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B Hendrickson
295 E Fairview

Homer, Ak 99603
235-2746
1-29-92

Alaska Senate

Juneau, Ak

Dear Sirs:

Vhereas my family returned to Alaska agair. 10 months ago in order
to be able to afford a living in diversified fishing, after 10 years
in Ballard;

Vhereas freezer trawlers will more than Ilikely be able to pay 50
years’ worth of halibut or blackcod value in order to grant themselves
fishing extensions at six digits per day, thereby eliminating
longliners and pot fishermen; and,

Vhereas the Ballard schooner fleet survived as an economically
viable fishery from the turn of the century to the present through
long periods when not only were there no limited access or IFQ’s, but
there were no restrictions whatsoever on unlimited foreign fleets
which pounded our resources;

| salute the Senate resolution, SJR 33,the courage and wisdom

of its authors, Zharoff, Adams, and Hoffman; and, | thank each one of
you from the bottom of my heart.

Best Regards,

Bruce Hendrickson

FIV Cora Dee

(She ain't much, but she’s
paid for— which is a heck of a lot more than you can say for the
giant freezer trawlers, many of which were overcapitalized for nheir
average daily fishing ran?e from the day they were deployed.>



Anna M, Borland
P.0. Box 2219
Homer., Al 99603
(907) 235*5955
January 30, 1992

Stateof Alaska -’

State Senators and Representatives

Re: HOR No. 61 andSJR No. 38:

Good afternoon,

‘I am an Alaskan resident, have been halibut longlining for 8 years,and
employed in commercial fishing for 17 years. | support HJR No. 61 and SJR
No. 38 against the FPFMC"s ITQ advisory proposal. This proposal is
unethical and possibly illegal. It would privitize a public resource for—
ever, creating a tiny class of wealthy fishermen and a huge class oflhave
never" fishermen, resulting in the devastation of coastal communities around
Alaska,

Traditional fishing management techniques need to be examined and
executed before such drastic measures as ITQ"s are made law.Trip limits,
gear restrictions, outlawing crucifiers, use of only snap on gear, shorter
more frequent openers--these are just a few partial solutions to the problems
faced by the present day derby svsten.

If there must be a quota share system implemented i1t should be absolutely
NON-TRANSFERABLE and EQUITABLE TO ALL HISTORICAL PARTICIPANTS in the fishery.
Under this type of system all vessel®.owners, hired skippers, and deckhands
would receive an equal share7then when a person left the industry the share
would be returned to a fund and be issued to the next deserving person
working in the industry. Hired skippers and deckhands are self-employed
contractors earning a share of the catch. The vessel owners have not paid
taxes, unemployment benifits, nor workmen®s compensation on us so why
shouldn®t our share be recognized as ours in a quota share policy? Any
closure of the free access system should be a right to fish earned hy
working in the industry not a marketable Private resource.

I emplcre you to do what ever pcrsible to avoid the fast-food chain
scenario; one rich owner and some minimum-wage employees. This proposal
can make the .difference hetween a “eealthy middle class fishing population
and a series of "c""tal ghost towns.

Thank you,



Senate Resources Committee® *4 /ik-vcre. /ASEWe.«
Re: SJR 38

John, Df.Sylva

PO Bor. 584 m
Homer, 99603
235-8827

Mr, Chairman and, members of the Senate Resources Committee;

I haw fi3hed shellfish out of Homer for twenty one years. Both in Kachemak
Bay and Cook Inlet. Firs': as a deckhand and since 1973, owner/ operator of my
own boats,

| am opposed to any individual quota system, for Alaska's fisheries,. These
IFQ systems haw very little to do with protecting the resource and a lot to do
with- protecting the pocketbooks of a few.-. I do however, believe we do need
limited entry for Alaska’s fisheries.

| 'm not asking for a limited entry pen,'lit worth "A lot of moneyl, but | a-
asking for a level playing fic-ld, 1 am a crab fisherman surrounded by salmon
fishermen and their limited fisheries. The system worked fins when each fishery
had product to catch and everybody tended to their own knitting. It started to
unravel when the salmon fishermen made so much money they needed a tar wrice-oi'b.
They bought crab pots. Any prudent person has to realise that these Federal
fisheries being discussed are going to be limited under some form of limited
entry within a few years. When this happens, | am going tc be in the unhappy
situation of watching everybody fish "my" crab, but. on a bad year | can't fmsu

their stocks,
A prime example of this is the 1592 Tanner crab season here, in Area H, just

recently ended. Last year we had sixty eight boal-? fis'v. for a 250,000 pound
quota. That was. bad enough. Tfc'3 year we had one hundred seven (10?) boats fish
for 350,000 pounds. We had an eighteen hour fishery. One opening for ten hours
and four days later, another eight hour opening. One merely has to look at
fishing effort and fleet size versus, economic return and stock protection to see
how* astonishingly similar our crab fisheries especially here in Area H are to
what the salmon industry was going through twenty years ago.

Twenty years ago when a fishery was placed under limited entry, the displaced
boats and crews could move on tc another area or fishery. Hew areas or viable
fisheries are precious, few now. We come to the basic problem confronting Alaska'a
fisheries now. we have a huge fleet of boats without any permits for limited
fisheries or much of a catch record in any fishery. This huge fleet is causing
economic chaos as they rush back and forth between unlimited fisheries trying
to build a catch history. Anv unlimited fishery in Alaska now has so much effort
only,the very skillful or very lucky (cheaters ?) are making a living at these
fisheries.. Those established fishermen with permits are getting richer ana
everybody else is getting poorer.

Painful as it is going to be,, the total size of the fleet; has. to be cut.
We need to have all of Alaska's fisheries placed under limited entry. Only in
this manner can the fishermen and communities involved know where they stand and
will be standing in years to come. There simply are not enough fishery products
in the sea. for everyone.



page 2
John DeSylva

The limited Entry Act needs to; be amended to allow, for all 3?ecies and or
ofisheries in Alaska to. bo United. It matters no.t that a fishery here or a
fishery there, is limited now,. The displaced. boats simply move on and cause
problems, somewhere else. The. Limited Entry Commission needs, to determine which
fisheries are eLCOnomicslly distressed, and bo able to. declare: a moratorium, in
those until this- mesa can be figure out,

Pleaae fund the Limited Entry Commission so that, they can draw up a compre-
hensive: plan as to whether or not various, fisheries need or want, to be limited..
This, present, flap over IFQ's in the halibut and 3ahle fisheries, will only be
repeated if. nothing is changed,, everytime- some fishery is proposed to be limited,.
We need, a system, implemented that will show where everybody will stand in all of
Alaska's, fisheries. This should have been done twenty years ago as, proposed
under the original Limited Entry proposal, but better late than never. | sometimes
wonder whether us longtime fishermen in established fisheries that have no'™ been
limited have grounds for a civil suit against the state.

Thanks for your attention,



Sitka, Ak
Feb. /., 1332
Lloyd .loner., Chairman
Senate Resources Committee

Alaska State Senate
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to conserve resources feel violated

this proposal

I say No! The objectives Clovenor Hickel is seeking

will have to be sought another way.

It appears that bor:jal engineering of this nature

Canada has put the resource in the hands ol a few

Corporations. To me, f.lijs is a major social lailuru.
Management of the fisheries is a completely different
bail game . besides not wanting the resources in the
lunrir. ol people: that have- played loosely with the systen, 1
ain concerned with the fact that the factory trawl U.eelL
believes they need these very same IFQ"s for halibut lo
offset their bycatch problen that is costing them millions
each year. tlhat do you think an IFQ share of halibut is
worth lo a factory traw.lci who needs a few pounds ol halibut

to harvest tons of sole or flounder? S1.UO0O in 52.Q00 a

pound? Where would the bidding began Lloyd?

For six years 1 have hern writing about the abuser oj

our TfTishery resources and their habitat, by the factory
lrawlers. I say the North Pacific Fisheries Management.



1A

Council has spent. Loo much Lime and resources trying t.o do
what only a leu people want. Wh%? I thought Lhe IFQ
program went down last year and the Council would begin the
hard work, of regulating and conserving the fisheries.
Instead a resurrected fish Czar, (Til.tior.: . has resurrected
it and travelled to various fishing organizations offering
glowing pictures of the future if they supported h.Ls
progmi.., /1 SA? NOI-

calph Guthrie

P/V 1llahee

Gen Del

Petersburg, Alaska 99833

CC. Rep. Davidson, Chair
House Resources Committee
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Dear Senator Jones:
1 wish to express to you my support of HJR Gl and SJR 3B

which is _bhefore you g arding the individual fishing
quota <IFQ) program As I “am sure you are aware

Alaskans throughout the entire state are opposed to tnis
plan. There are only a_few people in o few areas who are
In favor of the plan® This plan, if put into place, will
mean the ruin 0f Alaskan flshern1en and bring disaster to
coastal communities. All areas of aska “will then bDe
impacted Dby _this. Please elp us Yy passing the
resolution Thank you

Sincerely,

Paul Joseph Lints



April 13,1992

Dear Governor Hickel,

I am writing tc express my concern regarding the
currently proposed IFQ plan before the Council. It 1is my
belief that this system would be extremely detrimental to
Alaskans particularly those residing in the coastal
communities. | appreciate the fact that the Governor has
expressed his concern about the effects of this system, and
I would 1like to urge the State of Alaska to become more
involved in encouraging the Council to rescind the current
preferred alternative IFQ plan.

Throughout the analysis provided by the Council and 1in
most of the other available data on the IFQ plan, reference
is made to the problem of too many boats in the fishery and
the fact that IFQs will solve this problem. There 1is a basic
flaw in this theory which calls for 1FQs to shrink the fleet
and decrease the race for fish. According to the Council®s
own data,in the halibut and sablefish fisheries combined,
the top 10 percent of the vessels take 73% of the fish and
the top 20% of vessels take 85% of the fish. The top 4% of
the vessels take over 50% of the total catch. Over and over
it is stated that there are too many vessels in the fishery
when in fact it 1is the 1increase 1in efficiency of the top
producers which is responsible for the race for fish. If the
boottom 80% of the fleet were eliminated” there would only be
a minimal increase 1in the Jlength of openings. And the
average poundage on which quota shares would be based 1is
much higher for non-Alaskans than for Alaskans. Under the
heading Excess Harvesting Capacity, on page 2-52, the
Council®s analysis alludes to the hope that the |less
efficient vessels would Ileave the fishery. Many of these
less efficient vessels are active 1in one or more other
fisheries and would add to excessive pressure on other fish
stocks if they were to retire from the halibut and sablefish
fisheries. And in these times of relatively high
unemployment, 1if they do not have other fisheries to turn
to, do they join the vranks of the unemployed or utilize
other social services provided by the State of Alaska. The
federal management people often talk about the need for
efficiency in the fisheries and seem to mean that the least
number of vessels harvesting the fish provides the utmost
efficiency, and perhaps in the narrow sense this is true. The
State of Alaska®s Limited Entry Program seems to utilize the
opposite perspective by guaranteeing a level of
participation in the fishery and thereby assuring the best
chance for economic and social well being of the coastal
communities.

In the Council analysis, on page 3-7, the final paragraph
of 3.2 vreads, "Finally, the |[IFQ program 1is expected to
increase the benefits that can be derived from the fisheries
by increasing retained catch, increasing exvessel and
wholesale prices, decreasing harvesting and processing
costs. Much of the benefits will be captured by the initial



recipients of the QSs and some of the benefits will go to
those who acquire QS subsequent to the initial allocation.
These benefits will increase the wealth of there individuals
and, thereby, tend to benefit the communities in which they
live.” How <can it possibly be seriously proposed that
increasing the wealth of a few individuals would be of more
benefit to a community than having a large number of people
gainfully employed in the fishery. For instance, where once
you had a hundred people fishing and now you have one, that
one 1individual might continue to live in the community and
if he did, he might go out to eat more often and he might
buy more toys for his children. But in my experience, many
of the big producers tend to do more of their buying in bulk
from stores down south. Can there be any question that
having 100 vessels active in the fishery would have a more
positive effect on the community. And while some of the
fishermen are realizing less profit than they had 1in the
past few years, 1in the Southeast halibut fishery, the catch
per unit effort has remained essentially stable in all but
the largest boat class. And the Southeast halibut Ffishery
should be used as an indicator because it reached maximum
utilization prior to any of the other areas.

Spreading the fleet out over a period of timej perhaps 10
different openings divided by using the last number on the
fisherman®s gear card 1in conjunction with trip limits or
gear restrictions could address the very real problems in
the fishery such as gear conflicts, dead loss, flooding the
markets with 1improperly treated fish and the resultant
price problems. This method of managing the harvest, along
with a number of other alternatives which have not been
given adequate consideration, could alleviate the problenms

without invoking the economic upheaval and social
disturbances found with an IFQ program.
On page 3-11 #4 there should be a much better

understanding of what one 1is giving up when he sells his
QSs. Therefore, the initial outflow with an IFQ program would
tend to be substantially less than that which occurred with
the salmon permits.”™ This has not been shown to be true with
the newly created Chatham sablefish permits. A number of
these permits have already sold and not by "marginal”
fishermen.

Unless the Governors office becomes involved in
encouraging the Council to rescind the current preferred
alternative, we are about to be locked into an essentially
irreversible system of management which 1is almost certain to
have far reaching, negative impacts on the coastal
communities and on the economy of the State of Alaska. 1"ve
been fishing for halibut and sablefish both as crew and as a
permit holder for the Ilast ten years and 1 strongly agree
that there needs to be a change 1in the management system
however, 1 would urge the consideration of other systems
rather than the adoption of IFQs.

Thank you very much for your attention to this matter.
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Patricia md.
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Sitka, AK 99835

The Honorable Lloyd Jones
Alaska State Legislature
P.0. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Jones:

é;/rgt\év[%iging to urge your support of SJR 38 opposing individual fishing quota management

The resolution language lays out the case against ITQ's well. 1TQ's would ruin the coastal
communities of Southeast Alaska by concentrating the r&gh_t to catch fish to those with the greatest
wealth and power. Because of the instant wealth Created; it would be an irreversible decision.

According to the NPFMC's own analysis, there would be an eventual ninety percent reduction in
the longline fleet as quota blocs congfomerate. A fishery which has historically supported a large
mmg(lﬁdclass population would become one owned by a‘wealthy few, leaving the ninety percent in

It would be a crime to put in place such a gargantuan effort at social enggineering without a
H}Soggt%gh study of the consequences. Pledse give your support to SJR"38 and help stop this

Gratefully yours,

Michael Litman

cc: Representative Don Young
Senator Frank Murkowski
Senator Ted Stevens
Governor Walter Hickel _
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council



Senator Jones, Chairman
Senate Resources Committee

Dear Senators,

| was quite disturbed when 1 heard that my participation and tiint of many
other voters in your recent teleconference on IFQ's was going to he a waste of our
time and effort. If it is known to you that one of the committee members has killed
the resolution by political manipulation, why put us through a charade as if you
desire our opinions and information? | speak of the Seward Downtown Merchant’s
Association meeting of 2/14/92 at which Mr. Clem Tillion, die Fish Czar, stated that
Senator Dick Eliason has die resolution Dead no matter whataction you take.  Even
if some would wish to abandon die constitution,| ask that you assume wimt
responsibility you can, and | reiterate my position below.

IFQ’s “ give to an individual the right to harvesta definite quantity offish,
expressed eidier as a fixed amount or as a percentage of the total allowable catch.
Privatization of die resource in diis manner removes the right of public access to a
common property, converting common property to private property.” A system
that converts a public resource  to private property does not fall withinthe
definition of limited entry for the State of Alaska, i.e. limited access to a public
resource.

The Alaska Constitution Article VI section 15 reads “No exclusive right or
special privilege of fishery shall be created or authorized in the natural waters of
the State".  The only exception is the amendment passed in 1972 creating limited
entry - but IFQ’s are not limited entry- under the definitions of the State of Alaska.
The proponents of IFQ’s are not working on a constitutional amendment to allow
ITQ’s to be legal, they just ignore die law. The Attorney General’s Office on January
15, 1992 wrote “..if an IFQ proposal is made which would violate the "open access’
clauses of die state constitution we will recommend against its adoption.” There can
be no doubt that the IFQ proposal violates open access since that is die exact
purpose for which it has heen proposed.

I call on you to houor your oath of office to support and defend the
Constitution of the State of Alasku ti«d oppose any effort to impose this
unconstitutional system on the citizens of Alaska.

Paul K. Seaton
HC-67 Box 1253
Anchor Point, AK 99556

907 235-6342

PS. 1 think it quite important that the wording preventing any State money,
agencies or property be prevented from being used to implement or enforce I1TQ'S
be retained in the final resolution.



Please share with the following:

Fred Zaroff, Lloyd Jones, Richard |I. Eliason, Jerry Mackie, Cheri L. Davis, ,
Robin Taylor, Ben Grussendorf and C liff Davidson.

| support HIR 61 and SJR 38. | feel that if implemented this IFQ plan w ill e
have"dxfcrémenloiig~term detrimental effects on Alaska's Coastal Communities.
IFO's "rationalize" the fisheries by giving a Public Resource held in common

trust to a few priviliged fishermen. This IFQ plan w ill eventually replace
small family owned fishing businesses, the backbone of Alaska's Coastal
Communities wit'h a form of agribusiness. Rick Lauber, chairman of the NPFMC,
has te stified that the halibut and blackcod stocks are generally healthy.
IFQ's w ill not solve the bycatch or wasteage problems. There is no biological
reason for IFQ’s. They are economic allocations. | urge the House/Senate

to pass HJR 61 and SJR 38.

Thank You

Personal Testimony

Mail to:

Legislature’s

Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801



Paul K. Seaton

HC-67 Box 1253
Anchor Point, AK 99556
907 235-6342

Dear Senator Jones,

IFQ'S “ give to an individual the right to harvest a definite quantityof fish,
expressed either as a fixed amount or as a percentage of the total allowable catch.
Privatization of the resource in this manner removes the right of public access to a
common property, convciting common property to private property.” A system
that converts a public resource to private property docs not fall within the
definition of limited entry for the State of Alaska, i.e. limited access to a public
resource.

The Alaska Constitution Article VIII section 15 reads “No exclusive right or
special pnvilege of fishery shall be created or authorized in the natural waters of
tlie State".  The only exception is the amendment passed in 1972 creating limited
entry - but IFQ’s are not limited entry under the definitions of the State of Alaska.
The proponents of IFQ’s are not working on a constitutional amendment to allow
ITQ’s to be legal, they just ignore the law. The Attorney General’s Office on January
15, 1992 wrote "...if an IFQ proposal is made which would violate the “open access’
clauses of the state constitution we will recommend against its adoption." There can
be no doubt that the IFQ proposal violates openaccess since that is the exact

purpose for which it has been proposed.
I call on you to honor your oath of office to support and defend the

Constitution of the Slate of Alaska and oppose any effort to impose this
unconstitutional system on the citizens of Alaska.

PS  On 2/5 at die Kenai Chamber of Commerce in response to this question,
Clem Tillion told the audience that the Attorney General doesn’t know what he is
talking about and is just wrong. He also said that since most sablefish have been
harvested in federal waters in the past, federal lawwill supersede State law- (the
State Constitution). ~ Apparently he is willing to give all die State fish tothe feds -
but that still will not allow ITQ's to be "authorized in the natural watersof the State
unless he is proposing ceding all State waters to the Feds as well as die fishery
resources!

Mr. Tillion obviously lias a much stronger federal than State interest in our
fisheries and | hope you will have someone with greater State interest on the

Council in the future!
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Liuyd June?, Chairman
Senate: Resources Committee
Alaska State Senate
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it and travelled to various fishing organizations oiferirig

glowing pictures of the future if they supported h.is

program ?

calpb Gu

P/V illahee

Gen Del

Petersburg, Alaska 99833.
0C. Rep. Davidson, Chair

House Resources Committee
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Danny Graham

F/V ELDAN

P. 0. Box 1342
Kodiak, AK 99615

February 5, 1992

Senator Lloyd Jones

Chair, Senate Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Juneau, Alaska 99811

RE: SJR 38
Dear Senator Jones:

I would 1like to go on record as strongly supporting SJR 38, which opposes the
IFQ plan currently proposed by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council.

I have lived and commercially fished in Kodiak for years and have long been
opposed to the proposed IFQplan for halibut and sablefish. This plan, if
implemented will mean the ruin of the traditional small boat fleet in Alaska
and will devastate the coastal communities.

Why 1is a social 1impact analysis not being done? Are people afraid of what the

results will be? I can tell you clearly that the coastal communities which
have depended on deliveries of halibut and sablefish will lose out. It is
important that  the State of Alaska demand that a social 1impact analysis be
completed. I am seriously concerned that since National Marine Fisheries

Service strongly supports IFQs, that any study coming from that agency will be
biased and not show the true picture. We need an independant study which 1is
either contracted by the State of Alaska, or at least approved by the State.

We are begging you as our elected representatives to help us on this issue. In
my view, it is the most important issue facing us today.

Sincerely,

cc: Senator Fred Zharoff
Representative Cliff Davidson
Governor Walter Hickel
Alaska Congressional Delegation
North Pacific Fishery Management Council



RICHARD POWELL
F/V 1CELANDER * F/V ECHO BELLE * F/V KATIE S * C/P PATRICIA LEE
P. 0. BOX 2074
KODIAK, ALASKA 99615

February 5, 1992

Senator Lloyd Jones

Chair, Senate Resources Committee
ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

Juneau, Alaska 99811

RE: SJR 38

Dear Senator Jones,

I would like to express my support for SJR 38, the resolution opposing the
implementation of IFQs. This IFQ plan 1is just plain bad news for Alaska and

needs to be stopped.

I have been attending North Pacific Fishery Management Council meetings for
some time and have followed their progress for many years. The 1FQ plan was
brought up by fishery managers and they have been the ones to continue
promoting it to the exclusion of any other management options. This plan is
currently being opposed by the large majority of fishermen and communities in
Alaska.

We are asking that you quickly approve this resolution and spend time

convincing our Governor that this 1is bad business for Alaska. While we are
the majority on this 1issue, the Governor®s advisors seem to be insulating him
from public opinion. It is 1imperative that he get the true story on this
issue.

Sincerely

Dick Powell
Vessel Owner

cc: Senator Fred Zharoff
Representative Cliff Davidson
Governor Walter Hickel
Senator Ted Stevens
Senator Frank Murkowski
Congressman Don Yeung
Rick Lauber, Chairman NPFMC



JON SMEE
F/V TENACIOUS
P. 0. BOX 2116
KODIAK, ALASKA 99615

February b, 1992

RE: SJR 38 and HJR 61

Dear Sir

I would like to go on record as supporting the House and Senate resolutions
which oppose the IFQ plan currently proposed by the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council.

It is extremely important for the people of Alaska to realize that this plan
spells disaster for not only the halibut and sablefish resource, but that
fishermen and coastal communities will be severely impacted. If we think that
we can compete with large corporate interests in buying quota, we are dreaming.

The conservation implications of this plan are frightening. This plan simply
does away with the traditional halibut bycatch cap in order to eliminate the
race for fish. There 1is nothing to protect the vast amount of wastage that

will result. The black market sales and highgrading of product is a given and
this will result in problems with the stocks.

Please understand that we realize there are problems in the current fishery,
but that there are solutions within our grasp 1in the traditional management
which have not been discussed at length by the Council or even analyzed. Why
take this radical approach which will completely eliminate small boat
fishermen, when there are things we can do right now that will be effective.

vessel uwner

cc: Senator Fred Zharoff
Representative Cliff Davidson
Governor Walter Hickel
Alaska Congressional Delegation
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
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Alaska State Legislature

Please enter into the record my testimony to the senate Resources committee
committee name

committee on  >3% 38 - IFQS ' dated )-,27-7 2-
bill/subject
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Address
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2-7-92
Honorable Senator LJovd Jones.

I am Janie? Brown and live in Anchorage and have fished in Kodiak waters
since 1969.

loppose the IFQ system that is currently proposed and ready for
implementation in the Alaskan halibut fishery for the following reasons.

1 As proposed n will, over time, reduce the current halibut fleet, from some
4000 vessels to as few as a couple hundred vessels. This poses a great
economic loss to Alaskan communities that support this sizable fleet.

2. As proposed the granting of quotas is based on a flawed system which
rewards those who have cheated by the use of prohibited crucifiers to speed
the retrieval of gear and fish at a great cost to juvenile halibut and other
species of by catch. It also rewards those who have set gear early and
fished after the scheduled closures. As proposed it favors large boats that
were able to fish the foul weather of early spring and fall when the openings
were scheduled.

3. As proposed the small boat quotas will be acquired over time by larger
vessel interests who are capable of taking their catch directly to points
south, by passing Alaskan shore facilities altogether.

Once the proposed IFQ system isimplemented the halibut resource a? a

block in the Alaskan economic foundation will be irretrievably lost. 1 urge
you to pass SB 38 and to take whatever steps are necessary to prevent this
economic disaster to Alaskan coastal communities and to Alaska as a whole.

| believe that there are numerous avenues that can be taken to maximize
the the economic benefit to our communities while still addressing the
negatives that are so apparent in the current derby system without adopting
such a flawed system as the proposed IFQ system,

6824 Timothy St.
Anchorage, Ak 99302



Alaska State Legislature

Please enter into the record my testimony to the .
committee name

commiitee on dated
bill/subject
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Alaska State Legislature

Please enter into the record my testimony to the
committee name

committee on , dated ) ] | ff U ]
bill/subject '
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Alaska State Legislature

Please enter into the record my testimony to the <*V’'a/zjy. jfo<rr)Urcj? <
committee name

committee on £'S<C (aated
bill/subject
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Alaska State Legislature

Please enter into the record my testimony to the thp/ceS
committee name

committee on AN , dated
bill/subject ' /
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Lionel Haakenson
P.0. Box 242
ANCHOR POINT, AK 99556
(907) 235-8401

March 12, 1992

Senator Lloyd Jones

Chair, Senate Resources Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Sir,
| have lived in Alaska 54 years and have fished halibut for 20 years. | am
opposed to the present halibut I.LF.Q. plan. | believe it would be bad for

thousands of Alaskan small boat owners and crewman. The vast majority
of people oppose it. The ones who do favor it are mostly outside big boat
owners. Also | believe it violates our State Constitution.

| am also opposed to the present two 24 hour per year periods. In place of
this "kamakazie derby"”, I'd like to suggest a radical reduction in the
amount of gear permitted on a boat. My suggestion would be to allow no
more than 10 hooks per foot of boat length.

This would virtually eliminate the present disgraceful waste resulting
from the untold miles of lost and abandoned gear which continues to catch
and kill fish for no one knows how long. Fish could be properly cared for
in a timely manner. Instead of the present method of piling thousands of
pounds of uncleaned fish into holds to be cleaned days later.

Many more people could profit from the fishery rather than a few big boat
owners. There could be many more fishery periods. Fresh fish would be
available more of the season. It would be constitutional since no one
would be denied access to the fishery.

| hope no one says it would be too difficult to enforce! Since when do we
say we can't do something simply because its difficult. It would require
laws with teeth that would discourage anyone from cheating. But | think
that this beats anything else that has been suggested.

Sincerely,

Lionel Haakenson
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;oucerns with the following aspects of the proposal;
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els important to the 1i."itla economy.
lead to the reduction o.f .the-.fleet to

4. "k believe this proposal may
it "s theoretical .minimum o.f 100 boato/.in area «xc with a resulting r .
* detrimental social and economic effect to the coastal communities,
5, Costs of administrating and enforcing this plan have not been ads-
nuatelv examined. - m P
'fl G. Crewmen are not adequately represented in this proposal, A/io

/e petition the WPFMO to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal*.
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6. Crewmen are not adequately represented in this proposal. . p..

He'petition the"HPFMO to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal”
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6. Crewmen af.i hot adequately represented in this proposal.

1
VE petition the KPTfMC to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal
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r.TTPA ff1CWnPW 00" -K~AKCT AP-prj? T-JR 1PO PROPO-CAL

v/e the undersigned Sitka fishermen and concerned affected ind:ividuale
oppose the proposed 1?70 plan currently before the PP-"NC. ,e have o.noiu
concerns “with the following aspects of the proposal;

1 . Public hearings have been laclcing in the affected communities.

/2. Article P2 in this management plan has the potential to permit the

trawl fleet to obtain IP0O"s for their bycatch.
# "fhere 1s no quota for a directed hoolr & line roclcfiob fishery which
s"important to the /Utica economy.

4 “e believe this proposal may lead to the reduction o.f the fleet ,0

It*s theoretical minimum of 100 boats-".in area ?c with a resuitin”
> detrimental social and economic-effect to the coastal communities.

5. Costs o.f administrating and enforcing this plan have not been -d~-

Muatelv examined.

Crewmen are not adequately represented m  »i:xS ermosal n
“e petition the HPPF-"0 to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal.
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G. Crewmen are not adequately represented in this pftfpusail.
., Weepetition the IIP-mD to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal.
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OTKA FI SRRRVITIt? 00J10.15RK.TDD ABOUT TTIR 1FQ PROPOSAL

V/e the undersigned Sitka fishermen and concerned affectﬁg, individuals
oppose the proposed JFQ"plan currently before the IffBMC. have serious
concerns with the following aspects of the proposal;
1,. Public hearings have been lacking in the affected_communities.
2. Article F? in this management plan has the potential to permit the
trawl fleet to obtain IFQ"s for their catch.
3. There 1is no quota for a directed hook line rockfish fishery which
is important to the Sitka economy. .
4 . v/e believe this proposal may lead, to the reduction of bhe ofleet t
itls theoretical minimum of 3.00 boots.".in area 2c with a resulting
detrimental social and economic effect to the coastal communities.
5. Costs of administrating and. enforcing this plan have not been ade-

ciuately examined, .
6. Crewmen are” not adequately represented in this proposal. v

We petition the HPFMO to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal.
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SITKA FISHERMEN CONCERNED ABOUT THE

R

IFQ PROPOSAL

M ?.—Aﬂjckajz in this management plan has the potential to permit the

J “yj = trawl

| = =5. "TVIRTR

fleet to obtain
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1. detrimental social and economic effect to

"CY.WMI15. Costs of administrating and enforcing this plan have pot been aide-*
guately examined,
1z 6. Crewmen.are not adequately represented, in

izl

IFQ % for their bycatch.
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$. We petition the NPFMC to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal. o,
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3,7 Chore is no quota for a directed* hook ft line rociu.ujn .iaouui./ mh”.h

: 7 jis important to the Sitka economy. ,

4. vlieelieve this proposal may learl to the reduction of the .fleet: to
it"'s theoretical minimum of 100 boatc/.-in. area 2c with a resulting
detrimental social and economic effect to the coastal communities.

5. Hosts of administrating and enforcing this plan have not been ade—

quately examined. E%
G. Crewmen are not adequately represented in this proposal, U "r£d/y

/e petition, the HPFMO to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal.
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FITTT"A FloH.CRilIW OONO.”P.UTir) APOUT THE IFQ PROPOSAL

/e the undersigned Sitka fishermen and concerned affected, individuals
oppose the proposed IFQ"plan currently before the NP.VHC. V/e have serious
concerns with the following aspects of the proposal;

2

4.

5.

6 .

Tublic hearinrs have been lackin.v in the affected communities.
Article F2 in*thin mana?rement plan has the potential to permit the
ebrawl fleet to obtain IP0O"s for their bycatch.

There 1is no quota for a directed, hook line rockfish fishery which
is important to the Sitka economy. *

V/e be.iteve this proposal may lead to the reducfion of the fleet 10
it's theoretical minimum of .100 boats."."in area ZC with a resulting
detrimental social and economic effect to the coastal communities.
Costs of administrating and enforcing this plan have not been ade—

quately examined. < ﬁ
Crewmen are not adequately represented in this proposal,

V/e petition the HPFMO to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal.

<Fj'fer/t<st* [ //as,7<ic - /?cdz/r

[pa7*& < Al<r \&*jcrrlT [z
/2 P41 P0&QX321 q/T140, ~(/. [aC'&ZI$ [0/3ATA
Ifflurre*/ fecr/-pc

st £ POQIX 1AQ <r/r4 vwd manrt./w fitxerfsr
femyrf- ArEn< 973 fUJIU [hICI9S
N rv.fim-! rvsan CArlcvn Pq X /So- m 3 —oniTig T
m/thWQ. oF

IAhc/17BL. L KAAArJ p03e* n?2) SnkA, 4k. 318?s~



3« .Tfrp 1a uo quo w. xwi. < -
is important to the Citka economy. ; . _
“"4 . IA? .believe thin proposal may lead to the reduction of the fleet to
.* - it"s theoretical minimum of 100 boats.".in area Fc with a resulting *
detrimental social®aad economic effect to the coastal communities.

5. Costs of administrating and enforcing this plan have not been ade—
guately examined, - . 1/

0. Crewmen are not adequately represented, in this proposal. (P
V/e petition the HITHO to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal.
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_ - I C.
fIpjMtA FisH.oimiw ooho driliz> apout ipqg proposal

We the undersigned Sitka fishermen and concerned affected, individuate
oppose the proposed JFQ plan currently before the TIPI"TIC. V/e have serious
concerns with the following aspects of the proposal;

1. Public hearings have been lacking in the affected communities.

2. Article F2 in this management plan has the potential to permit the

trawl fleet to obtain IFQ"s for their catch.

3, There 1is no quota for a d.irected. hook :R line rockfisb fishery which

is important to the Sitka economy. <

4. We believe this proposal may lead to the reduction of the fleet 10

it"s theoretical minimum of 100 boats.".in. area 2c with a resuitin7?
detrimental social and economic effect to the coastal communities.

5. Costs of administrating and enforcing this plan have not been ade—

quately examined. ... s .| A
6. Crewmen are not adequately represented in this proposal. n
V/e petition the NPFMO to delay or withdraw the above .mentioned proposal.
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rITrem connrftCT w u -1 'jvy; i"o ppgpghal

We the undersigned Sitka fishermen and concerned affected individuals
oppose the proponed 170 plan“currently before the ,PVnC. Ve have serious
concerns ""it'" the following aspects of the proposal;

&.— Public bearinrs have been lackinm in the affected communities.

Article ?? in ®his management plan has the potential to permit the

trawl fleet to obtain I1P0O ™% for their bycatch.
3. There is no quota for a directed, hook & line rockfisb fishery which

is important to the Sitka economy.

4 \l believe this proposal may lead to the reduction of the fleet <0
its theoretical minimum of 100 boats. ¥in area 2c with a resultin®-
detrimental social and economic effect to the coastal communities.

5. Hosts of administrating and euforcinr this plan have not been ade—

quately examined, ) - z
6 Crewmen are not adenuately represented in this proposal.

V/e petition the yPPI-A to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal,
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Vig petition the MPFI'0 to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal* A
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Vie the mi'jereifnerl Sitka fishermen mid concerned affected individuals

0se the proposed ITFQ plan cui-re.utd y 120.fore the IP.VFIO, \Q have nsriouo

cents with the foliowire aspects of the proposal}

1. Public hearinra have been lackimr in the affected commurUtiee,

7, Article P in this mananemant plan baa the potential to permit the
trawl flee to obtain. I[FO"s for their bycotech,

3. 'Chere iy Qquota for a directed hook ZXlinn roe.kf.Ub .Cipher-/ which- e

is important to the Sitka econom-.

4. /7 believsS this proposal may L-cat. to the reduction of the .fleet to
it's theoretical minl-uum of 100 boats.'.in area 20 with a rcnultife®
detrimental cociel and economic effect to the coastal communities.

5. Costs of administrating and enforcing this plan have not been ads-
nué&tely examinedd

0, Crewmen are not adequately represented in this proposal,

Vie petition the RFFMO to delay, or "withdraw the above mentioned proposalé
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V/9 tho undersigned Sitka Ffishermen and concerned affected individuate
ppose the proponed J.FO"plan currently before the fJIPI'TIO. V/e bs.ve eeriov.o
Ancerns with the following aspect.*? of the proposal;

P* Public bearlnrg have been lackinr in the affected communities.

' Article 2 in thia management plan boo the potential to permit the

trawl fleet to obtain I1.FQ"s for their bycatch.

3. There 1.n no quota for a directed hook line rockfisb fishery which
is important to "the r.itka economy.

d. Ve believe this proposal may lead to the reduction of the fleet to
it"fl theoretical minimum of 100 boatc/.-in. area FC with a recultin”
detrimental social and economic effect to the coastal communities.

5. Costs of administrating and. enforcing this plan have not been ade-
quately examined. m . .

6, Crewmen are not adequately represented in this”proposal,

V/e petition the UPPMC to delay or- withdraw the above mentioned proposal.
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HOONAH FISHERMEN CONCERNED ABOUT THE 1 FQ

We the wundersigned Hoonah Fishermen and concer

individuals oppose the proposed IFQ plan curre

NPFMC. We have serious concerns with the foll
'[‘*1.of the e_roP_osaI: J .|.,

1. Public hearings have been lacking“in
communities. " f

2. Article F2 in this management plan ha
to permit the trawl fleet to obtain 1
bycatch.

3. We believe this proposal may lead to
of the fleet to it’s theoretical mini
boats in area 20 with a resulting det
and economic effect to the coastal co

4. Costs of administrating and enforcing
not been adequately examined.

We petition the NPFMC to delay or withdraw the
mentioned proposal.
Name .Address

S/irgnature

PROPOSAL

affected

before

ned
ntly the

owing aspects

the affected

s the ial

FQ’s

potent
the

-

for

reduction
of 100

rimental soci

the

mum

mmunities.
this plan have

above

3oat N



V/e the -undersigned Sitka fishermen and concerned affected,

oppose the proposed IFQ plan currently before the NPFMC. /e have serious

.y_) A |r

SITKA FISMBnilISIT OONC.I1IRKFr) APOUT TUull JFQ PROPOSAL,

concerns with the fo3.lovij.nsl aspects of the proposal j
Public hearings have been

7

»

individuals

lacking in the affected communities.

to

N

permit the

fishery which

the fleet to

a

resulting

communities.

enforcing this plan have not been ade-

n T/

<3oaf
CIX.OMIL'Z/o/) '

Article F2 1in this mananement ptan has the potential
trawl fleet to obtain IFQ % for their bycatch. >

3. There 1is no quota for a directed, hook "e line rockfish
is important to the flitlea economy. .

4. V/e believe this proposalmay lead to the reductfion of
it's theoretical .minimumof .100 boats.".-in area /C with
detrimental social and eco.nonij.c effect to the coastal

5. Costs of administrating and
guately examined. i i

6. drewmcn are not adequately represented, in this proposal.

V/e petition the _MPFMC to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal.
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HOONAH FISHERMEN CONCERNED ABOUT THE IFQ PROPOSAL
We the undersigned,Hoonah Fishermen and concerned affected
individuals oppose the proposed IFQ plan currently Defore the
NPFMC . We have serious concerns with the following aspects,
of the proposal:

1. Public hearings have been lacking in the affected
communities.

2. Article F2 in this management plan has the potential
to permit the trawl fleet to obtain IFQ’s for their
bycatch.

3. We believe this proposal may lead to the reduction
of the fleet to it’s theoretical minimum of 100
boats in area 2C with a resulting detrimental social
and economic effect to the coastal, communities.

4. Costs of administrating and enforcing this plan have
not been adequately examined.

We petition the NPFMC to delay or withdraw the above ’-Xi

mentioned proposal.,
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/e the undersigned Sitka fishermen and concerned affected individuals
eegppose the proposed. Ipn“plan currently before the KPJ/MC. V/e have serious
“iowcerns with the following aspects of the proposal;

1. Public hearings have been lacking in the affected communities.

2. Article P2 in this management plan ha3 the potential to permit the

trawl fleet to obtain IFQ"s for their catch.

3. There 1is no quota for a directed hook line rockfisb fishery which
is important to the Sitka-economy.

4. V/e believe this proposal may lead, to the reduction of the fleet to
it"s theoretical minimum o.f 100 boats-".-in area 2c with a resultin®*
detrimental social and economic effect to the coastal communities.

5. Costs of administrating and enforcing this plan have not been ade—

quately examined. . -
6. Crewmen are not adequately represented in this proposal. A,\p &r f
/e petition the ITPFMO to delay or withdraw the above, mentioned proposal.
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V/e the undersigned Sitka fishermen and concerned affected individuals -
oppose the proposed. IFQ plan-currently before the FPPHO. V/e have serious
concerns with the following aspects of the proposal;

ip Public hearings have been lacking in the affected communities,

. Article F2 in this management plan has the potential to" permit the.
trawl fleet to obtain I1FQls for their bycatch.-

3. There 1is no quota for a directed hook & line rockf.ish fishery which

is important to the Citka economy. ; _ : ;

4 . V/e believe this proposal may lead, to the reduction of the fleet to

it"s theoretical minimum of 100 boats.l-in area 2c with 2 resulting
detrimental social and economic effect to the coastal communities,

5. Costs of administrating and enforcing this plan have not been ade-

guately examined,

6. Crewmen are” not adequately represented, in this praposal. -X
V/e petition.the J.TPJfFC to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal.
.mSignature Marne "Jddress Boat name~or affiliation ~
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"SITKA®" PISHF.RMEN CONCERNED ABOUT THE IFQ PROPOSAL " * / "V-

[ir&fo&f T -
Individuals®y.".

the- tindersigned Sitka fishermen and concerned .affected.

________ plan baa the potential to permit

f q 'tmmﬂ fleet to obtain IFQ'9 for their bycatch.
77 7 "..There i1s- no quota for a directed, hook & line rockfisb fishery which %
is important to the Sitka economy. e .m A
4 . V/fe believe this proposal may lead to the reduction of the fleet to
it"s theoretical minimum of 100 boatsxin area 2c witha resulting

I ;
A\'.I detrimental social and economic effect to the coastal-communities.
5. Co3ts of administrating and enforcung this plan have not been ,ade-
quately- examined, Te o .o
. m6. Crewmen-are not adequately represented in this, proposal. . Y)\fy
We.petition the NPFMC to delay or withdraw the above mentioned propogal.
Signature Uame Address Boat"hame"*or_a?filiation *
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V/e the? undersigned Sitka, fishermen and concerned affected, individuals
- - - v/o have serious

communities,

sntinl to permit the
-cca«x cieer to oote.in x~Q"a for their bycatch*

3. There 1in no quota for a directed hook & line rockfisb fishery which
:is important Co the r.itka economy*
4. V/e believe this proposal may lead to the reduction of the fleet to
" .itls theoretical minimum of 100 boats."-in. area He with a resultin®-
detrimental social and economic effect bo the coastal communities.
5. Coats of administrating and enforcing this plan have not been ade-

guatelv examined» . t
Crewmen are not adequately represented, in this proposal, n.-M.
:V/e petition the 1JPTWC to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal.
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V/le the undersigned S.ltlca fishermen and concerned affected

oppose the proposed IFQ'plan currently before

20 '92 13:27 SITIsl? sc' ySEpFOODS
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SITKA FISTJ.CRHEN COI/C.Cm/FI; APOUT TMI! IFQ PROPOSAL

concerns with

01,
2.

3.

4.

Vie

Article

the following aspects of the proposal;
Public hearing's have been lacking in

Thgere is
i important to the Sitka economy.
Vle believe this proposalmay lead to

it's theoretical

detrimental social” and economic e ffe
Costs of administrating and enforcing this

nuately examined. _
Crewmen are not adequately represented in

p etition,

the affected
F2 in. this management plan 'has the potential
trawl fleet to obtain IFQ's for their

bycatch.
no quota for a directed, hook .1 line

rockf:i3.b fis

the reduction of -the

ct to

.minimum of .100 boats.'.-in area 2c with a

the

this

individuals
the NPFMC. Ve have serious

communities,
to permit the

hery which

fleet to

resulting

coastal 'communities.
plan have not been ade-

proposal,

n Oc/

the NPFMC to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal,
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SITKA PISttSRM&T OQICPHT.WIT) ABOUT THE IFQ PPO.POCAIi

We the undersigned Sitka fishermen and concerned affected, individualn
oppose the proposed J?Q'plan currently before the ITP.flIC* Vc have serious
concerns with the following aspects of the proposal;

1. Public bearings have been lacking in the affected communities.

2. Article F2 in this management plan baa the potential to permit the

trawl fleet to obtain IPO's for their bycatch.

3, There is no quota for a directed hook k line rockfish fishery which
is important to the Sitka economy.

4. We believe this proposal may lead, to the reduction of the fleet to
it’s theoretical minimum of"100 boata-in area 2c¢c with a resulting
detrimental social and economic effect to the coastal communities.

5, Costs of administrating and enforcing this plan have not been ade-

qguately examined. ~
6, Crewmen are not adequately represented in this proposal. Pd I

Ve petition the MPFMO to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal
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HOONAH FISHERMEN CONCERNED ABOUT THE IFQ PRQPQSAI

We the wundersigned Hoonah Fishermen and- concerned affected
individuals oppose the proposed IFQ plan currently before the
NPFMC. We have serious concerns with the following aspects

liw
the proposal:
1. Public hearings have been lacking'in the affected
communities.' h"
2. Article F2 in this management plan has the potential
to permit the trawl fleet to obtain IFQ’s for their °
bycatch.

3. We believe this proposal may lead to the reduction
of the fleetto it’s theoretical minimum of 100
boats in area 2C with a resulting detrimental social
and economic effect to the coastal communities.

4, Costs of administrating and enforcing this plan have
not been adequately examined.

We petition the NPFMC to delay or withdraw the above
mentioned proposal.

Name Address 50at Name
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HOONAH FISHERMEN CONCERNED ABOUT THE IFQ PROPOfiAl

We the undersigned.Hoonah Fishermen and concerned affected
individuals oppose the proposed IFQ plan currently oefore the

NPFMC. We have serious concerns with the following aspects,
of the proposal:

1. Public hearings have been lacking in the affected
communities.

2. Article F2 in this management plan has the potential
to permit the trawl fleet.to obtain IFQ’s for their
sbhycatch.

3. We believe this proposal may lead to the reduction
of the fleet to it's theoretical minimum of 100
boats in area 2C with a resulting detrimental social
and economic effect to the coastal communities.

4. Costs of administrating and enforcing this- plan have
not been adequately examined.

We petition the NPFMC to delay or withdraw the above X |
mentioned proposal.
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We I-lie undersigned Sitka fishermen and concerned affected individual::
ppooo the proponed. I?fl plan currently before the dP.VMC, Ve have serious
oncerns with the following aspects o.f the proposal;

1. rubllc hearinra have been lacking In the affected communities.

2. Article 72 in’thin management plan has the potential to permit the

trawl fleet to obtain 1.70'a for their byca.tch,

3. There in no quota for a directed, hook Xline rockfiab fishery which
is important to the Sitka-economy,

4. Ve be.lieve this proposal may lead to the reduction of the fleet to
.it's theoretical minimum of 100 boats-vin area 2C with a resultin"
detrimental social and economic effect to the coastal communities.

5. Costs of administrating and enforcing this plan have not been ade-

quately examined.
0, Crewmen are not adequately represented in this proposal.

Ve petition, the UPFMO to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal

‘tafarc. | Alame.' i Soar/to*?
b x ii gLFiocooe

VEfEQQi.JIDNAL&rj.£aA.30I Sj-TKte j. .C fcjju K~KJ

Lnit> L.{Siu»<i-CT] /w [.'/CI S.4 j
IjttiJkzD ft&C G iuU G bii:. — S-I-tkq fit
"mAA.A)UuL”A_Q.vilo-~ nia $V- Cfiw M Ifal fVva
p I»] 4»u<*//hr, s /A* A?k _ A/A
5~ x ttmzx ,c, W ST TT 'k . £(/
Zlsldl- r.."£ER.L.fl fjm y <n 6>"c I<?iu .. ?2Ixl.sx\sl& uig &
Jifdn? /v -

T }qK/ul 'Tfojjyhy



/s, /& | fly TJdls L t

Pcfi*, 4* AT S Jk foP- Fh ftVI

<M&zt++
mgAa-Ap

P_/s

THAW
W | A -~ . f P A B'X 2fct Crcv'r, AkC.

kfefl?atlk>o0 t-zr? jOvtna'T"' n 57?2 **v
-4— Al ./m * R, PcV:IU L » % P u [17.3 .j
—  Av\P'rrdly

X JAs LM Arti &' )\&i\nordi ri? | tjifKfi a K, Wij-htoiljftte .
itfffife LHIW Ta JEATA A d 3 [f?2ifm AALAMNJILIISANL

k"W i/z"fl M°L£ >hk ;"M ¥



fi'fr/zZfC Y i /tMreg- o | E0FUFUHED.

Jh\is]L T7a Moy ZS&<KPi < [RosdMit&s,
ETT/7&SZr>X 6 7> ASr**J04r4& )& £
fybtiA d<AEL .Y /S 7hhAnA. . Jthy\

-6J 11& Mdiufw |/ hU r*i-f.kd! Pr
pa'& fiy th£/m . | ¢8| I KPd-y-sl *
20U P, 'D.0-Zs# <Su fil~
L Tom Ri6.UTmitfi. PC  (0HT7  Sh-*A /)K  pl RAPMON/ 6ilj-«
| L in*) Ubi/p- « OFj /PE PifiAiuCs ]!?z/L’IéJ?}[;/A -
v _rtf --v ' BrerP\IIMe /o 't U/ SEOA G, WV In ¢
IsW L v ft. ft A 2.0 .</ <:H A
SWI/IIW [>f11. . ZitkIAWYV BT /2tS/m m/vE*VE
Wk« — $09) s o rie )13 AUNT L
U-N33 p//Oyfliiv (°Uclc CgfHHIf 66 » O'Cam S'lh* )
! A 4 ..-/%/"xT./d<’SZl>/O" ck/
yt (JWUL / Po tioX Jerx*  Akr fixsr BV o)
RiLiL ik 6a/7v mmastAiz _J6 $n\f7ve 2Eimt) | &?AT™
m % £  rooyptf de—'/Y (Pj:./™ sc/c
aiczan T g ox (2 S isE0. K A >4'/lgann/Cs
2u r+ *trYI( $fdu?r  ERLidVCHC rRRIfe"i. DP#. TA**L
Mu* fy/l/ Ai&rr-i, M £23 ifa

c *W \*far/y XGvJt'C*;
. | iU 1UIj'ririAA]

(dhila. Siiiz \d PF'Irf/fL % e * iw m > ir

7 fflifefru cl 77 HO rvA/lu\r 4riirrt S fp id )
w lijiw A ili™ f'oMai'EZ ox srfM - > (M4,
vV
> ‘fcr/fad* kA/rM  *1£ (*\ U JncC fthTVv ' frptfr L otf O

~—~ i ; i~ * ok _*
/ T i & j?r kAJ t<l""'/f £$u 3 <



Iti'TIC

t — L-XalclLZ— A- Atl/lc
.emLc/wl Ao«Im P il Qvconl _
fik 2 e &
1~23& 1 fr RD.Ah PHS5L idkh /2 o
JL-LiSj.. ~J)w .QfnIfILfti&Z, dw 3 i m £1Z 51
77~ 6t?2w A~ i "fjs r&ag >475 S5-71<Oa
f/1Sf
7 7
/(& L frctL i.
A tZ frX rr/lIA *** [f* JU * S?.3
$6004iV 6uf, 17 f7 71777 h 2|
(LOG‘ M w o
A m PkoyP mifycg£ (/\£|09thka2
<2s\ 0 "~ H I n SIJIPrA hski fa jk rH
£>trri( t+*‘C IITA - IS e.P, £ o
WLSHTtrif,/l. r
g/TTEX . i/’c =
O\to<~ p
wwwdiinr AhGedabi {1 fei - /7 r? SEfIA. R)urr 7\ kt0 %
11icL-JaWw iLtflg 1Q StK? | 'KOK. jg & M £E< 7N
LxoiLcky Qd> N ,rn - Ai-a.c.3 a.
<f£/C
P*t~+k frisr. iT "t KVv .T-V-A~o-cal/ akv.'/ /WU
J[IL -<&s>m*( rtikSZAU. @»a*
fC**X ./
I~il 4uu*
7 T £7
PAM mA~AZJA fu z7ueA:s
2 W« p.6. t"QA. VI"AA, “.vato. FU
u=-
Qm 4UuuA M IS ifuns,\c>" \ ¥rrulogrris
1/L liof F 8uY?7r*r\1 LI'AjJjZAE.r nr ~ M Ak

* -

A 772N *\ 7.5y \ s ; ~ r nNT LR



FTTKA FISW.imW QONC7ITOT) AP.QUT TKK IFQ PROPOSAL

Vle the undersigned Sitlca fishermen and concerned affected individuals
onpose the proposed IPQ'plan currently before the NPffMC. Ve have serious
concerns with the following aspects of the proposal;

1, Public hearlnra have been lackinr in the affected communities.

2, Article F? in'this management plan has the potential to permit the

trawl fleet to obtain IPQ'e for their bycatch. t 1 ,

3, There is no quota for a directed hook 'xline rockfi3b fishery which
is important to the oltka economy,

4, Vle believe this proposal may lead to the reduction of the fleet :D
it's theoretical minimum of 100 boats..in area ?C with a reouitin"
detrimental GOciaiT"aad economic effect to tho coastal communities,

5, Costs of administrating and enforcing this plan have not been ade-

quately examined,
G. Crewmen are not adequately represented in this proposal.

We petition the NPFMC to delay or withdraw the above mentioned proposal.
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We petition the FPFMC to de'y or withdraw tne ftpuvc (.-vy
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rnrssented 'in-tM * pr0?o0 "1,
or withdraw. the above m*t. lonort proposal
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or withdraw the above mcntlOner PITOTxrasrr
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rTTMA roi-"r.Ar.T.n a???;? t'je tto proposal
We the undersirred Sitlca fishermen and concerned affected individuals
:pp®ae the nroroned 1"0 plan currently before the T2?nC. We have serious
oncerns tb the following aspects of the proposal;

1, Public bearir.ro hare been lacking in the affected communities.

2 Article r? in”this management plan has the potential to permit the
trawl fleet to obtain IPO’s for their byc&tch,

3. There is no quota for a directed hook f line rockfish fiohery which
is important. to the r.itka economy,

L '/e believe this oroposal may lead to the reduction of the fleet to
it's theoretical'minimum c¢f 100 boat&'.in area 2c with a resultin’-
detrimental social and economic effect to the coastn.| communities.

5. noats of administrating and enforci.nr this plan have not been e.de-
ouatelv examined,

S. Crewmen are not adequately represented in this proposal.

We oetition the to delay or withdraw the above mentioned propocal.
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5.

G.

>« believe™i/T proposal may lead tw - ffn ?
itla theoretical minimum )100 boata-vin area 2c wife* * reoultin”
detrimental uocieiraad economic affect to the coast* iommunitlisa,
floats of administrating and enforcing this plan have not been ade-

quately oxamined. «
Crewinon are not adequately represented in this proposal,

Vle petition th« HTTC to delay or withdraw the above mentioned propooal
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Ve kbo undereiST.ad 3itk* f.I91>orreu mid concerned affected individuals
oppose tl’a _?roponed an plan C_U|M-er.t3¥ before the H3wIC !'o hfivs serious
corcarne with the .follow..nr &ip?ct3 of the propor?.lj o _

1. "ublic henrir,ra have been ladcim: in the affected _coimiic.nltlefi,

, Article 22 Ijti this wmanemanl; j.Qun ped the potential to pert.it the

tro.vA fleet “to obtain XIM.'s for theilr Byc_ot h, _ _

3, there ia no quoto. for a directed hook U linn rcek.C.Uh Xi.obary which e

13 import* nt to the .tir.Ua econom-, _
A he belie this propone! nay Icaw to the reduction of the fln-t to
it’s tlieoratioal minimum of 100 boato'in area 2c with a ronuitin*
detrimental eociel aud economic effect to the ooftst.il communitls.?,

3, Costs of administrating and enforcing this plan have not tn«n adi-

nufttely exo.mir.rri,

£, Crtwrnen are not adequately represented in tfcia proposal,

\e petition the NWKk! to delay or “ithdrnw the above mentioned proposal,
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