(b) DISCRETIONARY PROVISIONS.--Any fishery management plan which is prepared by

any Council, or by the Secretary, with respect to any fishery, may-

(1) require a permit to be obtained from, and fees to be paid to, the Secretary, with
respect to-

(A) any fishing vessel of the United States fishing, or wishing to fish, in the exclusive
economic zone or for anadrcmous species or Continental Shelf fishery resources beyond
such zone;

(B) the operator of any such vessel; or

(C) any United States fish processor who first receives fish that are subject to the

plan;

(2) designate zones where, and periods when, fishing shall be limited, or shall not be
permitted, or shall be permitted only by specified types of fishing vesselsor with specified
types and quantities of fishing gear;

(3) establish specified limitations on the catch of fish (based on area, species, size,
number, weight, sex, incidental catch, total biomass, or other factors), which are necessary
and appropriate for the conservation and management of the fishery;

(4) prohibit, limit, condition, or require the use of specified types and quantities of
fishing gear, fishing vessels, or equipment for such vessels, including devices which may be
required to facilitate enforcement of the provisions of this Act;

(5) incorporate (consistent with the national standards, the other provisions of this Act,
and any other applicable law) the relevant fishery conservation and management measures
of the coastal States nearest to the fishery;

(6) establish a system for limiting access to the fishery in order to achieve optimum

yield if, in developing such system, the Council and the Secretary take into account-

(A) present participation in the fishery,

(B) historical fishing practices in, and dependence on, the fishery,

(C) the economics of the fishery,

(D) the capability of fishing vessels used in the fishery to engage in other fisheries,

(E) the cultural and social framework relevant to the fishery', and

(F) any other relevant considerations;

(7) require fish processors who first receive fish that are subject to the plan to submit
data (other than economic data) which are necessary for the conservation and management
of the fishery;

(8) require that observers be carried on board a vessel of the United States engaged in
fishing for species that are subject to the plan, for the purpose of collecting data necessary
for the conservation and management of the fishery; except that such a vessel shall not be
required to carry an observer on board if the facilities of the vessel for the quartering of an
observer, or for carrying out observer functions, are so inadequate or unsafe that the health
or safety of the observer or the safe operation of the vessel would be jeopardized;



North Racifk 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: (907) 271-2809
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 FAX: (907) 271-2817
July 19, 1991

Dear Reviewer:

Enclosed is a draft Environmental Impact Statement/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis (EIS/RIR/IRFA) of proposed individual fishing quota management alternatives
for the halibut fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/AlJeutian Islands. This document was
reviewed by the Council at their June 24-29, 1991 meeting and approved for public distribution.

The Council requests that anyone having additional information pertaining to the amendment, its
alternatives, or the draft EIS/RIR/IRFA, submit it to the Council during the 45-day public comment
period which commences August 2,1991. All new information will be summarized and included when
possible in the final documents. Written comments should be received in the Council office no later
than 5:00 p.m. CADT) on September 16. 1991.

The Council is also asking for the opinions of the fishing community and other affected individuals
regarding which alternatives the Council should approve. It is hoped that the draft analysis will help
the public provide meaningful and constructive feedback to aid the Council in their deliberations.

At their September 23-27, 1991 meeting in Anchorage, the Council will make their final decision on
whether to submit the amendment and supporting documentation to the Secretary of Commerce for
implementation. The Council will accept oral testimony at the September meeting; however, such
testimony should be limited to clarification of earlier written comments and recommendations about
the Council’s choices rather than submission of new information.

Dr Rcv/Halibui 7/19/91 HLA/CORR



2.1.5 Stock Assessment and Status of Stocks

IPHC uses four principle sources of information for annually computing stock biomass: (1) landings
tickets, obtained from fish processors, which provide information on the commercial catch by area;
(2) logbook data, supplied by commercial fishermen, which provide information on the fishing effort
associated with a given catch by area; (3) otoliths, obtained by sampling the commercial catch, which
provide information on the average weight at age of individuals in the catch as well as providing the
age composition of the catch; and (4) tag recoveries by fishermen and fish processors, which provide

information on fish migration.

Estimates of the exploitable biomass are computed using the four sources of information indicated
above. At present, estimating stock biomass is a complicated process involving three estimation
procedures that reflect different levels of statistical sophistication and a variety of biological and
statistical assumptions. However, the basic principles underlying the three estimation procedures are
quite similar and are expressed in two ways: how the catch is related to population abundance within
a given year, and how population abundances are related between years. The age composition of the
catch reflects the age composition of the stock after adjusting for gear selectivity, differences in
catchability among areas, seasonal and regional changes in fishing effort, and fish migration.

The total exploitable biomass of Pacific halibut in 1990 was estimated to be 235 million pounds coast-
wide. This is a decrease of about 8 percent from the 1989 estimate of 256 million pounds, continuing
the decline in biomass which began in 1987. Although the biomass remains close to historically high
levels, the downward trend observed in abundance is consistent with long term cycles that has been
observed in abundance for this population. Table 2.1 summarizes coast-wide estimates ofexploitable
biomass, removals, and exploitation rates for 1977 to 1990.

The annual assessment includes all removals from the stock. In addition to the commercial fishery,
significant removals occur due to bycatch mortality, the recreational fishery, and waste in the
commercial fishery of halibut caught and killed on abandoned or lost setline gear. Since 1984, halibut
fishermen have attempted to maximize their fishing opportunities by setting more gear during a
fishing period than they can retrieve before the period closes. Other fishermen inadvertently lose
gear during fishing, either from gear conflicts with other fishermen or due to chafing and snagging
with the bottom. The fish which remain on the lost or abandoned gear die, so this wastage must be
included in the accounting of total removals from the population. Estimates of these other sources

of removals are shown in Table 2.1.

2.1.6 Bvcatch

Pacific halibut are caught inadvertently in fisheries targeting on various finfish and shellfish species
and estimates of this incidental catch indicate that the removals are substantial. IPHC is supplied
with estimates of bycatch in the groundfish fisheries off Alaska and the Pacific coast by the U.S.
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) through the Observer Program. Bycatch estimates for
the Canadian trawl fishery for groundfish are supplied by Canada’s Department of Fisheries and
Oceans (DFO). Estimates of bycatch in other fisheries are generated by IPHC staff from information
collected on research surveys or through predictive models.

2-11



Table 2.1 Summary of Pacific halibut exploitation data, 1977*1990. Biomass and removals are
shown in millions of pounds {net weight). X
Removals
Exploit. Comm. Bycalch Sport Setline Total
Year Biornass Catch Mort.1 Catch Waste Total Expl. Rate Expl. Rate
1977 132.8 21.9 18.1 0.3 0.0 40.3 0.16 0.30
1978 141.2 22.0 18.9 0.4 0.0 41.3 0.16 0.29
1979 150.1 22.5 23.7 0.6 0.0 46.8 0.15 0.31
1980 159.7 21.9 29.1 0.8 0.0 51.8 0.14 0.32
1981 174.9 25.7 22.9 11 0.0 49.7 0.15 0.28
1982 194.7 29.0 19.0 13 Oo 49.3 0.15 0.25
1983 219.8 38.4 16.6 17 0.0 56.7 0.17 0.26
1984 240.8 45.0 155 19 0.8 63.2 0.19 0.26
1985 263.0 56.1 115 2.7 1.6 71.9 0.21 0.27
1986 273.3 69.6 13.3 3.4 3.2 89.5 0.25 0.33
1987 274.6 69.4 17.3 3.6 4.2 94.5 0.25 0.34
1988 271.0 74.6 22.7 5.2 35 106.0 0.28 0.39
1989 256.0 66.9 21.1 5.8 34 97.2 0.26 0.38
1990 234.7 61.2 27.8 6.0 3.3 98.3 0.26 0.42

'‘Long term yield loss.
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Historically, halibut bycatch mortality relatively small until the 1960s, when it increased rapidly
due to the sudden influx of foreign fis ..ig vessels off the North American coast. The total bycatch
mortality peaked in 1962 at about 25 million pounds. Bycatch mortality declined during the 1960s,
but increased to about 20 million pounds in the early 1970s. Bycatch mortality dropped to a 13
million pound level during the late 1970s and early 1980s. By 1986, the bycatch mortality declined
to 7 million pounds, the lowest level in recent history. However, bycatch mortality has increased
sincel9S6, reaching 17.4 million pounds in 1990. The increase has occurred despite the termination
of foreign fishing off Alaska and is attributed to increased mortality in the fully domestic groundfish
fisheries, particularly in IPHC Area 4 (the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands region). Estimates of the
bycatch mortality for 1977-1990 are shown in Table 2.2 by IPHC regulatory area.

Most halibut that are incidentally caught are injured to some degree during the capture process.
However, not all fish which are returned to the sea die, so the bycatch mortality is less than the actual
catch. The likelihood of a halibut being killed during incidental capture depends upon the fishing
operation. Mortality in trawls with long tows (> 1 hr), large catches (> 5 mt) and slow sorting (>
30 minutes on deck) is very high, approaching 100 percent. Trawling operations that transfer the
trawl codends to a mothership for processing also exhibit mortality rates close to 100 percent, as the
sorting process is very slow and the catches are usually large (> 5 mt). Mortality in short trawl tows
(< 1hr) with small catches (< 5 mt) and quick sorting (<30 minutes on deck) has been estimated
at 50 percent. Bycatch mortality associated with setline gear is believed to be about 16 percent, as
the fish are usually released with minimal damage to the jaw. However, the use of hook strippers
in the setline fisheries for sablefish and Pacific cod may result in a higher mortality rate. Mortality
in crab pots is high, approaching 100 percent, according to research cruise data. Groundfish pot
fisheries have been assumed by the Gulfof Alaska Plan Team to possess a 12 percent mortality rate,
based on limited data from 1987-1989 ADF&G observers.

It is very difficult to make precise estimates of the effects of bycatch on the commercial-sized
component of the halibut stocks because bycatch is largely made up of younger migrating halibut.
Growth, mortality, and migration greatly complicate the estimation procedures. |If the same age
composition occurred in both fisheries one could consider the bycatch removals as merely increasing
the directed removals. Migration rates of juvenile halibut are not well known, so the impact of
bycatch of juvenile halibut from specific areas on adult populations in those or other areas must be

made estimated indirectly.

Bycaught halibut are generally smaller than those harvested by the directed fishery. Consequently,
factors such as maturity, reproductive capacity, survivorship, and growth substantially affect stock
productivity. By allowing small halibut to remain at large for a longer period of time, a net gain in
stock biomass occurs due to the greater cumulative gain in individual weight relative to losses incurred
due to mortality. Smaller fish are less likely to be reproductively mature, and have less reproductive
capacity. Those harvested earlier in their life history not only contribute less in terms of short term
yield, but they also contribute less to the maintenance of future stock biomass or to future yields.
Bycatch losses affect recruitment, future catch, and future reproductive potential of the stock.

IPHC’ approach for compensating the stock for bycatch losses is to reduce the harvest in the
commercial fishery such that the reproductive potential of the exploitable component of the stock
would be the same after bycatch as it would have been if bycatch had not occurred. The
compensation factor was determined to be one mt of catch limit reduction for each mt of bycatch

mortality.
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Section 4 SABLEFISH].
by.
Jeffrey f¥ Fujioka

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The sablefish (Anoplopoma fimbria) resource iIn the northeastern
Pacific Ocean extends from northern Mexico to the"Gulf of Alaska,
westward to the Aleutian Islands, and into the Bering Sea. This
resource has been harvested by U.S. and Canadian fishermen since
the early 1900"s, but catches were relativeuy small and generally
limited to areas near fTishing ports from California to southeastern
Alaska until expansion of foreign fleets began in the late 1950°s.

4.2 CATCH HISTORY

Annual catches in the Gulf of Alaska averaged about 1,500 metric
tons(mt) in 1930-50, and exploitation rates remained low until the
Japanese longline fleet expanded into the Gulf of Alaska. Catches
rapidly escalated during the mid 1960°s until the record all-nation
catch from the Gulf of Alaska reached 37,500 mt in 1972 and
averaged about 28,000 mt in 1973-76.

Evidence of declining stock abundance led to significant fishery
restrictions from 1977 to 1985, and total catches were reduced
substantially. Catches in 1978-83 averaged 9,206 mt in the Gulf of
Alaska and have increased steadily since then to 29,903 mt in 1988.
In 1989, the reported domestic landings totaled 27,699 mt.

Table 4-1. Annual catch (mt) of sablefish in the Gulf of Alaska
from 1977-1990.

Domestic

year Foreign JVP DAP Total

1977 15,961 0 1,179 17,140
1978 7,128 0 1,738 8,886
1979 6,885 18 3,447 10,350
1980 6,138 20 2,384 8,542
1981 7,976 0 1,941 9,917
1982 5,645 1 2,910 8,556
1983 4,966 27 3,761 9, 002
1984 1,108 528 8,594 10,230
1985 38 226 12,215 12,479
1986 1 45 21,568 21,614
1987 0 .- 180 26,145 26,325
1988 0 36 29,867 29,903
1989 0 0 29,842 29,842
1990 0 0 25,701 25,701



4.3 CONDITION OF STOCKS
4_.3.1 Relative Abundance

Since 1978 Japan and the United States have cooperated to survey
sablefish in the Gulf of Alaska with longlines. The survey area is
stratified by depth and two indices of population abundance are
computed: catch per effort in numbers weighted by respective strata
areas to produce a relative population number (RPN) and catch per
effort measured in weight multiplied bystrata areas, to produce a
relative population weight (RPW) (Sasaki, 1986) . "strata areas used
by Sasaki ?EBG) include areas away from the continental slomg,
such as gullies, not actually sampled by the survey. RPW®s
computed by Clausen and Sigler (1989) using only strata areas along
the continental slope, while more conservative, are better

substantiated.

Since 1987 the Alaska Fisheries Science Center has conducted an
annual longline survey (referred toas the domestic longline
survey) designed to continue the time series of the Gulf of Alaska
portion of the Japan-U.S. cooperative survey. In addition to
sampling the continental slope habitat, the domestic survey also
conducts sampling in the major %ully areas of the Gulf. RPWTs
obtained by the two surveys are shown in table 4-2 for depths 201-

1000m.

Table 4-2. Sablefish abundance index values (1,000"s) for the Gulf
of Alaska from the Japan-U.S. Cooperative Longline Survey as
computed by Clausen and Sigler (1989) and the domestic survey

(Zenger and Sigler, 1990).
Cooperative Domestic

Slope slope Gullies
Year RPN RPW RPN RPW RPN RPW

1979 223 651
1980 203 537
1981 255 671
1982 365 987
1983 347 953

1984 369 1,011
1985 467 1,456
1986 471 1,437
1907 428 1,370

1988 483 1,503 420 1,409 248 750
1989 398 1,356 346 1,247 353 1,106
1990 302 1,035 416 1,448 297 918

The population has increased significantly since 1979, with major
increases occurring iIn 1982 and 1985. These increases have been
attributed to recruitment and growth of the 1977 and 1980 year
classes. The iIndices decreased slightly after 1985, and indicated
an increase again iIn 1988. Both surveys indicated a decrease on
the slope from 1988 to 1989 to pre-1985 levels, but the two surveys
differ considerably fron 1989 to 1990. The cooperative survey
indicated a significant decrease continued in 1990, while the
domestic survey iIndicates a significant increase i1n 1990.



Table 1.— Catch (©) of sablefish (@noplopoma Ffimbria) in the
Gulf of Alaska by nation, 195B-87.

United States * 5.

Joint -
Year tDomes:t ic venture Canada Japan Other* Total
1958 698 0 98 0 0 796
1959 1,048 0 52 0 0 1,100
1960 1,925 0 217 0 0 2,142
1961 866 0 3 0 0 897
1962 684 0 47 0 0 731
1963 881 0 109 1,819 0 2,809
1964 1,172 0 238 1,047 0 2,457
1965 1,047 0 194 2,217 0 3,458
1966 1,067 0 335 3,777 0 5,179
1967 946 0 199 4,998 0 6,143
1968 161 0 128 14,759 0 15,048
1969 301 0 72 19,003 0 19,376
1970 578 0 68 24,497 0 25,143
1971 387 0 15 25,228 0 25,630
1972 1,086 0 16 35,558 843 37,503
1973 1,245 0 10 27,264 167 28,686
1974 1,111 0 10 24,176 3,038 28,335
1975 1,557 0 6 22,072 2,450 26,095
1976 1,151 - 0 23" 21,924 4,640 27,738
1977 1,179 0 3 14,350 1,608 17,140
1978 1,738 0 1 6,458 669 8,866
1979 3,447 18 0 5,919 966 10,350
1980 2,384 20 0 4,831 1,307 8,542
1981 1,991 0 0 6,910 1,066 9,917
1982 2,910 1 0 4,921 724 8,556
1983 3,761 275 0 4,334 632 9,002
1984 8,594 528 0 844 264 10,230
1985 12,215 226 0 30 8 12,479
1986 21,568 45 0 1 0 21,614
1987 26,145 180 0 0 0 26,325

"The U.S.S_R., Republic of Korea, Poland, Mexico, and Taivai

Sources: 1958-85- Fujioka (1987); 1986-87— Pacific Fishery
Information Network (PacFIN), Pacific Marine Fisheries
Commission, Metro Center, Suite 170, 200 SW. First Avenue,
Portland, OR 97201.



December 2,1991

Public Hearing on Sablefish and Halibut IFQs

9:07am

Council Members present: Hegge, Judith Freeman for Blum, Dyson, Alverson, Lauber, Mitchell,
Tillion, Cotter, Kyle

9:09am Michael G. Wiley, Seward.

Been involved in fishery (halibut) since 1970 as a small boat fisherman. Would like to see an end to the 24-
hour halibut fishery. Congratulates Council on action, but identifies shortcomings. Nothing to address
sport Fishing. In Seward and Homer guiding and fishing for halibut very important. Designated ports
another problem. It is not reasonable for small boats to travel too far to deliver. Can't get rid of those
delivering 1,000 pounds or less but plan structured that way now. Designed plan basically for sablefish and
now imposing that on halibut fishermen. Big boats will be more efficient but this will harm small boats and
take free enterprise out of the system. Make plan flexible.

9:16am (Dave Flannagan responding to questions about primary port delivery)

If you want to land outside state, have to clear through primary ports: tranship, will also have to do so; if
want to ship in foreign commerce, through primary port; all other landings can be done through out state at

any port; advance notice requirements will all be the same.

9:20am Geo Plagenz Homer.

Sect. 3.5, initial allocation and quota share; has submitted written testimony; presented for Council
members’ notebooks; (Great Expectations) Does support EFQs to safeguard biomass, reduce danger in
fisheries, better product for consumer and better price for fisherman: problem —all quota goes to owner;
halibut fishery conducted now on a share basis; not fair or legal to give all fish to vessel owners just
because it's easier to figure out In order for vessel owners to own fish they would have to have paid tax,
workers’ compensation, etc. They have benefitted by not paying these. Doesn't believe they can have their
cake and eat it too. Wants Council to amend the language of initial allocation to allow for the legal rights of

crew and skippers.
9:26am W arren Brown, City of Seldovia.

17 years as a fisherman and a City Councillor. City Council passed a resolution stating please do not
approve IFQs until economic analysis completed on coastal communities affected. Implementation of plan
as stated would have a devastating effect. Inconveniences of selling in a non-primary port will make it
difficult to sell the two canneries for sale now in Seldovia. Seldovia depends solely on fishing and
processing. Ifany of that is taken, devastating to its economy. Fish & Game Advisory also voted in favor
of the City Council's resolution. The IFQ program as stated is unacceptable. There are too many flaws in
the proposal and it's not the answer yet. Bona fide crew member ajoke. An alternative would be to keep
qualifying years for vessels 89-90, with the same for a crew member and then maybe 6 months commercial
fishing time. Don't keep deck hand completely out of it. Throw the bona fide crew-member provision
completely out and let shares be sold on the open market. Estimates the small boat fleet in Seldovia could

be cut by about 60%.



9:35am Commander Larry Hardwig Adak Naval Station

Two types of people on Adak, military and civilian. Period on island only two years. A lot of people
stationed on island do fish commercially. Hope Council will change plan to accommodate Adak. Atka
would receive a CDQ in area 4B, but Adak would not. Proposed that shares be allocated for two year
periods. Not fair that those stationed on Adak in past, but no longer there would receive QS, while those
there now would get none. 5th or 6th largest town in Alaska but they've never had a Council hearing there.
The whole IFQ question is a surprise to them. They are not suffering from too many fishermen and
congested grounds like other communities, they don't have too many boats.

9:42am David Wittmire, Homer

Long lining for 12 years for salmon and herring. Has questions on plan

1. p. 9, Section 2 discards. Don’t understand why freezer long-liners
are exempt.
2. p. 8, c(ii) leasing. Freezer/long-liners may sell shares for use in that

category, but catcher boats may lease up to 10 percent. It appears
there are two standards for the two categories. Curious why the
different rules for the two vessel categories.

Jay Ginter noted that the implementation team noted the same discrepancy as far as discards were
concerned. Mr Hegge stated that the matter was addressed at the last Council meeting and was left to the
implementation team. Assumed that freezer long-liners would remain under a PSC cap. Mr Cotter stated that
it was the Council’s intention that freezer long-liners not be allowed to own QS or IFQs, and that they
would have to discard. They can own sablefish QS and IFQs. Mr Hegge stated that leasing was prohibited
by freezer long-liners because they were not owner operated, and it was the Council’s intention to maintain
the fleet as ithas been operating.

9:50am John Woodruff Icicle Seafoods.
Council must consider downstream effects of its actions. He had four concerns as follows:

1. implementation plan not available long enough for adequate airing:
more time needed to review plan and its impacts carefully;

2. enforcement and costs. Primary ports have increased coverage and
some others may have none. Enforcement from fishing grounds will
be virtually impossible, leaving potential for under-logging.

3. the percentage of fish caught and processed in Alaska by Alaskans
will drop;
4. unclear whether IFQs and QS would stay with the long-line fleet or

be available to other gear groups. Council should give more time
and seek as much public input as possible before adopting a final
version of the plan.

9:54am Stan Weikal, Mount Vernon, Washington
Individual vessel owner for 13 years. Opposed to privatization of the resource even though he would come

out OK. Concerned about the short time available to review and comment. The two committees
established by the Council did not have representatives of individuals, they were composed of "lobbying"



groups. Differentiation between those who own and lease boats. There is nothing to verify that waivers
come from filers of fish tickets. This could be open to forgery, unless some definite means of determining
who signed documents. Concerned that allocating by-catch to people in other fisheries and not passing on
to those in directed fishery an amount of fish because they won't be discarding. Concerned about the
leasing aspect as presently drafted. Cannot lease more than 10%. Many will receive small quotas that will
not be feasible to use in some areas. Concerned about transfer of sharcs-i.e., his wife has been business
partner but never worked on boat. Upon his death, the Quota Shares will not be able to be transferred to his
wife. She will be precluded from running the business the way they would like.

10:00am Kevin Hogan

Own and operate own boat, since 1974. Small operation. Received plan 19 hours prior. Thinks
implementation plan will create a large bureaucracy. Has four years College and he can’t understand it.
Believes fishermen will have trouble understanding the system. The use of past catch histories to determine
quota will reward those who cheated. Concerned that halibutjust added in to implementation plan, it should
be addressed separately. Sablefish and halibut are two separate and different fisheries. Crew classification
is objectionable should have opportunity to participate in the fishery. Traditional management such as gear
limitations, area management, could be used instead.

10:20am Sylvia Ettefagh

Small boat fisherman out of Wrangell, totally opposed to allocating the resource, but something has to be
done. Agree with the Seldovia testimony regarding small communities. Have been working in fisheries for
10 years to accrue enough to get a permit, mostly in salmon. Not in fisheries long enough to accrue quotas.
If hadn't been for the halibut opening, they couldn't have made it this year. Need to provide for crewmen,
too. Consider downstream effects. Those who have been trying to get into a fishery over the years are

being left out.
10:25am C.K. Weaverling, Mayor, City of Cordova

Submitted written testimony. In case of Cordova fishermen, quota would be too small to be economically
feasible. Others would be locked out completely; will affect employment, with downstream effects on
community. Urge Council to consider more traditional management schemes. Cordova should get a CDQ.
IFQs will create winners and losers. The losers will be small boat owners and those wanting to get into the

fishery.

10:30am Donald C. Nesbitt

Small boat fisherman. Glad Council making decision, doesn’t agree with it Halibut and sablefish fisheries
should be separated, not considered together. Basing qualifications on poundage is a problem for those like
him who just started last year. He didn't get any fish, therefore not eligible. He does not believe that is
right;

10:33am Laura Cooper, North Pacific Fisheries Protection Association

Submitted synopsis of testimony. Thinks it's impossible to implement and enforce this program. It cannot
be fixed by fine tuning, it should be thrown out. Does not believe it can be implemented and enforced for
54 million per year. Commander Kyle has stated that some parts of the system are unenforceable.
Excludes large number of fishermen-crewmen, they could be included and required to prove their
participation, same as owners. Thinks the proposed system violates the Magnuson Act. Wants to see
everyone treated fairly and equitably. System is likely to annihilate Lite small boat fleet. It is structured so
that bigger boats with financial backing will able to buy shares and small boats forced out. Believes 75
percent of quotas will change hands in a short period. This is economic engineering to protect those who
have. .Also financial backing will come from foreign investors. Putting quotas into foreign control defeats



purpose of Act. The plan will devastate local Alaska communities; and related business and services. Need
social impact assessment. The last SEIS was 2-3 years ago, with an update earlier this year. Major response
to IFQs is negative and the Council needs to address this. Need to rationalize fisheries, but this particular
program has too many flaws. Throw it out and immediately impose a moratorium and stringent
management techniques to buy time, then review quotas with use it or lose it provision, auction, etc. A full
SEIS should be prepared for each management proposal and then put out for public review. There are less
radical and more equitable programs available. It has been rumored that those Council members voting for
IFQs are doing so because of a link with the inshore/offshore issue. It is believed that members have to
vote for this proposal in return for an inshore allocation. Believes if vote for this, will confirm that Council

system is not working.

[Applause]

10:44 am Jim Eastwood

Petersburg vessels and crew member for 12 years. In favor of the IFQ plan. Only plan to solve wastage of
the resource. He does have some concerns. These include:

1. in the case of crewmen who have been on board vessels, poundage
should be taken from fish ticket landings.

2. the cost of the plan is going to be expensive. He believes the
estimates contained in the plan are naive. Residents of Petersburg
willing to pay a fish tax to cover administrative costs. He sees
difficulties with the next two years. He believes a moratorium
should be instituted immediately.

10:48am Stanley H. Mack, Mayor of Sand Point.

Submitted a resolution with regard to the IFQ program.Sand Point in similar situation to Cordova, Seldovia,
and other small communities. Appreciates Council’s efforts. Sand Point is a fishing community; there are
not other resources there to depend upon. Fishing supports their economy, through taxes on fish. This is
also relied upon for capital improvements. Pride ai being able to keep up their education system. Only boat
owners who have participated personally should get Quota Shares. Fishermen need to seek a year round
operation. This will deny them that flexibility. Also, one of the benefits of the system has been seen as the
provision of fresh fish all year round. He is not sure that canneries will want to remain open to process this

fish all year.

10:57am Anna Borland, Homer

Fished 10 years, long lining halibut 8 years. When started in halibut fishery, thought she would be able to
work her way up in fishery. Will be precluded from doing this under plan because of crew-member
definition. She has risked her life on deck, but will get nothing out of it. All she has ever done is fish, and
this plan will prevent her from continuing. Believes in preserving the industry, but not this way. Thinks
there are other ways to preserve fish, such as trip limits, big and little boat quotas, spread season over
summer when weather is good anu gear restrictions. Urges Council to change definition of bona fide crew
member and allow someone who has been in the industry to buy into system. Also make quotas non-
transferablc, with unused shares going into a pool for rc-allocaiion to new people. A quota share a right to
fish, not a right to sell the right to fish to somebody else.



11:02am Steve Hoag, representing the IPHC

Supports IFQ program. Thinks it will solve many problems in the fishery. Has technical comments
regarding implementation. Largest concern is that of monitoring and funding for monitoring. Accurate
catch statistics are critical to their work, and monitoring may be difficult. IFQ program means longer
seasons and burden on data collection programs. Supports exemption of halibut long-line fleet from PSC
Think there will be lower by-catch rates with this program. If not, return to PSC limits. Re, exemption of
freezer long-liners - don't see it as a serious problem. Supports having some sort of PSC limit for freezer
long-liners as well as an incentive program to eliminate the perception that they're being allowed privileges.

11:10am Mako Haggerty, Homer

Fished halibut for last seven years. Doesn't like IFQ program. Doesn't think it's an equitable program or
addresses the issues that should be addressed. Bona fide crewmen definition will eliminate a lot of people
who have participated in the fishery. Believe the costs will be prohibitive especially for those who have to
buy into the program, or those who receive very small quota shares. If conservation is the aim of the
system, it has been negated by the freezer long-liner category, p. 9 C(iii) of the plan, concerning hired
skippers should be deleted. Does not believe there should be two classes of people created in the halibut
fishery. High-grading is a problem. Need an economic impact analysis for communities. He thinks the
Council could have gotten away with implementing black cod IFQs, but since they added halibut they are

experiencing widespread oppositioa

11:17am Bill Kaltenekker, Cordova

Fished for eight years. Worked every year to increase the quantity and quality of fish they delivered. If
allocate IFQs based on what he did three years ago, will not be able to meet present day costs. Cordova will
not survive if this plan is introduced. Most people are against the system because it does not allocate quotas
fairly. Resources should be allocated fairly to those who are in the industry.

11:21am Brad A. Kimberlin Fairbanks

Few fishermen in Fairbanks. Started in skiffs in 1984,building up their participation. Now have three
boats. Under plan, may as well sell up. By putting halibut in with sablefish will force all small boats out of
industry. Suggestions:- anyone with fish ticket landings should get a minimum quota with, an additional
amount for each year fished: crew classification is unacceptable. Current program favors out-of-state
owners. Don’t want the whole fishing industry ending up in Washington. Small coastal communities will
suffer if this plan goes ahead. Vessel classification is a problem. A 54 foot boat is under 60 feet, but this is

very different from a very small boat.
11:27am Paul Lints, Kasilof

Represent small boat fleet. Been halibut fishing for 13years. Smallboat fleets and small communities will

be adversely affected if this plan is implemented. System isn’t geared for small boats. Something has to be
done; but this program is not for small boat fleet. Thinks projected costs of implementation and
enforcement are projected too low; the cost will be passed onto the fisherman. There is no "small boat"
category; they can't go out to fish during inclement weather like the 60 foot boats in the same category.

Economic impact analyses of affected communities should be done.

11:32am Paul K. Seaton, K. N. S Marine, Anchor Point

Has two boats over 60 feet. Wants sablefish and halibut to be allowed to be harvested by pots in the Gulf of
Alaska. Submitted comparison of fisheries by pot and long-line. IFQ plan does not solve the problems it



purports to solve. There arc other ways, such as the use of alternative gear.

11:37am John Rate, Homer

Fished salmon for 20 years, with 14 in halibut. Wishes to rc-iterate comments of previous speaker. There
arc alternatives to IFQs, need compelling reasons to do this. Submitted August issue of National Fisherman
with photo on cover. Shows what has happened under salmon limited entry. More than 40 percent of
salmon fishermen having trouble meeting loans. Same will happen in halibut fishery. Leam from history,
no such thing as a stable fishery. People crash as stocks fluctuate. This is the nature of the beast.

11:42am Shari Gross, HANA

35 companies represented in the group, both big and small, up and down the coast. HANA is an integral
part of die industry.Troubled with proposal. Major concern is for the resource and the impact on health of
stocks. IFQs pose a serious threat to the resource unless monitoring and enforcement is tight, which is
costly. Flan will cause transportation delays resulting in even lower quality fish. Remote places like
Hoonah will have to pile fish up until there is enough to justify transportation. The regulations are
unworkable for processors. Can’t imagine how data will flow from remote locations. Not in favor of IFQs,
but if it must be, at least it should be a well thought out and designed system with 100 percent enforcement.
The program should protect small coastal communities, and not discriminate between Alaska, Washington

and Oregon.

11:49am Bill Dignon, Hoonah Cold Storage

Hoonah is 50 miles west of Juneau. It is 100 percent U.S. owned, and processes 2.5 million pounds of
sablefish and halibut. Submitted letter objecting to IFQs on the basis that there was not enough time to
review plan. Believes monitoring and enforcement will be inefficient and expensive. Hoonah is a small boat

community which will lose out under this plan. It would be handicapped by not being a primary port. They
are seeking the designation of Hoonah as a primary port.

11:53am Terry Barry, Manager, Hoonah Cold Storage

Same comments as previous testimony. Plan leaves a lot of questions unanswered and unclear, don't think
it’s the time to implement, more study is required. The plan will not only affect Hoonah Cold Storage, it
would affect the whole town. Believes quotas will migrate out of the hands of small fishermen. Hate to see
fishermen lose their livelihood.

11:56am Questions to Dave Flannagan from Mr Cotter.

Is it true that fish cannot be unloaded at a primary port?

Mr Flannagan replied: There is no difference between a primary port and a non-primary port. Both need

s:x hours advance notice. Fish received in Hoonah would only have to go through a primary port if it were
involved in foreign commerce.

11:59am lunch

1:16pm reconvene



1:18pm Larry Powers, Kenai

Would lose about $350,000 investment in last 3 yrs under this program. Has fished lialibut since 1978 until
1984. Because of the safety factor, need larger boat. Feel larger boats have had an advantage for quite some
time. After brother drowned, began investing in a larger boat. 1989 buying halibut license year after year,
but between 1984 until the present trying to get bigger boat. Still in process. Has not bought any gear yet.
Concerned about his children, how will they get into fishery? Fish belong to everyone who warto fish
for them. Quota program good one, but everyone should have same amount. Should file for quota by
certain day every year and fish for them during a certain time every year.

1:23 M att Donohoe, Sitka

Fished for six years. Representing people who feel they have not had their point of view represented before
the Council. Submitted petitions with over 200 signatures from people involved in the fishing industry.
Also submitted Sitka resolution (No. 9147) requesting the Council not to approve IFQs. Have not had a
public hearing in Sitka or the South east for years. Public process has not been adequately followed because
there has not been adequate information available. The plan was only available in the last week, and people
have not had time to digest it and comment. Council doesn’t realize that plan has potential to destroy the
economic base in the coastal communities. A social and economic study needs to be done on what this plan

will do to their economic base specifically, not in general.

1:30pm Buck Laukitis, False Pass Fish and Game Advisory, City of False Pass

Read letter from Mayor of False Pass. They would likely be eligible for CDQ. They have been expanding
the dock to assist in getting into groundfish, and development of current fisheries. IFQ plan not acceptable
unless acceptable CDQ plan is incorporated. Current CDQ provisions in plan not acceptable because IPHC
area 4A is not included at this time. All waters in BS/AI should be included. Still too many questions to be

answered and inappropriate to vote on it at this time.

1:34pm Howard Pendell, Sitka

Some current concerns center around migration of IFQs into a few hands and larger boats. His suggestion
to allay this concern is to tie initial QS allocation to a permit. A person would be allowed to buy and fish one
more permit This would allow forupgrading through the sale of a lower value permit, and the purchase of
a higher value one. This would be like a multi-tiered limited entry system. Guarantees the diversity of the
fleet and addresses the concerns of small communities. Guarantees are also there for larger vessels.

1:40pm Linda Behnken, ALFA

Thinks the implementation plan goes a long way in working out questions and concerns of various groups.
One reservation they have, section 2F(2) allowing trawlers to purchase IFQs for halibut: they want it
removed. This is a fixed gear fishery, and trawlers shouldn't be included in the plan. Unless fleet can be
assured they can harvest their IFQs without the PSC cap there will still be a race for fish. Mortality will be
reduced without race for fish. It is essential that the Council make that commitment to the fleet. Discards for
which IFQ not held should be allowed. Generally speak in favor of plan. Like to see work groups continue
their work.

1:46pm Charlie Spud, Nunivak Island Fishermen's Association.
Representing over 1,000 fishermen in their villages. Main concern has to do with the proposed CDQ

program. Prefer a strong CDQ program, as described in Council preferred alternative. For halibut
management, continue to receive 50% of catch limit for Area 4B as CDQ. Current poundage is not enough



for development in their area. CDQs were seen as a way of helping the communities get into fishing.

1:54pm Steve Tvenstrup, Kenai

Been in fishing since 1978. In 1986 purchased a Cook Inlet permit. He estimates he would get 10,000
pounds, but most of the money from this would go to enforcement. Does not want to get paid and watch the
grass grow, like from Exxon. Just started black cod last year.

1:59pm Ed Fuglvog

Support LFQs and urge Council to move ahead with implementation of plan.

2:00pm Brian L. King, Cordova

Salmon and herring fisherman. Has problems with limitation on transferability. IFQ holders can buy
salmon or herring permit, but salmon or herring permit holders cannot buy QS. IFQs can work as a
management tool without restricting their sale. Only restriction on transferability should be that buyer be a

U.S. citizen.

2:03pm James Swift, Sitka

Congratulate Council on work so far. Original idea was to reduce fleet in an overcapitalized fishery. Need
an IFQ program. Needs to be done as soon as possible. There are more salmon boats coming into sablefish
and halibut fishery this year. One concern is Section 2F(2) regarding by-catch for draggers and pot
fisherman under a by-catch program. Doesn't think that is needed.

2:05pm David O. Osterback, Sand Point

Third-generation fisherman in long-line and other fisheries. With Peninsula Marketing Association. Current
system involves death and damage to people and vessels. Management system needs to be changed but do
not agree with current plan. A lot of unknowns. No opportunity to review the implementation document
thoroughly. Concerns are:

1. small boat fleet would just about be eliminated from Halibut fishing -
quotas will be too small to warrant participation (boats up to 50 ft);

2. QS will be too expensive for Alaska residents to buy.
Believe small communities should get preferential treatment in all fisheries. Not allowed fish shrimp, tanner
crab or king crab in our own area. IFQs as presented here is not a solution. Council should establish a
committee of halibut fishermen from all areas to develop a plan.

2:10pm Alvin D. Osterback, Aleutians East Borough. Peninsula Marketing Association

Reiterate comments above. Set aside a portion of fishery to area where residents of area will fish. If
continue with plan as is, will create a class of large-boat fishermen.



2:35pm Will Tillion
Submitted a card only, "please vote yes on IFQs."
2:36pm Drew Sparlin Southcentral Longliners Association

Fished from age of ten. Current problems formed by greed. Fishermen able to overcome problems, but not
possible to have a viable business under IFQs. Fishermen able to solve problems without bureaucratic
involvement. Small guy without financial backing cannot survive. Plan needs to be reassessed in the context
of the resource not how fishermen will benefit or how to cut the” out. Pot fishery good idea. Tier method
is great. Don’t remove opportunity. Please continue efforts, but more in resource conservation mode.

2:46pm Jeff Stephan, United Fishermen's Marketing Association

Like to have public hearings immediately adjacent to Council deliberation. Draw attention to need for a
Social Impact Analysis on this issue. Council needs to be fully aware of the social impacts before taking
action. Draft implementation plan does include most of the issues needing clarification, but many matters are
policy issues the Council needs to address. Continue to be opposed, but social impact assessment necessary

if Council plans to go ahead.

2:52pm Charlie Johnson, boat owner

Sablefish, Crab, Pacific Cod fisherman from Kodiak. If this plan goes through, he might receive a good
windfall, but not in favor of IFQs. Need impact studies regarding the impact on coastal communities.
Believes coastal communities will shrivel up and die. There are a lot of other options which could be

considered prior to this type of plan.

2:54pm James E. Phillips

A lot of things in implementation plan he doesn't like but a lot of things he does like. Doesn't satisfy
everyone's needs, but neither did the Magnuson Act. Invited the Council to go ahead and implement the

plan, please.

2:55pm Jerome Selby, Mayor of Kodiak Borough

Kodiak Borough stands opposed to concept of IFQs. Sees no conservation advantage from the plan, and the
economic devastation of Alaskan coastal towns. System not in accord with Magnuson Act. Will cost a lot to
implement. Create privileged class of fishermen and deny access to others. Quotas end up in overseas
control through financial control. 72 percent of salmon permits am not owned by Kodiak Island residents.
Thinks IFQs would be even worse than this. Should be no vested interest on Council -- suggest none of
them or families should be eligible fo; quota shares. Table issue until April, publish changes, hold public
hearings in April before going any further with policy.

3:03pm Drew Scalzi, North Pacific Fisheries Association, Homer.
Although their association endorsed plan, they still have concerns. The vote wa” 58 percent in favor. This
reflects the level of concern. Participated in implementation team and feel the group put aside personal

thoughts and worked on the issues at hand. Concerns:

1. Bona fide crewman, intent is great, but in halibut fishery' it will
penalize those who work toward eligibility and reward those who



falsify records;

2. also section 2F;(2), door could conceivably be opened fortrawl to buy
long-line IFQs. Ifthis is possible, take it out.

3. Still endorse 32 foot boat class to keep small boat fleet intact.

Believe work groups should continue.

3:07pm Steve Fish

Has been fishing halibut since 1975 and black cod since 1979. A vote not for EFQs is a vote for the status
quo which stinks. Happy to pay implementation costs, and happy to buy Quota Shares. Plan is not perfect,
but nothing is. Council has been working on this program for a long time, those who come up at the last
minute have not followed the process and don't understand all the ramifications. Critical to maintain the
combined implementation team/group to continue working into implementation. The other concern - by-
catch provision for trawlers, take it out.

3:10pm Kris Norosz, Petersburg Vessel Owners Association

Association been in existence since 1930s. Witnessed all year fishery reduced to 24 hours. This is
economically and ecologically disastrous. Industry participation is crucial in developing management
regime. The implementation plan has helped to clarify many of the questions and problems. Still believe
IFQ best solution to problems facing industry. Imperative that adequate enforcement, violators vigorously
prosecuted and stiff penalties. There is no difference between primary ports and secondary ports, and the
difficulty in selling salmon canneries in Seldovia is a result of the salmon market and poor performance.
The transition into IFQs must be thorough, and should be done for 1994. Bareboat charter agreements
section needs to be expanded. Agree tha. ith IFQ system in place there will be no need for PSC limits,
Council needs to clarify whether all pennit holders have bona fide crew member stares, and halibut
fishermen in over 10 years but not qualified. Feel the trawl by-catch provision is inappropriate and suggest
it be removed. Hope Council passes IFQs at this meeting.

3:17pm Ron J. Kuczek, Anchorage

This is first appearance before Council. Amazed at decisions Council has made in name of conservation.
IFQs is worst yet. Sablefish and halibut plan before council blatantly against conservation. Develop a
program which does not discriminate. Addressed a number of comments to the Secretary of Commerce.
Cited conflicts of interest An in-depth analysis is required to determine impacts.

3:24pm Rick Weber, False Pass commercial fisherman

Fished since 1977. Three aspects of concern: Social and economic, implementation costs, and qualification
determination. Social/economic impacts of the plan will devastate many coastal communities in this state.
Many rural coastal communities have developed through open access fishery. Oppose this plan, not
specifically IFQs. Need social impact analysis. Vessel ownership is an irrelevant criteria for initial
allocation.

3:29pm Jere Murray, Seldovia.
Seldovia Native Association is opposed to halibut and sablefish plan as presented. Eliminate many of those
in Seldovia and limit upgrading. Seldovia Village Tribe, opposed as presented. Need to participate in CDQ

program. Personal comments: concept of bona fide crew member be removed from plan completely;
remove the 1988-90 participation -- go back to 84. To ensure that fishing power not be concentrated, lower
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QS cap especially in 3A/3B to 1/10 of 1%. After initial allocation, let free enterprise system work.
Immediately implement an alternative plan to eliminate derby and spread fishing throughout year.

3:38pm Nancy Lande, South/Central Alaska Long-line Enterprise

Represents a small boat organization of vessels 38 feet and under. Majority are in halibut fishery. Haven't
had enough time or opportunity to comment on the plan. A plan of this magnitude deserves a one-on-one
meeting in their own community. Need clarification of the freezer long-line exemption on by-catch, and
where they fit in under definitions. Do halibut fishermen need sablefish IFQs for by-catch? Stressed halibut
fishery is different from sablefish, they want the opportunity to work with the Council on specifics of
halibut management, not have it lumped in with sablefish.

4:07pm Jack Hill

26 years in fis:ang. Statement that halibut will be available year round is incorrect. EPHC has asked for four
or five month closure of the fishery. Costs of implementation too high. Plan flawed in who will qualify for
shares, e.g. can crew of halibut boat for three years and not qualify, but fish for shark in Florida for four
months and qualify? Should fix the flaws now before going any further. Sablefish and halibut are two
different fisheries. Should be addressed separately. Teains'should have more time to address the issues.

4:11pm David T. Wenzlau, Juneau

Been a crewman for 12 years on black cod and halibut vessels. Crew are back bone of industry, and should
be included. Oppose transferable permits. Boat owners should not get all quota. If the present plan is
implemented, there will be a loss of crewman. The Council’s actions do not serve the public interest, they
serve narrow sectional interests.

4:14pm Chris Moss, Homer

Although in favor of IFQs, current plan needs some changes. Crewmen should be included in the system.
IFQs for by-catch in trawl fisheries should be removed. Quota in 3A and 3B should be valid for either area.
When the TAC in one area is reached it should be closed, with the balance available in the other area.

4:17pm Neil Huff

Fishing sablefish for 15 years. In favor of IFQ plan. High time something was done. Not looking forward
to having to participate in present saturated fisheries.

4:18pm Beth Stewart, Peninsula Marketing Association, Aleutian East Borough.

Representing fishermen on Aleutian Islands. While opposed to the scheme have tried to be constructive.
Still cannot support. Program will result in lost revenues to communities because more fish will be landed
outside their communities which rely on fish taxes. Enforcement is a problem The system invites abuse.
Vessel owners wtill be rewarded, not those who actually fished. The program removes the ability for
communities ;o rely on the sea for livelihood and surv ival.



4:21pm Leroy Cabana

Owner/operator of a 45 foot vessel. System far too complicated. Council has tried to please everybody, bul
plan works to advantage of large processors and large companies. No-one will get a large allocation, and
will have to buy quotas. Not fair in market because having to compete with large companies with money.

4:26pm Tim Cabana

Operates, 54 foot vessel. Too many questions about current plan. Too complicated. Something needs to be
done, but this isn't it.

4:29pm Bill Sullivan, Homer

Limited time to review plan and to discuss with other fishermen. Plan says it aims to create minimum
disruption, but it could destroy the industry. Fished halibut since 1981 but won't qualify as a bona fide
crewman, yet salmon fishermen can qualify. Allowance should be made for small boats in the system.

Strongly opposed to this system of DFQs.
4:36pm M argaret Salmon

Speaking on behalf of crew members who have v.orked their way through to owning their own vessel.
They will not qualify as bona fide crew members. Women and natives will not be able to purchase quota
unless they can borrow money. IFQs will not protect most small boat owners. Socio/economic impact has
not been studied. This needs to be done prior to implementing the plan. All agree sometiiing must be done,
but the up and coming young have no say in how this thing is being developed.

4:41pm Taul Clampitt

In favor of the plan. Been working on the program now for ten years. Current plan not perfect, nothing will
be, but nothing insurmountable that could not be corrected. Tired of fishing in any weather that comes up
during an opening. Cannot enforce what is happening now. Crew will lose jobs with trip limits. Can allow
crew to buy into system, so they can have ownership.

4:46pm Thorn Smith North Pacific Long Line Association

Unable to obtain copy of plan to read thoroughly. Attended meetings of implementation groups in Seattle
and got impression that enforcement and monitoring would be complicated. Don’t know what it will cost,
and where the money will come from. Freezer long-liners will be out of the system because of limits on
transferability. Sablefish and halibut are two distinct fisheries and should be treated as such. Opposed to
this particular system. Should design a system which is simple with free transferability. Would recommend
a moratorium in the meantime. These comments related more to Pacific cod than the halibut or sablefish.

4:54pm Per Odegaard

2nd generation halibut fisherman. Safety is a major factor. Time to do something. The proposed system is
not perfect, but there are still good reasons for it. The number of injuries per year has risen dramatically.
This is clearly the result of the derby style of fishing. It is time to get on with it.



4:56pm Mark Lundsten, F/V Masonic

Think the document is good, despite typing and spelling errors. Covers questions well. Proofreading
needed. Continuing the two committees and the holding of public meetings are good ideas. Question of the
lifting of PSC is a tricky one. Overage and underage needs to be looked at. Overage could be deducted from
next years catch. IPHC is a conservative organization, if it says it can make the system work, then that is a
vote of confidence. The CDQ program is good. Should be flexibility in bare boat charter provisions. The
idea from Sitka has some merit and is worthy of consideration.

5:02pm Eric Olson, Jack Knudsen Fishing Vessel Owners Association

[Eiic Olson] Owner/operator for 8 years, fishing for 23 years. Easy to tear the system apart. Haven't
heard anything new today. Have heard that conservation not taken care of. Without plan - no conservation.
At least with plan there is a chance. The plan is designed to preserve the structure of the fleet, the status quo
won’t do that. Vessels will have to diversify into other fisheries. It is time to get on with it.

[Jack Knudsen] Can support 1 year moratorium on PSC, but still thinks will need to do something like
quarterly by-catch limits in the future to avoid a race for fish. Favors an even more restrictive bona fide
crew member definition. Like to see crucifiers legalized for halibut again. Better trained observers would be
able to tell if crucifiers being used too harshly.

5:12pm Jack Crowley, Fishing Vessel Owners Association
Long line fishermen are operating 2 -3 days without sleep. This is no way to run a rail road. If the Council
has any feeling for its fellow man, put the system in place. Currently getting fresh Canadian fish all year

round, but it is not as good as Alaskan fish. All the fresh fish is a result of the Canadian ITQ program.
Alaskan fish is available for a few days.

5:16pm John Crowley, Fishing Vessel Owners Association

Everyone opposing system today had little participation. If these people get in, those with a long history of
participation will lose out. In favor of ITQ system. Hope the fishery can be preserved,

5:18pm Bruce Forde, Deep Sea Fishermens Union

Fishing since 1965. Have been writing to Council to preserve open access so | could buy boat. But have
now changed my mind. Too many boats. IFQs along with a provision that you have to be on board the
vessel should keep quotas in the hands of the industry.

5:20pm Bruce Jackson, Deep Sea Fishermens Union

Union established in 1912, with 304 members. Most frightening concern is status quo. Urge Council to put
system to Secretary of Commerce.

5:21pm James Herman

Agrees with quota on halibut. Bad weather prevented his fishing full day from 1987 - 1990. 1991 good
weather, but no halibut in Cook Inlet. A quota based on a three year catch would not be good. On the whole

the scheme is good, may get cheaper insurance rates because of improved safety. Hope'to be able to pick a
day of good weather when can make money.



5:24pm Brian Harber, Deep Sea Fishermens Union

Eight years since the halibut moratorium crashed in Washington DC. The issue of the cost of
implementation is not an issue. Fishermen will pay the cost. Believes a bureaucratically managed fishery is
better than no fishery at all. Members won't get anything out of this other than the right to fish the species
from which they make the majority of their income. Support bona fide crew member provision, freezer

long-line split, and ownership cap.

5:31pm Jerald D. Eidem

Attended last meeting and presented comments, will continue at this meeting. Support IFQs, but need an
additional allocation to Cook Inlet fishermen to take account of bad weather and the Exxon oil spill. Have
three daughters who have fished with him, but who do not qualify under the definition of bona fide crew

members. May need a CDQ for Cook Inlet. May need 50 percent CDQ for women. Hopes it is not true that
people with under 1,000 pounds will not be able to participate.

5:36pm Chris Chavasse

Resource is a common stock. There is no data west of the international date line The subsistence issue is not
addressed. In the estimates of funding, nothing is included for educating fisheries managers and those in the
industry.

5:39pm Pete Farris;

Against IFQs at this stage. Plan seems far from perfect. Plan needs to be re-worked a lot. Against plan the
way it is, but not against IFQs per se.

5:42pm Robert Newman, King Cove
Had 30 years fishing in King Cove. Also King Cove Council Member. Oppose IFQs. Concerned younger

generation will not be able to participate. The system will create bankrupcies. Heard the decision on IFQs
had already been made. Concerned about this given expense of travelling from King Cove.

5:45pm Don Bridges, Kenai

Against present plan. Too complicated. Sablefish and halibut are two separate and distinct fisheries.

5:46pm Vic Horgan, Ocean Beauty Seafoods
IFQs are a catch-22 between resource protection and something that can be afforded. Any system must be
able to be monitored and enforced adequately. This program will result in losses to the State of Alaska. It

favors other States over Alaska. The Canadian system requires more money, and Alaska has more boats
and more fishermen. Advocates licence limitation with use it or lose it trip limits. Urges Council to reject

program now and move on.

5:50pm Paul Gronholdt, Sand Point

Everyone he talked to in Sand Point is opposed to IFQs. It is poor policy. There is no money for monitoring

14



and enforcement. It is unAmerican, it is management from Hell.

5:51pm Linda Kozak, Kodiak Long-line Vessel Owners Association

Provided written comments. The Magnuson Act places conservation first. Believes high-grading will occur.
The IPHC recommends 5 percent for overages, but what about sablefish? Secs difficulties in allocating
ABC under an IFQ system. Fish stocks may shift. Under an IFQ system there is pressure to hold TACs at
higher levels. The restrictions imposed in the plan could lead to inflexibility. The provision for an owner to
be on board is OK, but could run into difficulties with corporations or partnerships. Feels Council needs
legal opinions on this. Restrictions on transferability should be dropped. Any-one who wants to buy quota
should be able to do so. Implementation cost of $4 million is too conservative. IPHC has said that it is not
happy with the monitoring and enforcement proposal. Based on Canadian and New Zealand experience,
believe $10 million more realistic. Concerned at concerted push for IFQs. Need to step back and examine
program before moving forward. Wants to know why social impact analysis not completed.

6:00pm Marty Phelps

Opposed to IFQs. Further work needs to be done.

6:01pm Lloyd Cannon, All Alaska Seafoods

46 years fishing. Against IFQs. Been involved in 5 or 6 fisheries which have cycled down and up. Would
have been bankrupt if couldn’t have switched sideways. Under IFQs, in a few years everyone will be
broke. Under IFQs people cannot switch sideways. IFQs would disenfranchise a lot of young people in
Alaska. If there are too many people let some of them go broke. Let the capitalist system work.

6:06pm Linda Behnken, personal behalf

Wi ish to lend strong support to the Sitka proposal of allocations of blocks of quota, and having them tied to
permits. Have seen the IFQ issue polarize the industry in Sitka. Believes this measure will ensure added
support. Not new, raised three years ago, and again nine months ago. System would prevent quota
accumulation as some fear. Fleet will remain diverse. Will ensure entry level will be able to be maintained.
Will simplify the system. Vessel classes will become less relevant. Would like the Council to discuss this

idea seriously.

6:09pm Adjournment



KODIAK LONGLINE 326 CENTER AVENUE. P.O. BOX 135
KODIAK, ALASKA 99615

ISEL OWNERS*ASSOCIATION (907)486-3781 FAX (907) 486-2470

HALIBUT <+ SABLEFISH + PACIFICCOD =+ CRAB

November 29, 1991

Hr. Rick Lauber, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Anchorage, Alaska

Vel

RE: SABLEFISH AND HALIBUT IFQ IMPLEMENTATION

Dear Chairman Lauber,

The KLVOA has participated in the IFQ discussions for several years. W have
been very involved and interested in this issue. It is of great concern to the
members that they have had almost no time to review the draft implementation

plan. It was received in our office on Tuesday, November 26, 1991 and the
deadline for comments is November 29, 1991. As you know, this week was the
Thanksgiving holiday. It seems that the rush to have something approved is

not allowing industry the time to review plans for implementation of this very
complex and controversial program.

We have some initial comments and concerns that | will attempt to summarize
and briefly address. These are listed below.

CONSERVATION

In order to achieve the goals of the Magnusen Act, it is important to consider
conservation of the resource first and foremost. While we believe that
initially some conservation concerns were addressed in developing the concept

of an IFQ plan, it has long been forgotten.

It is a known fact that highgrading and underreporting will occur. It is
unclear as to what extent this will be. There is a halibut size limit, but
the industry work group has recommended that no size limit for sablefish be
established. What amount of discards will result from this?

The IPHC is recommending that overages be handled in such a manner that each
vessel would receive 5* less on his halibut quota initially and that the
overages would be deducted from his "bank*. Why is a sablefish "bank* not

being considered? In fact, this whole idea of "banks" is something that
industry has not had an opportunity to review and comment on. Many fishermen
are concerned that every time they turn around, another "little percentage" of

quota is being deducted from the”r quota.



IFQ Comments
Page Two

We have commented previously that the political pressure on the Council could
make it difficult for anyquota reductions to be implemented, should the
stocks decrease. One issue that has not been addressed adequately is the
anticipated shift in stocks from one management area to another. In the Gulf
of Alaska 1992 Stock Assessment Summary (sablefish portion) it states that

there could be a problem in apportioning ABC's under an ITQ program. The
reason is that ITQ's will be area specific and stocks will shift and change
from time to time. This could result in a shift of stocks from one management
area to another and if the scientists wish to adjust quotas to compensate for
the shift, there may be tremendous political pressure from the quota share
holders in the area which will receive a reduction. This could be a serious
problem. In fact, it appears that such a shift may be happening in sablefish
from the Southeast areas to the Central Gulf. This could become extremely

contentious and political.

In the 1992 SAFE document it states for sablefish that "under a pessimistic
recruitment level and constant catch at the recommended ABC's, the population
as projected by the SRA model, would fall below the 1980 biomass level in

1994". In looking at what the 1980 quota was, It is very concerning that this
number (8,542 mt) is significantly lower than the projected quota for 1992 of
20,800 mt. It is important to note that under anlIFQ plan, there may be

tremendous pressure to keep thestocks at an artificial level, thus causing
conservation problems.

PLAN RESTRICTIONS

OMNER REQUIRED TO BE ONBOARD - In requiring the owner to be on board the
vessel, the Council is attempting to resolve the concern of large scale
corporate investment anda "sharecropper fleet". The current corporate and
partnership vessels are grandfathered in to allow them to operate with a hired
skipper. Any change in corporate or partnership structure requires the owner
to be on board the vessel. What constitutes a change? Could it be a simple
additional investment by one or more partners, changing the% of ownership?
How can you force a partner not to get out of the corporation, if he wants to?
Are these restrictions even legal? W think that the Council needs to have
some sound legal guidelines when dealing witn corporate law.

CAPS APPLY TO VESSEL - This restriction will provide a disincentive for crew
members to purchase quota and try to fish on a high producing vessel. If the
owner already has his cap and thatentire quota will be fished on the vessel,
then r.o one else can fish their quota on that boat. What if an owner's vessel
sinks or burns? He will not be free to lease or try to fish his quota on the
vessel of his choice. He will be limited to those vessels which don't have
their cap. What if he has 1o fishon a vessel which is not seaworthy because
of this restriction and what if he dies? This is anunfair and irresponsi bl e

restriction.

CAPS APPLY INDIVIDUALLY AND COLLECTIVELY - This restriction again, may have
been well intended, but it falls short of being realistic in the "real world".
If an individual owns interest in multiple vessels which are of themselves,



IFQ Comments
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corporations, and his interest in these vessels exceeds the cap, then none of
the corporations in which he has an”™ level of ownership will be allowed to

purchase quota. If he is forced tosell out of a corporation in order to
allow the other owners more flexibility, then the grandfather clause doesn't
apply anymore. The tax consequences could be devastating as well. This

restriction must be eliminated.

CAP SUMMARY - The caps are not appropriate and will cause severe hardship to
the participants. If caps are implemented, they should be less restrictive

and allow more flexibility by the quota share holders.

PERMIT HOLDERS - The permit holders may not be considered bona fide crew
members in order to purchase quota. This is not appropriate. Permit holders
who have been running vessels for the halibut fishery should be able to

purchase quota.

FIXED GEAR CREW MEMBER - Again, this definition is designed to restrict those
individuals who can purchase quota. The .Council has two definitions of what
fixed gear is, andit is unclear as to whether the pot fisheries would qualify
as fixed gear. Itisvery important that fishermen be able to purchase quota.

Anyone who wishes should be able to purchase quota.

MANAGEMENT AREAS - There are approximately 60 management cells under the

proposed sablefish and halibut IFQ plans. These include management areas,
sub-areas, and vessel classes within each area. The ability for fishermen to
exist within these cells will be very difficult, if not impossible. It would

be more appropriate to reduce these cells by eliminating some management areas
and vessel classes.

FREEZER/LONGLINER DEFINITION - There are a few vessels which have participated
in the Pacific cod fishery with plate freezers on board, but have fished for

halibut and sablefish as a catcher vessel. These vessels will be classed in
the freezer/1 ongl iner category automatically, unless the Council allows some
flexibility. These vessels must be allowed a one time choice to be in either

the catcher boat or freezer/1 ongl iner category.

ANTICIPATED COSTS

Current estimates are approximately four million dollars. This is far too
conservative. There is insufficient money allocated for the monitoring and
transferring of quota shares. The IPHC has indicated that they are not
comfortable with the level of enforcement. They feel it won't be enough to
monitor the many small halibut deliveries. We agree.

In reviewing the Canadian and New Zealand programs, it is more realistic to
project a cost of over ten million dollars annually. Where will this money
come from? It is suggested that the industry will pay for this. Will  tne
implementation wait for a change in the Magnusen Act to allow for this tax or
user fee? How much of a fee will the industry support? If we don't wait for
this change, then where will the money come from? Will existing programs be
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cut, and if so, which ones? According to NWS enforcement personnel, they
need a substantial increase in personnel even without IFQ's. Will they get
it? If not, how will IFQ's be affected? These "minor" details are extremely
important and need to be answered before a decision is made by the Council.

INCONSISTENCIES

DISCARDS - The Council has in one place prohibited discards, yet does not

require that vessels purchase IFQ's for incidentally caught fish. Having
freezer/1 ongliners removed from this restriction doesn't make sense. This
doesn't seem to fit within the "keep what you catch" idea.

FIXED GEAR - The fixed gear definition seems to have two meanings. In one
pi ace it means hook and line. In another, it includes crab fishermen in order

to qualify to purchase quota.

GRANDFATHER CLAUSE - There is some discrepancy in when the grandfather
provision ceases for a corporation or a partnership. For a corporation, a
death of a member does not constitute a change, but this statement doesn't

appear to apply to partnerships.

SITMKARY

We are very concerned that the "push" for IFQs has superseded any conmon sense
approach to the problems in the fishery. W need to step back and take a look

at this program from all angles before a decision is made.

The idea of an IFQ program is to allow the most flexibility among those quota
share holders, not to socially engineer the program in such a way that
"nothing changes"”. In order to achieve what an IFQ program is designed to do,
some changes need to be implemented. If not, then the exercise will surely
fail. The analysis states over and over again that the benefits of the
program will be reduced with each restriction imposed. It is believed by sonme
that we have reached the point where the costs far outweigh any potential

benefits.

The technical team and industry work group have not completed their work.
There are many questions which remain unanswered, as well as Council
clarifications on inconsistencies. Costs remain uncertain, as well as funding

sources. The conservation aspects of this plan have not been adequately
addressed. Again, we ask, why has a social impact analysis not been
completed? The ramifications of this program will be far-reaching. It is

imperative that an appropriate social impact analysis be completed.

We are asking that the North Pacific Council consider delaying final action on
this plan until the concerns have been addressed. We feel that the Council

has not completed the job on this issue

77

Linda Kozak N
Executi ve Di rector



NORTH PACIFIC LONGLINE ASSOCIATION
720 West Blaine St.
Seattle, WA 98119

(206) 283-7700

December 2, 1991

Mr. Richard B. Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.0. Box 103136

Anchorage, AK 99501

RE; Sablefish/Halibut ITQ Proposal
Dear Mr. Lauber;

Our association submitted comments on the above subject
in September. Our views have not changed, and we would like
to incorporate those comments ‘by reference. Please consider
the following summary:

I. The Purpose of ITQ Systems

Dr. William Fox, Assistant Administrator for Fisheries,
NOAA, recently stated the purpose of ITQ systems: 'We need
to extricate the government as much as possible from the
allocation process, moving...to programs that allow market
forces to work effectively at the harvesting level."”

Il. This Proposal Defeats the Purpose of an ITQ System

The preferred alternative for the sablefish/halibut 1TQ
proposal contains so many restrictions and constraints that
the market is severely inhibited. Chief among these 1is uie
prohibition against exchange of shares between vessel
classes. At the recent Ninth Annual Fishery Law Symposium
in Seattle, Dr. Lee Anderson, TfTather of the surf clam/ocean
quahog 1TQ program, stressed the need for fri.e
transferability of shares. He stated that because of the
numerous constraints on transferability, "The
sablefish/halibut proposal is almost not an ITQ system.™

1. Industry Does Not Support the Proposal

Tf an 1TQ system is to work, it must enjoy the support
of iIndustry. Oral and written testimony on this proposal
has been overwhelmingly negative. Fishermen and fishermen®s
associations, processors and their associations, catcher-
processors and theilr associations, the IPHC, Alaska State
Legislators, Congressman Don Young and Senator Stevens have
all announced outright opposition to the proposal or have
registered serious concerns about i1ts feasibility. The



Advisory Panel split evenly on a vote to drop the subject
permanently (i.e., "kill the rat'). [Industry support for
the proposal seems to come mainly from those who would enjoy
a windfall profit through the allocation of shares.

IV. Precedent - Offshore Processors

Under the proposal the catcher-processor fleet 1is
awarded very little quota in the fisheries, and is
permanently prevented from acquiring more through the market
- efficiency, product quality, and possible willingness to
pay more for quota share notwithstanding. This scheme would
set a frightening precedent for other fisheries.

V. Limitations on Ownership of Shares

Provisions limiting individual, collective and
corporate ownership of shares are also troubling.
Efficiency may require some consolidation. Further, the 1%
and 1/2% limitations would set an impossible precedent for
other fTisheries, where single vessels often exceed such
proportions of the catch (vessel catch limits raise the same
concern). Some limits may be desirable, but the levels
proposed are.far too restrictive.

VI. Foreign Control

Concern has been expressed that despite limitations on
ownership and other protective measures, foreign iInterests
will find ways to control ITQ"s.

VIL. Implementation. Administration, Monitoring and
Enforcement

Despite diligent work by the implementation teams it is
apparent that implementaition, administration, monitoring
and enforcement will be extremely complicated. It is fair
to ask whether NMFS has or can acquire the capacity to
administer such a program.

VIll. Funding

It 1s also apparent that implementation,
administration, monitoring and enforcement will be very
expensive. The source of funding remains a mystery. There
iIs no legal authority under the Magnuson Act to extract fees
from industry. Who will pay, and how much?

IX. Future Extraction of Economic Rents

Establishment of an I1TQ system will be an open
invitation for the extraction of economic rents from the
fisheries (one way to offset a windfall). Congressional
attitudes and intentions in this regard should be considered



care fully b e fore w e comm it to any s uch program and m a k e our
industry v ulnerablIle to further fis c al b urdens

X E nvironmental Im p act A s sessment,; C umulative Im p act

Two s eparate and independent analyses o f th e im p act o f
th e s ab le fish and h a lib ut ITQ proposals on th e hum an
environment h ave been prepared - each a s th ough th e otn e r
proposa.l d id n ot e x is t H as th ere b een any assessment o f
th e p o s s ible cum ulative im pacts o f th e s e tw o actions ? A ls o,
th e environmental assments are gener-rwic, inte nde d to addres s
th e gener-ral im pacts o f a |1 o f th e a lte rn ative s H as a
s p e cific analysis o f th e preferred a lte rn ative b een
performed?

X 1. E conomic Im p act A nalysis; C umulative Im p act

A g ain th e economic im pact analyses w e re done
independently, usi'.g incom patible m e th odologies, assumptions
and d ata - and th e a ction s w ere la te r combined. I's th e
cum ulative economic im pact d iffere nt from th e individual
im pacts? The analysis is als o g ener rwic - woi b th e p ublic and
th e C oumncil revie w a fu 11 analysis o f th e preferred
alte rnative?

The C ounecil h as announced its in te n tion to d evelop ITQ
programs for a |1 fis h erie s under its jur ris dic tion T his is
a re v o lutionary proposal, and its com ponents are a |1 p a rt o f
a s in g le scheme T his p rivatization m ay w e |1 h ave an annual
e ffe ct on th e economy o f $100 m illio n or m ore, and i f th e
programs are designed a fter th e s ab le fis h /h alib u't proposal,
th ey woill c e rtainly h ave an adverse e ffe ct on com petition,
productivity, and th e a b ility o f U S -b ased enterprises to
compete w ith foreign-based e nterprises in d om e s tic or e x p ort
m arkets . T his overall plan s howuld b e s ubjected t o th orough
analy s is under E .O 12291 and th e NMFS g uidelines on fis h ery
re gulation - th e s e a n aly tical re quirem ents s h owuld n ot b e
evaded th rough a fis h erery-by-fis hery peicemeal approach

X . Community Development Q uotas

The preferred altern ative c alls for th e cre ation o f
s iz e able Community D evelopment Q uotas (C DQ '"s), to b e ta k en
from fully -s ub s cribed fis h e ries It d oes n ot appeartr th at
th ere is any conservation ration ale forr th is a ction nor is
it necessar-ry "to achieve optimum y ie |Id " under S ection
303 (b )(6) o f th e M agnuson A ct. For a |1 p ractic al purposes
th e C DQ's w o u ld create perpetual rig h ts to p ub lic propet-wty,
in c e rtain A las k a coastal communities W as hington s tate
coastal com munitie s w h ic h are e qgqually disadvantaged w owuld b e
b arred from applying T his in te n tion al geograwphic e x clusion
m ay rais e g uestions o f im perm issible dis crim ination
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by Hil Spence
Staff Writer

The Homer Gty Council Monday voted unanimously to
pass nresolution asking the North Padhc Fisheries Manage-
ment Council not to adopt an individual transfemble quota
sluue system before conducting a thorough analytics of the
economic impact such a system would have on Alaska's
fishing communities.

The dty council passed the resolution opposing precipi-
tous action by the fisheries management council on the so-
called IFQ (Individual Fishing Quota) proposal for sablefish
and halibut It also asked tire fisheries council to share any
information it gkans from an impact study with the coastal
communities likely to be affected by a quota system.

In passing the resolution, introduced by councilwoman
Cathy Godfrey, the Homer council followed other coastal
dries and organizations who have passed similar resolutions,
including Kodiak, Cordova and \hittier, as well as the
Kodiak and Kenai Peninsula borough assemblies and the
Alaska Municipal League.

At Monday's meeting, the council beard from local
fishermen who showed up in numbers.

The fisheries council will take public comment onimple-
mentation of the IFQ proposal Monday at the Anchorage
Hilton Hotel. The final vote is expected during the council’s
meeting, which begins Tuesday.

The adoption of IFQs will affect Homer's economy, said
Homer fisherman George Plagenz. It could mean the Vin of
asignificant number ofjobs, if, as opponents of DPQs suspect,
limiting shores to vessd owners will encourage owners to hire
fewer crewman and tum humanjobs over to machines, he said.

"(There are) glaring problems with the proposed assign-

PWBH HODWW NEWS

ment* ttfafVW\Es" lie said “It's illegal!

"The management council wouldgive 100 percent ofthe
shafts to vessel owners when they ore, in fad, minority
owners of the fish."

Plagenz said many vessel owners, especially thosii living
Outside, don't pay Alaska taxes and haven't compiled with
the legal requirements to be considered employers because
tinder the definitions, Ihey are notemployers, but contractors.

Plagenz said the management council represents large-
vessel owners who stand to profit from the proposed assign-
ment of shares. They do not, he said, represent the individual
interests of fishermen. That, be added, was the position of
bodies such as the Homer Gty CoundL

If the IFQ plan passes as currently written, Plagenz Said,
theowncrwould notbe havinghisrefrigeratorfixedatBilan’s
Appliance (CouncilmanBrian Sweiven), orhisback adjusted
at Ge ffrey Chiropractic, areference to the office of Counril-
woman Cathy Godfrey's busband.

Other fisherman offered similar testimony. But n6t ev-
eryone at Monday's meeting opposed IFQs. Drew Scalzi,
president of the North Pacific Fisheries Association, an
organization of Alaska fishermen, said he codld refute much
of the testimony about the possible effect* of IFQs the dty
council bad heard, but declined to do that Mooday. He
debated the issue at the Homer Chamber of Commerce
lunchecoThetday andagainonK BB I'sCoffbelbble program
Whsdneaday.

"This is a very complex Issue,” Scald told the dty
IOundL

The quota proposal has been discussed and debated for
years, he said Tuesday evening. The council has entered die
fray at the 11th hour, be said.



EFFECT OF LONGLINE ITQ SYSTEM VERSUS HARVEST BY POT ON THE SABLEFISH

HALIBUT FISHERIES.

Prol)lein

Resource:
Juvenile halibut bycatch mortality
Halibut highgrading of legal sizes
Ghost fishing of lost gear

Discard mortality of incidental species
Killer Whale interactions and mortality
Steller Sea Lion interactions and mortality

Safety:
Weather postponed retrieval of gear fishmortality

M arket:
Season closure from halibut PSC

Economic Problems:
Concentration of wealth to few vessel owners
Eliminates diversity options for local fleet
Elimination of local ports of delivery
Reduction in local vessel and on-shore jobs
Cost of implementation and enforcement

Volume of paperwork

Longline ITQ

continuing
starting
continuing

continuing

continuing

rare but continuing

continuing

continuing

yes
yes
yes
considerable job
high

high

loss

Sablefish, Pacific Cod,
Harvest hv Pol Gear

solved

solved
Biodegradable strip and
escape from pot tunnels

solved

solved

solved

solved

solved

no
no, with 100 pot limit

no

no
minimal, tags for pots,
observers on large vessels

minimal increase



EFFECT OF ITQ SYSTEM VERSUS FIVE TRIP LIMIT SEASON ON THE HALIBUT FISHERY
(Trip limits apply to entire quota, five 24 hr. trips, May through September. Under harvest or overage
applied to next opening. Vessel classes percentages as per IPHC clean-up openings)

Prohlem Longline ITQ Five 24 hr./Trip Limits
Resource:
Highgrading by size starting starting
More gear set than can be retrieved solved solved
Retention of other species possible possible
Tangling and loss of gear solved reduced
Safety:
Weather Can choose good days Can choose more protected
secondary grounds
Overload vessels with product potential no
Proximity of wvessels for rescues widely spaced closer proximity
Market:
Distribution of fresh product throughout year solved better than current *
Product fresh upon delivery no, long trips allowed yes
Economy of scale: Volume processing and shipping no yes
Economics:
Concentration of wealth to few vessel owners yes no
Eliminates diversity options for local fleet yes no
Elimination of local ports of delivery yes no
Reduction in vessel and on-shore jobs considerable job loss no
Cost of implementation and enforcement high low, current vessel classes
Volume of paperwork high minimal increase
Fishermen harmed under program 80% “consolidated” only highliners above

out of fishery average for vessel class



North Pacific Fisheries Protection Association

6610 Fremont Avenue North e Seattle. WA 98103 +« (206)781-0336

SYNOPSIS OFTESTIMONY ON IFQS FOR BLACKCOD AND HALIBUT
at the NPFMC Meeting, Anchorage, AK, December 2, 1991

We object to the implementation of the proposed IFQ system for the
Blackcod and Halibut fisheries on the grounds that:

1) The issue of conservation of the resource has been ignored.
2) The program excludes the vast majority of fishermen.

3) The program will destroy the small boat fleet in favor of big
money concerns.

4) The program will devastate many coastal communities and

businesses.

5) The overwhelming majority of people concerned reject this

program.

We propose that the Council instead recommend the following:

1) Throw this IFQ proposal out.

2) Impose a moratorium and some traditional management

techniques.

3) Devise a comprehensive management program with several
different alternatives.

4) Conduct a SEIS for the alternatives and distribute the
information for public review. BEFORE you vote on a final plan.

The current IFQ proposal is bad public policy. What you vote for is
going to set a national precedent for all fisheries. YOU HAVE AN
OPPORTUNITY TO MAKE GOOD PUBLIC POLICY BY VOTING AGAINST
THIS PROPOSAL AND FOR A MORE EQUITABLE AND FAR-SIGHTED PLAN.

© Pinted o tooyded  paper



December 2, 1991

M . R ic k L auber, C hairman
N orth P a c ific F is heries M anagement C ouncil
P .O . B o x 103136
A nchorage, A la s k a 99510
D ear C hairm an L auber:
| am s ub m itting comments regarding I'n d ividual Fisherm an's Q uotas
(IFQ "s) on b e h a lf o f th e C ordova C ity C ounecil. T he C ordova C ity
C ouncil rem ains very concerned ab o ut th e im pacts an I F Q m anagement
scheme w o u ld h ave upon loc al fishermen, th e economy o f Cordova and
th e life s ty I|e o f residents o f C ordova. W e are aware th at y ou h ave
received a g re a-t d e al o f te stim ony regarding th e e x pected im pacts
upon individual fishermen; e s pecially th e s m a ll b o a't oOwWners and
th os e ju s t g e tting into th e lon g line fis h ery . O ur comments w i
focus on th e im pacts upon sm all c o astal communitie s ik e C ordova;
communitie's w h o s e economy is dependent upon th e fis h ing industry
F ollow ing is a Iis t o f s pecific comments

1. C ordova's economy h as h is to rically b een b ased upon th e
s eafood industry . The E x xon V aldez o il s p ill, w o rld m arke-t
conditions, and oth er factors h ave com bined t o produce h ard
economic tim e s for many loc al fishermen. L ocal fishermen have
alw ays depended on fle x ib ility and th e a b ility to p articip ate in a
number o f fis h e ries to m a k e end s m e e t. M any h ave g otte n involved
in th e lon g lin e fis h ery over th e p a st decade. M o st o f th e s e
fis herm en are s m a |l b oat owner-rwrs, b u 't th ey h ave m ade s ub s tantial
investments in lon gline gear and equipment and h ave b een w orking
h ard to increase th e ir catch each y e ar. An I F Q system w o u ld h u rt
th e s e fis herm en b ecause it w o u ld “lo c k " th em in to a q u o ta . I'n m o st
cases, th is qguota w o uld b e s o s m all th at th ey c o uldn "t a ffo rd to
fis h it T he on ly ration al economic d e cis ion for people in th is
p o s ition is to s e |1 th e ir g uotas . O th er fisherm en w h o planned to
g et into th e fis h ery or w h o h ave on ly fis h ed it th e la st few y ears
could b e loc ked o u t com pletely . T his m eans a lo s s o f jo b s and
income and reduced revenue from raw fis h and s ales ta x e s

2 . L ocal processor-rs h ave been gearing up t o h andle increased
d e liveries o f h alib u't and b la c k cod . I f I'F Q 's g o into e ffe c t, th e
ik e |y outcome is th at it w il become uneconomic for th e processor-rs
t o h andle th e s e fis h b ecause d e liveries from lo c al b o ats wooill
d e clin e . A g ain, th is translate s into a lo s s o f loc al jo b s and a

lo s s o f ta x revenue for th e community



N orth P acific F is heries M anagement C owuncil

December 2, 1991

3 . The C oumncil h as s et aside Community D evelopment Q uota

(C DQ 's) for disadvantaged communitie s in th e B ering Sea.n” C DQ's are
designed to prevent com m unitie s w h o h ave n ot y et p articipated in
th os e fis h e ries from b e ing locked o ut i f an I'F Q scheme lim its
access in 199 3. T hose lon gliners displaced by B ering S ea cCDQ
a llo cations woi bl b e g iven s hares o f th e G u If o f A la s k a g uota . W e
h ave tw o comments a b o u't th is . F irs t, w e b e lie v e th at com pensating
lon g liners w h o are d is placed in th e B ering S ea w ith G u If o f A la s k a
s hares is un fair t o P rince W illiam Sound Fishermen w h o are ju s t
g e tting into th e fis h e ry . T his als o h as th e e ffe ct o f d riving
loc al fishermen o u t o f th e b usiness b ecause th ere wooid b e le s s
poundage a v ailab le for h arvest in th e G u If. S econd, w e w o uld argue
th at C ordova s h owuld b e e lig ib Ie for a cCDhQ als o s in c e it h as great
p ote n tial to p articipate in th e lon gline fis h e ry b u t is ik e |y to
b e loc k e d o u t under th e I F Q scheme. C ordova is ju s t b e ginning to
em erge a s an im p ortant b otto m fis h p o rt.

I n summary, th e’ C ordova C ity C ouncil b elieves th at an I F Q system
wooill h ave very d e fin ite w inners and lo s e rs . T he lo s e rs woill b e
s m all b oa't owners., p e ople ju st g e tting in to th e fis h ery, and
fis h in g communitie s ik e C ordova. W e w o wu ld urge th e N o rth P a cific
F is heries M anagement C owumncil to lo o k vVery c lo s e ly a t m ore
trad ition al m anagement s chemes. W e understand th at m anagement i-.
necessar-ry t o p rotect th e resource, t o reduce w aste, and to increase
s afe ty . H owever, w e s e e n o need to rush into an I'F Q system ; a
system w hich h as n ot y e t proven its e |If in oth e r are as o f th e w o rld
For example, e vidence from th e e a st coast o f C anada and N e w Z e aland
S ugagests increasing conservation problem s, enforcement problem s,
and economic d is a s ter for m any ins h ore fis herm en and th e
comm unities th ey liv e in
T h ank y ou for th e opp ortumnity to comment. P le ase contac't u s i f y ou
h ave any g ues¢tions or need m ore in form ation

S incerely,

C ity o f C ordova, A la s k a



United Fishermen’s Marketing Association, Inc.

P.O. Box 1035 Kx<xilil;, Alidu 9M15

T»lephon« <({k-3453i

hr. Richard Lauber. Chairman January 14, 1992

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
c¢/o Portland Hilton Hotel SENT VIA FAX__, 5C7-:2?.Qr.2565.

Dear Rick,

We respectfully request that the Council take action at this January, 1992, Council meeting
withhold the submiission of the Sablefish and Halibut Fixed Sear IFQManagement Plan for alther NEPA
Review or Secretarial Review wuntil after the April, 1992, Council meeting.

We request that the Council take action at this January, 1992, Council meeting to direct tha
development and preparation of a Social Impact Analysis, a Cost-Beneflt Analysis and an Economic
Impact Analysis prior t the April, 1992, Council meeting,

We request that the Council take action at the April, 1992, Council meeting to reconsider their
December, 1991, action regarding the Sablefish and Halibut Fixed Gear IFQ Management Plan, and that
they erther reaffirm or rednd such action based on the review and consideration by the public and the
Council of In-depth analyses of Social Impact, Cost-Beneflt and Economic Impact.

We do not believe that the Sablefish and Halibut Fixed Gear IFQ Management Plan package can be
considered Tomplete™ for submission for either NEPA or Secretarial Review uttil the above-suggested

analyses are completed, reviewed by the public and Council, and considered by the Council.

We understand that the Council Is preparing a new document that attempts to demonstrate the
combined and cumulative effects of their December, 1991, action regarding the Sablefish and Halibut
Fixed Gear IFQ Management Plan. We understand that the objectives of this new document are:

1 To combine the Revised Supplement to the DSEIS/RIR/IRFA for Longline and Pot Gear
Sablefish Management In the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea/Aleuthn Islands (“Sablefish Document®)
with the DEIS/RIR/IRFA for Proposed Individual Fishing Quota Management Altematives for the Halibut
Fisheries In the Gulf of Alaska and Boring Sea/Aleutlan Islands ('Halibut Document®), and

2. To Include a minimal addition t community-related Information that would attempt to
address Issues of economic Impact.

We do not believe that the new document that Is under development will adequately address the
Social Impact Issues, the Economic Impact Issues or the Cost-Beneflt Issues that should be addressed.

Regarding the original Sablefish Document and Halibut Document that will form Lha basis of the
above-mentioned new document that Is currently under development, we do not believe that either of
these Documents adequately address the Social Impact Issues, tha Economic Impact Issues or the Cost-
Beneflt Issues that should have been addressed prior to the December, 1991, Council action that
adopted the Sablefish and Halibut Fixed Gear IFQ Management Plan.

Further, we believe that the Council should have postponed their firal action of December,
1991. regarding the Sablefish and Halibut Fixed Gear IFQManagement Plan uitil the cunulative and
combined effects of Joining the Sablefish Document and Lhe Halibut Document were analyzed, reviewed
by the public and Councill, and considered by the Council prior to the Council action that adopted such
plan. We believe that the Council Is backfilling their December, 1991, decision regarding tha Sablefish
and Halibut Fixed Gear IFQ Management Plan by developing the rationale for their action after the fact.
We believe that It Is Improper for the Council to develop an analysis of the effects of their action after
Lhe fact, rather than before the fact, We believe that the Council did not properly weigh and consider
an analysis of a combined Sablefish and Halibut Fixed Gear IFQManagement Plan prior t their
December, 1991, action regarding such plan.

Sincerely,

J h
Jeffrey R. Stephan



May 31, 1991

| am opposed to th e I F Q system th at is b eing discussed by th
N o rth P a c ific F is h eries M anagement C ounecil for A las k a's s ab le fis
and h a lib u't fis h e rie s

S upposedlIly th e re are n ot enough .fis h "to g o around?" an
th e re fore I'F Q 's are th e answer, a llocate w h o can and cannot fis h
I f th ere are n ot enough fis h , w hy is n "t m ore b eing d one to reduc
m a s sive b ycatch le vels ? W hy are I'F Q 's b e ing rushed in to , in s te a
o f s topoping th e draggers w h o le g ally la nd h a lib ut as b ycatch an
th e n turn around and als o land them in th e h a lib u't directe
fis hery, for e xample. The M agnuson A ct s ta te s s p e cifically th a
i f bycatch can b e reduced, th is m u st b e done

One reason | s uspect th at th e NPFMC is reaching tow ard I'F Q
ins te ad o f tac k ling b ycatch is th e re s u |t o f s pecial in te re st
groups w h o s it on th e c o uncil and v ote for th e m s elves
S p e cifically 4 s e ats on th e c o wunc il are h e I d by individuals w h
represent tra w ler and/or fre ez er lon g liners w h o are v ery m u c
re s ponsible for th e larg e bycatcn, and another 2 s e ats are h e Id b
th o s e w h o re presen-t W as hington and O regon s tate in te re s ts an
th e re fore th e low e r 4 8 b ig b o a t constituency. W h o re preswents th
s m a |l b usiness /1local c atcher b o ats , th o s e w h o w o u ld m o st s u ffer t h
im p o s ition o f IFQ 'S ? W ith an A las kan s ta te g overnor w h o is m or
concerned w ith h is own h o te |I"'s a b ility to g arner-r fre s h fis h d aily
rath e r th an th e l'iv e Ilih o o d o f h is constituents, | w o u ld venture t

T he A las k a S alm on L im ite d E ntry is p ointed to as a m o d e | o
s ucecess, and | w o u ld agree th at indeed th is system is s uccessful
however in a |1 cases th e b o ats are s everely re s tricted by s iz e
th e re fore p u ttin g a |1 th e fis herm en on an e qu al fo o tin g . T here i
n o s im ilar e g ualization factor in th e groundfish Iim ite d e n tr
proposed by th e NPFMC T here are option s however, m o st o f w h ic
s everely p enalize th e y ounger b o at owners w h o, a fter h aving w orke
y e ars a s crewmen, h ave on ly amassed enough capital in th e la s t fe
y ear-rs to b uy th e ir own b o ats, on ly now to b e to | d th ey c an
adeqguately u tiliz e them A nd i f th e I'F Q 's s pread to oth e r are a
o f th e fis h ery, m ay never b e a b le to use th em T his is th
b e ginmning o f th e d is enframnochising o f a w h o le g eneration . ‘W hat ar
th o s e o f u s in th e u p and com ing generation to d o for a l'iv in g
m o v e to W as hington or O regon in order to g et a fis h ing jo b, cn ~
flo a tin g processorl/lslayve s hip, w hen th e fis h are rig h t o u 't cur b ac
d oor? D ire ctor W illiam fo x o f th e N a tion al M arine F is herie
S ervice (NMFS) h as e xpressed a need to consider th e hum a
consequences, h as h e considered th at in a community ik e K o dia k w
v irtu a |ly h ave n o industry b e sides fis hing?

It is w o rth n o ting th at th ere d id n "t seem to b e “n ot enoug
fis h to g o around?" u n til th e traw le rs s howed upon th e s cene
d e pleting th e fis h s to c k s and th en in th e face™ o f increasin
com petition in th e ir own cla s s o f b oats d e cided it v:ias tim e ic

IF Q 's , and th at quotas s h owuld b e gramnted on th e b a s is o f “"p ast
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326 CENTER AVENUE, HO. BOX 13

KODIAK LONGLINE
: KODIAK, ALASKA 99615
VESSEL OWNERS' ASSOCIATION (007)436-3781 FAX (807) 486-2470

s

HALIBUT SABLEFISH « PACIFIC COD ¢+ CRAB

May 17, 1991

Senator Fred Zharoff
ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
P. 0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Fred,

The members of the Kodiak Longline Vessel Owners' Association are concerned
about the proposed individual fishing quota (IFQ) system for sablefish slated
for decision by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council at their June
meeting in Anchorage. The Council is scheduled to address an IFQ plan for
halibut at their September meeting in Anchorage.

Attached are a few concernswith the privatization pian for our fisheries. W
believe that the Alaskan fishermen, coastal communities and virtually all
areas of the state will be adversely affected if the IFQ plans are implemented.

We have talked with the Governor's Special Fisheries Assistant, Clem Tillion.

He assures us on one hand that our fears are unfounded. However, we do agree

on one thing. Clem has indicated that he is concerned, along with ourselves,
that he won't be able to control the long-term results of a privatization
plan. We believe that once this "Pandora's Box" is opened, the state willbe
powerless to protect the coastal communities and the thousands of fishermen
who currently depend on these resources for their livelihood.

We are asking that the Council provide some answers to a few simple questions
before implementing a plan. First, define the plan and provide an adequate
social impact analysis. Secondly, provide a detailed implementation,
administrative and enforcement plan, along with realistically projected costs.

The people of this state shouldn't accept the "trust us" philosophy that some
Alaskan Council members are promoting. W need to ask the tough questions and

demand that we receive some answers.

We need the help of our elected leaders. Please have your staff conduct, some
research on this. The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has made
available the draft analysis for public review. The public comment period for



the analysis is open until June 14, 1991. We have already conducted an
extensive review of the proposed privatization plan and would be happy to giveo”™
additional information regarding our concerns.

If you feel, as we do, that this may be the biggest fisheries mistake for
Alaska, we would appreciate your active Involvement. Write a letter to the
Council and, better yet, be able testify in Anchorage at their June meeting.

If you have any questions, or require clarification on any of the concerns
addressed, please don't hesitate to contact our office.

Si ncerely,

Executive Director

Enelosure



HALIBUT e« SABLEFISH <+« PACIFICCOD =+ CRAB

CONCERNS WITH PROPOSED IFQ SYSTEM FOR SABLEFISH

THE PLAN: First of all, there 1s no plan. There are a lot of different
options which provide several completely different scenarios. The Council
needs to propose a "preferred plan" which .can then receive industry review

and critique.

SOCIAL IMPACT ANALYSIS; As with any drastic management change, there will

be winners and losers. It is imperative that an analysis be prepared which
will realistically show what the effect will be on fishermen from different
areas and the coastal communities involved. No such in-depfh analysis has

been completed.

RESOLVING CONSERVATION PROBLEMS IN FISHERY: The conservation problems
currently 1n the fishery will not_be solved by this type cf drastic

management change. In fact, even the Council draft analysis points out
that the likelihood of discards from highgrading and underreporting (black
market sales) will likely Increase. Serious conservation concerns could

result from fishermen discarding large amounts of fish in order to sell the
highest valued species and "under the table" sales.

SAFETY CONCERNS: Some say that safety of fishermen will be Increased by
the Implementation of IFQs. This 1s false. There are scores of
alternative methods of dealing with the safety concerns of compressed
fisheries that do not entail the drastic changes of an IFQ system.
Fishermen will still lack flexibility due to other fishing efforts such as

salmon, herring and crab.

HALIBUT BYCATCH CONCERNS: There is a halibut cap for longliners in
the Gulf at present. In 1990, the bycatch cap was reached and the entire

Gulf closed to longlining In June for the rest of the year. How will
fishermen bo ensured that there will be bycatch available to them when
they want to fish? The race for fish will still continue. Kill there
still need to be seasons to protect the economic interests of the
shareholders? If so, then IFQs make little sense.

INCREASED PRESSURE ON OTHER FISHERIES: Fishermen who don't receive shares

in the sablefish fishery will likely move into another fishery that is
"open access" such as Pacific cod. What will be the result of increased
pressure on these fisheries? |If we plan to implement IFQs 1n one fishery,

shouldn't we Instead, Immediately consider moving with a comprehenslve IFQ
system for all fisheries?



10.

11.

12.

13.

TRANSFERABILITY AND LEASING OF SHARES: Vessel classes are being
considered by the Council (under 60', over 60' and freezer/1l ongliners)e
The value of the shares V/111 vary with the size class involved. Vessels
could only sell shares to others 1n their class. Won't this be

a hardship on individuals wishing to sell when the shares in the other
classes are worth two to three times more? The Council draft analysis
says that the benefits of an IFQ program are greatly reduced by
restricting the flexibility of transferring quota. Are they reduced
enough to make the program worthless? Are these types of restrictions
enforceable? Shouldn't the government benefit from the transfer of shares

in a public resource?

TRANSFERS BETWEEN DIFFERENT GEAR GROUPS: The analysis states that by
restricting share transfers between different gear groups, a large

part of the benefit is reduced. It further states that free transferability
between longline, pot and trawl vessels will ensure an "efficient"

allocation of sablefish quotas.

OWNERSHIP CAPS: The Councills exploring ways to limit control of the
fishery under an IFQ system. One option is for an ownership cap of 3% of
the total quota. Just 33 owners of an entire fishery. Even if the caps
were 1% of the quota, that still provides for only 100 owners. The Gulf
quota this year 1s 42 million pounds, worth over 80 million dollars.
Owners can be corporations, partnerships, wives, brothers, sisters, sons,
daughters, etc. Could just a few people eventually control the resource?
Yes. In fact, an ownership cap is difficult, 1f not Impossible to enforce
and according to the analysis it would be hard to legally defend.

CREW MEMBER CONCERNS: It 1s clear that under an IFQ system,the demand for
crew members will be reduced, maybe by as much as 90%. Whatfallout will
result when life-long crew members can't get jobs? What about their

ability to buy into the fishery?

WHO BUYS SABLEFISH?: The Japanese are the primary market for sablefish
and 1t stands to reason that they would be most Interested in buying the
shares. Would fishermen become less than sharecroppers?

ENFORCEMENT, MONITORING 4 UNLOADING: The enforcement costs and plans are
as yet, unknown. Obviously, this is a critical question and must be

answered before an IFQ system can be adopted. "Trust me,” doesn't work
here. If a fisherman can flsh at any time as long as he has quota, what
restrictions will be placed on the boat owner? Will he be required to give

24 hour notice and be monitored while delivering? Will he be limited as
to the ports where deliveries can occur? |Is this even enforceable?

ADMINISTRATIVE: To hear proponents of IFQs, it's a more efficient, less

costly management system. Wrong. Some estimates are six million dollars
or more in the first year to set up the halibut and sablefish programs.
Who is going to pay for this? Currently, there 1s no money in the 1993

NMVFS budget for a limited entry program. There is also no mechanism for
Congress to place a tax or user fee on those people who owm shares to pay

efor the running of a program.

-2-

Umm



15.

HISTORY OF FOREIGN PROGRAMS: We see from the history of programs 1n other
countries that many problems result. The Canadian abalone fishery which
has had a share quota system for several years has collapsed. It is
commonly felt 1n Canada that overfishing was the cause. The Canadian
sablefish fishery which has been share quota for two years is reported to
have massive black market sales and underreporting. In New Zealand, one
processer controls over 905£ of the resource and it is reported that the
company is now for sale with interest from the Japanese.

TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT TOOLS: The North Pacific Council has identified
over 20 different management tools which can be used to solve problems

1n the sablefish fishery today. These tools do not require such a
drastic management change such as IFQs, nor would they Introduce the
numerous new problems into the fishery that an IFQ system would. Why isn't
the time and energy of staff being put to good use in analyzing the
measures already available within the traditional management program?
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In general, the fishing fleets of the coastal communities of
Southeast, and certainly Sitka, are diversified, well-stratified small
(less than 60') boat fleets that provide a iiving to many people. Stratified
here means that there are vessels of all sizes included in the make-up of
the fleets with the highest concentrations in the 35-501 range.
Diversification refers to the fact that most fishermen depend on more
than one fishery to provide the income needed to keep their business
afloat. ~ "Langdon and Miller (1983) reported that only 7.9% of the
fishermen interviewed in Area 20 (Southeast) fished in just one fishery,
while 42.9% fished in two directed fisheries, typically halibut and salmon.
One-fifth of the fishermen in Langdon and Miller's sample fished for four
or more species during the course of the year" (Council's Analysis, p. 8).
Aversification has increased through the 1980s.

We believe that these characteristics are vital to the economic well
boing of the fleet and the communities they help support. Diversification
helps stabilize income (and boat values) as It mitigates the effects of
annual fluctuations within the different fisheries due to market
conditions, stock conditions, etc. This year, for example, the low price of
salmon would have been much more devastating locally had it not been for
the .act that most salmon fishermen in Southeast participate in other
fisheries. ~ Well balanced stratification ensures an entry level in the
fisheries, economic mobility, and a wide base of participation (jobs). "I
the late 1970s and early 1980s, halibut was the second most important
fishery in the Southeast region in terms of employment, ranking just
behind salmon™ (p. 7). This importance has not diminished through the
1980s.  We believe that stratification and continued opportunities for
diversification are critical to the well being of the coastal communities.



There are some key phrases you frequently hear repeated to justify
measure heing proposed by the NPFMC in their approved Sablefish and
ut Fixed Gear IFQ management plan. One that Clem Tillion is fond of

IS "too many boats chasing too few fish".Another is "overburdened with
participants", The implication is that the pie is being cut into such small
pieces that nobody really gets enough for sustenance. Figures from the
Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission (p. 1 and 2) show that
yearly average gross earnings for participants in the halibut fishery
fluctuates with price but, if you average out the most recent six years
reported (1984-1909) and compare 'that with the previous seven years
(1977-1903), (even if you eliminate 1980 - a very poor year), you can see
an increase of over 30% in gross earnings, from* 520,289 to $30,983.
Yearly average pounds landed shows the same trend. In the hlack cod
fishery, the figures are much more dramatic (p. 3 and' 4), The increase is
in the order of 250%. It is worth noting here thatthe black cod fishery
has only recently become a domestic fishery. Until 1977 and creation of
the 200 rile limit, it was primarily a foreign fishery which phased out
over the next seven years. There had been minimal involvement in the
l|jjifiery by domestic fleets until 1984 from which point domestic
participation has increased to fill the void. In light of the above
information and the perspective offered by Table la (p. 10) and 2.4a (p. 12)
of the fisheries in Southeast, we find no evidence of plummeting catch
rates and/or income but rather indications of economically viable
fisheries that have provided many with a reliable source of at least part

of their fishing income.
Impact of Initial Allocation

To be eligible for an allocation of quota share one must have landed
halibut or black cod in one of the years 1988, 1989, or 1990. Quota shares
are to be calculated based on one's average of their best 5 of 7 years
(1984-1990) for halibut and the best 5 of 6 years (1935-1990) for black
cod. An individual's average is then converted to a percentage of all
qualifying pounds and one's quota share is represented by that percentage.
One of the ironies of this method of allocation is that it tends to reward

AJpose most responsible for the "over-capitalization" so often cited as one



of the major problems associated with open access. According to Council
figures there will be approximately 6,118 initial halibut IFQ recipients
[compared to 4,059 permits fished in 1990) and 1,081 black cod IFQ
Icipients :f;compared to 670 permits fished in 1990).

Because of the method chosen for determining initial allocation of
IFQs, quota share recipients with the least number of years as vessel
owners with halibut and/or black cod landings (regardless of their overall
history of participation in the fisheries) are put at a distinct, in some
cases severe, disadvantage as to continuing and upgrading in the fishery.

Why would anyone sell? According to figures from the NPFMC
analysis, over 40% of initial recipients in both the black cod and halibut
fisheries will receive no more than 20% of their ave/age landings and an
additional 26% will receive less than 40% of their average (fig. 4.2, rule 3,
p. 4-48 and fig. 2.5.2, p. 2-56 from the Council Analysis). Some of these
recipients will be persons no longer active in the fishery or only casual
participants.  This is significant though as it creates a certain number of
quota shares that will most likely be up for sale immediately;. It also

ipacts the initial allocations ofthose still active inthe fishery.  Fig.
W, rule 3, (p. 4-50) gives an indication of the impact of initial allocation
to 1990 halibut participants. It shows that 28% of QS recipients will
receive less than 21% of their 1990 landings and another 20% will receive
less than 41% of their 1990 landings. Thus, about half of all halibut QS
recipients will receive less than half of their 1990 landings and about
67% will receive less than half their average. Only about 28% of halibut
QS recipients will receive better than 80% of their 1990 landings and less
than 5% will receive 80% or belter of their 5 year average. How many
businesses will be able to survive that kind of impact to a significant
block of their income? Without the ability to buy more quota shares, the
impetuous to sell will be great. To quote the NPFMC analysis, "Since many
of the initial allocations will be small, it is predicted that the number of
vessels and fishermen will decrease as unprofitable QS and IFQs are sold
or transferred.  The economic model suggests that an economically
efficient fishery would contain 288-376 vessels with 1,504 to 1,976



fishermen" (p 5-48?for halibut fishery).  This is in contrast to 4,059
vessels and 14,721 fishermen in the 1990 halibut fishery (NPFMC figures).

There will be tremendous competition  for quotashares as they come
n the market and that those able to pay the mostwillby and large be
khose vessel owners more favored by the initial allocation and with the
more capitalized vessels. This effectively eliminates anentry level to all
but the wealthy and assures further consolidation asfishermen retire
and/or cash out of the fishery. There is not sufficient data in the Council
Analysis to know exactly how initial allocation will impact Sitka (see p.
5-47, 5.2.3) but, if Sitka falls anywhere close to the averages, the impact
to many vessel owners could be severe enough in the short term to see
immediate fall-nut and in the long run a steady decline in vessel
participation (and boat values) as consolidation continues. In addition to
this, there will be an immediate reduction of crew members, probably on
an average of at least one per boat that remains in the fisheries, then 1-3

more as vessels drop out.
Protection Against Extreme Consolidation?

There is but one provision inthe sablefish and halibut management
(an  (copy attached)  approved by the NPFM Council that limits
consolidation (fleet reduction) and that is the ownership and use caps for
quota shares. The plan specifies that no individual or person (corporation,
partnership, etc.) may own or utilize more than 1% of the combined Gulf of
Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands quota for sablefish and 0.5% for
halibut and the same for any of the combined areas 2C; 3A and 3B; or 4A
4B, 4C, 4U, and 4E, and that, in areas 2C (Southeast), no more than 1% of
the Dblack cod or halibut quota shares or IFQs. Taken to the limit, this
represents 100 vessels in the halibut and black cod fisheries in Southeast,
as compared to 1990levels of 1,486 and 329 respectively - a 93%
reduction of participation in halibut and 69% reduction in black cod. In
1990, 278 Sitkans held halibut permits and 114 held black cod permits,
with an average of 3.6 persons per hoat (NPFMC figures).

4 4



The provisions that some like to call "protection to the coastal
communities" are that quota shares or [FQs initially allocated "for any
vessel category or any management area may not be transferred to other
vessel category or any other management area" (Sec. C-3-iv of plan). The
vessel categories are as follows:  halibut - 1) freezer/longliner, 2
catcher boats, a) vessels less than or equal to 35, h) vessels more than 35
feet but less than or equal to 60', c) vessels more than 60'; sablefish is
the same but without the less than 35' class break. Upon inspection, it is
hard to find any protection from these provisions.  For this to be
significant, you would have to assume that hoats in the two smallest size
classes would be capable of harvesting much less than 1% of the quota. In
area 2C, 1% amounts to (at 1990 quotas) 80,000 pounds of halibut and
125,244 pounds of black cod. There is no shortage of vessels in the less
than or equal to 60" class capable of this level of annual harvest. As for
the less than or equal to 35" class which applies only to halibut, look at
Table 1b (p. 11). You will find that vessels in this size class took, on an
average of the years 1984-1990, 18.4% of the annual quota for halibut in
area 2C. At 1990 levels, that represents 1,472,000 pounds. If, for
Aargument sake, you assume that initial allocation keeps this percentage

rhich it probably will not) and that it is only practical for a vessel in

this class to harvest at most 1/2 to 1/3 of the 1% limit in Southeast
(40,000-26,666 pounds), you are still talking aboutonly 36-55 vessels in
comparison to 673 vessels in 1990. Where is the protection against
extreme consolidation?

The other measures of "protection" offered are that the owner of the
IFQs must, in most cases, be aboard the vessel fishing the quota shares
and that quota shares can only be sold or transferred to a U.S. citizen who
is a "bona fide fixed gear crew member". (This is also ironically the
"recognition” given to fishermen whose participation in these fisheries
has been primarily as crew members.) A bonafide fixed gear crew
member is "any person that has acquired commercial fish harvesting time
at sea (i.e. fish harvesting crew) that is equalto 5 months of any
commercial fish harvesting activity.  Additionally, any individual who
receives an initial allocation of QS will be considered a bcna fide crew .
jember" (Sec. L1 of plan). This is an effort to keep quota shares from



becoming owned and controlled by corporate interests. (The corporations
being allocated QS are current fishing operations.) Though this may slow

) the process of consolidation down, what is the difference in the long run
to the economic well being of the small boat fleet and the coastal
communities if the rights to harvest in all the federally managed waters
off the coast of Alaska are controlled by a few hundred very wealthy
vessel owners or a handful of corporations, as is the case in New Zealand?
It should be added that according to the Magnuson Act (Sec. 304-97-453,
99-659a, b, and c), the Secretary of Commerce has ultimate control over
the final version of this plan and it is without a doubt that there will be
heavy lobbying in Washington, D.C. to have as much of the "restrictive
language" (i.e. 1% cap, vessel size classes, bona fide crewman provision,
etc.) as possible removed. i

IFQVERS.US.LIMITED ENTRY

This is hgl just another limited entry system.  "Fishermen and
managers should be aware individual quotas are not simply an alternative
licensing system.  The transition to 1Qs is a fundamental change that

= converts to private property that which has been a public or common

Iproperty resource” (from A Commission of Inquiry into ‘Licensing and
Related Policies of the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (Canada), p.
36).

In the limited entry system instituted in the State of Alaska, the
first thing that is done is to set a maximum number of permits to be
issued based on the highest number of participants in any single year of
the four most recent previous years. That number of permits is then
issued.  Eligibility is dependent on deliveries in a set base period. Permit
recipients are then determined from those eligible through a point system
whose criterion include, but not limited to, past participation as captain
and/or crew, investment in fishery (ownership of vessel and gear),
availability of alternative occupation, and income dependence (fishing
versus non-fishing). The State is now just beginning the second stage of
the limited entry process which is to set an optimum number (which could
he either higher or lower than the maximum number) cf vessels for each



limited fishery. The criterion for finding this number are being worked on
now but must, according to the limited entry enactment law, reflect a
reasonable balance of conservation concerns; an economically healthy and
Areasonable fishery; and hardship to fishermen.
I

The only thing this IFQ plan and the State limited entry system have
in common is that eligibility is dependent on a set hase period. There are
no similarities beyond that point. State limited entry permit recipients
are determined on a variety of criterion and then given equal access; this
IFQ allocation is determined solely on poundage delivered. State limited
entry gives only access to harvest; IFQs give absolute control over a
certain percentage of  thequota.  State limited entryprotects fleet
participation; this IFG plan is designed to reduce fleet participation
through quota share consolidation. One of the glaring omissions of this
plan is the lack of anyparameters for optimum fleet size and an attempt
to achieve that with as littledisruption as possible.
iouem

There is an endless variety in IFQ management schemes currently in
jAfect.  Many were imposed on fisheries already under a limited entry
program, a much different scenario than using an IFQ system as a limited
entry scheme. Some are freely transferable, some are attached to
vesseis, some are non-transferrable, some are leasable, many are not. The
formulas for determining quota share vary greatly, few rely solely on
historic landings, some are all equal. Most, with New Zealand and Iceland
being the main exceptions, have been applied to fisheries involving at
most a few hundred participants (some less than 100) and more localized
areas. Nothing of this magnitude has yet been implemented. Though there
are benefits to individuals granted [FQs (which managers and
beneficiaries are quick to applaud) high-grading and black marketing
remain a problem in nearly all QS fisheries and some have seen radical
quota reductions or even closure because of crashing stocks. It is also
clear that, where allowed, consolidation is the rule and where
uncontrolled, it is extreme. New Zealand is a good example of this.

"Economists of the New Zealand Fishing Industry Board suggest that ',
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P.O. BOX 650
SEWARD. ALASKA if966 I
PIl. y07-2-'-I-"*751 BAX 907-024-5164

#

JANHL\RT L4. Li'92
GOVERNOR WALTER HICKLI.
STATE CAPI TAL BUI11.DING
JUNEAU. AK. 99802

GOVERNOR HICKEL.
| BIND TOUR PRESS RELEASE AND LETTER TO THE CHAIRMAN OF THE

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL REPREHENSIBLE! THE CITIZENS
AND COMMUNITIES OF THIS STATE HAD TURNED TO YOU WITH THEIR CONCERNS
ON THIS 1BO ISSUE AND YOU IN TURN HAVE SLAPPED US IN THE FACE WITH
THIS LUDICROUS PIECE OF COMMUNIQUE. YOU HAVE. ASKED FOR NOTHING MORE
THAN WHAT IS THE DUE COUNCIL PROCESS.

THE COMMUNITIES WHO PASSED RESOLUTIONS WERE ASKING THE COUNCIL
NOT TO VOTE THIS PLAN IN UNTIL A SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY
COULD DE DONE. THEY WANTED TO SEE WHAT KIND OF IMPACTS THEY WERE
GOING TO HAVE BEFORE THE PLAN WAS IMPLEMENTED. WHEN THE COUNCIL VOTED
TO GO AHEAD WITH THIS PLAN THE COMMISIT IES STARTED ANOTHER CAMPAIGN
ASKING THE COUNCIL TO RESCIND IT'S VOTE AND DO AN SEIS BEFORE IMPLEM-
ENTATION or AN IFQ PLAN. WHEN ALL ELSE FAILED EVERYONE TURNED TO THE
GOVERNOR OF THE STATE HOPING TO GET SOME SUPPORT. WHAT WE HAVE
RECEIVED IS A 5MORE SCREEN.

YES . GOVERNOR HICKEL. THERE IS AN ECONOMIC ANALYSIS UNDF.KUAV BUT
' MILL RE GOING TO THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE ALONG WITH THE 1MPL.EMEN-
1 &tiPS I’LAN> ANTJ rF-S’ GOVERNOR HICKEL. W WILL BE ABLE TO REVIEW IT
\NWWF. WILL EVEN HAVE 45 DAYS TO SUBMIT COMMENTS. BUT THIS WILL BE AT
THE SECRETARIAL LEVEL NOT THE COUNCIL LEVEL. THIS IS WHAT THE PEOPLE
AND COMMUNIT IES OF THE STATE WANTED WAS FUR THE COUNCIL TO RESCIND
IT'S VOTE, DO THE ANALYSIS AND RETURN THAT ANALT.S'IS TO THE COUNCIL
sWERE WE COULD VIEW THE MATERIAL AND HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO EXPRESS
JUR PUBLIC OPINION ASD CONCERNS AT THE COUNCIL LEVEL.

WHAT WE WANTED FROM TOU GOVERNOR HICKEL WAS A LITTLE SUPPORT
WOWING YOUR OWN CONCERN FOR THIS STATE. IT'S PEOPLES AND IT'S COMM-
"SITIES. WHAT WE WANTED FROM TOU GOVERNOR HICKEL WAS A LITTLE INDEF-
INDFNT THINKING. WHAT WE WANT FROM OUR “TATE SEAT ON THE COUNCIL IS
. COMMISSIONER, NOT A FISH CZAR!

WHAT HE WOULD LIKE FROM TOU GOVERNOR HICKEL IS A DEFINITIVE
EOLIEST FOR THE COUNCIL TO RESCIND THEIR VOTE AND BRING THE ANALYSIS
ACK TO COUNCIL JURISDICTION. WHERE WE THAN WILL HAVE THE CHANCE TO
EVIF.W THE ANALYSIS AND MAKE OUR COMMENTS TO THE COUNCIL. COMMIT
OURSELF TO THE PEOPLE AND COWKIUNITI ES WHO COMMI FTED THEMSELVES TO
JU WHEN THEY VOTED YOU INTO THE GOVERNORS SEAT.

PRESIDENT/S.C.A.L.E.
REGISTERED VOTER
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he Editor

Homer News
3482 Landings Street
Homer AK 99603

Dear Sir:

Doug Loshbaugh®"s article on the North Pacific fishery Management Council”®s
(NPFMC) December meeting action on IFO"s mentioned a 3-2 margin of opposition In
public testimony and "hundreds of letters ... tl 1ted against ITG"s.* I attended

the Council meeting and felt that the opposition was more strongly opposed than 3-2
so 1 looked to the Council®s Information packet where 1 found a summary of written

comments on IFQ"s received at the Council®s offices during October ana November.
These Include letters from Indlvicuals. resolutions of municipal councils,
petitions, form letters, etc. I have tallied the results. I have added the totals
In two categories - Favorable or Neutral to the IFQ plan. (F/N), Opposed or
Concerned. (0/C). Additionally 1 differentiated between comments coming from
Alaska aadresses and from non-Alaska or unknown addresses. For letters with
multiple signers and petitions each signer was counted. Groups reporting the vote
were tallied accordingly (for example. City of Unalaska - 1 favor. 5 oppose).
Multiple letters from a single signer were counted once. Here are the results:

of over 800 slgnltures. 80% are 0/C. 20% F/N (4 - 1). 83% are from Alaska
addresses, and 17% from non-Alaska or unknown addresses.

0Of the Alaskans signing 94% are 0/C (15+ - 1) and only 6% are F/N

0Of the non-Alaskans signing 87% are F/N while only 13% are 0/C (1 - 7).

At least 70% of the signers with non-Alaskan or unknown addresses are members
or supporters of a single Seattle based organization - the Fishing Vessel Owners

Association (FVOA),

So It appears that this IFQ plan Is opposed overwhelmingly by Alaskans while
it Is supported outside, but by not so large a margin, mostly by a small group of

Seattle vessel owners.
The members of the FVOA will profit tremendously If this plan 1Is Implemented

as currently proposed. Not only will they be given quota shares (GS) which will
probably have market values In the multiple tens of millions of dollars area, but

they wll1l stop the decades old Inroad Into their “share™ of the halibut harvest

which has been made by the smaller Alaskan based boats - many of which are based In
or near Homer, They will be able to deliver their catch directly to Southern ports
and thereby profit from the transportation differential. Ultimately,- they wl 11l
employ fewer crew.

It Is no wonder that the FVOA worked so hard to get |Its manager, Bob Alverson.
placed on the North Pacific Fishery Management Council where he now serves as Vice
Chairmant1!! It is no wonder that they try and attribute Alaskan opposition to a
single Island (Kodiak) when In reality opposition comes from the entire stretch cf
coastal Alaska from Southeast to the Bering Sea and support seems to come primarily
from Ishmallof Island, a small Island suDurb of Ballard, Washington, which is.

ironically, located 1In Kacheraak Bay.
Looking a bit deeper one soon sees hew much Alaskans have to lose under the
current plan. Nearly 2500, or 32%, of the Alaskan boat owners who participated In

the halibut fishery between 1984 and 1990 will receive no O0S. They will not be
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The number of participating beats will be reduced, over time - perhaps to as tew as
200 (from over 4000 now)

These boats will hire fewer crew - as few as 600.

These boats will be more likely to deliver to outside ports.

Many existing crew will be out of work - over 29000 mav not be needed.
Fewer cannery workers will be needed.

Coastal Alaska communities may experience reduced income and population.

Many Alaskans who have participated in the past will receive no IFQs.
2500 Alaskans who owned halibut fishing boats between 1904 and 1990 receive no
IFG under the pi an.
They are cheated of their rights to the resource.
Thev can quit fishing halibut or buy in.
30000 crewmen - mostly Alaskans - receive no IFQs.
Thev'll have no bargaining power to help keep their jobs.
They are cheated of their rights to the resource.

Future generations of Alaskans will have to buy the right to fish for our stools.
Alaska's share of the harvest can only increase if Alaskans buy it from outsiders!
It mav be very expensive tc buy enough IFQ to survive in the fishery.

National Marine Fishery Service estimates market price may be 3 to 9 times the

value of the fish.
Alaskans may be at a disadvantage in this market.

Coastal Alaska communitees which have p .participated inthese fisheries will find
it more difficult to do so in the futur

The rights toharvest will have to oe purchased.

Halibut and Sablefish exports in ships will only be allowed from one of

sixteen designated "Primary Ports."

The IFQ program is expected to increase highgrading m the halibut fishery, This
could be bad for the halibut stocks.

This IFQ plan may allow overfishing the coo rosourro.

The availability of fresh halibut in Alaska mav be reduced.

"Dock sales" will be expensive and cumbersome.
Seller mav have to Dost a bond.
Seller will have to buy and maintain an "electronic card machine?
The whole fish "'ad will have to be unloaded, weighed and accounted for
before dc ‘e «n begin.
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KODIAK OIL SALES, INC.
NORTH PACIFIC FUEL
P.O. BOX 1497
KODIAK, ALASKA 99615

Mr, Rick Lauber, chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

P.O. Bok 103136
Anchorage Ak 99310
271-SB09

May 22 1991

Rei IFQ’s

Dear Sirs*

This is a letter in opposition of the concept of IFQ,ITQ or
whatever acronym is heing used to describe this concept of

fisheries management.

|’m not a fisherman, | own and operate a fuel company in Kodiak,
My customers and friends are fishermen, The future of fishing s
important to all of us Who work and live in coastal Alaska.

The IFQ syste™ has failed in other parts of the world and |
think the North Pacific Council should learn something from these
exaaples.

What has made our country and our fisheries successful is
competition and the free enterprise system. It is the right to
risk everything you own, try vyour best and succeed or fail. It s
the right to try new things such as become a fisherman instead of
being an accountant or a doctor. A systes based on IQF’s will

eventually end up with a few people or companies owning and
controlling the fisheries.

IFQ’s runs against the grain of "fishing families", teaching
your children to fish so they can get a boat and make their
living fishing follow in their parents footsteps”. There will be

no room in the fisheries for children of fishermen.

I know fisheries need to be managed to protect the resource, 1
don’t pretend to know the amwers, but | know that someone can

figure out a better solution than the concept of IFQ’s.
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Alaska 99615

NPFMC Box 103136
Anchorage, AK 99510

Dea_ Mr. Lauber,
|  shudder to hear people blaming the "Derby System"

management plan for their misfortune. Should any boat be less
prepared for North Pacific given another management plan. At
least when the wind is blowing at 30 knots, skippers think twice
about going 50 miles offshore. Every year we are reminded about

the necessities of leaving the harbor prepared for the worst.
The lucky ones merely read of the misfortunes. The weather off

Kodiak 1is unpredictable. It always amazes me to hear someone
blame the 24 hour opening for their misfortune. Would 72 hours
be a more fortunate fishing period. Under an IFQ system a boat
may be out in the gulf alone when the wind comes up or the boat
takes on water, How many boats and people are rescued by other
mariners? There is some security in numbers. Instead of

complaining after the fact why aren't more of the fisherman at
the January commission meeting that sets the dates? When people
plead for a flexible opening they should remember that area 3

goes from Cape Spencer to False Pass. How often does it not blow
during a 24 hour period someplace in that district. As we head
down a seemingly one-way street towards an IFQ system our
complaints are especially timely. Do we want the quick fix the
Fisheries managers seem to want for wus?

A year ago | thought the tide had turned against IFQs and
federal Ilimited entry. When the candidates for Governor debated
here in Kodiak, gvery one of the then candidates seemed to
understand that ownership of the resource would leave the local
communities short of product and permits. | don't understand why

the non-fishing interests of Alaska wantthis so badly but |
suspect it has something to do with creation of property. Several

billion dollars in limited-Entry permits have stimulated
borrowing and provided collateral for many loans in the state.
Our county's debt is astronomical. If you give a value to a share
of the resource you intensify the debt problem. Unlike the state
Limited-Entry system, IRS will be able to reposes the IFQs, |If
the black cod ceased to be abundant for a few years the little
guy who is trying to pay for his shares will be the big looser.
Resources do decline under limited-entry plans, in spite of what
some would lead us to believe(i.e.Sitka Herring, where permits

were $600,000. two years ago; now they are a third of that).

I thought any IFQ system would self-destruct. There would
always be those who would be hurt and they would fight the
system. We've been worn down by the ten year seige to get federal
limited entry. In spite of studies that show that permits leave
the local communities, that the majority of shares would be
Seattle based, and statements by groups of processors that the



predictable 24 hour opening is a favorable marketing tool,"

specials on halibut, advertisement and

prossesing can be planned mounths in advance; IFQs are pushed at
us by people like Clem Tillion who think they Know what is best
for us and the consumer. There was a NPFMC study done concerning
halibut shares that showed the value of the shares becoming a
major expense to the fisherman. | don't see how the price of fish
can bhe lower to the consumer after you add the expense of

ownership.

So here we are, the month before the decision on IFQs and
Kodiak Fishermen are desperately trying to increase their shares.
Instead of testifying in April they were building gear and now if

they politic instead of fish they can really screw themselves.
Its ironic that the comment period coincides with the fishery.
Luckily there is a group of involved wives to keep the issue
alive. | wish we had a more concrete plan to comment on. Is the

plan to put the system in place and then fine tune it? Maybe
those guys that are out there now aren't doing it for nothing;
maybe they'll have a few shares to sell. At least give wus
another chance to comment on the model. When the economists get
done figuring out what is good for the resource and the consumer,

let us comment on how it will affect our communities and our
fishermen. Maybe one of your economists can study the economic
impact of whatever specific system you devise and we can look at

it before a comment period. Please give us a chance.

Sincerely,
> W ~
Mary Jacobs
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Bloke W. Kinnear, F/V Lin-J

211 Hillcrest
Kodiak, Alaska 99615

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Anchorage, Alaska

Mr. Chairman and merribers of the NPFMC:

My name is Blake Kinnear and | am a life long Alaska Resident and make my
entire living from diversified fishing activities. This is 8 family owned
vessel, and our success for the past 20 years has been based upon our
abiP\.to diversify, 6nd the flexibility to participate in many fisheries.

2¢c. itraveling, ® longlining for blackcod &
C.ab fisheries ® halibut
grey cod *  tendering for salmon and herring.

| would like this letter to document my opposition to the IFQ
type management system being implemented in anu of our
Alaskan fisheries, particulariu halibut. Isupport "traditional"
management methods designed to protect the resource and limit gear. |
believe healthy fisheries are much more likely to result from some well
thought out gear limitations, (combined with tank inspections for larger
vessels and vessels who will be making long transits) than from an
elaborate plan creating red tape confusion, and be unenforceble with the
regulatory infrastructure now in place.

IFQ's will tend to be consolidated in larger operations, which will remove
4he economic benefits of the fishery from our coastal communities in the
-airse of a few short years. Regulations attempting to avoid
concentration of quota in the hands of a few large entities have shown
themselves vulnerable tc legal challenge in certain East Coast Fisheries
that have tried IFQ's. This is only one aspect of IFQ's that has already
been developing independently of expectations, overharvesting due to high
grading and black market transactions that are much easier to accomplish
if fish ere passing over the docks constantly & have shown itself to be a
problem ; Canada and New Zealand.



1
Con the NPFMC honestly say that U.S. regulatory agencies have
an adequate handle on all the fish products currently moving in
and out of Alaska. Inmy travels around the state [ observe consistent
unsupervised trans-shipment of product to Japanese trampers in remote
areas.

| have decided (in the ten years that limited entry strategies have

continually been considered and rejected) .that the NPFMC's time and

-..fectiveness have heen severely wasted by the relatively small group of

politicians, bureaucrats and greedy businessmen who have a hidden agenda”®
t their own reasons for locking up our fisheries in an imitation

V. ‘r-jssiness" which has already taken over most aspects of food

production, packaging, and marketing.

Government finds large corporations more to their liking to deal with.
Bureaucrats would like to carve out new sources of funding to protect
fading government budgets and maintain as top heavy a system of
requlation as possible . Some Fleet owners and processors see an
opportunity to secure investments after an overbuilding binge. The self
interest in understandable, but the worst part is that the plan is
unenforcable at any cost and will encourage widespread cheating that will
devastate the resource. Again, |say we should have

more traditional gear limitations
step up enforcement of meaningful rules that can be most

easily enforced, and
« pay for a -uikable system of minimum size with

reasonable user fees.

(For example the k'odisk processors and fishing
organizations fm e past DECADE have requested tsnk
inspections, wie no action from either the NPFMC or the
IPHC.)

e Lots main! . flexibility of our fleet and the economic
health of our coastal communities by keeping access open
to as man!: srim!! operators as possible, thereby spreading
and multiplying the economic benefits.



Over and over meetings hove been scheduled during important
fishing seasons or moved to locations more convenient for

bureaucrats than indust I'Y. (Example: the postponing sablefish decisiorrjwJuneau
after the NPFMC had advertised this decision for their Anchorage June meeting. Another example o*
poor planning was that for three yearsYcnrriftg.the NPFMC took up the question of crab bycatch in the
Bering Sea, negotiating numbers with the trawl fleet on the opening day of the Eristol Bay King Crab

Fisheries.)

The dis™ifra®hi®nent of fishermen and processors by the NPFMC's approval
to send forward the sablefish !FQ plan this past summer in spite of
overwhelming opposition/points up the Councils7complete failure to listen

to industry, its own advisory council and points to questions of
respresentation and possibile conflict of interest.

Please Helen to vvhst the fishing industry is saying, processors and
from the coastal communities in Alaska and do not accept this poor excuse

of a bureaocratic reasource management stragey.

Thank you for uour time and consideration of my views,

Blake W. Kinnear, Skipper
FIV Lin-]



wish to comment on the blackcod and halibut IFQ proposals. A?
know, 1have been involved in the Council's debating of halibut and
blackcod limited entry since 1983. While | find it difficult to com.
pouring time and money into council meetings year after year, istill feel
that the Council has not come up with a - item that is economic ':y or
socially better than open access. [FQ's U.e often sold as a conservation
measure. This couldn't be further from the truth. With year roun”1
landings and incentives for high grading and the necessity of cU  m«ding
fish v.hen a vessel doesn't have a quota share, large overruns of the quota
5

In addition, a large class of arbitrarily excluded citizens will be i. eateb
who will see no rational reason why they should be preclu led from
harvesting the resource. The attitudes in the salmon fishery prior to
statehood when trap operators were favored over others will come back
and enforcement will be alosing battle. Current cheating on seasons
doesn't generally threaten the resource as it is all openly landed and is
counted against the quota.

The Magnuson Act gives some mention to protecting the historic
social organization of the fisheries. The IFQ system only protects
the interests of the first round of fishermen who are given the quotas.
Crewmen, shoreworkers, processors, suppliers and Alaska's coastal
communities have a stake in these fisheries also, and would surely lose
under the new system. The consumer is often cited as benefitting from
the IFQ system. This is a myth as prices will be as high or higher under
the IFQ system. Fish hauled out of Alaska under IFQ's in an effort to
maximize profits to tne IFQ holder will not be as fresh or as good as
product delivered a few hours after it is caught and frozen as is the
practice with the lion's share of the fish oo7/.



While admittedly there is some benefits to the original operator who is
granted a free harvest right, the social costs are far too great to conduct
this experiment in social engineering while there are so many clear cut

losers.

We are all familiar with the social and political instability in some South
American countries that is largely the result of all their natural
resources being owned by a few, while the rest of the population faces
poverty and economic servitude. It is hard to believe that the U.S.
Government is considering a move that will block Alaskans from
participating in resource harvesting at their very doorstep.

It is time to reject IFQ's once and for all. Under the current threat of
limited entry, vessels are precluded from not fishing even when economic
circumstances would make it sensible, because, they risk losing their
right to participate in the future. This definitely contributes to the
crowding in the halibut and blackcod fisheries. Although for most
participants, these fisheries are a viable and important economic activity.
There are traditional management measures that have been ignored, that
could benefit the fishery, for example — tank inspections, and check-ins.

Sincerely,

Oliver N. Holm
President, Kodiak Longliners Association

September 15, 1991



IFQ RESOLUTIONS

ALASKA MUNICIPAL LEAGUE
CITY OF ANCHORAGE
BRISTOL BAY BOROUGH
CITY OF CORDOVA
HAINES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
CITY OF HOMER
CITY OF KENAI
KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH
KENAITZE INDIAN TRIBE [RA
KODIAK AREA NATIVE ASSOCIATION
CITY OF KODIAK
KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH
KODIAK ISLAND MAYORS LEAGUE
OUNALASHKA CORPORATION
CITY OF QUZINKIE
CITY OF SAND POINT
SELDOVIA VILLAGE TRIBE
SEWARD CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
CITY OF SEWARD
SITKA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
SOUTHWEST ALASKA MUNICIPAL CONFERENCE
CITY OF UNALASKA
CITY OF VALDEZ
CITY OF WHITTIER
WRANGELL COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION



Resolution of the Alaska Municipal League
Resolution No. 92-XX

A RESOLUTION URGING THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
TO ANALYZE AND IMPLEMENT TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT METHODS PRIOR
TO ANY FURTHER DISCUSSION
OF AN INDIVIDUAL FISHERY QUOTA SYSTEM

WHEREAS, a number of traditional management proposals have been
submitted to the North Pacific Management Council which would potentially
eliminate the problems which an Individual Fishery Quota (IFQ) would address, and

WHEREAS, neither the staff of the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council nor the Council have reviewed these management proposals, and

WHEREAS, there la no wurgency for |Individual Fishery Quotas to be
implemented without adequately using the administrative process to review all
proposals prior to selection and implementation of one management proposal, and

WHEREAS, the Council's role and responsibility are to analyze all proposals
on a given issue before Implementing major changes to a fishery, and

WHEREAS, analysis and implementation of traditional manr®ment
proposals to address tha -problem -have not even been reviewed prior to the
proposed implementation of an IFQ system, and

WHEREAS, an IFQ system |Is going to take years to Implement and,
meanwhile, the fisheries need extensive traditional management changes to short-
term improved management;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska Municipal League
urges the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to analyze and Implement
traditional management methods prior to any further discussion of an Individual

Fishery Quota System.

This resolution was approved for submission to the Alaska Municipal League
membership by the governing body of the Kodiak Island Borough on September
19, 1991.



Submitted by: Assemblymembers Abney
and Barnett

CLERKS OmCl| : Pre™ »  Assembly Utility Budget
AMENDED AND APPROVED v 1 Ana|y5t
December 10, 1991
For«
6#4*>uM ~ ANCHORAGE, ALASKA

AR NO. 91-267 (AS AMENDED)

A RESOLUTION OF THE ANCHORAGE MUNICIPAL ASSEMBLY URGING THE NORTH
PACIFIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT COUNCIL AND ALL OTHER AUTHORITIES TO
RESCIND ITS VOTE TO IMPLEMENT THE IFQ PROGRAM TO APPROVE THE
INDIVIDUAL TRANSFERABLE QUOTA SHARE PROGRAM FOR THE SABLEFISH AND
HALIBUT FISHERIES UNTIL AN ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS OF THE PROGRAM
ON THE MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE AND OTHER COMMUNITIES OF ALASKA
IS COMPLETED AND SHARED WITH THE AFFECTED COMMUNITIES FOR THEIR
CONSIDERATION AND COMMENT

WHEREAS, a number of traditional management proposals have been submitted to the
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council which would potentially eliminate the problems that
\n Individual Fishery Quota (IFQ) would address; and

WHEREAS, the Council’s role and responsibility is to analyze all proposals on a given
issue before implementing major changes to a fishery; and

WHEREAS, analysis and implementation of traditional management proposals to address
the problems have not even been reviewed prior to the proposed implementation of an IFQ
System; and

WHEREAS, an IFQ System is going to take years to implement while the fisheries need
extensive traditional management changes not short-term improved management; and

WHEREAS, the ability to participate in multiple fisheries and adapt to changing economic
and resource conditions are vital characteristics of the Alaska fishing industry; and

WHEREAS, IFQ Systems under consideration provide much of the resource to be
allocated to non-resident users, excluding disproportionate numbers of Alaska fishermen, of
which over 500 abide in Anchorage, and preclude participation by the growing Alaska longline
fishing fleet; and

WHEREAS, IFQ Systems will deny the opportunity for residents of the Municipality of
Anchorage and other Alaskan communities to fully diversity and maximize their fisheries creating
financial hardships and creating economic impacts; and

A WHEREAS, IFQ Systems could accommodate offshore processors which will minimize
the raw fish tax to Alaskan communities and the State.



ItfI»1-267 (AS AMENDED)
Page 2.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Anchorage Assembly resolves:

Section 1 That the Alaska State Legislature and the Governor intercede on behalf of
Alaska fishermen to prevent any negative economic impact or hardship on them and affected
AlJaska communities as a result of the IFQ System.

Section 2: That the North Pacific Fishery Management Council rescind its vote to
I implement the EFQ Program, carefully scrutinize this proposal including its impact on Alaska
I fishermen and communities, and implement traditional management methods prior to any further

: discussion on an EFQ System.

Section 3: That copies of this resolution be sent to Governor Walter J. Hickel, the North
i Pacific Fishery Management Council, Anchorage area Senators and Representatives, Senators
Stevens and Murkowski, and Representative Young.

PASSED AND APPROVED by the Anchorage Assembly this 1O0thday
Dccembar : t99].

A sMuaixiuaa

ATTEST:

TAW:egj
DOCC/ARA47



telephone
(PO7) Zft«s4itd

PAX
«K57)2-iMW 3

BOX 189 ¢ NAKNEK, ALASKA PP833

November 25, 1991

Mr, Kick Lauber, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Managemanfc Council

P.O. Box 1031W
hnchoragor Alaska 99510

Dear Chairman Lauber/

The villages of the Bristol say Borough) King Salmon, Naknek and south Naknek
oppose tht Individual Fisherman's Quota Bysten for halibut management
currently being oonsidered by the Council.

The Bristol Bay experimental halibut fishery is only two seasons old. Local
area fisherman have not yet had time to establish themselves in this new
fishery.

With falling sockoye saloon prices, area fishermen must diversity to till the
gconomic gaps created.

Fred W. Pike
Mayor



December 2, 1991

Mr. Pick Lauber, chairman

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
P.O., Box 103136

Anchorage/ Alaska 99510

Dear Chairman Lauber:

| am submitting comments regarding Individual Fisherman's Quotas
(IFFQ's) on behalf of the Cordova City Council. The Cordova City
Council remains very concerned about the impacts an IFQ management
scheme would have upon local fishermen, the economy of Cordova and

the lifestyle of residents of Cordova. We are aware that you have
received a great deal of testimony regarding the expected impacts
upon individual fishermen; &especially the small boat owners and
those just getting into the longline fishery. Our comments will
focus on the impacts upon small coastal communities like Cordova;
communities whose economy is dependent upon the fishing industry.
Following is a list of specific comments:

1. Cordova's economy has historically been based wupon the
seafood industry. The Exxon Valdaz oil spill, world market
conditions, and other factors have <combined to produce hard
economic times for many Jlocal fishermen. Local fishermen have
always depended on flexibility and the ability to participate in a
number of fisheries to make ends meet. Many have gotten involved
in the longline fishery over the past decade. Most of these
fishermen are small boat owners, but they have made substantial
investments in longline gear and equipment and have been working
hard to increase their catch each year. An IFQ system would hurt
these fishermen because it would "lock" them into a quota. In most
cases, this quota would be so small that they couldn't afford to
fish it. The only rational economic decision for people in this
position is to sell their quotas. Other fishermen who planned to
get into the fishery or who have only fished it the last few years
could be locked out completely. This means a loss of jobs and

income and reduced revenue from raw fish and sales taxes.

2. Local processors have been gearing up to handle increased
deliveries of halibut and black cod. If IFQ's go into effect, the
likely outcome is that it will become uneconomic for the processors
to handle these fish because deliveries from local boats will
decline. Again, this translates into a loss of local jobs and a

loss of tax revenue for the community.



North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
December 2, 1991
Page 2

3. The Council has sot aside Community Development Quota's
(CDQ's) for disadvantaged communities in the Bering Sea. CDQ's are
designed to prevent communities who have not yet participated in

those fichcries from being locked out if an IFQ scheme limits
acceco in 1993, Those longliners displaced by Bering Sea CDQ
allocations will be given shares of the Gulf of Alaska quota. We
have two comments about this. First, we believe that compensating
longliners who are displaced in the Bering Sea with Gulf of Alaska
shares is unfair to Prince William Sound Fishermen who are just
getting into the fishery. This also has the effect of driving
local fishermen out of the business because there will be less

poundage available for harvest in the Gulf. Second, we would argue
that cordova should be eligible for a CDQ also since it has great
potential to participate in the longline fishery but 1b likely to
be locked out under the IFQ scheme, cordova is just beginning to
emerge as an important bottomfish port.

In summary, the Cordova City Council believes that an IFQ system

will have very definite winners and losers. The losers will be
small boat owners, people just getting into the fishery, and
fishing communities like Cordova. We would urge the North Pacific
Fisheries Management Council to look very closely at more
traditional management schemes. We understand that management is
necessary to protect the resource, to reduce waste, and to increase
safety. However, we see no need to rush into an IFQ system; a

system which has not yet proven itself in other areas of the world.
For example, evidence from the east coast of Canada and New Zealand
suggests increasing conservation problems, enforcement problems,
and gconomic disaster for many inshore fishermen and the

communities they live in.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please contact us if you
have any questions or need more information.

sincerely,

Mayor Charles K. Weaverling
City of Cordova, Alaska

ran



CITY OF CORDOVA, ALASKA
RESOLUTION 91-47

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORDOVA, ALASKA
SUPPORTING OPEN ACCESS IN THE SABLEFISH AND OTHER FISHERIES
IN THE EXCLUSIVE ECONOMIC ZONE OFF ALASKA

WHEREAS, THE North Pacific Fishery Management Council is
developing detailed options for implementing a sablefish individual
fishing quota (IFQ} system, and is also considering a moratorium on

entry for all fisheries under Council jurisdiction; and

WHEREAS, the ability to participate in multiple fisheries and
adapt to changing economic and resource conditions are vital
characteristics of the Alaska fishing industry; and

WHEREAS, individual fishing quotas may deny the opportunity for
residents of coastal communities to fully diversify and maximize

their fisheries; and

WHEREAS, individual fishing quota programs under consideration
provide for much of the resource to be allocated to non-resident
users, excluding disproportionate numbers of Alaska fishermen and

preclude participation by tha growing Alaska longline fishing fleet;
and

WHEREAS, tha trend will bo to processgroundfish offshore which
will minimize the raw fishtax to coastal communities and the state;
and

WHEREAS, limited access programs restrict the free enterprise
system by not allowing commercial fishermen to maximize their

potential in the fishery; and

WHEREAS, limited access does not address several more
fundamental management problems,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City

of Cordova, Alaska respectfully requests the Governor take whatever
action is necessary to protect the rights of Alaska fishermen and to
vigorously oppose any effort to implement Ilimited entry in the

sablefish and other fisheries in Alaska.

BE |IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council is respectfully requested to abandon their initiative to
impose a moratorium on all fisheries under Council jurisdiction.



Resolution 91-47
Page 2

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED the North Pacific Fishery Council is
respectfully requested to .not impose a sablefish IFQ system,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED the North Pacific Fishery Council is
requested to continue the open access (status quo) management of the
sablefish and other fisheries under Council jurisdiction.

AND, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that if the Council recommends the
adoption of limited access in the groundfisheries, then the Secretary
of Commerceis respectfully requested to reject their recommendation.

1 PASSEDAND APPROVED THIS 21 »t DAF OF JUNE, 1991,



Haines Chamber of Commerce

2nd & W illard Streets
P.O. Box 518 < Haines, Alaska 99827

December 18, 1991

North Pacific Fishery Managment Council
4111 W. 4th, Suite 2D
P. 0. Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99510
RE Proposed Halibut IFQ System

Dear Members of the Management Council:

The Haines Chamber of Commerce has been following the progress of
your Council in the development of an individual fisherman's quota
(IFQ) system for halibut. Of extreme concern to the Haines Chamber
is the proposal that only 10 official ports be allowed for the legal
landing of halibut. Because Haines would certainly not be included,
this would highly disadvantage the community for the following
reasons.

1. Haines, a coastal fishing community, depends upon direct access to
the halibut harvested bv the Haines commercial longline fleet. On
some years over a million dollars worth of halibut have been
harvested by the Haines fleet alone. There are around 90 local
catcher/processor vessels, and 7 custom processing plants in Haines
working hard to add value to the halibut by creating products and
marketing those products.

2. The economic development plans for Haines call for an increased
effort to add value to halibut and further stimulate economic
development within the community. Haines has few other options
for an economic base and sudden removal of direct access to the
halibut caught by the local commercial fleet would be an economic
disaster to a small community of 1500 people such as ours.

3. Tens of thousands of pounds of halibut harvested annually be the
local fleet are sold fresh for food to residents of Haines an 4 Skagway.

(907) 766-2202 * FAX (907) 766-3155 + 1-800-458-3579



North Pacific Fishery Management Council
December 18, 1991, Page 2

This provides direct access to this excellent food fish for the local
population when the fish is still fresh and most desirable for
consumption. The price is also very reasonable for the resident
population, rather than paying the highly inflated retail prices for
halibut landed at a distant port and handled by large processors and
the whole marketing infrastructure.

Under any IFQ system, it must remain legal for the commercial fleet
of Haines to land halibut in this community to continue the
socioeconomic progress which has been made to date and maintain
the life-style of the community. Losing legal landing port status
would be an economic disaster for the community of Haines. Many
people could not afford to eat halibut if available only frozen at
inflated prices, and the commercial fleet would be at the mercy of
the large processors and could not add value to their catch by
creative product development and marketing of the fish.

The Haines Chamber of Commerce appreciates your attention to this
letter and our expressions of concern on halibut IFQ issues which will
affect our entire community. It is hard to find the wisdom of
excluding Haines from legal commercial halibut landings, as the loss
in income and quality of life within the community would be very
devastating.

Sincerely,
/ il
Patty A. Glackin, President
cc: Senators Stevens & Murkowski, Representative Don Young,

Alaska Senator Eliason, Alaska Representative Jerry Mackie,
Governor Walter Hickel, Carl Rozier, Commissioner ADF&G.



CITY OF HOMER
HOMER, ALASKA

RESOLUTION 91-B*

A RESOLUTION OF THE HOMER CITY COUNCIL
REQUESTING THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL AND ALL OTHER AUTHORITIES
HOT TO APPROVE THE |INDIVIDUAL TRANSFERABLE
QUOTA SHARE QUOTA PROGRAM FOR THE SABLEFISH
AND HALIBUT FISHERIES UNTIL AN ECONOMIC
IMPACT ANALYSIS OF THE PROGRAM ON THE COASTAL
COMMUNITIES OF ALASKA IS COMPLETED AND SHARED
WITH THE AFFECTED COMMUNITIES FOR THEIR
CONSIDERATION AND COMMENT.

WHEREAS, the proposed Individual Transferable Quota program
for the halibut and sablefish fisheries anticipates a one half
(1/2) to tow thirds (2/3) reduction in the participating fishing
vessel fleers; and

WHEREAS, in addition to the loss of jobs directly associated
with the reduced number of vessels, the structure of the allocation
of shares will result in the utilization of many fewer deckhands
from the community on boats that continue in the fishery; and

WHEREAS, the halibut fishery represents a significant portion
of many deckhand's disposable income; and

WHEREAS, thestructure of the ITQ program' may 1 .ad to a
continuous shift in the ownership of the fishery resource to
individuals outside the Homer community; and

WHEREAS, the City Homer heavily relies on theflow of
commercial fishing dollars for its economic vitality and health;
and

WHEREAS, loss of wvessels from the HomerHarbor could
negatively impact the City's revenues; and
i
WHEREAS, continuous near shore halibut fishing close to Homer
may result in diminished Jlocal stocks and gear conflicts with
negative impact on the local sport charter fleet; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the
City of Homer, Alaska requests that North Pacific Fisheries

Management Council and all other authorities not to approve the
Individual Transferable Quota Share Quota Program for the sablefish
and halibut fisheries until an economic impact analysis of the

program on the coasral communities of Alaska is completed and
shared with the affected Communities for their consideration and
comment; and



City of Homer
Resolution 91-83

Page 2

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Clerk send copies of this
resolution to the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council,
Governor Hickle, Senator Murkowski, Senator Stevens, Representative
Young, Federal Department of Commerce and the State Department ot
Community and Regional Affairs.

ADOPTED AND PASSED this 25th day of November, 1991 by the
Homer City Council.

CITY OF HOMER

ARR” VGREGOIRE, MAYOR

ATTEST:

7 SHANNON, CITY CLERK
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Clerk send copies, of this
resolution to the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council,
Governor Hickel, Senators Stevens and Murkowaki, Representative.

Young, Federal Department of Commerce and the State Department of

Community and Regional Affairs.

PASSED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KENATI, ALASKA, the 15th day
of January, 1992.

John J. Williams, Mayor
ATTEST:

Carol™ L . Freasi"city Clerk



Introduced by: Wall: and Skogslad

Date: 11/19/91
Action: Adopted
\ote: Unanimous

KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH
RESOLUTION 91-138

A RESOLUTION URGING THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT
CO,TINCTL TO ANALYZE AND IMPLEMENT TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT

WHEREAS)

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

Kmi tedpnila Bwwvukli, Alnaku

METHODS TRIOR TO ANY mftTHER DISCUSSION OF
AN INDIVIDUAL FISHERY QUOTA SYSTEM

a number of traditional management proposals nave been submitted to the North
Pacific Management Council which would potentially eliminate the problems
which an individual Fishery Quota (IFQ) would address; and

there is no urgency fur Individual Fishery Quotas to he implemented without
adcquuiely using ihp. administrative process to review all proposals prior to
selection and implementation of one management proposal; and

the Council’s roie and responsibility is to analyze all proposals on a given issue
before implementing major changes to a fishery; and

analysis and implementation of traditional mxmigement proposals to address the
problems have nut even been reviewed prior to the- proposed implementation of
an IFQ system; and

an IFQ system is going tu lake youa to implement while the fisheries need
extensive traditional management changes not short-term improved management;
and

the ability to participate in multiple fisheries and adapt to changing economic and
resource conditions aie vital characteristics of the Alaska fishing industry; and

IFQ programs under consideration provide much of the resource to be allocated
to non-resident users, excluding disproportionate numbers of Alaska fishermen
and preclude participation by the growing Alaska longline fishing fleet; and

IFQ programs will deny the opportunity for residents of Alaskan coastal
communities to fully diversity and maximize their tisnerie.s creating financial
hardships and creating economic impacts; and

IFQs could accommodate offshore processors which will minimize me raw flsli
tax to Alaskan coastal communities and the State;

Resoluiioo 91*135
P.ift 10f 2
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY TOE ASSEMBLY OF TOE KENAI
PENINSULA BOROUGH:

Section |1,

Section 2.
|

Section 3.

That the Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly respectfully requests the Alaska
State Leg slature and the Governor analyze the economic impact and hardship of
the Alaskan fishermen and Alaskan coastal communities created by the proposed
IFQ system.

That the North Pacific Fishery Management Council analyze and implement
traditional management methods prior to any further discussion on an IFQ
system.

That copies of this resolution be sent to Governor Walter J. Hickel, the North
Pacific Fishery Management Council, Alaska Senators Paul Fischer, Jay Kerttula
and Curt Menard, and Alaska Representatives Gail Phillips, Mike Navarre and
Gene Kubina.

ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH THIS 19th
DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1991.

ATTEST:

x fc Q.w jt
Betty J./Giick”Assembly President
if
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Kenaitze Indian Tribe 1. RA

P.O. BOX 988
KENAI, ALASKA 99811
(907) 283*3633
Fax (907) 283-3052

!?&;;Jo RESOLUTION $2*01,

*WHERTiXSi. the economic well being of coasta] Alaska communities is yjtal to the
continued health-and existance ’(’J’f those communities; and, ' n

*

‘economic as well as subsistence economies are .vital components
"nedSs&y for'bur respective Native cultures to remain viable and to flourish}' and,
< me"nm = [} - x>
WHERMS.'the endorsement of Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQ) and Community'
Development Quotas (CDQ) by the National Marine fisheries Service (NMFS) has the
realistic potential to force Native and other Alaska based Fisherman out of the fishing
business and to prevent future generations of Alaska Natives and other Alaskans from
participating in the bottom fisheries; and

WHEREAS, IFQ’sand CDQ’s may cause severe negative Impacts upon our coastal
communities resulting in unemployment, outmigration, and, in some instances,’ the
abandonment of Native villages which could signal cultural destruction and Increase the
incidence of Native suicides and destructive behavior due to a loss of identity; and,

WHERAS, the concept of IFQ’s and COQ’s may result in the continued depletion
of marine resources which would affect Native subsistence opportunities; now,

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED (hat the Kenaitze Indian Tribes tribal council,
by unanimous consent, is opposed to the concept of IFQ’s and CDQ’ as currently
envisioned; and

" BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the tribe endorses House Joint Resolution 61
which would put the Alaska legislature on record in opposition to IFQ’s and CDQ’s.

DATED: January 17,1992
Paul Swetzof, CtoimduMember

Kenaitze Indian Tribe



402 Center Avenue
Kodiak, Alaska 99615
tion Phone (907) 486-5725

June 14, 1991

Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, Ak 99510

RE: Sablefish and Halibut IFQs
Chairman Lauber:

The Kodiak Area Native Association serves the Native people in
the coastal communities on Kodiak Island.

Since the implementation of the limited entry system of
management many Nat’ve people of Kodiak have been excluded from
the opportunity to earn a respectable living from the water which

is at the center of our culture and has been for over four
thousand years.

We find that access to fisheries resources is extremely difficult
to regain after lost and at the root of many of our social and
economic problems. Sablefish and halibut are two of a dwindling
number of fisheries available to the small diversified
independent fishermen and their crew members.

We feel that the IFQ management plan will again cause further
suffering in our communities to satisfy big money interests in
commercial fishing. We are opposed to the IFQ system for managing
the sablefish and halibut fisheries and urge you to consider
other management options before taking another resource from the
coastal communities.

Sincerely,

7im'eonoff, Presid'ent
KODIAKIAREA NATIVE ASSOCIATION

cc: Honorable Walter Hickel
Honorable Ted Stevens
Honorable Frank MurkowsKki
Honorable Don Young
Senator Fred Zharoff
Rep.Cliff Davidson
Serving the communities of: Akhiok * Karluk ¢ Kodiak » Larsen Bay ¢ Old Harbor ¢ Ouzinkie ¢ Port Lions



CITY OF KODIAK
RESOLUTION NUMBER 07-90

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KODIAK SUPPORTING
CONTINUED OPEN ACCESS IN THE GROUNDFISH FISHERIES IN THL EXCLU-
SIVE ECONOMIC ZONE OFF ALASKA

WHEREAS, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council is
developing detailed options for limited access in the sablefish
longline fishery; and

WHEREAS, groundfish ‘including sablefish and halibut s
important to the diversified economy of the coastal communities
of Alaska and the ability to participate in multiple fisheries
and adapt to <changing economic and resource conditions is a
vital characteristic of the Alaska fishing fleet; and

WHEREAS, individual fishing quotas may deny the opportunity
for residents of coastal communities to fully diversify and
maximize their fisheries; and

WHEREAS, individual fishing quota programs under considera-
tion provide for much of the resource to be allocated to non-
resident users, excluding disproportionate numbers of Alaska
fishermen and precluding participation by the growing Alaska
longline fishing fleet; and

WHEREAS, limited access will prohibit maximum utilization of
a natural resource by depriving crew members, processors and
other support groups of full participation; and

WHEREAS, the trend will be to process groundfish offshore
which will minimize the raw fish tax to coastal communities and
the state; and

WHEREAS, Ilimited access programs restrict the free enter-
prise system by not allowing commercial fishermen to maximize
their potential in the fishevy; and

WHEREAS, Ilimited access represents a quick-and-easy, but

ineffective, solution to more fundamental management problems;

NOW, THEREFORE, PE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of
Kodiak, Alaska, thct the Governor is respectfully requested to
take whatever action is necessary to protect the rights of
Alaska fishermen and to vigorously oppose any effort to imple-
ment limited entry in the groundfish fisheries in Alaska.

Resolution Number 07-90
Page 1 of 2



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the North Pacific Fishery Manage-
ment Council is respectfully requested to abandon all efforts to
study, plan, encourage, or recommend implementation of limited
access in the groundfish fisheries in Alaska.

AND, BE IT FURTHER RESOLV D that if the council recommends
the adoption of limited access in the groundfish fisheries, then
the Secretary of Commerce is respectfully requested to reject
this recommendation.

AND, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that copies of this resolution
shall be sent to the Honorable Robert A. Mosbacher, United
States Secretary of Commerce; Dr. John A. Knauss, Under Secre-
tary for Oceans and Atmosphere, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce; Mr. Steve Pennoyer,
Regional Director, Alaska Region, National Marine Fisheries
Service, Juneau, AK; Dr. William W. Fox, Jr. Assistant Admin-
istrator for Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA;
Mr. Don Collinsworth, Chairman, and Mr. Clarence Pautzke, Execu-
tive Director of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council;
Honorable Steve Cowper, Governor of Alaska; and to the Honorable

Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank Murkowski, U.S. Senators,
and the Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative, members of the
Alaska delegation in Congress; and all members of the Alaska

State Legislature.

PASSED AND APPROVED this 22nd day of February, 1990.

CITY OF KODIAK

MAYOR

ATTEST,;

CITY CLERK

Resolution Number 07-90
Page 2 of 2



By ; Jack McFarland
Introduced: 02/715790
Adopted: 02715790

KODIAK I'SLAND BOROUGH
RESOLUTION NO. 90-20

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING CONTINUED OPEN ACCESS IN
THE SABLEFISH AND OTHER FISHERIES IN THE EXCLUSIVE
ECONOMIC ZONE OFF ALASKA

WHEREAS, tha North Pacific Fishery Management Council is
veloping detailed options for implementing a sablefish individual
shingquota (I1FQ) systenm, and is also considering a moratorium

entry for all fisheries under Counciljurisdiction;and

WHEREAS, the ability to utilize sablefish, halibut, and

her fisheries species is Iimportant to the diversified economy of

2]

e coastal communities of Alaska; and

WHEREAS, the ability to participate in multiple fisheries
d adapt to changing economic and resource conditions are vital

aracteristics of the Alaska fishing industry; and

WHEREAS, individual fishing quotas may deny the
portunity for residents of coastal communities to fully diversify

d maximize their fisheries; and

WHEREAS, individual fishingquota programs under
nsideration provide for much of the resource to be allocated to
n-resident users, excluding disproportionate numbers of Alaska

shermen and preclude participation by the growing Alaska longline

shing fleet; and

WHEREAS, limited access will prohibit maximum utilization
a natural resource by depriving crew members, processors and
her support groups of full participation; and

WHEREAS, the trend will be to process groundfish offshore

il minimize the raw fish tax to coastal communities and the

o
=>
=

WHEREAS, lLimited access progranms restrict the free
terprise system by not allowing commercial fishermen to maximize

eir potential in the fishery; and
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WHEREAS, limited accesn does not address several more
fundamental management problems;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Kodiak Island
Borough Assembly that the Governor is respectfully requested to
take whatever action is necessary to protect the rights of Alaska
fishermen and to vigorously oppose any effort to implement limited
entry in the sablefish and other fisheries in Alaska? and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council is respectfully requested to abandon their
initiative to impose a moratorium on all fisheries under Council

jurisdiction; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council is respectfully requested to not impose a
sablefish IFQ system; and

I BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED the North Pacific Fishery Council
is requested to continue the open access (status quo) management
of the sablefish and other fisheries under Council jurisdiction;

and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED the North Pacific Fishery Council
is requested to abandon all efforts to study, plan, encourage or
implement limitedaccess in the fisheries under Council

jurisdiction.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that if the council recommends the
adoption of limited access in the groundfish fisheries, then the
Secretary of Commerce is respectfully requested to reject this

recommendation.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that copies of this resolution
shall be sent to the Honorable Robert A. Mosbhacher, United States
Secretary of Commerce; Dr. John A. Knauss, Under Secretary for
Oceans and Atmosphere, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce; Mr. Steve Pennoyer,
Regional Director, Alaska Region, National Marine Fisheries
Service, Juneau, AK; Dr. William W. Fox, Jr. Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service,
NOAA; Mr. Don Collinsworth, Chairman, and Mr. Clarence Pautzke,
Executive Director of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council;
Honorable Steve Cowper, Governor of Alaska; and to the Honorable
Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and



the Honorable Don Young, Uu.sS. Representative, members of the Alaska

delegation in Congress; and all

members of the Alaska State
Legislature.

PASSED AND APPROVED THIS 15th DAY OF

FEBRUARY, 1990.

KOoODIAK I'SLAND BOROUGH

Borough Mayor

ATTEST:

fBorqiupl\) ClerJd”n)



KODITAK ISLAND MAYORS LEAGUE

RESOLUTION 91-15

A RESOLUTION URGING THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT
COUNCIL AND ALL OTHER AUTHORITIES TO RESCIND ITS VOTE TO
IMPLEMENT THE IFQ PROGRAM TO APPROVE THE INDIVIDUAL
TRANSFERRABLE QUOTA SHARE PROGRAM FOR THE SABLEFISH AND
HALIBUT FISHERIES UNTIL AN ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS OF THE
PROGRAM ON THE COMMUNITIES OF ALASKA IS COMPLETED AND
SHARED WITH THE AFFECTED COMMUNITIES FOR THEIR
CONSIDERATION AND COMMENT.

WHEREAS, a number of traditional management proposals have been
submitted to the North Pacific Management Council which would potentially eliminate
the problems that an Individual Fishery Quota (IFQ) would address; and

WHEREAS, the Council's role and responsibility is to analyze all proposals on
a given issue before implementing major changes to a fishery; and

WHEREAS, analysis and implementation of traditional management proposals
to address the problems have not even been reviewed prior to the proposed
implementation of an IFQ System; and

WHEREAS, an IFQ System is going to take years to implement while the
fisheries need extensive traditional management changes, not short-term improved
management; and

WHEREAS, the ability to participate in multiple fisheries and adapt to changing
economic and resource conditions are vital characteristics of the Alaska fishing
industry; and

WHEREAS, IFQ Systems under consideration provide much of the resource to
be allocated to non-resident users, excluding disproportionate numbers of Alaska
fishermen, and preclude participation by the growing Alaska longline fleet; and

WHEREAS, IFQ Systems will deny the opportunity for residents of the Alaskan
communities to fully diversify and maximize their fisheries creating financial hardships
and creating adverse economic impacts; and

WHEREAS, IFQ Systems could accommodate offshore processors which will
minimize the raw fish tax to Alaskan communities and the State.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Kodiak Island Mayors
League, that:

Section 1 The Alaska State Legislature and the Governor intercede on
behalf of Alaska fishermen to prevent any negative economic
impact or hardship on them and affected Alaska communities as a
result of the IFQ "System.



Section 2: The North Pacific Fishery Management Council rescind its vote
to implement the IFQ Program, carefully scrutinize this proposal
including its impact on Alaska fishermen and communities, and
implement traditional management methods prior to any further
discussion on an IFQ System.

Section 3: Copies of this resolution be sent to Governor Walter J. Hickel,
the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, Kodiak area

legislators, Senators Stevens and Murkowski, and Reijtetmtative
Young. *

PASSED AND APPROVED on this 12th day of December, 1991

Jerome M. Selby, Chairman
Kodiak Island Mayors League

Attest: C ft, ~ /7 r yrJju=r-

Date: /) -Aa-2L

Kodiik iiUod Mtyort I tij-ue XctoluiioQ 91-15 P«ge 2



OUNALASHKA

CORPORA! IO N RECEIVED 8EC 2 3 1931

December 13, 1991

Senator Fred Zharoff
PO Box 405
Kodiak, AK 99615

Re: North Pacific Fisheries Management Council's and other
authorities vote to implement the IFQ Program.

Dear Senator:

Enclosed is the Resolution 91-12-03 of the Ounalashka Corporation

which was faxed to your office December 13, 1991, per
Ounalashka Corporation Board of Directors and Management

Thank you
Wendy A. Svarny
Secretary
enclosure

cc: file

A Real Fstatc and Development Company
(9071 531-1278 . FAX (907) 581-1496

DO On 1.1Q Mn .U Ii oOvV" 00i:C



RESOLUTION 91-12-03

OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF
OUNALASHKA CORPORATION

A Resolution of the Ounalashka Corporation , a village
Corporation located at Unalaska, wurges the North Pacific Fisheries
Management Council and all other authorities to rescind its vote to

implement the IFQ Program approving the Individual Transferable Quota
Share Program for the Sable fish and Halibut Fisheries until an economic
impact analysis of the program on the City of Unalaska and other
communities of Alaska is completed and shared with the affected
communities for their consideration and comment.

Whereas, a number of traditional management proposals have
been submitted to the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council which
would potentially eliminate the problems that an Individual Fishery
Quota (IFQ) would address; and

Whereas, the Council’s role and responsibility is to analyze
all proposals on a given issue before implementing major changes to a
fishery; and

Whereas, analysis and implementation of traditional management
.proposals to address the problems have not even been reviewed prior to
fthe proposed implementation of an IFQ System; and

Whereas, an IFQ System 1is going to take years to implement
while the fisheries need extensive traditional management changes, not
short-term improved management; and

Whereas, the abilityto participate in multiple fisheries and
adapt tochanging gconomic and resource conditions are vital
characteristics of the Alaska fishing industry; and

Whereas, IFQ Systems under consideration provide much of the
resource to be allocated to non-resident users, excluding
disproportionate numbers of Alaska fishermen, of which over 100 abide in
Unalaska, and preclude participation by the growing Alaska longline
fishing fleet; and

Whereas, IFQ Systems will deny the opportunity for residents
of tha Municipality of Unalaska and other Alaskan communities to fully
diversify and maximize their fisheries creating financial hardships and
creating economic impacts; and

Whereas, IFQ Systems could accommodate offshore processors
which will minimize the raw fish tax to Alaskan communities and the

State.



NOW, THEREFORE, the Ounalashka Corporation resolves:

Section 1: That the Alaska State Legislature and the Governor
intercede on behalf of Alaska fishermen to prevent any negative economic
impact or hardship on them and affected Alaska communities as a result

of the IFQ System.

Section 2: That the North Pacific Fishery Management Council
rescind its vote to implement the IFQ Program, carefully scrutinize this
proposal including its impact on Alaska fishermen and communities, and
implement traditional management methods prior to any further discussion

on an IFQ Systenm.

Section 3: That copies of this resolution be sent to Governor
Walter J. Hickel, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, State
Senator Zharoff and Representative Jacko, U.S. Senators Stevens and
Murkowski, and Representative Young.

PASSED AND APPROVED by the Ounalashka Corporation this 12th day
of December, 1991.

Katherine M. Grimnes, President

ATTEST:

Nena\H. Mathe, borporate Secretary
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CITY OF OUZINKTIE
P.0.BOX 109
OUZINKIE, ALASKA 99644
(907) 680-7.209 =

OUZINKIE

March 27, 1990

Mr. Clarence Pautzke
Executive Director, NPFMC
P.O. Box 103136
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear- Mr . Pautzke ,

The majority of the people in the Kodiak Island Area
are dependent on our -fisheries as they are. It doesn't seem
proper that we should have to put up with changing the laws
just to please some people -from the lower 48 so they can
mfish on our coast, and take all their- profits away from
Alaska.

In my opinion Alaska is being used as a scape goat and
a guineas pig, just because other States have been used to
their extremes they are now trying to do the same thing to
Alaskans resources.

The problem with this is that it will have an adverse
affect on the fishing industry of Alaska. I-Jhat I mean is it
will keep our fisherman from diversifying to other fisheries

if they do not have a limited entry permit.

As with the limited entry on salmon all our younger
generation were not able to participate in that fishery
unless they could come up with the money to buy out a permit
holder if the permit was for sale. The limited entry had
taken the freedom of participating in the fisheries, which
was our livelihood and if you ask me | think that is
unconst itu tional .

Therefore | oppose any Moratorium for limited entry of
any kind.

Sincerely
ick Chichenoff

Mayor
City of OQuzinkie



CITY OF OUZINKIE
RESOLUTION 90-02

A RESOLUTION OF THE OUZINKIE CITY COUNCIL OPPOSING A
MORATORIUM AND A SABLE FISH IFQ SYSTEM.

WHEREAS, the City of Kodiak and the Kodiak Island Villages
are dependent directly and indirectly on the fishing
industry and;

WHEREAS, the North Pacific Management Council wants to
impose a Moratorium on Participation for all fisheries that
are Federally managed in the Gulf of Alaska and;

WHEREAS, the NPFM Council is deciding whether or not to
impose a limited entry system for sablefish in the GOA and
DS/A or a individual fishery quota limited entry system
<IFQ> and;

WHEREAS, these NPFM council initiatives are contrary to the
best interest of Kodiak fisherman, processors, processing
plant employees support industries, and villages and;

WHEREAS, these council initiatives will not only negatively
effect fisherman, but also have a detrimental impact on the
future economics of the shore-based processing industry,
Kodiak fisherman and Kodiak Island villages and;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Ouzinkie City Council
opposes a Moratorium and a limited entry system for sable
fish or any other type of limited entry.

PASSED AND APPROVED this 16th = day of March, 1990 at
Quzinkie, Alaska.

La. J JL
Attested: Debra Garner, Clerkbk



Don Coll ifiswor th , NPFMC Chairman

Steve Pennoyer, ARNMFS Director

Dr. John A. Knauss, NOAA

Dr. William W. Fox, Jr., NMFSNOAA

Robert A. Mosbacher, U.S. DOC

Governor Steve Cowper

Senator Fred Zharoff

Representative CIliff Davidson

Senator Ted Stevens, U.S. Senate

Senator Frank Murkowski, U.S. Senate .
Congressman Don Young, U.S. House of Representatives
Lieutenant Governor Stephen MCcAIlpine

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski

Jim Campbe 11

John Lindauer

Donal d Wright

Tony Knowles

Senator Rick Halford

Daniel DeNardo

Ryal Uhi te
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City of Sand Point

P.O. Box 249
Sand Point, Alaska 99661

(907)383-2696

RESOLUTION 92-5

< e

(D*pl Crwfga

jTWaphonn 4

DfHI""! C3 Call or pickup

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SAND POINT CONCERNING

INDIVIDUAL

WHEREAS, a

submitted to the

number of
North

FISHERY QUOTAS

traditional
Pacific

management

proposals
Fishery Management

been
which

have
Council

would potentially eliminate the ©problems which an Individual
Fishery Quota (IFQ) would address; and

WHEREAS, neither the staff of the North Pacific Fishery Manage-
ment Council nor the Council have reviewed these management
proposals ; and

WHEREAS, there Is no wurgency for Individual Fishery Quotas to
be Implemented without adequately using the admlinlstratlive
process to review all proposals prior to selection and Imple-
mentation of one management proposal; and

WHEREAS, analysis and Implementation of traditional management
proposals to address the problem have not even been reviewed
prior to the proposed Implementation of an IFQ system; and

WHEr>c.*.S, an
meanwhile,

IFQ
the

system |Is
fisheries

going to take
need extensive

years

traditional

Implement and,
management

changes for short-term Improved management;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Sand Point City Council
that the Council urges the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council to analyze and Implement traditional management methods
prior to any further discussion of an Individual Fishery Quota
system.

PASSED AND APPROVED THIS 11 day of

1991.



$8ldovia Village Tribe
P.O.DrawerL

Seldovla, Alaska 99663 <
(907) 234*7625 Fax: 234-7637

December 2, 1991

To the North Pacific Flenery Management Council,
The Seldovla Village Tribe Is opposed to the IFQ plan as presented,

This plan If adopted will devastate Villages like Seldovia. The Natives of
Seldovla are at an economic disadvantage for being able to participate In the
Halibut and Sable Fisherys.

The Fishery Is so costly to enter, The Native people have not been able to get
into It on a par with 'Outside’ boats.

Seldovla Village Tribe needs to be designated and participate in the
Community Development quota.

There Is no valid reason to limit C.D.Q's to only Western Alaska and prohibit
Natives along the Central Gulf of Alaska from participating and growing In this
vital fishery.

? J v
Fred H. Elvsaas President
Seldovla Village Tribe



December 5, 1991

Mr. Richard B. Lauber, Chairman

Norch Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, AK 99510

Dear Mr. Lauber:

May this letter serve as our formal request to delay final implementation of
the IFQ until more information has been gathered as to 1its economic 1impact on

the communities of our state.

I speak on behalf of all of the Chambers of Commerce whose communities may be
impacted 1in an adverse way through this decision and 1implementation. As you

are no doubt aware, from: all of the resolutions which have been passed and for—
warded on to you, there 1is grave concern as to the potential negative 1impact

on our fishery and 1its coastal .communities. These concerns are being voiced

by our federal congressional delegation, our state"legislative representatives

and our communities at Jlarge.

It would seem that an 1issue of such potential economic impact onan entire

state would be meticulously studied before -implementation.

On a more political note, we believe that this 1issue 1is so controversial

that it could become a liability to President 3ush and other politicians
during an election year. As emotionally charged and "populist” oriented an
issue as this could be manipulated to the disadvantage of the administration,

which must pass on the recommendations of the NPFMC.

Because of the importance of this 1issue and the substantial amount of time
spent by Council co develop 1it, we urge you and other Council raenbers to
proceed cautiously, and take serious note of the potential negative impact
on our state and its fishery resource before recommending this action to the

Administration.

Sincerely,

Wayne D. Carpenter
Executive Director

Seward Chamber of Commerce

WDC:fh
CC: Kon. Ted Stevens
Hon. Frank Murkowski

Hon. Don Young



Sponsored by: Trade Board

CITY OF SEWART, ALASKA
RESOLUTION NO. 91-144

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF SEWARD, ALASKA, URGING THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL TO STUDY THE POTENTIAL IMPACTS
ON LOCAL COMMUNITIES PRIOR TO ESTABLISHING AN
INDIVIDUAL FISHERY QUOTA (IFQ) SYSTEM

WHEREAS, Che North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC)
is considering the implementation of an Individual Fishery Quota

(IFQ) system in Alaska; and

WHEREAS, the NPFMC has not assessed the potential economic
impacts such a system would have on the state of Alaska or on local
communities which rely on the fishing 1industry as a major local

employer; and

WHEREAS, it is 1in the public interest to require such a study
prior to the implementation of the IFQ system;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED EY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF SEWARD, ALASKA, that:

Section 1. The North Pacific Fishery Management Council 1is
hereby urged to conduct a study of the economic 1impacts of the
proposed IFQ system on Alaska and local communities prior to 1its

implementation.

Section 2. A copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to
Governor Hickel, Senators Stevens and Murkowski, Representative
Young and the North Pacific Fishery Management Council.

Section 3. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon
its adoption.

PASSED AND APPROVED by the City Council of the city of Seward,
Alaska, this 25th day of November, 1991.

THE. CITY OF SEWARD, ALASKA



CITY OP SEWARD,
RESOLUTION NO.

AYES;
NOES;
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

ATTEST:

ALASKA

91-144
Burgess, Crane, Cripps,
None
None
None

Dunham,

Krasnansky, Swartz, White

APPROVED AS TO FORM;

Attorneys for the
Alaska

Perkins Coie,
city of Seward,

Fred B. Arvidson
City Attorney
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THE 'a GREATER + S SITKfi

of commeRCE
Box 630 e« S.tka, filosko 99855

(9071747 *0604

January 15, 1992

Secretary of Commerce Robert Mosbacker
15th & Constitution Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20230

Dear Secretary of Commerce Mosbacker;

As a representative of the Greater Sitka Chamber of Commerce 1 would
like to address the topic of the individual fishing quota system as
proposed by the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council.

The Individual Fishing Quota System as proposed by the council has the
potential to deny Sitka residents the opportunity to be diverse and
could possibly cause financial hardship and create an economic 1impact
in Sitka, Southeast Alaska, and other Alaskan communities.

The Greater Sitka Chamber of Commerce asks that an economic 1impact
analysis of the program on the municipality of Sitka and other
communities of Alaska be completed and that no action or approval of
the plan be taken by the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
until at which time the resulls of the study are returned and can be
analyzed by the affected communities for their consideration and

comment.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. X await your reply.

Sincerely,

EM/sh

cc: Senator Ted Stevens
Senator Frank Murkowski
Representative Don Young
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council



SPONSOR: Hallgren/Fager

RESOLUTION NO. 91-487

BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE CITY AND BOROUGH OF SITKA
REQUESTS THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT COUNCIL AND ALL
OTHER AUTHORITIES NOT TO APPROVE THE INDIVIDUAL FISHINS QUOTA PROGRAM FOR
: THE SABLEFISH AND HALIBUT FISHERIES UNTIL AN ECONOMICAND SOCIAL IMPACT
ANALYSIS OF THE PROGRAM ON THE COASTAL COMMUNITIES OF ALASKA IS COMPLETED
AND SHARED WITH THE AFFECTED COMMUNITIES FOR THEIR CONSIDERATION AND AFTER
PUBLIC HEARINGS ON TEE SPECIFIC INDIVIDUAL FISHING QUOTAS PROPOSED ARE HELD
IN AFFECTED COASTAL COMMUNITIES

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE CITY AND
BOROUGH OF SITKA THIS 29th DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1991.

ATTEST



Southwest Alaska M unicipal Conference
Putting Resources to Work For People
3300 Arctic Blvd., Suite 2C3 = Anchorage, Alatka 99503 < (907)562-7380 = FAX (907) 562-0438

RESOLUTION 91-14
SOUTHWEST ALASKA MUNICIPAL CONFERENCE
INDIVIDUAL FISHERY QUOTA RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, a number of traditional management proposals have been submitted to the
North Pacific Fishery Management Council which would potentially eliminate the
problems which an Individual Fishery Quota (IFQ) would address; and

WHEREAS, the staff of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council nor the Council
have reviewed these management proposals; and

WHEREAS, there is no urgency for Individual Fishery Quotas to be implemented
without adequately using the administrative process to review all proposals prior to
selection and implement: tion of one management proposal; and

WHEREAS, the Council's role and responsibility Is to analyze all proposals on a given
issue before implementing major changes to a fishery; and

WHEREAS, analysis and Implementation of traditional management proposals to
address the problem have not even been reviewed prior to the proposed

implementation of an IFQ system; and

WHEREAS, an IFQ system is going to take years to Implement and, meanwhile, the
fisheries need extensive traditional management changes for short-term improved

management;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the membership of the Southwest Alaska
Municipal Conference urges the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to analyze
and implement traditional management methods prior to any further discussion of an
Individual Fishery Quota system.

PASSED AND APPROVED THIS NINTH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1991

rideih Sandler, Executive Director



Requested By:councilporson Madsen
Ayes: S
Nays: /

CITY OF UNALASKA
UNALASKA, ALASKA

RESOLUTION 91-43

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF UNALASKA OPPOSING THE INDIVIDUAL

TRANSFERABLE QUOTA SHARES SYSTEM FOR MANAGING THE SABLEFISH

AND HALIBUT FISHERIES WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THE NORTH
PACIFIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

WHEREAS: The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council need to
propose a "Preferred”™ plan which can be specifically reviewed and
critiqued by all Industry participants; and

WHEREAS: Any drastic Management change demands the preparation of
a Socio-Economic Impact Analysis. Detailed to realistically show
the effects of such a management system upon the fisherman and the
coastal communities which will be impacted; and

WHEREAS: The conservation concerns within these specific longline
fisheries will not be addressed nor solved by this system of
management; and

WHEREAS: The Funding source, the enforcement costs and plans are as
of yet unknown. This critical area must be addressed and
specified; and

WHEREAS: The Quota Shares System has demonstrated the adverse
impacts upon the small to mid-sized vessels which participate
within such systems; and

WHEREAS: The small to mid-size vessels of our coastal communities
may well lose their access to their resource, and as our State"s
economy is not nearly as diverse as that of other State"s those,
losing their access to the vresource, may force them to seek
opportunity outside of their Home State; and

WHEREAS: There 1is no mechanism to realistically prevent Foreign
interest domination of the Quota Shares; and

WHEREAS: A comprehensive plan is necessary to avoid the additional
pressure which will be put upon those fisheries outside of the
Quota system by those fisherman not receiving sufficient shares to
compete; thus complicating and compounding the problems within
these other fisheries; and

WHEREAS: The additional pressures will adversely affect the Safety
of the participants within these other fisheries; nor is there any
guarantee that Quota Shares will increase the Safety of the
participants within the fisheries which assume the Quota System;



WHEREAS: The North Pacific Fisheries Management Council has
identified over 20 management tools which are within the
traditional system which have not been sufficiently "analyzed or
assessed for effectiveness.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: The City Council of the City of
Unalaska, Alaska, opposes the INDIVIDUAL-TRANSFERABLE QUOTA SHARES
SYSTEM *(1TQ) for the management of the Sablefish and Halibut
Fisheries.

PASSED AND APPROVED THIS 1 DAY of 1991 BY
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF UNALASKA, ALASKA.

Frank Kelty
Mayor
S ATTEST.:-

tut
Shelley ickenstaff, Ci Clerk

\RESS143.



CITY OF UNALASKA
UNALASKA, ALASKA

RESOLUTION NO. 91-112

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF UNALASKA URGING THE
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT COUNCIL AND ALL OTHER
AUTHORITIES TOo RESCIND ITS VOTE 710 IMPLEMENT THE IFQ PROGRAM TO
APPROVE THE INDIVIDUAL TRANSFERABLE QUOTA SHARE PROGRAM FOR THE
SABLEFISH AND HALIBUT FISHERIES UNTIL AN ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
OF THE PROGRAM ON THE CITY OF UNALASKA AND OTHER COMMUNITIES OF
ALASKA 1S COMPLETED AND SHARED WITH THE AFFECTED COMMUNITIES FOR
THEIR CONSIDERATION AND COMMENT.

WHEREAS, a number of traditional management proposals have been
submitted to the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council which
would potentially eliminate the problems that an Individual Fishery
Quota (IFQ) would address; and

WHEREAS, the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council®s role and

responsibility is to analyze all proposals on a given issue before
implementing major changes to a fishery; and
WHEREAS, analysis and implementation of traditional management

proposals to address the problems have not even been reviewed prior
to the proposed implementation of an IFQ Systenm; and

WHEREAS, an IFQ System is going to take years to implement while
the fisheries need extensive traditional management changes not

short-term improved management; and

WHEREAS, the ability to participate in multiple fisheries and adapt

to changing economic and resource conditions are vital
characteristics of the Alaska fishing industry; and

WHEREAS, IFQ Systems wunder consideration provide much of the
resource to be allocated to non-resident users, excluding
disproportionate numbers of Alaska fishermen, and preclude
participation by the growing Alaska longline fishing fleet; and

WHEREAS, I1FQ Systems will deny the opportunity for residents of the
City of Unalaska and other Alaskan communities to fully diversify
and maximize their fisheries <creating financial hardships and
creating economic impacts; and

WHEREAS, I1FQ Systems could accommodate offshore processors which
will minimize the raw fish tax to Alaskan communities and the State
of Alaska; and

WHEREAS, The City of Unalaska adopted Resolution No. 91-43 on June
20, 1991 opposing the IFQ system for managing the sablefish and
halibut fisheries within the jurisdiction of the North Pacific
Fisheries Management Council, a copy of which 1is attached.
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF -THE CITY OF
UNALASKA; that the Alaska State Legislature and the Governor
intercede on behalf of Alaska fishermen to prevent any negative
economic®™ impact or hardship on them and affected Alaska communities
as a result of the I1FQ-system.

BE"-IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITy"0OF UNALASKA
that ~the North Pacific fishery Management Council rescind its vote
to implement THE IRQ-- programr and carefully scrutinize this
proposal including its impact on Alaska fishermen and*communities;
and implement traditional management methods prior to any further
discussion on an IFQ System.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF UNALASKA
that copies of this resolution be sent to Governor Walter J.
Hickel, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council/ .District 26
Representative George Jacko, District 26 Senator Fred Zharoff, U.S.
Senators Stevens and Murkowski, and U.S. Representative Young.

PASSED AND ADOPTED- BY A DULY CONSTITUTED QUORUM OF THE: CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF UNALASKA  THIS f0 DAY OF X"fccsssiJjjS
1991.

MAYOR

ATTEST:i



CITY OF VALDEZ, ALASKA
RESOLUTION NO. 91-60

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
VALDEZ, ALASKA, SUPPORTING OPEN ACCESS IN THE
SABLEFISH AND OTHER FISHERIES IN THE EXCLUSIVE
ECONOMIC ZONE OFF ALASKA

WHEREAS, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council is developing detailed
options for implementing a sablefish individual fishing quota (IFQ) system, and Is also
considering a moratorium on entry for ail flsherlea under Council jurisdiction; and

'WHEREAS, the ability to participate In multiple fisheries and adapt to changing
economic and resource conditions are vital characteristics of the Alaska fishing industry;
and

WHEREAS, individual fishing quotas may deny the opportunity for residents of
coastal communities to fully diversify and maximize their fisheries; and

WHEREAS, individual fishing quota programs under consideration provide for
much of the resource to be allocated to non-resident users, excluding disproportionate
numbers of Alaska fishermen and preclude participation by the growing Alaska longline
fishing fleet; and

WHEREAS, the trend will be to process groundfish offshore which will minimize the
raw fish tax to coastal communities and the state; and

WHEREAS, limited access programs restrict the free enterprise system by not
allowing commercial fishermen to maximize their potential In the fishery; and’

WHEREAS, I|limited access does not address several more fundamental
management problems.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Valdez,
Alaska, respectfully requests the Governor to take whatever action is necessary to protect
the rights of Aleska fishermen and to vigorously oppose any effort to Implement limited
entry in the sablefish and other fisheries in Alaska.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Is respectfully requested to abandon their Initiative to impose a moratorium on all fisheries
under Council jurisdiction.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the North Pacific Fishery Council is respectfully
requested to not impose a sablefish IFQ system. e



CITY OF VALDEZ, ALASKA
RESOLUTION NO. 9160

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the North Pacific Fishery Council is requested
to continue the open access (status quo) management of the sablefish and other
fisheries under Council Jurisdiction.

AND, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that if the Council recommends the adoption
of limited access In the groundfisheries, the Secretary of Commerce is respectfully
requested to reject their recommendation.

PASSED AND APPROVFD BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF VALDEZ,
ALASKA, this 1st day of July, 1991.

CITY OF VALDEZ, ALASKA

ATTEST:

Jeanne Donald, CMC, City Clerk
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CITY OF WHITTIER, ALASKA
RESOLUTION 264-92

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WHITTIER,
ALASKA SUPPORTING TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT METHODS IN SABLE
FISH, HALIBUT AND OTHER FISHERIES, AND URGING THE N<t>Riri
PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL TO REVIEW, ANALYZE AND
IMPLEMENT TRADITIONAL MANAGEMENT METHODS.

WHEREAS, The North Pacific Fishery Management Council is
developing detailed options for implementing a sable fish and
Lv*liL«l 11lidl vidutil fioliiuy yjuuLa. (JJ-rvif win emu is preparing
plan amendments which would impose a moratorium on entry 1into
the ground fish, crab and halibut fisheries; and

WHEREAS, There have been a number of traditional management
proposals submitted to the north pacific fishery management
council which would potentially eliminate those problems

addressed by an IFQ system.

WHEREAS, the NPFM Council wunder the proposed IFQ systen is
moving to reduce delivery ports of sable fish and halibut, and
eventually all ground fish and crab fisheries, to ten primary
designated ports, thereby severely impacting small rural
Alaskan coastal communities; and

WHEREAS, the ability to participate in multiple fisheries to
fully diversify and adapt to changing economic and resource
conditions are vital characteristics of the Alaikan fisning
industry.

WHEREAS, I1FQ programs under consideration provide for much of
the resource to be allocated to non-resident users, excluding
disproportionate numbers of Alaskan fisherman and preclude
participation by the growing Alaska longline fishing flest.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE WHITTIER CITY COUNCIL RESOLVES; THAI it
urges the NPFMC to implement traditional methods of management
in the sable fish, halibut and other fisheries; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED; that in the =event the propdsed
management plan 1is passed we respectfully request the 1 .S.
Secretary of Commerce, Robert Masbacher to oppose the AFQ
system.

Th\
PASSED AND APPROVED by the Whittier City Council this 1%
day of ve-rrVvoe .\K , 1991.
ATTEST:
w jM  ih M *

aaviiBli, HayilL"
Tina Lorrekovich, City clerk vV no—el
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Hickel wants study finished before proposal

Daily News staff and wire repc/ts

Gov. Wally Hickel on Monday
asked the North Pacific Fisher
Management Council to put off
asking the U.S. Department of
Commerce to approve a contro-
versial pInn for giving fisher-
men halibut and black cod fish-
ing quotas.

He asked the council to wait
until April, after a federal study
on how the plan could offect
coastal communities is done.

Clem Tillion, the governor's

. top fishery aide and a council
.member, has been one of the

strongest supporters of the new

quota system. But he said Mon-
day he would push the gover-.
tier’s request. "

"You know I'm a soldier. And
there are times when the general
.tells you to do something, nnd
you do it," Tillion said,

*The National Marine Fisher-
les Service is studying the ef-
fects of giving each boat in the
two fisheries a quota of fish to
catch. The council has proposed

the quota system to put an end’

to the pell-mell, free-for-all fish-
'eries that have been Jammed
- with ever-increasing numbers of
boats. The wsillt hﬁbeen ever-
L. . I. - - ® <o

'shorter seasons that offer fresh

fish for only a brief few weeks
nnd prompt fishermen to work
through even the worst .winter
storms. I
The study is due In March,
Some fishing groups and city
and community councils In
southern and Western Alaska
have fought the proposed Sys-

"tem of permits — known as

ITQs, or Individual Transferable
Quotac. Some view the' quota
system as a giveaway of a pub-
lie resource that-will enrich a
few fishermen and dlsenfran-
chlse many Alask’ﬁs who might

Tel, ;STORM CLOUDSMICKENBW,

o WL Ui/FI [Hi It it;
mrvvViM---~
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tas sought

goes to D.C.

one dny seek to Join the har-
vests.

Paul Fuhs, the governor’s leg-
islative liaison, recently visited
coastal communities to discuss
those concerns, Tillion said.

The fisheries council is meet-
ing this week in Portland, Ore.
It approved the quota plnn last
month, but some opponents said
they would ask council members
to reconsider.

"Many of our coastal commu-
nity residents have expressed

Qult
inthe
USA

Buy American

ads get tough

By JOANN MULLER
and JANET BF1AUNSTEIN
Knighl-Ridder Newspapois
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Senator Fred Zharoff
Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Kozak calls governor’s request for a
delay of IFQ plan ‘smoke and mirrors’

mg.
gWe request that the Councfl
take action at the April, 1992,
Council meeting to reconsider
their December. 1991, action re-
cording the Sablefish nd Hal-
ibut Fixed Gear IFQ Manage-
ment Plan," Stephan said.

"And that they either reaffirm
or rescind such action based on
the review and consideration by
the public and the Council of in-
depth analyses of Social Impact,
Cost-Benefii and Economic Im-
pact”

Stephan said his organization
does not believe that the plan
package can be considered "com-
plete” for submission for either
NEPA or Secretarial Review un-
til the above-suggested analyses
are completed, reviewed by the
public and council, and consid-
ered by the council

The letter had more sugges-
tions for the council and con-
cluded by saying the council did
not properly weigh and consider
an analysis of a combined sable-
fish and halibut fixed gear IFQ
management plan prior to its De-
cember action regarding the plan.
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Fish politics
Conflict of interest the rule of the game

The North Pacific Fishery Manaqement Council'*
latest moeting wat a good example of hour the council
Is riddled with conflicts of interest.

The council endorsed a controversial Iimitedentry
plan for two fisheries — a move that directly affected
several members' pocketbooks. Three members
represent Interests that stood to get a share of the pie
under the limited-enlry plans. The board chairman is
the lobbyist for a group that opposed the move — and
he voted his client's position.

On lIssue after issue, conflicts of Interest turn up at
the council. The following examples were reported
earlier this year by the Seattle Times: m

*Tight pollock catch limits set by the council cost
the firm of one Seattle-based member. Walter
Pereyra, a shot at millions of dollars in revenue.
Pereyra is trying to gel the limits raised.

eMember Larry Cotter was working for interests
in the crab Industry around the time he reversed his
stand on an issue to support crab fishermen's
position.

eMember Oscar Dyson, part-owner of an on-shore
plant In Alaska, voted his own self-interest on one of
council’s most controversial moves. He supported the
decision to allocate a fixed share of the catch to
on-shore plants., Chairman Rick Lauber. a paid
representative of shore-based plants, has a similar
conflict on the same issue.

Federal confllct-of-Intcrest rules do not apply to
the council. Supposedly this la because the council
onla\/ "advises" the U.S. Secretary of Commerw, who
makes the final decision. In practice, the secretary
almost always rubber-stamps the council
"recommendation.”

Only four of the council's 11 members represent
public agencies. The other seven are free to mix their
personal business with council business.

As Mr, Pereyra, the Seattle fishing boat owner,
told the Seattle Times:

"I shouldn't even BE on the council making these
kinds of decisions that | have a conflict Al —
absolutely 1think that's true of every member nf the
emounril. ft should oe in the hoods of the professional
managers"

As with all other council Issues, the
conflict-of-intercsl question has a political .undertow.
Mr. Pereyra and other Lower il interests haven't
dnne very well under the current council setup.
Eliminating conflicts of |Interest at the
Alaska dominated council might boost the odds
theg'_ll win more often .

lit regardless of who wins and loses andcr the
current setup, the council structure Is ethically
brnl-.ijjit Ww dim | let Fxxoit. Arm and BP run the
state Deportment of Ficvuonm*-iiial C»ns*-rvat:ofi We
don't uu', people tiom phone and electric companies in
rhaige Q th" stole public utilities commission We
shout.in t turo trdcrnl !Uh«-riut over tu fishcrotrr.
whose decisions directly affect their personal
fortunes
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Deily News reporter

on marine life in the nation'sbay scallops,
coastal
picture of diminishing stocks of
- fish and marine mammals and
'iof huge wastes by the commer-
I:clal fishing Industry. " i
> The report by the National A Tlie report also sold” thou-..

"ministration said 65 species of 'wasted annually, because fisher-".

Anchorage Daily..News
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SECTION 1)

Fisheries trobled, 1U.S. says

NOAA paints grim picture/ but-Alaska 3 jparine stocks healthiest

erutllized" are Paclflc.Coast* The feder” fisheries off thtJ*
salmon. North Pacific albncoro Alaska coast by far ure the best
WASHINGTON — A report- tuna, Pacific razor-clams and -.managed and:healthiest, the re
Pacific striped-' port said
waters paints aigrim *bass,' Atlantic salmon and cod,ti NOAA cal/cd the document a
Northeast lobsters and scallops,, "report cnrd” on how well the
. North Atlantic swordfish and' nation Is handling the fisheries.
.various Atlantic nnd Gulf ;of. But the agency also views It
' Mexico shrimp. -y as .a call to action.
Under a 1976 law, the federal
?overnment is supposed to regu-
te the $4.4 billion annual com-
the most commercially market- <men throw them away to fill m mercial fishery so as to conserve
able fish and seafoods nre being i,their nets with more valuable- stocks for long-term, sustamable
harvested in such volumes they I'seafood or because federal poll-: harvests. ..=m
may not be able to sustain their .ties discourage fishermen from ¢ NOAAs okesman Reed Boat- '

By DAVID WHITNEY

Oceanic nnd Atmospheric Ad- sands of tons of edible fish arc ;

populations. accidentally catching them wright said thrt too often actual
Among those ewnsidered "ov- while targeting others. : , n .; management decisions have.'
- | “* T, 2, «e

%

been left to regional advisory
councils typically made up of
those in the fishing business.
The result has been overfishing,
he said.

In a preface to the report,
NOAA’s n: dstant administrator
for flster es, William W. Fox
Jr., sat, he is determined to
change course.

He called for major Initia-
tives that include reducing over-
fishing_and stepping In to main-
tain still-healthy stocks.

The only nrea where no stocks
were in danger of being over-

Plaeso soo Pago G4, FISHERIES

Book



UAll

Rowtt brlllina

A, . .
i ftiltrtl Expfon| Wi

INete

ol Anch | LiH

T«ioro

Tmiury billmerkot Hit, 1-yenr

Timiufy bondnciksl nl«, 30-yaal

MwnymuKol fund Morrttl Lynch 30 day a» yluld

FISHERIES U.S. says Alaska 3 best of bad lot

Conllnuod (foirt Pago D-1 |

fished was off the Alaska coast,
where the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council has set
conservative bottom-fish catch
quotas, the report said.

Ground-fish stocks off Alaska
are generally "well managed
and in good-to-exccllcnt condi-
tion," the report said.

But even Alaska waters,
which provide about 41 percent
of the U.S. catch, increasing
fishing pressure Is creating,
problems, the report said.

Among these are unregulated
fishing of domestic stocks in
international waters of the Be-
ring Sea, the still unknown rela-
tionship between the huge catch
of pollock and the population
decline of the threatened Steller
sea lion and the accident catch
of halibut and crab by the bot-
tom-fish fleets.

The occldentul-catch problem
Is especially vexing, the report
said. The National Marine Fish-
eries Service moy have to step
Into to reduce catch 'Imits of
target fish to reduce ti.e waste.

Fishermen may not keep the .

accidental catch and most of the
net-killed fish is thrown back.

In Alaska, for example, the
report said that nearly 37,000
tons of prized Pacific halibut
were landed during the 1990
commercial season. The report

.said another 10,000 tons were
' thrown away after they were

accidentally scooped up by fish-
ermen targetinglother bottom
fish. v
According to the report, the

.accidental catch of finfish by

commercial shrinipers in’ the
Southeast Atiantlb and the Gulf
of'Mexlco may bi several times
larger than the snrimp catch.
The situation IAequally bleak

4

for marine mammals and sea
turtles.

The report looked at 37 spe-
cies of mammals and sea turtles,
20 of which are listed as endan-
gered, threatened or depicted
xn?er the Endangered Species

ct.

As bod os the official assess-
ment is, the actual situation
may be far worse. This is be-
cause the fisheries service
knows too little about what's
occurring In the oceans, the re-
port said..

The agency looked at 232
kinds of fish species in the
report. The health of 79 of the

"fish slocks —a third of the total

— were unknown because of
Insufficient data.

Similarly, the report said the
agency could not determine the
ﬁorulation trend In more than

alf of the marine mammals and
sea turtles it reviewed.

» I
Hardbound, autographed editions available from the author. B52-B217.
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By MARK BUCKLEYT; «”** * The regulatory proposals sum-

StarrWriter- sHVfr**
;1992 Halibut season proposals
are out and the International Pa-

; cincHabbut Commission (IPHC)
staff will propose an increase in
the area 3A catch limiMVisi'jJ. *

‘The Commission'will have iBb
annual meeting oa the 27th of
January," said IPHCseniorbiolo-
gist. Bob Trumble. “That'*when

mary for 1992 reports that halibut
stocks continued to decline in
1991 and are well below the peak
in the mid-1980s. However, pro-
posed catch limits for. 1992 are
higher than for 1991 because of
“new information on slock bio-
mass and bycalch mortality," ac-
cording to draft IPHC regulatory
proposals.

we propose any regulatory t Tbe total 1992 catch limit for
changes necessary. Wec also Tareas2A through4E is 63.65 mil-,
project the quota and lay out for -lion pounds. Last year the limit
discussion purposes a set of op-' ""was 55.35 million pounds. The

tions for the seasons.

| “The staffdocs not feel strongly"
about which of these options is
best, as long as they meet general
conservation requirements.

“We present the options to a
Fishermen’s Conference Board
and they come to a consensus on
bow the season should go. The
Board then advises the Commis-
sion," Trumble said.

higher number this year repre-
sents an increase of 15 percent
over 1991.-

Propcsals for areas 3A and 3B.
the wuot most Kodiak-based
fishermen target, call for a slight
overall increase.

The proposed area 3A catch
limit will rise from 26.6 to 29.9
million pounds, an increase of 12
percenL"The'3B catch limit is

lib ut

guota

season

proposed to drop from 8.8 million
pounds to 5.9 million [rounds, a
decrease 0f33 percent fortheana.

The total for 3A and 3B could
rise from a limit of 35.1 million
pounds in 1991 toa proposed 35.8
million pounds in 1992.

Although the IPHC staff does
not consider dales of fishing peri-
ods to be of sufficient biological
concern, fishermen look.u timing
carefully.

This year, the staiT forecasts
the entire 3A and 3B catch may
be taken in two 24-hour periods.
Therefore, the IPHC stiff pro-
poses, only one fishing period
should be scheduled for May or
June to assure fishing lattr in the
year.
The three dales proposed for
the first opener are May ill. May
25 or June 8. Staff proposes a
second opener for Sept. 7. If a
mop-up opener is allowed, that’s
proposed for October 5.

cision until tbe April roeconj
Ihe North Pacific Fishery M

. agemeni Council (NPFMC).

“He’s not asking the ccer
to change their-action at t
point, he’s just asking them
wait," said Hickel’s Deputy Pr
Secretary John Manley t
morning. ..

Today Hickel sent a letter
Rick Lauber, chairman of t
NPFMC. Lauber is attending t
council meeting in Portland, C
egon.

Earlier this week, Hickel h:
been accused of dealing :
"smoke and minors" by Kodfr
fishing industry representarn
Linda Kozak. Kozak was di
satisfied with the wording of tl.
governor’s previous request t
the council that asked them t
delay sending the IFQ resolutio
to the Secretary of Commerce fo
her final approval

Kozak and other industry rejv
resentatives were urging tiro gov-
ernor to ask the council to re-
scind its decision until after it had
lime to analyze a socioeconomic
study on the impact of the BFQ
plan. This study will be avail-
able to the council before us
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B4  Anchorage Dally News

Go slow...

And then stop limited-entry plan

Last week brought renewed hope that a misguided
program in Alaska’s federal fisheries may be stopped.
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council
agreed to take more public testimony in April on its
proposed limited-entry plan.

The plan is a rank giveaway of public resources. A
select class of fishermen would get a perpetually
guaranteed share of the catch in two key fisheries —
shares they're free to sell or lease — all without
having to pay a cent for taking private ownership of a
public resource.

Earlier in the month, Gov. Hickel surprised friends
and foes of the plan alike. He asked the fish council to
delay the plan until a federal study of its economic
impact comes out in March. He left some people
wondering whether he'd changed his mind about the
scheme, which his fish czar, Clem Tillion, strongly
supported. Mr. Tillion suggested that waiting for the
study to come out will help quiet some of the plan's
vocal opponents.

Whatever the study may show, this limited-entry
scheme is fundamentally bad policy. It’s true that too
many boats are chasing too few fish, causing ever
shorter and dangerously frenzied fishing seasons. It’s
true that today's come-one, come-all system makes it
harder for all participants to make a decent profit.

But if limited entry is the answer, it can be done in
ways that are more fair to the people who own the
resource in question. American taxpayers. Limited
entry docs not require the federal government to give
the fish to a small class of fishermen forever at no

Tuesday, January 21, 199

O »p

in

'snojiuQiuoD aq him 7}

io n

Pick "Heline w
ON TWe FIWJRE O

ing as moderator, hit him

licans put out."

Peace turns weapoi

THE RIGOLETS, La. -
As old forts go, this is a
handsome one, wearing its
mossy green moat like a dull
necklace.

Fort Pike protects the Ri-
golets, a slim passage be-
tween the Gulf of Mexico
and Lake Pontchartrain that
leads to New Orleans.

| should afix a sticker to
the bumper of my punished
Ford: | Brake for Old Forts.
Any and all. It is the classic
irony that fascinates me:
there are few places as
peaceful as old military
sites. This one is a sleepy
bulwark by the blue.

It's a good thing Fort
Pike has beauty to commend
it; like many defenses, it
became obsolete almost be-
fore it was finished.

Not a single cannon was
fired in battle from the red
brick base of Fort Pike.
Which means this was a
pretty peaceful spot even
during "active" duty.

For many of those active
years the fort reigned over
the wet landscape as it does
now — With a single person
in charge, someone perfunc-
tory to rattle about and
count the cannon

employee sits snug ins
office while a compan
prowls the ground:
gray and white feline
a collar as proof it b-
now and then curling
an arched casement in
of contentment.

The state provides
formation pamphlet
says Fort Pike dates t
but Fort Petite Coqui
small wooden fort, wr
before that. During th
of 1812 Andrew Ja
messaged its comm
"Defend your fort to t
extreme, and in cas
should not be able t-
out. spike your guns,
up the fort and evacua

Easy for him to sa>

That was typical mi
overkill nnd proved un
sary. but the British
to New Orleans and
bustling cities convinci
United States it needec
at pivotal points alor.
shore.

That’s when the moi
stantial Fort Pike was
along with many oth
the same genre, today
bling testaments





