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Presentation objective

ÅKey findings, data/info gaps, research interests 

(Section 3 of the review)

ÅHighlight objectives that the program may not 

have met or may not be currently meeting

ÅSSCôs feedback on any necessary improvements to 

this iteration of the IFQ Program Review

ÅFuture IFQ Program reviews
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Requirement and scope of 
the review

IFQ Program Review was conducted to be in compliance 

with the Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA)

ÅMSA does not specify a checklist of required elements 

for LAPP reviews

Council, AP, and SSC reviewed and approved the work-plan 

for the review

ÅPerformance of the program in relation to its 10 original 

policy objectives

Å Plus, entry opportunities and NMFS management issues

Alaska Region

October 5, 2016



Limitations of the review

Evaluating programmatic success is difficult:

ÅSome programmatic objectives are inherently conflicting

ÅObjectives are broad and do not include specific, 

measurable targets

Causal claims are largely not made

ÅExcept from previously-conducted research

Examine trends in metrics, which are consistent with 

programmatic objectives

Draft review with Council, AP, SSC, and public comment 

informing revisions
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Data and information 
utilized

Quantitative data sources
Å Harvest and administrative data - NMFS RAM and AKFIN

Å Processor data -ADF&Gôs COAR data

Å Loan data -NMFSôs IFQ loan program data and Alaska DCCEDôs loan data

Å Biological management data ïIPHC and AFSC

Å Monitoring and enforcement data ïNOAA and USCG 

Å Safety data ïNIOSH and USCG

Qualitative information

Å IFQ crew workshop held at April 2016 Council meeting 

Å Conversations with processor representatives, a tender representative, and IFQ 

participants

Baseline period

Å Average of the values of the 3 years preceding the IFQ program (1992 through 

1994)

Å Less strategic behavior (IFQ program was adopted by Council in October 1992)

Å Concerns about reliability of data further back in time
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Key findings ðObjective 1
Objective 1 ï10 problems that occurred with the open-access 

management regime or could emerge from the IFQ Program:

Allocation Conflicts

Å 18% of initial QS applications were denied; 10% (191) appealed 

Gear Conflicts

Å Temporal and spatial flexibility in how IFQ participants fish, 

elimination of congestion on fishing grounds, consolidation, 

coordination of shareholders onto fewer vessels

Å No quantitative data on gear conflicts

Å Previous research indicated reduction in congestion on 

fishing grounds (Knapp, 1997; Sigler and Lunsford, 2001)

Å Council has iteratively lifted restrictions on longline pot gear in the 

sablefish IFQ fishery
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Key findings ðObjective 1
Deadlossfrom lost or abandoned gear
Å Amount of halibut mortality due to lost or abandoned gear decreased 

after IFQ 

Å No estimates available for sablefish

Bycatch loss (discards of non-target groundfish)
Å Discards of other groundfishby the sablefish IFQ fleet have decreased 

relative to pre-IFQ period

Å No estimates available for halibut

Discard mortality
Å IFQ Program could have incentivized high-grading

Å Discards (in metric tons and as a rate) of sablefish for the sablefish IFQ 
fleet have been above pre-IFQ baseline

Å Sub-legal size discard mortality of halibut has increased since IFQ
Å High-grading of legal-size halibut is assumed to not occur
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Key findings ðObjective 1
Excess harvesting capacity
Å IFQs have contained harvesting capacity - harvests have not 

exceeded TACs 

Å Substantial consolidation of vessels and QS holders immediately 
following IFQ and continued consolidation (at a slower rate) since 

Å Mean and median QS holdings have increased for all areas; 
mean continues to be greater than median

Å Consolidation has been constrained by programmatic provisions

Å Gini and HHI of vessel IFQ revenue distributions

Å Gini: measures evenness of a distribution

Å Halibut ïless even distribution of revenues since IFQ

Å Sablefish ïmore even distribution of revenues since IFQ

Å HHI: measures market concentration

Å Halibut & sablefish ïincrease in revenue concentration since 
IFQ
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