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ITQs


Fishing for a pension or peanuts? 


Individual transferable quotas favour armchair fishers, 
not active fishermen, in the halibut fishery of British Columbia 


The west coast halibut fishery of
North America has a long history
of regulation. Under the auspices


of the International Pacific Halibut
Commission, from its southern limits in
California to its northern bounds in
Alaska, the fishery has been regulated
and researched since 1923. 


However, the management of the
‘derby-style’ fishery came under scrutiny
in British Columbia (BC), Canada, during
the late 1980s. Open for very brief periods
(six days in 1990), the fishery operated
with no quota or gear restrictions, and
stayed open until the total allowable
catch (TAC) was reached. 


The ‘race for fish’ during these brief
fisheries seasons raised many questions,
particularly with regard to safety,
efficiency and sustainability. In 1991, the
Canadian Department of Fisheries and
Oceans (DFO) initiated a  programmme
for quota-based management of the
fishery. After the first two years, the
quotas became transferable. The creation
and implementation of an individual
transferable quota (ITQ)  programmme in
the halibut fishery of BC by the DFO was
subsequently analyzed by two papers
published in 1995: “The Effects of
Individual Vessel Quotas in the British
Columbia Halibut Fishery,” by Keith
Casey et.al. Marine Resource Economics 10:
211-230; and “Canada’s Pacific Halibut
Fishery: A Case Study of an Individual
Quota Fishery,” by Bruce Turris in
Limiting Access to Marine Fisheries: Keeping
the Focus on Conservation. Karen Gimbel
ed. Center for Marine Conservation,
Washington DC.


These two studies characterized the
transformation of the derby-style fishery
to a quota-based harvest as a success
story, and focused on the positive


implications for fishery management.
These analyses were made, however,
before the development of the current
system of transferability within the
fishery. Transferability was prohibited
during the first two years of the pilot
programme (1991 and 1992), and was
limited during the next several years by a
block-system (see below). The system of
quota leasing that currently dominates the
fishery has resulted in several negative
impacts, especially to younger fishers and
those who were allocated relatively small
quotas in 1991. There are also indications
of negative ecological impacts to stocks
caught as by-catch in the halibut fishery. 


This article seeks to update the findings of
the two reports and to indicate the impacts
of transferability within this quota-based
fishery. The data is drawn from DFO
statistics on the halibut fishery, and three
years of ethnographic fieldwork with
halibut fishers in Prince Rupert, BC. 


The pre-quota fishery has been
characterized as “unsafe, overcapitalized,
wasteful and difficult to manage”. In 1990
the BC halibut fishery lasted a total of six
days, compared to a 60-day season in 1982.
Since licence limitation in 1979 (to 435
vessels), fishing capacity had been
steadily increased by larger crews,
electronic gear, circle hooks and
automatic baiters. 


Low prices
The ‘derby’ fishery of the 1980s was
described as “frantic”, resulting in lost
gear and lost lives. The majority of the fish
was frozen upon delivery, and ex-vessel
prices were relatively low (1988-1990 BC
average ex-vessel price was Can$1.72/lb).
The TAC for halibut was exceeded in eight
of the 10 years of fishing in the 1980s. It has
been suggested that the DFO was
concerned about the discard of by-catch
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species during the halibut
openings—rockfish were discarded to
save room in the fish-hold for halibut. 


However, rockfish were not
discarded by all boats during the
derby fishery, and the current


restrictions on rockfish landings do result
in the discarding of rockfish by-catch
during the halibut fishery.


A 1989 survey of vessel owners suggested
that 77 per cent of the respondents (which
represented 82 per cent of licence owners)
were interested in discussing the potential
of quota-based management for the
halibut fishery. The final proposal for
quota-based management was supported
by 70 per cent of vessel owners and
opposed by the Deep Sea Fishermen’s
Union (crew union) and large processing
companies.


The halibut TAC for BC was divided
between the 435 licensed vessels, 70 per
cent based on their best annual catch in the
years between 1986 and 1989 and 30 per
cent based on vessel length. The season
was lengthened to eight months, during
which the vessels could fish at any time.  


The harvest of each vessel was validated
by dockside counts, which the fishers paid
for through a per-pound levy. The fishery
became the only one in North America
where the costs of management were


totally recovered from participants. There
was no transferability for the first two
years. After two years, temporary and
permanent transfers began. 


The longer season spread out deliveries
and resulted in 94 per cent of the harvest
arriving at the market fresh. This
reportedly increased ex-vessel prices by
55 per cent in the first two years of the
programme. The shift to a fresh product
allowed smaller processing firms to
increase their involvement in halibut
processing, as the capital requirements of
participation were drastically reduced.
The percentage of Canadian fish landed at
US ports decreased. 


The longer season also allowed fishers to
avoid bad weather, and fish at a reduced
pace, presumably increasing the safety of
the fishery. The DFO was satisfied that
discarding was not a major problem and
that reductions in lost gear resulted in
lower mortality rates through ‘ghost
fishing’.


Transferable quota
A survey of licence holders in early 1994
received 135 responses (31 per cent).
During the first year of transferability, 70
per cent had fished their entire quota in
1993, 17 per cent fished their own and
leased more, eight per cent had leased out
all of their quota, and five per cent had
leased half of their quota.
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It was also found that 44 per cent of
vessels reduced their crew during the
two years after quota, reducing crew


employment by 32 per cent. Eighteen per
cent  of this was attributed to crew size
reductions, and 14 per cent to crew
displacement from non-active vessels. At
the time, 59 per cent of crew shares
increased on vessels operating with fewer
crew. Shifts in the arrangement of shares
to accommodate the value now inherent
in quota itself have also been noted in the
two 1995 reports referred to above.


While crew employment decreased by 25
per cent in the first year of the
programme, it has been suggested that
the total number of man-hours in the
fishery has increased. However, this
cannot be understood as a positive shift,
as halibut crew do not receive an hourly
wage. In fact, this suggests a further
deterioration of crew income. 


At the time of the licence holder survey,
transferability was limited by a block
system. The initial allocation was divided
into two equal shares. Two could be
leased out, or two additional leased to
harvest. There were 74 licensed vessels no
longer participating in the fishery. Those
vessels with larger allocations were more
likely to lease additional quota,
suggesting a movement towards
consolidation. 


The changes in the halibut fishery have
been described as positive by one source.
But this was based on a survey that was
both extremely early in the development
of the new fishery, and only dealt with the
attitudes of vessel owners to the
regulatory shift. It did not take into
account the experiences of crew,
remaining and displaced, and was unable
to anticipate the extremely significant
impact of the quota leasing arrangements
that have come to dominate the fishery. 


In the years subsequent to this early
survey, some of the limits on
transferability were lifted. Quota
transfers between boats can be of any size,
and reflect any percentage of the total
allocation, and are not limited in number.
The maximum amount of the TAC that can
be held by, or fished by, any license is one
per cent. At a TAC that floats around the
10 mn lbs mark, as it has for the BC halibut


fishery for the past several years, a full
‘tab’ of halibut is in the vicinity of 100,000
lbs. 


The lifting of the transferability limits has
resulted in considerable changes to
fishery participation rates. The number of
active vessels has decreased considerably
during the decade since quota
transferability was implemented. In 2002,
there were only 214 active licences, out of
the 435 licensed vessels, that made halibut
landings, with 221 licence owners leasing
out their quota to another vessel.
Compared to 196 in 1998, 422 licences
were involved in quota transfers, with
approximately 65 per cent of the TAC
involved in temporary transfers. While
the DFO statistics do not allow for accurate
isolation of the lessee/lessor ratios, it
appears that there are approximately
equal numbers of licences leasing out and
leasing in. 


The quota leasing structure negatively
impacts lessee vessel owners, and almost
all crew on halibut vessels. Halibut quota
is usually leased for a specific price per
pound before the fish is harvested, with
the processing company acting as a
middleman and financier. Active fishers
lease various units of quota (up to one per
cent of the TAC), and quota owners are
usually paid upfront by the fishing
company. The cumulative lease prices
then become a debt of the active fisher to
the processing company, obligating them
to sell their harvest to that company.
When an active vessel delivers halibut, the
lease price is deducted from the ex-vessel
price of the fish, in addition to the
management fees that are part of the
mandatory enforcement and validation
system. Whatever is left over is the true
price paid to the skipper and crew for their
labour and risk.


Averaged example for 2002 halibut
season, derived from interviews with
halibut fishers.


Ex-vessel price /lb Can$3.83
Quota lease price /lb Can$2.35
Management fees /lb Can$0.28


                                      


Can$1.20/lb balance for expenses, 
crew and boat shares


This examples shows that in 2002 the
return to those involved in harvesting the
resource was approximately half of the
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amount paid to the ‘armchair’ fisherman
who was allocated quota in 1991 or bought
quota in the succeeding years. 


The per-pound lease price for
halibut quota fluctuates depending
on a number of factors, but it is


difficult to identify a determining factor,
with individual fishers explaining the
price relationship differently. Lease prices
are tied to quota purchases prices, and to
ex-vessel prices, which are, in turn, related
to purchase prices, resulting in reciprocal
and circular relationships. The following
factors appear to influence, or have
influenced, lease prices at different
moments during the period of
transferability:


1. The lease price appears to be tied to
ex-vessel prices for halibut, and has
a reciprocal relationship with the
per-pound purchase price for
halibut quota. Higher ex-vessel
prices can raise the price of halibut
leases during any given fishing
season. The purchase price of quota
is increased by rising lease prices,
but can also influence pre-season
lease prices based on a percentage
relationship between quota price
and lease price (see point 3).


2. Some quota investors seek a 10 per
cent return on their investment. A
quota-owner who paid Can$25/lb
for quota often wants to see a


Can$2.50/lb lease price for his fish.
This 10 per cent return reflects the
way in which quota has come to be
understood as an investment,
similar to playing the stockmarket.


3. There appears to be a control factor
on the lease prices that leaves a
target of Can$1.00/lb available to
the lessee for expenses, crew and
boat share. This is an arbitrary
amount that has developed as a
baseline ‘wage’. 


4. The upfront financing of halibut
quota leases by the processing
companies has had an inflationary
effect on the lease price. The
companies’ ability to pay lease
prices before the opening of the
halibut season has weakened the
relationship between ex-vessel
price and lease price. Furthermore,
the competition between
companies for access to halibut
landings encourages the
companies to pay high lease prices
in order guarantee that fish will be
sold to them. This cost is then
transferred to lessee fishers. 


Standard price
During the first few years after the
introduction of individual vessel-based
quotas (IVQs), the size-based price split in
ex-vessel halibut prices was not common.
Most processors reportedly paid a
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standard price for all sizes of halibut.
However, the price differential for three
size categories of halibut has become
standard once more. Halibut are graded
by size: up to 40 lbs, 40-60 lbs, and 60 lbs
plus, with the larger fish being worth
more. The price differential can reach 40
cents per lb.


The quota leasing system generally
encourages the active fishermen to
achieve the highest prices and


profit margin possible, by conducting
longer trips, and catching large fish that
will receive the greatest price. However,
there is very little indication of
high-grading for size in the fishery due to
the effort required to catch the fish, time
restrictions due to other fisheries (that is,
salmon), and weather concerns. 


However, the Can$1/lb target tends to
impact on the price and pay structure
during periods of high ex-vessel prices.
The 2003 season saw extremely high
ex-vessel prices for halibut, reaching
above the Can$5 mark. Some quota
owners put their quota on the market at a
fixed price per pound for the lessee,
rather than at a fixed lease price. This
fixed crew remuneration at relatively low
levels, whilst allowing for windfall
profits for the quota owners. 


For example, a Prince Rupert fisherman
fished halibut quota for Can$1.10/lb,
which left the increasing value from high


ex-vessel prices available to the quota
owner. While this has not become the
standard agreement, it suggests the
potential for a shift towards fishing for
wages. Some quota owners who structure
their agreements this way stipulate that
the quota be fished during the autumn
months when the prices are relatively
higher. This can force lessees to fish in
more inclement weather, reducing the
assumed safety impacts of quota-based
management. 


Price differentials and ‘inverted’ lease
agreements (based on a fixed per lb rate)
encourage some quota owners to refrain
from leasing their quota out during the
early part of the season, leading to lease
price speculation. Owners can speculate
on different ex-vessel prices throughout
the season, and on the lease prices paid by
various companies. 


The competition between processing
companies for access to halibut has
increased the power of the quota owners
to set lease prices. Processing companies,
acting as the middlemen for most leasing
agreements, may acquiesce to high lease
prices to secure access to halibut. 


Low value
Crew shares have generally been reduced
to less than 10 per cent of the after-lease
value of the fish, which can be as low as
three per cent of the ex-vessel price of the
fish. This is the case for most boats,
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whether fishing owned or leased quotas.
Previously, approximately 10 per cent of
the ex-vessel price was more or less the
crew-share norm, depending on the share
agreements and crew size. 


During the second half of the 1990s,
most quota owners started to
lease their quota to themselves,


thereby removing a lease price from the
gross earnings on owned quota. Crew on
many boats, regardless of the relative
percentages of owned or leased quota
fished by the vessels, receive a crew share
drawn from less than a dollar per pound.
Thus many crew appear to be no better off
if they fish on a boat with a large owned
allocation of quota or on a boat for which
the majority of the quota is leased. Family
operations and vessels with long-term
and steady crew provide the exception to
this general tendency. 


During the first two years of the ITQ
programme, the value of halibut licences
reportedly nearly doubled. More
significantly, the purchase price of halibut
quota has risen dramatically due to the
steady income provided by leasing quota.
Retired fishers can lease their quota
holdings in perpetuity, often making
more per pound leasing out their quota
than they were paid for halibut in the late
1980s and early 1990s. In fact, the leasing
system has encouraged many fishers to
stay at home, as many suggest that the
return for their labour, their risk, the wear
on their boat and so on is not worthwhile.
Leasing out their quota makes more
economic sense than fishing it themselves.


The leasing option also encourages older
fishers to transfer their other fishing
investments into halibut quota. Fishers
nearing retirement might sell a salmon
licence and buy halibut quota, reflecting
the leasing option and the current tax
restrictions on liquidation of fishing
assets. Fishers can sell another licence and
buy halibut quota without a tax impact,
whereas selling out of the fishing industry
completely involves considerable tax
losses. Halibut quota thus has become a
retirement savings plan for older fishers.
There is little economic incentive to sell
their holdings to younger fishers. 


Quota allocations and the leasing system
have created a significant generation gap


in the fishing industry. Those who were
fishing in 1991 received allocations based
on previous participation in the fishery.
The price of halibut quota has risen from
0 in 1991, to highs of Can$35/lb in 2004.
The estimation of the increased value of
the initial windfall allocations is difficult
as individual quotas fluctuate with the
annual TAC, as they are a percentage of
that total. The 1991 allocations, ranged
from 4,000 lbs to 70,000 lbs, created a mean
of 33,000 lbs. This mean allocation would
now be worth Can$1,155,000, at a
Can$35/lb quota price. At a current lease
price of Can$2.80/lb, this quota could
provide the owner with an annual income
of Can$92,400. 


Younger fishers, who were not
participating in the fishery prior to 1991
must lease or purchase quota to fish, at
these high prices. They thus face
significantly higher debt-loads than
previous generations of fishers. In order to
own the means of production, they must
not only purchase a vessel and gear, but
also make even larger investments in
licences and quota. Their ability to
purchase quota is limited by the refusal of
banks and other lending institutions to
accept quota or licences as collateral.
Generally, fishers can only borrow against
the value of their vessel. Fishers who
received an initial allocation in 1991 are
better able to purchase quota and increase
their holdings than younger fishers are
able to buy into the fishery. Consolidation
of quota ownership is an increasing
concern. 


The shift to quota-based management has
resulted in some very positive changes in
the BC halibut fishery including a longer
season, ease of enforcement, catches
below the TAC, and higher ex-vessel prices
due to the shift to a fresh market.
However, these gains might have been
effected through other management tools
rather than individual quotas. 


Interviews with crew and young vessel
owners in the BC halibut fishery suggest
that the system of transferability has
resulted in significant negative impacts to
these groups. 


Increased value
Fishers who were allocated quota in 1991
have seen the value of their allocation
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increase substantially. The current
system allows them to lease their quota
for more than 50 per cent of the ex-vessel
price of the fish. The system has resulted
in high levels of quota owner control of
lease prices, incentives not to fish, and not
to sell their quota. 


Participation in the fishery has
dropped to approximately 50 per
cent, with half the fleet leasing their


quota out and becoming ‘armchair
fishermen’. Crew employment and crew
wages have been significantly reduced
both by decreased rates of vessel
participation, and by the leasing
structure. 


Vessel owners who were not allocated
quota in 1991 must lease or buy quota in
order to participate in the fishery. Many
complain that the returns from fishing
leased quota are so low that they cannot
afford to invest in halibut quota. Thus,
those who lease quota cannot easily
accumulate enough capital to purchase
the means of production, thereby
perpetuating the leasing system. With the
inversion of the lease structure, from flat
rates for the lessor to flat rates for the
lessee, during periods of high ex-vessel
prices for halibut, there is a suggestion of
shift towards something closer to a wage
structure. 


Thus, the benefits of IVQs to fishers have
been concentrated on the 435 licence
owners who participated in the fishery
during the shift to quota-based
management and who benefited from the
initial allocations. Crew members and
subsequent generations have been
impacted negatively by the shift and the
subsequent development of the leasing
system.  
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This article is by Caroline Butler
(cfbutler@citytel.net), a
postgraduate student of
anthropology at the University of
British Columbia and a member of
a fishing family, who has been
working with commercial
fishermen in Prince Rupert, BC
since 2001 
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From: mmadfish

To: prawnvoice@mmadfish.com; 

CC:

Subject: Fool me once...

Date: Thursday, January 06, 2005 2:51:06 PM

Attachments:

The following is an excerpt from the Carpenter Fishing Corp vs Canada case 
(1997).  The full document is posted on Prawnvoice 
    http://www.mmadfish.com/prawnvoice/quota_carpenter01.php 
 
 
 
 
"I suppose it can be said that, with regard to the public interest, the ends 
of getting the IVQ formula implemented, including the Current Owner 
Restriction, justify the means of promoting a private interest through a 
discriminatory decision. But, in my opinion, this argument does not reflect 
the values that most Canadians expect of the Government of Canada. 
     As a representative of the Government of Canada, Mr. Turris was 
conducting the quota system initiative to act in the best interests of not 
only the fishery but also the licence holders as those most affected. From 
this standpoint, I would expect that he would be cautious to ensure that the 
greatest care possible be taken to protect licence holders' interests in the 
radical change contemplated. I would think that if one licence holder was 
aggrieved by this change that this should be cause for great concern. 
 
     From this point of view, I would expect Bruce Turris to have shunned 
any suggestion that would benefit some licence holders to the detriment of 
others, particularly when the benefit derived would be based in pure self 
interest, or greed, to uncut the language. 
 
     He did not do this, but rather turned from facilitator of the ideas of 
licence holders to an advocate for a certain group who would personally 
benefit by the COR decision reached. As I have said, Bruce Turris should 
have known that the "democratic process" which he designed was unreliable. 
Thus, he should have been extremely careful in agreeing to, much less 
advocating for, something which was so much in the self interest of the few 
at the table on May 3rd when so many were outside with absolutely no 

mailto:rick@mmadfish.com
mailto:prawnvoice@mmadfish.com
http://www.mmadfish.com/prawnvoice/quota_carpenter01.php


knowledge of what was being decided. 
 
     Bruce Turris should have listened to the strong statements of concern 
made by Art Sterrit, who spoke not only on behalf of Aboriginal fishers, but 
really also on behalf of the then unidentified 44 licence holders who would 
be detrimentally affected by the decision. This objection alone should have 
caused him to pause to reflect, to get the information and statistics 
requested, to have adjourned the meeting then in its eleventh hour, to have 
consulted his superiors and possibly the Minister on the precise details of 
COR before anything was done, and then to have reconvened HAC after this 
careful analysis and expressed the concerns of DFO, if there were any. 
 
     But most of all, he should have consulted with those licence holders 
who would be detrimentally affected and given their opinions on the subject 
much greater weight than ......" 
 
http://www.mmadfish.com/prawnvoice/quota_carpenter01.php 
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From: Tom Tobacco

To: prawnvoice@mmadfish.com; 

CC: bdfish@oberon.ark.com; talisman@aisl.bc.ca; lqfish@shaw.
ca; sundown1@shaw.ca; Cwarrior@pacificcoast.net; 
prawns@spotshrimp.com; stephens-dan@shaw.ca; 
laukk@mars.ark.com; coldfish@shaw.ca; loxton@connected.
bc.ca; vicki_larson@telus.net; kimmikkelsen@shaw.ca; 
cullen@mars.ark.com; ppfa@telus.net; rhappach@shaw.ca; 
rick@mmadfish.com; rfairfield@dccnet.com; mtorr@shaw.ca; 

Subject: TACs for IVQ

Date: Friday, January 07, 2005 1:08:14 PM

Attachments:

"TACs are established based on historical catch levels that have been 
sustainable over time"(pg4) 
 
"Historical catch records for the commercial prawn fishery indicate that the 
total annual catch of prawns betwwen 1996 and 2003 has been relatively 
consistent."(pg4 IVQ Proposal) 
 
Yet the proposal uses data for only 3 yrs. , with 2 of the yrs. being well 
above the 8 yr. avg. 
2001 is 263 tonnes( 578,600 lbs. ) above the 8 yr. avg. (1842 
tonnes)(4,052,400 lbs) 
2003 is 479 tonnes(1,053,800 lbs. ) above the 8 yr. avg. catch 
 
(1) If a RISK ADVERSE approach is to be used would you not use the 8 yr avg 
instead of the 3 yr above avg catch used in the proposal?? 
 
Therefore 1842 tonnes(4,052,400 lbs) * 80% =1473.6 tonnes(3,241,920 lbs) 
 
also 4,052,400lbs/252 licenses = 16,080 lbs avg 
       3,241,920lbs/252 = 12,865 lbs avg 
 
(2) I'm also very puzzled as to how it will possible to increase the 
coastwide TAC during this extended 8 month season ? 
                                                   Tom Tobacco 
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From: steve

To: prawnvoice@mmadfish.com; 

CC: prawnvoice@mmadfish.com; bdfish@oberon.ark.com; 
talisman@aisl.bc.ca; lqfish@shaw.ca; sundown1@shaw.ca; 
Cwarrior@pacificcoast.net; prawns@spotshrimp.com; 
stephens-dan@shaw.ca; laukk@mars.ark.com; coldfish@shaw.
ca; loxton@connected.bc.ca; vicki_larson@telus.net; 
kimmikkelsen@shaw.ca; cullen@mars.ark.com; ppfa@telus.
net; rhappach@shaw.ca; rick@mmadfish.com; 
rfairfield@dccnet.com; mtorr@shaw.ca; 

Subject: Re: TACs for IVQ

Date: Friday, January 07, 2005 7:30:57 PM

Attachments:

Tom Tobacco wrote: 
 
> "TACs are established based on historical catch levels that have been 
> sustainable over time"(pg4) 
> 
> "Historical catch records for the commercial prawn fishery indicate 
> that the total annual catch of prawns betwwen 1996 and 2003 has been 
> relatively consistent."(pg4 IVQ Proposal) 
> 
> Yet the proposal uses data for only 3 yrs. , with 2 of the yrs. being 
> well above the 8 yr. avg. 
> 2001 is 263 tonnes( 578,600 lbs. ) above the 8 yr. avg. (1842 
> tonnes)(4,052,400 lbs) 
> 2003 is 479 tonnes(1,053,800 lbs. ) above the 8 yr. avg. catch 
> 
> (1) If a RISK ADVERSE approach is to be used would you not use the 8 
> yr avg instead of the 3 yr above avg catch used in the proposal?? 
> 
> Therefore 1842 tonnes(4,052,400 lbs) * 80% =1473.6 tonnes(3,241,920 lbs) 
> 
> also 4,052,400lbs/252 licenses = 16,080 lbs avg 
>       3,241,920lbs/252 = 12,865 lbs avg 
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> 
> (2) I'm also very puzzled as to how it will possible to increase the 
> coastwide TAC during this extended 8 month season ? 
>                                                   Tom Tobacco 
> 
> 
> 
> 
     THE TAC THAT HAS BEEN PROPOSED IS NOT BASED ON THE THREE 
YEARS 
2001-2003!!! THOSE ARE MERELY THE YEARS USED TO SPLIT THE TAC UP 
PROPORTIONALLY!!!! THE  PROPOSED TAC IS SMALLER THAN THE 
REPORTED 
LANDINGS FOR EIGHT OUT OF THE LAST NINE YEARS, AND IS ONLY 
SLIGHTLY 
HIGHER THAN THE WORST OF THOSE YEARS, THAT BEING 
1999!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 
As to raising the TAC, since the proposed TAC is smaller than eight of 
the last nine years landings, it is most likely that the first year of 
fishing would see the season close well above index, obviously not in 
all areas, as some of the more popular areas would be fished to index. 
This would obviously be good for the stocks and would be reflected in 
following years. Secondly the removal of the derby mentality would 
encourage some (with or without incentives) to seek other underutilized 
areas to fish thus lowering pressure on traditional grounds, there is 
currently no incentive to do this, as every set made in an unknown area 
is one less set made in a familiar area. Personally I would like to see 
a system where each boat is issued quota for each area of the coast 
(Gulf, West Coast, Central, North Coast, Johnstone Straight) and they 
either fish their quota from each of these areas themselves or they 
trade quota amongst each other to avoid the problem of everyone trying 
to fish the same area. There would also be less incentive to retain 
mediums or borderline legal size prawns, therefore someone fishing an 
area full of mediums would probably move on to another area with a 
better grade. There would also be incentive to gradually phase in a 
larger mesh size trap which would achieve a larger grade without 
stressing undersized prawns by returning them AFTER being caught, 
perhaps more than once. Simply retaining less mediums early in the 
season and harvesting them later as larges has the potential to increase 
the TAC by  probably 10-20 %. As for all those guys that try to say that 
we will be taking a cut in pay because we are getting less quota than we 



usually catch, tell them to go to the library and get a book on 
economics. It is the theory that all of economics is based that "as 
supply declines the demand increases" or in laymen's terms the less 
prawns landed ie; (a reduced initial TAC) the higher the unit price. 
THIS IS A FACT THAT CANNOT BE ARGUED!  Steve Starbuck 
 
 
 



From: Tom Tobacco

To: prawnvoice@mmadfish.com; 

CC: bdfish@oberon.ark.com; talisman@aisl.bc.ca; bill.
stefiuk@telus.net; lqfish@shaw.ca; sundown1@shaw.ca; 
Cwarrior@pacificcoast.net; prawns@spotshrimp.com; 
stephens-dan@shaw.ca; laukk@mars.ark.com; coldfish@shaw.
ca; loxton@connected.bc.ca; vicki_larson@telus.net; 
kimmikkelsen@shaw.ca; cullen@mars.ark.com; ppfa@telus.
net; rhappach@shaw.ca; rick@mmadfish.com; 
rfairfield@dccnet.com; mtorr@shaw.ca; 

Subject: TAC & ALLOCATION

Date: Saturday, January 08, 2005 10:03:13 AM

Attachments:

" A risk averse approach for the prawn fishery could be to set the the TAC 
at 80% of the the most recent three year average catch. Using 2001-2003 
data, this would equate to a TAC of 1678 tonnes ((2105 + 1866 + 2321) / 3 x 
.80 = 1678)."  ( Pg 4 IVQ proposal) 
 
"Please remember that the allocation is based on a Tac of 1678 
tonnes(3,699,319lbs) which equates to 80% of the 2001-2003 total average 
catch of 2,097 tonnes (4,623,046 lbs). " 
   Pg 6 IVQ proposal 
 
(1) 1678 / 1842 = 91% of the 8 yr average . AGAIN I ASK IS THAT A RISK 
ADVERSE APPROACH TO USE ONLY 2001-2003 TO SET THE TAC???. also 
considering 
that the 2004 catch dropped to aprox 1700 tonnes ( I admit , I'm not sure on 
the 1700 tonnes catch # for 2004 ,but it was a substatial drop from 2003) 
 
Talking about economics , back to my previous letter as to why history is 
based on Poundage and not  Dollars. 
 
"where possible seek to avoid significant changes in the distribution of 
benefits that are currently derived from the fishery" (pg3 IVQ proposal) 
 
"historical catch reflects the operator's investment in effort, gear and 
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technology combined with experience and ingenuity." (pg5 IVQ proposal) 
 
"an allocation formula that leaves no license holder worse off financially 
than prior to IVQs ( as measured by considering the combined affects of an 
IVQ program on the value of their license and ANNUAL LANDED VALUE)"  (pg8 
IVQ proposal) 
 
SO BASICALLY, PERSON X , WHO HAS CAUGHT A HIGHER POUNDAGE OF 
LOWER VALUE($) 
PRAWNS WILL RECEIVE MORE QUOTA(% OF TAC) THAN PERSON Y WHO 
HAS CAUGHT A 
LOWER POUNDAGE OF HIGHER VALUE($) PRAWNS , WHEN BOTH OF THEIR 
LANDED 
VALUES($) COULD BE IDENTICAL. AND NOW PERSON X CAN GO FISH THE 
HIGHER VALUE 
PRAWNS , MEANING PERSON X  LANDED VALUE WILL BE SUBSTANTIALLY 
HIGHER THAN 
PERSON Y , WHEN PRE QUOTA THEIR LANDED VALUES WHERE SIMILAR. 
 
(2) iS THE ABOVE  FAIR ???? 
                                                  Tom Tobacco 
 
 



From: steve

To: Tom Tobacco; 

CC: prawnvoice@mmadfish.com; bdfish@oberon.ark.com; bill.
stefiuk@telus.net; lqfish@shaw.ca; sundown1@shaw.ca; 
Cwarrior@pacificcoast.net; prawns@spotshrimp.com; 
stephens-dan@shaw.ca; laukk@mars.ark.com; coldfish@shaw.
ca; loxton@connected.bc.ca; vicki_larson@telus.net; 
kimmikkelsen@shaw.ca; cullen@mars.ark.com; ppfa@telus.
net; rhappach@shaw.ca; rick@mmadfish.com; 
rfairfield@dccnet.com; mtorr@shaw.ca; 

Subject: Re: TAC & ALLOCATION

Date: Sunday, January 09, 2005 1:49:42 AM

Attachments:

Tom Tobacco wrote: 
 
> " A risk averse approach for the prawn fishery could be to set the the 
> TAC at 80% of the the most recent three year average catch. Using 
> 2001-2003 data, this would equate to a TAC of 1678 tonnes ((2105 + 
> 1866 + 2321) / 3 x .80 = 1678)."  ( Pg 4 IVQ proposal) 
> 
> "Please remember that the allocation is based on a Tac of 1678 
> tonnes(3,699,319lbs) which equates to 80% of the 2001-2003 total 
> average catch of 2,097 tonnes (4,623,046 lbs). " 
>   Pg 6 IVQ proposal 
> 
> (1) 1678 / 1842 = 91% of the 8 yr average . AGAIN I ASK IS THAT A RISK 
> ADVERSE APPROACH TO USE ONLY 2001-2003 TO SET THE TAC???. also 
> considering that the 2004 catch dropped to aprox 1700 tonnes ( I admit 
> , I'm not sure on the 1700 tonnes catch # for 2004 ,but it was a 
> substatial drop from 2003) 
> 
> Talking about economics , back to my previous letter as to why history 
> is based on Poundage and not  Dollars. 
> 
> "where possible seek to avoid significant changes in the distribution 
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> of benefits that are currently derived from the fishery" (pg3 IVQ 
> proposal) 
> 
> "historical catch reflects the operator's investment in effort, gear 
> and technology combined with experience and ingenuity." (pg5 IVQ 
> proposal) 
> 
> "an allocation formula that leaves no license holder worse off 
> financially than prior to IVQs ( as measured by considering the 
> combined affects of an IVQ program on the value of their license and 
> ANNUAL LANDED VALUE)"  (pg8 IVQ proposal) 
> 
> SO BASICALLY, PERSON X , WHO HAS CAUGHT A HIGHER POUNDAGE OF 
LOWER 
> VALUE($) PRAWNS WILL RECEIVE MORE QUOTA(% OF TAC) THAN 
PERSON Y WHO 
> HAS CAUGHT A LOWER POUNDAGE OF HIGHER VALUE($) PRAWNS , 
WHEN BOTH OF 
> THEIR LANDED VALUES($) COULD BE IDENTICAL. AND NOW PERSON X 
CAN GO 
> FISH THE HIGHER VALUE PRAWNS , MEANING PERSON X  LANDED 
VALUE WILL BE 
> SUBSTANTIALLY HIGHER THAN PERSON Y , WHEN PRE QUOTA THEIR 
LANDED 
> VALUES WHERE SIMILAR. 
> 
> (2) iS THE ABOVE  FAIR ???? 
>                                                  Tom Tobacco 
> 
> 
>     I stand corrected on how they arrived at the proposed TAC, however 
> I'm familiar with the figure of 1678 tons and this is a reasonable and 
> conservative figure which is less than the reported landings in eight 
> of the last nine years. In comparing reported landings coastwide to a 
> proposed TAC there is also the issue of  un-reported cash sales that 
> nobody wants to mention. I would venture to guess that the actual 
> historical landings are at least 5-10% higher than published 
> statistics. Although I agree enforcement could be a challenge, the 
> severe punishments handed out in other quota fisheries ,usually 
> licence suspensions, should be enought to discourage most of  these 
> unreported landings, which should also have the effect of  raising the 



> TAC in future years. I have no doubt that  more than a couple of  
> people opposed to this proposal are those that have been  selling a  
> significant  portion of their catch  under the table. As for the issue 
> of measuring  catch in lbs or dollars it seems that the guy that has 
> been maximizing the value of  his catch, perhaps at the expense of 
> higher landings, should still see his value rise proportionally to 
> everyone elses. It sounds as though you are more concerned that one 
> guy may prosper more than another, even though they both stand to come 
> out ahead, I believe that is called envy, and it is a very self 
> destructive emotion. Also keep in mind that  under this proposal, THE 
> HIGHER A VESSELS HISTORICAL LANDINGS, THE LESS  QUOTA (AS A 
PERCENTAGE 
> OF PAST LANDINGS) THEY WILL RECEIVE , example; a boat averaging 45,000 
> lbs per year will receive roughly 50% of this history as their quota 
> where as a boat catching the average, 18,000 lbs, would receice quota 
> equal to about 80% of their historical landings. I must admit that I 
> don't agree with certain aspects of the proposed allocation either but 
> that is no reason to support the status quo, which is exactly what we 
> will get under this trap haul  quota proposal. Trying to manage the 
> fishery under a status quo, or trap haul quota system system, 
> guarantees us only one thing, OUR BEST YEARS, AS A FISHERY, ARE BEHIND 
> US!  If  the biggest negative of an IVQ fishery is allocation, take 
> heart that the last several fisheries to go quota have gone equal to 
> avoid the expense of  the appeals process. Cheers, Steve. 
> 
 
 



From: Tom Tobacco

To: prawnvoice@mmadfish.com; 

CC: bdfish@oberon.ark.com; talisman@aisl.bc.ca; bill.
stefiuk@telus.net; lqfish@shaw.ca; sundown1@shaw.ca; 
Cwarrior@pacificcoast.net; prawns@spotshrimp.com; 
stephens-dan@shaw.ca; laukk@mars.ark.com; coldfish@shaw.
ca; loxton@connected.bc.ca; vicki_larson@telus.net; 
kimmikkelsen@shaw.ca; cullen@mars.ark.com; ppfa@telus.
net; rhappach@shaw.ca; rick@mmadfish.com; 
rfairfield@dccnet.com; mtorr@shaw.ca; 

Subject: Landed & License Values

Date: Sunday, January 09, 2005 3:25:25 PM

Attachments:

Pre Quota , person x who has caught a higher poundage of lower value prawns 
,WILL RECEIVE MORE QUOTA (% of TAC)  than person y who has caught a lower 
poundage of higher value prawns when BOTH OF THEIR LANDED VALUES coulld be 
identical . 
 
Post Quota , person x (with more quota (% of the TAC) will have a higher 
landed value and also a higher license value . PERSON Y WILL NOT SEE THEIR 
VALUE RISE PROPORTIONALLY TO PERSON X 
when you consider pre quota their landed value and license value were 
identical (assuming equal vessel length) Remember an extra 1000 lbs of quota 
means + $8,000 landed value and supposedly an extra $ 64,000 lic. value. 
 
Regarding un-reported cash sales lowering the historical catch data , theres 
probably some people who have been inflating their logbooks / sales slips in 
anticipation of a quota system that has history as part of the allocation 
formula ! Does one equal the other , who knows ? 
 
ANYHOW , so far I've only tried to point out some of the flaws with the 
proposed allocation and tac used in the current proposal , if as was 
suggested the allocation was based on equallity I could start with my 
critism of the management part of the proposal (considering the plan is 
basically status quo , yet now we've got a % of a tac) 
                                                                        Tom 
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Tobacco 
 
 



From: mmadfish

To: prawnvoice@mmadfish.com; 

CC:

Subject: moderation on this list

Date: Sunday, January 09, 2005 4:48:28 PM

Attachments:

Thanks to all who have joined this list-serve and  to those who are 
participating in the discussion.  Our prawn industry is entertaining major 
changes which will impact all of us and it is important that we as prawn 
fishermen keep informed.  PrawnVoice list can be a valuable platform to 
discuss items of interest to the fishery and keep fishers up to date. 
Comments here will be noticed by many segments of the prawn industry. 
 
The previous list-serve, provided by DFO, was withdrawn due to 'abuse' by a 
few members.  Much good information and discussion passed through that list 
and we all lost when it went down. 
 
The success of any list depends on the willingness of the members to 
participate, contribute and exchange ideas.  When discussion gets out of 
hand and the 'flames' start people leave....the result is we all lose. 
 
We must excercise some care in the tone of messages we send and refrain from 
a few things.  CAPS are considered shouting in this medium.  The occasional 
word may benefit from this emphasis but not sentences/paragraphs.  Try using 
single quotes or an underline.  One exclamation mark gets the point across 
as well or better a line of them. 
 
If you feel that someone has not got your point as you intended...try to 
explain it a bit better.  Insults, flames and accusations are detrimental 
and will not be tolerated. 
 
So far this list is unmoderated and it would be preferable to leave it that 
way.  What this means is that all messages that are posted get posted as, 
and when, you send them.  The alternative is to have a moderator(s) receive 
the post, check it over, then repost for all to see.  That amounts to extra 
work for someone plus a delay in having your message appear on the list 
until it gets approved.  As well there is no desire to 'censor' anyones 
posts. 
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So, lets all play nice and take advantage of everyones constructive 
criticisms of  IVQ,  String Haul Quota,  Status Quo or any other ideas that 
might, or might not, work and benefit all of the industry.   We need 
everyones input. 
 
regards 
Rick 
List-administrator 
 



From: Quest Fishing Ltd.

To: Prawnvoice; 

CC:

Subject: W Licence Length and Boat Length Re:Quota

Date: Monday, January 10, 2005 9:43:01 PM

Attachments:

Some interesting thoughts on boat lengths and using length in quota 
calculations. Length has nothing to do with catch capability because smaller 
boats on average catch more than larger boats. If boat length is to be considered 
as part of quota equation, then boats with incorrect (false) lengths would have to 
get quota adjusted accordingly.  Generally would have to be reduced as these 
boats I refer to are larger than their W licence they hold.  For example one 32 ft.
W licence being on a 38 ft. boat equals 19% too long.  Quota on length for 
that boat should rightly have be reduced by 19%. 
 
Doug 

mailto:prawns@spotshrimp.com
mailto:prawnvoice@mmadfish.com


From: Quest Fishing Ltd.

To: Prawnvoice; 

CC:

Subject: How will Sports Fishers & First Nations Erode Prawn Fishery?

Date: Monday, January 10, 2005 9:43:01 PM

Attachments:

People pushing this proposed quota plan say that the prawn fishery will erode for 
commercial fishers because of the other user groups.  For example the Sports 
fishing sector and the First Nations impacting the prawn fishery.  Maybe the 
author of the quota proposal and or DFO could explain as to how this is going to 
happen and when. Personally I think this type of fear mongering is wrong and 
creates undue tensions and animosity amongst user groups. Direct dialogues 
with other user groups will achieve far better results for all concerned.
 
Doug
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From: steve

To: Quest Fishing Ltd.; Listerve; 

CC:

Subject: Re: How will Sports Fishers & First Nations Erode Prawn 
Fishery?

Date: Wednesday, January 12, 2005 12:24:19 AM

Attachments:

Quest Fishing Ltd. wrote: 

People pushing this proposed quota plan say that the prawn 
fishery will erode for commercial fishers because of the other user 
groups.  For example the Sports fishing sector and the First 
Nations impacting the prawn fishery.  Maybe the author of the 
quota proposal and or DFO could explain as to how this is going to 
happen and when. Personally I think this type of fear mongering is 
wrong and creates undue tensions and animosity amongst user 
groups. Direct dialogues with other user groups will achieve far 
better results for all concerned.
 
Doug

       Is this different than the fear mongering that certain ex-advocates of quota are 
are now purveying to the uninformed/ undecided? That "the quota proposal is 
based on false science", that " if you vote for quota you will actually get 20% less 
than what is in the proposal because the TAC is too high" (even though it is well 
below the 9 year avg.).  The ideas for change are based on what is best forthe long 
term health of the industry as a whole. I agree that under this proposal some may 
feel shorted but it is still what is best for the industry overall. You may have a 
good arguement that you should get more quota than the next guy, but that doesn't 
mean that a system of IVQ's is not the best solution, but merely that the system of 
allocation is perhaps flawed. Go to the appeals board, I'll give you a shining 
reccomendation.How have the fundamentals of quota changed from a couple of 
years ago when you were so in favor of them?? Every thoughtful prawn fisherman 
wants the same things, maximum dollar value for for their product ( achieved by 
longer season), secure long term access to resource, and the knowledge that the 
business that they spend years paying for, has some reasonable monetary value at 
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the end of the day. The only one of the three options available to us ( IVQ's, trap 
haul quotas, status quo),  that has any chance of providing this to us is an IVQ 
system and  despite what you now seem to be preaching, I'm pretty sure deep 
down you know this is true. As to your concerns about boat length, this is just 
another example of DFO  lack of enforcement and has nothing to do with  quota 
allocation, but I agree, DFO should go out in the last week of April and measure  
everyone's boat, especially all those Stapleton's out there with the bolt on bows, 
and take appropriate action. As for all the fishermen out there worried about the 
well being of other user groups, don't, the good old boys of impeccable integrity in 
Ottawa will make sure that they get what they deserve and then some, so I would 
refrain from trying to be too diplomatic, remember, give them an inch they will 
take a mile. Cheers. 



From: Tom Tobacco

To: prawnvoice@mmadfish.com; bdfish@oberon.ark.com; 
talisman@aisl.bc.ca; bill.stefiuk@telus.net; lqfish@shaw.ca; 
sundown1@shaw.ca; Cwarrior@pacificcoast.net; 
prawns@spotshrimp.com; stephens-dan@shaw.ca; 
laukk@mars.ark.com; coldfish@shaw.ca; loxton@connected.
bc.ca; vicki_larson@telus.net; kimmikkelsen@shaw.ca; 
cullen@mars.ark.com; ppfa@telus.net; rhappach@shaw.ca; 
rick@mmadfish.com; rfairfield@dccnet.com; mtorr@shaw.ca; 

CC:

Subject: Just rambling

Date: Wednesday, January 12, 2005 7:13:20 PM

Attachments:

Does anyone really believe the present IVQ proposal will lengthen the season 
, considering spawner index is what determines when areas will shut down 
(should the TAC be set to high those waiting won't get there quota/ most 
people can't afford that risk),anyone fishing live or fresh runs the risk of 
having areas close to their markets closed (increased travelling ), also 
theres more prawns and larger ones at the beginning ,so by waiting , 
expenses will go up for the same poundage of prawns (so much for economic 
efficencies) , higrading , why deliver a $6/lb prawn when you can deliver a 
$8/9/lb prawn (north coast will close much sooner , the race is now for the 
highest valued prawns / relative to costs of doing so) , reversal of an IVQ 
system unlikely (anyone purchasing  will now be basing price relative to 
poundage ,to go back would result in loss of asset value) 
 
I am not nessecarily against IVQs , I am against this proposal because it 
will require other management constraints in order to achieve the desired 
results , all this proposal is about is establishing market share (% of TAC) 
for the benefit of some at the expense of others (boat length , catch 
history , special provisions for stacked lics.) 
 
                                                  Tom Tobacco 
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From: mmadfish

To: prawnvoice@mmadfish.com; 

CC:

Subject: latest IVQ draft proposal

Date: Friday, January 14, 2005 9:39:53 PM

Attachments:

The latest draft IVQ proposal was presented to the Prawn Sectoral Caucus 
today at the Pacific Biological Station in Nanaimo. 
It is available for download at the top of News Links on the Prawnvoice 
site. 
http://www.mmadfish.com/prawnvoice/ 
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From: Quest Fishing Ltd.

To: Prawnvoice; 

CC:

Subject: Encouraging Information Exchange 

Date: Thursday, January 20, 2005 10:49:25 PM

Attachments:

Fishers it is time to inform and encourage other fishers to participate in this very 
informative list serve.  
 
The phones, docks and coffee shops have been buzzing lately over the 
proposed fishing changes.  Some fishers are in the dark because they have to 
rely on the dock talk for their info.  There is lots of discussions about changing 
the unequal quota proposal to equal allocation to make it more palatable. Also 
electronic monitoring needed for either the quota or trap haul proposals.  
 
Some fishers don't know that status-quo is still available with little or no tweeking.
 
There is a group of skippers and communities that have a lot of interest in the 
proposed changes.  Maybe they would post their contact number.
 
I was wondering if somebody could post the PPFA 's Terms of Reference. 
 
Doug 
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