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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose of this Document

On December 8, 1991 the North Pacific Fishery Management Council {Council) recommended an
Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) program for management of the fixed gear sablefish and halibut
fisheries off Alaska. For the purposes of this action, "fixed gear” is defined as all hook and line
fishing gears (longlines, jigs, handlines, troll gear, etc.) in the GOA and BS/AI and pot gear for
sablefish in the BS/AL The Council’s recommendation culminated over three years of discussion and
analysis of the IFQ form of management as an alternative to the current open access system. The
decision to recommend an IFQ management alternative was based on previous Council decision
documents prepared to analyze this and other limited entry management alternatives. These previous
analyses include: (1) A Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS), dated November 16,
1989, which analyzed three alternatives to continued open access in the sablefish fisheries off Alaska -
license limitation, annual fishing allotments, and IFQs, (2) A Supplement to this SEIS which
analyzed specific IFQ alternatives for sablefish, (3) a revised Supplement to the SEIS, dated May 13,
1991, which further analyzed specific IFQ aiternatives for sablefish, and (4) an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS), dated July 19, 1991, which analyzed various IFQ alternatives for management of the
halibut fisheries off Alaska.

This document has been prepared as a supplement to the previous analysis documents listed above.
Specifically, it is: (1) an additional Supplement to the SEIS prepared for sablefish limited entry
alternatives and (2) a Supplement to the EIS prepared to analyze IFQ alternatives for the halibut
fisheries. It is intended to provide additional information on the specific IFQ program recommended
by the Council at the December 1991 meeting. This document, in combination with those listed
above, forms the complete Environmental Impact Statements to be submitted for review under
requirements of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA). Following publication in the
FEDERAL REGISTER, public comment will be accepted for a period of 45 days. Following this
45 day public comment period, the documents will be revised as necessary to address the comments
received. The complete package would then be forwarded for review by the Secretary of Commerce
(Secretary), during which additional comments can be directed to the Secretary.

This document will address the specific provisions contained in the recommended program, as they
relate to both sablefish and halibut, and provide additional analysis of the potential effects of the
program on the human environment, as required under NEPA regulations. This document is
provided for Council and public review prior to submission of the IFQ amendment package for review
by the Secretary of Commerce. This document will constitute part of the overall amendment
package which will also include previous analysis documents. This and other documents are intended
to provide the background and assessments necessary for the Secretary of Commerce to determine
if the management measures contained herein are consistent with the Magnuson Act and other
applicable laws.

Additional public comment on the proposed IFQ program will also be received by the Council at
their April 1992 meeting in Anchorage, Alaska. Without further action by the Council on this issue,
the amendment package would be forwarded for Secretarial review after the April meeting.

1.1.1 Management Background

The following is a summary of Council actions that culminated in its decision to recommend a specific
IFQ program for the fixed gear halibut and sablefish fisheries off Alaska. This summary is in part
taken from previous reports which included more detailed discussions of Council actions in the late
1980s.
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The Council has discussed limited entry options for various fisheries under its jurisdiction since the
late 1970s. A moratorium on entry into the halibut fisheries was recommended by the Council in
1983, but was rejected by the Secretary of Commerce. This moratorium was recommended in
response to ever shortening seasons and other management problems associated with a derby style
fishery. In the mid-1980s, the Council began consideration of some type of limited entry for the
sablefish fisheries. This fishery was rapidly evolving into a derby style fishery similar to the halibut
fisheries.

The Magnuson Act specifically authorizes the Councils to establish a system for limiting access to a
fishery in order to achieve optimum yield, if, in developing such a system, the Council and Secretary
take into account the following considerations:

present participation in the fishery

historical fishing practices in, and dependence on, the fishery

the economics of the fishery

the capability of fishing vessels used in the fishery to engage in other fisheries
the cultural and social framework relevant to the fishery, and

any other relevant considerations.

SRk WN -

Consideration of the above factors is mandated under Section 303 (b)(6) of the Magnuson Act. The
Act also lists seven National Standards with which each Fishery Management Plan must be consistent.
National Standard 4 states that "conservation and management measures shall not discriminate
between residents of different states. If it becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing privileges
among various U.S. fishermen, such allocation shall be: (1) fair and equitable to 2all such fishermen;
(2) reasonably calculated to promote conservation, and (3) be carried out in such a way that no
particular individual, corporation, or other entity acquires an excessive share of such privileges".

Beginning in 1985, the Council began exploring the options to open access by soliciting input from
the fishing industry regarding potential management alternatives. In 1987, the Council took another
step towards limited entry by adopting a Statement of Commitment which dedicated the Council to
"develop strategies for license limitation or the use of individual transferable quotas in the sablefish
fixed gear fishery”. Public workshops were sponsored by the Council in early 1988 to gather industry
and public input and to further develop feasible options to the derby fishery. In mid-1988 the
Council directed its staff to develop five management options for the sablefish fixed gear fishery: (1)
continued open access without modification, (2) modified open access, (3) individual fishing quotas,
(4) license limitation, and (5) a combined license, quota, and open access system.

After reviewing a draft analysis document, the Council went on record in December 1988 declaring
the status quo {open access) as unacceptable for the sablefish fisheries and expressed a desire to
further explore the options of license limitation and IFQs. In early 1989, the Council began serious
consideration of limited access alternatives for other fisheries as well. It was at this time that the
Council renamed the Sablefish Management Committee as the Fishery Planning Committee and
notified the public that it was considering similar limited entry management options for all fisheries,
particularly for the halibut fisheries off Alaska.

In November of 1989, the Council reviewed a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement which
analyzed four options for future management of the sablefish fisheries off Alaska: (1) continued open
access, (2) license limitation, (3) IFQs, and (4) a combination system called annual fishing allotments,
or AFAs. The Council also identified the following 10 problems in the sablefish fishery which the
management alternatives were expected to address:
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Allocation conflicts

Gear conflict

Deadloss from lost gear

Bycatch loss

Discard mortality

Excess harvesting capacity

Product wholesomeness

Safety

Economic stability in the fisheries and communities

Rural coastal community development of a small boat fleet

SO PONA AL N
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Based on the analysis contained in the SEIS, the Council decided that license limitation and annual
fishing allotments were not viable alternatives to solve the problems facing the sablefish fixed gear
fisheries. The decision was made to perform further analyses of the IFQ option.

In April of 1990 the Council reviewed the Supplement to the SEIS which analyzed specific IFQ
programs against the open access alternative. By December of 1990, still unable to reach a final
decision on the IFQ alternative, the Council directed staff to prepare a revised Supplement which
analyzed various forms of an IFQ management alternative. The four IFQ systems being analyzed
depicted a range of alternatives in terms of qualification periods, transferability restriction, ownership
caps, community development quotas, and other system specifics. At this time the Council also
directed staff, under the guidance of the Fishery Planning Committee, to analyze a similar set of IFQ
alternatives for the halibut fisheries with the intent that an IFQ program would eventually encompass
both the halibut and sablefish fisheries.

The revised Supplement to the SEIS for sablefish fishery management was released for public review
on May 14, 1991 with a final decision scheduled for June of 1991. Concurrently, an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) was being prepared to analyze the IFQ alternatives for the halibut fisheries.
This document was released on July 19, 1991 for public review with a final Council decision scheduled
for September of 1991. The intent was to hold submission of the sablefish IFQ alternative (if
recommended) until final Council action on the halibut IFQ alternative and submit them as a
cambined package to the Secretary of Commerce. The Council ultimately postponed decisions on
both fisheries until the September 1991 meeting.

At the September 1991 meeting the Council provisionally recommended an IFQ management
alternative for both fisheries. Though there were differences between the IFQ systems for the two
fisheries, they were very similar and the intent was that the two systems would be integrated into a
combined IFQ program for sablefish and halibut fisheries. As part of the provisional
recommendation, the Council established an IFQ Implementation Team comprised of staff from
various government agencies and representatives from affected industry groups. The task of this team
was to work out the logistical details of the Council’s preferred IFQ alternative and to provide an
Implementation Plan for Council and public review prior to final Council recommendation of the IFQ
alternative at the December 1991 meeting. The Draft Implementation Plan was made available for
review and a public hearing was held prior to the start of the December Council meeting. The
purpose of the public hearing was to solicit additional public comment on the Council’s Preferred
Alternative from September and, in particular, the details of IFQ implementation contained in the
Implementation Plan. Incorporating some minor changes in the program from the September
version, the Council, on December 8, 1992, recommended the halibut and sablefish fixed gear fishery
IFQ alternative that is evaluated in this supplement.
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All in all, the issue of limited entry for the sablefish and/or halibut fisheries has been on the Council’s
agenda for 26 of its recent meetings including every meeting since 1988. The April 1992 meeting will
mark the 27th meeting for which this issue will be on the agenda. At the January 1992 meeting the
Council requested that the IFQ amendment package not be submitted for Secretarial review until
after the April Council meeting. The reason is to allow the Council and public the opportunity to
review the additional analysis contained in this document before sending the package forward for
Secretarial review. This document is released for review under the guidelines of the National
Environmental Protection Agency (NEPA) and public comment will be accepted for 45 days after
the date of filing posted on the front of this document. Following NEPA review, this document,
along with all past documents prepared for limited entry management alternatives, will be submitted
to the Secretary of Commerce as part of the total [IFQ amendment package recommended by the
Council. The Council could alter this sequence of events by rescinding, at the April 1992 meeting,
their previous action which recommended the IFQ program for the sablefish and halibut fisheries off
Alaska.

1.1.2 Description of Previous Council Decision Documents

This section is intended to provide an overview of the contents of previously prepared documents
upon which the Council based its decision to recommend a specific IFQ program for the management
of the fixed gear sablefish and halibut fisheries. These documents have been and are available in
their entirety from the Council offices. This overview is intended to aid the reviewers of this
Supplemental Analysis document in understanding the history of this issue in the Council’s arena.
The detailed Table of Contents from each document is presented in Appendix A to supplement the
information presented below. Note that each of these documents contains a detailed history of the
evolution of the [IFQ management alternative through the Council process. This includes descriptions
of the scoping meetings and public hearings held to solicit public input on the issue as well as
description of the results of discussions by the Council, AP, SSC, and other Council subcommittees.

These previous documents include a detailed discussion of the 10 problems facing the fisheries as
identified by the Council. A discussion of the goals and objectives of a limited entry alternative is
also provided.

1.1.2.1 Draft Supplementa! Environmental Impact Statement for Longline and Pot Gear Sablefish
Management in the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands - dated

November 16, 1989

The primary focus of the document was an evaluation of license limitation, IFQs, and annual fishing
allotments as alternatives to continued open access management for the sablefish fisheries. The
introductory chapter of the document contains a detailed history of the evolution of the limited entry
alternatives and a description of the problems associated with the derby fishery which has resulted
under open access management. A history of the sablefish fisheries off Alaska is provided with
descriptions of the biology of sablefish and the physical environment within which the fishery
operates.

Chapter 3 of the document contains a description of the economic and social environment
surrounding the sablefish fisheries with attention given to the harvesting, processing, and marketing
sectors of the industry. Subsequent analysis of each of the four management alternatives, including
open access, is expressed in terms of potential impacts on the harvesting sector, processing sector,
maritime communities, consumers and markets, and the administrative enforcement environment.
Each of the four alternatives is also assessed in terms of its ability to address the 10 major problems
in the fishery as identified by the Council.
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An additional section of the document lists 23 social, management, and business concerns by which
to judge the four alternatives and provides an assessment of the potential results of each of the
alternatives relative to the 23 concerns listed. Consistency of the proposed alternatives with
Magnuson Act requirements and other applicable laws is provided in the final chapter. The
document formed part of the basis for the Council’s decision to eliminate license limitation and
annual fishing allotments from further consideration and to concentrate on IFQs as an alternative to
continued open access. The Council determined that license limitation and annual fishing allotments
were unacceptable alternatives in terms of addressing the problems facing the sablefish (and halibut)
fisheries. They then directed staff to prepare a Supplemental document, described below, which
analyzed various IFQ options against continued open access.

1.1.2.2 Supplement to the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for Longline and Pot Gear
Sablefish Management in the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands - dated
May 13, 1991 :

The document is a revision of a previously released draft supplemental document. As with the
original SEIS prepared for sablefish management, the document also was submitted to cover the
requirements for a Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) and Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
(TRFA). The focus of the document is 2 more detailed analysis of four specific IFQ programs versus
the continued open access form of management. The document further describes the evolution of
the IFQ concept, the details of the four IFQ alternatives, and the functional differences between
these alternatives.

Chapter 2 of the document contains a comparison of the status quo (open access) alternative and an
IFQ option in general terms. This assessment contains further descriptions of the current, open
access fisheries and the effects of this style of fishery management on the resource, fishermen,
management agencies, and other aspects of the fishery. The implications of a generalized IFQ
approach to managing the fisheries are discussed, with an economic model provided to depict a
generalized assessment of the benefits from an IFQ system.

The second phase of the analysis in the document is a detailed description of the specific provisions
contained in each of the four IFQ alternative programs which were developed through the Council
process. The identification of these four alternatives came as a result of lengthy Council discussion,
meetings of the Fishery Planning Committee, and input from interested parties in the fishing industry.
The four alternatives represented a broad range of options which included differing provisions for
determination of eligibility to receive quota shares, which years of landings history to use in
determination of quota shares, ownership restrictions, transferability restrictions, vessel categories,
discard and bycatch accounting, community development quotas, and other specific provisions. The
analysis provides a detailed assessment of where the quota shares would be distributed, under each
IFQ alternative, in terms of state of ownership, distribution across various vessel categories, and
between the various management districts in the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands.
The analysis attempts to identify the possible effects of the other specific provisions of each of the
four IFQ alternatives.

Chapter 3 of the document is a description of the administrative, budgetary, and enforcement aspects
associated with each of the alternatives. With few exceptions, the IFQ alternative approved by the
Council at the December 1992 meeting is a combination of provisions from each of the alternatives
contained in the document, consistent with the expressed intent of the Council when releasing the
document for public and industry comment.
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1.1.23-Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory
Flexibility Analvsis for Proposed IFQ Management Alternatives for the Halibut Fisheries in
the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea/Alcutian Islands - dated July 19, 1991

The document is similar to the Supplemental analysis prepared for sablefish (described above) in that
it analyzes various IFQ alternatives compared to the open access form of management currently in
place. Because there are no preceding documents prepared for the halibut IFQ alternative, the
document is more comprehensive in nature. Chapter 1 of the document reviews the history of
management of the halibut fisheries and describes the current state of the fishery under open access
management. This includes a review of the goals and objectives of limited entry as an option to the
current form of management.

Chapter 2 of the document describes the biology of Pacific halibut and the physical environment of
the areas of the North Pacific which would be affected by the proposed management alternatives.
Chapter 3 describes the economic and social environment surrounding the halibut fisheries off Alaska.
This includes information on the harvesting, processing, and marketing sectors of the industry.
Trends in seasons, landings, and participation in the fishery are provided utilizing data from the
halibut fisheries up through 1990. Information on recreational and subsistence fisheries is also
provided in this chapter.

Chapter 4 contains the bulk of the analysis of the IFQ alternatives and is divided into two major
sections: the first section contains an assessment of the effects of an IFQ program on 31 aspects of
the fishery including vessel safety, gear loss, bycatch, harvesting costs, economic stability in individual
operations and communities, and the ability of the IFQ option to address specific problems identified
in the current fisheries. The second section of Chapter 4 contains the detailed analysis of the specific
provisions of the four IFQ alternatives under consideration. As with sablefish, these included
different options for qualification for quota share, calculation of quota share, distribution of quota
share among the potential recipients, vessel categories, transferability restrictions ownership
restrictions, and community development quotas. With only a few exceptions, the Council ultimately
settled upon a combination of the provisions outlined in the document.

Chapter 5 of the document provides information on the social environment surrounding the halibut
fisheries off Alaska. This includes: (1) an assessment of the present participation patterns in the
fishery (commercial and subsistence harvests) for each of the halibut management areas in the Gulf
of Alaska and the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, much of which was broken down by residents of
Washington and Oregon and of communities throughout coastal Alaska; (2) an assessment of the
historical fishing practices of each group of participants and their dependence on the halibut fisheries;
(3) a description of Alaskan Native fisheries; (4) community profiles of affected coastal communities
including descriptions of the affected work force and relative importance of the halibut fishery to
these communities; and, (5) an assessment of the possible impacts to the social environment of these
communities resulting from an IFQ program and from continued open access.

Chapter 6 addresses the administrative, budgetary, and enforcement aspects of IFQ management
within the context of a combined sablefish and halibut IFQ program. The remainder of the document
contains a Regulatory Impact Review and review of the consistency of the proposals with other
applicable laws. An Appendix contains a survey of other limited entry programs in existence in other
parts of the United States and the rest of the world.

The documents described above represent the decision documents upon which the Council based its

recommendation of an IFQ program. That decision was also based on an administrative record built
over the past three years consisting of input from written and oral testimony from public and industry

ADDEIFQ.C1 1-6 September 15, 1992



as well input from the Council’s Industry Advisory Panel and the Scientific and Statistical Committee.
These documents are available upon request from the Council offices in Anchorage,

1.2 Summary of the Proposed Alternatives

Two alternative systems are being considered for management of the halibut and sablefish fixed gear
fisheries off Alaska: (1) the current, open access system which is characterized by fixed quotas for
each IPHC and NPFMC regulatory area and increasingly short openings, and (2) individual fishing
quotas (IFQs). Note that the Council has recommended the IFQ alternative, but this
recommendation has not yet been forwarded to the Secretary of Commerce for approval.

1.2.1 Status Quo - Continued Open Access

This alternative maintains the existing management regimes for the halibut and sablefish fixed gear
fisheries. Therefore, it does not include the expanded use of what have often been referred to as
traditional management measures. It only includes the changes that can be made without an FMP
or regulatory amendment. Although the management regime would remain unchanged with this
alternative, the nature of the fisheries could change substantially.

1.2.2 Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQs)

The individual fishing quota (IFQ) alternative would issue individual rights to fish to a group of past
participants. The rights given to each person would be proportional to his fixed gear halibut and
sablefish landings during a qualifying period determined by the Council. The rights for each year
would be quantity, species, area, and vessel class specific. 'With the exception of those who are
fishing with community development quotas, only holders of IFQs would be allowed to make fixed
gear landings of halibut and sablefish. Past participation would be defined on the basis of vessel
ownership or via a qualified lease of a vessel. After reviewing several options for the specific
provisions of the IFQ program, the Council recommended a specific IFQ program at its December
1991 meeting. If approved by the Secretary, the plan will be implemented no sooner than 1994,

A summary of the Council’s recommendations is presented below. The implementation program is
explained more fully in Chapter 5 and the IFQ program is defined in the Council’s own language in
Appendix B.

Definitions

The definitions contained in the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act are
augmented by those listed below.

1. "Person” means any individual who is a citizen of the United States or any corporation,
partnership, association, or other entity (whether or not organized or existing under the laws
of any state) which meets the requirements set forth in 46 CFR Part 67.03, as applicable.

2. An "individual” means a U.S, citizen.

3. A person’s "quota shares” (QS) for each area equal the person’s fixed gear landings
(qualifying pounds) for each area fished.

4, The "total quota shares” (TQS) for a management area is the sum of the QSs of all persons

for an area. The TQS may change over time due to appeals, enforcement actions, or other
management actions.
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5. "Individual fishing quota® (IFQ) means the quota that a person receives. For a specific year,
species, and area, the amount of a person’s IFQ is determined by the QS the person controls,
the TQS, the fixed gear TAC, and the level of the fixed gear community development quota
all for that year, species, and area. Each person’s IFQ will be proportional to his QS. For
example, a person who controls 0.1% of the TQS receives an IFQ equal to 0.1% of the fixed
gear TAC minus any fixed gear community development quota. That is, IFQ = (QS/TQS) x
(FGTAC - FGCDQ). The IFQs are also specific to a vessel class.

6. "Fixed gear” is defined to include all hook and line fishing gears (longlines, jigs, bandlines,
troll gear, etc.) in the GOA and BS/AI and pot gear for sablefish in the BS/AL For purposes
of determining sablefish QSs and TQSs, legal pot gear landings from the Gulf of Alaska also
will be counted. : '

7. "Catcher boat” or "catcher vessel” means any vessel which, during a given trip, delivers none
of its groundfish catch in a frozen or other processed state.

8 "Freezer boat" means any vessel which, during a given trip, delivers some or all of its
groundfish catch in a frozen or other processed state.

9. "Bona fide fixed gear crew member,” is defined as any person that has acquired commercial
fish harvesting time at sea (i.e. fish harvesting crew), that is equal to 5 months of any
commercial fish harvesting activity (in a fishery in state or federally managed waters of the
U.S.)! Additionally any individual who receives an initial allocation of QS will be considered
a bona fide crew member.

Characteristics of the TFQ Program

1. Quota shares (QSs) and individual fishing quotas (IFQs) will be species, area, and vessel class
specific. IFQs are also year specific.

2. The species are halibut and sablefish.
3. The sablefish areas are:

Southeast Qutside/East Yakutat,
West Yakutat,

Central Gulf,

Western Gulf,

Bering Sea, and

Aleutian Islands.

pppgop

4. The halibut areas are the eight IPHC areas from 2C through 4E.
5. The halibut vessels classes are:

catcher boats < 35 feet LO.A,,
catcher boats > 35 feet and < 60 feet,
catcher boats > 60 feet, and

freezer boats.

AP TR

IText shown in italics provides clarification by the staff to indicate Council intent.
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10.

11.

12

13.

14.

15.

16.

The sablefish vessels classes are:

a. catcher boats < 60 feet L.O.A,,
b. catcher boats > 60 feet, and
c. freezer boats.

Initial assignments of halibut quota shares shall be made to each person who owned or leased
a vessel with legal fixed gear halibut landings from off Alaska between 1988 and 1990.
Similarly, initial assignments of sablefish quota shares shall be made to each person who
owned or leased a vessel with legal fixed gear sablefish landings from the EEZ off Alaska
between 1988 and 1990.

The amount of the initial halibut (sablefish) quota shares for an area assigned to each person
will equal the halibut (sablefish) landings for the person’s best five years between 1984 and
1990 (1985 and 1990) for that area.

For the purposes of items 7 and 8, landings of a vessel will be counted as the lease holder’s
if there is one; otherwise, they will be counted as the vessel owner’s. This will be done on
a trip by trip basis. -

During the qualification period, a vessel is considered to have been a freezer boat in a given
year, if during that year it processed any of its commercial fixed gear groundfish landings.

The initial assignment of quotas shares to each person by vessel class will be based on the
vessel class used in the most recent year through September 25, 1991. All QS will be assigned
to the vessel class of the most recent year of participation regardless if qualifying landings
were made on a vessel of that size. However, if the owner or lease holder participated in the
most recent year using vessels in more than one vessel class, qualifying pounds will be
assigned to separate vessel classes in proportion to the landings made with each vessel class.

Prior to the beginning of each fishing year for the fixed gear halibut and sablefish fisheries,
the fixed gear TACs by area, excluding any TAC that is reserved for community development
quotas, will be apportioned to the owners of QSs as year, species, area, and vessel class
specific IFQs based on the amount of QS held by each person. For example, a person who
owned 0.1% of the halibut QSs for an area would receive 0.1% of the halibut fixed gear TAC
for that area excluding any community development quotas.

Any person owning freezer boat quota shares may sell or lease those quota shares to any
other person.

Fish caught with freezer boat IFQs may be delivered frozen or unfrozen.

Any person owning catcher boat quota shares may sell those quota shares either to any U.S
citizen who is 2 bona fide fixed gear crew member or to a corporation or partnership that was
an initial recipient of catcher boat QSs. Up to 10% of a person’s catcher boat quota shares
may be leased during each of the first three years following implementation. They may only
be leased to the same types of persons to which they may be sold.

Fish landed with catcher boat IFQs may not be frozen or processed in other ways aboard the
vessel utilizing those IFQs.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Sablefish catcher boat IFQs may be utilized on a vessel with freezer capacity as long as no
frozen product of any species is on board the vessel while those catcher boat IFQs are being
utilized. Further, sablefish freezer boat and catcher boat IFQs may not be utilized at the

same time on a vessel.
In order to use catcher boat IFQs, the user must:

a. own or lease the QS,

b. be a U.S. citizen,

¢. be a bona fide crew member,

d. be aboard the vessel during fishing operations, and
e. sign the fish ticket upon landing.

The exception to these requirements is identified in item 19.

A person that received initial catcher boat QS may utilize a hired skipper to fish its IFQs
providing that it owns the vessel upon which the IFQs will be used. Such a person may
purchase up to the total share allowed for the area. For the sablefish fishery east of 140°W
longitude and for the halibut fishery in Area 2C, the above allowance for hired skippers
applies only to corporations or partnerships as defined below and it applies only to the IFQs
resulting from their initial QS’s. In these areas, the exception dose not apply to IFQs
associated with subsequently acquired QSs.

Corporation: Any corporation that has no change in membership, except a change caused by
the death of a corporate member providing the death did not result in any new corporate
members. Additionally, corporate membership is not deemed to change if a corporate
member becomes legally incapacitated and a trustee is appointed to act on his behalf, nor is
corporate membership deemed to have changed if the ownership shares among existing
members changes, nor is corporate membership deemed to have changed if a member leaves
the corporation. (In the case where ownership of shares is initially allocated to a publicly held
corporations, the Council did not make a recommendation regarding what constitutes a change
in membership of the corporation.)

Partnership: Any partnership that has no change in membership, except a change caused by
the death of a partner providing the death did not result in any new partners. Additionally,
a partnership is not deemed to have changed if a partner becomes legally incapacitated and
a trustee is appointed to act on his behalf, nor is a partnership deemed to have changed if
the ownership shares among existing partners changes, nor is a partnership deemed to have
changed if a partner leaves the partnership.

The Secretary may, by regulation, designate exceptions to the restrictions on who may use
catcher boat IFQs (item 18) to be employed in case of personal injury or extreme personal
emergency which allows the transfer of catcher boat QS/IFQs for limited periods of time.

For sablefish no person or individual may own, hold, or otherwise control, individually or
collectively more than:

a. 1% of the combined total for the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands QSs
or IFQs or

b. 1% of the QSs or IFQs for the area east of 140°W.
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24.

26.

27.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

For halibut no person or individual may own, hold, or otherwise control, individually or
collectively more than:

a. 0.5% of the total QSs or IFQs from the combined IPHC areas 2C, 3A, and 3B,

b. 0.5% of the total QSs or IFQs from the combined IPHC areas 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and
4E, or

c. 1.0% of the total QSs or IFQs from IPHC Area 2C.

The exceptions to items 23 and 24 are that any person who receives an initial assignment of
quota shares in excess of these limits may continue to control and use them.  However, such
persons shall be prohibited from purchasing, leasing, holding or otherwise controlling
additional quota shares or IFQs until that person’s quota share falls below the limits set forth
in items 23 and 24, at which time each such person shall be subject to the limitations.

For sablefish, no more than 1% of the combined Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian
Island fixed gear quota may be taken on any one vessel and no more than 1% of the fixed
gear quota east of 140°W. (EY/SO) may be taken on any one vessel. The exception is that
persons who received an initial allocation of more than the 1% overall ownership level (or
1% in the area east of 140°W.) may fish their IFQs on a single vessel.

For halibut, no more than 0.5% of the combined IPHC area quota may be taken on any one
vessel except that persons who received an initial allocation of more than 0.5% overall
ownership level may fish their IFQs on a single vessel. (This differs from the ownership cap
in that the vessel limit applies to the whole North Pacific combined area TAC rather than the
TAC combined for areas 2C, 34, 3B, or for areas 44, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E combined.)

The sale of sablefish or halibut, caught in an IFQ fishery, to other than a legally registered
buyer is illegal. However, the direct sale to dockside customers is allowed provided the fisher
is a registered buyer and proper documentation of such sales is provided to NMFS.

Frozen product may only be off-loaded at sites designated by NMFS for monitoring purposes.

QS owners wishing to transport their catch outside of the jurisdiction of the Council must first
check in their catch at a NMFS specified site and NMFS may require that the load be sealed.

Persons holding IFQs and wishing to fish must check-in with NMFS or their agents prior to
entering any relevant management area, additionally any person transporting IFQ caught fish
between relevant management areas must first contact NMFS or their agents. All vessels will
be required to notify NMFS six hours before off-loading fish from an IFQ fishery.

Persons must control IFQs for the amount to be caught before a trip begins, with the
exception that limited overages will be allowed as specified in an overage program approved
by NMFS and the IPHC.

Quota shares and IFQs arising from those quota shares may not be applied to; 1) trawl-caught
sablefish or halibut, or 2) sablefish or halibut harvested utilizing pots in the Gulf of Alaska,
or 3) halibut harvested utilizing pots in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands.
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34,

35.

36.

37

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43,

~“All sales, transfers, or leases of quota shares and IFQs must occur in a manner approved by

the Secretary. All quota share and IFQ assignments and transfers will be administered by
NMFS based on regulations established by the Secretary. The Secretary, in promulgating
such regulations, shall hold at least one public hearing in each state represented on the
Council and in at least one community in each of the management areas governed by the
Council.

The Secretary will promulgate regulations to establish a monitoring and enforcement regime
to assure compliance with this program. Persons holding QS, who are found to be in
violation of these sections or in violation of under-reporting catch, will be subject to
appropriate penalties as designated by the Secretary, including forfeiture of their QSs and
IFQs. (The Council also directs the implementation teams to develop and recommend
appropriate penalties and strictures to the Secretary of Commerce.)

QS are a harvest privilege, and good indefinitely. However, they constitute a use privilege
which may be modified or revoked by the Council and the Secretary at any time without
compensation.

Discard of sablefish is prohibited by persons holding sablefish IFQs and those fishing under
the sablefish community development quota (CDQ) program.

Discard of legal sized halibut is prohibited by persons holding halibut IFQs and by those
fishing under the halibut CDQ program. Persons holding freezer boat shares are exempt
from this halibut discard prohibition.

Any person retaining sablefish or halibut with commercial fixed gear must own or otherwise
control IFQs unless the fish are taken as part of a CDQ program. (The intent of the Council
is to prohibit open access fixed gear fisheries for sablefish and halibut, and to require that
persons in fixed gear fisheries who retain sablefish and/or halibut as bycatch must own or control
IFQs for those species.)

In order for the continued prosecution of non-IFQs fixed gear fisheries, the Council
recommends the suspension of the halibut fixed gear Prohibited Species Catch limit for the
first two years of the IFQ program.

Pacific cod and rockfish harvested incidentally during the operation of a QS/IFQ fishery shall
be termed bycatch species for the purpose of this program. Other species may be included
by NMFS by regulatory amendment if it can be shown that the species is unlikely to survive
if discarded and if it can be shown that such retention is beneficial to the nation. Any species
identified as a bycatch species that is taken during the operation of a QS/IFQ fishery shall be
retained and landed unless designated a prohibited species.

Persons holding IFQs may utilize those privileges at any time during designated seasons.
Retention of fixed-gear caught sablefish or any halibut is prohibited during closed seasons.
Seasons will be identified by the Council and the IPHC on an annual basis. (The IPHC and
IFQ implementation teams have recommended initially that the season for IFQ sablefish and
halibut should open on March 1 and close on November 30.)

The Western Alaska Community Development Quota Program is established to provide
fishermen who reside in western Alaska communities a fair and reasonable opportunity to
participate in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands sablefish and halibut fisheries, to expand their
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participation in salmon, herring, and other nearshore fisheries, and to help alleviate the
growing social economic crisis within these communities.

The NMFS Regional Director shall hold the designated percentage of the annual fixed gear
TAC of sablefish and halibut for each management area in the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands for the western Alaska community development quota program. These amounts shall
be released to eligible Alaska communities who submit a plan, approved by the Governor of
Alaska, for its wise and appropriate use.

The designated percentages are as follows:

a. 20% of each fixed gear sablefish TAC in the BS/AL,
b. 100% of the area 4E halibut quota,

¢. 50% of the area 4C halibut quota

d. 20% of the area 4B halibut quota, and

e. 30% of the area 4D halibut quota.

This is a very brief summary of the CDQ program which is more fully described in
Appendix B.

44, The persons who would receive reduced IFQs due to the CDQ programs, will be partially
compensated with increased IFQs for other areas. The mechanism for doing this is intended
to proportionately share the cost of the CDQ program among all of the initial QS recipients.

45. Two ad hoc working groups have been established. One group includes representatives from
fixed gear vessel owners, crew members and processors who would likely be affected by the
Council’s action on IFQs. The second group is composed of administration, data
management, enforcement, and legal professionals. The groups developed a detailed
implementation plan covering all aspects of the carrying out the Council's preferred
alternative for a fixed gear IFQ management program (for sablefish and halibut). The
implementation groups are also authorized to continue their work to implement the Council's
QS/AFQ program.

1.3 Alternatives considered and rejected

When the Council began consideration of iimited 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 had
previously gone on record stating that continued open access, in its current form, was unacceptable.

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
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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 aliotments 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 analysis documents. 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.

1.4 Arrangement of this Document

The remainder of this document will anaiyze the Council’s specific Preferred Alternative, from
December of 1991, for IFQ management of the sablefish and halibut fixed gear fisheries off Alaska.

Chapter 2 compares the current open access form of management to the Council’s recommended IFQ
program. This is first presented in the form of a general comparison of open access and IFQs. This
general comparison references the New Zealand and Canadian quota programs where relevant. A
comparative overview of the New Zealand ITQ program is also provided as Appendix C. A
subsequent section of Chapter 2 delves into the specific provisions of the Preferred Alternative for
IFQs adopted by the Council. This includes a detailed breakdown of the distribution of quota shares
which will result in the initial allocation process. The implications of the additional provisions
adopted by the Council are also discussed. These provisions are detailed in Section 1.2.2 of this
document and include vessel class category restrictions, transferability restrictions, ownership
restrictions/caps, community development quotas, and discard and bycatch provisions.

Chapter 3 contains information intended to provide the reviewer with a better understanding of the
potential impacts of this program on the socioeconomic environment in affected coastal communities.
This includes: (1) comparisons of historical participation in the halibut and sablefish fisheries by
region with the proposed distribution of QSs and IFQs, (2) a discussion of the elements of the
proposed IFQ program that are intended to limit the structural changes that will occur and (3) an
examination of the relative importance to coastai communities of halibut and sablefish fisheries when
compared with other fisheries.

Chapter 4 contains a discussion of the possible effects of the recommended IFQ program on other
fisheries. These include non-IFQ fisheries, fisheries conducted in adjacently managed waters, and
recreational fisheries.

Chapter 5 contains a revised summary of the Implementation Plan envisioned for the IFQ program.
This is the document originally prepared by the Council appointed Implementation Team which
included representatives from various segments of the industry. That document has been condensed
for inclusion in this supplemental analysis. Information is contained in this document which outlines
the logistics involved in implementing the IFQ program from the initial allocation of quota shares to
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enforcement of the provisions of the program and monitoring of the quotas. Estimates of the costs
of the program are also contained in this chapter.

Chapter 6 contains a revised Regulatory Impact Review summary. Discussion in this chapter includes
benefits from the sablefish and halibut resources, impacts on consumers, redistributions of costs and
benefits, and consistency of the proposed action with Executive Order 12291 which requires a
determination of whether a proposed action constitutes a 'major’ action; i.e., whether it results in a
net change in effects amounting to $100 million or more. Much of the information in this chapter
summarizes information from Chapters 2 through 5.

Chapter 7 discusses consistency of the proposed actions with provisions of the Magnuson Act and
other applicable law. These considerations have been addressed in previous analysis documents, but
are included here to specifically address the Preferred Alternative approved by the Council for a
combined sablefish/halibut IFQ program.
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2.0 ANALYSIS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Two alternatives are being addressed in this document. Alternative 1, continued open access has
been rejected in favor of Alternative 2, an IFQ program for the sablefish and halibut fixed gear
fisheries. Unless the Council rescinds its recommendation, the IFQ alternative will be forwarded to
the Secretary of Commerce for consideration.

2.1 Open_Access Fisheries

The problems that have been identified for Alternative 1 (status quo) are outlined below.

1. The fixed gear halibut and sablefish fisheries would remain open access fisheries and the race
for fish would continue to be used to allocate area-specific commercial fishing quotas among
individual fishermen.

2. This method of allocating the quotas tends to:

a.

b.

d.

€.

increase fishing, processing, and marketing costs without increasing catch;

decrease product quality, sablefish and halibut prices, and the availability of fresh
halibut;

increase conflicts among halibut fishermen, sablefish fishermen, or other interest
groups;

adversely affect halibut and sablefish stocks; and

result in an unintended distribution of benefits and costs.

The Council has identified ten components of this allocation problem, they are:

1.

2.

10.

ADDEIFQ.C2

allocation conflicts;

gear conflicts;

fishing mortality due to lost gear;

bycatch loss of halibut in other fisheries, and sablefish, to some degree;

discard mortality for halibut and other retainable species in the halibut and sablefish
fisheries; —

excess harvesting capacity;
product wholesomeness as reflected in halibut and sablefish prices;
safety;

economic stability in the fixed gear halibut and sablefish fisheries and communities;
and

rural coastal community development of a small boat fishery.
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The topics of Section 2.2 are the expected effects of adopting an IFQ program. The effects include
the ability of an IFQ program to solve the problems identified for the status quo. The merits of
specific elements of the Council’s Preferred Alternative are discussed in Section 2.3.

22 Effects of an IFQ Program

The various types of effects of adopting an IFQ program are discussed in Sections 2.2.1 through
2.2.31. The information contained in these sections is the basis for much of the benefit cost analysis
summary presented in Chapter 6.

Some of the effects can be quantified more readily than others. Estimates of the former are
calculated as the difference between estimates for the 1990 halibut fishery (1989 sablefish fishery)
as it actually occurred and estimates of what would have occurred had an IFQ program been in place
in 1990 (1989). All elsc being equal, there are two reasons why this will tend to overstate the annual
effects of an IFQ program for each of the first few years. First, because the halibut stock appears
to be in the decreasing phase of a normal cycle of abundance, quotas are expected to continue to
decrease for the next few years after a one-year upward adjustment for 1992. Sablefish stocks have
declined in recent years, but appear to be in a stable pattern now. Second, full adjustments to an
IFQ program will not occur for several years.

An TFQ program will affect fishing activity and costs by providing each fishing operation with
substantially more flexibility in determining its fishing strategies and by providing a mechanism that
tends to redistribute effort and catch to more profitable fishing operations. Fishing cost models were
used to estimate many of the effects of an IFQ program.

Although the sablefish model is for all of the Council’s management areas, the halibut model was
limited to four IPHC areas, they are areas 2C (Southeast Alaska) 3A and 3B (Central Alaska) and
4A (Eastern Aleutians). Areas 4B through 4E (the remainder of the Aleutians and the Bering Sea)
were eliminated as their present seasons are unrepresentative of the fishery as a whole. Also
eliminated as unrepresentative were vessels landing less than 500 pounds of halibut during 1990. The
halibut cost model for 1990 included 3,796 vessels (68% of all vessels landing halibut) which harvested
49 million pounds of halibut {93% of the total landings). Excluding the unrepresentative areas and
vessels from the cost model is expected to result in estimates that tend to understate slightly the
effects of an IFQ program.

The halibut model was used to generate three sets of estimates. They are for: (1) the actual 1990
fishery; (2) the 1990 fishery with partial adjustment to an IFQ program; and (3) the 1990 fishery with
full adjustment to an IFQ program. The differences between the first and second sets of estimates
are used as estimates of the effects of the increased flexibility in fishing strategies provided by an IFQ
program. The differences between the first and third are used as estimates of the combined effects
of the increased flexibility in fishing strategies provided by an IFQ program and the redistribution of
effort and catch to more profitable operations as the result of an IFQ program. Finally, the
differences between the second and third are used as estimates of the effects of the redistribution of
effort and catch to more profitable operations. Although the sablefish model did not generate the
same set of estimates for 1989, the sablefish estimates can be used to make the same types of
comparisons.

Tables 2.1 and 2.2 summarize the models’ estimates for the halibut and sablefish fisheries,
respectively. These tables are referred to throughout this chapter. The specifics of the halibut and
sablefish cost models, including the assumptions and parameter values they use, were described in
previous reports. Therefore, only a few comments concerning the models are repeated below.
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Fixed cost was estimated on the basis of a fixed number of operational days per year and was
apportioned to fishing operations based on the pumber of fishing and non fishing days associated with
halibut or sablefish trips. For example, if the annual fixed cost for a vessel is $100,000, if that type
of vessel is assumed to have 200 operating days per year, and if that vessel had 5 halibut trips per
year each consisting of 4 fishing days and 6 nonfishing days for a total of 50 halibut trip days, the
fixed costs associated with halibut is $25,000 ($100,000 x 50 days/200 days). As a result of this
method of apportioning fixed costs, total fixed costs for the halibut and sablefish fisheries are
dependent on the number of total trip days by vessel class but not the number of vessels. This will
tend to understate the saving in fixed costs that would occur with an IFQ program.

For Alternative 2, the estimates of the number of vessel and fishermen participating in the halibut
and sablefish fisheries are the minimum numbers required if each vessel and fisherman spends the
maximum fixed number of operational days per year in the halibut or sablefish fishery. Because it
is unlikely that all or even most of the halibut or sablefish landings will be made by full time halibut
or sablefish vessels and fishermen, the actual numbers of vessels and fishermen that would participate
in the fisheries with an IFQ program probably would be substantially greater.

The model does not capture all the expected effects of an IFQ program. Some of the other effects
are estimated independently and other types of effects are identified but not estimated.

22.1 Effects of an IFQ Program on Vessel Safety

An IFQ program is expected to increase vessel safety by reducing substantially the incentive
fishermen have to disregard factors that increase the risk of accidents. However, due to a lack of
reliable data and methodological problems, it is hard to provide quantitative estimates on the linkages
between vessel safety and other factors, such as management practices.

In their recently released book, Fishing Vessel Safety, Blueprint for a National Program, the National

Research Council noted that commercial fishing has one of the highest mortality rates of any
occupation and that safety has largely gone unregulated (p.142). While attributing a large portion
of the safety issues to the actual vessel (e.g. its structure, equipment, and crew), the authors did
consider fishery management practices to be one of three major external influences on vessel safety

(p-131).

They assert that the current fishery council structure has not been effective in resolving allocation
conflicts and that has "resulted in a highly competitive operating environment in which fishermen may
take unnecessary risks to maintain their livelihood.” (p.132). The extremely short and inflexibie
halibut and salmon openings off the West Coast and Alaska were specifically mentioned as examples
of where management practices had forced fishermen to work under "extremely adverse
environmental conditions or not at all.” (p.133). - Although the data is inconclusive about whether the
number of incidents for olympic-style fishing is significantly higher than might have occurred during
an extended season, the authors note numerous potential safety concerns with current management
of these fisheries. ' -

Safety issues can arise due to the opening dates being predetermined and with no allowance for bad
weather being made. They recommend the establishment of flexible season openings with the
provision of alternate dates if the weather forecast calls for marginal or adverse weather. Although
there is no data to test the effectiveness of the program, they cite the addition of just such a practice
in the Atlantic surf clam fishery as a responsible council action to safety concemns.
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Other safety issues that could stem from shortened seasons are fishermen moving into new fisheries
that are farther from home port then their vessel is safely designed for, no time for on-the-job
training of new and inexperienced crew, and increased congestion while entering and leaving port.

222 Effects of an TFQ Program on Product Quality, the Availability of Fresh Halibut, and

Exvessel Prices

There are several reasons why an IFQ program is expected to increase the exvessel and wholesale
prices of halibut and sablefish. First, it would provide the flexibility in scheduling landings that is
necessary for fishermen and processors: (1) to take advantage both of the latent year round market
for fresh halibut and the seasonal consumption patterns for sablefish and (2) to decrease storage time
and costs for the halibut and sablefish that are frozen. Second, it would increase the quality of
landed halibut and sablefish by decreasing the opportunity cost of the time required to assure that
the catch is quickly dressed and cared for. Third, it would eliminate the short intensive openings that
result in such large concentrations of landings that unloading and processing delays can decrease
product quality and prices. The benefits of increased product quality may become more important
if federal inspection of seafood products expands. Finally, the ability of processors to influence the
rate and timing of landings may decrease processing costs and increase exvessel prices.

In making his decision concerning when and how to fish, each fisherman would respond to market
incentives. The ability of processors to influence these incentives by offering season and quality
specific exvessel prices or other inducements means that the preferences of individual processors
would be considered by fishermen but would not necessarily dictate when and how fishermen would
fish for halibut. Because the decisions of fishermen would reflect the benefits of both fishermen and
processors of different uses of IFQs, both groups could benefit from the opportunities offered by
IFQs. For example, it may become mutually beneficial for a fisherman and processor to agree on
delivery schedules, quality control measures, and prices. Such agreements could decrease uncertainty,
decrease costs, and increase marketing opportunities.

Some processors may not want small deliveries throughout the year and would reflect this desire in
setting their prices or delivery contracts. Other processors might adjust their production schedules
to accommodate such deliveries. The change away from the present system would reduce overall
processing space needs. However, if a processor felt the most efficient use of manpower and space
was to continue to process large quantities of halibut and sablefish in a few short periods,
arrangements could be made with fishermen to match this landings pattern. Due to the strong
seasonality in consumption of sablefish in Japan, processors may prefer relatively short seasons but
later in the year.

Some have suggested that an IFQ program can decrease product quality by increasing trip lengths
and the average time between catch and landings. Such an effect could offset partially the factors
that would tend to increase product quality and prices. However, because an IFQ program would
give fishermen and processors control over trip length and other factors that determine product
quality and because it would decrease the cost of increasing quality, the net effect is expected to be
an increase in quality.

There is naturally uncertainty concerning how much an IFQ program will increase prices. In the
benefit cost analysis of the Canadian individual vessel quota (IVQ) program, a $0.50 per pound
increase in the wholesale price was said to be a conservative estimate and the effects of a price
increase of $0.50 to $1.00 were estimated. Two other estimates of the potential halibut price increase
are developed below.
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The difference between exvessel prices in the Alaskan and Canadian halibut fisheries in May of 1991
can be used to estimate the potential effect of an IFQ program on exvessel prices. The Canadian
fishery opened May 1, 1991 as an IVQ fishery. Most Canadian fisherman stopped fishing during the
first one-day halibut openings in Alaska on May 7 and did not resume fishing until late in May when
fresh halibut was no longer available from Alaska. Preliminary information indicates that exvessel
prices ranged from $3.25 to $3.50 and from $3.50 to $3.75 in Canadian Dollars, respectively, for the
first and second sets of Canadian landings and averaged about $2.05 for the first Alaska opening.
Using an exchange rate of $1.15 Canadian dollars per US dollar, the Canadian price range was $2.83
to $3.26. This overstates the difference in prices due to the Canadian IVQ program because prices
are typically higher for the Canadian fishery. In 1990, the average exvessel prices in US Dollars were
$1.78 and $2.24 for the Alaskan and Canadian halibut fisheries. If the 1991 Alaska price is adjusted
upward using the 1990 price differential of 25.8%, the Canadian price would be expected to be $2.58.
This suggests that the price premium that the Canadian IVQ program produced was from §0.25 to
$0.68 per pound. Additional efforts to develop markets for fresh halibut could increase the price
premium that the Canadians will be able to obtain. However, if an IFQ program increases
substantially the amount of fresh high quality halibut available from Alaska throughout the year, the
effects of market development could be more than offset by the increase in the supply of higher
quality and fresh halibut and the price premium could decrease from its current level. Therefore, an
IFQ program may increase the exvessel price by less than $0.68.

An alternative estimate of the potential price increase that would result with an IFQ program can
be generated on the basis of the reduction in processing and cold storage holding costs that would
result if halibut landings were coordinated more closely with halibut consumption during the year.
The variable cost of freezing halibut is about $0.10 per pound. The handling and storage costs are
about $0.07 to store a pound of halibut for six months. If the wholesale price of halibut is $3 and
the interest rate is 10%, the interest cost of holding a pound of halibut for six months is $0.15.
Therefore, the total cost of freezing halibut and holding it an average of six months is $0.32 per
pound. If 75% of landings currently are frozen, and if an IFQ program would result in only 50%
being frozen, the cost savings in 1990 would have been $4.2 million ($0.32 per Ib x 25% of 52.6
million lbs). This $0.32 savings per pound for 25% of the halibut catch is comparable to a $0.08
savings for each pound of catch. Because this savings would be shared by fishermen to final
consumers, it is not known how much of it would be reflected in increased exvessel prices. If they
were expected to increase by half of this amount, $0.04 per pound would be a lower bound estimate
of the exvessel price increase of an IFQ program because it would exclude any increase due do the
higher product quality associated with fresh halibut and the higher quality frozen product that would
tend to result with IFQs.

The price increase for sablefish is expected to be less than that for halibut because the potential
benefits from the fresh fish market are probably less for sablefish and because the sablefish fishery
currently is not as intensive as the halibut fishery. The conclusion presented in the previous Council
analyses suggest that a 5% increase in price could be expected. In 1991, this would have been a $0.05
per pound round weight increase in the exvessel price or about a $2.8 million increase in exvessel
value.,

In summary, it is estimated that an IFQ program would increase halibut exvessel prices by $0.04 to
$0.68 per pound. Given the 1990 halibut landings of 52.6 million pounds, the resulting increase in
the exvessel value of the fishery would have been from $2.1 million to $35.8 million. The comparable
increase for sablefish is about $2.7 million. The new supply of halibut from the EEZ off Russia is
expected to increase the price premium for fresh halibut. With the IFQ program, Alaska fishermen
will be able to differentiate their product because the halibut from the Russian EEZ wili likely be
frozen.
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223 Effects of an ITFQ Program on Consumers

Because the increases in prices principally will be due to increases in product quality, including the
year-round availability of fresh halibut, the higher exvessel prices reflect the ability of fishermen to
capture some of the benefits that an IFQ program would provide to processors and consumers. They
do not imply that an IFQ program would impose costs on consumers. The combination of increased
product quality and increased average prices and the interactions between the markets for fresh and
frozen halibut makes it difficult to estimate the net effects of an IFQ program on consumers as a
whole. However, consumers as a whole would benefit from the increased quality and quantity of
halibut that would result from an IFQ program except in the unlikely event that all the benefits of
increased quality and quantity are captured by fishermen, processors, and those who market halibut.

The effects of the sablefish IFQ program are expected to be less on domestic consumers because
much of the product is exported. Domestic consumers will benefit if the sablefish IFQ program
increases domestic sales. The ability to provide product throughout much of the year may be an
important factor in increasing domestic sales.

The net effect on consumers will be widely dispersed and minimal for most consumers because there
are many substitutes for both halibut and sablefish and because halibut and sablefish are a small part
of the typical family’s food budget.

2.2.4 Effects of an IFQ Program on Processing and Marketing Costs

An IFQ program is expected to decrease processing and marketing costs in two ways. First, it
provides greater flexibility for processors to select delivery schedules that reduce processing costs.
Second, as mentioned above, it will reduce freezing and cold storage costs. It was estimated that the
latter savings would be about $0.32 for each pound of halibut that is sold fresh rather than being
frozen and held for an average of six months before being consumed. This cost saving could have
exceed $4.2 million in 1990. No attempt has been made to quantify the former cost saving. The
savings for sablefish by decreasing cold storage costs would be substantially less but could amount to
more than $2 million. Because these savings are captured partially by the increase in exvessel prices,
adding the price increase and cost saving effects would result in double counting.

2.2.5 Effects of an IFQ Program on Gear Losses and Costs

There are principally two types of costs associated with gear losses in the halibut and sablefish
fisheries. They are: (1) the costs of replacing the lost gear and (2) the harvest foregone due to the
fishing mortality caused by the lost gear. There are several reasons why an IFQ program is expected
to decrease gear losses and the associated costs. First, it would reduce the amount of gear that is on
the grounds at any one time and, therefore, reduce the amount of gear that becomes tangled.
Second, it would increase the willingness of fishermen to take more time to avoid tangling pear and
to retrieve lost or tangled gear. It would do so by decreasing the opportunity cost of the time
required either to set gear so that it is less likely to become tangled or to retrieve it. Third, it would
eliminate the current gear losses that occur because fishermen set more gear than they can retrieve
before the end of the brief halibut openings. Finally, it would allow fishermen to fish at a pace and
in areas, time periods, and weather conditions that decrease gear losses.

The IPHC estimated that 1,860 skates were lost during 1990 and that this lost gear killed almost 2
million pounds of halibut (Tables 2.3 and 2.4). It is estimated that an IFQ program would have
reduced the cost of lost gear replacement by $2.0 million or $2.4 million, respectively, with partial or
full adjustment to IFQs in 1990 (Table 2.1). The exvessel value of 2 million Ibs of foregone halibut
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catch net of harvesting costs would be from $2.4 million to $4.0 million. If an IFQ program would
have decreased the foregone catch by 50%, there would have been an additional saving of $1.2
million to $2.0 million for a total saving of $3.2 million to $4.4 million due to reduced gear losses.

Comparable estimates were not developed for the sablefish fishery. However, because the sablefish
fishery currently is less intensive than the halibut fishery, the gear loss cost probably are substantially
lower. The change in the cost of replacing gear, but not the cost associated with ghost fishing, is
included in the estimate for Section 2.2.10.

226 Effects of an JFO Program on Gear Conflicts with Other Fisheries

Although an [FQ program will tend to decrease gear conflicts within the halibut or sablefish fishery,
it may increase gear conflicts between halibut or sablefish fishermen and other fishermen by
increasing the areas and length of periods in which such conflicts can occur. For example, it is less
costly for trawlers to avoid the halibut grounds during the brief halibut openings than to avoid these
areas most of the year. Similarly, the areas and times with a high risk of gear conflicts are easier to
identify and avoid with the current intensive halibut fishing periods than with an IFQ program. No
attempt has been made to estimate the magnitude of this effect.

227 Effects of an IFQ Program on Other Gear Costs

Another gear cost that would be reduced by an IFQ program is the cost of redundant gear. With
IFQs, the opportunity cost of the time required to repair gear or return to port to replace lost or
damaged gear would be much less than it currently is with the very brief intensive halibut openings.
Therefore, vessels tend to carry more backup gear than they would with an IFQ program. This
redundant gear not only includes longline gear, but also includes electronic fishing, navigation, and
communications gear. In the benefit cost analysis of the Canadian individual vessel quota (IVQ)
program for halibut, it was estimated that the annual saving due to a reduction in redundant gear
would be about $1.3 million. If this estimate is used for the Alaska halibut fishery but expanded by
a factor that reflects the greater landings in the Alaska fishery, adjusted using the exchange rate, and
then decreased by 50% to adjust for the redundancy that may be reasonable even when fishing in an
IFQ fishery off Alaska, the resulting estimated cost savings for the Alaska fishery would be $3.0
million. As with the other types of IFQ generated reductions in gear costs, the savings are expected
to be substantially less for the sablefish fishery. An estimate of the expected savings is included in
the sablefish fishery estimate for Section 2.2.10.

The redundant gear savings would be increased to the extent that the IFQ program would decrease
the number of halibut vessels and, therefore, decrease the amount of gear that is purchased
specifically for the halibut and sablefish fisheries. No attempt has been made to estimate this
additional saving, '

2.2.8 Effects of an TFQ Program on Bait Costs

There are two reasons why bait costs will be lower with an IFQ program. First, less bait will be
required because fewer hooks will be fished. Second, the cost per unit of bait will be lower either
because a lower quality of bait will be used or because the halibut and sablefish fishermen will catch
their own bait. The second is explained by the decrease in the incentive to maximize the rate of
harvest with an IFQ program. In the benefit cost analysis of the Canadian IVQ program, it was
estimated that the saving on bait cost would be about $0.7 million. If this estimate is inflated to
account for the larger catch in the Alaska fishery and adjusted using the current exchange rate, it
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increases to about $3.0 million. The cost model generated an estimated bait saving of $1 million. An
estimate of the expected savings for the sablefish fishery is included in the estimate for Section 2.2.10.

229 Effects of an IFQ Program on Foregone Opportunities in QOther Fisheries or Elsewhere

Due to the very brief halibut and relatively short sablefish openings in most areas, almost all of the
vessels and fishermen in the halibut or sablefish fishery also participate in other fisheries (see Chapter
" 4 for tables and text that summarize cross participation by vessel owners). Therefore, one of the
costs of participating in the halibut or sablefish fishery is the foregone opportunity to participate in
another fishery or other activities during a halibut or sablefish opening. The optimal time for a
fisherman to participate in either of these two fisheries, in terms of this opportunity cost, tends to
vary by fisherman depending on the seasonality of the other fisheries and other activities in which he
would participate. Therefore, without having the choice of when to fish for halibut or sablefish, some
fishermen will have to forego more income from other fisheries or activities than if they could choose
when to fish for halibut or sablefish.

An IFQ program would decrease the opportunity cost of participating in either fishery by providing
fishermen with substantial flexibility concerning when to fish for halibut or sablefish. No attempt has
been made to quantify this benefit.

2.2.10 Effects of an IFQ Program on Harvesting Costs due to Increased Flexibility

As noted above, the halibut cost model provides estimates of some of the effects of the increased
flexibility in selecting fishing strategies. These are referred to as the effects of partial adjustment to
an IFQ program. The model’s estimates of the gear replacement and bait cost savings were discussed
above. Additional cost savings due to increased flexibility are as follows in millions: (1) $1.8 to $2.5
for food; (2) $3.1 to $4.0 for fuel; (3) $20.0 to $28.0 for the opportunity cost of labor; and (4) $9.2
to $11.7 for fixed costs (Table 2.1). These additional savings total $34.1 to $46.2 million.

An important part of the change in fishing strategy that would occur with halibut IFQs is an increase
in the number of fishing days per vessel day. With the current one-day halibut openings, it is
assumed that a trip consists of three preparation days before the opening, one fishing day, and three
days to return to port, unload halibut, remove the halibut gear, and recover from the frantic one day
of fishing. With IFQs, a trip may include up to seven fishing days with three days at each end of the
trip. This change from one fishing day out of seven operating days to up to seven fishing days out
of 13 operating days decreases fishing costs and the numbers of vessel days and fisherman days
required to harvest the quota. Such a change probably will be accompanied by decrease both in catch
per fishing day and in the number of fishing vessels in each size class. The model estimates the
effects of IFQs for both 25% and 50% reductions in catch per fishing day.

Most of the vessels in the halibut or sablefish fishery participate in other fisheries; therefore, fixed
costs have to be apportioned among the halibut or sablefish fishery and other fisheries. As noted in
Section 2.2, due to the method used in the model to allocate fixed costs , total fixed harvesting cost
is determined by the numbers of fishing days and total operating days for each class of vessels in each
area. It is not determined by the number of vessels. Therefore, the model may under-estimate the
cost saving that would occur due to the decrease in the number of vessels with an IFQ program.

The sablefish cost model estimates that can be used to calculate comparable savings indicate that the

cost savings from the increased operational flexibility with IFQs would have been about $1.8 million
in 1989.
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2.2.11 Effects of an IFQ Program on Harvesting Actjvity due to Increased Flexibility

As noted in the previous section, the increased flexibility provided by an IFQ program (i.e., partial
adjustment to an IFQ program) will increase the number of fishing days per operating day and,
therefore, decrease the total number of operating days required to harvest a quota even assuming that
halibut catch per fishing day decreases by 25% to 50% due to the changes in fishing strategies.
Within the range of the number of vessels that are consistent with the characteristics of the fishing
trips that are expected to occur for each vessel class and area, the number of vessel and fishermen
is indeterminate.

The halibut cost model estimates of the total number of vessel operating days and the total number
of fisherman days are 27,769 to 37,135 and 109,147 to 144,948, respectively, with partial adjustment
to an IFQ program compared to 68,138 vessel operating days and 265,328 fisherman days without an
IFQ program (Table 2.1). If each vessel is fully employed in the halibut fishery, there would be 147
to 192 halibut vessels and 584 to 756 halibut fishermen. However, if on average, each vessel spends
only 50 days per year in the halibut fishery, there would be 588 to 768 halibut vessels and 2,336 to
3,072 halibut fishermen. These are in comparison to estimates of 3,769 vessels and 14,721 fishermen
without an IFQ program.

The sablefish model estimates do not inciude comparable estimates. However, it does provide
estimates for the combined effects of the more operational flexibility and a redistribution of catch to
more efficient vessels (see Section 2.2.13).

2.2.12 Effects of an IFQ Program on Harvesting Costs due to a Redistribution of Effort and Catch
to More Profitable Fishing Operations

An IFQ program will decrease harvesting costs by providing each fishing operation with substantially
more flexibility in determining how and when to harvest halibut. An IFQ program will also decrease
harvesting costs by redistribution fishing effort from high to low cost fishing operations. For the
halibut fishery, it has been estimated that this redistribution would have reduced total harvesting cost
in 1990, by approximately $9.8 to $12.7 million in total (Table 2.1). This is about $0.20 to $ 0.26 per
pound of halibut. Combined with the cost saving due to increased flexibility, the model’s estimate
of the total harvesting cost saving with an IFQ program is $45.8 to $52.8 million, excluding the bait
and gear loss savings included elsewhere.

For the sablefish fishery, it has been estimated that this redistribution would have reduced total
harvesting cost in 1989, by approximately $4.9. (Table 2.2).

2.2.13 Effects of an IFQ Program on Harvesting Activity due to a Redistribution of Effort and
Catch to More Profitable Fishing Operations

With one exception, the halibut cost model estimates that the 61-90 foot vessel class is the lowest cost
vessel class in each area. The exception is that in Area 2C, with a 50% reduction in catch per fishing
day, the 36-60 foot vessel class has the lowest cost per pound of halibut landings.

With the redistribution of all effort and catch to the low cost vessel class in each area, it is estimated
that there would have been 13,961 to 18,468 halibut fishing vessel operating days and 72,842 to
96,977 fisherman days compared to 27,769 to 37,135 vessel days and 109,147 to 144,948 fisherman
days with the partial adjustment to an IFQ program or compared to 68,138 vessel days and 265,328
fisherman days without an IFQ program.
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As noted above, a range of numbers of vessels or fishermen could be associated with these estimates
of vessel and fisherman days. If each vessel is fully employed in the halibut fishery, there would be
72 to 94 halibut vessels and 376 to 494 halibut fishermen. However, if on average, each vessel spends
only 50 days per year in the halibut fishery instead of 200 days, there would be 288 to 376 halibut
vessels and 1,504 to 1,976 halibut fishermen. These are in comparison to estimates of 3,796 vessels
and 14,721 fishermen without an IFQ program. The redistribution of catch and effort to the most
profitable vessel class for each area reduces the required numbers of vessel and fisherman days
because landings per vessel day or fisherman day are higher for the most profitable vessel class than
for most other vessel classes.

The sablefish model estimated that, at the extreme, an IFQ program in 1989 would have: (1) reduced
the number of sablefish vessels from 580 to 47; (2) reduced the number of sablefish fishermen from
2,925 to 256; (3) decreased the number of fishermen days from 83,251 to 58,252; and (4) increased
fishermen income per day from $213 to $315. As noted above, these estimated reductions in vessels
and fishermen are based on the assumption that the vessels and fishermen in the sablefish fishery will
be fully employed in that fishery. Therefore, they greatly overstate the actual reductions that will
occur with an IFQ program if the sablefish fishery remains one of several fisheries in which most
sablefish vessels and fishermen participate. The estimated percentage reduction in fishermen days
may provide a better estimate of the expected reduction in fisherman employment.

There are two reasons why the model may under estimate the effect of an IFQ program on
employment opportunities in the halibut fishery. First, no adjustment is made in the number of crew
members for a vessel class. Currently, there may be additional crewmen, who are only justified by
the need to fish more rapidly. Second, a larger percentage of the halibut quota will be taken as
bycatch in other hook and line fisheries. The former would result in a decrease in harvesting cost
that is not captured by the cost model and, therefore, not included in the cost savings listed above.
An estimate of the latter saving is presented in Section 2.2.21.

Each year the halibut fishery provides very brief employment opportunities for a large number of
fishing vessels and a larger number of fishermen. It provides longer employment opportunities for
a very small number of vessels and fishermen. With an IFQ program, the halibut and sablefish
fisheries will tend to provide longer employment opportunities but for fewer vessels and fishermen.

Some have suggested that TFQs would also reduce employment opportunities by increasing the use
of automated gear. It is not clear that this would occur. With IFQs there would be a much lower
premium on gear handling speed and a higher premium on product quality. These changes would
tend to decrease the advantages of automated gear and increase labor intensive activities, such as
bleeding, heading and gutting, and icing.

This change will obviously benefit some and impose costs on others. The magnitude of the cost will
on average be relatively small due to the large number of fishermen and vessel owners who receive
a small part of their annual income from the halibut fishery. It is difficult to determine whether the
cost of eliminating a brief employment opportunity for a large number of people is offset by the
benefit of providing a smaller number of people a longer employment opportunity. The same holds
true for the sablefish fishery, except that, for most vessels and fishermen, the current employment
opportunity is much shorter in the halibut fishery.

In considering the employment effects of an IFQ program, it should be remembered, that many

fishermen take a break from other fishing or non-fishing activities to participate in the halibut fishery.
Therefore, their alternative to participation in the halibut fishery is not unemployment. For others,
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the alternative is a short period of unemployment. This is also true for the sablefish fishery, but to
a lesser extent because typically the sablefish seasons are much longer than the halibut seasons.

There will be a transition cost for those whose immediate alternative is unemployment. That cost
will be high for an individual who had been heavily dependent on the halibut or sablefish fishery
employment opportunity and as a result would have to move or change substantially the way he
supports himself and his family.

Ir addition to providing longer periods of employment for the fishermen who remain in the halibut
fishery, an IFQ program will increase their daily earnings. There are two reasons for this. One is
the previously mentioned increase in fishing days per total operating days and the resulting increase
in landings per operating day. The other is the increase in the exvessel value of landings. The value
of landings will increase due to increases both in exvessel prices and in the percentages of halibut,
sablefish, and other species removals that are landed.

Over time, as crewshare agreements are changed to reflect the cost of obtaining IFQs or the
opportunity cost of using them, some of the benefits that an IFQ program will provide initially to
fishermen will be captured by those who own the IFQs. This adjustment could occur very rapidly.

2.2.14 Effects of an IFQ Program on the Bargaining Strengths of Fishermen, Vessel Owners, and

Processors

An IFQ program will increase the relative bargaining strength of whomever controls the IFQs. This
is because the IFQs will be a required input for landing halibut. If IFQs are freely transferable, a
fisherman, vessel owner, or processor could increase his bargaining strength by obtaining an IFQ.
The fact that anyone could do this decreases the gain in bargaining strength that an IFQ will provide
to any one group. ]

The initial distribution of quota shares will have an effect on the ability of individuals to obtain IFQs.
Those who are given QSs are made wealthier and more able to control IFQs. Therefore, an IFQ
program will increase the wealth and bargaining strength of the initial recipients of the QSs.

2.2.15 Effects of an IFQ Program on the Geographic Distribution of Halibut Landings

By increasing the flexibility fishermen will have in determining fishing and landing strategies, an IFQ
program can change the geographical distribution of landings. The transferability of IFQs will tend
to assure that the distribution of landings reflects most benefits and costs; however, it is difficult to
predict what the distribution of landings will be. Some of the effects of an IFQ program will increase
the competitiveness of ports close to the halibut grounds but other effects will decrease their
competitiveness. It is not known which will prevail. The ports that have relied heavily on tenders
for an advantage in obtaining landings or ports that are competitive principally due to the
concentrations of landings after each brief opening will tend to be less competitive with an IFQ
program. It is possible that the change in competitiveness will eliminate some ports as halibut and
sablefish landing sites. If halibut and sablefish landings were sufficiently important to a processor or
community at such a port, they could assure continued landings by obtaining IFQs or delivery
contracts with those who have IFQs.

The historical dependence of specific communities and regions on the halibut and sablefish fisheries

and the potential changes as a result of the proposed IFQ program are discussed more fully in
Chapter 3.
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2.2.16 (s} on_the Stability and Use of a Community’s Residential Labor

An IFQ program would provide greater flexibility in making use of a community’s residential labor
force. Landings and processing could be scheduled to make the best use of the residential labor force
and decrease the use of transient labor. However, it is not known to what extent an IFQ program
would change the use of resident and transient labor forces.

2.2.17 Effects of an IFQ Program on the Ability of Additional Communities to Participate in the
Halibut and Sablefish Fisheries

Some rural communities adjacent to the halibut and sablefish resources are not yet participating in
these fisheries. The residents of these communities typically lack the expertise and financial backing
necessary to invest in large fishing vessels and they also may lack convenient access to processing
facilities. The shorter the season the more difficult it is for these communities to attract processors
or interest existing processors in the landings. Without local processors, local fishermen are unable
to use their smaller fishing vessels for halibut or sablefish fishing. Three possible examples of
communities such as this, in regards to the halibut fishery, are Atka, St. George, and St. Paul, all in
the BS/AI area. These communities have shown interest in longline fisheries and two are expanding
harbor facilities. However, they have not participated fully in the halibut or sablefish fishery yet.

Rural coastal community involvement in the halibut fishery, with relatively few exceptions, is not
perceived to be a problem at this time. Most of the communities whose residents do not participate
are likely to be in areas where the halibut grounds are offshore and out of range of their traditional
vessels. These areas are also those with longer seasons so that these residents could have participated
in the past if they had been prepared. While they might become interested in the future, the
increases in effort from larger vessels is expected to shorten seasons, thereby decreasing the
opportunities for new involvement by these communities.

It is important to note that there are many rural Alaska coastal communities that rely heavily on
halibut for subsistence purposes. These communities also rely, to some extent, on halibut for income
in a commercial sense.

2.2.18 Effects of an IFQ Program on the Economic Stability of the Halibut or Sablefish Fishery and
Fishing Communities

On a year to year basis, industry members have no firm idea of whether or not they will be able to
secure sufficient product. This is the case in terms of both short and long-term planning. In areas
with only a few very short openings, if a vessel breaks down, a fisherman might miss all or a
substantial portion of the season. Likewise, increased fishing effort does not allow processors to plan
for consistent or orderly processing. The short-term discontinuities make planning difficult. Long-
term plans can be made but, unlike some other industries, participants are not guaranteed access to
halibut or sablefish. Several towns in southeast Alaska, especially Petersburg, traditionally had
longline fleets. These fleets now are partially diversified into other fisheries as a resuit of short
halibut and sablefish seasons. Likewise, with an increase in the number of vessels and stable or
decreasing stocks, fishermen who had relied on halibut or sablefish have had to turn to other fisheries
in order to maintain their income. In some instances, increased effort or decreased stocks will cause
fishermen to leave the fishery or the occupation. As fishermen switch fisheries or occupations their
living standards may suffer. This is especially true in communities which offer few alternatives to
fishing. In these communities, especially along the Alaskan coast, communities could experience
reduced income and population.
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The data presented in Table 2.5 demonstrates the volatility of participation in the halibut and
sablefish fisheries. Of the 7,992 different vessel owners who participated in the halibut fishery
between 1984 and 1990, 38% did so for only one year while only 9% participated all seven years.
It is estimated that 1,443 vessel owners participated in the fixed gear sablefish fishery between 1985
and 1990. Of these, 45% participated in only one year and only 6% participated all six years.

The implementation of an IFQ program would result in significant changes in the halibut and
sablefish fisheries. Initially, these changes would increase uncertainty and decrease stability.
However, once the adjustments are made, IFQs would decrease uncertainty and increase the ability
of fishermen and processors to plan their participation in the halibut fishery. By reducing the level
of overcapitalization, an IFQ program will also tend to dampen the ﬂuctuatxons in income and
employment associated with changes in quotas and landings.

2.2.19 Effects of an IFQ Program on Other Fisheries
The effects on other fisheries of the proposed IFQ program is the topic of Chapter 4.

2.2.20 Effects of an IFQ Program on Groundfish Discards in the Halibut and Sablefish Fisheries

When there is a premium on the rate of harvest, the costs of taking the time to retain bycatch are
higher. As a result, the bycatch of rockfish and other groundfish that might otherwise be retained
is discarded in the current open access fishery. The mortality rate for the discarded rockfish is aimost
100%, but much lower for other species. An IFQ program is expected to decrease the premium on
the rate of harvest and to increase the amount of bycatch that is retained by halibut and sablefish
fishermen.

This wili provide two types of benefits. It will increase the exvessel value of total catch because more
will be retained. It will also results in iess uncertainty concerning total fishing mortality for the
species taken as bycatch in the halibut and sablefish fisheries.

Because rockfish typically have been discarded, it is not known what the rockfish bycatch rate has
been in the halibut fishery. If a bycatch rate of 10% is assumed, as was done for the Canadian
halibut fishery, approximately 7.0 million pounds of rockfish were taken in the Alaska halibut fishery
in 1990. Using the average 1990 exvessel price of rockfish of $0.24 ($/Ib round weight) for all gear
or $0.41 for longline gear, the potential exvessel value of the rockfish bycatch in the halibut fishery
was from $1.7 million to $2.9 million.

In 1991, data from the weekly processor reports indicate that, excluding halibut, about 15% of the
groundfish catch in the BS/AI longline sablefish fishery was discarded. Therefore, the potential
increase in the value of catch if discards had been eliminated completely would have been
substantially less than 15%. The benefit of increased retention in the sablefish fishery is expected
to be less than that in the halibut fishery because the latter is a much more intensive fishery.

No attempt has been made to quantify the benefits of increased information concerning total
groundfish mortality in the halibut and sablefish fisheries. However, due to the limited available
information concerning some of these bycatch species and due to concerns that some of these species
may be at very low levels of abundance, such information could be very valuable in terms of allowing
better fishery management decisions to be made.
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2.2.21 -Effects of an IFQ Program on Halibut (Sablefish) Discard Mortality in the Halibut (Sablefish)
Fishery

Halibut discards in the halibut fishery can occur due to the bycatch of sub-legal halibut or due to
highgrading. But because there is not a minimum size limit for sablefish, sablefish discards in the
sablefish fishery occur only due to highgrading. The effects of an IFQ program on both sources of
halibut and sablefish discard mortality are discussed in this section.

An IFQ program is expected to decrease the mortality of sublegal halibut taken as bycatch in the
halibut fishery. The IPHC estimated that over 1 million lbs of sublegal halibut were killed in the
Alaska halibut fishery in 1990 (Table 2.6). This estimate is based on an estimate of the bycatch of
sublegals and a discard mortality rate of 25%. An IFQ program would reduce the opportunity cost
of the time required either to decrease the discard mortality rate or to move to areas with lower
bycatch rates. If an IFQ program had reduced the amount of sublegal halibut killed by 25% to 50%,
and resulted in a 250,000 to 500,000 pound increase in retainable catch, the increase in exvesse] value
net of harvesting costs would be from $0.3 to $1 million without accounting for the growth potential
of the sublegal halibut.

With the current race for fish, the incentive for fishermen to highgrade halibut or sablefish, that is
to discard lower priced halibut or sablefish in favor of higher priced fish, is reduced significantly
because the opportunity cost of time is very high and because there is no assurance that the fishery
will not be closed before there is time to replace the discarded fish. With IFQs the opportunity cost
of time, in terms of foregone landings, would be much lower and the potential for the fishery to be
unexpectedly closed would be eliminated. Therefore, the incentive to highgrade will be greater with
IFQs.

The incentive to highgrade is determined by the relative prices of different sizes and qualities of fish
and the cost of replacing lower priced fish with higher priced ones. The latter is determined by cost
per unit of catch and the size/quality composition of the catch. The incentive increases with an
increase in the price premium for larger or higher quality fish, a decrease in cost per unit of landings,
and an increase in the proportion of catch comprised of larger or higher quality fish. Using size
composition, size-specific exvessel price, and cost data for the 1989 Gulf of Alaska longline fishery,
it was concluded that, typically, there would not have been an incentive to highgrade if IFQs had
been in place (Norris, 1990). For instance, if marginal operating costs were $0.10 per pound, vessel
profit would increase 6% if sablefish under 4 pounds (eastern dressed weight) were discarded, but
in so doing the number of fishing days would increase 70% (Norris, 1990). The fishermen would
have made more money, but would have had to work many more days to accomplish it; time that may
have been more productively spent on other activities. Norris estimated that at higher marginal
operating costs there would be much less (if any) economic incentives to highgrade. However, there
probably would be increased highgrading with IFQs because the determinants of the incentive to
highgrade can vary among vessels, seasons, areas, and years.

An IFQ program is expected to increase highgrading in the halibut fishery. In 1990, there were two
reasons why highgrading halibut by size was not common, except of course for sublegals. First, most
halibut openings were so short that there was no time to discard and replace small fish. Second,
there was no price premium for specific sizes of halibut. An IFQ program would have decreased the
opportunity cost of the time required to replace lower valued halibut; therefore, price differentials
based on freshness or other determinants of quality probably would bhave resulted in increased
highgrading with IFQs. With IFQs, the preference for smaller halibut in the fresh markets may
prevent the reoccurrence of a price premium for large fish. In the absence of a significant price
differential by size, the incentive to highgrade may not increase substantially.
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The preliminary indications for the Canadian sablefish IVQ program are that highgrading probably
has not been as much of a problem as some expected because, with the IVQs, fishermen are better
able to take advantage of fishing grounds with a larger proportion of large fish.

No attempt has been made to quantify the potential increase in highgrading that would occur with
an [FQ program.

2.2.22 Effects of an IFQ Program Associated with Halibut Bycatch in the Groundfish Fishery

An IFQ program for halibut will tend to have three types of benefits with respect to the bycatch of
halibut in other fisheries. First, it will tend to decrease the cost of harvesting the halibut quota and
decrease discard mortality in other fisheries that will be allowed to retain halibut and, perhaps, even
in other fisheries that cannot retain bycatch but that can use IFQs to cover their halibut bycatch.
Second, it can eliminate or reduce the costs of halibut prohibited species catch (PSC) limit induced
closures for some fisheries. Third, it will reduce the number of allocation issues that the Council has
to address. The first two are discussed in this section, the third is discussed in Section 2.2.26.

Currently, with one exception, halibut taken as bycatch in other fisheries must be discarded and in
some fisheries the discard mortality is estimated to be as high as 75%. The exception is that halibut
bycatch can be retained in other hook and line fisheries during the brief halibut openings, but only
by vessels that were not fishing with longline gear within 72 hours of the halibut opening. This
means, for example, that in the Gulf of Alaska, most of the halibut taken in the longline sablefish,
cod, and rockfish fisheries counts against the longline fishery halibut PSC limit, has to be discarded,
and may result in the closure of these fisheries before the sablefish and cod TACs are taken.

Reducing Halibut Harvesting Costs and Discards By allowing IFQs to be used in halibut and other
hook and line fisheries, the transferability of IFQs can be used to allocated halibut between the
halibut fishery and other hook and line fisheries that take halibut as bycatch. This will tend to reduce
halibut discards. For example, in the Gulf where there is currently a longline groundfish fishery
halibut PSC limit of 750 mt of halibut, there would be no need to have such a limit, instead those
who take halibut as bycatch in the longline groundfish fisheries would simply be required to have
halibut IFQs to cover their halibut bycatch. This would eliminate a large part of the 750 mt halibut
discard mortality that is currently allowed.

For example, if half of the 750 mt of halibut discard mortality in the Gulf longline fishery were of
legal size, only the sublegals would have been discarded. This reduction in discard mortality would
have allowed an increase in halibut landings of about 620,000 Ibs net weight (0.5 x 750 mt x 2,205 lbs
per mt x 0.75). With an exvessel price of $1.82 to 2.46 per pound in 1990 with an IFQ program, the
exvessel value of the additional halibut landings would have been $1.1 to $ $1.5 million.

It would have also reduced the cost of halibut landings in 1990. The 750 mt halibut PSC limit is in
terms of halibut discard mortality and the discard mortality rate was assumed to be 13% in 1990. This
means that about 5,800 mt (round weight) or 9.6 million lbs (net weight) of halibut bycatch and
discards were associated with the 750 mt of discard mortality. If half of this bycatch were of legal
size and were retained, the 4.8 million lbs of halibut would have been harvested at a harvest cost that
approaches zero. If the marginal harvesting cost in the halibut fishery is $0.36 to $0.46 per pound
with an IFQ program, the retention of the retainable bycatch would have reduced total harvesting
costs by $1.7 to $2.2 million. The marginal cost with IFQs is used because the cost saving associated
with the reduction in marginal and average fishing costs due to an IFQ program is accounted for
elsewhere.
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No attempt has been made to generate comparable estimates of the foregone increase in halibut
landings and foregone decrease in halibut landing cost due to halibut bycatch mortality in the 1990
BS/AI longline groundfish fisheries or in other groundfish fisheries,

Cost of Halibut PSC Limit Induced Closures In 1990, the 750 mt halibut PSC limit for all fixed gear
fisheries in the Gulf did result in a closure of the longline sablefish fishery in the Western Gulf after
just over half of its 3,020 mt share of the TAC had been taken. This loss was offset partially because
catch exceeded the fixed gear apportionments of the sablefish TACs for the rest of the Gulf. Had
halibut IFQs been in place, the 1,500 mt of sablefish catch with an exvessel value of $2.3 million
would not have been foregone. The benefits of an IFQ program in terms of preventing such closures
would increase substantially if halibut PSC limits for the BS/AT longline fisheries became binding
constraints on catch in those fisheries. This type of benefit would also be increased substantially if
the IFQ program allowed other fisheries to use halibut IFQs to prevent or postpone halibut PSC
induced closures. No attempt has been made to estimate such benefits.

2.2.23 Effects of an [FQ Program Associated with Halibut Bycatch in the Salmon Troll Fishery

The effects of an IFQ Program associated with halibut bycatch in the salmon troll fishery are similar
in nature but smaller in magnitude compared to those in the groundfish fisheries. No attempt has
been made to quantify these effects for the troll fishery.

2.2.24 Effects of an TFQ Program on Under-Reported Landings

The ability of the NMFS and IPHC, respectively, to manage the sablefish and halibut resources
effectively depends on a number of factors including its ability to estimate total removals accurately.
Discard mortality is one source of uncertainty that has already been discussed. Another source of
uncertainty is the extent of under-reported landings.

An TFQ program will increase the amount of intentional under-reporting of landings. During a
halibut or sablefish opening, an individual fisherman or processor currently has little incentive to
under-report halibut or sablefish landings because the landings reported by an individual typically will
have little effect on whether there will be another opening and on the amount of fish the fisherman
or processor can take during the year. However, because a fisherman would have to use some of his
IFQ for each pound of halibut or sablefish he lands, the fisherman would have a greater incentive
to have his landings under-reported.

The actual incentive to under-report landings and the level of under-reporting would depend on the
exvessel price, the price of IFQs, harvesting costs, and the effectiveness of the monitoring and
enforcement programs. The effectiveness of these programs will depend on: (1) the amount of
money that is made available for them; (2) how efficiently that money is used; and (3) the level of
industry cooperation. At this time it is not known how much money will be available, what its source
will be, or how effectively it will be used. There is also considerable uncertainty concerning industry
cooperation.

Those involved in the development and monitoring of the Canadian IVQ programs for sablefish and
halibut have indicated that industry cooperation is a critical element in determining the success of
such a program. The types of cooperation that are desired range from accurate and timely submission
of information to assisting in the identification and prosecution of individuals who viclate the
regulations associated with the IFQ program.
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It has been suggested that there are two reasons why industry involvement in the development of the
IFQ program is critical with respect to industry cooperation. First, it tends to produce a program that
the industry considers to be its own and fair. Second, it will decrease the probability of bugs that
could result in a loss of confidence in the program.

2.2.25 Effects of an IFQ Program on_Ability to Prevent Landings from Exceeding Halibut or
Sablefish Quotas

The problem of unreported fishing mortality was addressed in the last section. A separate issue is
the ability to prevent reported removals from exceeding quotas. The difficulty of managing an
intensive open access fishery within the quotas is demonstrated by the data in Table 2.7. In 1990,
catch ranged from 60% to 208% of the area specific quotas and the quotas were exceeded in five out
of eight areas.

With IFQs, each person who uses an IFQ is responsible for not exceeding his IFQ. If the penalty
for exceeding an IFQ is sufficiently large, few IFQs will be exceeded and it is probable that catches
would be closer to the quotas. The probability of this occurring would tend to be greater if IFQs are
freely transferable. The Canadian experience indicates that sablefish quota overages were reduced
with IVQs. The Canadian halibut IVQ program, which just started in May of 1991, resulted in less
than the quota being taken because some fishermen who had planned to fish late in the year did not
take their full IVQs due to weather problems and a seasonal decrease in catch per unit of effort for
the traditional fishing areas. Fishermen are expected to learn from this experience; therefore, in the
future, total landings are expected to approximately equal the quota.

2.2.26 Effects of an JFQ Program on Pressure on the IPHC or Council to Increase Halibut and
Sablefish Quotas or Halibut PSQ Limits

Competing user groups often place demands on the IPHC and Council to supply them with halibut.
The response to such demands probably has not adversely affected halibut stocks but it has placed
a large burden on the [IPHC and Council processes. Two examples are requests for preferential local
access to halibut quotas in Areas 4C and 4E and requests for increased halibut PSC limits.

The need for the Council to respond to allocation issues would be decreased because the IFQ
program provides a fair and efficient mechanism for allocating halibut and sablefish quotas among
user groups. The market for IFQs will allow anyone who can make more productive use of the
resource with hook and line gear an opportunity to bid IFQs away from their existing owner.
Therefore, the need for the Council to intervene to assure a productive use of a quota would be
reduced and the need to establish halibut PSC limits for hook and line fisheries would be eliminated.
The same would be true for halibut PSC limits for other gear groups if halibut IFQs can be used to
cover bycatch taken with other gear.

IFQs would not eliminate all allocation requests. For example, some will request the Council to
intervene to protect them from the market solution generated by the IFQ program. An IFQ system
would, however, provide additional tools for use in responding to such requests.

The potential advantages of a market solution to allocation issues would be reduced by restrictions
on the transferability of QSs and IFQs. If a very restrictive IFQ program is implemented, more
allocation issues will have to be addressed by the Council and the Council will probably receive more
requests to change the IFQ program. Such a program may provide few advantages with respect to
the Council process compared to Alternative 1 (the status quo).
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Over the short term, (perhaps the first few years after implementation) even a less restrictive IFQ
system could increase the demands for Council attention. As with any new management system, an
IFQ system would have a number of problems and idiosyncracies that would need to be corrected.
Limited access systems established world-wide have required such adjustment after their initial
implementation.

It is not clear whether an IFQ program would increase or decrease the pressure on the Council and
IPHC to set higher quotas.- The longline industry has been a staunch proponent of conservative
quotas. The owners of quota shares may even have a greater interest in protecting the stocks, and
thus the value of their quota shares. However, in a given year, an increase in a quota would directly
translate into an increase in the IFQ of each quota share owner. Therefore, there could be pressure
to raise quotas. This would be offset to some extent by decreased pressure to increase PSC limits
if IFQs were used to allocate halibut among fisheries.

1t is not known what the net effect of an IFQ program would be on the pressure to increase halibut
or sablefish removals. But given the history of the IPHC and Council, any such changes are not
expected to adversely affect the long term productivity of the halibut and sablefish stocks.

2.2.27 Effects of an IFQ Program on the Ability of the Council and TPHC to Attain OY by
Preventing Excessive Fishing on Some Stock Components

Fishing effort and mortality that are concentrated in time and space can decrease the biological and
economic productivity of a stock and decrease the probability of attaining OY. An IFQ program
would result in effort and fishing mortality being dispersed substantially more in both time and space.
All else being equal, this would tend to decrease the possibility that some components of the halibut
or sablefish stock are fished too heavily while others are not fished heavily enough. However for
halibut, the benefits of a dispersed fishery could be reduced by increased problems with respect to
transboundry issues and stock assessment consistency issues. The former issue refers to the
interception of halibut migrating to and from spawning grounds. The IPHC has the authority to set
fishing seasons and areas if necessary to reduce or eliminate both problems.

2.2.28 Effects of an IFQ Program on Monitoring and Enforcement Costs

It is estimated that the cost of implementing an IFQ program would be about $2 million in
preparation for the first IFQ fishery year and about $2.7 million per year thereafter. These costs
estimates are discussed more fully in Chapter 5. Part of the startup and ongoing costs would not be
duplicated if an IFQ program were extended to for other fisheries.

2229 A Generalized Assessment of the Benefits of an IFQ System

The concepts of supply and demand can be used to demonstrate how an IFQ program will affect the
profitability of a fishery and to address the distribution of those profits between those who are
initially given QS and those who eventually use the IFQs to harvest sablefish. Such a discussion is
included in Appendix IV of the July 19, 1991 Environmental Impact Statement for Halibut IFQ
Alternatives.

2.2.30 Constraints on the Benefits of an [FQ Program

It was noted in the analysis of the sablefish IFQ program that if there is an additional constraint on
sablefish catch, such as the fixed gear halibut prohibited species catch (PSC) limit in the Gulf, an IFQ
program will not entirely replace the race for fish as the allocation mechanism and the benefits of
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an IFQ program could be reduced substantially unless the PSC limit is also apportioned as IFQs.
Under some circumstances, very low ABCs for some of the rockfish species taken as bycatch in the
halibut fishery could impose a similar constraint on the benefits of a IFQ program for the halibut
fishery. However, there are management measures that could be used to prevent this from

happening.
2.2.31 Summary of Changes in the Nature of the Fishery and the Distribution of Benefits

If there are not significant external benefits or costs associated with the use of part of a halibut or
sablefish quota, the private decisions of individuals concerning how to use IFQs and whether to buy
or sell IFQs would tend to result in the quotas being used productively from the perspectives of the
individuals and society as a whole. This does not mean that everyone would benefit from the
implementation of IFQs. As a result of changes in the nature of the fishery, some would benefit and
others would suffer losses. Because of the opportunities for participation in multiple fisheries, fleet
composition under an IFQ system cannot be determined in advance.

Those persons who take halibut incidentally to other hook and line fisheries, such as the salmon troll
or groundfish longline fisheries, would face a decision concerning IFQs. They could either discard
halibut bycatch or purchase IFQs and land it. Those catching halibut as bycatch would tend to have
lower production costs than those targeting on halibut. Therefore many multi-species fishermen
probably would decide to purchase IFQs and land their halibut bycatch. Those fishermen who were
not able to purchase sufficient IFQs or deliver an acceptable product given the nature of their fishing
operation would coatinue to discard.

There probably would be changes in the employment of crewmen that will benefit some fishermen
by providing improved employment opportunities but impose costs on others by adversely affecting
their employment opportunities. The use of IFQs is expected to decrease the total numbers of
vessels and fishermen in the halibut and sablefish fisheries. However, those who remained in the
fishery would be more fully employed. The demand for specific skills and, therefore, the employment
opportunities for fishermen with specific skills could change. The premium on speed would be
reduced and the premium on the ability to obtain higher recovery rates and assure the quality of the
product would increase. Therefore, those who have the former skills probably would have decreased
employment opportunities and those with the latter skills would have a smaller decrease or an
increase in their opportunities.

There would be transfers of income to the initial recipients of quota shares from those who either
purchase quota shares or IFQs from them. The initial recipients who have left the fishery would
clearly benefit from the IFQ program. Many of the other initial recipients would also benefit.

Those who would receive IFQs equal to or greater than their average annual landings would tend to
benefit from an IFQ program. Other current participants will receive IFQs that are less than their
average annual landings. The ability of such an individual to benefit from the IFQ program would,
in most cases, depend upon the efficiency of his vessel and crew and upon his skill in evaluating the
IFQ market. Those who would choose to buy additional quota shares and/or IFQs would do so only
if the expected benefits exceed the cost, but this does not assure that actual benefits will exceed the
cost of acquiring IFQs. Those fishermen who are unable to realize their initial profit expectations
after acquiring additional IFQs will have an incentive to increase the value of their product, reduce
their costs, or sell their IFQs to more efficient fishermen.

Compared to the status quo, some of those who would increase their participation in the fishery by
acquiring QSs and/or IFQs from others would benefit from the IFQ program and some would be

ADDEIFQ.C2 2.19 September 15, 1992



adversely affected by it. The adverse effects would be due to the income transfer that would be made
to the initial recipients of the quota shares. In the absence of these transfers, that is if participants
in the fishery could have the benefits of IFQs without having to buy quota shares or IFQs, those who
use the IFQs would clearly benefit from the IFQ program. This means that, as a whole, the group
of initial quota share recipients and eventual IFQ users would benefit from an IFQ program.

23  Analyses of Specific Components of the TFQ Program
In establishing an IFQ program, there are four basic questions to be answered. They are listed below.
1 How extensive will the program be in terms of areas, gears, and species?
2, To whom will the IFQs be allocated? |
3. What will each person’s IFQ equal?
4, What can be done with one’s IFQ?
Beforc‘ arriving at the preferred alternative described in Chapter 1, the Council had analyzed and
considered a wide range of options for the specific provisions of an IFQ program. These provisions

relate, in essence, to the four basic questions listed above.

In selecting the specific elements of the IFQ program, the Council attempted to do the following:

1. address the problems that have occurred with the current management regime (see
Section 2.1);

2, link the initial QS allocations to recent dependence on the halibut and sablefish fixed
gear fisheries;

3. broadly distribute QSs to prevent excessively large QSs from being given to some
persons;

4. maintain the diversity in the fleet with respect to vessel categories;

5. maintain the existing business relationships among vessel owners, crews, and
Processors;

6. assure that those directly involved in the fishery benefit from the IFQ program by
assuring that the these two fisheries are dominated by owner/operator operations;

7. limit the concentration of quota shares ownership and IFQ usage that will occur over
time;

8. limit the adjustment cost to current participants including Alaskan coastal
communities;

9. increase the ability of rural coastal communities adjacent to the BS/AI to share in the

wealth generated by the IFQ program; and
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10. achieve previously stated Council goals and objectives and meet MFCMA
requirements.

Because many of these objectives conflict with each other, the Council attempted to select a set of
elements that provided a reasonable balance. For example, in considering the transferability of quota
shares, which is one of the most critical elements of an IFQ program, the Council was beset with
conflicting objectives. On the one hand it realized that some rationalization of the fleet is not only
desirable, but inevitable under a quota system. Consolidation is seen as being desirable for the health
of the industry. At the same time, the Council wished to place some constraints on the degree of
fleet reduction for social reasons. It has sought to achieve this by placing a number of restrictions
on the transferability of quota shares and the resulting individual fishing quotas. In particular, the
Council wished to see quotas remaining in the hands of fishermen who would use them. It did not
wish to see quotas held by absentee landlords with fishermen becoming share-croppers. It also wished
to preserve a diverse fleet structure. The Council was especially concerned with the perceived trend
for quotas to migrate into the hands of fewer and larger operators. Indeed, international experience
has supported this trend. In New Zealand for example, the top 30 quota holders controlled about
80 percent of the aggregate total allowable catches for all species as of 30 Aprit 1991. Of these, the
top three quota holders held 53 percent of the total allowable catches. Because this high level of
concentration of ownership reflects the historical dominance of the larger companies in the deepwater
fisheries which tend to have proportionately large total allowable catches relative to New Zealand’s
whole commercial fishery, it is not indicative of the expected level of concentration in the halibut and
sablefish IFQ fisheries, even in the absence of many of the transferability restrictions the Council is
recommending.

23.1 The scope of the IFQ program

The IFQ program would apply to all commercial harvest of halibut off Alaska and all commercial
harvest of sablefish in the EEZ off Alaska with fixed gear, as defined above. The program is limited
to these two fisheries because these fisheries are currently characterized by a number of probiems
that diminish the net benefits that they can generate and because many participants in these fisheries
have requested management changes to resolve the problems. Limiting the program to only these
two fisheries will intensify the level of participation and management problems in other fisheries and
prevent the use of IFQs to solve allocation issues between fixed gear fisheries and other fisheries that
use the halibut and sablefish resources. However, the implementation of an IFQ program is a
sufficiently large management change that limiting its initial use in these ways serves numerous
purposes, both in industry and management. The extension of the IFQ program beyond these two
fisheries would have delayed final Council action substantially.

By including all areas off Alaska for halibut and the EEZ for sablefish, the potential for an IFQ
program in only some areas greatly intensifying participation in other areas off Alaska is eliminated.
The Southeast Inside sablefish fishery, which is in State waters, is excluded; however, adverse effects
on that fishery will be prevented by the State limited entry program that is in place for that fishery.

By allowing halibut and sablefish IFQs to be used in halibut, sablefish, and other fixed gear fisheries,
the transferability of IFQs can be used, within limitations, to allocate halibut and sablefish between
the fixed gear fisheries that target on these two species and other fixed gear fisheries that take halibut
and sablefish as bycatch. The associated benefits were discussed in Sections 2.2.22 and 2.2.26.
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232 To whom will guota shares be allocated?

Initial assignments of halibut quota shares shall be made to each person who owned or leased a vessel
with legal fixed gear halibut landings from off Alaska for 1988 through 1990. Similarly, initial
assignments of sablefish quota shares shall be made to each person who owned or leased a vessel with
legal fixed gear sablefish landings from the EEZ off Alaska for 1988 through 1990. For the purposes
of the IFQ program, "person” means any individual who is a citizen of the United States or any
corporation, partnership, association, or other entity (whether or not organized or existing under the
laws of any state) which meets the requirements set forth in 46 CFR Part 67.03, as applicable.

By limiting those who are given QSs to non-foreign persons, the initial benefits to the Nation will be
greater than if some of the initial benefits were given to historical participants from other countries.

The rationale behind assignment of quota shares to vessel owners and lease holders is that those
individuals who have borne the greatest financial risk in developing the harvesting sector should be
rewarded with the initial allocation of QSs. This manner of assignment would also smooth the
transition to managing through the use of IFQs by maintaining essentially the same business
relationships within the harvesting sector. In other words, vessel owners and lease holders will
continue, at least in the short run, to organize fishing activity, subject to existing levels of processing
demand and labor supply. Crew members are expected to become more involved in such decisions
through the purchase of quota shares or IFQs.

The inclusion of lease holders in the initial allocation of quota shares is likely to create some
implementation problems. Because there is no clear definition of what constitutes a bareboat charter
or lease, the potential for creating a derisive and contentious judicial process exists. Also, given a
complete lack of historical data regarding vessel leases, the analysis available to the Council and the
Secretary prior to adoption of the amendment will be unable to estimate reliably the magnitude and
cost of that judicial process.

The contribution of other past participants in the fishery, such as crew members, has been discussed.
Including crew members among the initial recipients of QSs would: (1) substantially increase the
difficulty of determining what QS to give to each person because neither the State of Alaska nor
NMEFS has records on participation by crew members and because a decision would have to be made
on how to split QSs among owners, skippers, and crewmen; (2) have the potential to increase the
bargaining position of crew relative to owners compared to both the status quo and Alternative 2;
(3) decrease the value of the QSs given to each person other than a crew member by more broadly
distributing QSs; (4) add to the costs associated with limitations on the sale of IFQs; and (5) make
the program more equitable or less equitable depending on one’s perspective, Typically, crew
members who do not have landings recorded in their own names have not been given special
consideration when limited access programs have been implemented.

In recognition of the investment that crew members have made in the fishery and in an attempt to
assure that the traditional progression from crew member to vessel owner will continue, only bona
fide crew member or initial QS recipients would be able to purchase catcher boat QSs and IFQs or
to use catcher boat IFQs. A "bona fide fixed gear crew member,” is defined as any person that has
acquired commercial fish harvesting time at sea (i.e. fish harvesting crew), that is equal to 5 months
of any commercial fish harvesting activity in a fishery in state or federally managed waters of the U.S.
Additionally any individual who receives an initial allocation of QS will be considered a bona fide
crew member. This provides an advantage to crew members at a cost to the initial QS recipients in
that crew members will only have to compete among themselves to purchase catcher boat QS or
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IFQs. This will tend to reduce the prices of catcher boat QSs and IFQs, but probably not
substantially.

Limiting the QS recipients to those with landings for 1988 through 1990 will eliminate those who
have not been recent participants. This will: (1) decrease the number of persons who receive QSs;
(2) increase the QSs of those who recently have been dependent on the fishery; (3) allow a more
rapid adjustment to a rationalized fishery; and (4) be less disruptive in that recent participants will
receive IFQs that are closer to their average historical landings.

2.33 The initia] distribution of quota shares

The amount of the initial halibut (sablefish) quota shares for an area assigned to each person will
equal the halibut (sablefish) landings for the person’s best five years of 1984 through 1990 (1985 and
1990) for that area. The historical landings of a vessel will be counted as the lease holder’s if there
is one; otherwise, they will be counted as the vessel owner’s. This will be done on a trip by trip basis.
The initial assignment of quotas shares to each person by vessel class will be based on the vessel class
used in the most recent year through September 25, 1991. Specifically, if a vessel is determined to
be in a specific class and that vessel was used in the most recent year of participation by the owner
or lease holder, then all qualifying pounds credited to that person during the qualifying years shall
be assigned to that vessel class. However, if the owner or lease holder participated in the most recent
year using vessels in more than one vessel class, qualifying pounds will be assigned to separate vessel
classes in proportion to the landings made with each vessel class.

The beginning year of each of these catch history periods was selected to assure that the initial
distribution of QSs reflected the long-standing participation and dependence on the fisheries. Many
of those with five or more years of landings would have received IFQs in 1991 that were at least 80%
of their average annual landings. ’

There are two reasons why the end of the qualifying periods is 1990. First, extending it beyond that
would have provided an incentive both for additional fishermen to enter the fishery and for previous
entrants to adopt extreme fishing methods in order to increase their landings and, therefore, the QSs
they would receive if an IFQ program is implemented. This speculative activity would have
intensified the race for fish and imposed substantial costs on the fishery in 1991. Second, it would
have made it more difficult for a person to calculate what his QS and IFQ would be by area for each
of the alternatives being considered.

Extending the qualifying period past 1990 would benefit those who participated in 1991 compared
to those who only participated prior to 1991. It would reward those who increased their participation
in the 1991 fishery in the hope that the qualifying period would be extended. It could decrease the
credibility of the Council process to the extent that potential or actual participants were led to believe
that the period would not be extended. It would result in a broader dispersion of QSs and increase
the QSs given to current participants. Finally, it would increase the cost of determining the QS to
be given to each person because it would require the use of an additional year of landing records and
the resolution of the associated additional discrepancies between agency data and vessel owner data.

Each person’s worst year or worst two years, respectively, of sablefish or halibut landings during the
selected catch history periods will be ignored. This will be done by management area. One reason
for doing this is that it is to some extent a substitute for providing special compensation for a person
who had unusually low catch in one or two years, respectively, due to the loss of or damage to a
vessel, illness, the Exxon Valdez oil spill, or other unusual circumstances. These two methods of
dealing with variability in participation will often result in quite different QSs being given to a person
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with highly variable participation, particularly if the person had participation in a small number of
years. However, if this is an acceptable substitute for special compensation, it could reduce
substantially the duration and cost of the appeals process.

Ignoring each person’s one or two worst years provides an advantage to those with variable landings
compared to those with stable landings. This tends to reduce the QSs of the highliners and increase
the QSs of the less productive fishermen because the highliners tend to have consistently high
production years where as other fishermen tend to have greater fluctuations in their landings. It also
provides increased benefits to those who have landings in few years at the expense of those who have
landings in all years of the selected catch history periods.

The recommended treatment of persons with qualifying landings for multiple vessel classes differs
between persons with multiple vessel classes for different years but only 2 single vessel class during
their final year and persons with multiple vessel classes their final year. For the former, all qualifying
landings are credited to the last vessel class. But for the latter, qualifying landings are apportioned
among the vessel classes used during the final year.

The former rule is intended to be less disruptive in that it will allow those persons to use all of the
{FQs associated with their initial QSs on the last class of vessel they owned or leased through
September 25, 1991. The latter is intended to prevent persons who owned or leased vessels in more
than one vessel class during their last year from having the option of which type of QS they would
receive. The problem with the latter rule is that it results in quite different treatment for two persons
who may have very similar catch histories. For example, if there were two halibut fishermen who
each owned a 55 foot boat and landed 50,000 Ibs of halibut per year for 1984 through 1990, if each
purchased a 70 foot boat in late 1990, but if one fisherman also kept his smaller boat and the other
fisherman sold his before 1991, all of the catch history of the former fisherman would be credited
toward QSs for 36’ - 60’ vessel class and all of the other fisherman’s catch history would be credited
to QSs for the larger than 60’ vessel class. Letting those with multiple vessel classes during their last
year choose which type of QS they will receive may be beneficial for a small percentage of the initial
recipients of QSs and it would eliminate an equity problem without having a significant effect on the
overall distribution of QS by vessel class.

Basis_of Estimated Distribution of QS and IFQs

Fish tickets and vessel license data through 1990 were used to estimate the initial distributions of QSs
and IFQs for halibut and sablefish. There are several reasons why the numbers discussed below are
estimates and not precise calculations. The vessel license data used identifies one person as the
owner of a vessel for each year; therefore, it does not necessarily reflect the owner associated with
each landing for a vesse] that was owned by different people during a year. Information on lease
holders is not included in the data. Therefore, the number of QS recipients will be greater than
estimated and the distribution of the QS recipients could differ. There is uncertainty concerning the
residency of some vessel owners, the length of some vessels, and the ownership of some vessels.
Vessel ownership and fish ticket data for 1991 were not used to identify the last vessel class(s) of
each owner.

These data deficiencies are not expected to significantly affect the comparisons that are made below.
However, if an IFQ program is approved, these data deficiencies would be reduced to assure that
correct QS is given to each person who qualifies. A final source of error, that cannot be corrected
for, is that some of those who would qualify for QSs would not apply for them. All else being equal,
this results in the number of QS recipients being overestimated and the IFQs per recipient being
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underestimated. The magnitude of the errors would not be known until the application and appeals
process is completed.

In making these estimates, residency for 1984 through 1990 is based on the apparent residency of a
vessel owner for each year as determined by the owners address. The residency of QS and IFQ
recipients is based on the most recent apparent residency of each vessel owner.

Each owner of vessels in more than one vessel class in a year appears in more than one vessel class
that year, but is counted only once in determining the total number of owners each year. This means
that the numbers of vessel owners by size class sums to more than the total number of owners. Such
an owner was placed in his most recent vessel class or the largest class he used in his most recent year
for the purposes of assigning QS or IFQ to vessel classes. Therefore, although the historical
participation of a single vessel owner may appear in more than one vessel class, his QSs and IFQs
are all in one vessel class. The Council’s recommendation differs from this in that it would allocate
QSs to multiple vessel classes for a person who had multiple vessel classes in his last year. Although
this difference may be significant for a small percentage of the initial recipients of QSs, it should not
have a significant effect on the estimates discussed in this report.

The estimates of the distributions of IFQs are based on 1991 fixed gear TACs and are not adjusted
for the community development quotas that may be deducted from the TACs for some management
areas before annual IFQ distributions are made. Because there will be some adjustment between QS
owners from the CDQ areas and other areas, the distribution of IFQs for the fisheries as a whole
should not be affected significantly.

Comparisons of the distributions of vessel owners and QS recipients

Estimates of the annual distributions of halibut vessel owners by residence and by vessel classes and
corresponding estimates of the distributions of QS recipients are presented in Tables 2.8 - 2.10,
respectively, for the halibut and sablefish fisheries individually and combined. These estimates are
for all management areas combined. Similar tables for each management areas are in Appendix D
and tables with information by census district but not by vessel class are presented in Chapter 3.

The following are summary statements for the halibut data in Table 2.8.

L The annual number of vessel owners who participated in the halibut fishery ranged from a
low of 2,479 in 1985 to a high of 3,883 in 1990; however 5,484 vessel owners will be given
QSs.

2. The percentage of owners who were Alaska residents ranged from 87.0% in 1990 to 89.4%
in 1988 and 87.3% of the QS recipients are Alaska residents.

3. The percentage of vessel owners in the under 36 foot class ranged from a low of 52.0% in
1990 to a high of 63.4% in 1984. The percentage of QS recipients with this class of vessels
is 56.3%.

4. The percentage of vessel owners in the 36-60 foot class ranged from a low of 32.1% in 1984
to a high of 44.1% in 1990. The percentage of QS recipients with this class of vessels is
38.2%.

5. The percentage of vessel owners in the over 60 foot class ranged from 3.5% in 1984 to 5.5%
in 1986. The percentage of QS recipients with this class of vessels is 5.0%.
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6. “The percentage of vessel owners in the freezer boat class range from 0% in 1984-86 to 0.2%
for 1988 and 1990. They would account for 0.2% of the QS recipients. Note that because
no vessels have participated in the halibut fishery as freezer boats, vessels will be assigned to
this vessel class on the basis of being freezer boats in other groundfish fixed gear fisheries.

The following are summary statements for the sablefish data in Table 2.9.

1. The annual number of vessel owners who participated in the fixed gear sablefish fishery
ranged from a low of 244 in 1985 to a high of 706 in 1988; however 1,094 vessel owners will
be given QSs.

2 The percentage of owners who were Alaska residents ranged from 70.1% in 1985 to 76.6%
in 1988 and 74.4% of the QS recipients are Alaska residents.

3 The percentage of vessel owners in the under 61 foot class ranged from a low of 67.6% in
1985 to a high of 80.5% in 1988. The percentage of QS recipients with this class of vessels
is 79.3%.

4. The percentage of vessel owners in the over 60 foot class ranged from a low of 17.0% in 1988
and 1990 to a high of 29.9% in 1985. The percentage of QS recipients with this class of
vessels is 15.4%.

5. The percentage of vessel owners in the freezer boat class range from 2.1% in 1987 to 3.7%
in 1989. They would account for 3.6% of the QS recipients.

The following are summary statements for the combined halibut and sablefish data in Table 2.10.

L The annual number of vessel owners who participated in the fixed gear halibut or sablefish
fishery ranged from a low of 2,507 in 1985 to a high of 3,916 in 1990; however 5,626 vessel
owners will be given QSs.

2. The percentage of owners who were Alaska residents ranged from 86.5% in 1990 to 88.9%
in 1985 and 86.4% of the QS recipients are Alaska residents.

3. The percentage of vessel owners in the under 36 foot class ranged from a low of 51.7% in
1990 to a high of 57.5% in 1985. The percentage of QS recipients with this class of vessels
is 55.3%.

4. The percentage of vessel owners in the 36-60 foot class ranged from a low of 37.3% in 1985
to a high of 43.9% in 1990. The percentage of QS recipients with this class of vessels is
38.2%.

5. The percentage of vessel owners in the over 60 foot class ranged from 5.1% in 1985 to 6.1%
in 1986. The percentage of QS recipients with this class of vessels is 5.2%.

6. The percentage of vessel owners in the freezer boat class range from 0.2% in 1985 to U.7%
in 1989. They would account for 0.7% of the QS recipients.

Due to the interest there is in the levels of participation in BS/AI halibut and sablefish fisheries by

residents of the adjacent communities, a list of the communities or census districts that are considered
to be adjacent to each management area, data concerning the historical distributions of halibut vessel
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owners and the distributions of QS recipients between local residents and other fishermen for the
management areas within the BS/AI area, and similar distribution data for the fixed gear sablefish
fishery, respectively, are presented in Tables 2.11, 2.12, and 2.13.

The following summarize some of the halibut data in Table 2.12,
1. There was no participation in the Area 4B or 4D fishery by local residents.

2 Residents of communities adjacent to Area 4C accounted for from 41% of the vessel owners
associated with Area 4C landings in 1987 to 78.4% of these owners in 1984 and they would
account for 41.5% of the QS recipients for Area 4C.

3. Residents of communities adjacent to Area 4E accounted for from 62.2% of the vessel
owners associated with Area 4E landings in 1990 to 94.2% of these owners in 1987 and they
would account for 63.9% of the QS recipients for Area 4E.

The following summarize some of the sablefish data in Table 2.13.

1. Residents of communities adjacent to the Aleutian Islands area accounted for from 0.0% of
the vessel owners associated with Al Area landings in most years to 2.2% of these owners in
1990 and they would account for 0.7% of the QS recipients for that area.

2, Residents of communities adjacent to the Bering Sea area accounted for from 1.3% of the
vessel owners associated with BS area landings in 1987 to 15.7% of these owners in 1988 and
they would account for 7.1% of the QS recipients for that area.

Comparisons of the distributions of landings and IFQs

Estimates of the annual distributions of fixed gear halibut and sablefish landings by residence of the
vessel owner and vessel classes are presented in Tables 2.14 - 2.16. These tables also contain
corresponding estimates of the distributions of IFQs based on the 1991 TACs. These estimates are
for all management areas combined. Similar tables for each management area are in Appendix D
and tables with information by census district but not by vessel class are presented in Chapter 3. As
noted above, for all of the following comparisons, it is assumed that all of the fixed gear halibut and
sablefish TACs are apportioned as IFQs. This will overstate the actual IFQs by the proportion of
the TACs that are used for community development quotas but should not have a significant effect
on the percentage distributions.

The following comparisons can be made among the historical distributions of halibut landings and the
distributions of halibut IFQs based on 1991 fixed gear TACs (Table 2.14).

1. The percentage of landings accounted for by Alaska residents ranged from a low of 66.2%
in 1984 to a high of 77.6% in 1988 and Alaska residents will receive 72.8% of the halibut
IFQs..

2. The percentage of landings accounted for by vessels in the under 36 foot class ranged from

alow of 11.1% in 1985 to a high of 16.5% in 1988 and the percentage of IFQs accounted for
by this vessel class is 11.1%.
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3. The percentage of landings accounted for by vessels in the 36-60 foot class ranged from a low
of 53.9% in 1984 to a high of 63.1% in 1990 and the percentage of IFQs accounted for by
this vessel class is 56.7.

4, The percentage of landings accounted for by vessels in the over 60 foot class ranged from a
low of 22.7% in 1990 to a high of 33.2% in 1985 and the percentage of IFQs accounted for
by this vessel class is 31.2%.

S. Prior to 1988, there were too few freezer boats to report their catch. Since then, they
accounted for from 0.4% of all halibut landings in 1988 to 1.0% in 1989. They will account
for 1.0% of all IFQs. Note again that because no vessels have participated in the halibut
fishery as freezer boats, vessels will be assigned to this vessel class on the basis of being
freezer boats in other groundfish longline fisheries.

The following comparisons can be made among the historical distributions of sablefish landings and
the distributions of sablefish IFQs based on 1991 fixed gear TACs (Table 2.15).

1. The percentage of fixed gear sablefish landings accounted for by Alaska residents ranged from
a low of 45.6% in 1985 to a high of 51.9% in 1987. Alaska residents will receive 49% of the
fixed gear sablefish IFQs.

2. The percentage of landings accounted for by vessels in the under 61 foot class ranged from
a low of 32.9% in 1985 to a high of 59.3% in 1990 and the percentage of IFQs accounted for
by this vessel class is 49%.

3. The percentage of landings accounted for by vessels in the over 60 foot class ranged from a
low of 25.8% in 1990 to a high of 40.4% in 1985 and the percentage of IFQs accounted for
by this vessel class is 34.3%.

4, Freezer boats accounted for from 12.8% of all fixed gear sablefish landings in 1989 to 26.7%
in 1985. They will account for 16.6% of all IFQs.

The following summary statements are for the fixed gear halibut and sablefish fisheries combined
(Table 2.16). This table indicates the distribution of the exvessel value of the fixed gear halibut and
sablefish fisheries combined and the distribution of the exvessel] value of the catch associated with the
IFQs.

1. The percentage of landings value accounted for by Alaska residents ranged from a low of
60.8% in 1985 to a high of 65.3% in 1986. Alaska residents will receive 64.3% of the exvessel
value of catch associated to the IFQs.

2. The percentage of landings value accounted for by vessels in the under 36 foot class ranged
from a low of 6.8% in 1989 to a high of 8.6% in 1987 and the percentage of IFQ exvessel
value accounted for by this vessel class is 7.4%.

3. The percentage of landings value accounted for by vessels in the 36-60 foot class ranged from

a low of 46.3% in 1985 to a high of 60.9% in 1990 and the percentage of IFQ exvessel value
accounted for by this vessel class is 53.6%.
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4. The percentage of landings value accounted for by vessels in the over 60 foot class ranged
from a low of 24.1% in 1990 to a high of 36% in 1985 and the percentage of IFQ exvessel
value accounted for by this vessel class is 32.3%.

5. The percentage of landings value accounted for by freezer boats ranges from 5.6% in 1986
to 10.4% in 1985. They will account for 6.6% of all IFQ exvessel value.

Due to the interest there is in the levels of participation in BS/AI halibut and sablefish fisheries by
residents of the adjacent communities, data concerning the historical distributions of landings and the
distributions of IFQs between local residents and other fishermen for these areas are presented in
Tables 2.17 and 2.18.

The following summarize some of the halibut data in Table 2.17.

1. There was no participation in the Area 4B or 4D fishery by local residents.

2. Residents of communities adjacent to Area 4C accounted for from 15.4% of the landings
- from that area in 1987 to 69.6% in 1988 and they would account for 35.3% of the Area 4C

IFQs.
3. Residents of communities adjacent to Area 4E accounted for from 37.0% of the landings

from that area in 1990 to 90.8% in 1986 and they would account for 53.2% of the 4E IFQs.

The following summarize some of the sablefish data in Table 2.18.

1. Residents of communities adjacent to the Aleutian Islands were too few in numbers and the
data are confidential.

2. Residents of communities adjacent to the Bering Sea area accounted for 2.2% of the BS area
landings in 1988 and they would account for 0.6% of the BS IFQs. The data are confidential
in the other years.

Table 2.19 summarizes the distribution of halibut landings by management area and area of residence
for two periods, 1984-90 and 1988-90. It also includes estimates of the distributions of halibut IFQs
based on 1991 TACs. The data in these tables, for example, indicate that residents of S.E. Alaska:
(1) accounted for 87.7% of the area 2C landing for 1984-90, (2) accounted for 26.6% of the landings
from all areas for the same period, (3) accounted for 90.5% of the area 2C landings for 1988-90, (4)
accounted for 28.1% of all landings for that period, and (5) would have received 89.4% of the area
2C IFQs and 25.2% of all IFQs based on 1991 TAGC:s.

Table 2.20 summarizes the distribution of fixed gear sablefish landings by management area and area
of residence for two periods, 1985-90 and 1988-90. It also includes estimates of the distributions of
halibut IFQs based on 1991 TACs. The data in these tables, for example, indicate that resideats of
the Kodiak area: (1) accounted for 12.8% of the Central Gulf landing for 1985-90, (2) accounted
for 7.0% of the landings from all areas for the same period, (3) accounted for 9.4% of the Central
Gulf landings for 1988-90, (4) accounted for 5.3% of all landings for that period, and (5) would have
received 11.1% of the Central Gulf IFQs and 6.3% of all IFQs based on 1991 TACs.

ADDEIFQ.C2 2-29 September 15, 1992



arisons o atio dings apd

Six methods of depicting the distributions of annual landings among individual vessel owners and the
corresponding distributions of IFQs are presented in Tables 2.21 - 2.26, Tables 2.27 - 2.32, and Tables
2.33 - 2.38, respectively, for halibut, sablefish, and the two combined. Similar tables by management
area will be included in Appendix D if available. For each level of landings and IFQs, these tables
indicate the number of vessel owners, the cumulative number of vessel owners, the percentage of
vessel owners, the cumulative percentage of vessel owners, the percentage of total landings and IFQs
accounted for, and the cumulative percentage of total landings and IFQs accounted for. The second
type of table, but by census district of vessel owners, is included in Chapter 3.

For the halibut and sablefish fisheries combined, the distribution of QS recipients is substantially less
skewed toward the high end than is the distribution of catch. This is the result of the QS distribution
rules that: (1) distribute QS to many more persons than fished in any one year and (2) ignore one
or two years of catch history for each person. :

One measure of this difference between the annual distributions and the IFQ distribution is provided
by a comparison of numbers of persons with annual catch as opposed to IFQs equal to or greater
than a specific level. From 1985 to 1990, the number of halibut and sablefish vessel owners with
combined halibut and sablefish landings of at least 200,000 lbs range from 85 in 1985 to 158 in 1988;
however, based on 1991 TACs, only 109 vessel owners would receive halibut and sabiefish IFQs that
combined are at or above this level (Table 2.33). The number of vessel owners with a combined
catch of more than 100,000 Ibs ranged from 161 in 1985 to 283 in 1988 but only 232 would receive
IFQs that would exceed 100,000 Ibs (calculated using data in Table 3.34).

Another measure of the difference between the annual distributions and the IFQ distribution is
provided by a comparison of the percentages of persons with annual catch as opposed to IFQs equal
to or greater than a specific level. The percentage of vessel owners with annual combined catch of
at least 200,000 lbs ranged from 3.4% in 1985 to 4.5% in 1989 but only 2.0% will receive IFQs that
total at least 200,000 lbs (Table 3.35). The percentage of vessel owners with annual catch greater
than 100,00 Ibs ranged from 6.3% in 1990 to 7.9% in 1986 but only 4.2% will receive IFQs that
exceed 100,000 lbs (Table 2.36).

A final measure of the difference between the annual distributions and the IFQ distribution is
provided by a comparison of the percentage of catch as opposed to IFQs accounted for by persons
with annual catch or IFQs equal to or greater than a specific level. From 1985 through 1990, the
percentage of total catch accounted for by vessels owners with at least 200,000 1bs of catch ranged
from 49.8% in 1990 to 56.1% in 1989 but those who will receive IFQs of at least 200,000 lbs will
account for only 44.7% of the IFQs (Table 2.37). The percentage of catch accounted for by those
with annual catch greater than 100,000 Ibs ranged from 63.3% in 1990 to 68.4% in 1989 and those
who will receive IFQs greater than 100,000 Ibs will account for 62.3% of the IFQs {Table 2.38).

The transferability of QSs and IFQs would permit the eventual distribution of IFQs to differ
significantly from that of the initial allocation. There would have to be substantial transfers of QSs
to the high end for the distribution of IFQs to become as shewed toward the high end as was the
historical distribution of catch. To the extent that QS are transferred to full time halibut and
sablefish vessels, the distributions will become more concentrated at the high end. However, this
would not happen if halibut and sablefish IFQs are used principally either by vessels that take halibut
as bycatch or by vessels that continue to participate in a variety of fisheries. The latter two types of
operations are expected to be very competitive in bidding for QSs and IFQs. This combined with the
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ownership and use limitations recommended by the Council could prevent the distribution of catch
from becoming as concentrated at the high end as the historical catch.

Comparisons of landings and IFQs for individual participants,

Because the QS qualification rule uses a three-year qualification period, the number of vessel owners
who will receive QSs is substantially greater than the number of vessel owners for any one year.
Therefore, most vessel owners will receive an IFQ that is less than their average annual landings or
their 1990 landings if they had any. The extent to which people wiil have to obtain additional IFQ
to maintain their average or 1990 landings determines how disruptive an IFQ program will be. For
the following comparisons of historical catch and IFQs, the IFQs are based on 1991 TAGs.

The number and percentage of vessel owners with an IFQ to average landings ratio for each of
several ranges of values are presented in Figures 2.1 and 2.2, respectively, for halibut and sablefish.
The average for each person is the person’s total catch for the period divided by the number of years
the person participated in the halibut (sablefish) fishery between 1984 and 1990 (1985-1990). It is
estimated that 31.4% of the halibut vessel owners will receive IFQs less than 20% of their average
annual catch, 29.3% will receive IFQs that are from 80% to 100% of their average catch, and 37%
will receive IFQs that exceed their average catch (Figure 2.1). For sablefish it is estimated that
24.2% of the vessel owners will receive IFQs less than 20% of their average annual catch, 3.7% will
receive IFQs that are from 80% to 100% of their average catch, and 71.5% will receive IFQs that
exceed their average catch (Figure 2.2).

The number and percentage of vessel owners with an IFQ to 1990 landings ratio for each of several
ranges of values are presented in Figures 2.3 and 2.4 for halibut and sablefish, respectively. Vessel
owners with no landings in 1990 are not included. For halibut, 21.1% of the vessel owners would
have IFQs equal to less than 20% of their 1990 catch, 15.4% would receive from 20% to 40%, 14.5%
would receive 40% to 60%, 14.9% would receive 60% to 80%, 9.0% would receive 80% to 100%,
and 25.2% would receive IFQs that exceeded their 1990 catch (Figure 2.3). For sablefish, 24.7% of
the vessel owners would have IFQs equal to less than 20% of their 1990 catch, 16.8% would receive
from 20% to 40%, 13.7% would receive 40% to 60%, 12.0% would receive 60% to 80%, 8.3% would
receive 80% to 100%, and 24.2% would receive IFQs that exceeded their 1990 catch (Figure 2.4).

234 Vessel classes

The QSs and resulting IFQs will be vessel class specific. The halibut vessels classes are:
catcher boats < 35 feet LO.A.,

catcher boats > 35 feet and < 60 feet,

catcher boats > 60 feet, and
freezer boats.

o oTP

The sablefish vessels classes are:
a. catcher boats < 60 feet L.O.A.,
b. catcher boats > 60 feet, and
c. freezer boats.

During the qualification -period, a vessel is considered to have been a freezer boat in a given year,
if during that year it processed any of its commercial fixed gear groundfish landings.
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Figure 2.1 Estimated number and percentage of halibut vessel owners by
"the ratio of IFQs to average landings for QS preferred

- alternative.
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Figure 2,2 Estimated number and percentage of sablefish vessel owners

by the ratio of IFQ0s to average landings for QS preferred
alternative.
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Figure 2.3 Estimated number and percentage of halibut vessel owners by
the ratio of IFQs to 1990 landings for QS preferred
alternative.
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Figure 2.4 Estimated number and percentage of sablefish vessel owners
by the ratio of IFQs to 1990 landings for QS preferred
alternative.
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The underlying purpose of specifying vessel classes is to maintain a diverse fleet, in which all segments
continue to exist and the social structures associated with them are maintained. There is a fear that,
if all of the IFQs in an area were available to vessels of any vessel class, the owners of large vessels
or freezer boats would acquire most of them. There is concern that removing the smaller vessels,
which are more closely tied to local communities and which provide an opportunity for more people
to participate in the fishery, would have detrimental social and economic impacts both on many areas
and on individuals unable to invest in larger vessels.

Using vessel classes would limit the transferability of QSs and IFQs and in so doing would prevent
them being transferred to those who would be willing to pay the most for them. To the extent that
willingness to pay reflects the value of alternative uses, this means that the benefits derived from the
halibut and sablefish fixed gear quotas would be lower. If no redistribution of effort and catch is
permitted among vessel classes, the final situation would be similar to what was referred to above as
the partial adjustment to an IFQ program. It is estimated that the cost saving foregone by not
moving from the partial adjustment to the full adjustment for the halibut fishery would have been
$9.8 to $12.7 million in 1990 (Table 2.1). The comparable estimate for the 1989 fixed gear sablefish
fishery is $1.2 million. These estimates overstate the expected cost of the vessel class restrictions
recommended by the Council because the recommended vessel classes would allow some
redistribution of catch within the vessel classes included in the cost models.

Although the halibut cost model estimates that, with one exception, the 61-90 foot class would be the
dominant vessel class, the estimates of cost per pound of halibut landings were sufficiently close for
other vessel classes in some areas, that it is difficult to estimate what the halibut catch distribution
would be with an IFQ program that did not have vessel class restrictions.

The sablefish cost model indicates that the low cost vessel class will vary by area and that the costs
may be sufficiently close for different vessel classes that there may not be a dominant vessel class in
some areas.

As conditions change, it is certainly possible that the distribution of landings among vessel classes
could be quite different from what is projected by the cost models. The use of vessel class-specific
QS would assure that the historic distribution would be maintained. It is difficult to compare the
benefits and costs of maintaining the historical distribution.

The historical distribution of landings among these vessel class was shaped by a variety of factors
including chance and the regulatory environment. Therefore, there is no reason to assume that it is
optimal or worthy of being maintained.

Fixing the amount of quota shares and IFQs available to each vessel class would affect the prices of
QSs and IFQs for different vessel classes. If, for instance, the owners of larger vessels would be
willing to pay more for QSs and IFQs than would the owners of smaller vessels, the restriction would
result in a lower price of IFQs for small vessels and a higher price of IFQs for larger vessels. This
would be a disadvantage to those who received more QSs than they would use for a small vessel or
to those who would buy QSs and IFQs for a large vessel. But it would be an advantage to those who
would sell QSs and IFQs for large vessels or buy them for small vessels. The difference in IFQ prices
by vessel class would provide a measure of the cost of this restriction.

Establishing the percentage of a fixed gear TAC that can be taken by each vessel class could severely
limit the ability of the fleet to respond to changing fishery conditions. The comparative advantage
of a particular class of vessels may wax and wane, depending upon changes in input costs, product
prices, the availability of halibut or sablefish, and the profitability of alternative fisheries. For
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example, the longline Pacific cod fishery could develop to the point that the IFQ available for large
vessels would be less than the halibut bycatch of that fishery. If this occurred, halibut would have
to be discarded in the cod fishery or the cod fishery would have to be constrained. In the absence
of vessel class requircments, these vessels would at least be able to bid with other vessels for the right
to land their catch. Alternatively, if vessel classes are used, the problem of insufficient IFQs to cover
the bycatch for some vessel classes could be eliminated by allowing IFQs for any vessel class to be
used for bycatch by any vessel. This limit may reduce substantially the ability of an IFQ program to
solve the halibut bycatch problem in the longline groundfish fishery. It was estimated that the benefit
of solving this problem in the Gulf in 1990 would have been $4.6 million in increased sablefish
landings and decreased halibut harvesting costs (Section 2.1.22).

If as the cost models suggest, the largest vessels are not necessarily the most profitable in most areas,
the vessel class restrictions may reduce the percentage of catch taken by smaller vessels. If, within
each class, larger vessels tend to be more profitable, the presence of vessel class restrictions will tend
to produce a fleet in which a large number of vessels are clustered at the upper end of each of the
smaller vessel classes. It should be noted that the models assume that all halibut or sablefish is taken
by vessels that are targeting on that species. If either is taken as bycatch in another fishery, for
instance Pacific cod, then the IFQ price could be bid higher by these fishermen. In this case, larger
Pacific cod vessels might be more profitable than they otherwise would appear to be in the models.

The other point which should be stressed is that even without vessel class restrictions, no agent is
going to be able to enter an area and simply take someone else’s IFQs. If vessels of a particular class
can use halibut or sablefish more productively, they must still purchase the privilege to land the fish
from someone who currently has it. Therefore, fishery participants who are initially given QSs, but
subsequently decide to sell them, would be compensated for leaving that fishery, and would only
choose to do so if they thought the compensation was adequate.

There is, of course, concern on the part of communities that IFQs would be acquired by those who
would not contribute as much the local economy. If a community perceives that it would be better
off if it insured a continued availability of IFQs for local fishermen and processors, it could assist local
fishermen in retaining or acquiring IFQs. Therefore, IFQs provide a mechanism for quotas to be
allocated to the best uses based on the willingness of a fisherman, a community, a state or any other
person to pay for the right to harvest part of a quota.

The use of vessel class restrictions also requires that rules be established concerning what types of
QSs will be given to a person who had more than one vessel class, The rules recommended by the
Council were discussed in Section 2.3.3.

In summary, vessel class restrictions will tend to maintain the historical distribution of catch by vessel
class. This will prevent a shift in the distribution of landings to the more profitable vessel classes.
In some areas smaller vessels may be more profitable and the restrictions would prevent them from
taking an increasing share of the catch. In other areas, larger vessels may be more profitable and the
restrictions would prevent them from taking an increasing share of the catch. The restrictions
eliminate the free transferability of IFQs among vessels of various classes as 2 tool for efficiently
allocating the quotas among vesse! classes. The effects of the restrictions are only likely to be
substantial if the distributions of landings by vessel class would differ substantially as a result of these
restrictions. In that case, both the costs and benefits of preventing a change in the distribution can
be substantial. However, the potential for most of the benefits of alternative uses of the IFQs to be
reflected in what different groups are willing to pay for them suggests that the costs of the restrictions
typically will exceed their benefits. The options of using different vessel class restrictions in different
areas and of exempting, from the vessel class restrictions, vessels that take halibut as bycatch in other
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hook and line fisheries could be used to eliminate some of the potential problems associated with
vessel class restrictions. If the intent is to assure that the percentage of catch taken by smaller vessels
will not decrease, it may be preferable to allow IFQs to be used on a vessel in the specified class or
on any smaller vessel.

23.5 Transferability of Quota Shares (QSs) and Individual Fishin otas

Transferability allows the market place to efficiently reallocate QS and IFQs to those who will use
them most productively regardless to whom they were initially given. Transferability may take two
forms; (1) permanent transfers of the ongoing right to receive an IFQ annually, and (2) transfers of
IFQs. The former would include the sale of QSs. The latter would include the sale of IFQs or the
lease of QSs. Because the lease of a QS is equivalent to the sale of the associated IFQ for a fixed
number of years, both will be referred to as [FQ sales. IFQs represent a consumable good like fuel
or bait, therefore, the concept of leasing IFQs is irrelevant. The Council is recommending the
following restrictions on transferability.

1. Freezer boat QS and IFQs may be sold.

2. Catcher boat QS can be sold but only up to 10% of a person’s IFQs can be sold each year
during the first three years of the program and none can be sold after that. The restriction
on selling IFQs does not apply to IFQs that are sold together with their associated QSs.

There has been considerable concern expressed regarding the desirability of allowing IFQs to be sold.
Selling IFQs could allow initial recipients of QSs to own and benefit from them, whether or not they
continue to fish. Selling IFQs would also allow persons who are otherwise not associated with the
fishery to purchase QS as an speculative investment and thereby receive benefits of the IFQ program.
The Council’s preferred alternative, which would restrict the saie of catcher boat IFQs, address these
concerns.

There is some question as to whether a prohibition on the sale of IFQ would be effective. The sale
of QS with a contract to repurchase the QS at a fixed date and price is one example of an almost
perfect substitute for buying IFQs. However, if it is assumed that selling IFQs can be prohibited
effectively, the effects of the options would be as discussed below.

Prohibiting the sale of IFQs would provide a substantial incentive for only active fishery participants
to own QSs. Therefore it would increase the concentration of benefits among those who are actively
involved in the fishery, but at a substantial cost.

From the standpoint of economic efficiency and the smooth transfer of fishing rights, a prohibition
on the sale of IFQs represents a substantial cost in terms of foregone flexibility. Some portions of
the fleet will find it desirable to obtain slightly larger IFQs for the current year, without incurring the
financial commitment to buy additional QSs. This may be particularly important for fishermen hoping
to enter the fishery. Conversely, many who own QSs may find that, within the circumstances of a
particular season, they would prefer to fish more actively in other fisheries. The potential for selling
IFQs allows them to provide the IFQs to others more interested in fishing for halibut or sablefish
during that season, without having to relinquish the right to fish for halibut or sablefish in the future
or without having to repurchase QSs to regain that right. If it were effective, the prohibition on IFQ
sales could seriously restrict any inseason adjustments by individual fishermen and thus result in
significant discards or part of the quotas not being taken due to the difficulty in exactly matching
landings to one’s IFQ. This problem is reduced by allowing up to a 5% overage with the only penalty
being an offsetting reduction in the person’s IFQ for the following year.
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The prohibition on the sale of IFQ would pose a substantial impediment during the first few years
of an IFQ program as fishermen adjust to a new program. Existing and prospective owners of QSs
would need a period in which they can evaluate QSs sales value, including amortization of profits over
the life of the QSs and the appropriate adjustments for uncertain future market and biomass
conditions. It will be far easier for new participants in such a program to calculate how much they
would be willing to pay, or accept, for IFQs, than to estimate the net present value of QSs, an asset
producing an uncertain stream of returns.

It is not clear that the 10% limit on IFQ sales is sufficient during the first few years of an IFQ
program and it is not clear that some mechanism for temporary adjustments will not be desirable after
the first three years. Limiting sales of [FQs to 50% probably would be as effective in encouraging
the transfer of QSs to those who are actively involved in the fishery but without eliminating the ability
of individuals to make substantial adjustments in the IFQs they will use during a season.

In its desire to avoid absentee ownership of quotas, the Council moved to restrict the sale of catcher
boat IFQs. In imposing this restriction the Council has tried to balance on the one hand the demand
not to allow absentee control, but on the other a call by fishermen to allow flexibility in the coverage
of catches not covered by owned quotas.

23.6 Restrictions on OS and IFQ ownership and use

The Council has recommended the following restrictions on the ownership and use of QSs and IFQs.
1. Only a person as defined in Section 1.2.2 can acquire or use freezer boat QSs or IFQs.
2. In order to acquire catcher boat QSs or IFQs, the person must:

a. be a U.S. citizen and
b. be a bona fide crew member.

3. In order to use catcher boat IFQs, the user must:

a. own or lease the QS,

b. be a U.S. citizen,

c. be a bona fide crew member,

d. be aboard the vessel during fishing operations, and
e. sign the fish ticket upon landing.

The exception to these requirements is identified in item 4.

4. A person that received initial catcher boat QS may utilize a hired skipper to fish its IFQs
providing that it owns the vessel upon which the IFQs will be used. Such a person may
purchase up to the total share allowed for the area. For the sablefish fishery east of 140° W
longitude and for the halibut fishery in Area 2C, the above allowance for hired skippers
applies only to corporations or partnerships as defined below and it applies only to the IFQs
resulting from their initial QS’s. In these areas, the exception dose not apply to IFQs
associated with subsequently acquired QSs.

S. Corporation: Any corporation that has no change in membership, except a change caused by

the death of a corporate member providing the death did not result in any new corporate
members. Additionally, corporate membership is not deemed to change if a corporate
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10.

11.

12.

member becomes legally incapacitated and a trustee is appointed to act on his behalf, nor is
corporate membership decmed to have changed if the ownership shares among existing
members changes, nor is corporate membership deemed to have changed if a member leaves
the corporation. (In the case where ownership of shares is initially allocated to a publicly held
corporations, the Council did not make a recommendation regarding what constitutes a change
in membership of the corporation.)

Partnership: Any partnership that has no change in membership, except a change caused by
the death of a partner providing the death did not result in any new partners. Additionally,
a partnership is not deemed to have changed if a partner becomes legally incapacitated and
a trustee is appointed to act on his behalf, nor is a partnership deemed to have changed if
the ownership shares among existing partners changes, nor is a partnership deemed to have
changed if a partner leaves the partnership.

The Secretary may, by regulation, designate exceptions to the restrictions on who may use
catcher boat IFQs (item 18) to be employed in case of personal injury or extreme personal
emergency which allows the transfer of catcher boat QS/FQs for limited periods of time.

For sablefish no person or individual may own, hold, or otherwise control, individually or
collectively more than:

a. 1% of the combined total for the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands QSs
or IFQs or
b. 1% of the QSs or IF(Qs for the area east of 140° W,

For halibut no person or individual may own, hold, or otherwise control, individually or
collectively more than:

a. 0.5% of the total QSs or IFQs from the combined IPHC areas 2C, 3A, and 3B,

b. 0.5% of the total QSs or IFQs from the combined IPHC areas 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and
4E, or

c. 1.0% of the total QSs or IFQs from IPHC Area 2C.

The exceptions to items 8 and 9 are that any person who receives an initial assignment of
quota shares in excess of these limits may continue to control and use them. However, such
persons shall be prohibited from purchasing, leasing, holding or otherwise controlling
additional quota shares or IFQs until that person’s quota share falls below the limits set forth
in items 23 and 24, at which time each such person shall be subject to the limitations.

For sablefish, no more than 1% of the combined Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian
Island fixed gear quota may be taken on any one vessel and no more than 1% of the fixed
gear quota east of 140° W, (EY/SQ) may be taken on any one vessel. The exception is that
persons who received an initial allocation of more than the 1% overall ownership level (or
1% in the area east of 140° W.) may fish their IFQs on a single vessel.

For halibut, no more than 0.5% of the combined IPHC area quota may be taken on any one
vessel except that persons who received an initial allocation of more than 0.5% overall
ownership level may fish their IFQs on a single vessel. (This differs from the ownership cap
in that the vessel limit applies to the whole North Pacific combined area TAC rather than the
TAC combined for areas 2C, 3A, 3B, or for areas 44, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E combined.)
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2.3.6.1 A forei rson cannot control OSs and

QSs and IFQs can only be transferred to a "non-foreign person” which is defined as any individual
who is a U.S. citizen, any corporation, partnership, association, or other entity (whether or not
organized or existing under the laws of any State but being owned and controlled by a majority of
U.S. citizens), and any Federal, State, or local government or any entity of any such government.
U.S. residents that are not U.S. citizens and corporations that are not principally owned and
controlled by U.S. citizens, for example, would be prohibited from obtaining QSs or IFQs. (In
addition to this restriction, there are other restrictions on transferability and ownership which are
detailed in other sections of this document.)

The intent of this restriction is to assure that the benefits of the IFQ program will be received
primarily by the Nation and not foreign investors. The definition of person is based on that in the
Magnuson Act as modified by the 1987 Anti-Reflagging Act.

Even with this restriction, foreign interests will continue to influence fishing activities and some of
the benefits of the fishery will continue to accrue to foreigners. The Japanese are currently very
active participants in the seafood industry. They have invested in companies that process and market
halibut and sablefish and Japan is the dominant market for sablefish. It would be naive to expect that
foreign interests will not continue to be involved in all phases of product preparation. That might
include the acquisition of QSs and IFQs through companies that do qualify to purchase them or loans
to others who can acquire and use QSs and IFQs.

There are some problems associated with this restriction. For example, it could result in two
companies being dealt with quite differently because of a small difference in the percentage of
ownership by U.S. citizens. It could be difficult to determine which corporations could acquire QSs
because control and ownership can be difficult to define and, perhaps, even more difficult to measure.
The eligibility of a corporation to acquire QSs and IFQs could change periodically and unexpectedly
as the result of a small change in ownership or control. The latter two problems could make
enforcement of this restriction costly or ineffective. Operationally, this requirement would necessitate
special monitoring for corporate QS and IFQ owners in addition to the eligibility certification
required of all other prospective buyers of QSs and IFQs. Despite these problems, the Anti-
Reflagging Act placed similar restrictions on the ownership of fishing vessels operating in domestic
fisheries within the EEZ.

2.3.6.2 Other restrictions on who can control QS and IFQs.

There are other restrictions on who may control or use catcher boat QSs and IFQs. They are
intended to assure that: (1) those directly involved in the fishery benefit from the IFQ program, (2)
the fisheries continue to be dominated by owner/operator operations, and (3) the ownership limits
can be enforced more effectively.

These bona fide crew member restrictions would limit the number of people who can purchase
catcher boat QSs and IFQs. This would tend to reduce the prices of QSs and IFQs but probably not
substantially. The other restrictions would prevent someone, other than an active fisherman, from
acquiring additional QSs or IFQs for use on a catcher boat. This would limit the ability for a
partnership or corporation to own QSs and IFQs. This would increase the concentration of IFQ
program benefits among fishermen, but it would probably decrease the total benefits of the program
by restricting the relatively common practice of having a vessel owner who is often not on the vessel
and does not sign the fish tickets. This would prevent a person who owns more than one vessel from
owning and using IFQs for more than one vessel at a time and in general it would eliminate the
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ability of a catcher boat owner to have others operate his vessel(s). Without the grandfather clause
for the initial recipients of QSs, the implementation of the IFQ program would be more disruptive
and it would change the balance of power between vessel owners and crews because it is common
for vessels to be operated by hired skippers.

The State of Alaska vessel registration file indicates whether a vessel is owned by an individual or by
a different type of legal entity, such as a partnership of corporation. This information was used in
generating Tables 2.39 and 2.40 which summarizes the distributions of vessel owners, annual catch,
and IFQs by type of owner and management area for halibut and sablefish, respectively. Vessels with
owners who are not individuals are used to approximate the vessels with hired skippers.

The number of halibut vessel owners who were not individuals ranged from 74 in 1984 to 189 in 1990
and 280 of them will receive halibut QSs (Table 2.39). Most of these vessel owners are residents of
Alaska. These owners accounted for from 9.4% of the halibut catch in 1984 to 12.1% in 1989 and
will receive 10.3% of the IFQs based on the 1991 TACs.

The number of sablefish vessel owners who were not individuals ranged from 23 in 1985 to 86 in 1990
and 135 of them will receive sablefish QSs (Tabie 2.40). About half of these vessei owners are
residents of Alaska. These owners accounted for from 21.3% of the sablefish catch in 1987 to 34.2%
in 1985 and will receive 24.6% of the IFQs based on the 1991 TACs.

Over time these restrictions will do much more than maintain the competitive position of
owner/operator operations. Eventually, the restrictions will eliminate all other types of operations.
Maintaining the competitiveness of owner/operators may be desirable for social or broadly defined
economic reasons, including a decrease in the structural changes that might otherwise occur.
However, eliminating other types of operations cannot be justified in terms of decreasing the
adjustment costs of an IFQ program.

The additional restrictions for IPHC Area 2C and for the area east of 140° W are recommended in
response to the concern that owner/operators would not be competitive in bidding for QSs and IFQs
in comparison to the other operations that would be grandfathered in. If they are not competitive,
the other operations would be able to increase the percentage of QSs and IFQs they control.
However, over time most of the other operations would be eliminated by attrition. The restrictions
do more than prevent the other types of operations from increasing their share of the total catch.
They actually decrease it. Most persons will receive IFQs that are less than their average annual
catch; therefore, in these areas of the Eastern Guif, most persons who use hired skippers will not be
able to maintain their average level of catch without buying additional QSs and the additional QSs
cannot be used by the hired skipper.

The number and percentage of vessel owners for these Eastern Gulf areas who are not individuals
and who have an IFQ to average landings ratio for each of several ranges of values are presented in
Figures 2.5 and 2.6, respectively, for halibut and sablefish. The average for each owner is its total
catch for the period divided by the number of years it participated in the halibut (sablefish) fishery
between 1984 and 1990 (1985-1990). It is estimated that 34.8% of the halibut vessel owners will
receive IFQs less than 20% of their average annual catch, 60.9% will receive IFQs that are from 80%
to 100% of their average catch, and only 1.4% will receive IFQs that exceed their average catch
(Figure 2.5). For sablefish it is estimated that 15.1% of these vessel owners will receive IFQs less
than 20% of their average annual catch, 1.9% will receive IFQs that are from 80% to 100% of their
average catch, and 83% will receive IFQs that exceed their average catch (Figure 2.6).
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Figure 2.5 Estimated number and percentage of area 2C halibut vessel
owners who are not individuals by the ratio of IFQs to
average landings for QS preferred alternative.
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Figure 2.6 Estimated number and percentage of EY/SEQO area sablefish
vessel owners who are not individuals by the ratioc of IFQs
to average landings for QS preferred alternative.
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The number and percentage of vessel owners who are not individual and who have an IFQ to 1990
landings ratio for each of several ranges of values are presented in Figures 2.7 and 2.8 for halibut and
sablefish, respectively. Vessel owners with no landings in 1990 are not included. - For halibut, 33.3%
of these vessel owners would have IFQs equal to less than 20% of their 1990 catch, 25.9% would
receive from 20% to 40%, 14.8% would receive 40% to 60%, 14.8% would receive 60% to 80%,
0.0% would receive 80% to 100%, and 11.1% would receive IFQs that exceeded their 1990 catch
(Figure 2.7). For sablefish, 50.0% of these vessel owners would have IFQs equal to less than 20%
of their 1990 catch, 25.0% would receive from 20% to 40%, 15.0% would receive 40% to 60%, 0.0%
would receive 60% to 80%, 5.0% would receive 80% to 100%, and only 5.0% would receive IFQs
that exceeded their 1990 catch (Figure 2.8). This indicates that the additional rules for parts of the
Eastern Gulf would be very disruptive and lead to immediate and substantial declines in the catch by
vessels that are not owned by individuals if these vessels are typically fished with a hired skipper.

If the intent is to assure that the percentage of catch taken by vessels with hired skippers will not
increase, it may be preferable to have separate classes of QSs and IFQs, one class that can oniy be
used by owner-operated boats and another class that can be used by a boat operated by its owner or
a hired skipper. The Council’s restriction is substantially more disruptive to other fishing operations
that currently participate in these fisheries. It also requires additional definitions and enforcement
responsibilities.

As with many of the restrictions included in the IFQ program, the effectiveness of this restriction is
in doubt. For example, a fishing operation with a hired skipper could fish beyond the IFQ associated
with the QS it receives in the initial allocation by having a crew member buy additional QSs.

These restrictions prevent what in many fisheries has been the normal progression from owning and
operating a vessel to having a hired skipper run the boat so a person can either fish an additional
boat or become more involved in the management of the operations. It is difficult to estimate either
the benefits or costs of preventing this type of progression, but limiting it probably is easier to justify
than eliminating it.

2.3.6.3 Limits on the total QSs and TFQs a person can control or that can be used on a single vessel.

The recommendations to limit the QSs and IFQs that a person can control and the IFQs that can
be used on a vessel is the result of the concern that an unrestricted market for quota shares could:
(1) result in a few powerful interests controlling most of the landings and (2) result in excessive
decreases in the numbers of vessels and fishermen participating in the fixed gear halibut and sablefish
fisheries. The Council desires the maintenance of a fishery that has many and diverse participants
and one in which harvesters are not at the mercy of "company store” processors or the monopolizing
influence of a few other harvesters. This would help assure that both the initial and ongoing benefits
of the IFQ program would be broadly distributed and that the market for QSs and IFQs would be
competitive.

Although this option is well-intentioned and has considerable philosophical support within the fishery,
as presented it suffers from several serious problems. The biggest of these is that such a requirement
might be very difficult to enforce. Since corporations are allowed to own QSs, there is nothing to
prevent one corporation from owning several other companies which could each legally own 0.5%
or 1% of the overall quota. Similarly, individual family members could each acquire 0.5% or 1%,
allowing the family to control much more than the intended limit. Because the IFQs a person
controls depend on both his QSs and the quota for each area, a change in relative quotas among
areas can result in someone being in violation of the IFQ rule.
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Figure 2.7 Estimated number and percentage of area 2C halibut vessel
owners who are not individuals by the ratio of IFQs to 1990
landings for QS preferred alternative.
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Figure 2.8 Estimated number and percentage of EY/SEQO area sablefish
vessel owners who are not individuals by the ratio of IFQs
to 1990 landings for QS preferred alternative.
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The data in Table 2.41 summarize the distribution of vessel owners and QS recipients with historical
catch and IFQs with respect to the proposed ownership limits. The IFQ estimates are based on the
1991 TAGCs. The data indicate the following.

1. EEZ-wide sablefish limit of 1%

a. Between 1985 and 1990, the number of vessels owners with annual catch above this
limit ranged from 5 in 1985 to 14 in 1988.
b. 7 QS recipients will receive IFQs that exceed this limit.

2. EY/SEO sablefish limit of 1%

a. Between 1985 and 1990, the number of vessels owners with annual catch above this
limit ranged from 11 in 1985 to 28 in 1990. . -
b. 10 QS recipients will receive IFQs that exceed this limit.

3. Areas 2C - 3B combined halibut limit of 0.5%

a. Between 1984 and 1990, the number of vessels owners with annual catch above this
limit ranged from 0 in 1990 to 8 in 1988.
b. No QS recipients will receive IFQs that exceed this limit.

4. Areas 4A - 4E combined halibut limit of 0.5%

a. Between 1984 and 1990, the number of vessels owners with annual catch above this
limit ranged from 34 in 1984 to 112 in 1987.
b. 39 QS recipients will receive IFQs that exceed this limit.

5. Areas 2C halibut limit of 1%

a. Between 1984 and 1990, the number of vessels owners with annual catch above this
limit ranged from 0 in 1988 and 1990 to 4 in 1986.
b. No QS recipients will receive IFQs that exceed this limit.

Basing the limit on the percentage of quota from all areas or a group of areas means that within
some areas the concentration of ownership can be substantially greater than the limits set for the
aggregate areas. Consequently, even if the proposed restraint were enforceable, using a percentage
of overall quota may not be an efficient means of preventing localized concentrations of market

power.

Further complicating the issue of concentration of QS are the vessel classes. Because QSs cannot
be traded across vessel classes, there are effectively separate markets for QS for each vessel class in
each area. For example, if a single owner held 1% of the EEZ-wide sablefish IFQs but in a single
area for a single vessel class, then that owner could very definitely contro] the participation of all
vessels in the class and could presumably influence the price of quota shares if not the amount of fish
harvested or processed. It is evident that the more restraints placed on the IFQ system, the easier
it will be for an individual to control or influence the prosecution of a segment of the fishery.

If the limit is only on the amount of IFQ that a person can control, a number of persons could use

their IFQs on the same vessel to allow a vessel to account for more than 0.5% of the halibut catch
or more than 1% of the fixed gear sablefish catch. If the limit is on the amount of IFQ that can used
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on a vessel, this problem is eliminated but the amount of IFQ that a person can control would not
be limited. With limits on both, both problems are eliminated to the extent that the intent of the
limit on ownership can be enforced.

These restrictions will prevent the number of QS owners and the number of vessels falling below
specific levels if they are enforceable. These levels are as follows:

L EEZ-wide sablefish, 100 owners and 100 boats;

2, Gulf of Alaska sablefish east of 140° W, 100 owners and 100 boats;
3. Areas 2C-3B halibut, as a ;vholc, 200 owners;

4, Areas 4A-4E, halibut, as a whole, 200 owners;

5. Area 2C halibut, 100 owners; and

6. Areas 2C4E halibut, as a whole, 200 vessels.

It is not clear that there would be fewer vessels and owners in the absence of these restrictions. This
would happen only if operations that specialize in the halibut or sablefish fishery are more profitable
with respect to using halibut or sablefish IFQs than are operations that are more diversified. If this
is not the case, these restrictions will have not effect, that is, they will not be binding constraints. If
this is not the case, the restrictions will increase the numbers of owners and boats but will dlso
decrease the profits generated by the IFQ program. It is difficult to evaluate this tradeoff.

One of the objectives of these restrictions in to moderate decline in employment for fishermen.
These restrictions probably will not have a substantial effect on total employment measured in terms
of fishermen days. They could increase substantially the number of fishermen among whom that
employment is shared. However, it is possible that the restrictions will result in the same fishermen
fishing on a number of boats during the year. This has happened in Canada. As a result the number
of fishermen involved in the fishery can be less than one would expect given the number of vessels
that are required to participate. For example, if there are at a minimum 200 halibut boats and the
average crew size is five, one might assume that there will be at least 1,000 halibut fishermen.
However, if most fishermen fish on two boats because they are better fishermen who want to
capitalize on their skills in the halibut fishery, there may only be 500 halibut fishermen. These
restrictions are expected to only be partially effective in meeting their intended purpose(s) and to the
extent that they are circumvented, the methods used of circumvention will tend to increase harvesting
COsts.

2.3.6.4 Other restrictions on the use of IFQs.

Prior to the start of each trip, a "person” would be required to control sufficient IFQ to cover the
amount of halibut and sablefish to be caught during that trip. An overage of up to 5%, that would
count against the person’s next year IFQ, would be permitted. The purpose of this restriction is to
prevent speculative fishing that could result in halibut or sablefish discards and unreported landings.
If a fisherman thought he could cover his landings by acquiring additional IFQs before he lands the
halibut or sablefish, he may catch much more than he has IFQs to cover. If he can in fact find willing
sellers of IFQ then there is not a problem. However, if he is unable to acquire sufficient additional
IFQs at an acceptable price, he would probably either discard the halibut or attempt to havc the
landings under-reported. Either would impose costs on the fishery.
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This prohibition on speculative fishing could be effective in reducing such costs; however it would be
at the cost of foregone flexibility particularly as a fisherman’s catch approaches the IFQs he had
already acquired for the year. The need for flexibility is dependent on the ability of a fisherman to
accurately predict what his catch rate will be during a given trip. The allowable overage that is
permitted without a penalty will reduce the adverse effects of this restriction.

The Council discussed holding each fisherman accountable for his landings in excess of his IFQs, and
having the penalty for excessive landings increase as a function of the overage. For example, the
penalty for an overage of less than 5% of the IFQs he used in an area that year might be set at an
equivalent forfeiture of IFQs the following year, with the penalty for a larger overage being greater.
A system such as this is used in the New Zealand IFQ fisheries. In determining the preferred
tradeoff between providing flexibility to fishermen and assuring that landings do not substantially
exceed a quota, it should be noted that: (1) under the current management regime, quotas are
typically exceeded by more than 5%; and (2) it is possible to adjust future quotas to correct for a
relatively large overage and protect the stocks. The ability to respond appropriately is of course
dependent on knowledge of the overages. Therefore, measures that encourage accurate reporting
of landings are desirable.

23.7 Discards

To reduce waste and to increase the accounting of catch, the Council has made three
recommendations with respect to discards.

1. Discard of legal sized halibut is prohibited by persons holding halibut IFQs and by those
fishing under the halibut CDQ program. Persons holding freezer boat shares are exempt
from this halibut discard prohibition.

2. Discard of sablefish is prohibited by persons holding sablefish IFQs and those fishing under
the sablefish community development quota (CDQ) program.

3. Pacific cod and rockfish harvested incidentally during the operation of a2 QS/IFQ fishery shall
be termed bycatch species for the purpose of this program. Other species may be included
by NMFS by regulatory amendment if it can be shown that the species is unlikely to survive
if discarded and if it can be shown that such retention is beneficial to the nation. Any species
identified as a bycatch species that is taken during the operation of a QS/IFQ fishery shall be
retained and landed unless designated a prohibited species.

Prohibiting the discard of legal size halibut by those who have IFQs or CDQs to use would prevent
highgrading and the discard of halibut in other fixed gear fisheries if it could be enforced effectively.
This, in turn, would provide better estimates of total halibut removals, eliminate the costs associated
with highgrading, increase halibut utilization, and impose additional costs on fishing operations that
would otherwise discard some halibut. Because those who take halibut as bycatch in other fixed gear
fisheries should be willing to pay more for IFQ than are halibut fishermen, the former typically will
have an incentive to obtain sufficient IFQ to land all their legal size halibut bycatch. Therefore, to
the extent it is enforceable, this restriction would tend to have more of an effect on highgrading than
on the discards of bycatch.

The exemption for freezer boats is necessary because vessel class restrictions are used and because

a very small amount of halibut will be available to the freezer boat class. This exemption and the
limited amount of halibut QSs and IFQs available for freezer boats prevent IFQs from being used
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to reduce the halibut bycatch problem for fixed gear freezer boats in the groundfish fisheries. This
could eliminate a substantial cost savings for the fixed gear and other groundfish fisheries.

This restriction also raises an equity issue. Fishermen who have not used all their halibut IFQs are
required to retain halibut taken as bycatch but fishermen who either have used their halibut IFQs
or did not have any are allowed to discard without incurring any costs.

Most of these comments also apply to the restriction on sablefish discards. The exemption for freezer
boats is not required because a substantial freezer boat IFQs will be available and, therefore, the
sablefish IFQ program is much less limited in terms of being able to solve the problems of allocating
sablefish between sablefish fixed gear and other fixed gear fisheries.

The restriction on the discards of Pacific cod and rockfish is intended to reduce waste and increase
the propensity for fixed gear halibut and sablefish fishermen to land their catch at ports adjacent to
the fishing grounds. Because the IFQ programs will tend to eliminate the race for fish, halibut and
sablefish fishermen are much more likely to retain marketable cod and rockfish. In fact, many
fishermen may use their halibut IFQs to intentionally have joint halibut and rockfish trips.

The requirement that cod and rockfish be retained will only have an effect if fishermen would have
otherwise discarded these species. Because fishermen would tend to do so if it is more profitable,
the restriction is expected to decrease the profitability of the fixed gear halibut and sablefish fisheries.
The requirement that these species be retained does not necessarily mean that they will be delivered
in a marketable form. For example, if shorter trips are required to land marketable rockfish,
fishermen will not decrease the length of halibut trips to assure the quality of the rockfish unless:
(1) the safe carrying capacity of the vessel and the weight of the cod and rockfish shorten the trip
or (2) enough rockfish is taken as bycatch that the loss in rockfish exvessel value due to a normal
length trip exceeds the profit foregone by returning earlier.

These restrictions would make ports adjacent to the fishing grounds more competitive either because
higher quality bycatch species could be delivered to them or because the cost per pound of halibut
and sablefish delivered to more distant ports would increase if less could be delivered safely per trip.

The prohibitions on discards probably could not be enforced effectively on vessels without observers
and using observers to enforce these prohibitions would have the adverse effects of increasing both
the enforcement role of observers and the inequities between vessels with and without observers.

1t would be inappropriate to extend the list of bycatch species that must be retained strictly on the
basis of the expected discard mortality rate. Otherwise the retention of unmarketable species or sizes
of fish would be required. It may be difficult to justify such a requirement.

2.3.8 Duration of the IFQ program

Harvesting privileges would be good for an indefinite period of time but would be subject to periodic
change, including revocation, in accordance with appropriate management procedures as defined in
the Magnuson Act. Those who control QSs or IFQs need not be compensated for any such change.
This is the normal situation. Regulations would have to be changed to alter or eliminate the
program.
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239 Unloading Provisions

An IFQ program will increase the incentive a fisherman and a processor will have to underreport
halibut landings. The requirements recommended to reduce this problem are: (1) licensing all first
point of sale purchasers of halibut and halibut, (2) designating principal ports; (3) requiring
notification to NMFS prior to any unloading of halibut and sablefish taken with fixed gear; and (4)
requiring area check in and check out.

These elements of the IFQ program are expected to increase the ability of the program to be
effectively enforced without imposing substantial costs on fishermen or the communities which are
dependent on these fisheries. The designation as principal port means that an enforcement officer
is more likely to observe landings. This is not necessarily an advantage for a port because landings
can occur anywhere. However, shipments out of Alaska by the fishing vessel or by other means must
clear through a principal port. This can be an advantage to the port and in some cases it will impose
a substantial cost on a fishing operation. The selection of principal ports and the limited
requircments for using them are attempts to balance enforcement cost, costs to the fleet, and the
need for effective enforcement.

2.3.10 Individual Fishing Quota Apportionments for Disadvantaged Coastal Communities Adjacent
to the Fishing Grounds.

The Council has recommended the use of community development quotas (CDQ) to assist
economically disadvantaged coastal communities that are adjacent to the fishing grounds. The
specifics of the program are presented in Chapter 1 and Appendix B. A discussion of three issues
concerning the merits of the CDQ program is presented in this section.

The purpose of the CDQ program is to assist Western Alaska coastal communities which are
struggling economically in developing their ability to generate income from fisheries resources. There
are three issues that should be addressed concerning the merits of this program. They are the
effectiveness of such a program, the merits of encouraging new investment in a fishery that already
has excess harvesting and processing capacity, and the issue of the appropriate funding source for
such a program if it is justified.

The principal reason that an IFQ program is being considered at this time is that harvesting and
processing capacity far exceed the halibut and sablefish quotas. Efforts to encourage additional
investments in such capacity would be counter productive in terms of most of the objectives of the
IFQ program. Furthermore, such investments by individuals having no connection with nor
experience in the fishery may not be economically sustainable in a highly competitive and evolving
industry adjusting to a new IFQ program.

1t is not clear that providing a community with CDQs would be sufficient, by itself, to develop an
independent fishing industry in a community where one did not previously exist. Since very little
shoreside processing is utilized in halibut or sablefish production, it is uniikely that halibut and
sablefish would provide a solid base on which to build a diversified fishing economy. It might provide
enough incentive to attract a processor for these fisheries or sufficient profits to assist in developing
harbor facilities or other fishing infrastructure. It may be quite difficult to identify the situations in
which granting CDQs to a community for a limited period of time would allow that community to
overcome the disadvantages that have prevented it from successfully participating in the fishery.
Once CDQs or other forms of subsidies are given to a community, investments are made, and the
community comes to depend on the economic activity associated with its participation in the fishery,
it may be very difficult to end the subsidy. This would be particularly true if the community had not
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been able to eliminate a sufficient number of problems to be able to continue to participate in the
fishery without the subsidy.

The requirements for the approval of such assistance provide some assurance that assistance would
only be provided when it is expected to allow a community to become a competitive participant.
However, review periods may not be adequate. If CDQs are only made available when they are
expected to make a community competitive, it is possible that few communities would receive such
assistance.

To a great extent, the issue of how such a subsidy should be fuaded if it is justified is an equity issue.
This means that value judgements and not economic analyses are the key to determining the
preferred method of funding.

The CDQ subsidy is to be funded by the owners of all QSs, not just the owners of QSs for adjacent
areas. It can be argued that this is more equitable than having only some QS owners pay for the
program but less equitable than having the State of Alaska or the Nation as a whole fund the subsidy.
However, it could also be argued that by implementing an IFQ program, the Council is generating
wealth ‘and there is no reason that all of that wealth should be distributed to those who have
participated in the fishery during the last few years as vessel owners or lease holders.

Although the determination of the preferred method of funding is principally an equity issue, it
should be noted that if funds are available at little cost to those who decide how they will be used,
there is less assurance that they will be used effectively. This suggests that because the State would
be involved in determining which communities would receijve the subsidies, the subsidies might be
more effectively used if the State also funded them. The fact that the Secretary of Commerce would
have the final authority to approve or deny assistance for a community, does not eliminate the
incentive for the State to be less concerned with how effectively the assistance is used if it is not the
primary funding source. This problem is increased by the relative short review schedule for the
Secretary.

The State or Federal Government could purchase [FQs and make them available to disadvantaged
communities. Alternatively, they could make grants or loans available to allow the communities to
purchase IFQs or to take other actions that would contribute to local economic development. The
former is a subsidy in kind and the latter is a direct monetary subsidy. Typically, for a given cost to
the government, a direct monetary subsidy provides greater benefits to the recipients than does a
subsidy in kind because money could, in this example, be used to buy halibut IFQs or, perhaps, be
used more productively from the viewpoint of the recipient. That is, a monetary subsidy provides the
recipient with more flexibility unless there are restrictions on how the monetary subsidy can be used
or unless, in this case, the community could sell the CDQs if other development options were more
promising. With respect to community development, the justification for a subsidy in kind, or
equivalently a monetary subsidy which could only be used to acquire IFQs, is that the community
might otherwise use the subsidy less effectively. It is not clear that it is appropriate to assume that
this would happen. A better justification for the subsidy in kind is that, in practice, the choice may
be between that type of subsidy and no subsidy at all.

2.3.11 Prior approval for QS and IFQ transfers
All QS and IFQ transfers would have to be reported to NMFS to allow it to monitor both the
ownership and use of QSs and IFQs, to assure that they are only transferred to "persons” as defined

above, and to monitor compliance with any restrictions on the amount of QS or IFQ a person can
control. The IFQ programs as outlined would require that the transfers of QSs and IFQs be pre-
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approveéd by NMFS. Unless NMFS has a very timely process for approving these transfers, this
requirement could be quite costly in that it would limit transferability and constrain fishing activity.
Because the enforcement of the other restrictions on the transferability and use of QSs and IFQs can
be after the fact, it might be less costly to the fishery and NMFS if transfers are monitored after the
fact and pre-approval is not required.

2.3.12 Temporary suspension of the halibut PSC limits for the fixed gear fisheries

The Council has recommended the suspension of the halibut fixed gear prohibited species catch
(PSC) lLimits for the first two years of operation of the quota system. In recent years, the fixed gear
fishery halibut PSC limit in the GOA has prevented the fixed gear sablefish TAC from being taken.
If this would be expected to occur in the future, the IFQ program would not eliminate the race for
fish and many of the advantages of the sablefish IFQ program would be decreased. The combination
of the IFQ program for halibut that will allow sablefish fishermen to use IFQs to land halibut bycatch
and the sablefish IFQ program that will allow sablefish fishermen to fish in ways that wili reduce
bycatch mortality should solve much of the halibut bycatch problem in the fixed gear sablefish fishery.
Therefore, exempting this fishery from the halibut PSC limit can be justified at least on a temporary
experimental basis. The same is not true for the other fixed gear fisheries. For example, neither
justification would apply to a suspension of the PSC limit for the Pacific cod longline fishery.

23.13 Summary of the IFQ program with respect to the 10 problems identified by the Council

The following analysis evaluates the features of the Council’s preferred alternative management plan
with respect to the ten problems identified by the Council (Section 1.1.1).

Allocation Conflicts

One of the benefits of individual transferable quota systems is that they remove governments and
state institutions from resource allocations. It is commonly believed that if the marketplace is left
to operate freely, much of the acrimony can be removed from allocation issues. This contention
would seem to be borne out by the Canadian and New Zealand experiences. This benefit, however,
only flows following the introduction of a quota system. In the development stage, debate on who
will be included for initial allocation, and who will not, is likely to be emotive. People excluded at
this part of the process may harbor long-lived resentment. In New Zealand part-time fishermen were
eliminated from the fishery by administrative means as many as four years prior to the introduction
of the quota management system. Some ten years later, these people still bemoan having been
disenfranchised, and continue to try and re-enter the fishery without acquiring quotas. There is no
intention under the Council’s preferred alternative to use these means to remove people from the
fishery actively. None-the-less, there will be those who are not eligible to receive an initial allocation
of quota shares, and they will continue to be disappointed. Crew members are most notable among
these groups.

Underlying a quota system is the notion that quota shares will pass from less efficient to more
efficient operators. More efficient operators are generally deemed to be those who will pay a higher
price to purchase the quota. It is through having fishery resources exploited by the most efficient
that the greatest economic value from the resource will accrue to the United States. The Council
has provided for quota shares and individual fishing quotas to be partially transferable, and in so
doing has opened the way for quotas to move to those who will utilize them most efficiently. For a
number of largely social reasons, however, the Council has imposed a number of restrictions on the
operation of the market for quota shares. These can be expected to impede the passage of quotas
in the way described. By imposing restrictions on who can own quota, and how much they can own,
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the Council has precluded persons from participating in quota ownership who may be more efficient.
For example, it may be that someone with no fishing experience may be more efficient than someone
with a bare five months. Similarly, people holding either 1 percent of the sablefish total allowable
catch for an area or 0.5 percent of halibut may be more efficient than someone holding below the
ownership cap. Through the Council’s restrictions these people would be precluded from acquiring
further quotas.

In a wider philosophical context, one of the fundamental criticisms of the proposed IFQ program is
that although the nation’s fishery resources are owned by every citizen, the proposed program gives
ongoing access rights to a small group. This means that the initial recipients of QS will receive much
of the benefits of the program. Although some of the future participants in these fisheries and the
public at large will receive some of the benefits, the public at large may be required to pay the
additional management and enforcement costs and some current participants or potential future
participants will be affected adversely by the program. That is, the distribution of the benefits and
costs of the proposed program are considered by some to be inequitable. The ability to more
equitably distribute the benefits and costs of an IFQ program appear to be limited by the MFCMA.
For example, IFQs cannot be auctioned by the government and fees to cover the cost of
implementing, administering, and enforcing the program cannot be collected from those who will own
QSs (under current laws). The Council has responded to this problem in two ways. First, it has
recommended QS allocation rules that will distribute QS to a large number of persons. Second, it
has stated its intent to collect program costs from QS owners as soon as and to the extent it can.
Changes in the MFCMA and IFQ program that some perceive to be more equitable will themselves
be contentious allocation issues.

Conflicts may arise between vessel classes. One vessel class, operating efficiently, may believe it
should have access to quotas being operated in a less efficient manner by another vessel class. In the
same vein, there may be some concern from commercial fishermen about allocations being made to
small communities. They may feel that they are being asked to make sacrifices in terms of receiving
smaller quotas than their traditional catches, yet some who have had the opportunity to participate,
but have not done so, are being allocated quotas. If quotas allocated to fishermen are viewed in
terms of having been paid for by fishermen'’s investment, commitment and dependence on the fishery,
then small communities are receiving quotas free.

It is not clear, therefore, the extent to which the Council’s preferred alternative will alleviate
allocation conflicts. Certainly, it has the potential to remove the Council from any continuing
involvement of allocation of sablefish and halibut, but it may engender controversies which could
surface before the Council for many years.

Gear Conflict

It is assumed that having a prescribed quota to catch will allow fishermen to be more patient and to
spread their fishing effort over time and area. This is seen as reducing gear conflicts. Conflict was
also seen as being minimized by restricting the allocation and subsequent sale of quotas only to those
who had acquired at least five months experience in the fisheries. Only experienced people would
be present on the fishing grounds and they would know how to act to avoid unnecessary conflicts.

The preferred alternative is the product of the Council’s consideration of multiple objectives. These
have the effect of confounding one another. While the above factors may lead to decreased gear
conflict, the Council’s desire to extend initial allocation of quota shares to as many people as possible,
has the potential to include many more fishermen on the grounds than have ever fished in any single
year. This may result in continued gear conflict. Similarly the allocation of quotas to small
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communities opens the way for inexperienced people to have access to the fisheries. This may lead
to gear conflicts. If the quota system operates as the Council intends, those from small communities
will gain experience, and the large numbers of initial recipients will consolidate, and the objective of
reduced gear conflict should be met. It may not, however, be achieved as expeditiously as is possible.

Deadloss

The allocation of specified quotas to fishermen is expected to result in a closer match between gear
used and the quantity of fish to be caught. Even with the large number of initial quota recipients,
no-one has an incentive to use gear in excess of what is required to take a quota. Stock losses due
to excessive gear can be expected to be minimized under the preferred alternative.,

Bycatch Loss

Bycatch loss is expected to be reduced under the Council’s preferred alternative. Fishermen will be
able to take more time with their fishing and be able to target their activity far more precisely for the
species and size of fish they are seeking. The provisions which prevent quota holders from discarding
quota species will also minimize bycatch of halibut for those fishing sablefish and vice versa. There
are restrictions which prevent the IFQ program from solving additional bycatch problems.

Discard Mortality

Again, the spreading of fishing effort over time and space enabled by a quota system is expected to
result in decreased discard mortality. With more time to target precisely, and to handie legally
undersized fish carefully, their chances of survival should be far greater. There will be, however, one
group of people on the grounds who may not have experience in the two fisheries involved. These
are the people fishing under a community development quota. It may take some time before they
gain the requisite experience to be able to handle fish carefully. During this period, discard mortality
may not decrease to the extent envisaged.

Excess Harvesting Capacity

It has been argued that there are too many boats, and one of the objects of introducing a quota
system is to rationalize the fishery in part by reducing the numbers of vessels. It is hoped that
following introduction, transfers of quotas will lead to less effictent vessels leaving the industry. The
effects of the Council’s preferred alternative in terms of quota transfers are not clear. By allowing
as many people as possible to participate in the initial allocation of quota shares, the Council has
introduced many more people into the two fisheries, thus aggravating the problem of too many
vessels. It can be expected that the process of consolidation of the fleet, or rationalization will take
considerably longer than it otherwise would.

It is in this respect that the restrictions placed on transferability have their greatest impact. The fact
that there are too many vessels has been identified as a problem. The Council has considered the
introduction of a quota system as a means to enable vessels to leave the industry, and to receive some
recompense through the sale of quota shares for so doing. In the course of developing the preferred
alternative, the Councii has adopted a number of social motives. These were not specified, however,
as mitigating circumstances in the problem definition. One is forced to conclude, therefore, that any
impediments to this rationalization detract from the efficacy of the preferred alternative. Clearly the
restrictions on ownership caps, vessel category transfers, and especially vessel caps will work to
impede or frustrate rationalization or consolidation of the fleet.
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The allocation of quotas to small coastal communities can be expected to aggravate the situation of
excess harvesting capacity further. Community development quotas can be expected to add additional
vessels to the fishery. At best, the communities may purchase and use existing vessels from fishermen
choosing to leave the industry. There is, however, no requirement for them to do this. They may
choose to build new vessels or acquire vessels from other fisheries, thus adding to the excess
harvesting capacity problem. This may be aggravated further if participating communities choose to
use small vessels, which is what the Council has envisaged. A large freezer long-liner could fish under
charter to a community and then steam to other United States or overseas fisheries. Small vessels,
though, having caught their quota would most likely remain in the coastal community and participate
in other fisheries. This may lead to overcapitalization in other fisheries, and may pose allocation
difficulties in any future comprehensive rationalization plan.

The process of reducing the fishing fleet to a level commensurate with harvestable fish stocks is going
to be a painful one. Any attempts to interfere in this process will have two major effects. The first
is that it will make the pain last longer. The second effect is that if people are perceived by those
who receive uneconomic quotas as having been given an allocation unfairly, either through a
community development quota or through having received a quota despite a period away from the
fishery, then the pain will be seen as having been distributed unfairly, and may lead to disputes
between different groups within the industry.

If one of the objectives is to remove some of the excess harvesting capacity in the industry, then
constraints on transferability are going to hinder this process. In this regard, the preferred alternative
may not achieve its ends as expeditiously or as fairly as it could.

Product Wholesomeness

It has been assumed that, with more time available for fishing, more care will be taken in product
handling, leading to a higher value commeodity. The only factor which may detract from this in the
preferred alternative is the community development program in which people may be involved who
do not have experience in proper handling of fish for market. It can, however, be assumed that the
market-place will discipline such operators, and the industry generally, to provide fish tailored for
specific markets.

Safety

It is expected that with more time available, and the ability to spread fishing effort spatially, that
there will be less congestion and therefore greater safety on the fishing grounds. There are three
factors in the preferred alternative which may derogate from this assumption. First, there will be an
infusion of many people into the fishery due to the liberal allocation eligibility criteria suggested, and
the community development program. Second, the restrictions both on transferability and on the use
of hired skippers may prevent fishermen from retiring at a prudent age with respect to safety. Third,
to the extent that the vessel class restrictions limit the replacement of smaller vessels with larger and
more secaworthy vessels, the safety benefits of the IFQ program will be reduced.

Economic Stability in the Fishery and Communities

The allocation of set quotas is expected to result in fishermen making investment decisions which will
more closely match harvesting capacity with sustainable fish yields. This, in turn, is expected to
produce a more stable environment for the fishing industry. It is assumed that an individual with a
pre-defined quantity of fish to catch will make investment decisions based on that amount of fish.
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This state of affairs may come sbout after a period, but is unlikely in the short term. The
introduction of people into the fisheries due to the allocation criteria along with the suggested
community development program conspire to give each participant a smaller quota share than his or
her current involvement in the fishery. In some cases, this reduced allocation may be substantial.
For these individuals an uncomfortable period can be expected to follow implementation during which
they must determine their future in the fishing industry. The questions they face concern selling their
quota shares and leaving the industry, acquiring further quota shares and participating fully in the
industry, participating to the level of their quota shares, and supplementing the livelihood so derived
by other means, or sitting on their quota shares, but not participating in the industry. The level of
overcapitalization suggests that this discomfort may afflict a large number of people. Until these
people have resolved the level of their participation in the fishery, the preferred alternative will not
lead to economic stability.

At least some of those affected will choose to appeal their allocation. If the appeal process becomes
protracted, they may not make a final decision for some time. If their final decision is that they wish
to leave the fishing industry, there will have been a long period during which others who wish to
purchase quotas must wait to consolidate their entitlement into an amount which can assure full
participation. In short, one of the objects of introducing a quota system is to enable consolidation
of the fleet. The impediments to ready transferability of QSs and IFQs can be expected to prolong
the transition to a more economically stable fleet.

A further benefit of quota systems is deemed to be the degree of certainty given to participants upon
which to base their investment and fishing decisions. It is argued that if people are aware of the
quantity of fish available to them that they will be able to make soundly based decisions about the
future. The Council’s provision to be able to revoke or modify the preferred alternative without
compensation detracts from this notion of certainty. Fishermen are less likely to make the long term
investments necessary for a sustainable and continuous fishing industry if there is a perceived risk that
the Council may change the rules part way through. However, similar or greater risks in the
Canadian IVQ programs for halibut and sablefish have not prevented many fishermen from acting
as if this risk is minimal.

Rural Coastal Community Development of a Small Boat Fishery

The Council wished to enhance the opportunities for rural coastal communities to participate in the
sablefish and halibut fisheries. It was in pursuit of this objective that the western Alaska community
development program was inserted into the preferred alternative. Opportunities for small
communities will be enhanced by having portions of total allowable catches set aside. No condition
is contained in the preferred alternative requiring small communities to fish any quota they are
assigned. It is not, therefore, clear whether a community will be permitted to sell its quota and use
the proceeds for development. Many of the constraints imposed on transferability have been
introduced to preserve a small boat fishery for sablefish and halibut. The practical effect of this is
that a portion of the quota shares is reserved for each of the vessel classes.

While the insertion of the western Alaska community development program, and the limits on
transferability may meet the objective of enhancing opportunities for these sectors of the industry,
they do contlict with some of the other objectives. One of the effects of this will be to add further
catching and processing capacity to a fishery which it has been agreed is already overcapitalized. The
participation of additional people in the fishery can be expected to aggravate the situation of
overcapitalization, It will also dilute the quota shares issued to commercial fishermen. This may
result in large numbers of fishermen receiving quotas which are too small to be economically viable,
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However, this adverse effect is reduced substantially by the method that will be used to partially
compensate those who will receive smaller IFQs in arcas where CDQs are used.

The limits on transferability, which are designed in part to protect small vessels in the fishery, are a
two edged sword. While they reserve a portion of the quota shares for the small vessel fleet, they
also place an effective limit on the maximum amount of quota shares which can be acquired by any
one sector of the industry. If it transpires that smaller vessels prove to be more efficient, particularly
in the halibut fishery, then they may not have access to all the quota shares they could profitably use.

Summary

The Council has identified ten problems with the halibut and sablefish fisheries. These ten problems
spring essentially from the derby style of fishing in which they are prosecuted. The preferred
alternative has been analyzed above in terms of its efficacy in meeting these problems. While there
is much contained in the preferred alternative which addresses the specific difficulties identified, some
of the detailed provisions detract from their solution. Of particular note are the restrictions on
transferability of quotas which may inhibit the achievement of an optimum fleet size relative to the
total allowable catches for these species.

Conclusion

The preferred alternative should be seen as a tentative beginning. The broad nature of individual
transferable quota regimes and experience with such regimes suggest that they are well suited to
solving the types of problems experienced in the sablefish and halibut fisheries. Clearly though,
important social concerns have been introduced in developing the preferred alternative. A delicate
balance is required between preserving social order and meeting the specified problems in a
purposeful way.

The preferred alternative regime is unlikely to remove the Council from management of these
fisheries. It will require careful monitoring to ensure it is achieving its objectives. At the point where
it is shown not to be meeting the goals set, modifications may need to be made. This analysis
suggests that the major area of concern, and the area which should accordingly be monitored most
closely is the area of transferability.
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Table 2.1 Harvesting cost model estimates (Halibut).

Estimating Fishing
Activities

Number of vessels
Number of vessel days
Number of fishing days
Number of fishermen
Number of fishermen days
Labor cost/fishermen day

Estimated costs (millions)
Variable costs:
Fuel
Food
Bait
Gear Loss
Opp. cost of labor
Total variable costs

Fixed costs:
Debt and equity
Depreciation
Hull insurance
Administration
Repairs
P&! insurance
Total fixed costs

Total costs
Estimated Costs per pound

Variable costs:

Fuel

Food

Bait

Gear loss

Opp. cost of labor
Total Vanable costs

Fixed costs:
Debt and equity
Depreciation
Hull insurance
Administration
Repairs
P&I insurance
Total fixed costs

Total costs

Alt.
L
3,796
68,138
9,734
14,721
265,328
$166

$6.7
$4.0
$L.7
$4.0
$44.1
$60.4

$7.1
$2.8
$1.4
$2.1
$4.2
$2.2
$19.9

$80.3

$0.13
$0.08
$0.04
$0.08
$0.89
$1.22

$0.14
$0.06
$0.03
$0.04
$0.09
$0.04
$0.40

$0.73

Alt.
2p75

147
27,769
12,979

584

109,147
$166

$2.7
$1.6
$0.9
$2.0
$18.1
$254

$2.9
$1.2
$0.5
$0.9
$1.7
$0.8
$8.0

$334

$0.06
$0.03
$0.02
$0.04
$0.37
$0.51

$0.06
$0.02
$0.01
$0.02
$0.04
$0.02
$0.16

$0.31

Alt.

2p50

192
37,135
19,468

756

144,948
$166

$3.6
$2.2
$0.9
$2.0
$24.1
$32.7

$3.9
$1.5
$0.7
$1.2
$2.3
$1.1
$10.7

$43.4

$0.07
$0.04
$0.02
$0.04
$0.49
$0.66

$0.08
$0.03
$0.01
$0.02
$0.05
$0.02
$0.22

$0.3¢

Al

275

72
13,961
6,460
376
72,842
$166

$2.0
s11
$0.7
£1.6
$12.1
$175

$2.2
$0.9
$0.4
$0.7
$1.3
$0.5
$6.1

$23.6

$0.04
$0.02
$0.01
$0.03
$0.24
$0.35

$0.05

$0.02

$0.01
$0.01
$0.03
$0.01
$0.12

$0.23

Alt,
250

18,468
9,689
494
96,977
$166

$2.7
$15
$0.7
$1.6
$16.1
$22.5

$3.0
$1.2
$0.5
$0.9
$1.8
$0.7
$8.2

$30.7

$0.05
$0.03
$0.01
$0.03
$0.33
$0.46

$0.06
$0.02
$0.01
$0.02

- $0.04

$0.01
$0.16

$0.29
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Table 2.3 Skates of hauled and lost gear in the hook-and-line fishery for halibut off Alaska,
extracted from logbook data for the years 1987 through 1990.

1987 1988 1989 1990
IPHC Skates States Skates Skates Skates Skates Skates Skates
Area hauled lost  hauled lost  hauled lost  hauled lost
2C 5,961 211 4,713 85 7,092 134 7217 241
3A 21,403 1,108 25,787 1,022 22,769 865 31,038 1,188
3B 4,354 198 3.204 63 2415 78 5973 159
4A 4214 172 1,185 57 667 20 2,343 103
4B 3,662 108 4,542 26 3,561 103 1,986 139
AC 915 60 287 5 539 5 634 25
4D 304 0 801 9 675 17 1,274 5
4E, - - - - - - 27 0

TOTAL 40,813 1,857 40,519 1,267 37,718 1,322 50,492 1,860

1/ No logbook data collected for Area 4E from 1987 through 1989.

Table 2.4 Estimates, in thousands of pounds, of the amount of halibut killed by lost and
abandoned longline gear in the commercial halibut fishery.

IPHC Regulatory

Area 1985 1986 1987 1988 1689 1990
2C n/a n/a 368 206 193 327
3A n/a n/a 1,580 1,506 1,458 1,110
3B n/a n/a 341 122 194 216
4 n/a n/a 257 69 130 231
TOTAL 1,600 3,200 2,546 1,902 1,915 1,884
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Table 2.5 Distribution of vessel owners participating in the halibut and sablefish fisheries off Alaska,
by the number of years fished during 1984-1990 (for sablefish, it is during 1985-1990)

" Number of Years Fished i
HALIBUT: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total

All Owners 3,007 . 1,397 973 792 621 483 719 7992
% of Total 8% 17% 12%  10% 8% 6% 9%  100%
From Alaska 2,512 1,200 859 698 549 441 645 6,904
% of Alaska 6% 17% 12%  10% 8% 6% 9%  100%
% of Total 31%  15% 1% 9% 1% 6% 8% 86%
From Other 495 197 114 94 72 42 74 1,088
% of Other 45%  18%  10% 9% 1% 4% 7%  100%
% of Total 6% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 14%
SABLEFISH: 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
All Owners 644 268 188 136 115 92 1,443
% of Total 45% 19%  13% 9% 8% 6% 100%
From Alaska 452 198 151 104 87 60 1,052
% of Alaska 43%  19% 4%  10% 8% 6% 100%
% of Total 31%  14%  10% 7% 6% 4% 73%
From Other 192 70 37 32 28 32 391
% of Other 49%  18% 9% 8% 7% 8% 100%
% of Total 13% 5% 3% 2% 2% 2% 27%
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Table 2.6 Estixﬁams. in thousands of pounds, of the amount of sublegal halibut kilied by the 1987-1990

commercial halibut fishery.
IPHC Regulatory
Area 1987 1988 1989 1950
2C 160 171 153 147
3A 550 665 604 508
3B 246 225 190 257
4 138 94 ‘ 99 109
TOTAL 1,094 1,155 1,046 1,021
Table 2.7 Halibut longline fishery catch as percentage of the IPHC catch limit by IPHC area and year,

1984-1990.
IPHC area 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
2C 103% 100% 95% 93% 9% 101% 123%
3A 111% 91% 117% 101% 105% 109% 94%
3B 93% 121% 86% 82% 89% 92% 113%
4A 88% 101% 169% 212% 102% 57% 161%
4B 110% 95% 15% 86% 80% 140% 95%
AC 145% 103% 114% 146% 101% 95% 106%
4D 98% "114%  175% 117% 65% 112% °  208%

4E 70% 72% 86% 120% 9% 13% 60%
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Table 2.11 - Communities adjacent to each management area.

Halibut IPHC areas 4A - 4E:

Area 4E: Area 4A;
Alakanuk Akutan
Aleknagik Dutch Harbor
Barrow Unalaska
Bethel
Chefornak Area 4B:

Clarks Point Adak {fpo)
Clear Atka
Dillingham

Egegik Area 4C:
Emmonak ' St. George Is.
Goodnews Bay St. Paul Is.

Hooper Bay

Nliamna

King Salmon

Kwigillingok

Levelock

Manokotak

Mekoryuk

Naknck

New Stuyahok

Nightmute

Nome

Pilot Point

Port Heiden

Quinhagak

Russian Mission

South Naknek

Takoma

Togiak

Tok

Toksook Bay

Tununak

Unalakleet

Sablefish management areas:

Bering Sea: Aleutian Islands:
Aniak Adak
Bethel Atka
Chignik Dutch Harbor
Chignik Lagoon St. George Is.
Cold Bay St. Paul Is.
Dillingham .. Unalaska
Emmonak '
King Cove
King Salmon
Kipnuk
Naknek
Nelson Is.
New Stuyahok
St. Marys
St. Michael

Sand Point 21
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Percentage of halibut vessel owners with each level of either landings
(based on 1991 TACs).

by year or IFQ

Table 2.23

a

Qs
Reci

1985 1986 1987 1988 1589 1990

1984

Landings
1000 1lbs
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Percentage of sablefish vessel owners with each level of either landings

by year or IFQ (based on 1991 TACs).

Table 2.29

Qs
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Percentage of total landings or IFQs accounted for by sablefish vessel

owners with each level of either landings by year or IFQs.

Table 2.31

Qs
Reci

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

1985

Landings
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Percentage of sablefish & halibut vessel owners with each level of

either landings by year or IFQ (based on 1991 TACs).

Table 2.35

Qs
Reci

1986 1987 1988 1989 1999

1985

Landings
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Percentage of total landings or IFQs accounted for by sablefish and
halibut vessel owners with each level of either landings by year or

IFQs.

Table 2.37
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3.0 POTENTIAL COASTAL COMMUNITY IMPACTS

The IFQ program recommended by the Council will have a variety of effects on those who participate
in the fisheries and on the communities that are involved in the halibut and sablefish fisheries.
Communities principally are involved as ports of landing and the location of processing plants or as
the place of residence of those directly involved in the fisheries. Of particular concern are the
expected effects on landings at various coastal communities adjacent to the fishing grounds and the
expected effects on the participation in the fisheries by residents of rural areas adjacent to the fishing
grounds.

This Chapter provides information concerning: (1) the historical distribution of fixed gear halibut and
sablefish landings by census area and the importance of these landings compared to total landings;
(2) the factors that will affect the distributions of landings with the proposed IFQ program; (3) the
historical distribution of catch and the initial distribution of QSs and IFQs by residence; and (4) the
potential movement of QSs away from rural areas adjacent to the fishing grounds.

3.1 Historical Distribution of fixed gear halibut and sablefish landings by census area and the
importance of these landings compared to total landings

Landings made at various ports are an indicator of processing activity rather than of fishing activity.
Fishermen who make landings at any given port do not necessarily reside in that port nor do they
necessarily spend the money they receive for their fish in the landing port. Landings and exvessel
values by fishermen grouped by the fisherman’s city of residence are shown in separate tables which
follow, and are a more accurate depiction of economic activity derived from the harvesting of fish.
In the tables shown in this section, it is therefore more appropriate to view exvessel landings values
as a measure of economic activity deriving from processors in that port.

Halibut, sablefish, and other landings measured in pounds and exvessel value for 1988-90 are
presented in Table 3.1 by census area of the port of landing. In many cases, there were not enough
processors in each port to allow data to be provided by port without violating State and Federal
confidentiality rules. Note that deliveries to motherships and floating processors are accounted for
separately.

The relative importance of halibut and sablefish landings individually and combined compared to
other landings by year and census area is presented in Table 3.2. A geographical representation of
this information is provided in Figures 3.1 through 3.3. For exampie in the Kodiak Island Borough,
halibut and sablefish landings accounted for from 6.0% to 12.7% of its total landings by weight and
from 15.6% to 31.5% by value. For the Sitka census area, halibut and sablefish landings accounted
for from 36.2% to 45.3% of its total landings by weight and from 40.3% to 44.4% by value. For the
Alaska areas adjacent to the fisheries, the percentage of landed value accounted for by halibut and
sablefish ranged from a low of less than 1% for some areas in Western Alaska to a high of 46.6%
in 1989 for the Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon census area.

3.2 Factors that Will Affect the Distributions of Landings with the Proposed IFQ Program

Halibut and sablefish landings are a very important part of the total landings in some areas, and an
IFQ program could change the distribution of halibut and sablefish landings among ports and areas.
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The Council addressed this concern over a potential redistribution of landings either from coastal
ports in Alaska to other ports or among Alaska ports, by incorporating the following elements in the
IFQ program:

1. vessel class restrictions,

2. restrictions on who can acquire and use catcher boat QS and IFQs,

3. restrictions on the amount of QSs or IFQs a person can control or use,
4. restrictions on the amount of IFQs that can be used on each vessel,
3. the initial QS allocation rules,

6. no restrictions on where halibut and sablefish can be landed within Alaska,

7. the requirement that halibut and sablefish must be cleared through a designated port
in Alaska before leaving the State,

8. restrictions on the discards of halibut, sablefish, rockfish, and Pacific cod, and

9. the community development quotas (CDQs).

Other characteristics of an IFQ program also will tend to benefit the coastal communities adjacent
to the fishing grounds. These are discussed below.

There has been concern raised throughout Alaska that with IFQs fishermen will tend to land their
fish outside of Alaska rather than in Alaskan ports. In the past fishermen have indeed landed
Alaska-caught halibut in Oregon, Washington and British Columbis, typically receiving more for each
pound of fish landed outside of Alaska, in part because the ports are closer to the final markets.
During 1988-1990 about 4 million pounds of Alaska-caught halibut annually were landed in other US
ports. Two possible explanations of why fishermen would make the four to five day run to
Washington and Oregon to deliver their halibut are: (1) the fishermen live in Oregon and
Washington or have their vessels repaired there and (2) they receive higher exvessel prices in Oregon
and Washington. Below, these issues are examined under the current management regime and then
under the proposed IFQ regime.

Under ecither system fishermen from other states will be allowed to harvest halibut. Under open
access, there have been set openings, most recently of 24-hours in the major halibut areas. In these
fisheries no more hooks may be pulled after the 24 hour period ends. At that point all fishermen
head to the landing port of their choice. The first fishermen to reach the landing port have either
quit fishing early and foregone some catch or have fished closer to the port. Their fish is unloaded
first and may in fact receive a higher price because it can be sold fresh. Soon however, a backlog of
boats jams the ports and many who arrive later must wait three to four days before unloading. Those
who arrive late may receive a lower price because their fish has been sitting on ice longer.

The fisherman from Seattle who arrives late into port is faced with a three-day wait at the processor,
during which time he incurs crew and vessel costs. After delivering the fish he must either return to
Seattle or gear up for a different fishery if he intends to continue to fish. If it happens to be a late
opening, for example in the cleanup fishery, other fisning activity may be concluded. The fisherman
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may choose to make the four to five day run to Seattle, and deliver the fish. Since he has to make
the run anyway, he saves the cost of waiting in port for several days to unload, his fish will be no less
fresh, and he may be able to get a higher price in Seattle. These are strong incentives to land fish
in Seattle or perhaps in British Columbia.

In an IFQ fishery, the same fisherman is faced with many more choices as to when and where he will
fish. He may use his entire quota on halibut trips, he may choose to fish for both halibut and Pacific
cod or for both halibut and rockfish, or he may use his halibut IFQ to keep his halibut bycatch while
trolling for salmon. If he decides to use his quota in the halibut fishery, probably before going
fishing, he will contact different processors for the best price. Processors in Seattle, used to receiving
fresher fish from the IVQ fishery in British Columbia may not be as willing to accept 4 to 5«lay older
fish from Alaska. Alaska processors who know they can deliver the freshest fish to the market may
be able to get the highest price and therefore may be willing to pay the most for it. Regardless, the
fisherman knows he will not have to wait up to a week outside the processor’s door. With this in
mind, he would probably be better off landing his fish at a port adjacent to the fishing grounds, than
to run his fish down to Washington or British Columbia.

One of the major benefits of IFQs is that the number of fishing days per trip can be increased from
one day, which is typical in many areas with the open access fishery, to up to seven days with IFQs.
With these longer more efficient trips, the additional days required to land halibut in Seattle will be
even more costly in terms of decreased product quality. Therefore, the longer trips that will occur
with IFQs will provide an added incentive to land halibut at ports adjacent to the fishing grounds.

If it were not for these product quality issues, the limits on the amount of IFQ that can be used by
a person and a vessel could increase landings in Seattle. For a vessel that can take this limit in one
trip at the end of its multi-fishery fishing year off Alaska, and that is based in Seattle or has annual
maintenance done there, landing its limit in Seattle would be relatively attractive if it were not for
the associated product quality problem.

Now consider the fisherman who uses his halibut quota in conjunction with other species. Halibut
is a fish with an extraordinarily long shelf life and can easily undergo the rigors of a 4 to 5-day trip
to market. Other species are not so robust. Rockfish and Pacific cod need to be processed within
48 hours of harvesting, and sablefish, though more durable than these, must nevertheless be frozen
within 7-8 days of harvesting. A fisherman who decided to combine his halibut quota with another
species will be much less likely to take his halibut down to Seattle, if the other species on board can't
make the trip. Processors that want to stay in business probably will be willing to take a mixed
landing of fish.

Processors in remote ports, especially those not served by air transportation (or by inexpensive air
transportation), may find it difficult to compete in the markets for fresh halibut. Such processors will
be at a competitive disadvantage under IFQs. This is and always has been a cost of doing business
in Alaska. Under the open access fisheries for halibut, these kinds of communities are able to attract
fishermen because they are able to offer the same prices as those in larger ports because most of the
product will be frozen and inexpensive air transportation is not crucial.

There are features of an IFQ program that will tend to benefit coastal communities. A more
constant and steady flow of raw product, as would be promoted under an IFQ system, could result
in several important types of benefits. First, local residents as opposed to transient workers can be
used for processing halibut and sablefish. Second, with landings distributed throughout the year,
there is an increased opportunity for local fishermen to participate in the fisheries, more of the
exvessel earnings of local fishermen will remain in the local community, and the local economy will
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be substantially less seasonal Third, there will tend to be more value-added processing and
processing of species that would have otherwise been discarded. This is because when the supply of
raw product exceeds the available processing capacity, processors tend to produce only those products
which give them the most revenue per hour, but when the supply of raw product slows, processors
are more likely to use facilities and workers which produce less revenue per working hour, but more
revenue overall, because they employ the facility over a longer period of time.

Communities that have not been able to attract a processor with large freezing capacity would tend
to be more competitive with IFQs. Much less freezing capacity is necessary when landings are more
evenly distributed throughout the year and no freezing capacity is needed if the halibut is going to
fresh markets. The change in the comparative advantage in favor of small processors with limited
or no freezing capacity is demonstrated by the dramatic change that occurred in Canada this year with
their IVQ program. The processing of halibut switched from being done almost exclusively by one
company to being done almost exclusively by a large number of small processors who prepared the
halibut for fresh markets. The change would be expected to be in the same direction in Alaska but
not as dramatic because the shift to fresh halibut is not expected to be as complete for the Alaska
fishery.

Another potential advantage to some coastal communities adjacent to the fishing grounds is that large
processors may not be willing to operate at less than peak capacity, preferring to shut the plants down
in low use period. This might open the way for smaller processors to become more viable. For
example, a small halibut processor who fillets and ships 1,000 Ibs per day direct to restaurants over
a period of 6 months (180,000 Ibs) would doubtless bring in as much economic activity as a large
freezing facility which produces 180,000 lbs in a single day. The small processing facility wouid much
more likely employ local residents than the large plant.

IFQs also provide a community with the opportunity fo assure its continued involvement in the
halibut and sablefish fisheries. With IFQs, they can assist local fishermen in acquiring QSs. To the
extent that there are external benefits of having local fishermen own QSs, a community can assure
that this source of market failure is eliminated by providing such assistance. Similarly, if the State
or Nation determines that the individual decisions of fishermen to buy and sell QSs will ignore costs
and benefits to specific communities, it can assist local fishermen or local communities in acquiring
QSs. The restrictions on the ownership of QS and the use of IFQs by a governmental entity, such
as a town, limits but does not eliminate the ability of a town to assure that local fishermen have
adequate QSs.

Finally, the IFQ program is expected to increase the benefits that can be derived from the fisheries
by increasing retained catch, increasing exvessel and wholesale prices, and by 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 these individuals and, thereby, tend to benefit the communities
in which they live. As demonstrated by the data presented in the next section, residents of coastal
communities adjacent to the fishing grounds will receive a very large proportion of the halibut and
sablefish QSs.

33 Historical Distribution of Catch and the Initial Distribution of QSs and IFQs by Residence
of Vessel Owners

Landings and exvessel values of halibut, sablefish, and other species, are a measure of the income

derived from actual fishing activities. In the followings tables we have grouped vessel owners by their
reported city of residence. Because of confidentiality restrictions we grouped cities into Boroughs
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or U.S. Census districts in Alaska. To the extent that we can report it, the tables in effect describe
the relative dependency of the community on the two [FQ species compared to the harvest and value
of all other species, including groundfish, salmon, herring, and shellfish.

Tables 3.3 - 3.5 summarize: (1) the number of vessel owners associate with those landings; (2) the
percentage of vessel owners with each type of landings; and (3) the percentage of the exvessel value
accounted for by each type of landings. The number of vessel owners with halibut or sablefish
landings by areas in Alaska ranged from 0 for several areas and years to 781 in 1990 for the Kenai
Peninsula Borough (Table 3.3). The percentage of the total number of vessel owners in an area who
had halibut or sablefish landings ranged from 0 for several arcas and years to 86.7% in 1988 for
Ouzinkie in the Kodiak Island Borough (Table 3.4). Finally, the percentage of the total exvessel
value of all vessel owners in an area accounted for by halibut and sablefish combined ranged up to
87.2% in 1989 for Ouzinkie in the Kodiak Island Borough. For many areas, each of these measures
of the relative importance of the halibut and sablefish fisheries compared to all fisheries fluctuated
substantially during 1988 through 1990.

Tables 3.6 - 3.9 contain estimates of: (1) the annual number of halibut vessel owners and the number
of halibut QS recipients by census area in Alaska; (2) the corresponding percentage distribution of
vessel owners and QS recipients by census area; (3) annual catch and IFQs based on 1991 TAGCs by
census area in Alaska; and (4) the corresponding percentage distribution of the annual catch and
IFQs by census area. Tables 3.10 - 3.13 contain similar data for the fixed gear sablefish fishery and
Tables 3.14 - 3.17 contain these data for the two fisheries combined. For the combined fisheries,
landings and IFQs are measured in terms of exvessel value rather than pounds to allow more
meaningful summations for the two fisheries.

The following examples of the data contained in these tables are for the two fisheries combined.
With the exception of exvessel price data that were extracted from a separate data set to generate
the estimates in Tables 3.16 and 3.17, the data in Tables 3.3 - 3.17 are from the data set used to
generate the Tables in Chapter 2.

With very few exception, the number of halibut and sablefish QS recipients for each census area is
greater than the number of vessel owners in any one year from 1985 - 1990, often the number is
substantially larger (Table 3.14). For example, although the number of owners per year for Prince
of Wales-Outer Ketchikan ranged from 80 to 166, the number of QS recipients is 236 which is 42%
greater than 166. For the State as a whole, the number of recipients is also 42% greater than the
maximum annual number of vessel owners. This is the result of the three year qualifying period that
is being used to determine who will receive QSs and the fact that a large number of people enter or
leave these fisheries each year.

The percentage of the total number of halibut and sablefish vessel owners who lived in each area
typically varied annually and the percentage of QS recipients accounted for by each area is usually
within the range of its annual percentages (Table 3.15) For example, Sitka accounted for from 7.3%
to 8.7% of the owners and will account for 7.3% of the QS recipients.

The exvessel earnings of halibut and sablefish vessel owners for each area varied substantially during
the 6-year period and, with few exceptions, the exvessel value for 1990 is more than the exvessel
value of the IFQs based on 1991 TACs and prices (Table 3.16). This is the result of lower TACs in
1991, Kodiak is the most notable exception. The exvessel values of the 1990 landings and of the
IFQs for residents of the Kodiak Island Borough are $18.6 million and $24.1 million, respectively.
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The percentage of the total exvessel value of halibut and sablefish accounted for by residents of each
area typically varied annually and the percentage of IFQ exvessel value accounted for by each area
is usually within the range of its annual percentages (Table 3.17) For example, Wrangell-Petersburg
accounted for from 8.9% to 11.1% of the total exvessel value and will account for 9.8% of the
exvessel value of the IFQ landings.

Table 3.18 presents the cumulative number of vessel owners by census area and by year with halibut
landings within each of five landings intervals. It also includes the corresponding number of QS
recipients. Table 3.19 presents similar information for the fixed gear sablefish fishery. To meet State
and Federal confidentiality rules, the cumulative number of persons in the highest interval was placed
in the next highest interval if the difference was less than four. The number of persons in any one
interval above the lowest is the difference between the cumulative number for that level and the
cumulative number for the next lower interval. For census areas with principally confidential data,
brief summaries are provided.

The data in Table 3.18, for example, indicates that for the Kenai Peninsula Borough: (1) there were
726 halibut vessel owners in 1990: (2) 187 of those owners had landings of less than or equal to 1,000
Ibs.; (3) 627 of them had landings of less than 20,000 lbs; (4) 99 (726 - 627 = 99) had landings of at
least 20,000 lbs.; (5) 710 will receive IFQ of less than 5,000 Ibs; and (6) 100 will receive IFQs of at
least 20,000 bs.

3.4 Potential Movement of QSs Away from Rural Areas Adjacent to the Fishing Grounds

The Tables in the previous section include estimates of the initial distributions of QS by census area.
The concern has been raised that, although the initial distribution may be acceptable, the
transferability of QS may result in a very different pattern of QS ownership. More specifically, the
concern is that the percentages of QS owned by Alaska residents of coastal communities adjacent to
the fishing grounds will decrease substantially and such a change may decrease landings in these
communities. The likelihood of this happening is the topic of this section.

The levels of transfers of Alaska limited entry permits from Alaska residents to nonresidents and from
local rural residents to others provides some indication as to whether this should be a major concern
for the Council’s recommended IFQ program. The following statistics on permit transfers are taken
from CFEC Report Number 91-6, Changes in the Distribution of Alaska’s Commercial Fisheries
Permits 1975-1990.

1. Alaskan residents were issued 10,922 permit (81.1% of the total).

2 Nonresidents were issued 2,540 permits (18.9%).

3. Alaskan rural local residents were issued 6,142 permits (45.6%).

4. Since 1975, 367 permits of Alaskan residents were revoked.

5. 70 permits of nonresidents were revoked.

6. As a pet result of transfer activity, Alaskan residents held 169 fewer permits than they had
been issued and nonresidents held 169 more.

7. The migration of permit holders to places outside Alaska caused a permit decrease to Alaskan
residents of 221 permits and an increase to nonresidents of 221 permits.
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8. Combining the effects of revocation, transfer and migration, by the end of 1990, Alaskan
residents held 10,165 permits (78.0), nonresidents held 2,860 (22.0%), and rural local residents
held 5,137 (39.45). (Note: the term "local" and "nonlocal” refer to whether residency is
adjacent to fishing grounds, "local” indicating that residency is adjacent to the grounds.)

9. The numbers of permits owned by rural nonlocal Alaskan residents and urban nonlocal
Alaskan residents increased, but the numbers owned by each other group of Alaskan residents
decreased.

10.  Despite the net outflow of permits from rural local Alaskan residents, this remains the
dominant owner group.

These statistics indicate that there has been a relatively small net transfer of permits from Alaskan
residents to nonresidents but a substantially larger net transfer from rural local Alaskan residents to
other Alaskan residents. The information presented below considers whether a similarly large
transfer away from rural local residents would be expected with the IFQ program recommended by
the Council.

Much of the following discussion of the potential drain of QS from coastal communities is based on
a November 1, 1990 memorandum from Linda J. Snow, an analyst for the Alaska State Legislature,
to Alaska State Representative George Jacko. The subject of the memorandum is Rural Fishing
Permit Drain: Causes and Economic Consequences, Research Request 90.344. Although the
memorandum focuses on Bristol Bay salmon permits, it provides information that can be used to form
expectations concerning the potential transfers of halibut and sablefish QSs. Individual comments
from the memorandum are followed by an explanation of its implications for QS transfers.

1. Most of the Alaskans who purchased permits from outside their area of residence were from
medium-size port communities, rather than from large urban areas. This seems to indicate
that the current generation of Alaskan fishermen are not mostly “moonlighting urbanites”, but,
increasingly, professional fishermen.

This type of transfer, to professional fishermen, is an expressed goal of the Council.

2. The "B" loans have been used to purchase Bristol Bay set net, Kodiak set net and Alaska
Peninsula set net permits from local owners.

Loan programs can be changed so they do not encourage undesired transfers of QS.

3. Thirty-four percent of those who sold limited entry permits had made no landings during the
prior year, and 61 percent of those who did fish had earnings below the median for that
permit type. This evidence indicates that many sellers are "marginal” fishermen. The balance
of permit transfers resuited mostly from retirement, failing health, or death.

Because the permits allow a vessel to fish, those who have a more capable vessel or those who are
willing to work that vessel longer and harder will be able to get the most out of owning a permit.
This is not the case with IFQs. A "marginal® fisherman in terms of his level of catch due to his boat,
the extent he wants to use his boat, and other attributes of the fishing operation is at a disadvantage
in a permit fishery. But he is not at a disadvantage in an IFQ fishery because he can use an amount
of TFQ that is consistent with these attributes. All that is necessary is that he can catch fish at a
competitive cost.
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4. Statistics show that there was an initial outflow of permits from rural local owners during the
first several years of limited entry. ... We were told ... that the main reason for this initial
outflow was a basic misunderstanding of the system by rural permit holders. Many rural
permit holders were not aware that the permits were issued on a one-time basis only and that
no others could be issued. ... Apparently some rural fishermen were not aware that they
could not obtain another permit, or that they could be excluded from the fishery without one.
Other permits are said to have been sold because the owners believed that the Ostrosky case
would be won, and that the permit system would be abolished.

After the years of experience with the State's limited entry program, there should be a much better
understanding of what one is 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.

5. The outflow of permits slowed in the early 1980s .... those most inclined to sell had already
done so, leaving permits with the more serious fishermen.

This suggests that: (1) the lesson was learned concerning the value of what was being sold; and (2)
among rural area residents, the transfers were in a direction desired by the Council.

6. During 1986 and 1987, another large outflow of permits from rural local permit holders
occurred in the Bristol Bay drift gill net fishery.... According to John Mitchell, a permit
broker from Western Alaska Brokerage company, this outflow had two causes. First, many
rural local fishermen had come to realize that they could not effectively compete in the
fishery against the urban Alaska and nonresident fishermen who were better capitalized and
had larger crews. Second, Bristol Bay drift gill net permits had increased dramatically in price,
rising to $121,120 in 1986, and up again to $130,265 in 1987.

As noted in response to comment 3, the fishing power of a fishing operation and its total catch is
important with a license limitation program but not with IFQs. Therefore, an operation with a low
level of catch that will not be competitive with the former program can be very competitive with the
latter. If fishermen with low levels of annual catch under a license limitation program could share
a permit or buy part of a permit, they would be much more competitive and the cost of buying or
retaining part of a permit would be much more feasible than buying or retaining a whole permit.
With IFQs, fishermen with low levels of catch can purchase or retain the equivalent of part of a
permit. Therefore, an IFQ program would eliminate or greatly reduce the two causes of the increase
in permit outflows in 1986 and 1987.

7. Commercial fishing is a very unpredictable business. Earnings vary greatly from year to year.
This fact confounds payback schedules when loans are outstanding. In a bad year, a rural
fisherman may not be able to breakeven from out-of-pocket fishing expenses .... Without an
alternative source of income, a rural fisherman may be unable to make his permit or boat
payments, If the permit is collateral for the loan, he may lose it. He may voluntarily sell the
permit to get out of debt, with the same result.

IFQs would reduce the uncertainty by providing a fisherman with the right to take a known
percentage of the TAC. This could reduce these losses.

8. House Bill 285 (Sixteenth Alaska Legislature) would require three years experience in a
fishery before a fisherman would be eligible to purchase a permit in that fishery. .... A three-
year experience would tend to favor local residents ....

The bona fide crew member requirement would tend to have the same type of effect; however, it is
much less stringent.
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9. The CFEC could relax its prohibition on leasing pcrmit.s. Leasing permits would possibly
allow access to the fishery by nonresidents, but it could allow rural permit holders an
alternative to selling their permits, and allow other rural residents the opportumty to fish
without purchasing a permit.

IFQs provide some of the flexibility associated with leasing permits in that, as noted above, they are
in some ways comparable to permits that can be shared. The Council has recommended that a
limited amount of a person’s QSs may be leased.

10. Native corporations and nonprofit organizations could be allowed to purchase permits and/or
hold them as collateral .... if these agencies could hold permits as collateral, they would be
more willing to loan money on them. ,

QSs may be held as collateral; therefore, an additional problem with respect to outflows is eliminated
with the Council’s recommended IFQ program.

11. Some have sugpested that fishing gear and the size of the fishing boats should be further
restricted. This might enhance the ability of rural fishermen to compete in the fishery.

The Council’s IFQ program includes vessel class restrictions and ownership and use limits that will
tend to make rural fishermen more competitive. And as noted above, the harvesting capacity of an
operations is much less important with IFQs than with a license limitation program.

12, Share cropping or fishing on a percentage-of-carnings basis is another financing technique
which would make debt payments more manageable.

This would be allowed to a limited extent with the Council’s IFQ program.

Based on the experience with the State’s license limitation program and some critical differences
between that program and the IFQ program recommended by the Council, the net transfer of QSs
from Alaskan residents to nonresidents is not expected to be substantial and the net transfer from
local rural residents to other Alaskan residents is expected to be substantially less than it has been
for Alaskan limited entry permits. In addition to being supported by the comments that were made
above, the latter conclusion is supported by the following: (1) the community development quotas
that are part of the IFQ program will increase the participation of local rural residents; and (2)
unlike the State’s limited entry programs, the IFQ program is for fisheries that have not been
dominated by local rural residents.

In evaluating the IFQ program, it should be recognized that although there may be net QS transfers
that decrease the net benefits of the IFQ program, the IFQ program is expected to provide net
benefits to rural local residents and to Alaskan residents as a whole. Many would agree, that despite
the permit drain that has occurred with the State’s limited entry program, the program has benefited
many rural communities.

ADDEIFQ.C3 3-12 September 15, 1992



Table 3.1

Catch, in thousands of pounds, and value, in thousands of dollars, of halibut,

sablefish, halibut and sablefish, other species and all species by year and

borough or census area of landing, 1988-1990.

Catch
1988 1989 1990 1988
Anchorage & Kenai Peninsula Boroughs
Halibut 15,776 13,817 13,023 19,058
Sablefish 12,345 14,309 14,195 12,482
Sub-total 28,121 28,126 27219 31,540
Other 122,964 80,134 88,030 180,465
All Species 151,086 108,261 115,248 212,006
Kodiak Island Borough
Halibut 19,093 17,188 12,995 23,275
Sablefish 7328 7216 5811 7.135
Sub-total 26,421 24 404 18,806 30,410
Other 269,367 167,370 292,680 164,635
All Species 295,788 191,774 311485 195,045
Valdez-Cordova Census Area
Halibut 1,553 1,466 2,696 1,802
Sablefish 2,943 1,905 3,117 2,814
Sub-total 4,496 3370 3,813 4616
Other 52271 59,833 110,584 65,321
All Species 56,767 63,203 116,397 69,937
Fairbanks and N.W, Arctic Boroughs and Yukon-Koyukuk Census Area
Other 3,325 2463 1,538 2,638
Haines Borough
Hatibut 86 96 44 100
Other 3,360 2,402 2380 6,473
All Species 3446 2,498 2424 6,573
Juneau Borough
Halibut 1,869 1,709 1,461 2,158
Sablefish 1,821 1915 1,488 1,858
Sub-total 3,689 3,624 2,949 4,016
Other 5453 15939 9,189 8,297
All Species 9,143 19,562 12,138 12,314
Ketchikan Gateway Borough
Halibut 781 1,200 1,036 904
Sablefish 976 1,259 932 926
Sub-total 1,757 2,460 1968 1,831
Other 23,030 76244 45,629 27324
All Species 24,788 78,704 47,597 29,155
Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan Census Area
Halibut 965 739 910 1,117
Sablefish 842 985 1,088 792
Sub-total 1,806 1,725 1,998 1,909
Other 11,337 32,425 18,919 11,819
All Species 13,143 34,149 20917 13,728

Value
1989

20,449
13254
33,703
83,316
117,019

25,902
6,275
32,177
69,952
102,130

2,156
1,745
3,901
43,698
47,599

1,141

136
3,080
3216

2430
2,128
4,559
8,743
13,302

1,700
1,198
2,898
38,101
40,998

1,047

892
1,939
15,383
17,322

27,258
116,648
143,906

4,664
2321
6,985
57.811
64,796

701

78
2,450
2,528

2,582
1,189
3,771
5,372
9,143

1,836
739
2,575
24,775
27,350

1,612
850
2462
8,497
10,959
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Table 3.1 continued

Caich
1988 1989
Sitka Census Area
Halibut 4,646 3,857
Sablefish 8,677 6,387
Sub-total 13,323 10244
Other 16,074 18,076
All Species 29,398 28,320
Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon Census Area
Halibut 2,627 2,795
Sablefish 6,891 8,000
Sub-total 9,518 10,795
Other 11,973 12322
All Species 21,491, 23,117
Wrangell-Petersburg Census Area
Halibut 3917 3,666
Sablefish 2,908 2980
Sub-total 6.826 6.647
Other 49,604 114,895
All Species 56,429 121,542
Aleutians East and Lake and Peninsula Boroughs
Halibut 4241 3,281
Sablefish 4,589 3.047
Sub-total 8,830 6,328
Other 156,055 201,774
All Species 164,885 208,102
Aleutians Census Area (balance of)
Halibut 1,780 1,781
Sablefish 1,138 1,310
Sub-total 2918 3,092
Other 392,952 469,149
All Species 395,871 472241
Bethel and Wade-Hampton Census Areas
Halibut 5 5
Other 22,068 14,399
All Species 22,073 14,404
Bristol Bay and Dillingham Census Areas
Halibut 0 0
Other 63,608 106,144
All Species 63,608 106,144
Unspecified Alaska Ports
Halibut 26 34
All Washington Ports
Halibut 3,194 3,652
Sablefish 793 463
Sub-total 3,988 4,115
Other 37,759 36,328
All Species 41,747 40,442

3-14

1990
3,638
6,037
9.675
14,651
24,326

2,793
6,126
8.920
13,162
22,082

2,840
3,257
6,097
73,982
80,079

4,993
2,037
7,030
345,519
352,548

1,300
1,528
2.828
556,207
559,035

3
8475
BA478

33
125,593
125,626

3.448

4,069
63,991
68,060

1988

5515
9,139
14,654
18,586
33,240

3,056
6911
9.967
20,907
30,874

4,666
2974
7.640
50,746
58,386

5,144
4,018
9,162
122,661
131,823

2,037
1,016
3.083
95,900
98,953

21,772
21,177

100,691

- 100,691

43

5,200
958
6,158
41,112
47,269

Value
1989

5,581
6,134
11,715
14,656
26,371

4,017
7.830
11,847
13,593
25440

5,148
2,602
7,749
57,665
65.415

4,806
2,187
7.593
95,501
103,094

2480
1,153
3,632
93,706
97,339

11
9,992
10,003

115,794
115,794

79

6,598
440
7.038
41,028
48,066

1990

6,363
4,893
11,256
16,651
27.907

4951
4,693
9,644
17474
27,118

4,874
2,679
7,554

42,009

49,563

8,741
1,537
10,278
123,246
133,525

2,295
1,106
3.401
113,437
116,838

7.832
7.836

46
126,591
126,637

7,830
828
8,657
73422
82,079




Table 3.1 continued

'l

1988
Al Oregon Ports
Halibut 22
Other 0
All Species 222
Floating Processor/Mothership
Sablefish 19,229
Other 1,128,377
All Species 1,147,606
All British Columbia Ports
Halibut 77
Sablefish 0
Sub-total 77
Other 1,400
All Species 1,477
Unknown Ports
Halibut 40
Other 10,338
All Species 10,378
All Ports
Halibut 60,899
Sablefish 70481
Sub-total 131,380
Other 2,381,318
All Species 2,509,346

498

15319
2,253,318
2,268,638

36
22
57

0
57

69
2,897
2967

55,889
65,119
121,008
3,666,110
3,784,622

518

13,019
4,336,781
4,349,801

1,061

1,265
707
1972

0
5,305
5,305

52,676
59,461
112,137
6,113,440
6,224,038

18,132
357,000
375,133

65
14 367?
14,742

74,631
69,157
143,787
1,311,494
1,452,600

Value
1989

1,169
0
1,169

16,271
493,893
510,164

63
18
81

0
81

126
3614
3,741

83,899
62,727
146,625
1,202,857
1,348,263

1990

924
32
956

14,019
851,838
865,856

2,155
218
2373
316
2,689

0
12,043
12,043

95,307
49912
145219
1,672,981
1,817,500
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Table 3.2 Percentage of catch and value of halibut, sablefish, halibut and sablefish, other
species and all specics by year and borough or census area of landing, 1988-90.

% of
Catch
1988 1989 1990 1988

Anchorage & Kenai Peninsula Boroughs

Halibut 104% 12.8% 11.3% 9.0%

Sablefish 82% 132% 123% 59%

Sub-total 18.6% 26.0% 23.6% 149%

Other 81.4% 74.0% 764% 85.1%
Kodiak Island Borough

Halibut 6.5% 9.0% 42% 11.9%

Sablefish 2.5% 3.8% 1.9% 3.7%

Sub-total 89% 12.7% 60% 15.6%

Other 91.1% 87.3% 94.0% 84.4%
Valdez-Cordova Census Area

Halibut 2.7% 2.3% 23% 26%

Sablefish 52% 3.0% 2.7% 4.0%

Sub-total 79% 53% 5.0% 6.6%

Other 92.1% 94.7% 95.0% 934%
Fairbanks and N.W. Arctic Boroughs and Yukon-Koyukuk Censns Area

Other 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Haines Borough

Halibut 2.5% - 38% 18% 15%

Other 97.5% 96.2% 58.2% 98.5%
Juneau Borough

Halibut 204% 8.7% 12.0% 17.5%

Sablefish 19.9% 98% 12.3% 15.1%

Sub-total 40.4% 18.5% 24.3% 32.6%

Other 59.6% 81.5% 75.7% 674%
Ketchikan Gateway Borough

Halibut 3.1% 1.5% 22% 3.1%

Sablefish 19% 1.6% 2.0% 32%

Sub-total 7.1% 3.1% 4.1% 63%

Other 92.9% 96.9% 95.9% 93.7%
Prince of Wales-Outer Ketchikan Census Area

Halibut 13% 22% 43% 8.1%

Sablefish 6.4% 29% 52% 58%

Sub-total 13.7% 51% - 9.6% 139%

Other 86.3% 94.9% 90.4% B6.1%
Sitka Census Area

Halibut 15.8% 13.6% 150% 16.6%

Sablefish 29.5% 22.6% 24.3% 27.5%

Sub-total 453% 36.2% 39.8% 44.1%

Other 54.7% 63.8% 602% 55.9%

% of
Value
1989

17.5%
11.3%
28.8%
712%

254%

6.1%
31.5%
68.5%

4.5%
3.7%
82%
91.8%

100.0%

4.2%
95.8%

18.3%
16.0%
34.3%
65.7%

4.1%
2.9%
11%
92.9%

6.0%
52%
112%
88.8%

21.2% -

23.3%
44.4%
55.6%

22.0%
10.1%
32.1%
67.9%

16.0%

29%
18.9%
Bl.1%

72%
3.6%
10.8%
89.2%

100.0%

3.1%
96.9%

28.2%
13.0%
41.2%
58.8%

6.7%
2.7%
9.4%
90.6%

14.7%

7.8%
22.5%
71.5%

22.8%
17.5%
403%

59.7%
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Table 3.2 continued

% of
Caich
1988 1989
Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon Census Area
Halibut 122% 12.1%
Sablefish 32.1% 346%
Sub-total 443% 46.7%
Other 55.7% 533%
Wrangell-Petersburg Census Area
Halibut 695% 3.0%
Sablefish 52% 2.5%
Sub-total 12.1% 55%
Other 87.9% 945%
Aleutians East and Lake and Peninsula Boroughs
Halibut 2.6% 1.6%
Sablefish 28% 1.5%
Sub-total 54% 3.0%
Other 94 6% 97.0%
Aleutians Census Area (balance of)
Halibut 04% 04%
Sablefish 0.3% 03%
Sub-total 0.7% 0.7%
Other 99.3% 993%
Bethel and Wade-Hampton Census Areas
Halibut 0.0% 0.0%
Other 100.0% 100.0%
Bristol Bay and Dillingham Census Areas
Halibut 0.0% 0.0%
Other 100.0% 100.0%
Unspecified Alaska Ports
Halibut 100.0% 100.0%
All Washington Ports
Halibut 1.7% °.0%
Sablefish 1.9% 1.1%
Sub-total 9.6% 102%
Other 9%0.4% 89.8%
All Oregon Ports
Halibut 100.0% 100.0%
Other 0.0% 0.0%
Floating Processor/Mothership
Sablefish 1.7% 0.7%
Other 98.3% 99.3%

12.6%
21.7%
404%
59.6%

3.5%
4.1%
1.6%
924%

14%
0.6%
20%
98.0%

02%
0.3%
0.5%
99.5%

0.0%
100.0%

0.0%
100.0%

0.0%

51%
0.9%
6.0%
94.0%

T14%
22.6%

0.3%
99.7%

[y
N
o0
0

224%
323%
67.7%

8.0%
5.1%
13.1%
86.9%

3.9%
3.0%
7.0%
93.0%

2.1%
1.0%
3.1%
96.9%

0.0%
100.0%

0.0%
100.0%

100.0%

11.0%

2.0%
13.0%
87.0%

100.0%
0.0%

4.8%
95.2%

% of
Value
1989

15.8%
30.8%
46.6%
53.4%

1.9%
4.0%
11.8%
88.2%

4.7%
2.7%
714%
92.6%

2.5%
12%
3.7%
96.3%

0.1%
99.9%

0.0%
100.0%

100.0%

13.7%

0.9%
14.6%
854%

100.0%
0.0%

32%
96.8%

18.3%
17.3%
35.6%
64.4%

9.8%
5.4%
152%
84.8%

6.5%
12%
1.7%
92.3%

20%
0.9%
2.9%
97.1%

0.0%
100.0%

0.0%
100.0%

0.0%

9.5%
1.0%
10.5%
89.5%

96.6%
34%

1.6%
98.4%
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Table 3.2 continued

All British Columbia Ports
Halibut
Sablefish
Sub-total
Other

Unknown Ports
Halibut
Other

52%
0.0%
52%
94.8%

04%
99.6%

% of
Caich
1989

62.2%
37.8%
100.0%
0.0%

23%

97.7%

1690

53.8%
104%
64.2%
358%

0.0%
100.0%

1988

212%

0.0%
21.2%
78.8%

0.4%
99.6%

% of
Value
1989

719%
22.1%
100.0%
0.0%

34%
96.6%

80.1%

8.1%
88.3%
11.7%

0.0%
100.0%

3-18



LT 1€ 0t £ [ ¥ 0 0 0 ¢ z 14 sy v
BAIY SNSUI)) Ynyndod-uoyn g

6 14 01 € 0 ré 0 0 0 £ 0 4 SN Iy
g1y SHSU3I)) SHUEQHE] ‘S

LS [ 4 1Y 1T i 1T I 0 I 1T 0T 12 5N Ity
ydnoiog 11§ YrION-SHURQNE T

e 66¢ 0t Ll 09 Gl £t 91 i d 6t1 _ 139 111 sanio v

L 19 14141 St ST 114 L L 8 143 1T %4 O

YA 4 8ttt o1 FAL e (43 9z 6 61 <ol [43 89 BAOPIOD)
¥aJy STSHI)) BAOPJIO))-ZIPJBA

008 929 9L 16¥% Cit 6L¥ €9 oS 1L 69v o9Ce o0y D Y

05 LT 49 te 14 Ll [4 I 0 €C 14 Ll FET Ty

8T ¥C 6T £T £l [ I 0 0 [44 £l (44 SUOI] wod

(4 ol 141 174 A | £l 0 0 0 174 Al £l Ipjuzng

869 (199 999 YA 4 %% % LLE 9 (14 1L Hor LIt vee ¥erpoy]
gdnolog puelsy yeipoy

69€'1 or'1 LTe'l 18L €LY 99L A | oL L1l 0sL 6¥9 TEL SO v

(1,19 1A 4 o5 LT L¥T 96¢ I 9 tT SLT Y A 88¢ RO

01 08 118 89 84 99 6C €l 0t 8¢ €t 65 premag

8s 194 8¢S ot 61 %% 6 LY 8 LT 81 0¢ BIAOP(IS

9T 174 81 A\ o1 9 T 0 0 Al 01 9 SN

10§ ] 8 8ty (114 8¢ 06T 68 LE Ly 96 69T CLT JWOH

(13 €t St 91 81 19| 1 0 0 o1 81 9 yorng wep)

$6 08 6 89 8¢ 09 14 6 6 99 ¥s 65 nod Joydxry
ydnosog ensuuag reuay

601 611 6C1 iy (A4 134 L < s Ly (A4 ty s Ny
ganoiog vu)IsnG-wysNuL)RIA

6£9 1934 799 e 891 (1,114 ot 17 ty 81T (Al 1374 a1y

14 | 68 L 23 1 {4 [£% v [4 £ 117 174 0t 0PYo

91¢ xt 065 061 1241 6IC 9T 6l ot ¥81 8t1 1% k4 agelogouy
yinosog adeioyouy

0661 6861 8861 0661 6861 8861 0661 6861 8861 0661 6861 8861
sa10ads |1y S®H ysyalqes mqirey

'06-- °[ ‘Teak pue 20u3pisal Aq Juipue Aue pue ‘ysyo[qes Jo nqi-

‘YSYI[qes “quey Yim SIDUMO [ISSIA JO JaqUINN  §°¢ 91"

3-19



[AA% 1513 111} SeT ¥eT LT {4 (114 0s 1€£T 1,94 6T sanID Y

[r#A (A sTT Let 0s1 ol 4 6 11 LE1 oSt 6tl Bt g)

[AS €9 oL 6t 1 44 (4 ¥l 1T ot LE [A4 1 44 uedifad

86 L6 801 6S 09 8¢ (A 01 €1 Le 8¢ Q¢ YeuooH
ey snsua)) uooduy-)gnye L -dendeyg

Los S6¥ or 06T YA 1113 S6 171 011 97 66T 6C s IV

LOS 0 0 062 0 0 (¥ 0 0 9.7 0 0 L2 LN
© BaIY SASUI) BANG

LEE 1157 L0t 861 w6l 81 SC Lz 9 66l 881 081 N0 v

14 kA /174 60T 1l 1€1 A\ €1 ¢l v tl Lzl LA\ o

7Al 601 86 9 19 Ls (4| 12! 4 £9 19 gS 8re)
W1y SASU]) UBNIYI)FY JAN()-SIHBAL JO DUILY

(/5% 9t tLE €1 91 091 4% 144 8t 124 1341 Z61 s NIV

0 0 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6T 6t 195 Ll L1 L 9 6 L ¥1 14 4 JA0D) pIBM

1349 Tt 9te el 6t1 1341 6T 9t 1t 0tl 6C1 LET LU il |
g3noiog femdjer) uejIgINdy

66t 1484 (44 ET ST Y 74 £9 1L 18 9T 11 XA 0tT SOmD Y

S 9 9 T € T 0 0 0 [A £ [4 IO

wte £le FALY 1Ll 181 ¢81 14 96 09 €91 0L1 0Lt neaumnf

oF 1Y ¥ 1€ LE 1% 01 6 14! I¢ LE 1t sejgnoq

I¥ LE Sh 0f ¥ L L 9 L (173 X4 Lz feq any
yénoi0qg neaunf

ol YA YA | LL 78 €8 I A Al SL 18 £8 SO v
gy3nosog seueyy

o 01 01 I 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 5N NV
fanoiog MIIY *MN

8 9 S T 1 I 0 0 0 [A 1 1 SN NIV
y3noaog adoiS yruroN

102 80T XA £ I I 0 0 0 € I I N0 ny
IV SNSUI)) JWON

0661 6861 8861 0661 6861 2861 0661 6861 8861 0661 6861 8861
sa10ads Iy S¥H ysiyoIqes nqiey

panunuod ¢'¢ Iqey,

3-20



87e's 9LL  0SE's 0Y9E  9£TE L9S'€
981 Pl 91 82 I 2
381 1z Srl £ S £
17§ 06¥ SLy of 9 6
69 0 0 ¥ 0 0
49 0 0 S 0 0
001 06 pIt 4 I 1
St 0 0 z 0 0
L 0 0 £ 0 0
89 0 0 L 0 0
6Ly €9 #ps 49 1z VT
09¥ <96 8Ly 9 8 6
61 L9 99 9 e |
8 98 68 9 L9 19
0T w we Sit 68 £01
1L TEL 65L (A 4 1824 89v
6S 99 SL 44 AY 09
£61 961 (/174 It 911 611
6 A 6 1z Lz 0¢
ozry 8Ty (%% 8bT b 657
0661 6861 2861 0661 6861 8861
sopads v S®H

L19 (HAY 889 TIS'E £e0l'e 90Vt S v
SN EYSEIY NIV

0 I 0 8T 01 (44 sy nvy
y3noaog ensuluag ¥ ey

0 0 0 £ g £ san1) NIV
Ba1Y SNSU)) uO)dWRE-IPBAL

1 1 I 9 < 6 SN0 Y

1 0 0 ¥ 0 0 ™Yo

0 0 0 S 0 0 b Ll L
BV snsua)) weydwmpq

0 0 0 (A I I 800 v

0 0 0 4 0 0 IO

0 0 0 € 0 0 AD{EN In0g

0 0 0 L 0 0 YoueN
ydnosog Leg jorsug

1 1 I (49 1T £ N nvy

1 1 1 9z 8 8 R0

0 0 0 9 £l Sl Aeg yoosyoL
B2V SNSUI)) [AYlag

T £ L 9 <9 65 snD Y
BaAY SNSUI)) SPUB|S] UBHNA|Y

L £ 91 £1i 68 $6 NI IV
ydnosog ysey susynay

89 £8 8 1944 LIr [48 4 s v

1 £ I 144 1€ 09 BYO

9 S S 1 911 611 [teduesp

6 14 14 0T 9T 9T Iopuexaly uod

43 19 79 8€T vET i¥e dingsag
vy Snsua)) 3anqsiajag-jpdueasy

0661 6861 8861 0661 63861 886!
ystjajqes mqieH

panuyuod ¢'¢ 9|C

3.21



S0t 104 £01 1€ L LE rA | 9 9 67 s1 9 son) MV
uaouyun

LEE L£2 €T or1tY 6L LS ¥Z 174 1z 101 €L [4Y SN NV
_ sam) uodaiQ Nv

992'T 806'l  LOO'T  6E¥ 09¢ o¢¢ o6l Sl 651 £6€ 10€ {62 M) NV

0£0'1 98 716 e 291 191 £9 09 65 907 Sl ov1 PO

SEL 99 629 LO1 01 o011 9 9 IL S8 A 9L mees

8T 9 w ol Sl 11 L 8 L sl 2! 6 pudsumo] uog

(174 £T L1 ¥ S £ I 0 0 4 S £ qIAsArep

¢4 Z1 L L L 9 I 0 0 L L 9 mAaBuoy

¥ oF 15 4| 4! 8 9 S 9 Tt A | 8 naoAg

6 8 SL 17 rAl 6 6 S ¥ 8t 6 8 spuowpg

61 81 £61 67 1T 9 L L ot oz 61 sz weyduog

[41]1 8 16 1z 17 @ 9 S T 0z 81 (44 SOU0JBUY
uo)dupysesn

0661 6861 8861 0661 6861 8861 0661 6861 8861 0661 6861 8861
saads iy S¥H ysijajqes nqiey

panunuod ¢'¢ 9qeL

3-22



%ttt

%89t

%BL6T
%S SY
%¥9T

%¥19
%09y
%178
%E't8
%609

%0°LS
BP0S
1 4%
BLIS
%9
%6'19
BL'SY
B9IL

Bty

B1'6E
%9°LT
%89t

0661

%00
®9LY

%0°C1
%01V
%¥ 01

%¥ 65
%6°15
%TVS
%0°SL
%9°65

%L'19
%08
%E1S
%TTY
%008
%S'L9
%Svs
%STL

%e'St

%97TE
%L 0V
%91t

6861
ysijajqes @ INqIEH

%002

%0TY

BLIT
%L'LE
%ELl

%195
%60t
%6'SL
®L98
%99S

®BLLS
®5'TS
%8S
%695
BEEE
BL VY
B6TY
%659

%6Vt

%L 6t
BULY
%88t

8861

%00
%81

%99
U6
%1'9

1’8
%0
%9t
%00
%68

%16
%0'T
B6'LT
5SSt
BL'L
%811
%6T
%Lp1

%9

LY
%E'E
%0'S

%00
%00

%0V
%S°11
%LT

%08
BL'E
%00
%00

%88

%9
%'l
%BbE91
BI'TY
%00
%68
%00
Bt’lI

%TY

BI'Y
14"
%Y

6861
ysyyaqes

%00

%0C

BI'C
®0'L
%9’y

%t'6
%00
%00
%00
%L01

%88
%'y
%S$9C
B8EL
%00
%S01
%00
%6'6

%6'¢

%S9
%Y
%89

886l

btEe

%8'9¢

%LLT
BTy
BLVT

%985
%09
%9'8L
%L'es
%6°LS

®8VS
%005
%8'SS
%99Y
BT Y
%1°6S
%LSY
%569

%'ty

1YL
%»9°LT
L6t

%00

BYLY

»etl
Yt
%56

%695
%6'1¢
%TYS
17
%L9S

%685
BSLS
2 4% 4
%00
%B0'0S
%Yo
2949
%L

%BE'SE

%0°0C

%0V

%607
%LLE
%E91

%1°tS
%60t
%6'SL
%L 98
»TLS

%T'SS
%1'IS
»TTS
%L1S
%L'Et
%¥'19
%6°Th
%819

BEEL

%Lt
%Ly
%19t

886l

s v
galy SNSUI)) SYUBQUE] ‘HAS

snio Ny
ySnosog 115 YlION-SHUBQIIE]

SN0 NIV
PPO
EAOPIO)
BaAY SNSUI) BAOPIO)-TIPIEA

s IV

0

suoy] uod

apjuiznQ

ooy
y3noiog pueis] yepoy

=m0 v

=3O

pIemag

BIAOPJRS

DISTIIN

JOWOH

Yoy wers

o Joduy
y2nos0g vnsuwiuag 18udy

s BV
yénosog eupsng-gysnue)eAl

SN NV

200
sesoyduy
y3nozoyg 2deloyouy

06

-g9~ - ‘1eak pue J0uapisal £q Jurpue| Aue pue ‘YsIJIIQES JO INGIEr * SIJI[QES ‘INGI[BY YIIM SISUMO [3553A JO 93eIuddad g QT

3-23



BT'LS
BTLS

%88
%679
%915

%90
%985
%16E

%9'8S
%00
%E9¢
%E't9
%BTEL

B1'tY

%001

%0°6T

%S'1

%N

0661

LS9
%00

%L19
619
%0'9S

%9°CY
%9ty
: 314

%765
%008
BY'LS
%8't9
%6v9

BL'99

%L91

%S0

%59

[
ysHIIqes % queH

%5°L9
%00

%665
%809
%8s

%6TY
%98V
%9V

%1°8S
%Lttt
BLLS
%119
%009

%¥'99

%00
%¥0

%ttl

%L8I
%L81

%YL
%19
%L6

%¥6
BLOT
%58

%8Sl
%00

%1°¢1
%P0
ULl

%06
%00

%00

WY'vT
%00

L8
%V
%871

%LT1
LT
%011

%I°L1
%00

%6°L1
%e'S1
%T'91

%86

%00

%00

%00

%00

6361
ysIRIqes

%Lt
%00

%<8
%L9
BHLTI

%01
%0°0T
%6

BHT61
%00

%681
%6'ST
%9°S1

%96
%00
%00
%00
%00

8861

%v e
%t S

B6'LS
%079
%805

%LBL
L8y
%6'LE

%996
%0°0¥
%9°ES
%LE9
%TEL

%S°'19

%001

%0'ST

%S°1

%09 %¥'to son iy
%00 %00 [ [11Y
BIIY SNSUI)) EYNS
%509 %9°8C M) NV
%679 %865 RPO
%09¢ %19¢ e
BAIY SNSUA)) WEYIRIJAY JANO-SIHEA JO W]
%16t %80F M) v
%6CE %6'Ch A0 PIEM
%6t %80 UBRIYY
yinozog Aemdien amignay
%98 BC VS SN v
%008 %EEE PO
%L P %o'tS neaunf
%8'€9 %y'LS sej3no(
%TT9 %0'09 Aeq oy
ydnoiog nesunf
%6°C9 %¥'99 SN NV
gdnosog souey
%00 %00 KO Y
gdnosog Hpay ‘MN
%L'91 %0'0T s py )
y3nosoqg ado|§ qloN
%S0 %¥'0 Mo v
B2y SNSUAT) IWON
%<9 %eel SN IV
234V SASUI)) YnYnioy-uoyn x
6861 8861
mnqiey

PanuNUod $'¢ Qe

3-24



%91

%88
BL'8
%96

%01
BeEl
%9L1
%01

%L'9
BL'S
%9'1¢

%LVl

%LTS

%965
%9'PL
®BLLS
%8'tS
%065

%T't9
BL'19
%0°SL
%709

0661

BT

Tl
%00
%00

Bl
%00
%00
%00

't
%Vl
%61

%6'LL

%10

%709
%8'8L
%T 65
%9
%SLE

%1'99
%0'L9
%869
%619

6861
ysyoqes ¥ nqiey

B1'T

%6'1
%00
%00

%60
%00
%00
%00

XYy
%61
BLTT

%S89

%Y

LTI
%008
%685
%T19
%865

%BET9
%TTY
%00L
BLES

%00

%T0
%T0
%00

%00
%00
%00
%00

%T0
%T0
%00

%BY'T

»Tt

%96
%L1
%'t
BI'ET
Byl

%6T1
%¥s

BTOY
%7

%00

%T0
%00
%00

%00
%00
%00
%00

%0
%T0
%00

%5t
%Yl

%E11
%S
%97
%ttt
%BEVI

%v01
%0y

%L'te
%t 01

6861
ysijoIqes

%00

%T0
%00
%00

%00
%00
%00
%00

%T0
%T0
%00

6L

%TL

%801
L1
%S$°T
%9'8C
%Lyl

%yl
%6’y

BULE
®0°7C1

B'1

%88
%L'8
%96

%0TH
%BEEl
%9LT
%01

%L
%L'S
%9°1¢

%L'vL

%B¥'1S

%185
%9vL
BELE
LIS
%L'9S

%I1T9
BL'19
%TIL
%T8S

¥

%01
%00
%00

%11
%00
%00
%00

%t
%1
%¥61

%9'SL

%10

%8¢
%E'LL
%T 65
%6'19
%LV

%159
%0°LY
%L'99
%8 66

6861

nque

k] A SIRID 1Y
®aly susud)y uopdureli-apes

%61 S0 v

%00 12910

%00 ARI00treN
B4y SNsud)) meydwmpg

%6'0 5NID IV

%00 19410

%00 YOWEN nog

%00 FADERN
ydnosog Leq j0)s11g

Tt soniD v

%L1 BYPo

%LTT Keg JOOSYOL,
BV SNSUI)) [Py

%L'99 501D Y
BIJY SNSUI)) SPUB[S] WeNNRY

%8'TP samd v
gdnosog ysey suennyy

%965 SN NV

%008 R0

%685 nadueipy

%B1ES Jopuwxaly uod

%B0'LS Amqsrarag
BAAY STSUI)) Fanqsiaag-|Rpdueip

%65 2010 v

%819 nq0

%679 uedijad

%6'15 JeuooH

B2V SNSU)) unoduy-jeinye ) -{emdens

8861

panunuod ¢ ac

3-25



%S°6T

%9TE

%P6l
%91
%9Vl
®BI'LS
%000
BLEE
BtLT
%t'TT
%161
%9°0C

B9ty

%161

0661

%ITI
BEEE

%t 81
%881
%E91
BLLS
BL1L
%L8S
%19
%9'P1
%Y1l
%0°ST

%L1V
%9'L

6861
ysSyRIqES % Qe

%6'St

%EVT

WL'LI
BLLI
%S'LI
%008
%9'LI
BE'SE
BLSIT
%071
%SE
BTV

%LTV

BTEL

8861

%B¥11
UL

%69
%19
%9'L
%0'ST
%0°S
®B8Y
%9t
%96
%9t
%6'S

V'L

%00

F 1%

%v'8

%B8L
%69
%66
%80t
%00
%00
%601
%19
%8t
%09

®t'L
L0

6861
ysya1qes

%8s

%6'8

%6'L
%59
%E11
%81t
%00
%00
%811
%S
1A
%BTT

%9°LT

%00

%t°L1
%0°0¢
%911
%9°¢S
%007
E 247
LT
%161
%Stl
%9'61

L TAAY

%161

%901

%30t

Bt'Sl
%891
BITI
%8'tS
LT
%8s
%197
%011
%L'01
BT

%00¥

%69

6861
nqirey

P0'CE

PITT

%8¥l
%HSI
%1TI
%60V
%9°L1
%€ SE
%L'S1
%L'01
%0°'El
BTV

%80V

L TAS

8861

800 Ny
usouyuof)

sonI) MV
s wodaio Ny

s vy
o
afneas
pussumo], uod
optaskiepy
aAATuo]
naaag
spuowpy
weyduyg
Ssu0RUY
uo)3usysesn

sanID BV
SO eysely v

sy v
y3nosog ensuiuag 9 ayer

panuUNU0d ¢ Qe

3-26



A
BI'E

%L
%TL
®TL

y 141
S8

%L1
BI'LE
%SEl

%561
%011
BSL

%8
%9V
%8'ET
%L'L

BEST

%I'L
%L'L

%BEt'L
%08

%00

%t'S

%9
BT
LS

%S6C
%58

%9ET
%TL8
%10t

%0'sC
%601
1919
%TTY
%8It
E 1847
%S$'T

BYIL

%58
%t9
%e9

%9

6861

ystojqes ¥ nqifeH

%90

%9'T

%9y
%T11
%6t

%Trl
%81
%89
%l'L
%¥'S1

%071
%L9
%08
%19C
%0T

%L 61%1
%T'T
%t91

%¥'t

%19

%0

%09

8861

%00

%00

%Sl
%t0
%9'1

®T1
%10
%10
%00
%Ll

Tt
%T0
%1'T
%8
%T'0
9

%00
01

%S0

%1'T

%00
%t'T

%00
%00

%81
%L'E
%9'1

%0y
%<0
%00
%00
®TY

%19
%T0
L'
BL'LT
%00
%TL
%00
%L1

%Il
%L1
%00

%6'1

BT
ystoLqes

%00
%00

%1'T
%59
%9'1

Pt
%00
%00
%00
%Yt

BTt
®T'1
%v't
%¥1l
%00
%0'S
%00
%T'1

%0

%Y1

PI't

BL'S
%69
%9'S

%T Tl
%t'8

%911
BIIE
»TTl

%eTl
%801
%Y'S

%991
%YV
%LL1
®BLL

%LV

%99

%9'S

%L
BL'S

%00
%t's

%9y
%16
%1y

%SST
%0'8

%9°tT
%T'L8
%6'ST

%681
%L Ot
®TLT
y 294!
%81
%6'$T
%S'T

%16

%¥L
B9V
%9

334

6861
matel

%90

%9'C

%ST
BL'Y
%L'C

%111
%81
%89
%I'L
%0°Z1

%88
%1'S
%9'¥
L'y
%0T
%L1
T
%®1S1

%0t

By

%6t

8861

SO Y
831y SNSUI)) SHUBQNBJ ‘S

NI NIV
yanosog 1e)5 YIION-SHUBQIIE]

s Av
YO
BAODIO))
BaIY SNSUI)) BADPIO))-ZIPIEA

SND IV

po

SUOI Uod

njuzn)

Ferpoy
y3nosog puersy ye1poy

SN0 IV

_2yo

premag

BIAOP[9S

DSIIN

I2woH

yo[ng) we)

o Joyouy
ydnosog e|nsuiuaj 18Uy

SO IV
ySnosog BUNSNG-BYSIUR)EIN

SN NIV

3% 4

BP0

afeioyouy
yanoaog deroypuy

A7 “*umoO [35S9A [[B J0j $9103ds [[e JO on[eA [38SIAXD aY) Jo 98r

‘0661 Udnomy gg61 pouad ay1 J0j DUIPISA S IUMO

1ad e SE 9n[eA [I5SIAXI YSIJI[QES puB INQIRE]

R N

3-27



%0'LE
%80T
BIYe
%08t

BL1S

»TIt
k43
%0t

%917

BLST
11T

¥6Tt
L 144
BT
290
%6'ST
BYL1
%0
%B1T

%60

%0

%95t
%9°1¢C
%619
%8CE

%9'tS

%s0T
%6°L1
%LV

%561
%T91
r 131!

%6'0€
%L'9
%667
%E'BE
%T'6Z
%6Vl
%00
%E0
%00

%T1

6861
ysyaIqes % INqIEH

BLEE
%791
BI'LS
%o

%T 65

%191
%9°¢1
%0°L1

k13 4
149
%Yl

LT
Bt'1
%6TT

%L'ST -

%61

%S°C1

%00

%<6
%8V
%681
%t01

%L

%T'9
E 194
%8
%6'L
%L1
%S'L
%0°¢l
%00
1841

%tTl
%t'S

%8t
%00
%00

%00

%00

%891
S8

%TSE
%SEl

%0'6T

%8V
LT
%T8

»L'8
%89
%06

%T'H1
%00
%Svl
%9°¢l
%T6

%St

%00

%00

6861
Ysya|qes

%861
%B0'L

%8t
B¥YLT

6Lt

®Lt
®Tt
%Y

%8'L
WL
%L

%601
%00
%91
%8C
%0'¢

%S'T

%10

%00

PSEL
%091

%TSE

BLLT

BY'8T

%0'ST
%9'LT
%0'TT

BLE1
B¥¥l
%9'tl

%661
%Yt

%181
3% 14
%$9°0T

BEEL

%E0

%1C

%60

%0

%881
%Itl
%L9C
%L 0T

%9V

%LS1
%®¥S1
%E91

%89
%Y'6
L9
%BL91
%L9
F 24!
%LTT
%0°0C

%P1l

%0

%00

%T1

6861
mqueH

%6l 2Pmo Ny

%T 6 O

%81 uBdRd

%061 YeuoOH
¥aay snsua)y uooduy-jemyex-Aemdeng

%E1T SN0 v
BAIY SOSUI) EYNS

%PTI san Ny

%bCl o

LA fie1)y
BIIY SASUI)) WEHIYDIIY JONQO-5]RAL JO dULLY

%L9 N0 ny

%6'L 9A0D) preM

%99 ey
ginosog femd)en ueyiqipey

%401 sno ny

%'l PNO

%E01 neaunf

%L'6 sejinoq

%E vl Leg onny
yinosog neaunf

%001 20 Ny
ginosog saujey

%00 SO v
q3nosog M1V "MN

Bl MO Ny
y3noiog adojg yroN

%00 SN v
Baly SNSUY)) HWON

%0 snony
BIAY SASUI)) yNynLoy-uoynx

8861

panunuod ¢'¢ Iqej,

3-28



%861 %S°61
BI'E %91
%9'0 %0'1
%Z0 %S|
%70 %00
%10 %0'0
%10 %00
%20 %00
%10 %0'0
%81 %8'T
%1'T %0'€
%70 %71
%191 %I1E
%8'L BI'E
%HTRT %TLT
- %86 %LTE
%807 %0'61
%169 %6°L9
%0'LT %6'ST
0661 6861
ysRIqes ¥ 0qiEH

%1€l

%9T

%80

%10
%00

%0
%0'0
%00
%00

Bl
%00
%00

%001

%6'1

bS8
%BLSY
ST
%6'1S
%I'LT

%EY

%00

%00
%00

%00
%00
%00
%00

%00
%00
%00

%10

%60

%611
%L'9
%L'T
%90t
%yl

%59
%00
%00

%00
%00

%00
%00
%00
%00

%10
%10
%00

%10
%50

%81
%09
ST
%01V
%671

6861
ysyaiqes

L TAY

%00

%00

%00
%00

%00
%00
%00
%00

%00
%00
%00

%L0

%L'0

B1CT
%L
%6'1
%0t
%L1

8861

BETI

®T'E

%90

%T0
F YA

%10
%10
%T0
%10

%81
1T
%0

%09

%69

Bt 91
BI'tE
%181
%B1°SE
%Y1

%0°¢l
%9'1
%01

%S'1
%00

%00
%00
%00
%00

®LT
%6T
®T1

BO'1E
%9°C

%l
BL9T
%591
%6'9C
%0'tl

6861
nqiey

%6'L

%9CT

%80

%10
%00

%¥'0
%00
%00
%00

%¥'1
%00
%00

%L£6

T

BYEl
%S1P
%961
%681
%801

BR6I

S0 Y
SIND BYSELY NIV

sann vy
yinoiog sinsmud,] ¥ aye

S0 pY
Bal1y snsud) uoydwrely-apes

sen v

RRO
Ba1Y SRSY) meygdupng

0D Ny
B0
JA{EN prog
© o YpEN
gdnoaog Lwg [0)s1ag

M) NV

BRPO

Aeg yo0syOL,
Ba1Y SNSUI)) Jayjag

sano vy
BALY SNSUI)) SPUB|S] VeNNfY

soniD Y
ginoiog yseqy Suennay

s v
Yo
fodueipm
opuexay uog
3ingsioreg
B34y SNSuUI)y dingssajeg-jRdueip

"PINUNUOD C'E QP

3-29



%8'9¢

BST1

B1'y
1Al
%T'T
»O'LE
%E 01
TS
%871
%Lt
%9'S
%9

BE11

%17TC

B8El
%S'tl
%051
%9ty
%t'9

®8L

®TL]
%L1
%'t

%881

6861
Ysya1qes ¥ nqireH

%¥'T

%1T
%9°¢
¥l
%1€l
%80
%10
%S
BL'
BTl
%0

%00

%0'L

%T'8
%0°L
B¥01
BT
%00
%0'0
%t'8
%E'L
%¥'0
%18

6861
ysyaIqes

%00

L1

%S
%69
%8V
%BSET
%00
%00
%0'v
%8
%60
%TE

8861

%89t

%16

%0C
%L9
%80
%6¢C
%56
BI'¢
%9'L
%91
vy
%ty

BE11

%I°ST

%9'S
%S9
%9'¥
%STT
%t9
%8'L
%88
%0'v
%L'T
%L01

6861
mnqirey

%E'v1

%69

%P
BT Y
Byl
%TEl
%16
%8T
BPE
81
%TT
BLY

3-30

SNy MV
usomyu()

SN IV
sa) wodarg v

SN v
BPRO
ameas
Puasumo] 1od
amasirep
mAuo]
NA3AY
spuowpg
wreyguiag
SoUodeUY
w0)3uIySEA

"PaNUNUOD G'f Qe



9BL‘Y LLE'E 9€6‘Z P92’c 6L0'E £59°¢C £€12°2 LIL’e seaIY eYSeTY [IV
£EE LZ 6 0z LT 01 8 L ybnoiog ernsutuad § ayerq
¥ £ z Z 9 0 0 0 uojdweq apeM
0s Sk ¥ £ S T T T weybutITIq
91 9T ¢ T 1 T o T ybnozog Aeg To03IE6TIg
6F 8e L1 0z 4] 65 SS (] T2Yyaed
cL 0s 3 S¥ LE 62 9¢ 15 ybnoaog M sueTinaly
QET £0T L8 1473 cot Le 8s 1 ybnozog "I sUETINSTY
2Ls 96 € e SE¥ 26E ZLE £2E 1SE Bangsialag-112buriy
91t see 9€2 we 0z L61 LLT A X4 uocobuy-jeanyex-Lembeyg
vov 15 : 14 z26¢ 682 592 0ez 661 261 ybnozog ex3Ts
CE? 991 191 pel YA £0T 08 86 uRYTYDISY I9INO-sa[em Jo'gd
161 £€T EET 12 £€T LOT vO0T 29 ybnoxog Aemeles-ueyTyOISY
vie 612 0€e 122 £81 S6T [AS z0e ybnozog neaunp
S6 €L 8L LL TL 09 £V oy ybnozeqg sautey
T T 0 0 0 0 0 0 ybnoxog 2T39I¥ MN
T 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 ybnoxog adorg y3jaoN
T T 0 0 0 T T 0 ﬂ SWON
9 £ T £ 4 Z € 1] FnynLoy-uoyng
0 0 0 0 T 0 0 1 EjuRqITRJ WS
9E 12 6T 61 ST LA 6 LA ‘309 IelS YITION-SueqITed
¥02Z LPT £S SI1 LT 11 L9 08 BAODIQD-ZAPTRA
986 GSY 41 gec 194 4 16€ L62Z 09¢€ ybnoxodg pueisIl Yerpoy
W0 ‘T 9zL 665 0TL S19 zos £8€ 118 ybnorog ernsutuag Teusy
€L £V LE A J 1€ s? ¥e Le ybnoxog ngiyeH
1S¢€ ote oLt 622 1844 V6T E6T Z1¢e ybnozog abezoyouy
sh 06 68 88 LB 98 G8 bg
B9iR ENSUI)
E-4-¢c0 8

*90USPTSEI JO BIIR Ssnsuad pue Ieshk Aq sjusTdrosa S pue SIauMC [SSS9A INQTITEY JO IaqunN

*9DUSPTISSI IBUMO IO BaI® SNSuad pue Ieal Aq sauatdriosx (sd)
aaeys ejonb jo xsqunu pue

(066T-F8HT) SID2UMO TOSSSA INGITEY JO IdquNU PS3IWIISy

9°¢ STqeL

3-31



‘UMOYE 70U SIBUMO UEXESRTY-uUCuU JO @doudsaid o3 onp §(0T ueyl ssaT aq Aew exaumo Jo jussiad TeIOL :93ON

$E° LB 30" L8 $L° L8 $v"68 3298 L' 88 $€'68 st °'Be €edIy eyselv T1V
%9°0 $L°0 30 $5°0 $6°0 €70 $£°0 $2°0 ybnoiog efnsutuagd ¥ ayeq
8T°0 $1°0 $1°0 $1°0 $2°0 $0°0 $0°0 $0°0 uoiduey apem
%$%6°0 $2°1 5170 $1°0 $T°0 $0°0 $£0°0 $0°0 weyburtTIq
$€°0 $%°0 $0°0 $0°0 $0°0 $0°90 %070 $0°0 ybnoiog Aed T103IFTId
$6°0 $L°0 $S°0 $5°0 $L°2 %0°¢ $C°¢ $1°2 Ta2yleg
$E°T $€°1 $E°T ¥Z°1 $T°T $0°1 $5°1 $L°1 ybnoxog "M SuURTINSTY
R8° 2 8L°¢C $9°¢ $9°¢ $6°C $6°¢ $£°¢ $8°1 ybnoxcqg "3 suetinely
$9°0T $2°01 $£°21 $2°21 $2°11 &' 21 $0°ET 11 bangsiajag-r1ebueay
8°S t8°§ RT°L $9°9 $8°S 979 §T°L 6L uoobuy-jeinyex-Lenbeyg
% L $E£°L $L°8 $6°L $9°L $L°L $0°8 $2°9 ybnoxog ex371s
$E°P €V $8°Y L YA $9°C ¥t $2°¢€ $2°¢ ueyTyo3ey I18Inp-soTeM 304
€ L1 2 $0° ¢ $0°¥ $8°¢ ¥9°¢F $2°F L°€ ybnozog Aemajen-ueyTysiay
$L°S $9°¢ $6°9 179 L YA %679 $1°9 $9°9 ybnoiog nesunp
$L°1 $6°71 $€°¢ $1°C %0°¢ $0°2 $L°T $€°T ybnozog ssurtey
$0°0 $0°0 20°0 $0°0 $0°0 20°0 3070 $0°0 ybrnozog 57T101¥ MN
20°0 $0°0 $0°0 $0°0 $0°0 $0°0 %0°0 $0°0 ybnoaxog adors yizoN
20°0 20°0 20°0 $0°0 $0°0 20°0 %070 %070 MWON
8T1°0 $T°0 $0°0 $T°0 $T°0 $T°0 $1°0 $1°0 ynxnioy-uoynx
%$0°0 %070 30°0 $0°0 $0°0 $0°0 $0°0 %0°0 s)jueqatey IS
$L°0 3570 £9°0 $5°0 $%°0 $5°0 $v°0 3570 "10@ Ie35 YIION-SNUeqITe]
$L°€ $8°¢€ $9°1 $2°€ $Z°¥ tL°€E §L°2 $9°2 CAOPIOD-ZOPTRA
£L°01 $L°TT $S°01 $9°01 $8° 11 $L°1T $0°21 $L°TT ybnoiog puelsi yeipoy
$0°61 3L°8T $6°LT $6°6T 197 LT $L°91 P61 $9°91 ybnoxog eInsuruad teuady
3€°1T $T°T $1°1 $2°'1 $6°0 t8°0 $0°T %670 ybnoxog ngien
9 t¥°S $1°9 $£°9 $€°9 $5°9 $8°L $T°0T abezoyouy
s 06 68 a8 LB 98 S8 o
EDIE ENESUI)
Hy¥ax

JO eaae snsuao pue aeak Aq sjuatdroax S PUER SIDUMO [9$SaA 3InqITey JO JuadIed

*®oUapPTISaa
L'¢ °TqelL

3-32



-peseaTal 9q 3joU PINOD UOTIBWIOIUT STYI ‘SUCTIDTIISSHI AJTTEIIUSPIFUCD O angy

3-33

08S’vE |€B0’BE |96T‘0F (6SE‘LY |669°C2F [TT9’CF [(6898°TE |€81°€C SeaIy eYEeTY TV
261 LOE zs 19¢ §12 LFT 9€T rAS ybnozog ernsutuad 3 eyeq
Z ¥ ¥ ¥ £ 0 0 0 uojdwel apeq
91 92 $02 ¥ SE ¥ M M weybutT1ta
1] 9 0 ¥ ¥ ¥ 0 * ybnozog Leg 1o3stTag
6Y 44 A S bL 124 174 6b 18y3eg
1282 01€ 12k ZL6 £VS 612 62¥ 08y ybnorog "M sueTINATY
BRO‘T 0058t 8F9 0€9 T6€°T vZE’T 29 v19 ybnozog ‘3 suerinaTy
GTE'Y Lvz’s zoz'’s 695°S £EE’S €0%’9 203 'F L62’E bangsaajag-T1ebuein
zze’t 999’1 608°T SLE'T LZ5'1 9% °T 102’1 TL0'T ucobuy-jeznyex-Lembeys
bBO‘E T18°¢E BED‘E zer’y 9Z¥ ‘t 61’ 1 A 28S°1 . ybnoiog ex3irs
£8S e9T’'T 026 Zee €09 209 €82 9LT ueYTYOISY ISINO-SOTEM JO'J
66L 6T1Z°T 650°1 ETT'1 £00°T 6TE’T SL6 L9t ybnoxog Aemajen-ueyrysiay
166t £01°2 sLz’e 8b6 ‘T oTL’T 2Tt 9EE’T pS2’1 ybnozog neaunp
oov 16€ bEY z89 1€9 gy L6E ¥se ybnoizog sauyey
* ¥ 0 0 0 0 0 0 ybnozog 2T3091¥ MN
» x 0 * » * 0 0 ybnozcd adoys yjaoN
» ¥ 0 0 0 ¥ ¥ 0 SWON
T ¥ » ¥ ¥ x ¥ T ynyndoy-uoyng
0 0 0 0 ¥ 0 0 ¥ syueqiteg IS
12 43 4 £EE ve Lz 8 A *10g 1e3§ YIION-sjueqIIRed
vi8 ZLE'Y 2€6 1201 6LT'T 9€9°T 85S EOb 2AOPIOD-Z3PTEA
SL9°0T |L88'% PI9‘TT |PPVL’ET  |9LBET [S66'PT [6ET‘ZT [|b69°L ybnozog puelel Yerpoj
190’8 TLS’8 182 A 668°1T [€T16°8 69L'L L0zZ'’s Loe’'y ybnoiog efnsuiuad Teuay
102 062 6Le PET 0ST 91T £pT 1Tt ybnozog ngiew
0FT’T 25Tt 610°T TL8'T L00’2 EIT'T 6T0°T 1413 sberoysuy
041 06 68 89 L8 98 S8 4]
e21e sSNsuad)
uvax

"90USPTSaI JO RIIE SNSUSD pue Jeak Aq SPII Ppue ydo3ed INQITRH

" (aybtam 30U
spunod Jo sSpuesnoyl) SOUIPTSDI IBUMO JO BIIeR snsuad pue aeadl Aq ’‘SOVL 1661 bursn

‘sDAT 3O 3Junowe pue ‘(066T-p861) ‘BYSETY JJO INQITey OTITORd JO Yojed pejewrisy  g-'f oTqel



‘pecEITaI BQ J0U PTNOY UOTIBWIOFUT STYI ’SUCTIDTAIESIT AJTTETIUSPTIUOD O BN(Qy
*UMOYS J0U SIDUMO URYSETY-UOU 03 Yo3ed jJO aouasaxd 03 anp 4007 ueyl s837 9q Aew yojed 3o Juadiad Te30l :930N

$8°2L $6°TL 8- 1L $9°LL %6°SL $L°EL $5°0L $2°99 sea1y BYSsely TIV
¥ 0 $9°0 $1°0 89°0 $¥'0 $€°0 %€°0 §T°0 ybnoxog ernsutuag » oyeq
$0°0 * ¥ ¥ $0°0 $0°0 $0°0 $0°0 ucydwey spem
$0°0 $0°0 $5°0 x $1°0 M M x weyburTTTq
$0°0 $0°0 $0°0 ¥ ¥ ¥ $0°0 x ybnozog Aedg [olstag
$1°0 $0°0 $0°0 $0°0 $1°0 $1°0 51°0 $1°0 ToYyied
$6°0 $9°0 $8°0 $5°1 20°1 0 $0°1 §5°1 ybnozog ‘M fuerjinoyy
$2°2 $8°2 LY A $0°T 3672 $£°2 $6°1 $8°T ybnolog -3 suerinayy
$1°6 $6°6 $£°6 $1°6 8S°6 $T°11 $2°0T V' 6 bingerejag-T1obueay
$9°2 1€ $2°€ $2°€ $L°2 $6°2 L2 $T°E uoobuy-jeinyez-Aenbeys
5°9 L Y AN 69 32°L $1°9 %%°G 9°G %577 ybnozog ey3Tsg
$2°1 $2°¢ %971 1Y $T°1 30°1 $9°0 $8°0 uRYTYDIDY IIINO-SHTRM JO*'gd
L1 $£°C $6°T $8°T $8°1 Yol 4 YA 322 ybnozog Lemojen-uexrysiay
$£°€ 50"V 1% 32°€ $0°¢€ $2°E $0°E $9°€ ybnoxog neaunp
$8°0 $L°0 $8°0 $T°1 $T°T $8°0 %670 $L°0 ybnoiog sautey
¥ ¥ $0°0 $0°0 %0°0 $0°0 $0°0 %0°0 ybnozog OTIVDIY MN
* ¥ $0°0 ¥ ¥ ¥ 30°0 %070 ybnoxog adors yzaoN
¥ x $0°0 $0°0 %070 ¥ ¥ $0°0 BWON
$0°0 ¥ ¥ x ¥ x ¥ $0°0 yoynAoy-uoynx
$0°0 $0°0 $0°0 %0°0 X %0°0 $0°0 * , sjueqited IS
%$0°0 $1°0 $T°0 %170 $0°0 %0°0 $0°0 $0°0 ‘108 1e35 YIION-sueqarel
$L°1 $9°2 LT LT $1°2 $8°¢C $2°1 $2°1 BAOPIOD~-28PTRA
8622 %8791 $L°02 $5°22 $L°%2 $6°G2 $6°92 0°22 ybnozog puersIi jetpoy
$6°9T1 §2°91 $6°91 $G°6T $8°GT $%°E1 §6°1T - 21 ybnozog ernsutuag treusy
$v°0 $6°0 3670 $%°0 $€°0 $£2°0 $€°0 $€°0 ybnoxog ngiel
$v°2 $2°2 $8°1 $1°¢ %9°F $6°1 $€°2 $L°2 sbeaoyouy
0arx 06 68 88 L8 9§ 58 ¥8
P3IR SN8Ud)D
Hvax

*3OUIPTSAI JO BIIR Snsusd pue Iedhd Aq sDJI pue yojed Inqriey JO Juadaad 6t 2T9elL

3-34



1AL v0S vLy 18 411 151 ZEE TLT E¥2IY eyselvY TIV
1 0 T 0 1 0 0 ybnozog ernsutuagd ¥ aye]
1 0 1 1 0 0 0 : weyburTT1Q
Z T 1 T 0 0 0 T9y3ed
8 FA € L £ 0 z ybnoiog "M EURTINATY
LT 9 ¥ £1 g1 A 8 ybnoxod @ suerInary
96 1 oL Z9 0S Zb 12 pangsiejeg-T1ebueay
£S 6¢€ LE 9% 1]/ LZ A ucobuy-qe3nyex-Aemnbeys
€T 68 96 S6 68 69 8¢ ybnoxog eyirg
L3 0z [4 1A £t 9 ¢ uRYTYDIDY IL@INQ-saTem jo'd
144 Lz %€ 62 8¢c 8T g ybnoaog Aemajes-ueyryolay
LB LS v9 ¥9 LS 10 £2 ybnozog neaunp
6T 6 11 11 6 Z 0 ybnoiog sautey
T 0 0 T 0 0 0 SWON
9z LT ET 91 ¥e St 9 BAOPIOD-ZIPTRA
06 85 ¥ LS 9% 9% LE ybnozog pueTsl IETPOYy
1971 ZoT 29 66 =] £V 21 ybnozog etnsutusg TeUSYH
L [ 4 £ 4 Z T 0 ybnoaog ngiew
LE 8T 6 T4 0e 0t 9 aberoyouy
s 06 68 88 L8 98 G8
E21R SNSU)
Hy3ax

*90UBpPTSaI JO B3aI® Snsuad pue xead Ag sjuatrdroaxr g pue sIdUMO TISSIA YSTIaTges Jo Jaqunp

(s0)

*9JUBPTISaI IBUMO JO eaie snsSuad pue aead Aq sjuardrioax

axeys ejonb JO I9qunu pue (066T-GBET) SIDUMO [SSSIA YSTID[ES JO Iaquny

0T°€ @219kl

3-35



*UMOYS 30U SIDUMO URYSETY-ucu Jo @oudsaid 03 anp 3907 ueyl €597 8g Aew gisumo 3o juediad TeIol 930N

V°VL $L°EL §8°EL $9°9L $€°2L L YA A $T°0L spaIyY eyseIrv TIY
$1°0 $0°0 $2°0 %0°0 $1°0 $0°0 £0°0 ybnoiog ernsutuad ¥ oyeq
$T°0 $0°0 $2°0 8170 %0°0 $0°0 $0°0 weybuTTTIq
%$2°0 $T°0 $2°0 3170 $0°0 %0°0 %$0°0 12y3ed
5L°0- %€°0 3S°0 $0°T $%°0 %070 £8°0 ybnozog ‘M SURTINSIY
$9°T $6°0 $9°0 $8°T L2 $9°2 $€° € ybnoiog "9 sueTINAITY
%0°6 $0°8 $6°01 $8°8 VL $T°6 $9°¢ Hangsrajag-Troburapm
$6°0 $L°S %68°S 8579 %6°S $6°6 $6°F uoobuy-jenyex-Aesabeys
$0°¢T $0°€T $0°ST $G°ET 8S°2CT £0°S1T $9°51 ybnozog ex37$
%9°¢ %6°¢C $%°€ $0°¢ %6° T $€°1 $0°0 URYTYOIOY IBIND-59TeM JO°4d
0¥ %6°€ $9°S 3P $1°¢ $6°€ $0°2 ybnoizog Aessjen-ueryolsy
$0°8 $€°8 $0°0T $1°6 vV'e %6° 8 b6 ybnoxog nesunp
$L°'1 3€°1 $L°T $9°1 $€°1 %70 $0°0 ybnozog sauteH
$1°0 30°0 $0°0 $T1°0 $0°0 $0°0 £0°0 SWON
$v°2 $6°2¢ $0°¢ €°C $S°¢ $€£°€E §5°2 BAOPIO)D-23PTRA
t2°8 $6°89 9’9 £$1°8 E YA $0°0T1 $2°ST ybnozog puersIl Yelpod
$L°FT $6°FT ¥L°6 $G°€T $6°21 $€°6 $6°F ybnoxog ernsutuad TeUIY
$3°0 $9°0 $5°0 $9°0 $£°0 $2°0 $0°0 ybnoxog ngiel
b€ $93°2 $P°1 $6°€ $6°2 L YA $6°¢ ebezoyouy
s 06 68 g8 L8 98 g8
B3IE ENEUI)
b-4 4P

"9ouUapISaa

Jo eaIe snsuad pue xeak Ag sjustdrosi G pue SISUMO [9SSPA USTJa[ges JO jusdiad I[I1°€ ITqel

3-36



*pasEaTaT 9 JOU PINOD UOTIPWIOIUT $TY] ‘SUOTIOTIIEDT AITTRTIUSPTIUGO O3 ondy

T61°S2 608°L2 £65’62 99T ‘Z¢ £66 '0¢€ 92502 T00°ET 893IY eYSeIY TV
x 0 ¥ 0 » 0 0 ybnozog eTnsutuad ¥ ayeq
» 0 ¥ ¥ 0 0 0 weyburTTIq
* ¥ » % 0 0 0 Teysed
ov ¥ ¥ 68 ¥ 0 ¥ ybnozog "M SURTINSTY
o1V LOY 681 68¢E L88 c98 8by ybnoiog 49 suerindly
989‘s 121°L k4 AL 962’9 ovzZ’e LEL'Y Z66'1 bangsaajsa-11obueam
T19°T 0Z%’1 Lez'z 9LL2 06E°'2Z 09L°T 9943 uoccbuy-jeanyei—-Aembeys
2Z6'S TET*9 66€’9 SP6 ‘L ELL'S STL'E 812°¢ ybnoxog ex3Ts
0te L9¢ 6SP 8Ee Ly 157 ¥ ueyTyYI1ay I2INO-E3TeM Jo-°4
ZL6 ZEV'T Z68°'T 89T'T 6€9°T FrIE’T 998 ybnozog Lemajeo-ueytysiay
LIL’Y 8% ‘2 L6S‘2 BLE6'T ZaL't TET’T S6€ ybnoiog neaunp
8ET S6T gLl PeT 6EC ¥ 0 ybnoxog ssutey
¥ 0 0 ¥ 0 0 0 [WON
8¥S SLL 6101 £58 LB6 LbL 9%z BAOCPIOD-Z3PTRA
zZs2’c | 270 4 ¥66°C 88E’Y 6IG‘Y 0ZE'’P Z0t'c ybnozog puefsI YeIpox
BIL’E ZOE'Y SOL'Y G86°'% 9GL'E TE€L'T 986 'T ybnoiog eTnsutuaqg yeuay
g8t ¥e ¥ gz ¥ » 0 ybnoxog ngiew
A L18 LEY LLg 108°T or1 ¥9 aberoyouy
DJI1 06 68 88 L8 98 Y]
BOIP SNSUID
R L 4PN

"90UapPTSAI JO eaIR SNsUad pue aesd Aq sOJI pue yoled ysijselges

"(066T1-G86T)

‘Yst3iarqes Jo yosled peIeUTIISH

* (3ybrem punox spunod JO sSpuesSnoyl) DIJUSPTSSI I8UMO JO B3IR SNSUID pUBR Ivd4
Rq ’sOvYl 16671 bursn ‘sD4I JO Junowe pue

1€ °TqelL

3-37



‘pasearal ©g 10U PTNOD UOTIPWIOIUT &TYI ‘SUOTIOTIIESST AJTTRIIUSPTIUOD O3 BNndy
“UNOYE 10U 6IBUMO URYFRTY-UOU 03 yoled jJo dduasexd 03 anp {001 ueyl s aq Aew yojed jo Juadiad TeJOL 930N

30°6% ¥6°6F $T1°6¥ $9°0S $6° 15 3£ 8% $9°G¥ ses1y eXeeTv TV

¥ %0°0 » £0°0 ¥ %070 $0°0 ybnoiog ernsurusd 3 oyeq
¥ 070 * » %0°0 $0°0 $0°0 weybuTTTIA
x . ¥ ¥ $0°0 $0°0 $0°0 Toyleg
£1°0 ¥ ¥ $1°0 ¥ %0°0 * ybnoaog "M SUETINDTVY
$8°0 §L°0 $£°0 £9°0 3671 $0°¢ $9°1 ybnozog '3 suerjnaty
$T°T1 .21 $L°01 $8°6 $5°01 $T°1T $6°9 banqsaajag-yrobueay
$T°E §6°¢ 3L°E L3 $0°% $1°v $0°¢€ ucobuy—jenyex-Aembeys
G711 $6°0T $9°0T $6°21 L°6 L8 $E€° 1T ybnozog ex3ts
$3°0 $0°1T $8°0 %0 $8°0 $T°0 » uexyTYIIAY IIInO-saTeM JO°d
$6°T 86" 2 §T°€ $8°1 $L°2 $T°€ $T°E ybnozog Aemajen-ueyTyoIoy
$€°€ VP $E° P $T°€ $0°€ $L°2 b1 © ybnoaog neaunp
%€°0 $€°0 $€°0 $€°0 $v°0 ¥ $0°0 ybnoiog seurey
¥ $0°0 $0°0 x $0°0 $0°0 $0°0 BUION
$T° P T L1 $€°1 $L°T $8°1 $6°0 PAODIO)~ZOPTEA
$€°9 $8°€ $0°S $6°9 9L LY AR 39°11 ybnoxog pueTsI Yetpod
$2°L $L°L 38°L $8°L $€°9 $T°% $9°6 ybnozog eynsutusg TRUDY
$0°0 $0°0 » $0°0 M ¥ $0°0 ybnozog ngIew
$9°T $S°1 $L°0 p°T $0°¢€ $€°0 270 ebeioyouy
D41 06 68 88 L8 98 68

eaie SNEUd)
HYdx

*9OUSPTSSI JO BaIe SNsSusd pue Iedd AQq sPJT PUE UYOIED YSTIFSTQes JO JUIDIAJ  £I°E STqel

3-38



6LS 'S 916 ‘¢ 90¥ '€ POL'E 1ES‘E 820°’¢ L0s’2 Ee3IY eYSeTY TIV
£€ LT 6 ¢ 8T ot g ybnolog einsutuag § oyeq
¥ £ Z Z 9 0 0 uoijduey aspep
0s 11 J ¥ £ S T L weybutTTIq
91 9T 0 1 1 1 0 ybnozog Aeg 1O0318Tig
0§ 8z LI 12 ¥6 65 SS 19Yy3eg
zL 0s Lo SY LE 6 LE ybnoiog ‘M sueTINATY
9€T €01 LB 96 201 88 65 ybnoiog *3 suerInaly
SLS L6E STV 8y £6¢E ELE kce bingsiejag-rrebueam
0zZe T 44 LET £ve s02 86T BLY ucobuy-jejnyex-Lembeysg
90y 982 962 62 89¢ EES 102 ybonoaog exars
L1 ¥4 991 191 ¥S1 521 £0T1 08 ueyTyal1ay JajnQ-satem 3o-'a
v6T PET LET ] A £ET LOT bOT ybnoiog Aemajeg-ueyrysiay
S1e 122 FA XA 2ze PBT S6T1 bST ybnoiog neaunp
g6 EL 6L LL 1L 09 1% J ybnozog sautey
1 T 0 0 0 0 0 ybnoaog 5T301v MN
1 T 0 T T 1 0 ybnorog adors YyiionN
[/ 1 0 T 0 T T SWON
9 € 1 € r4 A £ ynynioy-uoxny
0 0 0 0 T 0 0 syueqated 4§
9¢ 1 ¥4 61 6T ST LA 6 *I0d IeIS YIION-BYUeqITe]
goe 6b1 55 911 Lel FAN N L9 BAOPIOD-ZSPTRA
L8S 19 J ESE 06€ | 24 £6¢€ T0€ ybnorog puersy yerpox
150°T 8ZL v09 STL 029 £0S vee ybnoiog ernsutuag Teuoy
vL % LE A 4 1€ T4 1 X4 ybnoxog ngieW
9S8t 112 0Lt 1£2 cee P61 SetT abezoyouy
50 06 68 88 L8 98 S9
PaiIe £NSUd)
vdx

*9ouUapPTSaI
. 30 eaxe snsusd pue aeak Aq sjuatdrdoex S pue SISUMO [9SS8A USTI2TUES PUB IngiTey Jo Iaquny

"IOUSPTSSI IBUMO JO B3IR SNnsuad pue Ieak Aq sjusatrdiosa (sd) =saeys
ejonb Jo xaqunu pue (Q661-5861) SIBUMO TaSSOA USTIDTQeS pue InqTTeY JO IsqunN HI°E€ 9T1gel

3-39



"umoys Jou £I9UMO Gﬂu—n0H<I=0= Jo mo:ﬂmwum o3 anp 001 ueyly £69T 2 Avw s18UMO JO uamouwﬂ Te3jo0l :930N
$5°98 5°98 %0°L8 %6°88 3L L8 6 L8 %$6°88 SE9IY BYFRTV TIV
$9°0 $L°0 $£°0 $5°0 $6°0 %E°0 3£°0 ybnoxog eInsUTURg ¥ dYeT
3170 81°0 $1°0 $1°0 3270 $0°0 $0°0 uoydwey spey
$6°0 $1°1 §T°0 $1°0 $T°0 $0°0 %0°0 weybuTTTTa
$£°0 $%°0 $0°0 $0°0 $0°0 %0°0 $0°0 ybnozog Aed 1oIstag
%$6°0 L0 85°0 %9°0 8L 2 $6°T $2°2 , T9Y3ed
$E°T $E€E°T 11201 LYANR S $0°T $0°T 61 ybnozog ‘M suerjInely
Y A4 $9°2 $9°2 39°2 %6°2 26°2 sv-2 ybnoiog '3 suetinaty
$£°01 $1°0T $2°21 121 1711 $£°21 $6°21 bangexeleg-y1obueiy
$L°S 8L°S $0'L $£9°9 8°S 36°9 $1°L uoobuy-jegnyex-Aesbeys
$E°L $€°L $L°8 86°L $9°L $L°L 30°8 ybnoiog exars
L YA X YA $L°b L YAl %5°E 8t € $2°€ ueTYo3A) I93IN0-FSTRM JO°4
$5°¢ $t°€ X0°FP R0V %8°€ %5 ¢ ST ¥ ybnozog Aemajeg-ueyTysisy
$9°6G 29°5 $6°9 $0°9 $2°S %59 $1°9 ybnoxog nesunp
SL°T $6°1 $£°2 $1°2 $0°2 %0°2Z 8L°1 ybnozog ssutey
$0°0 $0°0 $0°0 $0°0 €0°0 $0°0 3070 ybnoiog 9TIDIY MN
3$0°0 %0°0 $0°0 $0°0 %070 $0°0 $0°0 ybnozog adors yiionN
$0°0 %0°0 20°0 %070 %0°0 %0°0 $0°0 SWON
$1°0 $1°0 $0°0 $T°0 $1°0 3170 3T°0 ynynioy-uoyng
20°0 %0°0 $0°0 $0°0 %0°0 %0°0 $0°0 syueqitel dIS§
$9°0 $6°0 $9°0 $6°0 70 $5°0 0" 0 *I0g Ie}s YIION-S UeqITRd
$L°€ $8°€ %9°1 $T°E $2°0 $L°€ $L°2 BAOPIOD-ZBPTEA
G701 $9°11 $¥°01 26°01 $L°IT SL°TT 30°2T ybnozed puersl YeTpoy
$8°81 %981 $L°LT $€°61 %9 LT $9°91 $€°GT ybnorog ernsutrusg Teuay
3€°T 21°T $1°1 $1°1 %60 28°0 %0°T ybnoiog ngien
%6°9 k'S $0°S $2°9 %€°9 %679 $8°L abexoyouy

s0 06 68 88 L8 98 ]
QIR sNSUID
L ch s

*20UapTISeI JO BIIR SNSUID
pue zesi Aq sjuatdroel S pue SIauMO T9SS9A YSTISTges pue Inqirey JO 3uadaad GI'€ 91geld

3-40



‘peseaTsI 9g J0U PINOJ UOTIPWIOIUT STYI

‘gUOTIDTIISET AJTTRTIUSPTIUGD 03 3ndg

‘1661 INQTTRU 303 DHAT

3yl YITH UOTIEEIBAUOD ¥ WOIJ pue ‘YysTJaTqes 66T IOJ BIEP UTIORJ WOIF ‘O66T USnNoOIYyl pgeT 10F YsiIaTqes pue InqrTey
103 ejep sburtuzeld ES0IH PIFUSPUO) ,SUOCTESTUWC) AIJuy EBTISYSTI TeTOISumwC) Y3l Wolj swes saanbry punod/oorag,

099 ‘%1 |LS¥P ‘89T |GSS’FLT |ZSO’ELT |0TZ’6%T |€SO‘EZT |9¥0°99 §eaxy eYFRTV TIV
VLE 1 324 08 r4 a4 L0% 112 zz1 ybnoizog ernsutusd ¥ oyeq
b ¥ » » b 0 0 uojduey spem
1€ LY 90¢ ¥ 15 M x weyburiTg
L Tt 0 ¥ ¥ ¥ 0 ybnoxog Aeg 1o03sTIg
86 8€ 1 24 A 90T £9 44 T2yieg
6¥8 ess 0£9 8zZe’T 160°T 2 43 48 ybnoiog 'M SUETINDBIY
0S¥’z L6T’E 162’1 ZLe't v10°€E 0€L’Z L91’t ybnoiog -3 sueTInaTy
E6T'PT |S9L’8BT |Tiv’LT |O6B ‘9T |[808°FT |9WL’ET [698°S bangsaajad-rrebueay
ST0’Y BEB ‘Y z90’9 otL’9 0E6 ‘P 06L’'E PS8BT uoobuy-Jejnyex-Aesbexg
ZT0°ZT |LO6’PT |B6E‘ST [S69°LT |ZES'TT |Z60°8 8L1'S ybnoxog ey3trs
oLv’t 919°2 ¥90°‘2 LOE’T £9%°1 £16 LSZ ueYTYO3IdY I133N0-saTeM JO°4d
E¥S’2 £90°'V :13 2d ) B9T’E LIE’E LST'E 0L9°T ybnozog AemsjenH-ueyTyoley
9L’y |v20’L LIE’L 123 M 66% ‘% £0L’E 8¥S’T ybnozog neaunp
026 156 906 9ET’T T6T'T TL9 PSE ybrozog saurtey
™ * 0 0 0 0 0 ybnozodg 2130av MN
¥ ¥ 0 ¥ ¥ x 0 ybnoxog edoTs yiaon
* * 0 x 0 ¥ * DWON
c ¥ ¥ x » ¥ ¥ ynynioy-uoyng
0 0 0 0 M 0 0 syueqItes IS
1] 9§ 8¥ o¥ 2 6€ L ‘10§ IS YIION-SNuRqITE]
Zh1’C 19% ‘€ 0€6°2 695’2 [ XA: R4 L90'€E ozL eAODIOD-ZOPTRA
TIT‘bZ  |69G’BT [LEB8’TZ |129°€Z |[STT’Se |vB9’SZ |zZis’El ybnozog puetsIl yerpoy
I¥¥ ‘6T (3668707 |[¥BT’TZ |182/2ZZ |60T‘LT 1028°2ZT [8L0°9 ybnoxog eTnNSUTUag TRUI)Y
oT¥ S¥S 15:1 92¢ 4 %4 L9t 821 ybnozog ngien
£90°¢ 9Z1°’¢c 08172 Lk8 't ShE'Y £EL’T L96 abeaoyouy
041 06 68 88 L8 98 cg
eaIr ENSsUd)
uvax

*90UapPTSaI JO EBaIe snsusd pue i1eak Aq snyea DJAI pue anfea YSTIS[QesS pue INGITEH

Jo spuesnoyl ufr

Jo eaae snsuad pue xead Aq ‘'sDJ4I JO o9nTeA pIJe[NITRD pue
‘YystioTges pue IJIngrTey OTIToed JO yoled JO anfea pajewtrisy

TIDUIPTSIIT ISUMO

"(0661-G86T)

‘sxeT1OpP
91°¢€ =19BlL

3-41



‘pPoesEaTaI 9q J0U PINCD UOTIPWIOIUT STY) ‘SUOTIOTIIESIT AJTTETIUSPTIUOD 03 an(y
.::o:n J0U SIBUMC URNERTY-UOU 03 Yd3ed Jo 8duassid 03 anp 00T ueyl sea7 29 Lew anTea JO u:wouwa 1305 230N

€7 V9 %0729 %6°65 $E€° 29 %6°99 $€°G9 %8709 seaxy eYseTy 1TV
$£°0 $E°0 2070 %€£°0 $%°0 $2°0 £$2°0 ybnoiog eTnsuTUad ¥ OyeT
$0°0 ¥ ¥ » $0°0 $0°0 $0°0 uojduey epeMm
$0°0 %070 $2°0 ¥ £0°0 x " weybutTTITa
30°0 $0°0 %0°0 » x x £0°0 ybnozog Aegqg TO3ISTIQ
$T°0 %0°0 $0°0 %0°0 $1°0 $1°0 %0°0 Tayleg
$9°0 $€°0 V"0 $8°0 $L°0 $£°0 $9°0 ybnoiog M SUBRTINITY
$L°T £6°1 $L°0 $8°0 $0°2 %2°2 $8°1 ybnozog 3@ SURTINSTY
%876 3T°TT $£0°0T $6°6 $6°6 $T°11 $6°8 banqeiajag-11obueay
¥8°¢ $6°¢ $S°E $6°C $€°E $1°€ $8°2 ucobuy-jejnjexi-Adenbeys
%€ 0 8°8 18°8 RZ2°0T SL°L $6°9 6°L . ybnoxog ey3Ts
20°T sL°T $2°1 $8°0 $0°T $L°0 %" 0 ueyTYo1ey I9INQ-EITEM FO'Jd
$68°1 1 A4 $6°2 $8° T $2°¢ $S°¢C $6°2 ybnoazog Aemajen-ueyTyslay
$€°E L T4 L YA $T°E $0°¢ $0°€ $€°C ybnozog nesunp
$9°0 29°0 3570 $L°0 $8°0 $6°0 $6°0 ybnoxog sautey
¥ ¥ $0°0 %0°0 %070 %0°0 %070 ybnoiod aTIVIY MN
¥ ¥ $0°0 ¥ ¥ ¥ £0°0 ybnozxog adorg YyilaoN
* ¥ $0°0 ¥ $0°0 » x SWON
$0°0 ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ynynioy-uoynx
3070 %0°0 $0°0 $0°0 ¥ %0°0 %070 sjueqIted IS
%0°0 $0°0 $0°0 %070 $0°0 £0°0 $0°0 *10g I2IS YIION-SYURqITRF
16°1T $1°2 L1 36°T %6°T $6°2 31°1 T RAOPIOD~ZAPTERA
$L°91 $0°TIT 36721 $9°ET £9°9T §L°02 $6°0C ybnozog pueTe]l Ye1poy
$P°ET L] At §1°21 36° 21 $6°T1 $¥° 01 $Z°6 ybnoxog efnsutuad Teusy
$£°0 $€°0 $£°0 $2°0 $C°0 $1°0 $2°0 ybnoxog ngien
$1°2 36°T ¥2°1 $1°2 $E£°E $7°1 $5°1 _ sbeaoyouy
D41 06 68 88 LB 98 S8
vale snsua)
avax

*90UlaPTSaI JO
eaIe snsuad pue Iead Aq onyea DJI pPUe SnTeA ydled YSTFI[qes pue ngiiey Jo Juadxagd [LT1°'€ @IqeRlL

3-42



TP0’T 9ZL 66S 0T1L S19 20s £8€ T1S 02<
r6 LCY 14 ] VES 9Ly 86€ I1E LSP 02-01
Leg £8Yv 08¢ 0tEd 08E (A4S 86¢ LBE 0tT-S
o1L 69E 662 [ ¥4 562 282 112 81¢ S-1
34 L8t [ A-A St 991 £€T 8TT 502 >
*dTI9y 0661 6861 8861 L8el 9861 G861 86T (sqT 000T)
sb sbutpue
ybnoxog ernsurtueg wTuUsN - INTTRH
"SUOTIOTIIEAT AJT(ETIUSPTIUOD JO B8SNeDIq pojafep a1sM OTQe] STYJ UT Moy
£L 15 LE '4 4 1€ Se ve Le 1<
£v 9T A S 61 €1 gt A £T 15
“dToey 0661 6861 B861T L86T 9861 G861 FB6T {€qT 00017
sD sbutpuen
ybnoxog eujTeng-vyenuwIvW - INQTTEH
15€ ote oLt 622 | 844 61 £6T FA RS 02
6EE L6t 851 Loz 961 981 28t SOE 02-01
SZt Z81 M 981 891 0Lt 691 11.Y4 01-S
€62 6b1 | XA 66T Syl SPT Lel 6LZ S-1
661 SL 69 69 £8 G8 16 002 (IS
“dtooud 066T 6861 8861 LgeT 9861 S861 861 Teq1 0001J
s sbuvpueq
ybnoxog obexoyouwy - InqrTeH
869 930S 0td SBE otTd 8%E 992 09¢ 02
9549 X4 SLe £S2 ZLe 002 v91 £Se 02-01
117 Leez 96T 081 081 %1 9¢T goz 0t-S
Got St1 921 11T 901 98 66 0LT S-1
26T LS 9% ov 0g ¥e 56 88 15
*aToay 0661 6861 8861 LB6T 9861 S861 ¥8671 (6QT 0001)
sD sbutpuent

3-43

eYSETY URY} IBYIO0 $93eIS - INTTEH

*e21Y snsus) 10 ybnoxog Aq (SOVI 1661 UC paseq) 041 10 Ieak Aq sbutpuert

I9YITS JO TOAST YOoeDd YITM SIAUMO [ISSIdA JINQTITEY JO SISQUNU SATIBTOUND 81°€ 219l



"SUOTIOTIIEdT A3TTeTIUSPTIUOD 03 onp Axobajeo sbutpuer Aq UMOp uayoIq

Jou aaxv Aayy ‘esrv sneuad) ynyndoy-uoynx a9yl ur sjuatdrisez P butAztTenk 9 zo Tejo3 e aze aiayg

9¢ 12
62 ST
dtood 0661
sh
voZ Lyl
S61 621
4] 12T -
LT 0T
0t1 13
rdyoey 0661
s0
98S 139 4
(4:1] ECE
98€E bpe
(443 PLI
o8t 16
*dTo9y 0661
sO

61 61
£l A S
6861 8861
£S 11
144 Vot
oF 16
ve 6L
1%4 A3
6861 8661
Zsg 88¢
P12 0sZ
991 161
ozt £PT
ro 19
6861 8861

T

[ BTy ]

|

=~

861

e3IV snsua) ynynioy-uoxnx — INGTIRH

‘eale GNSULD ejueqITE IFEIYINOS Byl UT sjuatdroax ¢ BurAjryenb ou axe axsyy

VXY SNSUI) SAURGAITRH IEWOYIN0S — InQrIeH

*SUOTIOTIISAT AJTTETIUSPTIUOD JO 8snedaq pelaTsp 9I9m 9[Qe3I STYI UT E€MOY

FT 123
0t Is
¥86T {8qT Q00T)
sbutpueq
AR} QIION-FAURQITRR — INQIIVH
08 0z<
9L 0Z-01
ZL 01-5§
L9 S-1
9¢ 15
PB6T (6QT 0001)
sbutpuen

ROIY SBNSUDD WAOCPIOD-IGPTRA ~ INQTTEH

PT 6

S 9
9861 gg6t

ybnoxog

¢l LY
£6 09
0g 8S
LS ]
9z 6c
986T G861
1SE L62
FAAA LBT
LT 6971
YA £vT
s 6L
9861 S86T

09t
08¢
852
81¢g
T£T

Ereer o]

F86l

0e
0Z2-01
01-¢
S-1
is

{6qT 0001)

sbutpueq

ybnozog pueTsI Jerpoy - InqrreH

PONUTIU0D gT°¢ aTqel

3-44



v1E 612 0t 12¢ £81 61 esT cae 022

L6 €8T 96T G6T Fot 89T PET 98T 0Z2-01
g9z ¢9T1 £91 09T 02T EET 80Tl 8971 01-9
YA LIt 1A 61T 88 96 18 9¢T S-1
1 A 14 18 Zs 184 ov 114 9 1>
*d1o8y 0661 6861 866T L86T S861 G861 FE6T1 (8qT 00071}

sh sbutpueq

ybnoxog nesune - InqrTEH

*EUOTIOTIIERT KJTTLTIUSPTIUOD JO IENEIDY PIISTIP ©Id9M dTqeI STYI UT EMOY

S6 €L 8L LL TL 09 £v ov 012

L9 29 ¥9 1] 8b 144 LZ A 01-5

€9 1 44 14 SE €2 44 91 6T s-1

61 9 ET £ ¥ 4 £ € 155

“drasg 066T 686T 8861 L8861 9861 S86T P86l {sat 000T)

s sbutpueq
ybnoacg sBuTEH - INgTIVH

"BUOTIOTIYSSI AjTTRTIUSGPTIUOD 03 anp Azobajeo sbBurtpuer

Aq umop ueyoIq 30U €T 3T ‘ybnozog OTIVIY ISAMYIION oyl ut Juardrosz §O burfyrrenb 1 sT Baayg
ybnozog OTI0IV ISOMYIJION - INQITEH

*BUOTIOTISDI AJTTeTIUIPTIUOD 03 onp Axobajed sburtpuef

Aq umop uodoxq jou sT 3T ‘-ybnoxzog adoTg YIION @yl utr Juatdriosx gf BurdAjyrTenb [ €T sasyl
ybnozog 8doTs Y3TON - IngrTEH

"BUOTIDTISHI AJTTRTIUSpPTIIUOCD 03 anp Azobajed

sbutpuer AQ umop usx01q JoU ST 3T -EBIY SNEUS) SwWON aY3 uTr uardroaz gPh HutrdzrTenb T sT BaBYL
29Iy SNEUI) SWON - JnqITeH

panuTIueD gT°g ITqel

3-45



9TE - T44 9€Z ke voe L6T1 LLT 4 XA 02

T0E 102 212z 012 8871 8LT 191 LIZ 0Z-0T1
t8e 281 681 681 851 £91 6bT 21e 01-S
LS¢ 95T 031 81 EET 9€1 vet 16T S-1
8ST 99 oL 8BS BE 19 119 96 1>
~drdey 066T 6861 8861 LB6T 9861 S86T ¥B6T {(sqT 000T)

st sbutpue]

eaxy sngue) uwoobuy-qeinyexr-Aesbeys - InqrreH

Yo¥ 19 F4 262 682 592 1} 4 66T 261 0Z<
Z29¢ | FAA BEZ B1Z 0ee ¢BT £5T L9t 02-0T
FA 4> LT 961 6871 OLT ZFT 8zt LPT 01-S
Sie EET 091 £FT 6ET 121 86 XA -1
891 £S SL 94 ¥9 9s (1} ZL >
“dyoad 0661 686T 8861 LB6T 9861 GE6T voeT {qT 0001}

D sbutpuet

¥eIY SNeueD ®AITS - INQFTeH

*SUOTIOTIIEAT AJTTETIUSPIJUOD JO 96meddq poalslep dIoM 81gel £TY] Uy sMOY

SEZ 99T 191 ST SZ1 €01 08 86 0T
| ¥ A4 LZT - cET 821 60T LS EL E6 01-5
b6l c0T €01 bé 8L LY £9 6L T
gzt r4 4 1% 4 8t 8z 92 L2 A 4 1>
~dyooy 066T 666T 8861 L86T 986T S86T T {€qT 000T)

s sbutpue

¥8IY SNSUS) URTYOIN TOINO-GSTRM JO SOUTI - INTTEH

16T EET EET SPT €ET LOT POT PIT 02<
147: 18 ETT 81t ZET [ ZA) Z6 06 SOT 02-0T1
691 96 66 911 Fot L9 og 14 01-9
ST te e S6 88 S 59 L8 5-1
Z6 SE 1€ SH EE Y4 Tt 6% 133
~dyosy 0661 6861 8861 LB86T 986T S86T ¥B6T (69T 0001}

sh sburpue

ybnozog Xemojeg-ueyryoley - InqriRH

penuUTluCd g€ BTqel

3-46



JO 98NEDaq pPels[ap DIBSM ITYeRI] STYJ UT SMOY

6F 82
1€ £2
~dyosd 0661
sb
zL 0S
L9 9F
29 ¥
£5 €€
£€ 01
~dyosy 0661
sD
SET €01
0ZT Z8
0T 09
18 Zv
9¢ 9
~dtooy 0661
sO
ZLS 96€
81§ 82t
oL¥ A4
98¢ 6LT
902 0L
RS EET 0661
SO

*SUOTIOTIISST AJTTETIUIPTIUOD

"SUOTIDTIISIT AJTTETIUSPTIUCD 07 8np paparoRa €T STYI - I

65 5SS
9% 0s
9861 13

¥9 1<
9s 153

¥86T (sq1T 0007}
gsbutpuerj

vDIY SNSUI) TOyed l.uﬂﬂdduﬂ

'SUOTIADTIYEBT AJTTRTIUSPTIIUCO O3 Snp PIPnIoxa §T &Iyl - D

0 0c 45
Lt 0z 99
6861 886T LB6T1
SP % 4 LE
6t 133 43
(43 8¢ 62
8e 0e S¢

A S 6 11
6061 9861 [R: T4
L8 1] cort
SL 58 LL
¥9 vi 9¢
6V 55 44
8T 5T 6
6861 8861 L861
1944 Skb Z6¢E
9¥e L9¢g FEAX
18¢ 662 152
S0¢ 612 081
9L L8 65
6861 #8671 LB61

o} 9¢
62 0€
ze £2
0z 8T

L 0T
9861 GEB6T
L8 8s
v9 0S
zs 2€
€€ 62
PT £1
9861 S861
ZLE £2€
L82Z 252
zte 802
291 €91
¥S LL
9861 G861

18 0z
SP 0g-01
6€E 0T-S
TE -1
£1 15

¥8e6T (eqT 000T)
sbutpue]

eouRTeRd - SNSUD) SPURTEI URTINOTY - INQTTeH

GS Qc<e
0s 02-01
LE 01-4
T4 G-1
0t 15
PR6T (64T 0001)

sbutpuenq

ybnozog 38ed SURTINATY — INQTTeH

TSE 0zZ<
90¢ 0Z-01
s8¢ 01-§
S1eg S-1
90T 5

ko6l (qT 000T)
sbutpuen

eaay snsua) banqsasjeg-yrebueam - Ingryred

pPanuIjued g1°¢ alqel

3-47



*BUOTIOTIISST AJTTRTIUSPTIUCD JO ISNEOS( PIIST[OP oIaM oTqel STYI

£E L 6 0Z LY 0T g L <
0T S T T 0 0 Z 0 >
“droey 066T 686T 866T LB6T 9861 G861 F86T {eqT 0001)

sh sbutpueTt

gybnozog ernsuiueg puw oyRT
*EUOTIDTIIEST AJTTETIUSPTIUCD 03 onp Axobajeo sbuipuer Aq umop usxoiq
jou exe Asyl ‘esaV snsudd uojdwey epem eyl ut sjuatdrosa g HutLyTTenb § 30 Te303 © 8av 81BYL
®oIY sngua) uojdumwy OpeM -
*s0 spunod (000°T eyl €697

9ATS091 PTNOM WaY] JO GF URY] SIOH “FUOTIDTIISSI  AJTTETIUSPTIUOD o3 9np saTiobajeo butpue Aq
umop ua)0xq jou sae Ay -eeiy snsua) weybutTTTd oYyl ur sjustrdroex S BurAzTrenb g B1e LISYL

waxy snsua) weybuyTTTa

*s0 spunod 000°1
ueyy a1 9aT9091 pInom TIY¥Y ‘ybnoxzog Leg 1o3sTag eyl uT sjuatdrosxr ButdAjrTenb 97 a1e sxayy

ybnozog Leg TO3I8TIY

uT emoy

INQTIVH

INQTTEH

INQTTeH

Inqrren

PanUTIUOD g ¢ dTqel

3.48



191 (418 ¢9 56 S8 134 A 0zz
6ET €8 3 L9 LS 62 b 0z-01
LZt SL 1E 45 Ly 12 ¥ 0T1-%
ET1T 19 61 17 St PT £ 5-1
89 6C L 61 0e S Z 15
.nﬂowm 0661 6961 8861 LB6T 9861 SB6T (64T 0001)
sh sbutpuer
ybnozog wnsutuag eTusyd — YSTIOTQRS
¥’
*SUOTIOTIISAT AjTTeTiuspTIucD 03 anp Azobajeo sbuipuer Aq umop uayoxg jJou axe Aayl
Teaay snsue) ybnozog wulreng-eysnuley oyl ur sjusatrdrosx Y butdyrTenb ; Jo Te3jol B are axayl
ybnoxog wujreng-exsnuULIRH - YSTFOTQuS
*SUOTIOTIYIEDT AJTTETIUSPTIUOD JO 8SNEDISQ PaII[ap 219 oTqed STYI Ut SMOY
LE 81 6 174 0z 0t 9 1<
LT S Z 6 £ 4 T >
iCSELT 0661 6861 8861 LB6T 9861 G861 {€qT 000T)
sO sburpuet
ybnoxog ebwaoyouy — ysTIOTqes
H]: ¥4 08T . 891 59T 88T 8zt £L 0Z<
ovt £S 1] 0¥ 59 8e 0c 02-01
£ET11 144 9€ 8¢ 144 ¥l | A 01-%
66 A 8e 0z €2 L 01 s-1
] T4 9T 9 9 £ Z 15
rdrooy 0661 6861 8861 LB6T 9861 5661 {6Q1 0001)
sO sbutpue]

PYSRTV ULY3 ISYI0 B935S — YSTIoTqeS

‘BaIY snsua) o ybnoiog Aq (SOVI 1661 UOo paseq) DAI Io Iesk Aq sbutpuet

I9YIlTa JO [8AST UYOBD YITM SIBUMO TISSIA YSTIA[URS JO SIaqunu aaTjernun)d 61°¢ 219l

3-49



*EUCTIOTIYES: AJTTRTIUSPTIUCD 03 anp pPIpnIdxae €T §TYY - O

61 6 1T 1T 6 o 0 02<
91 S 9 L g o} 0 0Z-0T1
(A £ < 9 T o} 0 01-6
6 € ¥ S 1 0 0 6-1
L T A € 0 0 0 1>
~dyoed 0661 6861 8861 L86T 986T G861 {6qQt 0001)

sb gburpue]

ybnoxog SOUIRH - YSTIOTqeS
.n:ownUﬁuunwu Aq1Ter3U8pPTIUCD 03 enp Arxobeled
sbutpuer Aq umop ueyoxq 3J0U €T I " EOIY SNEUS) BwoN 9yl ul juardrosx sO burdzyrreEnb T ST P18Yy

¥IY SNEUD) OWON -~ YSTIFOTQUE

*g911069300 19ddn ay3 ur °q Aevw Axcbajed ¢~ @Yyl UT PA3ISTIT 9 oyl JO Swos /ejep TeTIUSPTIUCD - D

9z LT £T 91 ¥Z ST o] gz
8t 01 € 9 ¥I L 2 0¢-01
¥1 8 £ S 11 S o] 01-S
(A} 9 £ 4 8 4 9 S-1
9 4 4 £ S 1 0 5
~dioed 0661 6861 8861 LBE6T 9861 SgeT (84T 00017

s sbutpue]

ROIY GNSUDD RACPICD-ZOPTRA ~ YETIOTqRS

06 8s ¥ LS 95 1 LE oz
95 144 91 62 A4 11 [ A 0Z-01
8b 0ov €1 LZ 81 13 0t 01-§
v 113 L Lz £T £ S g-1
43 91 Z 0c L Z T 15
“dyoey 0661 686T 886T L8671 3861 G861 (84T 000T1)

sO sbutpue]

ybnoxog puerer IeIPoy - YsTIOTqeS

ponuUIluOD gI°'f °Igel

3-50



TET 68

ZL 9c

LS 8T

£V Z1

ce L

*d1o3y 0661
s

T€ 0¢

Lz A

0Z 9

ST £

8 0

~dtoey 066T
sb

144 Lz

vE 01

92 01

0z 6

01 S

*diooy 0661
s

L8 LS

L9 Le

6% 61

Ze 6

£T S

"drood 0661

~ S0

Ze

M= Oom
-

9¢€
St
0T

™ e

62

O MWDo
-

62 A3 154 02-01
0t LT £l 01-5
14 01 6 S-1
0 £ v 15
LB6T 9861 G861 {8q1 0001)

sbutpuer]

vIIY SNEUDD ¥YITS

*SUOTIOTIIEDT KITTRTIUSPTIUOD 0 9np pPopnIoxs

£1 ¢ 2 0z
L 2 J 0Z-01
£ J o) 01-§
0 9 0 S-1
0 4 0 15
Lg61 9861 S8e1 (sqT 0001)
sbutpueq

BRIV SNSUD) UEYTYIISN IVINO-BOTEM JO BOUTIJ

- 14 81 S 0z<
£e 0t T 02-0T1
91 9 T 01-§
11t £ 1 §-1
€ T 0 15
LB6T 86T G861 (64T 0001}
sbutpue

ybnozog femajes uwyTyozey

LS 18 £Z 0¢z
13 £Z 8T 02-01
02 91 91 01-§
6 8 A S-1
£ b 4 15
LB6T 9861 G861 (54T 000T)
sbutpuen

ybnozog nesunp

= USTISTqeS

ST STY3 - o

- ysTIOTqes

- YsSTIITQES

- Ystysrqes

pPenuUTIUCD §1°¢ oTqel

3-51



TEUCTIOTIIEDIX AJTTeTiuapTIucy 03 anp Azobajed sbutpuet Lq umop
uayoxq 3Jou sxe Aayy -eeay £nsue) Toyled oyl utr sjustdider g bur&3rTenb 7 Jo Tej03 e axe aiayl

23Xy SNLUI]) TIYISd - YETIITqeS
*£UOTIOTIYIEST AJTTETIUIPTIUCD 03 enp KioBajen sbutpuet Aq umop uayoiq 3jou
91w AaylL e8Iy SNSUI) SPUBRTSI URTINSTY oY UT sjuatrdroax gB ButrdyTrenb g jJo Tej03 ® axe aiayg

SJUNTRY - BIXIY SNSUID SPURTEI URTINSTY - YKTFOTQeS

'SUOTIOTIFEET AJTTETIUSPTIUCD O] BNp pPIPNTOXd ST STYUF — I

LT 9 o £1 81 A g 0Z2
1T 4 ¥ § S ¥ £ 0Z2-0T
8 T 1 Z £ Z T 0tT-S
4 T 0 1 4 T T S-1
T 1 0 T 1 0 T 15
dtooy 0661 6861 886T LB6T 9861 5861 [€GT 0001)

sh . sbuypueT

ybnozog 3IsvE SURTINGTY - YSTFOTQuS

86 SS oL 29 0s 4 4 12 0¢<
18 £1 LZ 81 T rA s S 02-0T
4] A 0z 9T S 8 |4 01-s
1€ It 81 PT £ 9 Z §-1
8T 9 €T B T ) S 0 15
“dyood 0661 6861 8861 L86T 986T G861 (69T 000U)

sh sbutpueq

wexy sneus) bingeasjea-trebuvaim - ystyeTqes

£S 6E LE 14 ov Lz A | 02<
1€ 61 91 0Z A 6 g 0Z-0T
92 ¥l T LA 0t 9 5 01-5
e 6 8 11 S ¥ S S-1
0t 6 S 9 -1 1 0 15
~dT5%d 0661 6861 8861 L86T 961 1 (89T 000T1)

s0 sbutpueq

eaxy susus) uoobuy-jejnyex-nfeabexs - ystzoTqes

pPanuUTIu0D G1°¢ BTqel

3-52



‘g ystzorqes Jo sjuatdroax BurdzrTenb ou are axsyl ‘umoys JO0U seaIy snsualdl 10 sybnozog Iol 310N

"SUOT3OTIISRT AJTTeRTIUa@PTIIUCD 03 onp Axobejes sburpuer

Aq umop uayoaq j0u 6T 31 "ybnozog elnsurtuag pue BYPT ayl ut jusrdyosx sP SurdyiTenb 1 eT a1ayl

Aq umop ueayoxq 3ou €T 31

ybnozog ®TnSUTUIE puw BT - YSTFSTAES
*BUOTIOTIISST AjTTeTiULpPTIUOD 03 anp Azobajeo sbutpuet
“ealy snsua) weybuTTTIa Syl ut juardiosx g8 HButrdyTrenb [ sT s1ay;

w91y snsud) weyburyrg - YsTFOTQES

pPenUTIU0D G1°¢ STdeL

3-33



4.0 EFFECTS ON OTHER FISHERIES

The potential effects on other fisheries of the proposed IFQ program are discussed in this chapter.
The fisheries considered are other commercial fisheries off Alaska, commercial fisheries in adjacent
waters managed by other Regional Fishery Management Councils, recreational fisheries off Alaska,
and subsistence fisheries off Alaska.

4.1 Non-IFQ fisheries

By relieving pressure on the halibut and sablefish fisheries, an IFQ program would tend to increase
participation in other fisheries for two reasons. First, participation in the other fisheries would
probably increase as fishermen attempt to create a record of participation in the expectation that
IFQs would be used in those fisheries eventually. The increased participation in the other fisheries
would impose costs on fishermen who are already participating in those fisheries and, perhaps, on
these fisheries as a whole. Second, those who chose not to participate in the halibut and sabiefish
fisheries might be more likely to participate in the other fisheries. However, there are also some
individuals whose participation in other fisheries would not be possible without participating in the
halibut or sablefish fishery. To the extent such fishermen leave the halibut and sablefish fisheries as
a result of the IFQ program, their participation in other fisheries would also decrease.

The effect on other fisheries of the IFQ program for halibut is clearly limited by the fact that in the
major halibut areas, the fishing year consists of only one or two days of fishing. This means that most
of those involved in the halibut fishery are also actively involved in other fisheries and that relatively
little additional time will be available per vessel for additional participation in other fisheries.

The data presented in Tables 4.1 - 4.6, Tables 4.7 - 4.12, and Tables 4.13 - 4.18, respectively, provide
information concerning annual cross participation for vessel owners in the halibut fishery, the
sablefish fishery, and these two fisheries combined. Six measures of cross participation and
dependence are presented for each of the two fisheries and for the combined fisheries. For the
halibut fishery, the six measures are: (1) the number of halibut vessel owners that participated in
other fisheries by fishery; (2) the corresponding percentage of halibut vessel owners; (3) the weighted
average of the exvessel value of each fishery as a percentage of the total exvessel value of landings
for all halibut vessel owners; (4) the weighted average of the exvessel value of halibut as a percentage
of the total exvessel value of landings for all halibut vessel owners who also had landings in the
specified fishery; (5) the unweighted average of the exvessel value of each fishery as a percentage of
the total exvessel value of landings for all halibut vessel owners; and (6) the unweighted average of
the exvessel value of halibut as a percentage of the total exvessel value of landings for all halibut
vessel owners who also had landings in the specified fishery. The uses and meaning of each measure
are discussed below: There are small differences between the estimates of the total numbers of vessel
owners presented below and those in Chapters 2 and 3 because the exvessel value information used
for the Chapter 4 tables was not available in the data files used to generate the tables in Chapters
2 and 3.

Although similar data are provided separately for the owners of halibut and sablefish vessels,
respectively, in Tables 4.1 -4.6 and 4.7 - 4.12, this summary is for the two fisheries combined. In 1990,
for example, 4,292 vessel owners had fixed gear halibut or sablefish landings and 3,211 or 74.8% of
these also had other landings in Alaska fisheries (Tables 4.13 and 4.14). More specifically, 767 or
17.9% had longline Pacific cod landing, 1,134 or 26.4% had other longline landings, 744 or 17.3% had
troll salmon landings, 1,509 or 35.2% had net salmon landings, and smaller numbers of owners had
landings in various other fisheries. Because the other longline landings, excluding Pacific cod,
accounted for only 0.5% of the total exvessel value of the total landings of halibut and sablefish vessel
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owners (Table 4.15), most of these landings probably were as bycatch in the halibut and sablefish
fisheries.

In 1990, 65% of the total exvessel value associated with these vessel owners was from other fisheries
(Table 4.15) which means that fixed gear halibut and sablefish landings accounted for only 35% of
the total. The exvessel value of their troll and net salmon landings were greater, combined they
accounted for 38.3% of the total. For those owners who also had net salmon landings, fixed gear
halibut and sablefish landings accounted for only 20.9% of the total exvessel value of their landings;
however, for those owners who also had troll salmon landings, fixed gear halibut and sablefish
landings accounted for 43.8% of their total (Table 4.16). For those owners who also had longline
Pacific cod landings, fixed gear halibut and sablefish landings accounted for 44.4% of the their total.

Tables 4.17 and 4.18 present unweighted averages as opposed to the weighted averages in Tables 4.15
and 4.16. The weighted averages are calculated by taking the total exvessel value of a fishery or
group of fisheries for a specific group of vessel owners and dividing that total by another total. For
Table 4.15, the total exvessel value of landings in each fishery for all halibut and sablefish vessel
owners combined is divided by the total exvessel value of all fisheries for halibut and sablefish vessel
owners. Therefore, a larger percentage indicates higher relative dependence on a specific fishery and
conversely a lower dependence on other fisheries including halibut and sablefish. The difference for
Table 4.16 is that each percentage is calculated by dividing the total exvessel value of fixed gear
halibut and sablefish landings by the total exvesse! value for zll fisheries, where both values are for
all the vessel owners with halibut or fixed gear sablefish landings and landings in the specific fishery.
Therefore, each entry in Table 4.16 is for a separate subset of halibut and sablefish vessel owners and
a higher percentage indicates a higher dependence on these two fisheries.

The unweighted percentages in Tables 4.17 and 4.18 are generated by first calculating the appropriate
percentage for each vessel owner and then calculating the average percentage across all owners for
a particular group of owners. The data in Table 4.17 indicate that, in 1990, the average percentage
of exvessel value of fixed gear halibut and sablefish vessel owners accounted for by other landings was
63.2% compared to the weighted average of 65%.

Although the weighted and unweighted averages are approximately the same for the percentage of
exvessel value accounted for by other landings, the same is not true for the percentage of exvessel
value accounted for jointly by halibut and sablefish. The weighted average is 35% compared to
52.7% for the unweighted average. This difference is explained by the following: (1) a substantial
number of vessel owners who catch only small amounts of halibut and sablefish catch proportionately
less of other species and (2) some of those who catch a lot of halibut and sablefish catch
proportionately more of other species. These results demonstrate two things. First, the unweighted
averages tend to give better measures of the typical relative dependence on a fishery. Second, the
data presented in these table are only measures of the relative dependence on the various types of
landings because many vessel owners have other sources of income including non-Alaska fisheries and
non-fisheries income.

The percentage of halibut vessel owners with each of five different levels of dependence on the
halibut fishery, measured in terms of the percentage of total exvessel value accounted for by the
halibut, is depicted in Figure 4.1 - 4.3. The first figure presents the data for all halibut vesse! owners.
The second and third figures present the data for the bottom and top 20% of the halibut vessel
owners in terms of halibut catch. Similar data for the sablefish fishery and for the two fisheries
combined are presented in Figures 4.4 - 4.6 and 4.7 - 4.9. The following comments are for the
combined fishery.
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The level of dependence of halibut and sablefish vessel owners on the these two fisheries is bi-modal,
that is, the larger percentages of vessel owners who receive from 0% to 20% or from 80% to 100%
of their total Alaska exvessel value from these two fisheries is substantially greater than the
percentage of owners who receive 20% to 40%, 40% to 60%, or 60% to 80% of that value from
these two fisheries (Figure 4.7). The bi-modality is substantially greater for the bottom 20% of the
vessel owners (Figure 4.9). A very small percentage of these vessel owners receives from 20% to
80% of their total exvessel value from the halibut and sablefish fisheries. The level of dependence
is not bi-modal for the top 20% of halibut and sablefish vessel owners. For these vessel owners,
those in the 0% to 20% range account for the smallest percentage of owners and those in the 80%
to 100% range account for the largest percentage of owners.

These measures provide some insights concerning the extent that the IFQ programs may redirect
fishermen to other fisheries. In 1990, almost 18% of the fixed gear halibut and sablefish vessel
owners had Pacific cod landings and those landings accounted for 5.8% of the value of their total
landings. Because relatively few smaller boats participate in the cod fishery, these two measures of
cross participation in the cod fishery greatly understate the importance of this fishery for the owners
of larger halibut and sablefish vessels. The IFQ program is expected to increase the participation of
these vessels in the cod fishery because by allowing the retention of halibut in the cod fishery it will
increase the profitability of the cod fishery and because some of the larger vessels and vessels that
are not owner-operated will not be able to participate as actively in the halibut and sablefish fisheries.
The resulting reallocation of effort to the Pacific cod fishery is expected to be beneficial.

The IFQ program is also expected to result in increased effort in the longline rockfish fishery. The
ability of longline rockfish fishermen to retain their halibut bycatch with IFQs as opposed to being
shutdown when the fixed gear halibut PSC limit is taken will make the rockfish fishery more
economically viable and will allow increased catches by this gear group, potentially at the expense of
trawlers. As with the other fisheries in which halibut is taken as bycatch, longline rockfish fishermen
have a very low harvesting cost for halibut and should be very competitive in bidding for QSs and
IFQs. In fact some of the halibut fishermen who receive halibut QSs are expected to use them to
cover their halibut bycatch and target on rockfish rather than on halibut. The attractiveness of this
situation may induce additional participation in these fisheries. In the recently instituted Canadian
Individual Vessel Quota (IVQ) program this situation apparently has occurred with respect to
rockfish. Additional effort has been exerted in the directed longline fishery for rockfish, resulting in
the total allowable catch of this species being taken in a much shorter period of time than has
previously been experienced (Zyblut, personal communication). An additional reason why the TAC
was taken quicker this year than usual is that fishermen in the IVQ halibut fishery are now retaining
the incidentally caught rockfish that were previously discarded in the fast-paced, license limitation
fishery for halibut and these retained rockfish are now being reported and counted against the TAC.
A similar situation could likely occur in the Southeast Area off Alaska under a halibut IFQ system.
Additional effort could be exerted against rockfish stocks, assuming an ability to retain incidentally
caught halibut. Without the derby style "race for fish", unreported (and discarded) bycatch of rockfish
in the directed halibut fishery would likely be reduced and these species would now be landed and
the landings counted against the TAC. These combined factors would likely increase the possibility
that the TAC for these rockfish species would be reached earlier. On the positive side, the IFQ
program would result in much better accounting of the actual mortality of these species. The
demersal shelf rockfish complex has a low TAC of 550 mt (1992) and mortality of this species in the
directed halibut fishery is currently unknown. The IFQ system would likely result in fisheries
managers having a more accurate understanding of demersal shelf rockfish stocks.
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Because, there are limited entry programs for the salmon and berring fisheries, the proposed IFQ
program will not result in an influx of additional vessels into those fisheries. By allowing salmon
trollers to use IFQs to retain halibut, the IFQ program should increase the profitability of the troll
fishery. As with the other fisheries in which halibut is taken as bycatch, salmon troll fishermen have
a very low harvesting cost for halibut and should be very competitive in bidding for QSs and IFQs.
This benefit will not be available to the net salmon fisheries. The net salmon fishermen who will
receive larger QSs will have an advantage over those who receive smaller or no QSs in that they will
have an additional source of income with which to finance their participation in the salmon fisheries.
This income can come from selling QSs or by using them profitably. This could increase the stability
of the former group and decrease that of the latter. The comments concerning the effects on the
net salmon fisheries also apply to the herring fisheries.

The proposed IFQ program would also tend to result in more vessels entering the crab fisheries.
However, these fisheries offer a limited opportunity for most halibut and sablefish vessels due both
to the physical characteristics of these vessels and limited expected economic rewards from entering
these fisheries.

The moratorium that is currently under consideration by the Council for the groundfish, halibut, and
crab fisheries off Alaska and the further rationalization that will be considered for these fisheries, will
tend to reduce the adverse effects that the IFQ program might otherwise have on these fisheries.
As noted in Chapter 2, although these potentially adverse effects could be eliminated by imposing
simultaneously an IFQ program for all fisheries, this would be difficult to do and it would postpone
substantially the implementation of IFQs for halibut and sablefish. In weighing these tradeoffs, the
Council has determined that the benefits of a more rapid implementation of the halibut and sablefish
IFQ program more than offset the costs of not implementing a more comprehensive IFQ program.

42 Fisheries in adjacently managed waters

Recent amendments to the Magnuson Act require that all amendments submitted to the Secretary
after October 1, 1990 include a fishery impact statement which shall assess, specify, and describe the
likely effects, if any, of the conservation and management measures on:

1. participants in the fisheries affected by the amendment; and,

2. participants in the fisheries conducted in adjacent areas under authority of
another Council, after consultation with such Council and representatives of
those participants.

Although there are no fisheries managed by other Councils that are in adjacent areas, the potential
effects on fisheries beyond the Council’s jurisdiction are considered in this section.

The imposition of an IFQ program for the fixed gear sablefish and halibut fisheries off Alaska is not
anticipated to have any direct effect on fisheries managed by other Councils. However, it will have
direct effects on some of the participants in the fisheries managed by the other Councils, particularly
the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) because some of these participants also participate
in the Alaska halibut and sablefish fisheries. Past and potential participants in both sets of fisheries
will be affected directly by the amount of QSs they receive and their decisions to buy or sell QSs.
Some will receive enough QSs or will be able to acquire enough that they will decrease their
participation in the PFMC fisheries; the opposite will be true for some; and for others who were
dependent on the Alaska fisheries to support their participation in the PFMC fisheries, leaving
fisheries in both areas may be the result.
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Relative to the areas off Alaska, the sablefish and halibut fisheries under the jurisdiction of the
Pacific Fishery Management Council are very small and are currently characterized by very small
quotas and, in the case of halibut, allocated very distinctly to a variety of user groups including
commercial, subsistence (Indian), and recreational fishermen. As with fisheries within the EEZ off
Alaska, the most likely form of impact would come in the context of new entrants into the fisheries
who do not receive initial allocations of quota share. Potential entrants from outside of Alaska would
be faced with the same prospect of an additional capital input into the costs of their fishing
operations; therefore, they may decide to expand into fisheries within the jurisdiction of their own
EEZ waters, thereby increasing effort into other fisheries not covered by some type of limited entry
program.

Since portions of this IFQ program will be submitted under authority of the Halibut Act, it may be
appropriate to also consider fisheries in the adjacent waters of Canada. Both the sablefish and
halibut fisheries off Canada are currently managed under a form of limited entry or IFQs. Canada
manages its sablefish and halibut fisheries with an IVQ, or individual vessel quota, program. A
potential effect of an IFQ program for the fisheries off Alaska relates to the marketing of halibut.
Under Canada’s IVQ program, for example, 9% of halibut landed in 1991 were delivered to the
fresh fish market with a substantial increase in prices received by fishermen. If the U.S. implements
an IFQ program, this could result in competition in national and international markets with Canadian
product. In terms of overall management of the halibut resource, the International Pacific Halibut
Commission will continue in its role as the primary steward of the resource by taking the lead in stock
assessment and setting of overall fishery quotas.

4.3 Recreational Fisheries

Recreational fisheries for sablefish are virtually non-existent, but are very important in the context
of the halibut resource, coastal communities, and the overall management of halibut fisheries.
Although recreational halibut fisheries would not be directly affected by any of the provisions of the
IFQ program, there are certainly implications to the recreational fisheries. For example, with a
substantially increased season length for commercial fisheries, there could be an increased potential
for user conflicts between these two groups. To the extent that many commercial fishermen would
be on halibut grounds throughout the year, recreational fishing vessels may find it more difficult to
find access to traditional, favorite fishing areas. Direct gear conflicts are aiso a potential resulit.
However, to the extent that most commercial fishing grounds do not overlap traditional recreational
fishing areas, this potential conflict would be mitigated.

Perhaps a more alarming prospect, from the view of the recreational halibut fishing interests, is the
potential for localized depletions of near-shore halibut stocks in areas adjacent to coastal
communities. Under an IFQ program, fishermen would be able to harvest their halibut quota more
or less at their leisure throughout the fishing season, which will probably be eight or nine months
long. With this type of flexibility, it is possible that many fishermen will find it advantageous to make
short trips, near their ports of origin, rather than the traditional trip to more productive grounds
which is fostered under the current derby system. The result could be localized depletions of halibut
stocks in these port areas which have traditionally been relied upon by the charter boat and other
recreational boat fleets.

Notwithstanding these concerns, an IFQ program which reduces gear loss and ghost fishing through

that gear loss, as well as reduced halibut mortality through bycatch discarding in other fisheries, may
result in halibut savings to the benefit of all user groups.
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4.4 Subsistence Fisheries

Alaska has the largest group of subsistence fishermen and regulates the subsistence catch of certain
species, but not halibut. IPHC regulations do not recognize a subsistence fishery for halibut.
Removals of this type are viewed as part of the recreational catch and are subject to the recreational
fishery regulations.

Little is known of specific tribal fisheries in Alaska, with the exception of the fishery by Metlakatla
Indian Community of Annette Island in Area 2C. In 1891, the U.S. Congress created the Annette
Islands Reserve {AIR), which was expanded by presidential proclamation in 1915, and includes the
waters within a 3,000-foot boundary surrounding Annette Island and several small neighboring islands.

The Metlakatla Indian Community began a separate fishery in the AIR in 1990, authorized by the
U.S. Secretary of the Interior. Prior to 1990, catches by the Community within the AIR waters
occurred only during the scheduled IPHC Area 2C seasons and ranged from 7,000 pounds in 1986
to 15,000 pounds in 1989. The 1990 fishery in the AIR conducted outside of the IPHC seasons took
33,104 pounds. These catches are considered as part of the overall catch from Area 2C and not as
catches taken outside of the Area 2C catch limit. Thus, the total catch is maintained within the catch
limits established by IPHC.

ADDEIFQ.C4 412 September 15, 1992
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5.0 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

5.1  Introduction

5.1.1 Purpose and Structure of the Implementation Plan

The purpose of this plan is to specify the administrative, data reporting and computing, and
enforcement systems which will be required to implement the Council’s proposed individual fishing
quota system for the fixed-gear sablefish and halibut fisheries. The plan was developed jointly by
government and industry representatives and clearly describes how the IFQ system will work as a
management tool. Individuals that helped develop the plan are listed in Appendix A of this Chapter.

The plan was approved by the Council on December 3-9, 1991 and has four parts:
() initial allocation;
(b) annual management processes;
(c) enforcement and monitoring; and
(d) personnel and budget requirements.

The initial allocation portion addresses basic eligibility, compilation of the historical catch and vessel
ownership database, the application process, appeals and an estimated time schedule to accomplish
the initial allocation. The annual management portion discusses factors relevant to continuing the
program after the initial allocation, such as the annual determination of individual fishing quotas,
accounting of bycatch, control of and accounting of overages, quota share and individual fishing quota
transfer procedures, ownership limitations and the western Alaska community development quota
program. The monitoring and enforcement portion discusses procedures and requirements necessary
to ensure the integrity of the program and prevent overfishing of the resource. Projected personnel
and budgetary requirements are discussed in the final portion.

512 Continuing Industry Consultation

The ad hoc implementation work group recommended continuing a combined agency/industry
committee to oversee the individual fishing quota implementation program, if approved by the
Secretary of Commerce. The Council adopted this recommendation with the intent that the
workgroup will help to communicate implementation details to fishermen and processors, and to
provide a forum for the fishing industry to communicate its suggestions for improving compliance
with, and implementation of, the proposed program. While the combined industry/agency committee
is not charged with developing policy, it may suggest policy initiatives which may promote successful
implementation of the program.

The Council also will hold public meetings in major fishing ports in Alaska, Washington, and Oregon
to inform the industry about the proposed IFQ program. In addition, a toll-free telephone number
will be established to answer questions regarding the initial allocation process or other aspects of the
individual transferable quota program. Full use will be made of newspaper, radio and television to
communicate details of the proposed scheme.
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The following locations have been suggested for public meetings, because of their wide geographic
distribution and their association with sablefish/halibut fishermen:

DutchHarbor/ Cordova Petersburg Sand Point
Unalaska Bellingham Ketchikan St. Paul Harbor
Kodiak Seattle King Cove Craig

Homer Newport Akutan Astoria

Seward Yakutat Juneau

Dillingham Sitka Pelican

5.1.3 Interaction of the Preferred Alternative with a Potential Moratorium

In December 1991, the Council adopted a work plan to implement a moratorium by 1993 on the
entry of new vessels into the groundfish, crab and halibut fisheries. Because the individual fishing
quota program will be implemented at the earliest in 1994, the fixed gear fisheries for sablefish and
halibut could potentially operate under a moratorium for at least 1993 before coming under the
proposed quota program. Though a person may be qualified to use IFQs, there remains a question
as to which vessels can be used in the fishery. One option in the moratorium is to exempt the
sablefish and halibut fisheries from the moratorium once IFQs are in place. A second option is to
provide no such exemption. In the second case, only moratorium qualified vessels would be eligible
and there could be restrictions on replacement and reconstruction. The Council will make a ﬁnal
decision on the moratorium in June 1992.

5.2 Initial Allocation

Initial allocation has two steps: (1) determination of eligibility and (2) calculation of initial individual
quotas. Eligibility is discussed in great detail in Section 5.2.2. Having established eligibility, an
individual’s quota will be based on catch history. For halibut the relevant period is the best five years
of 1984 through 1990. For sablefish, it is the best five years of 1985 through 1990.

5.2.1 Preparation of a Unified Database

While involving only two species, the proposed management regime will involve more participants
than any other similar program developed or implemented anywhere. There may be as many as
12,000 potential applicants. A great deal of reliance will be placed on electronic data records which

reside in a number of disparate databases, none of which is coordinated with any other, and none of
which has been collected for compiling catch histories for allocation purposes. Detailed planning will
be required to assemble these records so that the requisite catch histories can be generated.

The following datasets will be necessary to construct the catch histories:

Groundfish fish tickets US Coast Guard undocumented file (Alaska
Federal weekly processor reports vessel file)

Halibut fish tickets Alaska vesse! license file

Alaska limited entry permit file Oregon and Washington state vessel
Federal groundfish permit file registration files

US Coast Guard documentation file Halibut license file
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These datasets have not been constructed or designed for this type of exercise and errors or
discrepancies could become highly sigpificant in the construction of catch histories. Particular areas
of concern involve data entry or key punching errors in which statistical area numbers may have been
transposed, where inappropriate numbers have been entered into fields, such as statistical area
numbers entered into Alaska Department of Fish and Game fields, or where a particular landing has
been ascribed to a vessel other than the one upon which it was caught.

Fish tickets are the central element in the initial allocation process. The poundage recorded on a
person’s fish tickets from a particular area will determine how much quota share they will receive.
Each fish ticket contains an Alaska Department of Fish and Game number identifying the vessel used
to harvest the fish, and a permit number identifying the permit holder who made the landing.

The Alaska vessel license file also will be important. The data in this file, however, contain
difficulties for catch history purposes as well. The preferred alternative envisages quota allocations
being made to vessel owners. While the required form contains a place for details of vessel owners,
the information is not verified. It may be that vessel owners as identified in this file are not the legal
owners who will be entitled to a quota allocation. Because of the potential scope of this exercise,
there is no choice but to use existing data sets despite their quality.

The first step is to consolidate the two separate datasets. This will require both coordination and
cooperation between agencies with relevant data. The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
is the agency responsible for the management and enforcement of any IFQ system and is the
appropriate agency for integration and storage of data. After various data sets are combined, they
need to be edited to provide reliable catch histories. All editing should be undertaken by an inter-
agency data processing task force. The following agencies should be represented on such a body:

National Marine Fisheries Service

Alaska Commercial Fishery Entry Commission
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
International Pacific Halibut Commission
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

~This coordinating body will be primarily responsible for establishing the rules for editing. It is
" important that this exercise be undertaken systematically with all edits being fully recorded and
documented showing the reason for the change, who did it, and the date. Fishing quotas will be
based on the results of this exercise and strict control must be maintained to ensure that further
errors are not introduced into the data, or that fraudulent changes are not made. It is also important
to establish a trail from the forms filed by fishermen through to the eventual quota allocation. Where
there is a difference between a quota allocated and the forms upon which the allocation was based,
clear evidence of the nature of these disparities must be available. This can only be achieved with
an audit trail of edits made to the data. Any short cuts taken at this stage will be reflected in a
protracted appeals process following allocation. It will be the function of the inter-agency data
processing task group to establish rules and systems within which the editing exercise takes place.

5.22 Eligibili

To be eligible for a quota allocation, a person must have made at least one legal landing of halibut
or sablefish during the years 1988, 1989, or 1990. In addition, a person must also be the owner of
the vessel from which the landing was made, or be the operator of a bare-boat charter. It is at this
point that difficulties with the database arise, because computer records may not contain definitive
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information about the legal owner of a vessel and no agency has information to help identify bare-
boat charter operators. Additionally, those who have filed fish tickets may not be the vessel owner,
as in the case of fish tickets being legally filed by hired skippers.

This is further complicated because the State of Alaska has imposed restrictions on the release of
information contained in fish tickets to anyone other than the filer of the ticket, without prior
consent. Therefore, a skipper must approve release of his fish ticket data to a vessel owner.

A fisherman can have one of three relationships to any given fish ticket, and thus there are three
relevant categories of fishermen with regards to quota share determination.

1) A fisherman may have owned the vessel used to land the fish and he may have held the
permit used to land the fish. In this case, if the vessel license file gives the correct owner,
if the correct Alaska Department of Fish and Game number has been attached to the ticket,
and if all data have been coded and keypunched correctly, the social security numbers on the
vessel license file and the permit file should match.

2) A fisherman may have owned the vessel used to land the fish, but the fish may have been
landed using a permit held by someone else. In this case the social security numbers on the
vessel license file and the permit file will be different. The fish may have been landed using
a permit held by an employee (perhaps a relief skipper), or by someone operating the vessel
under a bareboat charter or lease. In the first case the vessel owner would be entitled to the
quota.

3) A fisherman may have held the permit used to land the fish, but not have owned the vessel
from which it was landed. In this case the social security numbers on the vessel license file
and the permit file will be different. The fisherman may have been an employee of the vessel
owner, or he may have been operating the vessel under a bareboat charter or lease. In the
latter case the permit holder would be entitled to the quota.

The difficulty this poses is that it will not be possible, at least for some vessel owners and most bare
boat charter operators, to provide details of their catch histories and verify them. A legal opinion
on the extent to which information on one person's fish tickets may be communicated to another
person has been sought from the Attorney General. This opinion has not yet been forthcoming.

5.2.3 Application Process

As a result of the above complications, it has been decided that the most expeditious way of achieving
initial allocation of quota shares is to have an application process. As shown in Figure 1 on the next
page, the initial application process will be a flow of relevant data thrcugh a system of checkpoints,
allowing review by both NMFS and quota share applicants. Each box in Figure 1, represents an
action taken by either NMFS or by the quota share applicant, and is described in more detail below.

1) NMFS gathers and edits relevant data. Upon approval of the individual fishing quota plan
by the Secretary of Commerce, NMFS will begin the process of gathering and editing the
relevant data sets. It is not envisaged that approval of the quota plan by the Secretary of
Commerce would occur prior to August 1992, In the meantime, some preparatory work could
begin, but funding could not become available until final approval.
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Figure 1

: Initial Application Process

NMFS gathers and
edits relevant data

* Applicant files
NMFS pre-prints applications with forma! appeal Applicant has 90 days to resubmit
owner's qualifying information. \ the application or to file a formal
appeal. If the applicant takes no
further action then NMFS
Applications are sent to owners. assumes the applicant has
Initial application period is 6 months withdrawn the correction/addition.
* Applicant resubmits application ‘
Owners submit signed with additional documentation
and corrected Application may be resubmitted
applications to NMFS up to two times before appeal

Applications enter
NMFS technical review

Y

Are there corrections
indicated on the application

NMFS notifies applicant that
insufficient documentation has been
submitted, or that NMFS has found
correction to be invalid.
NMFS will notify applicant within
45 day of its receipt.

Is there sufficient
supporting documentation

NMFS will notify applicant
within 45 days of receipt,
of the acceptance of all
or part of the application.

[Quota share pool |

Annual specification of
Individual Fishing Quotas

Y

Initial aliocation
of quota shares
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NMFS technical staff review
application and make decision.

o

NMFS tinds corrections NMFS finds corrections
to be valid to be invalid
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2)

3)

4

5)

6)

NMES pre-prints applications. When funding becomes available NMFS will pre-print quota
share applications with the data relevant to each known qualifying vessel owner. A prototype
of the quota share application along with covering letters are detailed in Appendix B of this
Chapter.

Applications are sent to owners. After pre-printing the applications NMFS will send them
to all vessel owners indicated by the data to be quota share qualifiers. NMFS will also notify
the fishing public that applications have been distributed. The initial application period will
be six months. Any person believing themselves to qualify, but who did not receive an
application will be asked to contact NMFS. Additionally at the time of the first mailing of
quota share applications, letters will be sent to all non-owner operators, explaining the
individual fishing quota system. Prototypes of these letters are contained in Appendix C of
this Chapter.

Owners submit applications. After receiving the pre-printed application, each quota share
applicant will have 6 months to gather waivers from hired skippers allowing for the release
of fish ticket information to an owner, to correct and substantiate any discrepancies, and to

“submit the applications to NMFS. The process is planned on the expectation that fishermen

will need ample time to respond. Some fishermen will be fishing when the invitation to apply
is sent and will be unable to respond immediately. For others important documents may have
to be gathered from accountants, ex-spouses, buyers in remote locations, and so on. If errors
in the application are detected by the owner, documentation will be required to be furnished
attesting to the discrepancy.

Receipt of each application package by NMFS will be acknowledged immediately with a post
card. A separate paper file will be created for each application package and it will be
assigned to a NMFS technical review team for evaluation.

Applications enter NMFS technical review. NMFS will establish an application processing
team which will review all applications. The technical review will be a first level check for
corrections submitted by applicants. The technical review team will also handle applications
made by lease holders or bare-boat charter holders. It is hoped that the technical review
team will be able to deal with the majority of changes or corrections the applications, thereby
reducing a costly, time consuming, and possibly acrimonious appeals process. A NMFS
technician will evaluate each application on the basis of a carefully formulated and precise
set of rules. The decisions behind the disposition of each application should be summarized
in a memo to the paper file. Employees conducting evaluations will be carefully trained and
supervised to ensure consistency. A strict quality control program will also be instituted to
ensure accuracy and integrity in application evaluations. In many cases information on an
application may be illegible or incomplete. -Provisions will be developed to fix any defective
applications.

Required corrections. This is the first sorting step in the application review process. The
NMFS technician will check each application for required corrections. If none is found then
the application is accepted and the landings history will be forwarded to the quota share pool
(see step 7). If most of the information is correct, but corrections are indicated on only some
of the landings, the uncontested landings information will be forwarded to the quota share
pool.
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7

8)

In general there should be three types of corrections or amended information brought to the
attention of NMFS as the applications come in:

1) New fish tickets will be found or fish ticket corrections will be suggested;

2) A waiver of confidentiality will be supplied, or evidence will be supplied that
the permit holder was an employee. Fish tickets are a fundamental
accounting record, so it seems likely that if permit holders were considered
employees of a vessel owner or bareboat charterer, the owner or charterer
would have access to or possession of the fish tickets;

3) Bareboat charter evidence will be supplied. This may be a copy of a contract
or an affidavit obtained from the vessel owner. Verbal charter arrangements
will be recogrized provided supporting documentation, such as taxation forms
are also submitted.

The application will be forwarded for further NMFS technical review (see step 11) if any of
the following changes are indicated:

1) contested landings;

2) errors in the personal information of the applicant;
3) the existence of a bare-boat charter or lease;

4) a waiver from permit holders are submitted;

3) other miscellaneous changes.

NMTFS will notify applicant of acceptance. Within 45 days of receipt of the application NMFS
will notify the applicant of the acceptance of any uncontested landings. The application and
landings will be forwarded to the quota share pool.

Quota share pool. Any qualifying landings accepted by both NMFS and the applicant will be
forwarded to the quota share pool. An individual’s qualifying pounds will be derived from
round weight using product recovery factors for each product form. For years prior to the
revision of rules which required reporting of product form on fish tickets, an "eastern cut”
headed and gutted product form will be assumed for sablefish,while an iced, headed and
gutted product form will be assumed for halibut. Other assumptions may need to be made,
such as averaging product recovery rates, when no product form is recorded on a fish ticket
in later years.

If an applicant made landings during the qualifying period of 100,000 Ibs of Eastern Cut fish
in area A, his qualifying Ibs would be converted to round weight, e.g  100,000/0.63, and he
would receive 158,730 quota shares for area A.

The number of quota shares in the pool will be subject to change. In the first years of the
system the number of quota shares in the pool is likely to increase as appeals are settled and
additional quota shares enter the pool. In later years the number of quota shares in the pool
is likely to decrease, as enforcement officers levy fines in the form of revocation of quota
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shares. A given person’s number of quota shares will not change unless he sells or buys
shares or faces enforcement action. The total number of quota shares in the pool for each
area will be the basis from which individual fishing quotas are issued. -

9) Initial specification of individual fishing quotas. Because of the time required for Secretarial
review and the time necessary for the application process to be completed, fishing under the
quota system will not be possible until 1994. The annual specification of individual fishing
quotas will occur after the total allowable catches for each area have been finalized. (It is
also envisioned that the fishing season for halibut and sablefish will not commence until
March each year.) Individual fishing quotas for each person will be calculated as follows.

For each person in an area, the individual fishing quota equals the QS

persons quota share divided by the sum of all person’s quota shares _E_Q-.% x TAC, = IFQ,
in that area (the quota share pool), multiplied by the total [~/

allowable catch for that area. Individual fishing quotas will be issued in pound units. Thus
a person might receive 57,128 pounds for area A, in a given year.

Note, that as the number of shares in the quota share pool changes, or as the total allowable
catch for an area changes, a person’s individual fishing quota will change. If the quota share
pool increases in size then a person’s individual fishing quota decreases, and vice versa. If
the total allowable catch increases then a person’s individual fishing quota increases, and vice
versa. Example calculations of individual fishing quotas based on 1991 total allowable catches
and preliminary estimates of quota shares in the quota share pool are shown in Appendix D
of this Chapter. '

10)  Initial allocation of quota shares. Once quota shares have been determined individual fishing
quotas will be allocated. At that time transfers of quota shares and individual fishing quotas
may commence. Fishing under quotas would not begin until the season opened.

For uncontested applications and landings histories, this is the end of the initial allocation
process. For applications which had corrections indicated in step 6 above, the technical
review process continues below. These reviews do not constitute a formal appeal, as NMFS
and Alaska Department of Fish and Game recognize the errors in their own data sets and will
make corrections if they are deemed valid.

11)  Is there sufficient supporting documentation? If corrections were indicated in the application,
the second step in the review will be to ascertain whether the corrections indicated have
sufficient supporting documentation. This step will not actually check the validity of the
documentation, only whether sufficient documentation was submitted. For example, if a
person indicates an error in a certain landing, the correction must be accompanied by a copy
of the relevant fish ticket. If sufficient documentation is submitted the application will be
sent for further NMFS review (see step 12). If there appears to be insufficient
documentation for further technical review, then NMFS will notify the applicant of the
deficiencies, indicating the documentation required to correct those problems (see step 13).
If the supporting documentation is a waiver by a permit holder releasing his landings history
to the vessel owner, then NMFS will issuc a revised application with the additional pre-
printed landings of the permit holder. At that time the applicant will have 90 days to
resubmit the application to NMFS (see step 14). If the application is not resubmitted, NMFS
will assume that no additional corrections are indicated and the landings information in the
second application will be forwarded to the quota share pool.
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12)  NMFS technical staff review. Corrections accompanied by supporting documentation will be
reviewed by NMFS technical staff. Supporting documents will be checked against NMFS and
Alaska Department of Fish and Game records and other necessary research will be
undertaken. Applications technicians will have to follow a set of detailed rules telling how
to deal with situations which may occur. The case files, precedents, and decisions of the
Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission will be used as a basis for developing these
rules. A wide variety of circumstances can arise in this evaluation process and rules will be
prepared to deal with each of them. The following are examples of possible issues:

1) How much discretion should be given to technicians to relax procedural rules, for
example accepting late applications;

2) What should be done when it is found that a fisherman did not meet zall legal
requirements when the original fishing was done?;

3) Suppose a vessel owner sells his vessel and his quota history to another fisherman?;
4) Suppose the buyer is not qualified to receive quota?;

5) Suppose an affidavit claiming a bareboat charter agreement is received and the
technician has reason to believe, from other evidence, that none actually existed at
the time?;

6) How will 2 conflict between two persons claiming ownership of the same vessel at
the same time be resolved?;

7) Suppose fish tickets submitted in evidence appear to have been altered?;
8) What sorts of excuses will be accepted for late fish tickets?;

9) What about arrangements between fishermen who fish together (on separate
vessels) and agree to split the proceeds from their joint operations? This may be
common in short risky fisheries such as halibut;

10) How should fishermen’s estates be handled?

If NMFS finds the corrections to be valid, then the alterations will be made and NMFS will
notify the applicant of the acceptance of the application, and the landings history will be
forwarded to the quota share pool (see step 7). If the corrections are not justified, or if the
evidence is insufficient NMFS will notify the applicant of the deficiencies.

13)  NMTFS notifies applicant of insufficient documentation. If the indicated corrections are not
accompanied by supporting documentation, or the supporting documentation does not justify
a correction, then NMFS will notify the applicant within 45 days of its receipt. The notice
will inform the applicant of the kinds of documentation acceptable for the corrections
indicated, and will describe why the correction was found to be unjustified. The notice will
also describe the recourse avajlable to the applicant, Le. acceptance of NMFS decision,
resubmission of the application, or formal appeal.
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14)  Applicant has 90 days to resubmit the application or file a formal appeal. The applicant has
4 choices at this point; accept the NMFS decision and withdraw the corrections, resubmit the
application with additional documentation, file a formal appeal, or do nothing. If the
applicant accepts NMFS decision or does nothing within 90 days of notification, NMFES will
forward the original uncorrected landings history to the quota share pool (see step 7). The
applicant may resubmit the application with additional documentation supporting the
corrections. If resubmission occurs within 90 days, the application will re-enter the technical
review process (see step 4). The application may be resubmitted twice. If the applicant is
not satisfied with a NMFS decision or its documentation requirements, the applicant may file
a formal appeal.

15)  Applicant files formal appeal. The formal appeals process is described in more detail below.
To summarize that section, formal appeals will be heard by a hearings officer, and will be
based on matters of fact. Any decision arising from the formal appeal process will be deemed
final by NMFS and all landings histories will be forwarded to the quota share pool (sece
step 7).

Several additional points should also be made. During the application period NMFS will cross check
any claims of bare-boat charter or lease arrangements. If a leaseholder makes a claim against an
owner, then the disputed landings history will be pulled from the quota share pool even if the vessel
owner had not indicated any lease. At this point NMFS will contact each party secking resolution.
Any application or appeal which has not reached a final decision at the time of initial allocation of
quota share (step 10) will be added to the quota share pool for individual fishing quota allocation in
the following year. Recipients of quota shares coming from late decisions will be granted all the
rights accruing to initial quota share recipients.

5.24 Vessel Classes

The Council’s preferred alternative has identified vessel class categories within which quotas would
be issued. These are:

1. Freezer longliners;
2. Catcher Vessels.

There are further sub-categories of catcher vessels, but these vary between the two fisheries. For
sablefish, catcher boat categories are:

a) vessel less than or equal to 60 feet in overall length; and
b) vessels of greater than 60 feet in overall length.
For halibut, classes will be:
a) vessels of less than or equal to 35 feet in length overall;
b) vessels greater than 35 feet but less than or equal to 60 feet in length overall;

and
c) vessels greater than 60 feet in overall length.
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Figurés 2a and 2b on the next two pages detail the method for determining the vessel class within
which a quota will be issued. Figure 2a details sablefish vessel class determination and Figure 2b does
the same for halibut. Generally, quota shares will be issued to the vessel category used by an
individual in his last year of fishing through September 25, 1991. L, in the final year of participation
in a fixed gear fishery, a person utilized two vessels in different vessel categories, then the allocation
will be split between the categories.

There are a series of conditions governing the transferability of quota shares. Quota shares must be
used on the vessel category to which they are assigned. Clearly, fish caught with a catcher boat share
may not be frozen aboard the vessel using those shares. Sablefish catcher boat shares may be used
on a freezer vessel, provided no frozen product is on board during the use of these shares.

5.2.5 The Appeal Process

The appeals process begins when an applicant files an appeal. Fishermen have 90 days to lodge an
appeal against the decision of NMFS. Appeals will be limited to claims of eligibility to apply for
quota share allocation, to fish ticket errors, computational errors, vessel ownership disputes, or claims
of bare boat charters or leases. All appeals will be made in writing with claims being documented
by legible copies of fish tickets or other documents in support of the claim. Appeals will be heard
in the order of receipt.

Appeals will be considered by hearing officers hired for this purpose by the NOAA General Counsel’s
office. The number of hearing officers that will be required is unknown. For the purposes of
illustration, budget estimation and timing, it is assumed that there will be three officers.

The hearing officer will examine the evidence and hear appellants’ testimony. An officer may travel
to hold hearings in locations near appellants, or if circumstances are suitable, may conduct hearings
over the telephone. Detailed and accurate records of hearings will be kept, including tape recordings.
A hearing officer’s findings will be carefully justified and documented in a written decision. The
decision will automatically take effect in 60 days if it is not formally challenged by the appellant or
the Regional Director of NMFS.

This approach to appeals has advantages over the administrative appeals board suggested in previous
public documents. Under the administrative board approach a four person panel would be appointed
by the Alaska Regional Director of NMFS to hear appeals. At least one member of the board would
come from Alaska, Washington, and Oregon. The use of hearing officers should render the process
less bureaucratic. The hearing officer will be a lawyer, familiar with the requirements of appeals
processes and the need to keep accurate documentation for any subsequent proceedings.
Professional hearing officers should also ensure a greater degree of consistency in decisions.

Appeals from the decisions of a hearing officer will be made to the federal courts. Because of the
potential for litigation, great care should be taken in the handling of appea! lodgements within
NMEFS. Professional hearing officers would see that requisite attention was devoted to handling
appeals in a way that would ensure equity and fairness to appellants, and preserve judicial integrity.

A successful appeal will change the number of quota shares in the quota share pool and therefore
the future individual fishing quota allocations of every other person in a given area. Accordingly,
additions to the quota share pool will only become effective at the time of specification of annual
individual fishing quotas.
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To avoid appeals being lodged for the purpose of fishing a disputed quota until the appeal is
determined, quotas under appeal will not be available for fishing. Thus, if a person receives 1,000
pounds of halibut quota and files an appeal claiming that he was entitled to 1,500 pounds, he will be
given a quota share and individual quota in the first year based on his undisputed 1,000 pounds. If
the appeal is resolved in his favor in the first year, he will receive quota share and individual quota
in the second year based on 1,500 qualifying pounds. There are a number of other possible
approaches, but they involve administrative difficulties. For example,

1) let a fisherman fish any quota which is the subject of an unresolved appeal. Thus at
the start of each year a fisherman would be allowed to fish all quota sought until such
time as the claim is resolved. Clearly, this could continue for a number of years if a
fisherman chose to appeal through the judicial process to the highest court in the
land. This approach would encourage persons to lodge and to persist with appeals,
at least some of which have little chance of success. If many fishermen chose to do
this, not only would it impose a significant burden on the judicial process, it would
also penalize fishermen who accepted as legitimate their qualifying poundage since
their proportion of the total quota share pool would be less than if everyone either
accepted their share or legitimately appealed for an amount to which they considered
they were legitimately entitled. This approach would encourage fishermen to file
appeals, since they would gain the proceeds from fishing during the period the appeal
remained unresolved, yet the lodging of the appeal would impose no costs on the
fisherman. Further, if appeals are to be heard in the order in which they are lodged,
this approach would give an incentive to appeal as late as possible so that the period
during which it was unresolved would be as long as possible, thus allowing for
prolonged fishing.

2) Put disputed quota into a quota reserve. Lease the quota in the reserve to persons
active in the fishery and put the money into a trust account. Use the trust account
money to reimburse persons who were prevented from fishing quota during their
appeals and then divide any remainder among all fishermen in proportion to their
quota holdings. This approach is complicated and would increase administrative costs.
It also provides incentives to appeal unrealistic amounts of quota, on the basis that
everyone would end up with additional fish available for a short period.

There is room for discretion on the issue of quotas during the consideration of appeals. If a person

lodges an appeal in good faith which involves an issue of law, the resolution of which is likely to be

protracted, it may be possible to issue a special order allowing some of the quota to be fished. In

other cases an appeal may not affect the amount of quota to be distributed. For example, the

quantum of quota may not be in dispute, only which of two parties is entitled to it. If the parties can

agree on a temporary division, it may be possible to allow them to fish prior to a decision being
reached.

5.2.6 [Estimated Timetable

The Council has made it clear that with the state of these two fisheries and the disposition of the
fishing fleet it would like this preferred alternative implemented as soon as possible. Given the scope
of the plan, and the difficulties identified above, it will not be possible to have an operational quota
system until the 1994 fishing season at the earliest. Any slippage in the timing of any of the items
below, may delay implementation even further. The following provides an estimate of the timetable
for implementation:
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Start date

but last appeal must be filed 90 days following
NMFS notice regarding 2nd resubmission.

Action End date
Council Approves quota share plan. December 1991

Secretary Approves quota share plan. June 1992

Preliminary data gathering. December 1991 April 1992
Implementation start up phase; includes hiring, April 1992 September 1992
calls for RFPs, thorough data editing.

Implementation begins when funding becomes September 1992

available at start of new fiscal year,

Applications mailed. September 1992

1st application period is 6 months. All Scptember 1992 March 1993
applications must be submitted for at least the

first time,

NMFS Technical review begins. September 1992

Last notice NMFS mailed regarding 1st May 1993

application (45 days after NMFS receipt).

1st resubmission of application may begin, but all | September 1992 August 1993
1st resubmissions must be in 90 days after

notification by NMFS,

Last notice NMFS mailed regarding 1st September 1992 October 1993
resubmission (45 days after NMFS receipt).

2nd resubmission may begin but all 2nd September 1992 December 1993
resubmissions must be in 90 days after

notification by NMFS.

Last notice NMFS mailed regarding 2nd September 1992 March 1994
resubmission (45 days after NMFS receipt).

Formal Appeals process may begin immediately, September 1992 June 1994

Appeal process may continue indefinitely.

Initial specification of QS and IFQs. QS deriving | February 1994
from any unsettled appeals or applications will be
added to the QS pool but IFQs will not be
recalculated or re-issued until the following year.
Fishing under IFQ program begins. March 1994
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53 Annual Management

The previous section dealt with the initial allocation of quota shares to qualifying fishermen. This
is an isolated task with a concrete start and finish. It is the exercise which is required to start the
quota program. Once this has been completed, there is a need to establish a number of
interdependent systems for the continuing management of the quota fisheries. The following sections
detail these systems.

53.1 Annual Determination of Individual Fishing Quotas

The previous section addressed the initial allocation of quota shares to qualifying individuals. This
allocation establishes a person’s proportion of a total fishery. To arrive at a quantity of fish which
is available for harvesting each year, it is necessary to multiply a person’s quota share with the total
allowable catch. Total catches will be set for sablefish by the Council each year at its December
meeting. This will be followed by the International Pacific Halibut Commission doing the same for
halibut at its January meeting. By the beginning of February, both total allowable catches will be
known. During February NMFS will perform the necessary calculations, and advise fishermen of the
individual fishing quotas they have available for the forthcoming year. It is proposed that the fishing
year will commence on March 1 each year and end on November 30. Fishing for sablefish and
halibut under quotas will not be permitted between December 1 of one year and February 28/29 of
the following year.

This exercise is necessary, not only because the total allowable catch will change from year to year,
but because fishermen’s quota shares will vary from year to year. This results from two factors. The
first is the transferability of quota shares. If someone purchases or leases a quota share through a
fishing year, he will receive not only an increased individual fishing quota in the year in which the
transaction took place, but will also receive a greater proportion of the total allowable catch in
subsequent fishing years until such time as he sells the quota share, or the lease expires. The second
element is the effect on the quota share pool of appeals and enforcement action. Successful appeals
will mean more fishermen will be taking a share from the pool, which will result in everybody else
receiving slightly less. Conversely, enforcement action which results in the forfeiture of a quota share
will result in less people taking a share from the pool, and everybody receiving slightly more
individual fishing quotas. Annual quotas may increase or decrease for an individual, either as a result
of his/her purchase or lease of a quota share - Le. increasing or decreasing their personal share of the
pool, or as a result of increases or decreases of the pool itself.

There is a third factor which will affect all quota share holders. This is the community development
quota program. Quota shares for community development are required to be removed from the total
allowable catch prior to any commercial fishing quotas. This will result in a small decrease for all
commercial quota holders in the year following the approval of a development quota for a
community. To facilitate some certainty in this, it is suggested that the Council should approve any
community development plans no later than its September meeting to allow time for commercial
fishermen to plan for the resulting decrease in the quota share pool the following year.

Annual individual fishing quotas will be determined on the basis of quota shares owned or leased at
midnight on December 31/January 1 of each year.
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53.2 ‘Bycatch

Under a quota management regime, the sum of individual fishing quotas should equate with the total
allowable catch. Clearly, under a provision such as this to allow discards carries the risk of exceeding
the total catch. Accordingly, no discards will be allowed for those who own or control quota shares
or individual fishing quotas. Any sablefish or halibut caught by a person who owns or controls quota
shares or individual quotas must be retained by that person, and recorded against the quota. The
freezer long line vessel category is excmpt from this provision.

At the same time, the Council does not wish a race for fish to develop for halibut in other, non-quota
fisheries. To avoid this, the Council has recommended that the halibut prohibited species catch limit
be suspended for the first two years of the program.

The Council has designated Pacific cod and rockfish as bycatch species for sablefish and halibut
fishing under the individual fishing quota regime. This means that persons controlling quota shares
or who incidentally catch rockfish or Pacific cod must retain these fish and land them unless they are
designated a prohibited species. It has been suggested that NMFS may add any additional species
to the bycatch list that it considers unlikely to survive being discarded.

Despite the recommended suspension of the prohibited species catch limit for halibut, the amount
of bycatch needs to be monitored. The following regime will apply to the monitoring of bycatch for
sablefish and halibut. For halibut, bycatch will be estimated by multiplying average observer rates by
the groundfish landed in all hook and line fisheries, including sablefish. The amount of halibut
landed in conjunction with sablefish directed fisheries will be subtracted from the total bycatch
estimate. The remaining ‘estimated bycatch discard’ will be multiplied by 16 percent, the estimated
discard mortality. It is proposed that halibut bycatch mortality will be monitored, but not be subject
to a cap, at least for the first two years of the individual fishing quota program.

For sablefish, bycatch will occur both in the directed halibut quota fishery and in other groundfish
fisheries. Sablefish is managed under a total allowable catch. If the total hook and line total
allowable catch is allocated as individual fishing quotas, the inevitable bycatch in other fisheries will
result in annually exceeding the total allowable catch. The simplest solution is to set aside a
percentage of the total catch to support bycatch, and allocate the remainder as individual quotas each
year. The same basic procedure outlined for halibut bycatch estimation will be used. The only
difference is that an estimated bycatch mortality rate has not yet been established for sablefish as it
has for halibut. Determination of this rate, and continued monitoring of bycatch will require an
expansion of observer coverage.

Observer coverage in the Gulf of Alaska hook and line groundfish fisheries in the past two years has
been limited and selective due to the large number of vessels under 60 feet in length which have been
exempt from observer coverage. The data which have been collected shows halibut bycatch rates
ranging from none to over 100 percent of the groundfish caught. Accurate accounting for total
removals of halibut and sablefish will require increasing the level of observer coverage significantly.
The 60 foot limit for observer coverage needs to be re-evaluated, as does the 30 percent requirement
per quarter independent of fishery. Observer coverage will be needed in the halibut fishery, in order
to establish accurate sablefish bycatch rates.
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533 Catch in Excess of Quota

All fish landed by a vessel in excess of its individual fishing quota is considered to be an "overage.”
As stated earlier, the aim of a quota system is to have all catches stay at or below the total allowable
catch. Accumulated "overages” may cause the total catch to be exceeded unless a system is
implemented to prevent such an occurrence. As an example of the magnitude of "overages” and their
relationship to total allowable catches, the history of the halibut fishery in Areas 3A and 3B since
1980 is presented in the following table:

Catch Catch
Year Limit {Millions) Underage Overage
1980 10.0 122 22
1981 13.0 14.7 1.7
1982 17.0 183 13
1983 19.0 219 29
1984 25.0 26.5 ' 15
1985 320 31.7 03
1986 384 41.6 32
1987 40.5 39.1 14
1988 44.0 449 09
1989 39.5 41.6 21
1990 38.2 37.5 0.7

With the present derby style of fishery, close attainment of the catch limit is difficult. In 1980, the
"overage" equaled 22 percent of the catch limit, while in 1987 the "underage” equaled 3 percent. The
prevalent case is catch in excess of the total allowable catch.

One of the advantages of an individual fishing quota program is that it creates a fishery in which
closer attainment of catch limits is possible. "Overages" in such a fishery can be handled in several
ways. At one extreme they can be allowed, surrendered without profit and without further penalty.
The likely result of this is catch exceeding total allowable catches. On the other extreme a portion,
perhaps 10 percent of the catch limit, can be set aside to keep the final catch near the total allowable
catch. This is a large loss of saleable fish. Clearly, neither of these outcomes is acceptable. A
solution between the extremes is desirable. A system will be built into the program to encourage
fishermen not to exceed their quotas. Such a system might look as follows:

1 "Overage" up to 5 percent - receive payment and have an equivalent poundage subtracted
from pext year’s individual fishing quota.

2) "Overage” from 5 percent to 10 percent - surrender poundage and have an equivalent
poundage subtracted from next year’s individual fishing quota.

3) "Overage” 10 percent and more - surrender poundage, have an equivalent poundage
subtracted from next year’s individual fishing quota, and be subject to further prosecution.
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While there can be no guarantees, it is hoped that this system will reduce any net "overage” for the
fleet. Receiving payments for "overages” up to 5 percent (which will be subtracted from next years
individual fishing quota) while contentious should reduce the amount of unreported landings. Other
systems such as an "overage” bank from which payments for "underages” from the forfeited value of
"overages” could be made may have some advantages, but they are difficult to administer.
Implementation of an "overage" program requires setting aside 5 percent of the catch fimit in the first
year. This amount could be modified in the second year depending upon experience.

53.4 Transfer of Quota Shares and Individual Fishing Quotas

Every person wishing to purchase quota shares or individual fishing quotas will have to complete a
"transfer eligibility application.” Only bona fide crew members and initial quota share recipients are
eligible to purchase quota shares or individual fishing quotas. The eligibility application would
request the person’s address, phone, fax, tax number, and citizenship. Persons previously eligible
would be sent an application pre-printed with last year’s personal information asking for any
corrections. Corporations and partnerships would have to fill out a more detailed eligibility
application, asking for addresses, phone and fax numbers, tax numbers, and the ownership percentage
for all shareholders and partners with at least a 5 percent ownership interest. Only corporations or
partnerships which receive initial allocations of quota share would be eligible to purchase quota
shares or individual fishing quotas. The additional information regarding individual members of the
corporation or partnership is required to track quota shares ownership levels. It will also be used to
ensure that the membership of that corporation or partnership has not changed since initial
allocation, thereby rendering it ineligible to continue the grandfathered right to employ hired
skippers. Prototype transfer eligibility forms for individuals, and for corporation and/or partnerships
are shown at Appendix E of this Chapter.

A registered bona fide crew member, must have accumulated at least 5 months of commercial fishing
time. The fishing time must have occurred in the United States, either in state or federally managed
waters. To be registered as a bona fide crew member an individual will have to complete an
application form which provides details of the fisheries in which he served as a member of the
fish-harvesting crew, including time, place, vessel, and so on. In this case the fish harvesting crew are
all those deploying and retrieving fishing gear, their on board supervisors, and those on board persons
involved in the decision making process of when, where, and how to fish. The application will have
a signature section which constitutes an affidavit swearing that all the information is true. A
prototype of the crew member application form is shown at Appendix F of this Chapter.

A transfer would require both parties to sign a transfer form duly certified by a notary public. The
form would have a check box to indicate which type of transfer is involved, the amount and price of
quota share being transferred, the amount and price of individual fishing quota being transferred, and
an affidavit stating that each party is a willing participant in the transaction and that no further
agreements requiring either party to make subsequent transfers of quota share or individual fishing
quota are in effect.

The completed form would be sent by mail or delivered in person to NMFS offices where the transfer
would be entered into the transfer data bank. The transfer would not be valid until the database
confirms that the purchaser was eligible to purchase, ie. a bona fide crew member or an original
recipient of quota shares. Further queries would be undertaken to ensure that the transfer would
not put the purchaser above the ownership cap, or if the two parties involved had made a reverse
transfer in the past. Provided none of the conditions detailed by the Council had been violated the
transfer would be valid. NMFS will notify each party by mail, and if necessary by fax, confirming the
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transfer. With an adequate computer program it is quite likely that validation and confirmation of
any transaction could occur within 24 hours of receipt by NMFS. In the future transfers could be
compieted at other NMFS offices with phone/computer links to NMFS regional office, or by
registered brokers. Initially however a more constrained system is envisioned. A prototype transfer
form is shown at Appendix G of this Chapter.

A database will be established to process and monitor transfers of quota. This will be established in
a way that it will be able to monitor the following:

a) amount of quota share as at December 31/January 1;

b) amount of individual fishing quota issued at the commencement of the fishing
year;

c) amount of individual fishing quota available for leasing (10 percent of annual
individual fishing quota);

d) amount of quota share or individual fishing quota transferred in the current
year; '

e) amount of fish landed against an individual fishing quota in the current year;
) status with regard to ownership caps;

g) known relationship between the owner and other quota holding entities, e.g.
corporations, partnerships, etc.;

h) eligibility to purchase, Le. is the purchaser or lessor a bona fide crew member
or initial quota recipient;

i) - status with regard to initial allocation;
i) history of all quota share and individual fishing quota transfers by the owner.

There are three types of quota share or individual fishing quota transfer. The first involves the
permanent transfer of quota shares and current year individual quotas. The purchaser of this quota
share and individual fishing quota will retain the quota share until such time as he sells it, and he will
receive the annual fishing quota as a resuit of holding this quota share. The second type of transfer
involves the permanent transfer of quota shares, but not the current years individual fishing quota.
Under this arrangement, the original owner would fish the individual fishing quota in the current year,
but the new owner would be allocated the annual individual fishing quota in subsequent years. The
third type of transfer involves the transfer of an individual fishing quota in the current year, but not
the quota share. This is a lease of quota, and is permitted up to 10 percent of the individual fishing
quotas allotted to a person in the current year.

The following are a series of examples detailing potential transfers:

1) A transfer of both QS and current year IFQs. The amount of IFQs transferred for the
current year cannot exceed the Quota Shares transferred. The amount of QS transferred can
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2

3)

however exceed the amount of IFQ transferred. Two examples illustrate this type of
transfer:

A) "X" owns 50,000 Quota Shares in area "A". In 1996 his IFQ allotment in area "A" is
10,117 Ibs. In April before going fishing, "X" decides to retire and sell all his QS and
1996 IFQs. He transfers all 50,000 QS and 10,117 IFQ Ibs. to "Z". "Z" may fish his
10,117 1bs. in area "A" in 1996, and in 1997 will receive a new IFQ allotment resulting
from his 50,000 QS.

B) "Y" also owns 50,000 Quota Shares in area "A", and also receives 10,117 IFQ Ibs. in
1996. On his first trip, "Y" sets one skate and miraculously catches 9,800 lbs. "Y”
decides to retire and sell all of his QS and the remaining 317 IFQ Ibs to "Z". "Z" may
fish the 317 IFQ lbs in 1996 as if he had received them at the beginning of the year,
and in 1997 will receive an IFQ allotment resulting from the 50,000 QS.

A transfer of Quota shares without any current year IFQs. Again, two examples illustrate
this type of transfer.

A) "X" owns 50,000 Quota Shares in area "A". In 1996 his IFQ allotment in area "A" is
10,117 lbs. In April before going fishing, "X" makes the decision to retire after
fishing this last year. He sells all his QS to "Z", but retains all of his current year
IFQs. In June "X" fishes his 10,117 IFQs Ibs, sells his boat and leaves the country.
In 1997, "Z" will receive his first allotment of IFQs resulting from the newly
purchased 50,000 QS.

B) "Y" also owns 50,000 Quota Shares in area "A", and also receives 10,117 IFQ Ibs. in
1996. On his first trip, "Y" sets one skate and miraculously catches exactly 10,117
pounds. "Y" decides to go into semi-retirement in Barrow and sells 60% of his QS
to "Z". In 1997, "Z" will receive an IFQ allotment resulting from his 30,000 QS, and
"Y" who kept 40%, or 20,000 QS, will also receive IFQs.

A transfer of current year IFQs without any QS. This is a lease of QS, which is allowed in
the first three years up to a level not to exceed 10% of the IFQs allotted to a person in that
year. Two examples again illustrate this type of transfer.

A) "X" owns 50,000 Quota Shares in area "A". In 1996 his IFQ allotment is 10,117 Ibs.
In April before going fishing, "X" is invited by the New Zealand government to spend
a year, unpaid, to tour the country demonstrating longline techniques. Being
somewhat of an idealist "X" decides to take the offer. He sells 10% (1,012 Ibs) of his
IFQs to "Z", but retains all of his QS. In 1997 "X" plans to resume fishing against his
full quota. The remaining 9,105 lbs. of 1996 IFQs will have to go unharvested. "Z"
may fish his 1,012 lbs. in area "A" in 1996, but in 1997 will not receive IFQs.

B) "Y" also owns 50,000 Quota Shares in area "A” and also receives 10,117 IFQ Ibs in
1996. In April, before fishing he decides to take the year off and go to Hawaii for
fun and relaxation. He sells 1,012 Ibs. of IFQs to "Z", but uniike "X" who let his
remaining 1996 IFQs go un-fished, sells 44,999 QS with its corresponding 9,105 IFQ
pounds to "Q". The following March, "Y" purchases 45,000 QS and the corresponding
9,105 IFQ Ibs for 1997 from "W", and with the 1,012 lbs. remaining from his original
allocation is able to fish at his normal level of 10,117 Ibs.
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Several type of transfers will not be permitted, among them are; 1) transfers of QS and IFQs where
the amount of IFQ transferred exceeds the corresponding amount of QS, 2) transfers of IFQs alone
in excess of 10% of the amount issued directly to a2 person in a given year, and 3) transfers with
subsequent buy-back involving the same parties. 4) transfers to persons ineligible to purchase QS/IFQ,
such as person not qualified as bona fide crew members, or corporations or partnerships which did
not receive initial allocations. 5) transfers which would push the ownership level of the purchaser
over the ownership cap. Examples of the first four types of non-allowed transfers follow. Ownership
levels and ownership caps are discussed in more detail in a separate section of this document.

1)

2

3)

4)

"X" owns 50,000 Quota Shares in area "A". In 1996 his IFQ allotment in area "A" is 10,117
Ibs. In April before going fishing, "X" becomes ill and decides to go into semi-retirement.
He wants to sell half of his QS, and because he is currently in a hospital, all of his 1996
IFQs. He attempts to transfer 25,000 QS and all 10,117 IFQ Ibs. to "Z", but the transfer is
rejected by NMFS. The maximum amount of IFQ which can accompany 25,000 QS is 5,508
lbs. NMFS would however allow "X" to sell an additional 1,012 Ibs. as per the 10% lease
provision.

"X" owns 50,000 Quota Shares in area "A". In 1996 his IFQ allotment in area "A" is 10,117
Ibs. "X" would like to sell all of his QS and IFQs but is uncertain of what price to ask. In
order to test the market "X" wishes to sell all of his 1996 IFQs to ascertain the appropriate
one year price. He would then be able to make a better estimate of the value of QS which
would grant fishing privileges many years into the future. He attempts to transfer all 10,117
IFQ Ibs. to "Z", but the transfer is rejected by NMFS. The maximum amount of IFQ which
"X" can sell without accompanying QS is 1,012 Ibs., or 10% of the IFQs issued directly to
him at the beginning of the year.

"Y" owns 50,000 Quota Shares in area "A" and receives 10,117 IFQ lbs in 1996. In April,
before fishing he decides to take the year off and go to the South Island of New Zealand for
fun and relaxation. He sells 1,012 lbs. of IFQs to "Z", and additionally sells 44,999 QS with
the corresponding 9,105 IFQ pounds to "Q", with an written contract stating that in 1997 "Q"
would sell back to "Y" the 44,999 QS and the corresponding IFQ. The following March "Y"
attempts to purchases back from "Q" his QS as per their agreement. NMFS however, in
enforcing the Council’s ban on leasing would not approve the transfer. "Y" may never again
purchase QS or IFQ from "Q", or from anyone else to whom he has previously sold QS. This
holds not only in the current year, but also the next year, and at any time in the future.

"X" owns 50,000 Quota Shares in area "A". In 1994 his IFQ allotment in area "A" is 10,117
Ibs. In April before going fishing, "X" becomes ill and decides to go into retirement. He
wants to sell all of his QS and 1994 IFQs to "Z", who has been set netting for salmon since
1967, and since 1984 has accompanied "X" on each and every halibut opening in area "A".
"X" attempts to transfer 50,000 QS and all 10,117 IFQ Ibs. for 1994 to "Z", but the transfer
is rejected by NMFS. "Z" is ineligible to purchase QS or IFQs because he did not receive
an initial allocation of QS, and because he does not qualify as a bona fide crew member.
Even though he has fished with "X" during each and every halibut opening in area "A" over
the last 10 years, his total at sea fixed gear fishing time is only 38 days, far short of the 4
months minimum fixed gear fishing time required to qualify as a bona fide crew member.
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5.3.5 - Qwmership Caps

The Council has established limits on the amount of quota shares which may be owned or controlled
by one person. In this case, a person includes all individuals, corporations, partnerships or other
entities. The ownership level of an individual is calculated by adding quota shares owned personally
as well as by any partnership or corporation of which the person is a part. This does not, however,
include families or other blood relations. The ownership cap also does not apply to initial allocations.
It is possible for a person to receive above the ownership cap level on the basis of his catch history.
Anyone in this situation will be entitled to retain the excess amount. They will not, however, be able
to purchase or lease any additional quota without first divesting themselves of any quota in excess of
the ownership limit. The following diagram details the level of ownership caps:

Sablefish Halibut
Area Ownership Cap Area Ownership Cap
All sablefish mgmt. 1% All TPHC areas 0.5%
areas combined combined
East of 140° 1% IPHC areas 2C, 3A, 0.5%
(WY and EY/SO) and 3B combined
IPHC areas 0.5%
4A,4B4C, 4D, and
4E combined.
IPHC area 2C 1.0%

In addition to individual ownership caps, the Council bas also established caps on the amount of
quota which may be fished from one vessel. For sablefish no more than one percent of the combined
Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands quota may be taken on any one vessel, and no more
than one percent of the total aliowable catch east of 140° W longitude may be landed on the same
vessel.

For halibut, no more than one-half of one percent (.5%) of the combined International Pacific
Halibut Commission area quotas may be taken from one vessel. In both sablefish and halibut, anyone
receiving above the individual ownership cap may fish in excess of the vessel cap from one vessel.

The following examples may clarify ownership levels and caps:

1) "X" is allocated sablefish QS which translates in the first year of IFQs, to 150 mt in area "A”",
60 mt in area "B" and 100 mt in area "C". The TAC for all areas combined is 29,000 mt. "X"
exceeds the overall ownership cap because his overall ownership level is 310 mt or 1.07%
(310 mt / 29,00 mt). "X" is not allowed to purchase any additional QS or IFQs, but because
his excessive ownership level came about through no action of his own, no enforcement
action will be undertaken. In the following year the TAC for area "A" changes such that "X"
receives only 100 mt in area "A". The TAC in area "D" however has doubled so the overall
TAC remains at 29,000 mt. "X’s" ownership level is now 260mt or 0.9%
(260 mt / 29,000 mt), and he may purchase up to an additional 30 mt of QS/IFQ without
exceeding the overall ownership cap.
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2) "X" owns QS, registered in his name, which in 1995 amounts to a total of 250 mt of IFQs in
several different areas. "X" is also a 50% owner of the partnership "XY*". "XY" owns QS,
registered in the partnership’s name, which in 1995 amounts to a total of 100 mt of IFQs in
several areas. "X’s” ownership level is 300 mt, ie. the sum of his individual holdings (250 mt)
and his corporate or partnership holdings (50% of 100 mt or 50 mt). The overall TAC in
1995 is 30,000 mt, so X equals but does not exceed the 1% cap. However, neither "X" nor
the partnership *XY" may purchase additional IFQs or QS in 1995. "Y" on the other hand,
if he is registered as a bona fide crewman and has completed a transfer eligibility application,
may purchase, in his own name, up to 250 additional 1995 IFQs tons.

3) "X" and "Y" own QS in their own names, which in 1995 resulted 200 mt of IFQs allocated
to each. "X" and "Y" are married, and as a family unit control 400 mt of IFQs in 1995. The
overall TAC in 1995 is 30,000 mt. Both "X" and "Y" may purchase an additional 100 mt of
1995 IFQs, staying within the 1% ownership cap. Note however, that the family now
controls 2% of overall TAC.

4) "X" and "Y" are married and own two vessels which they have incorporated separately for
liability purposes. Each corporation lists "X" as the owner, but QS and the ensuing IFQs
have been allocated in the individual corporations names. In the initial allocation each
corporation receives QS and the resulting IFQs in 1995 totaled 200 mt. The family unit
controis 400 mt of IFQs in 1995 and would be prevented from purchasing additional QS or
IFQs because they exceed the 1% ownership cap. If in 1996 they change their corporate
structure, and show on their transfer eligibility form that "X” owns 50% and "Y™ owns 50%,
they may purchase additional QS and IFQs, but forfeit their right to utilize hired skippers
on their vessels. (See the section entitled, "Right granted to initial recipients of QS".

53.6 Community Development Quotas

Operation of community development quotas are seen as being similar to the operation of
commercial fishing quotas in terms of their daily administration and enforcement. Detailed
community development plans are required to be prepared by communities and submitted through
the Governor of Alaska to the Council. It was considered important that any community
development plan be approved through the Council no later than September to allow sufficient time
for the commercial industry to plan for the following fishing year.

As far as administration and enforcement are concerned, community development quota holders
would be required to meet all the conditions attaching to commercial fishing quotas. The only
significant difference concerns the nature of the quota and the accounting for it. Where an individual
will have a quota card which will relate to his quota alone, someone fishing a community development
quota will carry a quota card which relates to a quota being fished by the community - ie. a number
of people. All the other reporting and landing requirements are the same. Similarly, quota abuses
by communities would be treated in the same way as quota violations by individual operators.

Commurity development quotas are to be established by setting apart a proportion of the total
allowable catch prior to the setting of commercial quotas. It was considered unfair that fishermen
in areas where community development quotas are to be established should bear the full brunt of
reductions in available commercial total catches. Accordingly, fishermen operating in areas where
community development quotas are established will be partially compensated in the form of IFQs in
other areas. For example, a person who traditionally fishes in area 4C would receive additional QS
and/or IFQs in all of areas 2C, 3A, 3B or 4A. A person would receive this quota even if he had no
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history of fishing in the area. At the same time, those in other areas will receive slightly less quota
shares.

54 Monitoring and Enforcement

The introduction of individual fishery quotas into the groundfish management off Alaska will
necessitate a dramatic shift in the way fisheries regulations are enforced. Under traditional fisheries
regimes, enforcement focuses primarily upon at sea activities. Under an individual fishing quota
system that focus shifts to the point of landing and beyond.

The proposed enforcement program has four goals. The first and foremost goal is to create an
environment conducive to voluntary compliance. This program contains a number of enforcement
checks and balances. Multiple checks are provided to discourage casual cheating within the system.
The checks further provide trip wires throughout the fishing, processing, transportation and marketing
system to detect illegal transactions by more determined miscreants. The objective is to coax those
fishermen who may be inclined to cheat, to stay within the legal bounds of the program.

The second goal is to design a program which provides adequate enforcement resources to respond
to known violations. For any enforcement program to be effective it is vital to be able to apprehend
and prosecute known violators. The simple ability to detect a violation is no guarantee of
compliance. Failure to prosecute known violators can have the effect of encouraging even more
noncompliance.

The third goal is to provide an enforcement program that is cost effective and realistic in terms of
today’s budget concerns. Certainly, an enforcement program could be designed to overwhelm the
most determined fishery violator. The cost of such a program would however exceed the current
national budget for the NMFS Office of Enforcement. It is not likely that any proposal of that
magnitude would be approved by the Secretary. The proposed program is adequate to achieve a level
of compliance that equates to a successful individual fishing quota program.

The final goal is to provide an enforcement program that does not unnecessarily interfere with
normal and traditional business practices. The net result of an individual fishing quota program
should be a better product for the consumer and a higher return from the fishery. With that in mind
the proposed program has been tailored to blend with current landing, transportation and marketing
practices. An individual fishing quota program provides fishermen with substantially more freedom
in deciding how to operate. Enforcement of individual fishing quotas, however, necessitates a
substantial increase in reporting requirements. Instead of monitoring one quota for each
management area, individual fishing quotas result in monitoring thousands of individual quotas. The
personalization of quotas requires a direct link between the fisheries manager or enforcement officer
and the individual fisherman. This point must be carefully considered in the design and
implementation of a quota system. For example, the landing, reporting, and shipping requirements
within the program are absolutely necessary to the success of the program. These requirements could
not be removed without a substantial and costly increase in enforcement and monitoring resources.

No enforcement program can guarantee absolute compliance. However, the proposed program is the
minimum necessary to result in successful implementation of the Council’s proposed plan. Certainly,
this program could be strengthened, but this would be more expensive. The program outlined below
has been submitted to central office enforcement supervisors and has received tentative approval.
Nevertheless, this proposed enforcement program will undergo continuing review.

ADDEIFQ.CS 5-25 September 15, 1992



It must be presumed from the outset that adjustments to individual fishing quota enforcement will
be necessary as our experience with the program grows. Currently, there is no perfect model of what
an ideal individual fishing quota program should look like. There are no programs in the world today
that are potentially as large as the one represented by the groundfish resources off Alaska. Although
research of existing programs is instructive, none of the existing programs adequately addresses the
entire range of enforcement issues present in the Council’s proposed program for Alaska sablefish
and halibut fisheries.

5.4.1 Annual Individual Fishing Quota Statement and Quota Share Account Card

Under the proposed individual fishing quota regulatory system, all harvesting vessels fishing for or
possessing quota species would have to have a quota share holder or a lawful designee on board
during fishing operations. This individual would have to remain on board until the individual fishing
quota fish are off-loaded, and would have to have a quota share account card in possession. Quota
share card holders would be required to have individual fishing quota poundage in their account
which is equal to or, in excess of, the poundage of quota fish in possession.

The first enforcement check point would be random boardings at sea and in port by the Coast Guard
and NMFS enforcement officers. Vessels found in possession of fish subject to individual fishing
quotas would be required to produce a quota share account card. An account query would allow the
boarding personnel to determine if the card holder had sufficient poundage in their account to cover
individual fishing quota fish in possession. Failure to have sufficient poundage would trigger
immediate enforcement action, providing the allowed overage had been exhausted (see section 5.3.3).
Queries to the individual fishing quota data center would also flag the quota share holder’s account
to ensure that a later landing is made.

5.4.2  Vessel Landings

The second check point in the system is the advance notice of landing. All vessels would be required
to notify NMFS six hours before off-loading. Notices could be by phone, INMARSAT, or marine
operator. Notices could be made before departure to the grounds, by a vessel at sea, or after a
vessel’s return to port. A one to two hour grace period could be provided. NMFS would establish
a toll-free telephone line to accept all notices required by these regulations. Data clerks, specifically
tasked with receiving these messages, would receive calls on this line 18 hours a day, seven days a
week. Multiple lines with call waiting would be available. Notices required by these regulations
would only be accepted between the hours of 6 a.m. and 12 midnight.

Landings could be made to registered buyers both in or out of Alaska, however, there would be
special requirements for vessels landing outside Alaska. Registered buyers would have to make
application to NMFS and may be required to post a bond. Landings would be limited to the hours
of 6 a.m. through 6 p.m. Off-loading that begins during the allotted window would be allowed to
continue to completion. Alternate off-loading schedules could be authorized on a port by port basis
at the discretion of the Regional Director.

Advance notices would alert enforcement to legal landings. Enforcement and monitoring personnel
would be able to query the individual fishing quota data center at any time to ascertain in-progress
or pending landings. Legal landings would be randomly monitored by enforcement, shoreside
observers or [IPHC port samplers. Landings which have not been preceded by advance notice would
be illegal and trigger immediate enforcement action.

ADDEIFQ.CS 526 September 15, 1992



543  Verification of Landings

Before commencing any unloading of quota fish, the harvesting vessel operator would have to present
a quota share account card to the receiving fish buyer. Once the unloading is complete, the buyer
would query the individual fishing quota data center using a standard credit card "swipe” machine.
The sellers account information would be read from the card’s magnetic stripe by running the account
card through a slot in the card-reading machine. The buyer would then input the delivering vessel
name, Alaska Department of Fish and Game number, length overall, individual fishing quota species,
landing condition, and poundage. The sellers account would be automatically queried to determine
if sufficient individual fishing quota poundage were available to cover the landing. The buyer would
receive a confirmation of sale authorizing completion of the transaction. If there is insufficient quota
available, no confirmation would be given. NMFS enforcement would be immediately alerted to the
overage and the buyer would be unable to complete the transaction until cleared by NMFS.
Confirmation of landings would be required within six hours of the completion of the unloading.

Harvesting vessels delivering individual fishing quota species would be required to unload all quota
fish on board including any home pack or exceptional sales. Home packs and exceptional sales would
have to be reported by the buyer along with all other quota fish sold to the buyer. Overdrawing an
individual fishing quota account would trigger immediate enforcement action. Failure to obtain a
confirmation within six hours would similarly trigger an enforcement action when detected.

5.4.4  Shipping by Registered Buyers

Registered buyers of individual fishing quota species would be required to report all shipments of
quota fish from the original landing site to any other site. All later shipments of quota fish within
or from Alaska would also have to be reported (sport catch and end-user consumers would be
exempted). Reporting would be similar to current reporting requirements. Registered buyers would
be aliowed to use their own company bill of lading. Bills of lading would include specific information
including species, product type, number of shipping units, product weight, shipper and details of the
shipping means and route. For domestic shipments, the bill of lading would have to be received by
NMEFS before shipment. A copy of the bill of lading would have to accompany the shipment to it’s
first point of landing outside of Alaska.

Shipments detected within Alaska by NMFS that are not accompanied by a bill of lading would
trigger enforcement action. Shipments that are not reported before transportation would also trigger
enforcement action.

Shipments in foreign commerce would have to be reported 24 hours before transportation from
Alaska. In addition, foreign commerce shipments would be required from or through a primary port
or the ports of Anchorage or Juneau. The purpose of advance notice and routing through a primary
port is to allow NMFS an opportunity to inspect the fish before departure from United States
jurisdiction.

5.4.5 Motherships and Tenders

Motherships and tenders would operate in a similar manner as a shoreside registered buyer. Tenders
and motherships would have to be registered as individual fishing quota buyers. The primary
difference would be that motherships and tenders could use INMARSAT or marine radio to report
deliveries and receive sale confirmations. The use of credit card machines would not be mandatory
for these buyers unless suitable telecommunication devices were available. Motherships and tenders
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would have to have the ability for voice communications with NMFS from any receipt location.
Motherships and tenders would need to meet trans-shipment, or vessel clearance requirements of
these regulations. Requirements for advance notice of landing and shipping would apply to the
unloading of a mothership or tender.

546 Transshipments

Transshipping individual fishing quota species from one vessel to another would be restricted. Only
motherships and tenders operating as registered buyers could receive unfrozen quota fish at sea. All
processing vessels transshipping frozen or processed product vessel-to-vessel would give 24 hours
advance notice of any such transshipments. All transshipments of individual fishing quota fish would
be required to be completed within the confines of a primary port. Advance notice and restriction
to primary ports would provide NMFS opportunity to inspect the fish before its departure from U.S.
jurisdiction.

54.7  Dockside Sales

Vessels operators wishing to sell their individual fishing quota fish at dockside or to market their own
fish through means other than a registered buyer could do so by becoming registered buyers. Such
vessels would have to meet all the requirements of a registered buyer including the reporting of
landings and shipments. Such vessels would also have to report and receive landing confirmation for
all individual fishing quota fish on board before any dockside sales, shipments or unloading occurred.

5.4.8 Vessel Clearances

Harvesting vessels, catcher/processors, motherships, and tenders landing catch outside Alaska would
have to obtain a vessel clearance at a primary port before departure from Alaska. The vessels would
have to enter a primary port to receive clearance. At time of clearance the vessel may undergo
inspection and have it’s holds sealed. The vessel would have to present a quota share card with
individual fishing quota for all quota fish on board. The vessel would additionally announce its catch
and provide intended date, time and location of unloading. All such vessels would have to provide
the same advance notice of landing requirements as a vessel landing in Alaska. Harvesting vessels
would have to become registered buyers and report their landings in the same manner as dockside
sales in Alaska.

Proposed primary ports would be:

Alkutan Cordova

Craig Dutch Harbor/Unalaska
Excursion Inlet Homer

Ketchikan King Cove

Kodiak Pelican

Petersburg St. Paul

Sand Point Seward

Sitka Yakutat
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5.4.9 - Individual Fishing Quota Enforcement: a "Four-Tier" Approach

Research on enforcement of other transferable quota-type programs worldwide has shown that
enforcement operations must first protect the integrity of the program and participants, and second
provide an environment that fosters an accurate accounting of landed fish. To accomplish the goal
of ensuring program integrity and regulatory compliance, a "four-tier" enforcement approach is
recommended.

The four-tier enforcement concept consists of four separate enforcement functions. Each tier
cohesively interfaces with the others. The system provides the ability to detect violations on and off
the fishing grounds through patrol and investigative functions, while creating an adequate level of
compliance through the possibility of violation detection. This detection/ deterrence balance is a
comnerstone of the individual fishing quota enforcement operation.

No quota system would be adequate if it could not accurately account for expended quota shares and
fish landed. The proposed individual fishing quota program already provides for a significant "paper
trail.” This paper trail will be automatically created through the required Jogs and existing commercial
documents. Using this documentation, the four-tier enforcement approach fully addresses both the
ability to ensure accurate accounting of the resource and the ability to apprehend commercial
enterprises which operate outside the auspices of the individual fishing quota program.

The four-tier enforcement system consists of:

1) Patrol Operations;

2) Monitoring Activities;

3) Auditing Activities; and

4) Investigative Operations.
5.4.9.1 Patrol
Patrol operations are divided into offshore and shoreside segments. The primary offshore patrol
function is to detect non-participants who engage in fishing for quota species, including those
fishermen who may be "quota busting.” Quota busting is a term that describes a fisherman who has
exceeded his quota but continues to fish. The offshore patrol segment would also be tasked with
detection and deterrence of vessels "high grading” individual fishing quota fish, Le., catching and
discarding fish of lower value without reporting the catches.
Shoreside patrol functions as a unit designed to detect and deter persons landing fish outside

authorized channels. These would include non-participants who land fish to unlicensed buyers, or
licensed buyers who purchase illegally harvested fish. The shoreside units also would be tasked with:

. Random monitoring activities,

. Random inspections,

. Monitoring of transshipments, and
. Enforcement of regulations.
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5.49.2 Monitoring

The primary method of assuring accurate individual fishing quota harvest data would be through
random monitoring of landings and transshipments. Monitoring also would be conducted through
various enforcement efforts such as vessel clearances and tracking; inspections of fishing vessels,
processing plants, and shipping containers. The fundamental enforcement concept is to establish an
environment conducive to program compliance by elevating the probability of detection and
apprehension of illegal activities.

5.4.93 Auditing

The auditing section is tasked with the random inspection of processing facilities and other licensed
buyers as well as random observation of commercial traffic of non-participants. These inspections
and observations would include shipping records and other documents which will reflect the accuracy
of individual fishing quota fish received and processed.

5.4.9.4 Investigation

The investigation section is divided into routine and complex operations. Routine investigations
would consist of a myriad of routine tasks including the enforcement of ownership caps, fraud in
applications for initial quotas and verification of the status of bona-fide crew members.

Complex investigations would involve interstate or international shipments of fish which were taken
or possessed in violation of individual fishing quota regulations. These types of cases would be
investigated by specialists trained in fraud and "white collar” crimes. Investigators would be
thoroughly trained to follow commercial "paper trails” as an integral part of their investigations.

5.5 Personnel and Budget Requirements

5.5.1 NMEFS Alaska Region, Management Division

The principal role of the Alaska Region, NMFS, would be in managing a large amount of information
(data) relevant to the initial allocation and annual management of the individual fishing quota
program. This work would be carried out within the Fisheries Management Division located at the
Alaska Region Office in Juneau. To enter and extract data necessary for the establishment,
monitoring and enforcement of individual fishing quotas, the Division would require a new computer
system, new software, and additional personnel. While the computer system would initially deal only
with the halibut and sablefish quota program, the system would be designed to be expandable to
accommodate similar programs that may emerge from the comprehensive rationalization study.

The individual fishing quota data management system would be designed to accomplish three basic
tasks:

. To establish a master data base of individual catch histories and vessel ownership for
initial allocation purposes;

. To determine the annual specification of individual fishing quotas based on individual

quota share holdings, and to monitor catches of sablefish and halibut against the total
individual fishing quotas of each fisherman by area; and
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. To monitor and facilitate transfer of quota shares and individual fishing quotas among
fishermen.

For budget estimating purposes it has been assumed that the data center would be located in Juneau.
Cost and available technical expertise, however, could dictate that it be located elsewhere.

5.5.1.1 Data Management System Configuration
A Software

The individual fishing quota program requires creating and maintaining a database which will serve
different users with different applications. For flexibility, it would be desirable if the software could
run on more than one brand of computer. Communications capabilities are important also because
the users are geographically remote from the data ceoter in Juneau. A Unix operating system is
desired because it is the leading operating system for multi-user, multi-application environments. The
likely database manager is Oracle. Since NMFS is already an Oracle user, training costs would be
reduced.

Properly designed, the system will provide many levels of security. Individual users will have their
own encrypted password to access the system. Only the System Administrator will be able to assign
passwords. Each individual fishing quota holder will also have an account number encoded on his
or her magnetic card. Each user will be able to access only information pertaining to themselves.
Enforcement may be allowed access to information pertaining to all users, but not the ability to
change the data. A careful analysis of the information needs of all users will ensure this multi-level
security system.

B. Hardware, Data Center

Assuming selection of Oracle running under Unix, the data center hardware could be purchased from
manufacturers such as DEC, Sequent, or Sun. The availability of local service in Juneau could
influence which brand is purchased. An alternative would be to place the computer servers in a city
where service is more readily available such as Anchorage or Seattle.

The hardware configuration could consist of one computer, or for increased reliability, two computers
operating as a pair. If two computers are chosen, one computer would operate the database, the
other would operate the application. Normally both computers are running together, but if either
computer fails the other can operate the entire system. For simplicity and reliability, servers should
be used exclusively to run the individual fishing quota data system. Existing applications should
remain on the existing file server at the installation site. The initial hardware configuration could
include two 300 megabyte disk drives, a CD-ROM drive for historical records, diskette drives, a
magnetic tape drive for program input and tape interchange with other agencies, 3 to 5 personal
computers, an optical scanner to read input forms, and data communications hardware and software.

C. Hardware, Field Terminals

Roughly 200-300 principal field sites are estimated where sablefish and halibut will be bought by
registered buyers. These sites will use card-swipe terminals with 80-column printers for receipts,
fish-tickets, and other reports. All variable input entered in the field will be numeric data. As
backups to automatic input, fish-catch data could be phoned to data entry clerks at the NMFS
Management Division office in Juneau. The individual fishing quota data system would operate 24
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hours a day, always available to accept automated input from field terminals. Enforcement may call
at any time, for the status of an account.

D. Telecommunications

Telephone lines link the field terminals to the data center. Telephone communications within Alaska
typically use satellite links which can be affected by weather and solar activity. The reliability of
telephone service needs further investigation. Solutions will be based on recommendations from
telephone companies and the experience of credit card companies, banks, and other data
communicators in the region.

E. Security

Adequate security can be provided by magnetic cards issued to individual fishing quota holders and
fish buyers. The possession of the magnetic card combined with use of personal identification
numbers, uniquely identifies each fisherman and each buyer. For increased security, cards and
personal identification numbers could be issued only to individuals, not to companies or organizations.
A sophisticated password feature, built into Oracle, encrypts identification numbers and allows the
assignment of unique access privileges to each individual person. In the case of community
development quotas, several individuals with unique account numbers and personal identification
numbers will input catch data to a common account.

When entering a fish ticket, both the fisherman and the fish buyer present their cards. Each also
enters his personal identification number. With two parties participating in the transaction, there is
a greater likelihood of accuracy. A magnetic stripe on the card encodes data unique to each holder,
and speeds up the input of header information for each transaction. Entering the data is a two step
process. Data for the catch and sale are entered into the system and then verified with the magnetic
card and personal identification number. Once the data are entered, a transaction confirmation
number will be returned to fisherman. A fall-back solution needs to be developed with enforcement
for exceptional situations such as when a magnetic card is not available, or the card-swipe terminal
is not working, or catch information is called in by voice-telephone.

5.5.1.2 Data_System Activities

The individual fishing quota data management system would have one database that stores all data
and provides all information. The design of this database is a crucial activity and must be done by
qualified personnel. The database can be organized into tables which address specific subjects. Each
table has fields (attributes), and the content of each field is one item in the database.

When building the database, it will be necessary to establish an audit trail which traces data back to
its source. In the event of appeals, it would be possible to reconstruct the information sources.

Information in the database will come from other federal and state agencies. An early activity will
be the identification of information needed, and sources of data. Key sources of information are
expected to be fish ticket and vessel registration databases. All sources must be studied and
evaluated. Data from these sources will be filtered, validated, and copied to the individual fishing
quota database.
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It would also include training for NMFS staff in the use of the hardware and software. The one-time
costs for this category are estimated to be $400,000.

The second category involves coding, testing and conversion of existing data into the Oracle database.
This work would be the actual implementation of the computer system defined in the first category,
and is estimated to cost about $240,000.

The third and fourth categories involve the purchase of software and hardware. One-time costs for
the Oracle, communications, and word processing software are estimated to be $40,000. Hardware
costs would involve the purchase of all computer hardware for the data center described above. This
one-time cost is estimated to be $120,000. Field terminal hardware used by registered buyers is not
included in this estimate. Currently this field hardware consisting of a card-swipe terminal and 80-
column printer would cost in the range of $800 to $900.

In summary, one-time start-up costs for the individual fishing quota data management system are as
follows:

Planning, Analysis, Design,

Documentation and Training $ 400,000
Coding, Testing and Conversion $ 240,000
Software Purchases $ 40,000
Hardware Purchases $ 120.000
Total $ 800,000

These start-up costs would be distributed over three fiscal years as follows:

Fiscal Year 1992 (6/92 - 9/92) $ 250,000
Fiscal Year 1993 (10/92 - 9/93) $ 500,000
Fiscal Year 1994 (10/93 - 9/94) 3 50.000
Total $ 800,000

B. Annual Operating Costs (Personnel)

In addition to the on-time start-up costs, the regular operation of the individual fishing quota data
management system would require the employment of five additional persons in the Fisheries
Management Division staff. This additional staff would include one system manager (Federal GS
grade 12), one programmer (grade 11), and three data entry clerks {(each at a grade 6). The annual
budget necessary to pay for salaries, benefits, office space, telephone, training, supplies, etc. for these
personnel would total $320,000. This estimate does not include annual or promotional pay raises.

One Systcrﬁ Manager $ 90,000
One Programmer $ 80,000
Three Data Entry Clerks $ 150,000
Total $ 320,000
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This estimate also does not include potential costs of relocating these personnel. The cost of moving
government personne] to Juneau could cost about $15,000 per person. Also not included are fixed
costs of office furniture and supplies. One time office furniture costs are estimated at $875 per
person. Hence, the one-time costs of relocating two of the individual fishing quota data management
personnel, and purchasing office furniture for all five would add $34,375 to personnel costs as a one-
time cost. Computer training, hardware and software costs are included in the start-up cost estimates
above,

5.52 NMFS Enforcement

5.5.2.1 Enforcement Personnel Organization
A Individual Fishing Quota Investigation Unit.

The investigative unit would consist of three agents. The unit would be tasked with investigating
more complex violations of individual fishing quota regulations that cannot be readily enforced at the
point of landing. Primary tasks would include:

. Investigation of fraudulent entry claims (application for quota share or as bona-fide
crewmen),
. Investigation of ownership cap violations,

. Investigation of illegal marketing, shipping or sale of individual fishing quota fish,
. Complex audits of landing and shipping records, and
. Enforcement of individual fishing quota regulations.
B. Patrol Unit
The patrol unit would consist of 22 fishery enforcement officers. The unit would be tasked with

detecting illegal landings, shipping and marketing of individual fishing quota fish in addition to routine
monitoring of legal landings. Primary tasks would include:

. Random monitoring of landings,

. Random inspection of shipments,

. Monitoring of transshipments,

. Vessel Clearance,

. Surveillance and detection of illegal landing, sale and shipment of individual fishing

quota fish, and

. Enforcement of resource regulations including individual fishing quota and routine
management measures.
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C. Enforcement Aides

The enforcement aides component would consist of seven permanent part-time aides to be stationed
at those primary ports that do not have a permanent agentffishery enforcement officer presence
(seven ports). The unit would be tasked with clearing vessels, monitoring landings and providing
limited port surveillance. Primary tasks would include:

. Random monitoring of landings,
. Random inspection of shipments,
. Vessel clearances, and

. Port surveillance.

Enforcement aides would not have arrest, search, or seizure authority. They would have limited
inspection authority. Enforcement aides could be either government employees or
contract employees reporting directly to NMFS enforcement.

D. Support Staff

Additiona) support staff would include one administrative assistant for the investigative unit and one
administrative officer for the entire division. Support would also include four clerks to provide a
seven-days-per-week telephone hot line. This would involve 18 hours pay each. The line would be
to receive requests for vessel clearance, shipping and landing notices. Staff would also provide data
entry services.
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5.5.2.2 Enforcement Staffing Plan Summary and Cost Estimate

CURRENT TOTAL '
STAFF TOTAL WAFQs INCREASE

Agents (Supervisory) 6 7 1
Agents (Field) 12 14 2
Fishery Enforcement Officers 4 22 18
Enforcement Aides 0 7 7
Support Staff 7 13 6
Total Personnel 29 63 34

COSTS (in thousands)

Supervisory and Field Agents

at $ 100,000 each $ 1,800 $ 2,100 $ 300
Fishery Enforcement Officers

at $ 80,000 each $ 320 $ 1,760 $ 1440
Enforcement Aides

at $48,000 each 0 $ 336 $ 336
Support Staff* ' - - .
Total cost (in thousands) $ 2,120** $ 4,19 $ 2,076

* Costs of support staff are prorated in agent/fishery enforcement officer costs at the rate of one
support staff for every three agents and one for every five fishery enforcement officers for a total of
13. Additional support staff are needed for a special section to staff a 18-hours-per-day, seven-days-
per-week hot line to receive required notices. This section would also notify enforcement personnel
of unloadings, vessel clearances, trans-shipments, and shipments. Estimated costs for this section are
$40,000 per person. An administrative officer would aiso be added to handle increased personnel
matters. These estimated figures include salaries, wages, office space, equipment, and so on, and are
stated in round numbers.

** The actual current budget is approximately $1,300,000. Current staff consist of 12 agents and 2
FEQ’s. Most rents are assumed by the NMFES Alaska Region. Personnel costs assume journeyman
level pay scale.

No component has been included in the above cost estimates for coast guard activities. No additional
funding will be sought by the coast guard provided NMFS is funded at the levels indicated.
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ENFORCEMENT STAFFING PLAN

PORT

Juneau

Kodiak

Anchorage

Sitka

Dutch Harbor
Homer

Ketchikan
Petersburg
Yakutat
Cordova
Seward
Craig
Pelican
Excursion Inlet
King Cove
Akutan
Sand Point
St. Paul

TOTAL
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PROPOSAL

Supervisory Agents
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IFQ Investigative Unit
Admin. Support
1-800 Hot Line Staff
Supervisory Agent
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FEO
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Admin. Support
Staff Agent
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5.53 NOAA General Counsel

The NOAA General Counsel office in Alaska would be substantially augmented to deal with appeals
of initial allocations, litigation and individual fishing quota enforcement cases. Although the Alaska
General Counsel office is currently understaffed to handle its present work load, the following
personnel requirements are estimated as necessary only for individual fishing quota program work and
not to cover other needs.

Disagreements over an initial allocation that cannot be resolved between NMFS and the affected
fisherman could be appealed. Such appeals would be heard by an Alaska General Counsel hearings
officer who would recommend a resolution to the Secretary, or his/her designee (probably the NMFS
Alaska Region Director). Subsequent appeals could require litigation. Based on the experience of
the Alaska Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission, approximately 1,000 appeals are anticipated from
10,000 quota share applicants. This experience also indicates that each hearings officer could be
expected to resolve about three appeals per week. Hence, an additional three attorneys would be
required by Alaska General Counsel to function as hearings officers. This corp of hearings officers
at assumed rates would be able to resolve roughly nine appeals per week or nearly all appeals within
two years. As the appeal work load decreases these additional three attorneys would be retained to
work on litigation and enforcement cases.

Each additional attorney is expected to cost about $100,000 annually. This estimate includes salary
and benefits, office space and furnishings, training, computer hardware and software, telephone,
supplies, and additional paralegal or administrative assistance. Hiring and relocation costs are not,
however, included in this estimate. This proposed level of funding is purposely general and does not
attempt to differentiate between fixed (one-time costs such as a computer, or desk) and variable
(salary and benefits) costs. Nevertheless, $100,000 per attorney is a reasonable estimate for individual
fishing quota budget planning purposes.

Based on these assumptions and estimates, the General Counsel, Alaska budget would need to be
augmented by $300,000 per year for purposes of implementing the proposed program. All three
additional attorneys would not be needed at once, however. Only one additional attorney would be
needed in fiscal year 1993 and the other two could be added in fiscal year 1994.

5.54 Cost Estimate Summary

Authority to spend funds on implementing the proposed individual fishing quota program could not
begin until the program is approved by the Secretary. Currently, this would not happen until near
the end of fiscal year 1992 (assuming the Council submits the proposed program for Secretarial
review in May, 1992, and assuming that the Secretary finds it to be consistent with the Magnuson Act
and other applicable law).

5.5.4.1 Estimated Start-Up Costs by Fiscal Year

Study and design of methods for transmitting data from remote locations could proceed prior to
Secretarial approval because it is applicable to currently authorized data collection. Such work also
would be applicable to necessary individual fishing quota data management system design work, and
if done now would serve to advance this aspect. The following summary of estimated implementation
costs by fiscal year includes such work in the FY 92 estimate. It is also assumed that unspent funds
from the 1992 fiscal year budget would be carried over to fiscal year 1993.
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The following estimate is lower than the latest previous estimate because moze effort in planning and
designing the individual fishing quota data management system is anticipated to require fewer data
entry and monitoring personnel. Hence, Fishery Management Division estimated costs are higher
in the 1992 and 1993 fiscal years than previously estimated, but lower in 1994. Generally, estimated
costs increase through the years of initial implementation which reflects the hiring of additional
(primarily enforcement) personnel.

1992 1993 1994
FMD 250 820 370
ENF 75 660 2,076
GCAK 0 100 —300
Totals 325 1,580 2,746

Dollar figures are in thousands.

FMD denotes the Fishery Management Division of the Alaska Region, NMFS,
ENF denotes Alaska Region enforcement, and

GCAK denotes NOAA General Counsel for Alaska.

5.5.4.2 Estimated Continuing Implementation Costs

The estimated annual costs of continuing the proposed individual fishing quota program decrease
slightly after the initial start-up work is completed. This decrease would probably be offset by
inflation, annual cost of living adjustments, or costs of fine tuning the program, all of which are not
included in this estimate. The addition of more species or fisheries to the quota program in
subsequent years would not cause a substantial increase in implementation costs since the existing
data management, monitoring and enforcement infrastructure could be used. Annual implementation
costs would increase significantly, however, if more ports were designated as primary ports or if there
were increased levels of non-compliance which would require the hiring of additional enforcement
and Alaska General Counsel personnel. Without these assumptions, annual individual fishing quota
implementation costs would be as follows:

FMD $ 320,000
ENF $ 2,076,000
GCAK 300,000
Total $ 2,696,000
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APPENDIX B

NOTE: All forms and letters in this section are for descriptive purposes only. Official
forms will be supplied if an IFQ program is approved.

Prototype Quota Share Application Letters.

Dear Commercial Fisherman:

The National Marine Fisheries Service in co-operation with the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council has embarked on a system of individual quotas for managing sablefish and halibut in the
waters of the North Pacific. Quota shares, which will be allocated to everyone who participated in
the sablefish and/or halibut fisheries during the years 1988 - 1990, represent a privilege to fish for
these species. The level at which you will be permitted to fish will be determined by the number of
quota shares allocated to you. This will be based upon landings for your best five years from the
period 1984 - 1990 in the case of halibut, and your best five years from the period 1985 - 1990 in the
case of sablefish. It is proposed that this scheme will be introduced from 1 March 1994, From that
time only those persons who own or control quota shares or individual fishing quotas may participate
in these fisheries.

Much information has been printed and disseminated on this program over the last three years.
Despite this, the proposed system is complex, and you are urged to read the accompanying
documentation carefully. If, however, you require any help with this form, or need information on
the system generally, please contact your local National Marine Fisheries Service office. A free call
phone has been provided for this purpose. Its numberis 1 -800- _ - . If you require any
assistance in completing the attached documentation, or wish to know how you should complete it,
please contact either the National Marine Fisheries Service or your professional advisor. The
deadline for submitting applications is August 31, 1992. Any application post-marked after August 31,
1992 will be disregarded. Note that by signing the application you swear that all information provided
is true to the best of you knowledge. Knowingly submitting false information will be regarded as a
criminal offense.

Catch records show that fixed gear landings of sablefish and/or halibut were made from your vessel(s)
during the years 1988, 1989, or 1990. It has been determined that, subject to your meeting the
conditions contained herein, that you will qualify for the allocation of quota shares. These will be
based on catches for the periods detailed in the first paragraph. This application details your
participation as a vessel owner in the quota share allocation base years, 1984-1990 in the case of
halibut, and 1985 - 1990 in the case of sablefish. If the information attached is accurate and
complete, please sign and date this application where indicated, and return it in the envelope
provided.

If the information supplied is not accurate or complete, please indicate any corrections or alterations
in the spaces provided. Any alterations you make to the information provided by the National
Marine Fisheries Service must be substantiated by written documentation. No correction or addition
regarding ownership or catch history will be included unless there is adequate documentation to verify
your claims. Applications with undocumented corrections or additions to ownership or catch histories
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will be returned to you for verification. At this point you will no longer be considered an applicant
for quota shares unless you resubmit the application. Failure to provide the requested documentation
will result in the alterations not being incorporated in your catch history.

Landings under a qualified bare-boat charter on your vessel(s) during the catch history years, will not
be counted toward your quota share. These will be credited to the charterer of your vessel for the
period in question. Any attempt to claim those landings as your own will be considered a criminal
offense. There is a section in the application which allows you to name any bare-boat charter holders
during the years 1984-1990 for halibut or 1985 - 1990 for sablefish.

Part 1 of the form provides information held on your vessel(s) from state and federal vessel
registration files, and information of all landings made by you, as a permit holder, on your vessel(s),
with corresponding dates and areas, from state records and International Pacific Halibut Commission
files.

Part 2 of the form lists information regarding landings made on your vessel(s) by other permit
holders. The quantities invoived in these landings cannot be released to you at this stage. They are
confidential, and considered the property of the permit holder. If you would like to receive credit
for the landings made by other permit holders on your vessel(s), you will need to supply evidence that
the landings information has been released to you by the other permit holders. This evidence would
include, a notarized waiver signed by the other permit holder, bona-fide copies or original fish-ticket
records, logbook records, and so on. Please note that if the other permit holders had a qualified
bare-boat charter for the vessel, they rather than you would be eligible for any quota shares. Any
attempt to cover-up the existence of such a lease or any attempt to submit false records will be
considered a criminal offense.

Note, if you made landings of either halibut or sablefish on your permit from another person’s vessel
those landing will not count toward your quota share allocation, unless you had a bare-boat charter
for that vessel. If records indicate that you made such landings, you will be notified by a separate
letter, and will be asked to supply a qualified bare-boat charter if it existed to receive credit for those
landings.

If you are dissatisfied with your allocation you will be given the opportunity to file a formal appeal.
Documentation for this purpose and an explanation of the how it will work will be contained with
the notification of quota share allocation which will be sent to you.

Sincerely

Regional Director
NMFS, Alaska Region
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Section 1

Owner Information

Please verify all the pre-printed information below. Make any corrections necessary in the space
below the pre-printed information and sign the form where indicated. Note that corrections in this
section, with the exception of social security number, and Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission
permit numbers, need not be accompanied with supporting documentation. If this vessel was in fact
owned by a corporation or a partnership please list the corporation or partnership’s name, address

and membership.

Last Name First Name Middle Initial
- — . — _—— -~ |
Address
City State Zip
Home Phone Work Phone Fax Number

Social Security Number

_—— . ————

CFEC limit entry permit number

=ﬂ=¥

If the information listed above, as corrected or amended by you is correct to the best of your kmowledge, please sign your name
and date the fomu in the space provided. If you have corrected SSN or CFEC numbers please provide supporting information.

Signatore

Date

ADDEIFQ.CS
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The following is a suggested letter to be sent to those vessel owners who are recorded as having landed
fish on another person’s vessel.

Dear Commercial Fisherman:

The National Marine Fisheries Service along with the North Pacific Fishery Management Council,
the International Pacific Halibut Commission and the State of Alaska, Department of Fish and Game,
have begun the implementation of a plan to convert the fixed-gear halibut and sablefish fisheries off
the coast of Alaska to one managed by an individual transferable quota system. The quota system
would allocate harvest privileges, and eliminate the open access fishery. From 1994 only persons who
own or otherwise control quota will be allowed to participate in the halibut and sablefish fisheries.

Quota shares will be issued to all vessel owners and bare-boat lease-holders whose vessels made legal
fixed-gear landing of halibut or sabiefish off the coast of Alaska during the eligibility years, 1988-1990.
The amount allocated to each vessel owner or lease-holder will be based on landings during the
period 1984-1990 for halibut, or 1985-1990 for sablefish.

National Marine Fisheries Service records indicate that landings of halibut and/or sablefish were
indeed made on a vessel licensed to you during the eligibility years. For those landings you should
have already received an application for quota shares. Records also indicate that you made landings
of halibut or sablefish as a permit holder during the relevant period on a vessel for which you were
not the licensed owner.

No record of bare-boat charters has been maintained. This letter has been sent to you to inform you
that if you have fished under a bare-boat lease during the quota share allocation period, you may be
eligible to receive quota shares for those landings as well. To receive an allocation you will need to
document that a bare-boat charter was in effect when you made landings of halibut or sablefish as
a permit holder on a vessel actually owned by another person.

Sincerely,

Regional Director
NMFS, Alaska Region
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APPENDIX C

Letters to Be Sent to Non-Owner Permit Holders

The following is a prototype letter to persons who have made halibut or sablefish landings as a permit
holder, but have never been licensed as a vessel owner.

Dear Commercial Fisherman:

The National Marine Fisheries Service and the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, the
International Pacific Halibut Commission, and the State of Alaska, Department of Fish and Game,
have begun the implementation of a plan to convert the management of the fixed-gear halibut and
sablefish fisheries of the North Pacific to an individual transferable quota system. The quota system
would allocate harvest privileges, and eliminate the open access fishery. From 1994 only persons who
own or otherwise control quota will be allowed to participate in the halibut or sablefish fisheries.

Quota shares will be issued to all vessel owners and bare-boat lease-holders whose vessels made legal
fixed-gear landings of halibut or sablefish off the coast of Alaska during the eligibility years, 1988-
1990. The amount of quota shares allocated to each vessel owner or lease-holder will be based on
landings during the quota share base period 1984-1990 for halibut or 1985-1990 for sablefish.

National Marine Fisheries Service records indicate that you made landings of halibut and/or sablefish
as a permit holder during the eligibility years. The records fail to show however, that you were a
licensed vessel owner during that period.

No records of bare-boat leases are maintained. This letter has been sent to you to inform you that
if you have fished under a bare-boat lease during the eligibility years, 1988-1990, you may be eligible

to receive a quota share allocation. To receive quota shares you will need to document that a bare-
boat charter was in effect when you made landings of halibut or sablefish.

Sincerely,

Regional Director
NMFS, Alaska Region
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APPENDIX D

CALCULATING HALIBUT AND SABLEFISH QUOTA SHARES AND IFQS UNDER
THE PROPOSED INDIVIDUAL FISHING QUOTA SYSTEM

An individual’s halibut (sablefish) quota share or qualifying pounds for a management is the sum of

his best five years of catch for that area from 1984 to 1990 (1985 to 1990). For each area, a
fisherman"s halibut (sablefish) IFQ for 1991 or 1992 would have equaled his halibut (sablefish)
qualifying pounds for that area multiplied by the halibut (sablefish) TAC divided by the total halibut
(sablefish) qualifying pounds for that year and area. The 1991 and 1992 TACs in pounds, estimates
of the total qualifying pounds, and estimates of the TACs divided by total qualifying pounds are
presented below by management area. Note that a fisherman’s actual IFQ will be slightly less than
his qualifying pounds multiplied by TACs/Q Ibs due to the western Alaska community development

quotas.
TAGCs TACs/Qlbs
1991 1992 S Pool 1991 1992
Halibut
2C 7,400,000 10,000,000 57,575,315 0.129 0.174
3A 26,600,000 26,600,000 175,411,162 0.152 0.152
3B 8,800,000 8,800,000 50,180,143 0.175 0.175
4A 1,700,000 2,300,000 13,107,298 0.130 0.175
4B 1,700,000 2,300,000 8,262,195 0.206 0.278
4C 600,000 800,000 3,743,128 0.160 0.214
4D 600,000 800,000 4,258,456 0.141 0.188
4E 100,000 130,000 165,417 0.605 0.786
Sablefish
EY/SEO 10,370,000 10,449,804 59,944,419 0.173 0.174
wY 8,485,000 7,832,944 48,038,512 0.177 0.163
CG 18,654,000 16,878,418 100,932,906 0.185 0.167
WG 5,160,000 4,409,200 31,299,366 0.165 0.141
Al 5,292,000 4,215,195 27,996,580 0.189 0.151
BS 3,418,000 1,311,737 14,741,721 0.232 0.089
NOTE: Qualifying pounds in the QS Pool will likely be less than numbers shown,
depending on the number of applicants.
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APPENDIX E

Prototype Transfer Eligibility Application.

In its preferred alternative, the Council has determined that quota shares and individual fishing
quotas may only be owned or controlled either by initial recipients or by bona fide fixed gear crew
members. A bona fide fixed gear crew member is some-one with at least five months commercial
fishing experience within United States fisheries waters. Because no records have been collected or
kept on persons who have participated in the fisheries, it will be necessary for those who wish to
purchase or lease quota shares or individual fishing quotas to complete a form detailing their
experience. This should be completed annually to enable the National Marine Fisheries Service to
maintain an over-view of those who may participate in the fisheries.

The following is a prototype individual transfer eligibility form:

| Individual Transfer Eligibility Form

First Name - Last Name Middlc Initial

CFEC Permit # QS/IFQ registration # Bona Fide Crew Member #
Address Citizenship

State City Zip

Phone Number Fax Number Social Security

Signature _Dale .

A similar form to the one above is also required for corporations or partnerships. These entities are
not able to purchase or lease quota shares or individual fishing quotas unless they received an initial
allocation. It is, however, important to maintain a record of their membership or ownership
composition. A significant change in ownership of a corporation or membership of a partnership will
constitute a different entity, thus preventing purchase or lease of further quota shares or individual
fishing quotas. On the following page is a prototype form for completion by partnerships and
corporations. This form should be completed on an annual basis.
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Corporate/Partnership Transfer Eligibllity Form

Company Name Q5/IFQs Registration #
Cornpany Address
State City Zip
Phone Number Fax Number Company Tax ID #
| CEQ's Signature o . Date

List all individuals or companles which own 5% of more of this company

First Name & Middle Inftial Last Name Citizenship
Address Percent Ownership
State City Zp

Phone' Number Fax Number Social Security #
Signature of person or CEQ of company listed above. ' Date

First Name & Middle Initial Last Name Citizenship
Address Percent Ownership
State City Zp

Phone Number Fax Number Social Security #
Signature of person or CEQ of company listed above. ___| Date
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PENDIX F

Prototype Bona Fide Fixed Gear Crew Member Application.

In order to purchase or lease halibut or sablefish quota shares or individual fishing quotas, an
individual must either be an initial quota share recipient, or a bona fide fixed gear crew member. To
become a crew member, a person must have amassed at least five months commercial fishing time
at sea as a part of the fish harvesting crew. This experience may be gained in any United States
fishing waters. Completion of this documentation is necessary because no records of fishing
experience have been collected or maintained.

On the following page is 2 prototype crew member application form.

Crew Member’s Personal Information

m

First Name Last Name Middle Initial
Address

State Ciry Zip

Phone Number Pax Number Social Security #

Vessel Name

Vessels Owners Name

Crew Member At-Sca Commercial Fish Harvesting History : |

Vessel Owner's Address

City

State, Zip

Owner's Phone

State in which vessel was licensed

State Vessel Id

Federal Vessel Permit #

Describe your at-sea fishing activity on board this vessel

US.CG. Vessel ID

From To

Fishery

Gear Duties

From To

Fishery

Gear Duties

Vessel Name

Vessels Owners Name

I Crew Member At-Sea Commercial Fish Harvesting History

Vessel Cwner's Address

City

State, Zip

Owner's Phone

State in which vessel was licensed

State Vessel Id

Federal Vessel Permit #

US.CG. Vessel ID

Describe your at-sea fishing activity on board this vesse!

From To

Fishery

Duties

From To

Fishery

Duties

Gear
Gear

By signing this form, you swear that all information contain herein is true.

Signature

Date
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The assignment of community development quotas will also be recorded in the database, using rules
defined by the Council. For these management areas, quotas will be set by species with minimum
and maximum limits established for individual communities.

After the initial allocation phase, the primary task of the individual fishing quota data management
system will be to track fish-catches against quota. The system will, however, also be used also to
monitor the ownership levels of quota shares and to effect quota share and individual fishing quota
transfers. During the off-season, the system would be used to calculate and assign quotas for the
following season.

The database will provide six primary tables:
A. Catch History Table

The catch history table contains historical data gathered for the purpose of making the initial
allocation of quota shares. Once quota shares are established, data in the catch history table for
these years is frozen. This table stores catch history, by fisherman, by species, by area and by vessel
category. It will use data from fish tickets. Tapes will be scanned for fish tickets containing halibut
and sablefish, and those fish tickets provide data for the catch history table. Information on catch
history will occupy about 120 megabytes if there are 20,000 fish tickets per year (10,000 for each of
two species), 1,000 bytes per record, and an average of 6 years of history (5 for sablefish, 7 for
halibut).

B. Catch Record Table

Once the individual fishing quota system is in operation, the catch record table accumulates running
catch history for the current year. This table stores information contained on each fish ticket. It is
distinctly different from the catch history table which only contains historical data. The catch record
table will be designed to track any species, not just halibut and sablefish. This information could be
useful to fishermen for tracking their business, to fisheries analysts, and for possible future programs.

C. Vessel Table

This table stores information on vessels owned or leased by qualified fishermen. It will use
information on vessels extracted from databases maintained by the Coast Guard; Alaska, Washington,
Oregon, and California vessel registration records; and IPHC vessel records. This table organizes
vessels into the categories necessary for assigning quota shares. Information on vessels will occupy
about 10 megabytes if there are 10,000 vessels with an average of 1,000 bytes of information per
vessel.

D. Person Table
This table stores information on qualified individuals and corporations. It will use information
collected from several sources including sworn affidavits, Information on people will occupy about

10 megabytes if there are 10,000 people in the file and 1,000 bytes of information per person. As
transfers of quota shares and individual fishing quota occur, the person table will be updated.
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E. Transfer Table

This table stores information on transfers executed, with details related to each transfer such as quota
share owner, quota share buyer, and vessel.

F. Bills of Lading Table

This table stores information on sales made by fish buyers. With information keyed in at terminals
when fish buyers resell catches, the individual fishing quota data management system could prepare
a bill of lading. Such information could include packaging size, product type, shipper, receiver and
date of shipment. Since the pounds of fish sold under bills of lading should approximately balance
the pounds of fish purchased under fish-tickets, enforcement would be able to monitor activity.

Based on information in the database, the individual fishing quota data management system could
routinely provide the following applications:

. Standard reports for enforcement.
. Assign individual fishing quotas, based on quota shares and tota! allowable catches.
. Respond to inquiries from fishermen, enforcement and other authorized persons, with

quota share information.

. Monitor overages, compute penalties, and make reports.

. Add, delete, and monitor quota cards and personal identification numbers.

. Provide business reports useful to fishermen, fish processors, and others in the
industry,

. Handle applications for transfers of quota shares and individual fishing quotas.

Provide forms which can be optically scanned. Check the gualifications of quota
share buyers and sellers. Record closed transactions by updating the database.

. Monitor ownership caps.

. Provide information on unfished individual fishing quotas.

5.5.1.3 Data System Estimated Costs
A. Start-up Costs

The larger costs in establishing the individual fishing quota data management system would be in
developing and testing the computer system, not in operating it. In this respect, the project would
be front-end heavy and back-end light. Investment of sufficient time and resources in planning is
crucial because of the large array of technical issues yet to be resoived.

Start up costs are divided into four categories and would be spread over three fiscal years. The first

category involves planning, analysis, design, documentation, and training. This category includes a
detailed written definition of the entire system operation with concept prototypes to prove the design.
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APPENDIX G
Prototype Quota Share/Individual Fishing Quota Transfer Form.
In order to effect a transfer of quota shares or a lease of individual fishing quotas a form must be

completed by both parties and submitted to the National Marine Fisheries Service.

The following is a prototype of the suggested form.

QS/IFQ Transfer Form
Scller's Name Buyer's Name
Seller's QS/IFQ Registration # Buyer's QS/IPQ Registration #
Type of Transaction # of QS transferred IFQ Ibs. transferred
L Both QS and Current Year IFQs
IL QS only
118 IFQs only

(limited to 10% of allocation)
Price per share of QS transferred

Price per Ib. of [FQs transferred

. ———————_________ — — ———————— ———— |

The undersigned are willing participants in the above transaction, and further both parties swear that no further ggreements
requiring the purchaser to transfer QS or [PQs back to the seller exist. Witness must be Notary Public.

Signature of Seller Date
Witness to Selier's Signature Date
Signature of Buyer Date
Witness to Buyer's Signature Date
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6.0 REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW SUMMARY

As compared to the status quo (Alternative 1), the implementation of an IFQ program
(Alternative 2) would tend to increase the benefits derived from the halibut and sablefish resources
off Alaska and change the distribution of these benefits; it would increase reporting, administrative,
and enforcement costs, and it could provide increased benefits to consumers in the United States and
elsewhere. Estimates of these changes are summarized below.

6.1 Benefits from the Halibut Resources

By replacing the race for fish with an efficient and impartial mechanism for allocating fixed gear
halibut and sablefish quotas among competing users, an IFQ program would tend to result in
decreased harvesting and processing costs, increased product quality and prices, and a decreased need
for the Council to become involved in allocation disputes. Although an IFQ program could result
in increases in both highgrading discards and unreported landings of halibut and sablefish, it will
decrease halibut and sablefish bycatch discards in other fisheries, decrease the discards of other
species in these two fisheries, and decrease mortality resulting from lost or abandoned halibut and
sablefish gear. The net effect on fishing mortality that is not accounted for in reported landings is
not known. :

The following estimates of the benefits and costs of an IFQ program were discussed in Chapter 2.
Annual Benefits

The IFQ program recommended by the Council is expected to result in a variety of benefits. Only
some of the following benefits have been quantified.

1. An increased in vessel safety will result in an unestimated benefit.

2. Increased flexibility in scheduling halibut and sablefish landings, increased product quality, and
the increased supply of fresh halibut will increase exvessel value by $4.8 to $38.5 million.

3. Increases in the quality of halibut and sablefish and increases in the supply of fresh halibut
will result in unestimated benefits to consumers.

4, A decrease in the amount of halibut that is frozen and a decrease in the length of time frozen
halibut and sablefish is stored will decrease processing and marketing costs by $6.2 million.
Note that it is assumed that half of this cost savings is accounted for in the estimate of the
increase in exvessel prices.

3. Increased flexibility in scheduling halibut landings will result in an additional unestimated
decrease in processing costs.

6. The decrease in fishing mortality caused by lost gear will increase the exvessel value of
retainable fishing mortality by $1.2 to $2.0 million.

7. A reduction in redundant gear would decrease harvesting cost by $3.0 million.
8. The opportunity cost of foregone fishing or other activities would be reduced by an unknown
amount.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

The increased flexibility in selecting fishing strategies and the redistribution of catch and
effort to lower cost fishing operations would reduce harvesting cost by $12.4 to $13.6 million.

The increase in flexibility with respect to scheduling landings will provide an increased
opportunity to use residential labor forces.

The decrease in rockfish discards in the halibut fishery will increase exvessel value by $1.7 to
$2.9 million and provide an unestimated benefit in terms of improved information concerning
rockfish mortality in the halibut fishery.

The decrease in the discard mortality of sublegal halibut in the halibut fishery will increase
the exvessel value of retainable halibut catch by $0.5 to $1.1 million.

The elimination of the problems associated with the halibut PSC limit for the Gulf longline
fisheries would have increased the exvessel value of the sablefish catch by $2.3 million and
reduced the cost of harvesting halibut by $1.1 million. The potential benefits of using a
halibut JFQ program to address halibut bycatch problems in other groundfish fisheries are
substantially greater.

The use of an IFQ program to solve the halibut bycatch problem in the salmon troll fishery
would provide additional unestimated benefits.

The ability to manage reported landings within halibut quotas probably would be improved.
Eventually, the cost of the Council having to respond to allocation issues would be reduced.

The ability of the IPHC to attain OY would be increased by preventing excessive fishing on
some components of the halibut stock.

The total of the estimated annual benefits that have been quantified ranges from $30.1 to
$67.6 million.

The estimates would be increased by $11.0 to $13.9 million if the vessel restrictions that
prevent the redistribution of catch to the lowest cost vessel classes were eliminated. The
benefits also would be increased if vessel class restrictions posed less of a problem for solving
the halibut bycatch problem in the longline groundfish fisheries.

Annual Costs

With the exception of increased administrative and enforcement costs, the costs of an IFQ program
have not been quantified. The types of costs are listed below.

1.

An IFQ program would increase annual administrative and enforcement costs by about $2.7
million. -In addition to this increased annual cost, there would be a one time implementation
cost of $1.9 million.

An IFQ program is expected to result in increased highgrading.

An IFQ program will increase intentional under-reporting of landings.

An IFQ program will result in transition costs due to decreased employment opportunities
for some and increased opportunities for others.
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5. ~'The extended seasons resulting from an IFQ program may increase gear conflicts between the
halibut or sablefish fishery and other fisheries.

6. An IFQ program for the halibut and sablefish fisheries could increase participation in other
fisheries.

7. An IFQ program could increase the pressure on the IPHC and Council to increase quotas.

8. There will be additional record-keeping and reporting requirements.

6.2 Administrative and Enforcement Costs

There would be additional one-time costs and additional annual costs to administer and enforce the
groundfish fishery management plans. The one-time startup costs are estimated to total $1.9 million
and the additional annual costs are estimated to be $2.7 million. Part of this startup cost would not
occur again if this system were used for other fisheries.

6.3 Impacts on Consumers

The quality of the halibut and sablefish products and the availability of fresh halibut would be
expected to increase as a result of an IFQ program. Both will tend to increase the average price
consumers pay for halibut and sablefish. The combination of increased quality and prices and the
interactions between the prices of fresh and frozen halibut make it difficult to determine the net
effect on consumers as a whole. The increase in total halibut landings and the increased supply of
what is considered a preferred product should benefit consumers.

However, because expenditures on halibut and sablefish account for a small part of consumer
expenditures, because there are a variety of substitutes for halibut and sablefish, and because
relatively few people consume halibut or sablefish, the effect would be zero for most domestic
consumers and minimal for most of the rest. The total effect on all domestic consumers is not
expected to be large enough to significantly alter the relative merits of the two alternatives. The
effects of the sablefish IFQ program are further diminished by the fact that most of the sablefish
catch is exported.

6.4 Redistrbution of Cost and Benefits

In addition to potentially providing a substantial increase in the benefits derived from the halibut and
sablefish resources, the IFQ program would change the distribution of those benefits. As noted in
Chapter 2, those who participated in the fishery as vessel owners or lease holders during the
qualifying period but who have left the fishery would clearly gain with IFQs. Those who would
continue to participate in the fishery would also tend to gain, particularly if they had consistently
participated in the fishery during the qualification period. There are some who have been active in
the fishery for so few years that they would have to purchase substantial amounts of QS or IFQ to
maintain their average landings. At least in the short-run, some of these people would be better off
with the status quo. However, this is only true because they would have to buy QS or IFQ and thus
transfer income to others. Over time, they would be expected to do approximately equally well in
the IFQ system. If technological advances increase fishing efficiency and initial QS purchase prices
do not reflect this, these people would be better off under IFQs. Therefore, for the group as a whole
of those who buy or sell QSs and IFQs there is a net gain.
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An IFQ program will tend to decrease the number of vessels and fishermen participating in the fixed
gear halibut and sablefish fisheries. The concentration of effort among fewer vessels and fishermen
will mean that those who remain in the fishery will be employed more fully. The change in the
nature of the fishery will tend to reduce the premium on speed and increase that on efficiency and
product quality. This will tend to increase the employment opportunities for some, perhaps those
who are more experienced, and decrease the employment opportunities for others.

The gains in economic profits should be compared to losses which will occur. Many of these losses
are social in nature and involve changes in employment or lifestyle. These losses are difficult to
quantify because they hinge on the values different people place on type of employment, community
welfare, and lifestyle.

The actual transferability of IFQs will allow a much broader range of benefits and costs to be
considered than are considered by the cost model. As a result, it is difficult to estimate what transfers
will actually take place. However, because the transfers will reflect comprehensive values of
alternative uses, and not just economic profits, the resulting transfers are expected to increase the
benefits derived from the halibut and sablefish fisheries where the benefits are broadly defined.

An important social consideration is the seasonal round of activities associated with halibut and
sablefish fishing. This involves both fishermen and processing workers who participate in the halibut
fishery for part of the year and other activities during the remainder. To some, the present, regulated
fishing season constrains other activities. These people would find a year round fishery less restrictive
since they could more easily participate at their own pleasure. There are others who are dependant
on halibut activity during a set part of the year and who do not have the ability to reschedule it.
While some of these people, especially fishermen, can still participate in the fishery others will have
less latitude since there will be less halibut employment during any one period. Conversely, there are
fishing industry persons who currently do not participate in the halibut fishery due to other,
concurrent activities. A year round fishery would allow these people to participate. It is not certain
how many persons fit into each of these categories.

On the whole, a change in the seasonality of halibut should provide a benefit in terms of flexibility
to those whose iives are involved in the fishery. An IFQ system increases the number of choices that
are available compared to the open access system. Industry members will be able to schedule their
activities rather than having the activities dictated by regulatory seasons. Such flexibility would be
compatible with the lifestyles of many fishermen and processing workers.

6.5 Executive Order_12291

While this proposed amendment would have an effect on costs, prices, competition, employment,
investment, and productivity it is not anticipated to have annual effect of over $100 million.
Allowable catches of halibut would still be determined annually by the IPHC and economic
contributions from the halibut fishery overall would remain largely dependent upon stock fluctuations.
The same is true for the sablefish fishery, with annual quotas being determined by the Council in the
same manner as is currently done. While given levels of stock abundance may result in greater
economic benefits to the nation under an IFQ system, as opposed to open access, it is not likely to
result in a change of over $100 million.
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7.0 CONSISTENCY WITH MAGNUSON ACT AND OTHER APPLICABLE LAW

7.1 Magnuson Act Requirements

The Council’s IFQ alternative for the sablefish and halibut fisheries must be consistent with the
provisions of the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976 as well as other
applicable law including the Halibut Act. While the approved IFQ program is a combined system
incorporating both the sablefish and halibut fixed gear fisheries, portion of the amendment dealing
with the halibut fisheries would be submitted under authority of the Halibut Act as opposed to the
Magnuson Act. The following section dealing with the National Standards was originally written in
the context of sablefish, but much of the language is applicable to the halibut fisheries as well. A
separate section is devoted to specific Halibut Act requirements, which are similar to Magnuson Act
requirements. Much of the following is borrowed from previous Council documents prepared
relevant to this issue but is updated where necessary to reflect specific provisions of the Council’s
Preferred Alternative.

7.1.1 Consistency with National Standards

The problems described in Chapter 1 include gear conflicts on the grounds, fishing mortality resulting
from fish left on lost gear, bycatch loss, product wholesomeness, and the safety of both vessels and
fishermen. Many of these are exacerbated by another of the identified problems, excess harvesting
capacity. These problems are not unique to the halibut and sablefish fixed gear fisheries. However,
in these fisheries they have increased to such a level that limited access is being examined in an
attempt to correct them.

The use of limited access as a means of controlling the problems in the sablefish and halibut fisheries
has been suggested by the industry and discussed by the Council for many years. After numerous
public hearings, workshops, meetings and the recommendations of the Advisory Panel, the Council
provisionally decided that licenses would not sufficiently resolve the problems which exist in the
sablefish fixed gear fishery. IFQs were determined to be the best alternative to the status quo. In
approving IFQs, the Council is exercising its discretion to limit access to the sablefish fixed gear
fishery as provided for in section 303(b)(6) of the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management
Act (MFCMA). Similar authority is granted to the Councils under the Halibut Act.

The MFCMA lists seven National Standards with which any fishery management plan (FMP) shall
be consistent (Section 301(a)). National Standard 4 specifically addresses allocation of fishing
privileges. In addition, the MFCMA invests the Council with discretion to establish a system for
limiting access to a fishery in order to achieve optimum yield. Section 303(b)(6) of the MFCMA lists
certain criteria that must be taken into account by the Council and Secretary when establishing a
limited access system.

National Standard 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.

Optimum yield (OY) is defined as the amount of fish which will provide the greatest overall benefit
to the Nation including maximum sustainable yield (MSY) as modified by any relevant economic,
social, or ecological factors [see 54 CFR §602.11(f)(1)]. Preventing overfishing is of paramount
importance to the Council and an important goal under all management systems. This Amendment
does not change sablefish TACs, estimates of maximum sustainable yield, or determinations of
optimum yield. As has been discussed elsewhere in the Amendment, there are biological concerns
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with the present management system such as bycatch, discards, unaccounted for fishing mortality, and
overfishing concerns. Under IFQs biological concern would center on highgrading and
underreporting of landings. The IFQ management regime could reduce these losses overall and lead
to a better environment for managing the fishery and maintaining removals within the allowable
biological catch limits. The ability of an IFQ program to do so will depend heavily on the
effectiveness of the enforcement program. With an inadequate program and without sufficient
enforcement support from the industry, the conservation benefits of an IFQ program could be more
than offset by increases in both highgrading and unreported landings.

Open access management is unable to deal with allocation issues mentioned in Chapter 1 including
the economic and social problems of overcapacity in the harvesting sector and increasing harvesting
costs. Conversely, the change to IFQ management will benefit some more than others and will
disadvantage some. While there may be fewer fishermen under an IFQ system, more of them will
be full time longliners. Those retaining more full-time positions would be receiving benefits from the
change. By choosing IFQs, the Council would be stating that the benefits, such as reducing harvest
costs, increasing product quality and prices, and increasing safety, outweigh the costs, such as
additional administrative and enforcement costs and the additional costs some would bear. These
latter costs would include the social costs associated with a change in employment opportunities for
some. :

National Standard 2: Conservation and management measures shall be based upon the best scientific
information available.

In developing this Amendment, numerous data bases were repeatedly accessed in order to obtain the
most up to date information available. This is particularly the case with fish ticket data since that
data base is continually updated as new tickets arrive and errors are detected. Numerous managers
and fishermen with experience in limited access systems in other parts of the world were contacted
as were some of the leading theoreticians in North America. A list of data sources is included in the
reference chapters of previous analysis documents. Some of these data sources have been utilized
in preparation of this document as well. Much of the summary data and analyses in this document
have been available for public review for an extended period of time as the Council has developed
its preferred alternative.

National Standard 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.

This Amendment maintains the management of both halibut and sablefish as an interrelated stocks
throughout the range of each. While this Amendment focuses solely on fixed gear harvests, the
Council recognizes that the species caught by fixed gear, and all gears, are interrelated. To that end,
the Council is considering limited access alternatives for all fisheries under its management.

National Standard 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: (1) fair and equitable to all such fishermen;
(2) reasonably calculated to promote conservation; and (3) carried out in such manner that no
particular individual, corporation, or other entity acquires an excessive share of such privileges.

The allocation of fishing privileges as set forth in this Amendment does not discriminate among

residents of different states. The prohibition on discrimination is "an extension of the Federal
privilege and immunities clause of the U.S. Constitution, which means that Councils may not rely on,
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nor incorporate within an FMP, a State law that discriminates against residents of a different State.
Discrimination is a distinct concept from equity.” (54 CFR §602.14). This Amendment furthers
neither the reliance on nor incorporation of any State laws. Based on the analysis of quota share
distribution throughout this Amendment, it is apparent that it reflects recent participation levels
without regard to state of residency. Although, for instance, individual residents of Washington
receive on average larger share quota amounts than residents of Alaska, these allocations are based
directly and entirely on past landings.

The community development quotas do not discriminate between residents of different states because
not all residents of any state are eligible to receive the benefits of these quotas. A relatively small
percentage of Alaskan residents live in communities that will receive CDQs.

The greatest test of equity faced in allocating fishing privileges is determining which group of people
to include and which to exclude. While this system is designed to allow almost anyone to purchase
IFQs, those initially receiving harvesting privileges will have a competitive advantage by not having
to amortize the cost of their privileges. Four major groups of current and past industry participants
were readily identifiable as possible recipients: vessel owners, permit holders (those whose name is
associated with the landing, often the skipper), crewmen, and processors. The Council did not want
to disrupt the complex business relationships among these groups. Processors, at least in recent years,
have not had great participation directly in the harvesting of sablefish or halibut with the exception
of catcher/processors for sablefish. Although the distribution of allocations could affect the
distribution of processing, the Council decided that those directly involved in fishing should be
granted the initial fishing privileges. The Council concluded that vessel owners were those who have
traditionally supplied the means to harvest the fish, suffered the financial risks, and directed the
operations. The one exception would be those fishermen who paid to lease a vessel with a bareboat
charter; bareboat charterers take over the same position as the traditional vessel owner. The crew,
of which the permit holder is one, are rewarded for their labor and risks through a profit sharing
wage system.

Some fishermen have not participated in recent years while others have only just become vessel
owners or otherwise entered the fishery. While the Council wishes to treat all of these participants
equally, it is mindful of the many concerns raised by the industry. Specifically, the Council wishes to
minimize disruption to the fishing industry and allow those who have fished the longest and most
recently to continue with a minimum of inconvenience. In order to reward present participation in
the fishery, only those fishermen making legal, fixed gear landings of sablefish (or halibut) in either
1988, 1989, or 1990 will be eligible to receive quota shares in the initial allocation. For those who
qualify, past participation will be taken into account by utilizing landings history back to 1984 and
1985, respectively, for halibut and sablefish. The best five years of landings by person and area
through 1990 will be used when calculating initial quota shares. This results in the greatest allotments
to those who have participated at least five years and less to those who have participated fewer years.

While a number of factors were considered as equitable considerations in the allocation formula for
this fishery, it must be pointed out that the allocation formula is not intended to be a guarantee that
participants in the fishery will receive an allocation consistent with their vessel’s best performance.
It need not be. See the guidelines for the national standards at 50 CFR §602.14. It is understood
that there will be negative impacts, possibly even for some of the long term participants in the fishery.
These impacts are the result of equitable consideration which the Council, in the reasonable exercise
of its discretion, believes should be part of the allocation scheme. The other negative impacts are
those associated with a vessel owner’s allocation vis-a-vis the vessel's performance in the fishery.
These negative impacts are the result of attempting to achieve the objectives of this Amendment.
The Council believes that an IFQ allocation system is the best means of achieving this objective.
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While there are several bases for allocating the resource, each with its own set of negative impacts,
the Council believes that a formula based on recent participation, along with landings history from
a reasonable time period, represents the fairest and least disruptive means of allocation. Other equity
concerns are discussed elsewhere in this section and in previous Council documents.

The allocations made by this Amendment promote conservation by encouraging both a rational, more
easily managed use of the resource and a move towards a more optimal yield in terms of value,
market mix, price, and economic and social benefit. The use of IFQs allows the fishermen to adjust
his harvests and retain sablefish and halibut bycatch on other fishing trips. This decreases discards
and reduces overall fishing mortality. Since fishing seasons will be longer then, there will be much
less likelihood of harvests in excess of the total allowable catch (TAC) even though highgrading and
underreporting may occur. As discussed elsewhere in this Amendment, the overall yield of the fishery
will increase in most senses of the term, if the enforcement program is successful in limiting increases
in both highgrading and unreported landings. In those instances where a decrease might be
experienced, such as a change in lifestyle, it is expected to be more than offset by gains in other
factors of yield.

The issue of excess share of fishing privileges being allocated or amassed is addressed in this
Amendment by restricting control to no more than one percent of the combined area fixed gear
TAGs. In the case of halibut, the ownership cap is one-half of one percent. After a review of
preliminary allocation data, it was determined that the concentration of ownership only ten owners
would receive over one percent of the combined TACs for sablefish based on their past participation
in the open access fishery. No one would receive greater than one-half of one percent of the halibut
quota in the initial allocation. It is possible that a one percent limit, if concentrated, would allow
localized excessive shares and an oligopsony for processing or harvesting. This would not, however,
lead to overall market control of the fishery. The Council is aware of the other checks already
existing on accumulation of excessive shares as presented earlier in this Amendment. Therefore, in
the Council’s opinion, the ownership caps, along with other provisions of the plan, would allow for
growth for almost all "persons” and still maintain a limit which would preclude any person amassing
an excessive share.

National Standard 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.

With IFQs, fishermen will have the opportunity to land halibut and sablefish during much of the year,
including halibut and sablefish harvested in conjunction with other fixed gear fisheries. This will lead
to a multi-species fishery approach on the part of fishermen with associated savings in harvesting
costs. As discussed elsewhere in this Amendment, harvesting costs will be lowered because the need
to race to harvest fish will be eliminated; the quality, quantity, and value of landings and processed
products will be increased; harvesting costs will be decreased; and there will be increased employment
opportunities for the permanent local labor force.

Throughout this Amendment, analysis has compared the economic waste associated with
overcapitalization, congestion, and inefficiencies in harvesting between the present system of open
access and an IFQ system. The net benefits to the nation, both quantitatively and qualitatively, have
been shown to be, in sum, potentially greater under IFQs than under the present system. The IFQ
system encourages all industry sectors to use the most combined overall efficient techniques of
harvesting and processing. The analysis presented in this Amendment clearly demonstrates that IFQs
would lead to reduced harvest costs and savings overall to most if not all segments of the industry.
By reducing overcapacity through market means, the industry itself will decide on the most efficient
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methods to harvest halibut and sablefish with fixed gear. This will reduce the future use of
management measures based on operating inefficiencies and allow for even greater savings.

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

While this Amendment would not directly affect the fishery resource it would allow fishermen
flexibility to enter and leave the fishery on a more secure basis. For instance, if the sablefish or
halibut stocks begin to decline, less efficient fishermen might find themselves unable to profitably
harvest sablefish or halibut. They would, however, have the option of selling their harvest privileges
and receiving a sum of money to assist entry into new fisheries or enterprises. They might also
choose to lease their IFQs annually (subject to leasing restrictions) and receive a continued flow of
income from the resource.

Overall, the use of IFQs will allow the industry to self-adjust to harvest levels, for whatever reason,
through normal market mechanisms rather than through regulations. This will, for instance, reduce
allocation conflicts between fixed gear fisheries that take sablefish or halibut as a target species and
as bycatch. Management agencies will be able to focus their limited resources towards other issues
rather than concentrating on regulations restricting effort levels and settling allocation disputes.

If regions or governments wish to develop the economies of certain areas they can supply
communities with secured harvest privileges by purchasing either IFQs or quota shares on the open
market. With the community allocations concept included in the IFQ program, the Secretary can
allocate sablefish harvest privileges directly to those qualifying communities deemed in need of such
assistance.

National Standard 7: Conservation and management measures shall, where practical, minimize costs
and avoid unnecessary duplication.

The intent of this standard is to ensure that management measures "be designed to give fishermen
the greatest possible freedom of action in conducting business ... consistent with ensuring the wise
use of the resources and reducing conflict in the fishery.” (50 CFR §602.17) As shown elsewhere in
this Amendment, the regulatory burden on fishermen will be lessened under IFQs as compared to
continued open access. Likewise, fishermen will have greater freedom to design their own fishing,
operating, and cost schedules. The result will be a net gain to society.

7.1.2  Section 303(b){6)

Section 303(b)(6) requires the Council and Secretary to take into account the following factors when
developing a limited access system: (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.

In order to take into account present participation in the fisheries, the Council chose to require that
a ’person’ must have made legal, fixed gear landings of sablefish or halibut in either 1988, 1989, or
1990 in order to qualify for initial quota shares. The rationale for this requirement is that the
Council wished to distribute initial quota share only to those ’persons’ actively engaged in the fishery.
If a 'person’ had not been active in the fishery in at least one of these three years, then it was
assumed that they were no longer a viable participant in the fishery. The use of these three years
as a qualifying period still distributes quota shares to 'persons’ who may no longer be active in the
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fishery, but, reduces substantially the distribution to non-active fishermen when compared to some
of the other options previously considered by the Council.

Past landings history, as substantiated by mandatory fish ticket reports, is a barometer, in the
Council’s opinion, of participation in the fishery, historical fishing practices, and dependance on the
fishery. A vessel's landings history is the most important characteristic of its operation. It determines
a vessel owner’s ability to survive and thrive within the fishery. It is not directly related to the size
of the vessel, since many smaller vessels have outperformed larger vessels. Using the size of the
vessel in the allocation formula would create windfalls for owners of large vessels that have been
relatively inactive in the fishery. It would penalize those small vessel owners who have outperformed
their larger competitors. Likewise, equal allotments to all participants would penalize those who have
participated each year since 1984 or 1985 by rewarding them the same as those who participated only
in 1984, for example, and subsequently retired from the fishery, or just entered the fisheries.
Consequently, the Council concluded that a formula based entirely on legal, reported landings is the
most fair and equitable method of allocating harvesting privileges.

The vessel's landing performance is a recognition of the investment that historical participants have
in the fishery. The Council has determined that only legal landings of sablefish and halibut will count
towards IFQ allocations. Although there are no doubt illegal landings which have gone undetected
or not been prosecuted, it is beyond the ability of the Council or NMFS to adjust for these. In any
event, in terms of fairness and equity to all fishermen, those making known illegal landings should
not be rewarded with IFQs for their transgressions.

The economics of the fishery are varied and complex as reflected in the economic analysis presented
elsewhere in this Amendment and in previous analyses. There has been an ebb and flow in the
landing histories of vessels in the fleet as market accessibility shifts, breakdowns occur, and inclement
weather conditions prevent fishing operations. The Council has been very mindful of these and other
economic factors affecting the industry. The means of calculating the allocation formulas reflect a
consideration of the economics of the fishery. Vessel safety is of great concemn to the Council. The
IFQ system will allow vessel owners to harvest sablefish or halibut whenever they so choose, without
being concerned about lost fishing time due to weather or breakdowns. Also, with greater flexibility
in fishing time, the pace of fishing should slow down. This should result in more time to set and
retrieve gear and a corresponding reduction in injuries.

The Council recognized that some circumstances may affect a vessel’s performance. Circumstances
such as breakdowns and injuries are a hazard of the fishery and shared by all vessels and crew.
However, certain events are abnormal and radically affect the performance of the vessel. The
Council concluded that some mechanism should be included in the plan to take into account such
circumstances. The result is a provision which allows qualified quota share recipients to drop one
year’s landings history from their total poundage used in calculating quota share. In the case of
halibut, they are allowed to drop two year’s landings history. By using their best five of six years (or
five of seven years for halibut quota share), this provides fishermen the benefit of not having a bad
year or two count against them in the initial allocation of quota shares. From the Council’s
perspective, it is also a provision which should tend to reduce the amount of appeals in the initial
distribution process.

The reduction in fleet size through market transfers of IFQs will decrease the number of vessels that
will participate in the halibut and sablefish fisheries. Preliminary analysis contained in the fleet
operating cost model indicates that these vessels will vary in size by area due to differing economics
of harvest. All vessels leaving the fisheries will do so voluntarily and with some monetary
compensation at least equal to their own appraisal of future profits if they remain in the fishery. This
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is opposed to vessel exit from an overcapitalized, open access fishery where owners are more likely
to enter bankruptcy and lose their vessel. As described earlier in this Amendment, many vessels in
the fishery are multipurpose and engage in other fisheries with other gear types. Those vessels which
are solely fixed gear vessels for groundfish are able to target other, non-IFQ fisheries and still harvest
sablefish, or halibut, as bycatch; provided they retain or acquire a sufficient amount of IFQs. Indeed,
some operations, with small amounts of quota share, may find this to be the best possible use of their
quota shares.

The Council has observed that one of the most difficult aspects of instituting limited access is the
change in management style and its affect on fishermen’s perceptions. While limited access in general
is not a foreign concept to sablefish and halibut fishermen and some are involved in other limited
access programs, few if any have experience with IFQs. With IFQs, the premium on the ability to
harvest quickly is replaced by a premium on the ability to efficiently harvest fish and maintain product
quality. Based on public testimony, such change may well prove unsettling to some fishermen as they
are forced to redefine their relative performance. Of equal concern to the industry is the change
from a common resource with "free” access to one where the resource is valued with quasi-private
harvest privileges. These changes will be felt through the industry and fishing communities as status
positions change. However, the Council believes that the type of economic and social dislocation
which might occur with over-regulation and overcapitalization in the open access fishery will be
greater than that experienced with IFQs. As discussed earlier, this Amendment would also allow
greater flexibility for seasonal fishing and provide greater opportunities to those already in the fishery
and those currently not participating due to conflicting activities. After examining the expected future
of the sablefish and halibut fixed gear fisheries, under both open access and IFQ management, it is
expected that the social and cultural dislocation will be less with the institution of this Amendment.

7.1.3  Fisheries Impact Statement

Section 303(a)(9) of the Magnuson Act requires that any plan or amendment submitted by a Council
to the Secretary include a description of the potential impact of the plan or amendment on the
participants in the fisheries and on the participants in fisheries managed by adjacent Councils. This
and previous analysis documents have attempted to describe the potential effects of an IFQ program
on participants in the sablefish and halibut fisheries off Alaska. Regarding the effects on other
fisheries, Chapter 4 of this document is devoted to assessing the possible effects on non-IFQ fisheries,
recreational fisheries, and fisheries in areas managed by other Councils. It is not expected that this
action would directly affect participants in those fisheries managed by other Councils. Please refer
to Chapter 4 for a more detailed discussion.

7.2 Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act requires examination of the impacts of proposed actions on small
businesses, small organizations, and small jurisdictions to whether a substantial number of small
entities will be significantly impacted by the management measures. Data utilized in the analyses of
the proposed alternatives show that up to 7,200 vessels/owners may be affected by a change in
management from open access to an IFQ program. This is the number of ’'persons’ receiving quota
share (QS) under the qualification option which has been adopted by the Council. In general, these
fishing vessels or operators are considered to be small businesses. Current active participants in the
halibut fisheries off Alaska number close to 4,000, with about 650 in the sablefish fisheries. Of these
current participants, it is the vessels (owners or leaseholders) who have fished only in the 1991 fishery
who would be most affected by the proposed IFQ action. These and potential future participaats
would not be allocated QS under the options in this proposed amendment.
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This analysis indicates that those who have participated in the past but no longer are involved in the
fishery would benefit from the proposed action in the form of a ‘windfall profit’ realized from
issuance of QS in the initial allocation. The major burden imposed on small business entities by an
IFQ program would be the cost of acquiring QS/IFQs by those who did not receive them in the initial
allocation process. All participants would be affected , either positively or negatively, by the proposed
action due to the change which would occur in the nature of the halibut fishery.

The alternative of continued open access would also affect a substantial number of small entities,
although the effects are less quantifiable and would likely be felt sometime in the future of the
fishery. Depending on stock fluctuations, continued open access would likely necessitate additional,
traditional management measures related to timing of seasons, gear restrictions, and other effort
limitations. Future impacts of such actions on the harvesting fleet are unclear.

7.3 Halibut Act Requirements

The nature of the limited access alternatives approved for the halibut fisheries parallels those under
consideration for sablefish, and the Council expressed its intent that, if IFQ alternatives are
implemented for these fisheries, they would be impiemented concurrently in a joint IFQ system. The
difference is that the halibut limited entry EIS will be submitted under authority of the Halibut Act
while the sablefish limited entry SEIS will be submitted under authority of the Magnuson Act. After
the Council has selected its preferred alternative, this section will be revised and each Halibut Act
requirement will be specifically addressed in terms of the elements of the preferred alternative.
Regulations will be drafted to implement the Council’s decision under authority of the Halibut Act.

The use of limited access as a means of controlling the problems in the halibut fishery has been
suggested by some segments of industry and discussed by the Council for many years. After numerous
public hearings, workshops, meetings and the recommendations of the Advisory Panel, the Council
provisionally decided that licenses would not sufficiently resolve the problems which exist in the
halibut fishery. IFQs were determined to be the best alternative to the status quo.

The Northern Pacific Halibut Act of 1982 (16 U.S.C. 773(c)) provides that the Regional Fishery
Management Council having authority for the geographic area concerned may develop regulations
governing the Pacific halibut catch in U.S. Convention waters which are in addition to, but not in
conflict with, regulations of the International Pacific Halibut Commission. ’Convention’ refers to the
Convention between the U.S.A. and Canada for the Preservation of the Halibut Fishery of the
Northern Pacific Ocean and the Bering Sea (signed at Ottawa, Ontario on March 2, 1953) as
amended by a Protocol Amending the Convention (signed at Washington, D.C. on March 29, 1979.

The Halibut Act provides that such regulations shall only be implemented with the approval of the
Secretary of Commerce, shall not discriminate between residents of different States, and shall be
consistent with the limited entry criteria set forth in section 1853(b)(6) of title 16 U.S.C. which
authorizes the Council or the Secretary to establish a system for limiting access to a fishery, if, in
developing such a 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,

(£ any other relevant considerations.

ADDEIFQ.C7 7-8 September 15, 1992



The Act further states that if it becomes necessary to allocate or assign halibut fishing privileges
among various United States fishermen, such allocation shall be fair and equitable to all such
fishermen, based upon the rights and obligations in the existing Federal law, reasonably caiculated
to promote conservation, and carried out in such manner that no particular individual, corporation,
or other entity acquires an excessive share of the halibut fishing privileges. The conformity of the
proposed halibut IFQ program with these requirements was addressed above.

7.4 NEPA Consistency -

This document is consistent with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements that an
environmental assessment or environmental impact statement be prepared for any proposed federal
action. The basis for preparation of this EIS was that this proposed action constituted a major action
due to its controversial nature and potential socioeconomic effects. This document, along with
previous analysis documents, is being submitted for NEPA review prior to submission to the Secretary
of Commerce.

1.5 Coastal Zone Management Act

The alternatives in this amendment are consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with the
provisions of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 and would not conflict with State of Alaska
laws or regulations. The halibut fisheries are managed by the IPHC and the NPFMC all the way to
the shoreline and fishing permits are issued by the IPHC which also aggregates all fish ticket landings
records. In terms of sablefish, this amendment would affect only those fishing under authority of a
federal groundfish permit.

1.6 Effects on Marine Mammals

The proposed actions in this amendment, either continued open access or an IFQ system, are not
anticipated to have any adverse effects with regards to marine mammal interactions. Under an IFQ
system, the patterns of fishing in this fishery would change from a very brief opening with highly
concentrated effort to an extended fishery over both time and space with effort being less
concentrated but occurring over a longer time period and possibly over greater areas. Adverse
interactions between fisheries and marine mammals have often been thought to be directly related
to the concentration of fisheries in time and space. To the extent that this is true for the fixed gear
halibut and sablefish fisheries, the IFQ program, which will disperse the fishery in time and space,
will decrease such effects.

In the history of the halibut hook and line fishery, marine mammal interactions have not been a
factor. Some interactions with killer whales have been documented in the sablefish fisheries.
However, it is not expected that the IFQ program would have any adverse effects on this or any other
existing marine mammal interactions.

7.7 Endangered Species Act

Section 7 consultations, under the Endangered Species Act, are required if a management action is
likely to jeopardize survival of endangered or threatened species. The current halibut and sablefish
fisheries pose no threat to any endangered species, and the approve IFQ alternative is not likely to
result in such a threat to any endangered or threatened species.
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ENDIX A

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for Longline and Pot Gear Sablefish Management
in the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands - dated November 16, 1989
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APPENDIX B
Sablefish and Halibut Fixed Gear IFQ Management Plan

This is the Council’s halibut and sablefish fixed gear management plan as approved at their December
1991 meeting. The amendment package and implementation plan will be completed and forwarded for
Secretarial review early next year. There will be further opportunity for public comment then. The plan
will be implemented no sooner than 1994.

Sec.1. DEFINITIONS. Definitions for terms used herein shail be the same as those contained in the
Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management Act, except as follows:

(A)  "Person" means any individual who is a citizen of the United States or any corporation,
partnership, association, or other entity (whether or not organized or existing under the laws of
any state) which meets the requirements set forth in 46 CFR Part 67.03, as applicable. This
definition is subject to other restrictions and conditions as set forth in Sec.(2)(C) and (D).

(B)  An "individual” means a natural person who is not a corporation, partnership, association, or
other entity.

(C)  "Quota shares” (QS) are equal to a person’s fixed gear landings {qualifying pounds) for each area
fished.

(D)  The "Quota Share Pool" is the total amount of QS in each area. The QS pool may change over
time due to appeals, enforcement, or other management actions.

(E) “Individual Fishing Quota" {IFQ) means the annual poundage of fish derived by dividing a
person’s QS into the QS pool and multiplying that ratio by the annual fixed gear TAC for each
management area.

(F) "Fixed gear” is defined to include all hook and line fishing gears (longlines, jigs, handlines, troll
gear, etc.) and pot gear for sablefish in the BS/AlL. (For purposes of initial allocation, legal pot
gear landings from the Gulf of Alaska will be counted)

(G)  "Catcher boat" or "catcher vessel" means any vessel which delivers catch or landing in an unfrozen
slate.

(H)  "Freezer longliner” means any vessel engaged in fishing in the fixed gear fishery which, during
a given trip, utilizes freezer capacity and delivers some or all of its groundfish catch in a frozen
state.

(N "Bona fide fixed gear crew member,” is defined as any person that has acquired commercial fish
harvesting time at sea (i.e. fish harvestmg crew); that is equal to 5 months of any commercial fish
harvesting activity (in a fishery in state or federally managed waters of the U.S. ) Additionally any
individual who receives an initial allocation of QS will be considered a bona fide crew member.

1. Text shown in italics provides clarification by the staff to indicate Council intent.
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Sec.2. FIXED GEAR QUOTA SHARE AND INDIVIDUAL FISHERY QUOTA SYSTEM

(A)

(B)

(€)

append.b

AREA. Quota shares and Individual Fishery Quotas (IFQs) shall be made available for each of
the management areas identified for the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands and the Gulf of Alaska.

INITIAL QUOTA SHARE ASSIGNMENT.

ey

(2)

€))

(4)

Initial assignments of Quota Shares shall be made to:

@) a qualified person who is a vessel owner who meets the requirements in this
section; or

(ii) a qualified person who meets the requirements of this section engaged in a lease
of a fishing vessel (written or verbal) or other "bare-boat charter” arrangement
in order to participate in the fishery. (For instances identified under this section,
the qualified person shall receive full credit for deliveries made while conducting
the fishery under such a lease or arrangement.) (Documentation proving such a
lease existed will include the lease document itself if it exists, or other proof that the
lessee did in fact control the disposition of the vessel, its gear, crew, and catch.)

Initial quota shares for sablefish or halibut will be assigned only to persons who meet all
other requirements of this section and who have landed those species in any one of the
following years: 1988, 1989 or 1990. These three years shall be known as the quota
share qualifying years.

Quota shares shall be assigned initially for each management area to qualified persons
based on recorded landings, as documented through fish tickets or other documentation
for fixed gear landings. Historical catch of sablefish will be counted from 1985 through
1990. Historical catch of halibut will be counted from 1984 through 1990. These
historical periods shall be known as the quota share base period. For each species and
management area, NMFS will select a person’s best five (5) years (subject to approval
of the person involved) from the quota share base period to calculate their quota shares.

The sum of the catch in each person’s five (5) selected years for each area shall equal
that person’s quota shares for that area. All QS in any area shall be added together to
form the "Quota Share Pool" for that area.

VESSEL CATEGORIES. Quota shares and IFQs shall be assigned by vessel category as follows:

1)

Freezer Longliner Shares:

(i) A vessel is determined to be a freezer longliner in a given year, if during that
year it processed (froze) fixed gear {(as defined above) caught groundfish. If a
vessel is determined to be a freezer longliner and that vessel was used in the

 most Tecent year “of participation by the owner,~through 9/25/91, then all
qualifying pounds landed by that vessel owner during the qualifying years shall
be assigned as freezer longliner shares, unless the owner also participated in the
most recent year through 9/25/91, using a catcher only vessel, then shares will be
assigned to separate categories, in proportion to the catch made aboard each of
the vessels. (The Council’s intent is that if a vessel is determined to be a freezer
longliner that all QS accruing to that vessel will be issued as freezer vessel shares.}
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2

(ii)

(iii)

Any person owning freezer longliner quota shares may sell or lease those quota
shares to any other qualified person for use in the freezer longliner category.

Fish caught with freezer longliner IFQs may be delivered frozen or unfrozen.

Catcher Boat Shares:

)

(i)

(iii}

(iv)

)

(vi)

All landings made during the QS base period by a vessel owner, whose last vessel
that participated in a fixed gear fishery through 9/25/91 is determined to be a
catcher vessel, shall be allocated catcher boat quota shares.

There shall be two categories of catcher boat shares for the sablefish QS/IFQ
fishery; .

(a) vessels less than or equal to 60 feet in length overall, and
) vessels greater than 60 feet in length overall.

There shall be three categories of catcher boat shares for the halibut QS/IFQ
fishery;

(a) vessels less than or equal to 35 feet in length overall,

(b) vessels greater than 35 feet but less than or equal to 60 feet in length
overall, and

(c) vessels greater than 60 feet in length overall.
For initial allocation of catcher boat Quota Shares:

(a) if, during the last year of participation in a fixed gear fishery through
9/25/91, a QS recipient simultaneously owned or leased two or more
vessels on which halibut or sablefish were landed, and those vessels were
in different size (or type) categories, then the QS allocation shall be for
each vessel category and may not be combined into a single category.

(b) if a QS recipient bought or sold vessels in succession during the
qualifying period, and to the extent the QS recipient operations were in
one vessel category during one year and the next vessel owned was in
another vessel category, the QS will be combined and applied to the last
vessel category of ownership as of 9/25/91.

Any person owning catcher boat quota shares may sell those quota shares to any
person meeting the provisions outlined under Sec. 2(C)(3). Ten percent of an

- -individual’s catcher boat quota shares may -be leased -during the first three years

following implementation. (The Council’s intent is that 10% of a QS owner’s
shares may be leased in any given year.)

Fish caught with catcher boat quota shares may not be frozen aboard the vessel
utilizing those quota shares.
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©))

(vii)

Sablefish catcher boat shares may be utilized on a vessel with freezer capacity as
long as no frozen product of any species is on board the vessel while those
catcher boat shares are being utilized. Further, sablefish freezer shares may not
be utilized at the same time as sablefish catcher vessel shares.

General Provisions For Catcher Boats Following Initial Allocation:

@)

(ii)

(iii)

In order to purchase or lease QS, the purchaser must be an individual who is a
U.S. citizen and a bona fide fixed gear crew member. Additionally, corporations
or partnerships which received an initial allocation of catcher boat QS may
purchase catcher boat QS and/or IFQs.

In order to use catcher boat IFQs the user must: 1) own or lease the QS, 2) be
a U.S. citizen, 3) be a bona fide crew member, 4) be aboard the vessel during
fishing operations, and 5) sign the fish ticket upon landing except as noted in
(iii), below.

Persons, as defined below, who receive initial QS may utilize a hired skipper to
fish their quota providing the person owns the vessel upon which the QS will be
used. These recipients may purchase up to the total share allowed for the area.
There shall be no leasing of such QS other than provided for in Sec.2(C)(2)(v).
For the sablefish fishery east of 140°W longitude and for the halibut fishery in
Area 2C, the above allowance for hired skippers applies only to corporations and
partnerships. (Additional shares purchased by these corporations or partnerships
for the area east of 140°W. will not be exempted from the provisions of this section,
nor does this exception apply to individuals using IFQs east of 140°W.)

This provision will cease upon the sale or transfer of QS or upon any change in
the identity of the corporation or partnership as defined below:

a) Corporation: Any corporation that has no change in membership, except
a change caused by the death of a corporate member providing the death
did not result in any new corporate members. Additionally, corporate
membership is not deemed to change if a corporate member becomes
legally incapacitated and a trustee is appointed to act on his behalf, nor
is corporate membership deemed to have changed if the ownership
shares among existing members changes, nor is corporate membership
deemed to have changed if a member leaves the corporation. (In the
case where ownership of shares is initially allocated to a publicly held
corporations, the Council did not make a recommendation regarding what
constitutes a change in membership of the corporation. )

b) Partnership: Any partnership that has no change in membership, except

a change caused by the death of a partner providing the death did not

-+ result in any new partners.- Additionally, a partnership is not deemed to

have changed if a partner becomes legally incapacitated and a trustee is

appointed to act on his behalf, nor is a partnership deemed to have

changed if the ownership shares among existing partners changes, nor is

a partnership deemed to have changed if a partner leaves the
partnership.

c) Individual: any individual as defined in Sec.1(B).
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(iv)

™)

Quota shares, or IFQs arising from those quota shares, for any vessel category
or any management area may not be transferred to any other vessel category or
any other management area or between the catcher boat and the freezer boat
categories.

The Secretary may, by regulation, designate exceptions to Sec.2(C)(3)(ii) to be
employed in case of personal injury or extreme personal emergency which allows
the transfer of catcher boat QS/IFQs for limited periods of time.

LIMITATIONS ON OWNERSHIP AND USE OF QUOTA SHARES.

)

)

(3)

Quota Shares Ownership Caps

@

(i)

For sablefish each qualified person or individual may own, hold, or otherwise
control, individually or collectively, but may not exceed, 1% of the combined total
for the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands; additionally QS holdings
in the area east of 140°W. (East Yakutat and Southeast Outside) shall not exceed
1% of the QS or IFQs for that management area.

For halibut each qualified person or individual may own, hold, or otherwise
control, individually or collectively, but may not exceed any of the following
ownership caps.

(a) 0.5% of the tota! QS or IFQs from the combined IPHC areas 2C, 3A,
and 3B.

(b) 0.5% of the total QS or IFQs from the combined IPHC areas 4A, 4B,
4C, 4D, and 4E.

(c) 0.5% of the total QS or IFQs from all IPHC areas combined.

(d) 1.0% of the total QS or IFQs from I[PHC Area 2C.

Any person who receives an initial assignment of quota shares in excess of the limits set
forth in paragraph (D)(1) of this section shall:

0]

(if)

be prohibited from purchasing, leasing, holding or otherwise controlling
additional quota shares until that person’s quota share falls below the limits set
forth in (D)(1) above, at which time each such person shall be subject to the
limitations of paragraph (D)(1) above; and

be prohibited from selling, trading, leasing or otherwise transferring any interest,
in whole or in part, of an initial assignment of quota share to any other person
in excess of the limitations set forth in (D)(1) above.

For IFQ accounting purposes:

e)

(ii)

The sale of catcher vessel caught sablefish or halibut to other than a legally
registered buyer is illegal, except that direct sale to dockside customers is allowed
provided the fisher is a registered buyer and proper documentation of such sales
is provided to NMFS.

Frozen product may only be off-loaded at sites designated by NMFS for
monitoring purposes;
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(F)

(G)
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(ii) QS owners wishing to transport their catch outside of the jurisdiction of the
Council must first check in their catch at a NMFS specified site and have the
load sealed.

(iv)  Persons holding IFQs and wishing to fish must check-in with NMFS or their
agents prior to entering any relevant management area, additionally any person
transporting IFQ caught fish between relevant management areas must first
contact NMFS or their agents.

INDIVIDUAL FISHERIES QUOTAS. Individual fishing quotas are determined for each
calendar year for each person by applying the ratio of a person’s QS to the QS pool for an area
to the annual fixed gear Total Allowable Catch for each management area. In mathematical
terms, IFQs = (QS / QS pool) x fixed gear TAC. Persons must control IFQs for the amount to
be caught before a trip begins, with the exception that limited overages will be allowed as
specified in an overage program approved by NMFS and the IPHC.

VESSEL AND GEAR RESTRICTIONS.

(1)

(2)

Vessel Quota Share Caps

(i) For sablefish, no more than 1% of the combined Gulf of Alaska and Bering
Sea/Aleutian Island quota may be taken on any one vessel, and no more than 1%
of the TAC east of 140°W. (EY/SO), may be landed on the same vessel, except
that persons who received an initial allocation of more than the 1% overall
ownership level (or 1% in the area east of 140°W.) may continue to fish their QS
on a single vessel.

(if) For halibut, no more than 0.5% of the combined IPHC area quota may be taken
on any one vessel except that persons who received an initial allocation of more
than 0.5% overall ownership level (1% in area 2C) may continue to fish their QS
on a single vessel. (This differs from the ownership cap in that the limit applies to
the whole North Pacific combined area TAC rather than the TAC combined for
areas 2C, 3A4, 3B, or for areas 44, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E combined.)

Quota shares and IFQs arising from those quota shares may not be applied to;
1) trawl-caught sablefish or halibut, or 2) sablefish or halibut harvested utilizing pots in
the Gulf of Alaska, or 3) halibut harvested utilizing pots in the Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands.

ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT.

n

2

All sales, transfers, or leases of quota shares (or IFQ arising from those quota shares)
must occur in a manner approved by the Secretary. All quota share and IFQ assignments

-and -transfers will-be administered -by NMFS based on regulations established by the

Secretary. The Secretary, in promulgating such regulations, shall hold at least one public
hearing in each state represented on the Council and in at least one community in each
of the management areas governed by the Council.

The Secretary will promulgate regulations to establish a monitoring and enforcement
regime to assure compliance with this program. Persons holding QS, who are found to
be in violation of these sections or in violation of under-reporting catch, will be subject
to appropriate penalties as designated by the Secretary, including forfeiture of their
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Quota Shares, (The Council also directs the implementation teams to develop and
recommend appropriate penalties and strictures to the Secretary of Commerce.)

DURATION. QS are a harvest privilege, and good indefinitely. However, they constitute a use
privilege which may be modified or revoked by the Council and the Secretary at any time without
compensation.

DISCARDS (The intent of the following sections is to eliminate high-grading by persons fishing under
the IFQ program.)

1) DISCARDS OF SABLEFISH. Discard of sablefish is prohibited by persons holding
sablefish IFQs and those fishing under the community development programs (CDQs).

(2) DISCARDS OF HALIBUT. Discard of legal sized halibut is prohibited by persons
holding halibut IFQs and by those fishing under the CDQ program. Persons holding
freezer longliner shares are exempt from this discard prohibition.

Any person retaining sablefish or halibut with commercial fixed gear must own or otherwise
control IFQs. (The intent of the Council is to prohibit open access fixed gear fisheries for sablefish
and halibut, and to require that persons in fixed gear fisheries who retain sablefish and/or halibut as
bycatch must own or control IFQs for those species.)

In order for the continued prosecution of non-IFQs fixed gear fisheries, the Council recommends
the suspension of the halibut fixed gear Prohibited Species Catch limit for the first two years of
the IFQ program.

Fish harvested incidentally during the operation of a QS/IFQ fishery shall be termed bycatch
species for the purpose of this program. Bycatch species shall be Pacific cod and rockfish, but
other species may be included by NMFS by regulatory amendment if it can be shown that the
species is unlikely to survive if discarded. Any species identified as a bycatch species that is taken
during the operation of a QS/IFQ fishery shall be retained and landed unless designated a
prohibited species.

Persons holding IFQs may utilize those privileges at any time during designated seasons.
Retention of fixed-gear caught sablefish or any halibut is prohibited during closed seasons.
Seasons wil! be identified by the Council and the IPHC on an annual basis. (The IPHC and IFQ
implementation teams have recommended initially that the season for IFQ sablefish and halibut
should open on March 1 and close on November 30.)

Sec.3. WESTERN ALASKA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTA PROGRAM.

(A)

append.b

PURPOSE AND SCOPE. The Western Alaska Community Development Quota Program is
established to provide fishermen who reside in western Alaska communities a fair and reasonable
opportunity to participate in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands sablefish and halibut fisheries, to
expand their participation in salmon, herring,and other nearshore fisheries, and to help alleviate
the growing social economic crisis within these communities. Residents of western Alaska
communities are predominantly Alaska Natives who have traditionally depended upon the marine
resources of the Bering Sea for their economic and cultural well-being. The Western Alaska
Community Development Quota Program is a joint program of the Secretary and the Governor
of the State of Alaska. Through the <reation and implementation of community development
plans, western Alaska communities will be able to diversify their local economies, provide
community residents with new opportunities to obtain stable, long-term employment, and
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participate in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands sablefish and halibut fisheries which have been
foreciosed to them because of the high capital investment needed to enter the fishery.

The NMFS Regional Director shall hold the designated percent of the annual total allowable
catch (TAC) of sablefish and balibut for each management area in the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands for the western Alaska halibut community quota as noted below. These amounts shall
be released to eligible Alaska communities who submit a plan, approved by the Governor of
Alaska, for its wise and appropriate use. The portions of sablefish and halibut TACs for each
management area not designated to CDQ fisheries will be allocated as QS and IFQs and shall
be used pursuant to the program outlined in the Sections (1) and (2) above.

(B) WESTERN ALASKA SABLEFISH COMMUNITY QUOTA

(1) The NMFS Regional Director shall hold 20 percent of the annual fixed-gear Total
Allowable Catch of sablefish for each management area in the Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands Area for the western Alaska sablefish community quota.

(2) Not more than 12 percent of the total western Alaska sablefish community quota may be
designated for a single community, except that if portions of the total quota are not
designated by the end of the second quarter, communities may apply for any portion of
the remaining quota for the remainder of that year only.

3 Those persons that would otherwise have received a full complement of sablefish IFQs
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands area, but would receive less due to the provisions
of CDQs, will be partially compensated and the cost of the compensation will be borne
equally by all initial sablefish QS/IFQ recipients. In general this compensation plan will
issue incremental amounts of QS and/or IFQs in each non-CDQ area to each
disadvantaged person.

© WESTERN ALASKA HALIBUT COMMUNITY QUOTA.

1 For IPHC management area 4E, 100% of the halibut quota shall be made avajlable only
to residents of coastal communities physically located in or proximate“ to each
management subarea. Trip limits of less than 6,000 pounds will be enforced.

(2) For IPHC management area 4C, 50% of the halibut quota, exclusive of issued QS, shall
be made available for a community fisheries development program for residents of
communities physically located in the management area.

3) For IPHC management area 4B, 20% of the halibut quota, exclusive of issued QS, shall
be made available for a community development program for residents of disadvantaged
western Alaska coastal communities physically located in or proximatca‘2 to the
management area.

(4) For IPHC management-area 4D, 30% of the halibut quota shall-be made available for
a community development program for residents of disadvantaged western Alaska coastal
communities located in IPHC areas 4D and 4E for a community fisheries development

(CDQ) program.

2. (In determining whether a community qualifies, the Govemor of Alaska will determine the interpretation
of the word "proximate".)
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(D)

(E)

append.b

®

Those persons that would otherwise have received a full complement of IFQs in areas
4B, C, D, & E, but would receive less due to the provisions of CDQs, will be partially
compensated, and the cost of compensation will be borne equally by all initial halibut
QS/IFQ recipients. In general this compensation plan will issue incremental amounts of
QS and/or IFQs in each non-CDQ area to each disadvantaged person.

ELIGIBLE WESTERN ALASKA COMMUNITIES. The Governor of Alaska is authorized to
recommend to the Secretary that a community within western Alaska which meets all of the
following criteria be eligible for the western Alaska community quota program (hereinafter "the
Program"):

)

2

()

(4)

®

be located on or proximate to the Bering Sea coast from the Bering Strait to the western
most of the Aleutian Islands or a community located on an island within the Bering Sea,
that the Secretary of the Interior has certified pursuant to section 11(b)(2) or (3) of Pub.
L. No. 92-203 as Native villages are defined in section 3(c) of Pub. L. No. 92-203;

be unlikely to be able to attract and develop economic activity other than commercial
fishing that would provide a substantial source of employment;

its residents have traditionally engaged in and depended upon fishing in the waters of the
Bering Sea coast;

has not previously developed harvesting or processing capability sufficient to support
substantial participation in the commercial groundfish fisheries of the Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands because of a lack of sufficient funds for investing in harvesting or
processing equipment; and

has developed a community development plan approved by the Governor, after
consultation with the North Pacific Fishery Management Council.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PLANS. Within 60 days of the effective date of these
regulations, the Governor shall submit to the Secretary, after review by the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council, initial criteria which the community must, at a minimum, include in a
community development plan to be eligible to participate in the program. The criteria shall
include provisions concerning the following:

n
@
3)

4

(%)
6

amount of quota requested;

length of time community is requesting to receive a share of the quota;

benefits that will accrue to the community from approval of their plan and release of
quota, including how the plan will assist in diversifying the community’s economy and

provide opportunities for training and employment;

how individual resident harvesters will be provided an opportunity to participate in the
fishery,;

how the benefits will be shared within the community;

business plan which will provide adequate information to complete a financial feasibility
assessment;
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(F)

€)) business arrangements which are entered into between a community and residents who
reside outside of the community, provided that residents of a community shall received
a preference for a portion of the harvesting quota over any arrangements for harvesting
with persons who reside outside of the community; and

(8) within 30 days of receipt of the criteria from the Governor, the Secretary will approve,
disapprove, or return the criteria to the Governor with recommendations for changes
necessary to co