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H GHLI GHTS

Fifty-seven operations conprise the Geat Slave Lake Commercia
Fishery. In the Fall and Wnter of 1990 - 1991 two Questionnaires
were admnistered to those operations.

Questionnaire | gathered information on fishernen’s opinions
re?ardlng the subsidy prograns. Questionnaire |l gathered
informati on on fishermen’s costs and earnings and their capital
inventory. Both surveys had a response rate of 79%

The information gathered was summarized into data that is
categorized by season (annual, winter, sunmer) and by anount of
annual production (size of operation, small, nedium and | arge)

OPERATI ONS

There are a nunber of distinctions separating the operations by
category. O the 57 operations, 38 were winter operations and 45
were summer operations. Based on annual production values, and the
cunul ative totals, the 23 small  operations represents
aﬁprOX|nater 5% the 17 medi um operations approxi mtely 15% and
the 17 large operations 80% of total |ake production

The majority of small operations have been in the fishery for |ess
than 10 years and tend to fish on a part-tinme basis and for one
season of the year. They generally fish the conmercial areas close
to Hay River and in the sumer, area 4 as well, and rather
consi stently produce under 10,000 1lbs.

The nmajority of nedium operations have been in the fishery for'less
than 10 years, generally fish full-time, and 50%fish both seasons.
In the winter they fish the areas close to Hay River and tend to
produce between under 10,000 and 49,999 1bs. wWith the greatest
concentration under 10,000. In the sumrer they tend to fish al
areasfon_tqs | ake and the majority catch between 10,000 and 24, 999
lbs. of fish.

The vast mgjority of l[arge operations have been in the fishery over
10 years, with a significant nunber over 20 years. They fish both
seasons on a full-time basis. Wnter production ranges widely from
25,000 1bs. to over 100,000 1bs. and in the sumer” they
consistently produce over 75,000 1lbs. They fish all areas of the
| ake but tend to concentrate in areas furt%est from Hay River.

On GSL, area 4 has the nost fishing activity in the sunmmer season

and the least in the winter. Areas 1 East and 1 West have the nost
fishing activity in the winter.



— - A slight majority of small and nedi um operations feel that their
. ..levels of production have been increasing over the |ast 5 years
while the vast majority of the large operations feel that their
| evel s of production have renained relatively consistent.

The majority of all the operations feel that they are “naking ends .
meet” sone of the time, and indicate that GN\W subsi dies are

probabjy the single nost inportant factor in maintaining financia
viabilify.

Al'l categorys of operations feel that many factors Ilimt their
potential to be viable, but indicate that generally |low fish prices
are the nost significant factor, especially the lack of prem um
whi tefish prices throughout the wi nter season. Large operations
feel that their |ake freighting costs are inportant reasons for
non-viability, while the snall and nedi um operations feel that
I nadequat e equi pment are prohibiting factors for them

SUBSI DI ES

The majority of winter operations indicate that they require
addi tional subsidies ranging from$.04 - $ 10 Ib. depending upon
area fished, in order to be profitable in the wi nter season. %he
| arge and nedi um operations indicate that they would nove into
renote areas to fish in the winter tine if additional freight
subsidies were offered. However the small operations indicate they
woul d not nove primarily because they do not own the necessary
equi pnent for fishing in renote areas.

The najority of all operations felt that winter subsidy progranms do
not meet their needs. The majority of nediumand |arge operations
feel that the summer subsidy programs do meet their needs, while
the smal| operations disagreed. The vast majority of all operations
i ndi cated that they could not afford any reduction in summer
subsi di es. As well, the vast mpjority of operations indicated
that they would not fish in either season w thout subsidies. They
feel quite strongly that each one of the subsidy prograns were very
i mportant and worked together well for the benefit of their own
operations and for the fishery overall

Wien asked for their opinions regarding potential changes to
subsidy programs, the nmajority of all operations supported the
followmng potential changes:

1. Subsidy to cover the freighting costs fromthe net to
receiving stations for both summer and w nter seasons.

2. Subsi dy extended to receiving stations operating in the
W nter season to cover the costs of freighting fish to
Hay River.

3. The whitefish price support extended to the w nter
season.



Wiile sone of the fishernen were uncertain, the majority felt
~strongly-that the noney necessary to pay for these changes shoul d
not cone fromthe reduction of any subsidy progranms, but rather ~
that the noney should be found el sewhere, in particular from"*"
savings captured as a result of nore efficient |ake operations.

Al'l operations agreed that renoving the territorial tax on fuel
woul d be nost beneficial to their operation and that paying freight

subsidies directly to fishernmen would be counter-productive. The
| arge operations also felt that faster payment of subsidies noney
to their accounts would benefit their operations. Small operations

i ndicated that subsidies to assist with upgrading their equi pnent

woul d be of nost benefit to them

The vast mpjority of all operations feel the owner/operator
(certificate holder) should be a resident of the NWI in order to
receive subsidies, but that they should not be required to hire
100% Northern enployees in order to receive those subsidies.

Only about 50% of operations feel fishernen understand how the
subsi dy prograns worked on GSL and felt fishermen needed nore
information. They also felt fishermen should participate directly
in the decision naking process about subsidies, and expressed
strongly a need to ensure fair and adequate representation for all
types of commercial fishing operations.

REVENUE aND EXPENSES

It is of particular interest to conpare operations by season

The smal |l operations sumrer revenue is nearly twice that of their
w nter revenue. GNW subsidies conprise 20% ($1, 088) of total
summer revenue vs. 10% ($282) of winter revenues. However, total
summer expenses are nearly double those of winter. The average
expense per Eound of production is s1.14 in the winter, and $.88 in
the sumrer. For both seasons, the small operations expenses exceed
their revenues, though by less than $1,000. The mgjority have
operating loans with nonthly payments averagi ng under $300.

The medi um operations earn about the same total revenue in both
seasons. G\WI summer subsidies ($2,807) are twice as high as the
wi nter subsidies ($1, 456) . Wnter expenses ($1.19 per pound of
production) are nearly double those of summer ($.66 per pound of
production) so that wi nter expenses exceed wi nter revenue by
$5,500, and summer revenue exceeds summer expense by $2,600. About
50% of the operations have operating | oans which average in the
range of $300 - $749 nonthly.

The | arge operations winter revenue is larger than their sumrer
revenue. On average, they receive GNW subsidies that are 50%

hi gher in the summer ($12,517) as those received in the winter
($8361) . However, W nter expenses ($1.19 per pound of production)




“are higher than summer expenses ($.69 per pound of production).
W nter expenses exceed wi nter revenue by $5,000 and sunmer revenue
‘exceeds summer expense by $7,300. The vast majority also have
operating loans and pay on average $3oco0- $749 nonthly.

In general, it can also be said that:

1. Sumer subsidies contribute nearly double the percentage
to sumer revenue as do winter subsidies to winter
revenue. _

2. Major operating expenses are; \\ges, Fue 1, Food,

Equi prent Repair, and Net Replacenent. Together they
conprise over 80% of total annual expense.

3. Wages paid to enployees are the single |argest expense
for medium and | arge operations in both seasons. It alone
conprises over 30% of total expenses.

4, Wnter expenses are higher in relation to winter revenue

than summer expenses are in relation to summer revenue.

In particular, winter Fuel and Equi prent Repair costs are

aﬁproxinately_double those of summrer. _ o

en consi dering expenses per pound of production it is
interesting to note that all sizes of operations for both
seasons have a considerable range in expense per pound.

The range i s approxi nately fron1%.50 to over $1.25 in the

winter. In the sunmer the range is from$.50 to $.74.

6. Wh e n considering operationss on the basis of
profitability, (defined as the difference between annual
revenues and expenses) several trends are revealed. In
all categories and for both seasons, the profitable
operations have higher production levels than the
operations with |losses. The difference increases markedly
wth the size of operation. Generally, the profitable
operations have considerably higher expenses than the non
profitable operations. But when conbi ned with higher
production levels, their actual expense per pound Of
production is |lower than the non profitable operations.
In the winter, the expenses per pound for the profitable
smal |, medium and large operations are $.72, $1.17, $1.17
vs the respective nonprofitable operations, $1.14, $1.22,

$1. 14,

In the sumrer, the expenses per pound for the profitable

smal |, mediumand |arge operations are $.54, $.51, $.58

és the respective nonprofitable operations, $1.17, $.99,
e

1. A nunmber (16) of operations indicated they had other
fishing income. The mmjor sources are from Government
Gants, U.I1.C. benefits and working for other fishernen.
The smal| operations other incone averages $235, the
medi um $3, 889, and the |arge $7, 686. _

8. The | arge operations fishing inconme contributes from 7S%
to 100% to total household incone, while the small and
medi um operations fishing income on average contributes
from 25% to 49% to their total household I ncone.



T 9. The 1 arge operations own considerably nore fishing
.related capital equiprment than do the small or nedium
oper ati ons.

Much of the equi pment owned by the |arge operations are
designed for large catch vol umes.

i
|
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| NTRODUCTI ON

The CGovernnment of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) Departnent of
Econom c Devel opnent and Tourism (EDT) has as one of its primry -
objectives the long term devel opnent of the renewable resource
econony. The commercial fisheries of the N.w.T. are a ngjor sector
of that econony.

In July of 1990, the Departnment of Econom c Devel opment and Tourism
establ1shed a Subsidy Review Commttee, with a nandate to revi ew
the financial assistance requirenments of fisheries in the NW. A
wor ki ng group was struck, consisting of both governnent and
industry representatives.

The first objective targeted by the Review Conmttee focused on
eval uation of the government subsidization programof the G eat
Sl ave Lake (GSL) fishery. Accurate know edge of the economc
performance of the GSL commercial fishery is key for the sound
managenment and planning activities of the Department of Econom c
Devel opment & Tourism  Unfortunately, there existed a lack of
current data and financial information on the GSL fishing fleet.
In order for the Subsidy Review Conmittee to be able to undertake
i nformed deci sion naki ng and make sound recommendations, certain
types of information were required.

This study was conm ssioned in order to capture and present the
followng information on the Geat Slave Lake fishery:

L. Background information and a historical overview of
the Commercial Fisheries Assistance Policy.

2. Accurate and current information  about the
financial and economic condition of the GSL
fishery.

The latter of this information was obtained by neans of a two-part
survey constituted of two questionnaires adm nistered in persona
interviews with Geat Slave Lake fishermen.

Questionnaire | was admnistered during the fall of 1990 and
targeted physical data, as well as fishernen’s subjective opinions
regarding the subsidy programs. It provided fishernen with the
opportunity to express their opinions, thereby engaging their
participation in the review process

Questionnaire Il was adm nistered during the winter of 1990-1991,
and targeted fishernmen’s income and expenses on a seasonal basis.
A capital inventory was included as well.



‘The first--stage of information was provided to the commttee during --
the sumer of 1990. The second stage of infornmation has now been
gat hered, processed and the data reviewed. That infornation, 1s now
presented to the commttee in draft report formfor revie"and
coment s.




BACKGROUND -
|. _POLICY:

By 1983 it was clear that the GSL fishery was not financially’
viable. To address the concerns of the fishery, the Mnister of
Econom ¢ Devel opnment and Tourisminitiated the Great Sl ave Lake
Task Force, with a mandate to exam ne options for increasing the
efficiency and reducing the costs of fishing operations on the

| ake, thereby increasing fishermen’s incones.

Upon recommendation of the Task Force, in July of 1985 the
Executive Council of the Governnent of the Northwest Territories
aﬁproved the Commercial Fishing Assistance Policy (Schedule A) ‘of
the Commercial Renewabl e Resource Use Policy 61.05. The schedul e
was designed to encourage the comercial fisheries on Geat Slave
Lake and the Coastal Arctic by offering freight subsidies on the
transport of whitefish and arctic char, and by providing a
production incentive on whitefish. The subsidies were designed to
I ncrease the conpetitiveness of the NW comercial fisheries.

To be eligible under the policy an individual nust:

Be a |icensed comercial fisherman

Be a resident of the Northwest Territories

Be actively participating/producing in the fishery
Hre 100% northern residents. (This requirenment has
not been strictly enforced, as the G\W has
recogni zed the difficulties in hiring northern
residents due to various conditions Wwthin the
i ndustry. However, there has been no official

change in the policy)

5. The industry nust be operating at a financially
mar gi nal | evel. .

NN =
T e e

Assistance is provided for Geat Slave Lake as follows:
W NTER

Road freight subsidy: established in order to offset the cost of
freighting whitefish fromHay River to Wnnipeg, to a maxi num O

$. 095/ pound.

Lake frei ght subsi dy for Area V a $.15/ pound subsi dy was
established in the wwnter of 1989-1990 as an anendnent to the
w nter program and was designed to encourage wi nter production in
this area by coverin%]a portion of the cost of freighting al
species of fish fromthis area to Hay River



‘ SUMMVER

Road freight subsidy: the same as shown above for the w nter road
freight subsidy.

Lake freight subsidy: covers nost of the cost of freighting al
export grade species fromthe three Geat Slave Lake delivery

stations to Hay River, in order that the net cost to fishernen
remains at $. 015/ pound.

Wi tefish production subsidy: a $.05/pound to $.08/pound subsid

whi ch can vary annually, in part depending upon the percentage o

northern residents enployed per operation. The subsidy is designed
to help cover the high cost of operating in the north, in order
that fishernmen realize at mninumthe sane net return per pound as
Lake Wnnipeg comrercial fishernen. (There is no whitefish
production subsidy in the winter season, as it has been presuned
that higher prices for whitefish at that tine have nade it
unnecessary)

Assistance is also provided for ‘three other fisheries:

L. Q her export grade inland |akes.
2. Export ar fisheries.
3. Inter-settlement trade fisheries.

A problemexists in that while industry freight rates continue to
I ncrease the demand on public financial resources, the increase in
whi tefish prices have weakened support for the subsidy program
Wiile the strain on governnent resources is real, it is as yet
unclear as to the real nature of the connection between the
government’'s current GSL subsidy program and the assured viability
of the GSL fishery.

The challenge then is to determne this relationship as accurately
as possible.

GREAT SLAVE FI SHERY

The fishery is managed as a linmited entry fishery. This evolved as

?'PthOd of regulating the potential for Lake and Area quotas to be
i1l ed.

As a result, the current structure allows for the follow ng maxi num
nunber of licences to be issued for each class per season:

SUMMER - ( ass a: 28; Class B: 70.
WNTER - d ass A: 32; G ass B: 40.



Licences “are issued on the basis of one licence per one vessel/ -
vehicle.  The nunber of active vessels/vehicles in each category

are generally less than the maximumlinmts. This has largely been
thought to reflect the marginal financial prospects for fishermen.
According to Northwest Territories Fisheries Regulations:

A Cass A certificate is issued to:

1. A vessel of nore than 900 kg. gross weight, when wei ghed
wth its attached nechani cal equi pnment; or

2. A vehicle of nore than 900 kg. gross weight.
A Class B certificate is issued to:
1. Vessel s or vehicles other than those referred to above.

The GSL fishing fleet is conprised of four vessel/vehicle types
according to season:

Summer Class A: Wiitefish Boat - They are usually 38-50 feet in
l'ength, and have either steel or aluminium hulls. ° They generally
have a crew size of 4-6, and are equipped with nechanical net
lifters. Some have refrigerated fish storage areas, and nost have
| iving accommpdations that permt operation in renote areas. Fish
deliveries are generally made every 1-2 days to a delivery station,
where the owner/operator sells the catch to the Freshwater Fish
Mar ket i ng Cor porati on.

Summer Class B: Skiffs or Yawls - The distinction between the two
vessels 1s generally recognized to be that yaw s are desi gned
specifically for commercial fishing, and are factory built. The
mpjority of yaws on GSL are of fibreglass conposition. gskiffs are
adapted recreational boats or are hone-nade by the fishernen
t hemsel ves. These are generally of wood conposition

Both are open boats ranging from 18-22 feet in length, and powered
by 1-2 outboard notors.  Skiff enterprises employ on average a 1-2
man crew, which usually includes the owner/operator. One man
operations are quite common. Gl nets are |lifted nanuaII%, with
the catch delivered to a delivery station on a same day basis.
Summer canps are occasionally established, permtting a w der range
for fishing, with deliveries on a two day basis.

Wnter Class A: Bonbardiers - These are the |arge hal f-tracked and

skied notorized vehicles used for ice fishing. They are often
equi pped with a power auger attached to the rear of the vehicle and
running off the engine. Bonbardi er operations usually enploy a

crew of 3-5 per vehicle, and often work with one or nore cabooses
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(portable living quarters) . This allows for harvesting in areas
varying greatly in distance from delivery stations. Nets are
lifted manually, and fish deliveries range from every 1-5 days.

Wnter dass B: Snowmbile - The vehicle used for this class is the
snowmobile. A sleigh is pulled behind for carrying equi pnrent and .
fish. Mst skidoo enterprises are day operations, wth a crew of
1-2 which usually includes the owner/operator. Nets are lifted
manual Iy, and fish deliveries are usually on a sanme day basis.
Cccasionally smal|l cabooses are used, permtting a further range
with deliveries on other than a sane day basis.

Al GSL commercial fishing ventures operate under certain conmon

condi tions.
1. The total GSL commercial harvesting quota is 3.7 million
pounds. This is further divided into Area quotas.
| Vst 500,000
| East 700, 000
I 700, 000
Il 100,000
|V 900,000
v 800,000

Quotas are not split between the sumer and W nter seasons.
The quota starts on Novenber 1. The remaining quota |eft
after the winter fishing season is applied to the summer
season, and continues until the quota is captured in each
area, or until OCctober 31, which ever occurs first.

2. There are no individual |icensed quotas. Quota capture is
related to equi pment and effort. There are no individual
maxi mum limts.

3. Al comercial fishing is done with gill nets. Mesh size is
5.25 inches. There are no restrictions on depth or |ength,
al though nost nets average 100 yards in length, and range from
16- 100 nmesh deep. There are no limts on the number of nets
each certificate may use. However, some control is exercised
in the regulations by the requirenent that nets in the sumer
ggs% be Iifted every 30 hours, and nets in the winter, every

ours.

4, The sunmer season begins in June with open water, and ends
late in Cctober. The winter season begins in Novenber with
first ice, and continues into My.

b. Al fish commercially caught on GSL for export out O the
Territories nust be sold through the FFMC. However, commerci al
fishermen have the right to sell their fish locally and
t hrough-out the NW



FFMC operates all of the four delivery stations around the
lake: Hay River, Areas 2, 4 and 5. In the summer season

there are usually one or two delivery stations open out on the

| ake, in addition to the Hay River station. During the wnter
season, there is only one delivery station open at Hay River.

Initial prices per species for both seasons are set in advance
bK the FFMC, and are based on 80% of projected net revenue for
the upcoming year. Al prices are established on the basis of
delivery (FOB) in Wnnipeg. Transportation costs from Hay
River to Wnnipeg are deducted from the Wnnipeg price to
establish the Price paid to fishermen on GSL. FFMC utilizes
a differentia pricin mechanism to co-ordinate fish
harvesting with market demand. Fi sh caught in the sunmer
season command a |ower market price. Fish caught in the
W nter season are sold in the fresh form and receive a higher
market price, though for only a portion of the season
Cenerally the winter price is low during the early weeks of
t he season, clinbing higher during the mddle, and |owering
again for the last portion of the season. This presents a
dilenrma for winter fishermen, as generally the nost productive
tipes inthe winter are early and late into the season. To
illustrate:

FISH PRICE rF.o.B. WNNI PEG (W NTER 90/ 91)

Vhitefish May- Cct ober Novenber January  April
Export nedi um $. 49 $.51 $.85 $.51

The GNWI subsi di zes the transportation costs from | akesi de
delivery stations to Hay River during the sumrer season, and
the road freight costs to Wnnipeg all year, in order to
assure parity with Wnnipeg prices.

Final paynents based upon the net revenues by species are made
by the FFMC to individual fishernen at the end of the cal endar
year.

Y
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OBJECTI VES, GOALS, AND SCOPE
SCOPE

The scope of this study was linmted to the Great Slave Lake
comrercial fishery including:

1. Summer and Wnter fishing seasons.
2. Cass A and Cass B operations.

OBJECTI VES

Based on the terns of reference, the project had several

objectives, the primary one being to supply qualitative and
quantitative information that would assist in the determ nation of:

L The perceived as well as factual conditions and requirenents
of the fishery.

2. The re-evaluation of certain assunptions upon which previous
subsi dy support policies have been based.

3. A classification of the various fishing operation types by
cl ass, season, production.

4. The long termand short termviability of the fishery, and
specifically for the various classifications types. This wll
i nclude average incone statenments for each, and the potential
to project break even volunes and prices necessary for
fishermen to receive a fair return for their investnent and
labour.

5. M ni mum capital investnent requirenents for efficient
operation per classification type.

6. Options for threshold entry |evels based on inconme and
production threshol ds.

7. A bal ance between economni ¢ efficiency and income distribution.

Utilization of the above objectives and nmethods are intended to
assist in the achievenment of the follow ng goal

L To recommend revisions as necessary to the current commerci al
fishery assistance policy, soastoenablemore efficient use
of subsidy noney in order that those dollars be used to the
maxi mum benefit of the GSL commercial fishery.




4.

Inherent in this is the need for a policy that will address:
Present and future requirements of the fishery.

A mechanismto encoura?e the efficient use of available
labour, capital, and biological resources.

The variant operating conditions and costs of each
classification type.

The need for flexibility and ‘safety net’ guarantees.

The realization of these goals will clarify the requirenments of the
GSL fishery, and allow for the completion of the first stage of the
Subsidy Review Commttee’s work.

10



METHCDOLOGY -

In order to help neet the aforenentioned objectives, a survey of
GSL commercial fishermen was needed. In conjunction with the Bureau -
of  Statistics, GNWT, a questionnaire was designed for
admnistration to the fishernen.

Entitled the Geat Slave Lake Fishery Study, the survey was divided
into two sections:

Questionnaire |: Targeted primarily fishernen’s perceived
needs and opinions regarding their fishing operations, and
about the subsidy progranms on GSL. Some physical data was
gat hered as wel |.

Questionnaire Il: Targeted fishermen’s actual earnings and
costs of production, as well as their fishing related capital
I nventory. The questionnaire was designed to provide an

accurate picture of the industry for a specific period of
time, nanely the w nter season of 1989/1990, and the sunmer
season of 1990.

The Fishery

Daﬂacfgpplied by the Departnent of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO)
i ncl uded:

1. Annual total and individual [istings of GSL certificate and
licence holders with corresponding registration nunbers.

2. Total and individual seasonal production records of all
deliveries to FFMC nade by certificate and licence hol ders.

The GSL fishery could be defined as a conplexity of fishing
operations. This leads to real confusion when attenpting to
estimate the nunmber of actual operations on the lake. There are a
nunber of factors causing this situation

A comercial licence i ssued by DFO enables an i ndivi dual
to commercially fish on GSL.

Acertificate reqgistration issued by DFO enabl es an
|né|V|auaI to operate on GsL a vessel or vehicle for the

purpose of commercial fishing.

Al'l certificate holders are also in possession of a licence.
However all license holders are not necessarily holders of a
certificate. Therefore the unusual situation exists that the

11




~ nunber of individual |icensed deliveries to FFMC can actually
. exceed the nunber of certificate holders.

The GSL fishery then, operates under various scenarios which for
this study presented a dilemm.

In sone cases:

An enpl oyee may receive sonme production on his licence as
a bonus, or in partial lieu of wages.

An individual without a certificate nmay operate another
fisherman’s vessel/vehicle and place production under
only his own, the owners’, or both licences.

A fisherman may hold several certificates. He may fish
only one vessel/vehicle, yet distribute his production
anong all his certificates.

Sonme fishernmen hold certificates, yet have no active
participation (production) in the fishery.

Fwﬁjy_ nenmbers nmay produce under several different
certiticates, vyet operate as a single famly unit.

Two or nore fishermen na% work together, and distribute
total production anong their certificates in a nutually
agreed manner.

Some fishernen sell the majority of their catch to I oca
markets, wth no official record keeping of that
production by any governnent agency.

Reliable, realistic and representative data was required. Therefore
sone standard of consistency in operation had to be established in
order to neet those requirenents. Merely summarizing information
frOm all licence and certificate holders would not necessarily
result in a realistic representation of the fishery.

Before interviews could conmence then, a clear definition O the
target popul ation had to be determined. In order to qualify as part

of the targeted survey population, a commercial fishing operation
had to neet the following criteria:

L. Hold a certificate issued by pro for Geat Slave Lake.
2. Show an officially recorded m ni mum production of 1000
pounds per season for at least one year out of the past

two years - for the sumrer of 1989 or 1990, and for the
winter of 1988/1989 or 1989/ 1990.

12




3. Express intention to continue activity in the GSL

--fishery.
4. Qperate either as:
a. an individual economc unit, or as
b. partners in a single economc unit that for a

majority of tine shares one, or a conbination of
the follow ng resources:

—labour
- equi prment
- expenses

According to the above criteria then, it was possible to condense
(for the purposes of the survey) the GSL fishery into precisely 57
operations.

| nt ervi ews

Census was attenpted for both sections of the survey. Wen
possible, all eligible fishermen were approached for a personal
interview. Each survey received a response by 45 fishing
operations. However, the 45 operations were not necessarily the
same for the two surveys. The final capture rate was 79%

For both surveys the vast mgjority of questionnaires were
Interviewer-admnistrated. The majority of Questionnaire | surveys
were adm ni stered out on Geat Slave Lake during the nonths of
Sept enber through Novenber, 1990. Fishernen had requested that the
second ﬂyestlonnalre (focusing on costs and earnings) take place
after the conpletion of the sumer season, in order that the
information supplied be as accurate as possible. Therefore
ﬁgestjonnaire [l interviews were admnistered in Yellowknife and
y River between the months of December 1990 through m d-February,
1991. .

The first attenpts at interviewng for the second questionnaire
clearly disclosed the fact that nost fishernen keep very poor, if
any, business records. The majority of nost fishernen's financia
transacti ons take place through rFrFMc’s Hay River office and the
Freshwater Fish Marketing Corporationts accounting system

In order to obtain the nost reliable financial data possible,
Freshwat er Fi sh Marketing Corporation/s head office in Wnnipeg was
approached (and supplied) copies of each individual fishernmen' s
financial operating Statements of Accounts with the Corporation

Those statenments detail every transaction through FFMC, and were
divided into two separate sections to reflect seasonal distribution
of income and expenses. Those divisions were:
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Wnter: Novenmber 1 - April 31
Summer: May 1 - Cctober 31 -

In the case of those operations holding multiple certificates and
licences, all related statenments were grouped together and

i ncome and expenses totalled onto one survey formto reflect that -
oper ation.

Interview time for Questionnaire | averaged 2.5 hours. Interview
time for Questionnaire Il ranged from several hours to two days per
questionnaire.

Wth specific reference to Questionnaire Il: Through persona
interview contact, each fisherman's statements were reviewed with
hi m her. Al'l expenses have been reviewed for proper expense

classification. Expenses unrelatedto fishing have been identified
and renoved from calculation. Expenses paid out of persona
accounts, rather than through FFMC have been incorporated into the
respective expense categories.

Final figures for each expense category were the total of:

1. Actual fishing expenses listed on the FFMC statenent O
account, and

2. Fi shermen’s estimates of additional fishing expenses.
Al'so included as expense, though separately identified, were:

1. Monthly | oan payments.

2. Maj or capital expenditures for the year.
I ndi vi dual fishernmen’s inconme figures were obtained fromdata

provided by FFMC. These were totalled and then divided into two
categories per season

1. FFMC I ncone: This was conprised of two anounts -
a. Initial paynent (actual figures) .
b. Final paynment (actual for the winter 1989/1990
season) . For the summer 1990 season, nho fina
payment figures are avail able. After discussion

wth the client and FFMC officials, a formula for

estimating that payment was agreed to be the npst
plausible: an averaging of the final paynent for
each species for the years 1988/ 1989 and 1989/ 1990.

2. G Subsidy Incone: the total of all paynents made to
each fishing operation.
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‘A third source of incone exists for some fishermen. Categorized as, ~
“Qher Incone”, this includes:

-Freighting for other fishernmen
-Rental of Equi pment

-Working for other fishernen

- Unenpl oynent | nsurance Benefits
-Governnent G ants

-Local Sales of Fish

Because of the difficulty in separating by season the sources of
other fishing incone, it has been added on as annual incone.

In a few cases, a fisherman’s expense figures reflected purchases
made in relation to government grants or contributions. In those
i nstances, the anount of the grant was entered under Question #2,
page 1, as “other fishing income”.

Interest charges |isted under “Business Expenses” reflect the cOSt

of carrying a deficit balance with FFMC This is generally the
; result of current and/or previous seasonal |osses, or the result of
the Corporation carrying the cost of a major capital purchase, and
applying carrying charges to the fisherman's account.

Under equi pment’ inventory, up to a maxi mum of three spaces were
al | ocated per category. However a nunber of operations own nore
than three items in some categories. This is not reflected in the
survey anal ysis.

Fi shermen frequently were vague and reticent about listing details
regarding their fishing equipnent, particularly regarding equi pment
age. This should be kept in mnd when review ng equi pment inventory
t abl es.

Fi shermen expressed serious concerns regarding the confidentiality
of the information provided by themin the interviews. A1
Questionnaire | and Questionnaire 11 survey forms were assigned a
nunber, match-coded for cross reference purposes, and the fishing
certificate nunbers del eted. Wth these assurances of privacy
bei ng made known to survey respondents, the quality of detail for
information provided was excellent.

Al'l questionnaires were returned to Yellowknife. They were revi ewed
and obvious corrections and edits made.

Data entry was conpleted directly from questionnaires using data
entry screens prepared by the Bureau of Statistics.
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SURVEY RESULTS

The follow ng report should be used along with the report issued by -
the GN\WI Bureau of Statistics, “Geat ave Lake Fishery Study,
Overall Results”. These reports sunmarize data collected in the
two GSL Fishery Surveys

Fifty-seven commercial fishing operations can be said to
realistically represent the GSL commercial fishery. There are a
nunber of characteristics which can be used to delineate those

oper ations. It is these characteristics that conprise the first
section of tables in the report on survey results. A review of
those tables will give a portrayal of the various fishing

operations which in fact conprise what is known as the Geat Slave
Lake Fishery. Fromthis ‘ground-level’ description of the flsherﬁ,
we establish our perspective for review ng the remai nder of the
dat a.

The follow ng five sections summuarize data that is categorized by
season, and by size of operation. The first three sections
summarize information from Questionnaire |I. The last two sections
summarize information from Questionnaire 11.

Characteristics of Fishing Operations
Opi ni ons on Your Owmn Qperation
Opi ni ons on the Subsidy Program
Revenue and Expense

Fi shing Equi prent [ nventory

e

O the 57 operations identified, 52 fishin% operations conpl eted
either one or both questionnaires. Specifically 45 operations
responded to the Questionnaire | survey form and 45 responded to
the Questionnaire |1l survey form However, these are not
necessarily the same 45 operations. Each questionnaire had a
response rate of 79%

In reviewing the results, it is inportant to keep in mnd that
percentages |isted are based upon the nunber of fishernmen that
responded to each specific question. |In particular, one should
exerci se caution when interpreting tables that have a | ow response
rate. In those cases, one or two responses can represent up to
25% Also, because of ‘weighting’ nmethods, figures do not
necessarily add up to an exact total

16




n——

~~Qperations were divided into three categories, based upon the

.amount of_annual production:

SMALL : 0- 10,999 1bs.
VEDI UM 11,000 - 59,999 1bs.
LARGE : over 60,0001bs.

Because annual production was used, in sone cases a category may
i ncl ude operations whose seasonal production does not necessarily
correspond to annual production classifications.

Based upon both annual production values and the cumul ative totals,
the 23 smal| operations represented approxi mately 5% of the total
| ake catch, the 17 medi um operations represented approximtely 15%
and the 17 large operations accounted for 80% of the tota
production from G eat Slave Lake

Data on operations were further broken down into three categories,

by Annual Fishing Operations, Wnter Fishing Operations, and Summer
Fi shing Operations.

. CHARACTERI STICS OF FISH NG OPERATI ONS

Table 1.1 : Fi shing Operations, by Season Fished.

O the 57 operations, a total of 38 winter fished, and a total of
45 fished the summer season. The najority of smal|l operations
fished only one season, while approximately one-half of medi um
operations fished both seasons. It is significant to note that the
vast majority of large operations fished both seasons.

Table 1.2 : Fi shing Operations, by Production Levels

In the winter, 47% of operations produce |ess than 10,000 pounds
apiece, and in the summer, 33% Conversely, 16% and 27% preduce
greater than 75,000 pounds apiece.

Table 1.3 : Fi shing Operations, by Production Levels and
Li cense.

In the winter, all of the B certificate operations produce under
10,000 1bs. The A certificate operations produce a wi de range O
seasonal catch, from under 10,000 1lbs., to over 100,000 lbs., with
the majority produci ng between 25,000 and 49,999 1bs. The A&B
Certificate operations tend to produce in the range of 50,000 to
74,999 1bs. In the sunmer season, the mpjority of B operations
produce under 10,000 1bs., however a significant 30% do produce
petween 10,000 and 25,000 1lbs. The vast mmjority of A and A & B
operations produce over 75,000 1lbs.
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7 No Table : Fishing Operations, by Production Levels and
-~ Cat egory.

-

It should be kept in mnd that categories are based on annual
production.

In the winter, the vast najority of the small operations produce .
under 10,000 1bs. The nejority of medi um operations also produce
under 10,000 lbs. However, a significant 34% produce between
10, 000 and 49,999 1bs. The |arge operations produce a w de range of
seasonal catch from under 10,000 1lbs., to over 100,000 1lbs., with
the largest concentration in the over 100,000 |b. range.

In the sunmer, all of the small operations produce |ess than 10,000
lbs ., the mpjority of nedium operations produce between 10,000 and
24,999 1bs., and the mgjority of large, over 75,000 1bs.

Table 1.4 : Fi shing Operations, by Nunber of Years.

shed | ess than 10 years.  100% of the |arge operations have
shed over 10 years. One-third of small and |arge operations have

nthe winter, the majority of small and medium operations have
|
!
I shed over 20 years.

I
f
f
f

In the summer, the ngjority of small and medi um operations have
fished less than 10 years. 92% of the large operations have fished
over 10 years, (42%for over 20 years).

Table 1.5 : Fi shing Operations, by Full-Tinme and Part-Tine.

This refers to seasonal effort. In both seasons, 100% of |arge
operations are full-tinme.

In the winter, the majority of small operations are part-tine,
while a slight mpjority of mnedium operations are full-tine.

In the sumer, a slight majority of both small and nedium
operations are full-tine.

Table 1.6 : Fi shing Operations, by Nunber of Certificates Held.

In the winter, the majority of small, mnediumand |arge operations
hold one Certificate. 30% of |arge operations hold two or nore.

In the summer, the majority of small and nedium operations hold one
certificate. A slight majority of l|arge operations hold two or
more Certificates.

Table 1.7 : Fi shing Operations, by Area Fished.

In the winter, the vast mpjority of small and nedi um operations
fished Areas 1 East and 1 West, and sonmewhat in Area 3 - all areas
close to Hay River. The majority of large operations fished in
Areas 4 and 5, (areas furthest away from Hay River) .

In the summer, snall operations tended to fish in Areas 1 East and
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4. Medium operations tended to fish quite evenly all areas on the
.lake with a slightly higher concentration in Area 4. The large .
oPeratlons also were fairly evenly distributed, with the excePtion .

of Area 3 seeing very low activity, probably due to the small quota

al | ot ment. However, there was a slightly higher concentration of
activity in Area 4. Specifically, it can be said that Area 4 saw -
the nost activity overall in the sumer season, and the | east
activity in the winter. Areas 1 East and 1 West saw the nost

activity in the Wnter.

| 1. OPINITONS ON YOUR OAN FI SHI NG OPERATI ON

Table 2.1 : Fi shing Operations, by Changes in Production in
Past 5 Years.

In the winter, the vast mgjority of medium and |arge operations
felt they experienced consistency in their levels of fish
production. However, while half of the small operations felt they
experienced the same consistency, one-third felt their levels of
production were increasing.

I n the summer season, half of the small operations felt their
l evel s were increasing, while the nedium operations were split
about 50/50 between consistency in levels and increasing |evels of
product i on. Again, the vast majority of large operations felt
their levels of production remained consistent.

Table 2.2 : Fi shing Operations, by Making Ends Meet, in the
Past 5 Years, Yes or No.

In the winter, the majority of all categories answered yes, they
were nmaking ends neet SOME of the time (years) .

In the summer, the sane was true for the nmedium and large
operations. However, the snmall operations were split between yes,
maki ng ends neet sone years, and no, never doing so. '

Operations answering “yes” (or “no”) were requested to answer the
guestions in the corresponding table. Of those operations
answering yes, sone years, they were requested to go on and answer
the questions in the followng two tables.

Table 2.3 : Fi shing Qperations, by Reasons for Mking Ends Meet
in the Past 5 Years.

In the winter, close to 100% feel government subsidies to the
industry are probably the single nost inportant factor in their
operations’ financial viability. As well, keeping costs down is
regarded as very inportant by the vast ngjority of small and medi um
operations, while increased price for Wiitefish is listed as very

inportant by the large operations, (probably a result of the
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"significant effect of increased prices at high production levels) .

.I'ncreased- production levels are also regarded by the nedium _

operations to be very inportant, probably in reflection of their
awareness of its direct connection to profit. CGeneral comments
i ndi cate that higher whitefish prices and equi pnment in good worKking
condition are inmportant factors for viability.

In the summer, again the vast majority feel that Governnent
subsidies are very Inportant to their viability. Small operations
feel keeping costs down is inportant. The |arge operations do not
share this opinion, perhaps due to the feeling that it is hard to
control operating costs in a large operation

The large operations feel that both increased prices for Witefish,

and sufficient producti on | evel s, are very | mportant.

Interestingly, the small operations feel increased production
levels are quite uninportant, perhaps a reflection of their
attitude that their growth potential is [imted by certain factors.

General commrents point to difficulty in controlling costs,

especially for new operations. Also, the inportance of having a
full and experienced crew is directly related to viability.

Table 2.4 : Fi shing Qperations, by Reasons for Not Mking Ends
Meet In Past 5 Years.

In the winter, the vast majority of all categories feel that the
| ack of a premum price for Whitefish throughout the w nter season
I's probably the nost inportant reason they do not nake ends neet.
Cenerally, they list all factors as being very significant in their
inability to be viable: high operating costs, inadequate equipnent,
low fish prices, shortage of skilled labour, |ake freight costs
being too high, and prem um whitefish prices not being consistent
over the season. It Is of interest to note that while 100% of the
large operations feel their lake freight costs are very
significant, the small operations feel the opPosite, per haps
because they are day operations, and therefore fish close ‘to a
delivery point. Generally, the operating costs of fuel, freighting
and repairs are viewed as prohibitive to operational viability.

In the summer, there is a nore varied response. The majority of
all categories agree that low fish prices are Probably t he nost
significant factor in their inability t'o be viable. The small and
medi um operations feel that inadequate equiprment is a Vvery
inportant contributant, while the |arge operations rate this as
being uninmportant. The large operations feel that high operatin

costs and high Il ake freight costs are very inportant. Again, o

interest is the conclusion that the small and medi um operations
feel that their lake freight costs are not a significant factor.

General ly, capital costs are high, especially for new operations,

and this cost beconmes prohibitive.
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[I1. OPINIONS ON TEE SUBSI DY PROGRAM

Tables 3.1 through 3.4 refer to the winter fishing season, and °
were asked only of fishermen participating in that fishery.

Table 3.1 : Wnter Qperations in Each Area, by Amount of
Addi tional Subsidy Needed to be Profitable.

i‘AdoIitionaI subsidy” refers to an anmobunt in addition to 1990
evel s.

1 East: Fi shermen expressed needs ranging from$.04 - $.10.
1 West: Mpjority of fishermen expressed a need for $.10.
Area 2: Fi shermen expressed needs ranging from$.04 - $.10.
Area 3: Mpjority of fishermen expressed a need for $.10.
Area 4: Mpjority of fishermen expressed a need for $.10.
Area 5: The response was evenly divided between; Profitable

now, needing $.04 - $.06, to needing $.10.

CGeneral Iy, fishernen exFress a need for nore whitefish subsidy in
all areas, particularly early and late in the season, Wwhen
whitefish prices are |ow.

Table 3.2 : Wnter Fishing Operations, by Amount of Subsidy
I;Ieeded in Order to Encourage You to Mwve to Areas
, 4, or 5.

This table addresses operations not already fishing in each O
t hese areas.

Area 2: Majority of all categories would move for $.08.

Area 4: For $.08, the majority of small operations woul d
not nmove, while the majority of large ones woul d.
The medi um operations were evenly split. -

Fi shermen generally indicated that Area 4 needs a
recelving station in winter, otherw se they would
need nmore than $.08/1b to fish there.

Area 5: For $.15, the mpjority of small operations would
not nove, the nmgjority of medium operations would,
and of the respondents, the majority of large
operations are already fishing there.

A note of caution: There was a fairly significant non-response
rate by the large operations category. Aso, a recurring comrent
made by many of the small operations was that they could not nove
because the?/ did not own the necessary equipnent for fishing and
freighting from such renote areas.
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- Table 3.3 : Wnter Fishing Qperations, by Wether Subsidy
Program Meets Their Needs.

The vast mpjority of small and nmedi um operations answered no. The

| arge operations were quite evenky split between yes and no.

CGeneral comments indicate a need for either higher fish pricesor .
nmore subsidies all season, especially early and late in the season.

As well, freight subsidies are needed.

Table 3.4 : Wnter Fishing Operations, by Wether They Wuld
Keep Fishing Wthout Subsidies.

The majority of all categories (particularly the |arge operations)
answer ed no. The small operations had a significant response of
yes and don’t know, probably due to the part-tine nature of some
operations.

Tables 3.5 through 3.8 refer specifically to the sumer fishing
?ea%mn and were asked only of fishernen participating in that
i shery.

Table 3.5 : Summer Fishing Operations, by Level of Subsidy
Reduction That-Wul d Cause Reduction in Qperation.

This refers to ‘the Wiitefish price support subsidy. The najorit
of all categories felt they could afford no reduction in level o
SPPSIdy. A "$.01 reduction would cause themto reduce their fishing
effort.

Table 3.6 : Summer Fishing Operations, by Amount of Increase in
Freight costs that Wuld Cause Reduction in
Qperation.

This refers to the lake station freight subsidy. The majority of
all categories felt that at a cost of $.02, they would have to
reduce their fishing effort.

Table 3.7 : Summer  Fishing Operations, by Wether Subsidy
Program Meets Their Needs.

A slight majority of small operations answered no; the majority of
medi um operations, yes, and the vast mgjority of |arge operations
al so answered yes, the subsidy program does neet their needs.
General comments indicate that the subsidies come too late in the
season. As well, fishermen felt whitefish prices should be higher

Table 3.8 : Summer Fishing operations, by \Wether They Would
Keep Fishing Wthout Subsidies.

The vast mpjority (90% of all three categories answered no.
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- - Table 3.9 : Fi shing Operations, by Ranking of Inportance of

- Various Subsidy Programs to the Fishing Industry.

The results were inconclusive, because the mmjority of all
fishernen ranked all of the prograns as #1, indicating that they
felt the prograns worked together very well to the benefit of the .
fishery as a whole, and directly to their own operations’ benefit.
A subsidy programto cover the costs of freighting fish fromthe
net to a receiving station was ranked last in relative inportance
by respondents in all three categories.

Tables 3.10 to 3.12 :Fishing QOperations, by Rating of Potential
S

Changes to Subsidy as Re: Subsidy For Freight Costs
from Net to Receiving Station.

Responses were summarized into three tables by: Al Fishing
Qperations, Wnter Fishing Qperations and Sunmer %ﬁerat|ons

There was a slight tendency for the large operations to favour a
wi nter |ake freight subsidy while the small operations disagreed.
Interestingly, the vast nmajority of all three categories agreed
stronglg that if there could be such a freight subsidy programit
shoul e available in both seasons. This held consistent for

all three tables - an indication that fishermen view the fishery in
broader terns than nerely in their own context. When asked if
ot her subsidy progranms should be reduced in order to pay for this
proposed program the majority of all categories strongly
di sagreed, though a significant nunber were uncertain.

Tables 3.13 to 3.15:Fishing (perations, by Rating of Potenti al
Changes to Subsidy as Re: Subsidy for Costs From
Wnter Receiving Stations to Hay River.

Agai n, responses were sumuarized into three tables by: Al Fishing
perations, Wnter Operations and Summer Operations.

The vast mpjority of all three categories strongly agreed that a
subsi dy program should be extended to winter receiving stations.
This again held consistent for all three tables, indicating a
broadly based view of the whole fishery.

Again the majority of all categories in both seasons strongly
di sagree that the sumer |ake freight costs should be reduced in
order to pay for the proposed Wnter freight subsi%¥.

As well, the majority of all categories strongly disagreed that
ot her subsidy prograns should be reduced in order to pay for the

proposed winter freight subsidy. However, a significant nunber of
smal | operations felt uncertain about such reductions.

Tables 3.16 to 3.18:Fishing Operations, by Rating of Changes

to Subsidfrogram to Extend Witefish Price
Support to Wnter.

Agai n responses were sunmarized into three tables by: Al Fishing
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“Qperations, Wnter Qperations and Summer Operations.

Lo

The vast majority of all three categories stron%:y agreed that the ~
Whitefish price support should be extended to the wi nter season.
This again held very consistent for all three tables, indicating
that fishermen view the fishery in an annual context.

The majority of all categories of operations either strongly
disagreed with, or were uncertain that the sunmer Witefish support
should be reduced in order to pay for a simlar wnter subsidy.

As well,the mpjority of all categories either strongly disagreed
with or were uncertain about the reduction of other subsidy
progranms in order to pay for the extension of the Witefish price
support into the wnter.

General |y fishermen agree that the above three changes woul d be
positive as long as:

A O her subsidy progranms in general, and by season
are not adversely affected,;

B. Savings could be captured as a result of nore
efficient management of |ake operati ons. These

savings could be used to fund new prograns.

Tables 3.19 to 3.20 :Fishing Operations, by Nunber Wo
Strongly Agree Wth Each Potential Subsidy Change
to Improve Their eration, and \Which Two Changes
woul d be the Mst Beneficial

The potential subsidy changes |isted were:

Faster Payment to Fishernmen/s Accounts

I ncreased Price Support when Industry Production is Low
Frei ght Subsidies Paid Directly to Fishernen

Subsi di ze Lake Freight Costs in Wnter

Subsi di ze Lake Freight Costs in Summrer

Subsi di ze Costs of UpPrading EguiPnent

Renove the Territorial Tax on Fue

NoOUTAWNE

The vast majority of fishernen in all categories of operations in
both seasons strongly agreed that all of the above potenti al
changes to the subsidy program would be beneficial to their
operations. The one significant exception was in regards to # 3,
Payi ng Freight Subsidies Directly to Fishermen: the vast mgjority
disagreed with this change to subsidies.

The vast majority in the three categories (and for both seasons),
listed # 7, Removing the Territorial Tax on Fuel, as the nOSt
beneficial change. ‘The small operations listed #6, Subsidizing
Costs of Equi pment Up?(ade as the other nost beneficial subsidy.
The large operations Tisted # 1, Faster Paynment of Subsidies to
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-Fishermen’s Accounts as their other choice of a beneficial change
to subsidies.

Those fishermen supporting option #6, Subsidizing Costs of
Upgradi ng Equi pment, felt there should be stringent controls to
ensure valid need and to prevent abuse of prograrns.

Tables 3.21 to 3.22:Fishing (perations, by Nunber who
Strongly Agree Wth Each Potential Subsidy Change
to Inprove the Industry, and, \Wich Tw would be
the Mst Beneficial.

The potential subsidy changes |isted were:

Mre Flexibility in Adjusting to Changes in the Industry
Guaranteeing a Mninmum Price for Witefish

Quaranteeing a M ninmum Price for O her Species

Long Term Guarantee of Subsidy Levels

Supporting Wages Paid to Northern Hel pers _

Subsi di zing Wnter Freight Costs Based on Area Fi shed

OURWNE

The vast majority of fishermen in all categories of operation for
both seasons strongly agreed that all of the above potenti al
changes to the subsidy Frogran1mould be beneficial to the GSL
fishing industry as a whole.

There was considerable variety in the response by category as to
whi ch two potential changes would be the nost beneficial. The
smal | operations tended to rank # 2 (CGuaranteeing a M ninum Price
for Waitefish) and # 4 (Long Term Guarantee of Subsidy Levels), as
the nost beneficial to the industry. The medi um operations were
less clear as to their preference, but seemed to rank #5 #4 and #
1 as being the nost beneficial. The large operations quite clearly
listed # 6 (Subsidizing Wnter Freight sts Based on Area Fished)
and # 2, (Guaranteeing a Mninmumprice for Whitefish) as’ the
@P%nges to subsidies nost |likely to benefit the industry as a
ol e.

Some fishermen felt options #2 and #3 (above) could be inportant,
but are at a mnimm level now, and shouldn’t go any |ower.

Table 3.23 : Fi shing Operations, by Wiether Subsidies Should be
Tied to Northern Residency Requirenents of
Onner s/ Qperat ors.

The vast majority of all operations for both seasons answered yes,
gor%heLndresidency of the owner/operator and subsidy receipt should
e |inked.

Fi shermen feel quite strongly that non-residents should not own a

commercial license, nor receive G.N.w.T subsidies for Geat slave
Lake. However, the situation exists in that non-residents can
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potentially receive subsidies through the current system.

Table 3.24 : Fi shing Qperations, by Wether Subsidies Should be
Tied to Northern “Residency Requirements  of
Enpl oyees.

The vast mgjority of all operations for both seasons answered no.
For those operations hiring enployees, they indicate that the
viability of their operation Is directly affected by_the_quality of
their crew Relrability, experience and availability ~are
essential . They feel this is inpossible to ensure with only
northern help. A comon opinion is that wth access to U.I.C. and
welfare, some northerners are not notivated to seek fishing
enpl oyment .

Fi shermen suggest:
A Subsi di zed training prograns for northerners.

B. Fifty (50% percent northern residency should
replace the existent 100% northern residency
requirement.

C. Al l residency_requirenents shoul d be elim nated
e frompolicy in order to have a healthy GSL
i shery.

Table 3.25 : Fi shing Operations, by Wether Fishernen Understand
the Subsidy Prograns.

The smal| operations answered no, the nedi um operations were split
evenly in their response between yes and no, and the |arge
operations answered yes, believing fishermen do understand subsidy
prograns.

It would appear that there is sone confusion and uncertainty about
G\W subsidy prograns to Geat Slave Lake. :

Table 3.26 : Fishing Operations, by Wether Fishermen Shoul d
Participate in Decision-Miking Processes Re:
Subsi dy Prograns.

The vast mpjority of operations in all categories answered yes.
However, a nuch repeated concern expressed by fishernen was the
need to ensure adequate and fair representation for all types of
fishing operations in such a process.

General Comment s

Fishermen were given the opportunity at the conclusion of
Questionnaire | to address any other concerns they m ght have.

Among the resulting comments, several comon concerns becane
apparent. They are:
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=T A Fi shernen should be involved in decisions re: Geat

- - Sl ave Lake subsidy prograns. However, fair and
C - representative participation nust be assured.
X There nmust be involvenent of both A and B
certificate fishernen.

B. Wnter fish prices are too low and wnter
operating expenses are too high. H gher wi nter
subsi di es are needed.

C. There is a need for nore freight subsidies, based
on distance travelled to receiving stations.

D. The cost of fuel is too high, and as such, has a
detrimental effect on the tishery.

E. There is a need for subsidization of equipnent
upgrades. | nadequate equipnent keeps production

levels low, with resulting profit levels too lowto
support the necessary upgrades.

: F. Subsidies are essential to the Great Slave Lake
' Fi shery, for w thout subsidies, the entire fishery
woul d col | apse. Subsidies nust be tied to the rate
of inflation.
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V. REVENUE and EXPENSES

As the tables that follow refer to Revenue and Expenses, a brief
summary of what those categories entail wll be helpful.

Revenue:
Sales of Fish: FFMC Initial plus Final Paynent to fishernen.

Subsi di es: G\ Freight and Price Support Subsidies to
fishernen.

Q her Incone: Freighting for other fishermen, rental of
equi pnent  to other fishermen, working for

other  fishernen, Unenpl oynent | nsurance
Benefits, governnent grants, and |ocal sales
of fish.
Exgenses:
ges: Wages paid to enpl oyees, plus benefits.
Fi shi ng Food, net replacenent, freight, msc. gear,
Operations: drydock, St orage.
Equi pnent Fuel, grease, propane, maintenance, repairs,
Expenses: motor vehicle, small tools.
Busi ness I nsurance, |icenses, accounting costs,
Expenses: t el ephone, equi pnent and Space rentals,
i nterest charges.
O her
Expenses: Travel, Expediting, Oher.
Table 4.1 : Fi shing QOperations by Response to Cost and Earnings
Questionnaire.
The vast majority of small, medium and |arge fishing operations in
bot h seasons responded to the Cost and Earnings Questionnaire.
Table 4.2 : Fi shing Operations, by Average Total Revenue by
Sour ce.

The small operations have nearly double the total revenue in the
sutmer as in the winter. Subsidies conprise 20% of total revenue
in the sumer, as opposed to 10% in the winter. Revenue from sales
of fish is greater in the sumer.
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The medi um operations earn approximately the same total revenue for

both summer and winter. However, summer subsidies are double those
of winter. Revenue from sales of fish is greater in the winter-

The large operations’ incone fromsale of fish is larger in the
w nter than in the sunmer. Total winter revenue is also greater
than total sunmer revenue. Summrer subsidies are on average 50%
hi gher than wi nter subsidies, conprising over 20% of total summer
revenue, as opposed to w nter subsidies which conmprise only 13% of
total winter revenue.

Overall, summer subsidies constitute double the percentage of
seasonal revenue as do winter subsidies. Also of interest is the
conmparison of total annual revenue by the three categories:

Smal | - $4,667, Medium - $25,762, and Large - $125.263. C her
incone contributes 5% 15% and 6% respectively to the three
categories’ total incone. However, the actual dollar value is

twice as nmuch for the large operations ($7,686) as for the medi um
ones ($3,889).

Table 4.3 : Fi shing Operations, by Nunber with Qher Incone.

O the 49 operations responding to the survey, a total of 16
i ndi cated they had sources of other fishing incone. Grants from
Governnent, Working for other fishermen, and Unemployment | nsurance
Benefits were the nost nmonetarily val uabl e sources of other incone,
representing on average $28,550, $4,000 and $2436. U.I. benefits
W th 11 operations in receipt and Governnment Gants with 5
operations in receipt, were the two nost frequent sources. Only one
operation reported income from local fish sales.

Table 4.4 : Fishing Operations, by Percentage of |ncome Spent
in the Northwest Territories. :

100% of all categories of operations spend between 75%to 100% of
their fishing income in the N.W.T.

Table 4.5 : Fishing Operations, by Percentage of Household
I ncone From Fishing Operation.

The income fromfishing contributes 25% to 49%to total household
incone for half of the small and nedium operations. The other half
of these operations derive fromless than 25% to the maxi mum 100%
of their household incone from fishing. However, the vast

majority, (93%, of the Iar?e operations receive 75%to 100% of
their household incone from fishing.
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Table 4.6: Fishing Operations, by Average Total Expenses by
Sour ce.

The small operations’ annual expenses and by season exceed_their
respective revenues, though by only a few hundred dollars. Total
summer expenses are nearly double those of winter, with the major
wi nter expenditures, (51% and 41%, being fishing operati ons and
equi pnrent expenses.  The major summer expenses (37% 33% and 23%
respanlvely% , are equipnent expenses, fishing operations and
wages. Both wages and equi pnent expenses are significantly higher
In the sumer season

The medi um operations’ annual and wi nter expenses exceed their
respective revenues by $2,000 and $5,500. However, summer revenues
exceed expenses by $2,600. Wages, fishing operations and equi pment
expenses contribute the major portion of operating expense in both
seasons. Wages and equi pment expenses are 100% hi gher in the
wnter than in the sumer. Overall, total w nter expenses are
nearly doubl e those of summer.

The large operations‘ total w nter expenses exceed total revenue by
$5,000.  However, annual and total summer revenues exceed their
respective expenses by $2,500 and $7,300. Again, wages, fishin

operations and equi pment expenses contribute the najor portion o

operating expense in both seasons. Total as well as specific
expenses are all generally higher in the winter. For both seasons
wages are the major expense, though equi pment expenses are also a

maj or contributor in the winter, being 100% hi gher than in the
sumer .

Table 4.7 : Fi shing Operations, by Average Expense per Pound of
Producti on.

-

The smal| operations’ annual, winter and sumer expenses per_ pound
of production are $.77, $1.14, and $.88 respectively. Fishing
operations and equi pment expenses contribute by pound annually $.36
and $.33; in the winter, $.63 and $.40; and in the sumer, $.31 and
$ﬁ34"' wMge expenses are $.18 in the sumer, conpared to $.07 in
the winter.

The medium operations’ annual, w nter and sumrer expenses per pound
of production are: $.90, $1.19, and $.66 respectively. The three
maj or expenses are wages, fishing operations and equipnent
expenses, contributing by pound annually $.22, $.31 and $.33; in
winter $.33, $.34 and $.47; and in sumer $.14, $.26 and $.22.

The large operations’ annual, winter and summer expenses per pound
of production are: $.83, $1.15 and $.69 respectively. he three
maj or expenses are wages, fishing operations and equipnent
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expenses, contributing by pound annually $.32, $.21 and $.24; in
the winter $.42 $.25 and $.42; and in the sumer, $.26, $.20 and
$.17.

Expenses per pound are the highest in the winter. On a conparative
basis overall, total expenses per pound are |less for large
OEerations on an annual basis, the highest for medi um operations in
the wnter, and the least for the nmedium and | arge operations in
the summer.

Table 4.8 : Fi shing Operations, by Total Expenses per Pound of
Pr oducti on.

On an annual basis, the snall operations total expense per pound
shows a large range from $.50 - $1.24. The trend is simlar for the
medi um operations with a range fromless than $.50 to over $1.25.
The | arge operations total expense per pound of production tends to
range from$.50 to $.99

In the Wnter season, total expense per pound of production for the
smal | and medi um operations tends to be from $1.00 to $1.24, and
for the large operations a range from $.50 to over $1.25.
Specifically 36% of the large operations are in the $.50 to $.74
range and 50% are in the over $1.00 range.

In the Summer season, total expense per pound of production for the
smal | operations is $.50 to $.74, for the nedium operations from
less than $.50 to $.74, and for the large operations, $.50 to $.74.
All three tend to be in the $>50 to $. 74 range.

Table 4.9 : Fishing QOperations, by Detailed Average Expenses

The range of total annual expense is : Small operations $4,877,
medi um $23,764 and large, $115,078.

This table refers to annual expenses. For all categories, the
maj or expenses are hel pers’ wages, food, net replacenent, fuel,

repairs and naintenance. These five expense categories combined
conprise 82% 85% and 81% of total annual expenses for the snmall,

medi um and | arge categories.

Business and ot her expenses contribute very little to total
operating expenses. It is worth noting that all categories have
interest charges with FFMC which conprise about 2% of total
expenses. The | argest expenses for the-small operations are food
and fuel, for the nmedium and |arge ones, the single (reatest
expense is hel pers’ wages.

Table 4.10 : Wnter Fishing Operations, by Detailed Average
Expenses.

The range of total winter expense is: Small operations, $2,967.,
medi um $20, 409. and |arge, $69, 228.
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— - . For the small winter operations, the single largest exPense is
_food, (30%), followed by fuel, (21%, and equipnment repair, (15% .
For the nmedium wi nter operations, wages (32% are the |argest -
expense, followed by equipment repair (18%, fuel (15%, and food °
and net replacenment, both (12% . For the large w nter operations,
wages (at 35% is the Iargest expense, followed by equiprent repair _
(169, fuel (15% and food, (13%.

Agai n, business expenses account for less than 5% for any of the
cat egori es.

Table 4.11 : Summer Fishing Operations, by Detailed Average
Expenses.

For the small sunmer operations, wages (at 23% are the |argest

sinPIe expense, followed by fuel, (20%, food, (15%, and net

replacenent and equi pment repair, both (10%. For the nmedi um
operations, wages, gat 30%, are the largest expense, followed by
fuel, (17%, food, (16%, and net replacement and equi pnent repair,
both (10%. The large operations’ nmjor expense are wages (at 38%
followed by food, (179, and fuel and equi pnent repair, both §109© .

; Busi ness and ot her expenses account for no nore than (8% for any

| cat egory.

It is of interest to conpare actual expenditures between the two
seasons. Many expenditures are considerably higher in the wnter
For the small operations, fuel costs are nearky doubl e t hose of
summer, yet wages are higher in the summer. or the medi um and
large operations, wages, fuel and equipment repair costs are
considerably higher in the winter, often being nore than double the
expenditure in summer. For exanple, the large operations spend on
average 9$4,886 on fuel and $4,870 on equipnent repair in the
sunmer, and $10, 052 and $11, 266 respectively in the w nter.
Expenditures on net replacenent vary between the three categories,
with the major expenditure for small and large operations being in
the summer, and 1n the wnter for the nmediumsized operations.
Mot or vehicl e expenses are higher for the large operations in the
winter, and in the sumrer, for the snall operators.

Tables 4.15 - 4.16 : Fishing Qperations, by Wether the Operation
Has a Loan, and by Monthly Paynents.

It must be noted that |oan paynents have not figured into operating
expenses in previous tables.

The majority of winter snall operations have a |oan, and the
najoritg pay under $300 a nonth, although a significant 33% pay
from $300 to $749 nmonthly. One-half of the sumnmer snall operations
have | oan paynments, and all pay under $300 nonthly.

One-hal f of both wi nter and summer medi um operations have loan
paynents, and in all cases pay between $300 and $749 nonthly.
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.-The vast majority of both winter and sumer |arge operations have
| oan payments, with the majority paying $300 to $749 nonthly. A
"~ significant 33% pay over $750 nonthly.

The follow ng tables provide revenue and expense infornmation based
on the annual profitability of the operation. AnnuaI(ProfitabiIity '
is defined by the difference between annual revenues and expenses.
Revenues include sales of fish, governnent subsidies and fishing
i ncome from other sources. Expenses include all expenses listed in
Question 8 of the cost and earnings questionnaire.

Table 4.17 : Fishing Operations, by Annual Profitability.

The snall operations are split evenly between |osses from $1.00 to
$4,999 and profits from$ 1.00 to $4,999. The nedi um operations
range widely fromlosses of $5 cooto $9,999 up to profits of over
$10,000. There is a tendency for these operations (medium to
group in the range of losses from$5,c0to $9,999 to profits of
$1.00 to $4,999. 25% have profits from $5,000 to over $10,000. The
| arge operations also range widely from|osses over $10,000 to
profits over $10,000. They do however exhibit a fairly strong (33%
tendency toward profits over $10, 000.

Table 4.19 : Fi shi ng Operations by Average Production Levels,
Annual Profitability.

In all cases and in both the sumer and w nter seasons, the
profitable operations have higher production |levels than the
operations with | osses. _ _ _

For the small operations the difference in production levels for
profitable vs. non profitable is small, approxinatel¥ 1,000 pounds.
However the difference in production levels for profitable vs. non
profitable increases considerably wth the size of operation, and
py season as well.

In the Wnter, the profitable nedium operati ons average 22,000
Founds vs 16,000 pounds for the non profitable. The profitable
arge operations average 87,000 vs 66,000 for the non profitable.
In the Sunmer, the difference for the mediumis 26,000 pounds VS

8,000 pounds. For the large, 102,000 Vs 55, 000.

Tables 4.24-4 . 25:Wnter Fishing Qperations, by Average Expenses, by
Pound of Production and by Profitability.

O interest is that all sizes of the profitable operations actually
have | arger total expenses than the non profitable operations.
Equi prent expense ( fuel, repair, maintenance) is the na{or
contributor to the increase in costs of operation. As well the
profitabl e |arge operations spend considerably nore on Fishing
operations (food, nets, freight) . Wien conbined wth [ower
production levels the expense per pound of production is actually

hi gher for the non profitable operations. There is one exception as
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— - -can be seen: _ _

The” expenses per pound of production for the profitable snall
« medium and |arge operations are; $.72, $.1.17, $1.17 vs. the =

' expense per pound of production for the nonprofitable small, medium
and large operations; $1.41, $1.22, $1.14. The profitable large
OEeratlons_aptually have a higher expense per pound due largely to _
their S|gn|f|cantly greater expenditure on equi pnment repairs and
fuel. The profitable small operations have the | owest expense per
pound and the non-profitable small operations have the highest
expense per pound.

Tables 4.26-4.27: Summer Fishing Operations, by Average Expenses,
by Pound of Production and by Profitability.

The smal| operations wth a loss have overall higher expenses than
the small operations with profits. The major increases are in the
Fi shing operations and Equi pnent expense categories. The nmedi um and
| arge operations with a profit have considerably higher expenses
t han those operations wth a loss. The major Increases In
expenditures are in the Wages, Fishing operations, and Equi pnent
expense categories. Again, as in Wnter, when conbined with lower
production levels, the expense per pound of production is actually
considerably higher for the non profitable operations. The
profitable small, medium and | arge expenses per pound are; $.54,
$.51 $.58, and for the non profitable small, nedium and large;
$1.17, $.99, .$.77.

O the profitable operations, the Iar?e have the hi ghest expense
per pound, possibly due to their overall very high expenditures. O

the non £rofitable operations, the small have t%e | ar gest expense
per pound.
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V. EQUIPMENT | NVENTCRY

4y

Table 5.1 : Fishing Operations, by Number Wio Omn Each Type of
Equi pnent .
The smal| operations, on average, own: 1 Skiff, 1-2 Qutboard

Mbtors, 1-2 Snowmbiles, and 1 Truck.

The nedi um operations, on average, own: 1 Skiff, 1 vawl, 2 or nore

(iIJthoalr(d Motors, at |east 1 Bonbardier, 1 or nore Snownobil es, and
ruck.

The large operations, on average, own: 1 or 2 Wiitefish Boats, 1 or
2 Skiffs, 2 or nore Qutboard Mtors, 2 or nore Bombardiers, at
| east 1 Snownobile, 1 Auger, and 1 or nore Trucks.

Table 5.2 : Fi shing Operations, by Number Wo Owmn Each Type of
M scel ' aneous Equi pnent.

The najority of |arge operations own the follow ng equi pnent: Depth
Sounder, Radio Phone, Cenerator, Net Lifter, Fish Finder, CB Radio,

Sa_btooses, Sleds, Canmps. Only a very few own Radar or Refrigeration
nits.

The majority of small and medi um operations do not own the above
types of fishing equipment, with the exception of Cabooses, Camps
ang SII egs. The majority do own either Canps, Cabooses (or both),
and Sl eds.

Table 5.3 : Fishing Operations, by Nunber of Nets Omned, and
Type of Net.

The vaslt majority of small operations, (9S%, own |ess than 50 nets
in total. .

The majority of medium operations own less than 50 of either the

Nyl on or Twisted Mono style nets. However, a significant nunmber do
own nore than 50 nets.

The vast mmjority of large operations own over 100 nets. \ile

they tend to owmn both Nylon and Twi sted Mono style of nets, they
appear to own nore of the Nylon than any other type of net.
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