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I
INTRODUCTION

on Cctober 31, 1984, Northwest Territories Econom c Devel opment and
Tourism, Government of the Northwest Territories, commissioned Thorne
Stevenson & Kellogg to conduct a project with the following objective:

To rationalize the marketing of Northwest Territories arctic char.

In this document we present the results of our evaluation of present
arrangements for the marketing of arctic char. In the following chapter we
present the highlights of our work, followed by a discussion of the supply and
market characteristics. Finally, we consider various alternatives to the present
marketing arrangement and present our recommendations to the Government of
the Northwest Territories.

We received excellent cooperation and assistance from staff at the
Freshwater Fish Marketing Corporation (FFMC) in Winnipeg and from staff at
the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) in Yellowknife. Both groups
provided valuable data and interpretation in the course of the study.

While most of the statistics on fish and seafood products are collected
using metric measures most people in the industry still use imperial measures.
For ease of communication, we have used imperial measures throughout this
report. In addition, some distributors indicated to us that char was more
correctly spelt using two rs, i.e. charr. However, this spelling seems to be the
exception rather than the rule and we have continued in this report to use
spelling provided in your terms of reference.

Thorne Stevenson & Kellogg first began working in the area of freshwater
fish marketing back in 1978 with an assignment for the Freshwater Marketing
Corporation.  Five years later in 1983 we undertook an assignment for the
Government of Alberta to evaluate alternative marketing arrangements for
freshwater fish in the Province of Alberta. Our perspective reaching back over
seven years has enabled us to observe trends and also to gain some insight to fish
markets. We trust that the conclusions and recommendations which ensue from
this report will be of some assistance to the Government of the Northwest
Territories in deciding upon a future direction for the marketing of arctic char.
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I
H GHLI GHTS

During the course of the study, we interviewed by telephone various
brokers, distributors, and wholesalers in Alberta, Ontario and Quebec. W e
obtained information from Federal and Territorial Government officials in the
Northwest Territories. We visited Calgary and met with market sources there to
obtain first-hand information. We also received a good deal of information from
staff at the FFMC. A list of organizations contacted is presented in Appendix A.

The market for arctic char is not healthy and buoyant. The fish is not well
known outside the prairie provinces or more exactly outside of Alberta where it
was first commercialized. Thus it has a small base market. Today, that market
has a problem with arctic char. First it is priced too high compared to its
competition. Secondly it is a frozen product in a market which more and more
wants a fresh product. The superb image which arctic char once had is in danger
of being lost.

The FFMC has been successful in increasing, since 1983, the return to the
fishermen of arctic char. This increase runs counter to what has happened to the
prices of other fish products.

However, this success is to some extent illusory because the price
increases have been obtained at a cost. Sales have been decreasing annualy and,
at today’'s price to the distributor of $5/Ib., the market isin danger of
disappearing altogether. Brokers and distributors, who traditionally handle the
product, are simply not touching the product. The FFMC is being obliged to back
off its list price. Today, it still has over one-half of the 1984 production on
hand.

We believe that the total payment to the fishermen of $3.23/Ib. made for
the 1983/84 production, represents a high which is unlikely to be bettered to any
significant extent in the near future.

Fresh fish is being imported into Canada from all over the globe. Arctic
char is being hurt by this trend at the white table cloth restaurants and better
hotels, which have hitherto been its strength. Fresh product commands a
premium over frozen. Fresh Norwegian farm trout, for example, is displacing
frozen arctic char.

The fishermen’s cooperatives and FFMC have t 0 investigate again fresh
fish shipments. The FFMC is currently having two major smokers in the U.S.
test arctic char. You cannot continue to rely on the mystique of Canada's
northern game fish to sell arctic char. The market has to be rebuilt.
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In addition, we believe that if the commercial export of arctic char has to
double from 100,000 Ibs. to 200,000 Ibs. then the price to the distributor would
need to decrease from $4.25/Ib. to $3.50/Ib.

We recommend that the best means of rebuilding the market’s confidence
is through the cooperation of the brokers and distributors who have traditionally
handled the product. Some arrangement should be made with the FFMC which
may mean some direct shipments of fresh fish, smoking of the product, and/or
exclusive arrangements with selected brokers and distributors. We also discuss
the possibility of seconding marketing personnel to FFMC.

You indicated that there are several plans on the boards for new plants and
increased production of arctic char. We caution that, at present, the market
cannot absorb the increased production at current prices. Youmay first wishto
consider the returns which the fishermen will likely receive for the increased
production, before proceeding with the planned expansion.

Finally, we suggest that the arctic char producers are fortunate to be able
to take advantage of the FFMC's economy of scale to handle, store and sell
arctic char. We see a continued role for the Freshwater Fish .Marketing
Corporation and believe that, rather than setting up alternative agencies to
intervene in the marketplace, a better future for arctic char can be assured
through the cooperation of the FFMC, the Government of the Northwest
Territories, and the local intermediaries in the marketplace.
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m
SUPPLY AND PHYSICAL DISTRIBUTION OF ARCTIC CHAR

In this chapter we summarize briefly, information relating to the supply and
physical distribution of arctic char. This information was not called for in our
terms of reference. However, it is important to our subsequent evaluation of the
effectiveness of FFMC marketing of arctic char and alternative schemes.

A. THE PROOUCTION OF ARCTIC CHAR HAS FLUCTUATED OVER THE
PAST TEN YEARS.

As indicated in your terms of reference, the bulk of the NWT commercial
harvest of arctic char is of the anadromous variety taken during the upstream
migration to spawning beds in river systems that flow into Hudson Bay, Foxe
Basin, Queen Maude and the Coronation Gulf. The fishing begins in the first few
weeks of July and carries on through to September.

In Exhibit 111-1 we present the statistics provided by DFO (for details, see
Appendix B) and FFMC regarding the commercial harvest, and FFMC annual
purchases respectively.

EXHIBIT 111l Production of arctic char and FFMC purchases
(000 Ibs. - round equivalent weights)

Commercial FFMC
Y ear Harvest Purchases %
1975 300 72 24
1976 224 116 51
1977 335 283 84
1978 230 165 72
1979 269 172 64
1980 215 206 96
1981 215 167 S8
1982 246 150 61
1983 269 114 42
Total 2,375 1,445 6196
-4 -
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Over the past 10 years the commercial harvest of arctic char has varied
between 200,000 and 300,000 Ibs. Every other year the harvest appears to be at
the high end of this range, and in the intervening year at the low end of this
range. We were not able to obtain information on the 1984 harvest, but if the
cycle is maintained we would expect it to be in the low 200,000 Ibs.

As shown in Exhibit 111-1, FFMC purchases of the annual production
reached a peak in the late 1970's. In 1980 FF.MC purchased 96% of the
commercial harvest. Since that year FFMC purchases have declined to around
50% of the annual production.

The bulk of the annual production is handled through the Cambridge Bay
Co-operative. The balance comes from Rankin Inlet, Frobisher Bay and the
McKenzie Delta. We understand that the reason for the decline in the later
years has been because the Rankin Inlet operation ran into financial and
economic difficulties. In 1984 the Rankin Inlet production started up again.

9. THE LOGISTICS ARE DIFFICULT AND COSTLY
L  Thephysical movement Of arctic char and distribution channels

Various people in the industry in the the Northwest Territories
impressed upon us the problems associated with moving arctic char from the
river inlets to say the Cambridge Bay plant and then out again by air to
Edmonton. Weather and geographic distance, coupled with a limited time period,
are the principle reasons.

The Cambridge Bay plant services areas within the 100 mile radius of
Cambridge Bay. Arctic char is flown in by light plane to Cambridge Bay, blast
frozen and packed in cartons or igloos. Product for local consumption is either
retailed by the plant itself or shipped to other customers in the Northwest
Territories.  Product for commercial export is flown to FFMC'splantin
Edmonton. A small amount of the export shipments will be sold locally 5y the
FFMC in Edmonton. The balance is trucked in pup containers to FF.MC'S main
plant in Winnipeg.

The FFMC is endeavoring to supply the market on a continuous basis
throughout the’ year. Thus the main inventory remains in Winnipeg and is
inspected regularly for quality deterioration. If necessary the product will be re-
glazed in Winnipeg.

The FFMC distributes the product to two main classes of customer.
First they have brokers in various parts of North America who sell the product
on a commission basis. Secondly they distribute to packers/ wholesalers/distri-
butors such as Canada Packers, Gainers, the Grocery people, McDonald
Consolidated (Safeway), Billingsgate,Bridge Brand, etc.
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Outside of the Province of Alberta, sales are made largely through
brokers. Within the Province of Alberta, where sales constitute 40% of FFMC'S
total, product is handled through the second category above --packers/whole-
salers/distributors.

Finally the intermediaries sell the product tO "white table cloth"
restaurants and the better hotels.

2. Distribution and selling costs

| .Exhibit I1I-2 we present the distribution and selling costs which
are incurred by arctic char, ex the Cambridge Bay plant.

EXHIBIT [1[-2  Distribution and selling costs ex Cambridge Bay plant

$/1b.
FFMC average selling price 1983 3.48
Less FFMC inventory carrying, handling
selling costs. _0.25
Total payment to fishermen 1983 _3.23
(FoB Winnipeg)
Less Cartons & carton freight 0.10
Cambridge Bay to Edmonton (PWA) 0.45
Edmonton to Winnipeg _0.06
0.61
Total payment to fishermen 1983 2.62

(ex cambridge Bay plant)

After aninitial payment f or the 1983 production of $2.4 0/1b. FOB
Winnipeg, the FFMC made a final paynent of $0. 83/lb.,, to nake a total paynent
to fishermen, FOB Winnipeg, of $3.23/Ib. FFMC'S average selling price for 1933
was $3.48/1b.
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Of the final payment of $3.23/Ib. $0.60/lb. was required to move the
product from Cambridge 9ay to Winnipeg. The major portion of that cost is
incurred in air freight between Cambridge Bay and Edmonton.

We calculate total payment to fishermen in 1933 ex the Cambridge
Bay plant to be $2.62/Ib. We have not been able to ascertain the Cambridge Bay
plant’s costs for 1983 season. However, we suggest that they must exceed
$1.00/Ib. and that therefore the fishermen themselves received around $1.00/Ib.
for the 1983 production.

We understand that the carton (and carton freight costs) referred to
in Exhibit 111-2 above are now being shipped to Cambridge Bay by a different
mode of transport and that the cost of 9.5¢/1b. has since been reduced to 5.8¢/1b.

In summary, the difference between FFMC's average selling price for
1983 of $3.48/Ib. and the total payment to fisherman ex Cambridge Bay plant of
$2.62/1b. is $0.86/Ib. Of this difference, $0.54/Ib. or 6376 was spent in getting
the product to Edmonton.
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vV
THE MARKET FOR ARCTIC CHAR

A. FRESHWATER FISH MARKETING CORPORATION — AN OVERVIEW

The Freshwater Fish Marketing Corporation is a federal body established to
assist fishermen in marketing their catch. The objective of the corporation is to
maximize the return to the fishermen by serving as a central buying, processing
and marketing agency. Federal and provincial legislation licenses the FFMC and
its agents to sell freshwater fish. In the Northwest Territories fishermen are
entitled to sell their fish directly through license cooperatives to final
consumers. The FFMC has complete control over the commercial export of fish
out of the Northwest Territories.

The FFMC is a marketing board and consequently has received its share of
criticism from both producers and customers, as do all “marketing boards.” It is
criticized for not providing enough marketing support for the product range, for
not taking advantage of specific local market opportunities, for not returning
sufficient money to the fishermen, and for representing too large an overhead.

Onthe other hand the FFMC has a difficult task. 1t is obliged to purchase
a large quantity of fish (in excess of 40 mllion Ibs annually) as and when
produced. It must then convert that sporadic and seasonal supply into a
continuous and rational marketing effort.

.Much of the product handled by the FFMC is treated as a commodity in the
market place; it simply cannot support a large allocation of marketing dollars.
Secondly the FFMC is allocating product to the most profitable markets, many
of which are external to Canada. Consequently they may miss a specific local
market opportunity (obvious to local fishermen), but take advantage of a larger
market elsewhere. Thirdly, the FFMC faces competition both from U.S.
freshwater fish and from saltwater products. What the market will bear is in
many respects out of FFMC's control.

Indeed, t he FFMC is accused by the market placeof beingtoo inflexible
and too demanding in its pricing policy. From the market's point of view, FFMC
does too good a job of protecting the fishermen’s interests. On the other hand,
the market is somewhat wary of dealing more directly with the fishermen. They
have serious concerns about continuity of supply and quality control.

Prior to the establishment of the FFMC by the Federal Government in
1969, the freshwater fish market was dominated by brokers and wholesalers in
North American cities such as Chicago, New York and Los Angeles, who
exercised a very tight control over the flow of fish into their market and the
prices at which they would purchase fish.
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B. CHARACTERISTICS OF MARKET FOR ARCTIC CHAR

Arctic char is a red fleshed fish of the trout/samon family. The fish s
preferred by nmost people in the marketplace, to the Labrador char because of
the latter's lighter coloured flesh.

The name arctic char has a certain mystique and romance associated with
it. As indicated in the previous chapter, arctic char is sold to “white table cloth”
restaurants and the better hotels. It competes with top end of the fish and
seafood range -- salmon, lobster, crab, trout, prawns etc. We did encounter
some instances of arctic char being sold through retail chain stores. However,
these were very few and we know of no continuous retail program.

While arctic char has a special and unique image, it is not a well known
fish. This is hardly surprising since Canadians consume annually in excess of 250
million Ibs. of fish and seafood products. They consume approximately 10 million
Ibs. of freshwater products. Sales of arctic char outside the Northwest
Territories have amounted to between 100,0000 and 150,000 Ibs. over the last
few years.

In Alberta for example, the largest commercial market for arctic char
outside the Northwest Territories, freshwater fish sales amount to 800,000 Ibs.
per year. Arctic char sales to Alberta at around 65,000 Ibs. constitute less than
10% of the freshwater market in Alberta.

Arctic char is sold in a head-on dressed frozen form. (Hence it does not
pick up any processing costs at FFMC's Winnipeg plant). A number of
wholesalers we spoke to indicated an interest in the product in its fresh form.
They appreciated that the fish has a high fat content and that it will deteriorate
rapidly. However, they felt that if the logistics of the situation permitted
moving fresh fish, say into the Alberta market, then a premium could be
commanded over and above the frozen prices.

Several brokers also expressed an interest in handling the fish in a smoked
form. There again a premium could be commanded.

C. PRICE PERFORMANCE

In this section we examine the record of the FFMC with respect to its
pricing of arctic char.

1. Recently arctic char prices have risen dramatically
When we first surveyed the market for freshwater fish back in 1978

the selling prices generally for freshwater fish were very similar to the prices
that FFMC is receiving today, seven years later. Some prices have even
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decreased. This is a phenomenon which is not peculiar to the freshwater fish
market »ut common to all fish and seafood products across Canada. In Exhibit
IV-1 we present payments to the fishermen since 1975 and FF.MC average selling
price for the last three seasons.

EXHIBIT Iv-1  Payments to fishermen and average selling prices (Mb.)

Average

Payment to fishermen (FOB Winnipeg) Selling
Y ear [nitial Final Tof'él' Price
1975 1.35 0.23 1.58
1976 1.85 0.32 2.17
1977 1.90 0.14 2.04 N A
1978 1.90 1.90
1979 1.95 0.10 2.05
1980 2.25 0.23 2.48
1981 2.25 2.25 2.86
1982 2.25 2.25 2.94
1983 2.40 0.83 3.23 3.48
1984 3.00 N/A N A N A

Arctic char prices/payments to the fishermen remained fairly
constant from 1975 through 1982. In 1983 the Freshwater Fish Marketing
Corporation began a marketing program to lift arctic char out of its market
position between trout and salmon to a level where it would compete directly
with the top of the salmon range and other expensive seafood items. .4s a
consequence the total payment to the fishermen to 1983 of $3.23/Ib. represented
an increase of almost $1.00/Ib. from the 1982 final payment. We would
anticipate that the total payment for 1984 will be substantially the same as the
1983 payment.

Following the 1978 study, we next surveyed the freshwater fish
market 15 months a o ig 1983. FFMC was in the process of rai si ng the price of
arctic char fromy2.50/1b. to $4.00lb. Buyers were vociferous in their
condemnation Of the FFMC's pricing policy. They indicated that previousy they
had not been able to get enough of the product, but at $4.00/lb. they would have
severe difficulty in moving the product.

Thorne Stevenson & Kellogg - 10-



However, the FFSAC positioned the product well with sales material
advertising Canada’s northern game fish, special menu planning, recipes and
trade show displays. The FF.MC succeeded in moving the product and today
$4.00/1b. for arctic char is still considered high but not as outrageous as it once
was.

The FFMC has been helped in establishing this new pricing policy by
having a declining amount of arctic char to sell. .4s can be seen from Exhibit I11-
1 in the previous chapter FFMC'S purchases and sales of arctic char have steadily
declined from 1980. We understand the 1984 level will be very similar to that
pertaining in 1983.

Today however, FFMC |ist price for arctic char is $5.00/1h. Veryfew
of the buyers we spoke to are purchasing char at that price. Those that have,
are regretting their purchase and having great difficulty in moving the product.
One distributor still has 50% of this purchase in inventory after 3 months. One
other major buyer was considering de-listing the product because of its price.

Thus while the FF!'vVIC has succeeded in changing the market’s
perception of arctic char, this has occurred during a period of declining supply.
In order to move the 1984 production FFMC has backed off its list price of
$5.00/Ib. and arctic char is available at $4.25/Ib. to wholesaler/distributors.

The market for arctic char has become smaller and more exclusive.
At $5.00/Ib. arctic char ispriced above the most expensive salmon variety (see
next section). At that price the market is in danger of disappearing altogether.

At $4.00/Ib. the product will move, but barely. If production levels
are to increase then either considerably more marketing effort is required or the
price must decrease further.

2. Arctic char is more expensive than its competitors

We show in Exhibit 1V-2 a comparison of arctic char’'s current list
price with other competing species. W\ have converted al prices to be based on
head-on dressed fish for purposes of comparison. We have also endeavoured to
use the same size ranges for each species.

JArctic char is clearly head and shoulders above the other species in
terms of price. Our market research would indicate that it cannot support that
price. The spring salmon price quoted in Exhibit 1V-2 is the price of troll-caught
isalmon, not net-caught salmon and, as such, represents a premium above the
atter.
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EXHIBIT IV-2  Prices to the distributor for competing species

Species $/lb.
Arctic Char 5.00
Coho Salmon 2.75
Sockeye Salmon 3.58
Spring Salmon (Chinook) 4.00
Labrador Char 2.00 to 3.89
Idaho Lake Trout 2.70
Japanese Rainbow Trout 2.05
Other Lake Trout 1.73

We have not been able to find out a great dea of information about
the labrador char fishery. However, we understand that it is small. and highly
volatile. One source indicated that between 100,000 and 200,000 Ibs. is available
for commercial consumption. W& have not been able to verify that figure.
Those buyers who know both products distinguish between the two and identify
the arctic char variety as being superior. However, we did contact one buyer in
the East who did not distinguish between the two products and who was
consequently buying labrador char because of the lower prices.

3. What do the current pricesmean for the restaurant?

An FFMC price of $5/Ib. trandates into a restaurant ﬁlate price of
around $13+. This is regarded by most buyers as being too high for even the
white tablecloth restaurants to bear. A price of $4/lb. translates into a
restaurant plate price of between $10 and $11. Buyers consider this to be a
meaxi mum price for a plate with eight ounces of arctic char.

D. MARKETJING EFFORT

Very few of the brokers and distributors were aware of any current
marketing activities undertaken for arctic char by the FFMC. One distributor
mentioned “Canada’s northern game fish” sales material and recipes/menu
planning.

All of the brokers and distributors to whom we spoke were preoccupied by
the question of price. They were not at al bullish about the prospects of arctic
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char. The product has, in the past, been pulled onto the market by demand from
restaurants and hotels catering to an affluent “high class’ clientele. At $5/lb.,
this demand, which was aready shrinking because of a decline in production, is in
danger of disappearing altogether.

The brokers we spoke to in the East and Ontario and Quebec, did not give a
very high priority to arctic char. It is not a high volume item and, while
profitable, is taking up space which could be occupied by faster moving items.

We found a much greater awareness of arctic char in Alberta, but again, a
growing disenchantment with the product because of the current high prices.
Several buyers indicate that arctic char was an overrated fish, and that it was
more the mystique of Canada’s Northern game fish which sold the product than
anything else.

We are not aware of any FFMC marketing activities outside of Canada, but
certainly within Canada, aw areness of the product is not increasing and, if
anything, is decreasing.

E. MARKET SIZE

The apparent competition for arctic char is labrador char. Conbi ned, they
appear to sell approximately 200,000 to 300,000 Ibs. annually.

The real competition for the two chars is salmon, lobster, crab, etc., a
market which is valued in the millions of dollars. We suggest that the producers
of arctic char do not have the continuous supply and quantity of fish (nor
consequently the marketing muscle) to make much of an impression on this
market.

You indicated to us at the beginning of the study that the production of
arctic char might be doubled. Our reaction was positive. However, that
reaction was based on a knowledge of the market prior to 1983. FFMC's new
prices of $4/1b. wrought a change in the market place. Buyers are no longer as
enthusiastic about the product as they previously were. Some are not bothering
with it any longer.

Thus, any discussion of market size turns around the question of price and
supply.

Based on our interviews. we believe that at a price to the distributor of
$5/1b., the market for arctic char in Canada is less than 100,000 Ibs. and may
even be less than 50,000 Ibs.

At a price of $4/15., we believe the market to be between 75,000 and
150,000 Ibs.
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Finally, at $3.50 /Ib., we suggest that the market ranges between 150,000
and 300,000 Ibs.

More importantly, to attain sales in excess of 150,000 Ibs., confidence must
be restored in the marketplace. This involves minimizing the fluctuations in -
supply of fish and stabilizing the pricing of the product. It also means attracting
back buyers who have given up on arctic char.

F. FFMC — OVERALL PERFORMANCE

The FFMC has succeeded dramatically in increasing the return to the
fishermen by almost $1/Ib. since 1983. In this respect arctic char fishermen
have done better than any other fishermen we know of and the FFMC can be said
to have fulfilled their mandate to the fishermen.

However, you should appreciate why the FFMC have accomplished what
they have and some of the consequences of this change.

The FFMC has obtained the new high prices because first it took a positive
step in repositioning arctic char at the top gourmet level of fish and seafood
products. Secondly however, the FFMC's pur chases, and therefore sales of arctic
char, have declined by 50% since 1980.

Thus, a small elite market has been prepared to pay the higher prices.
However, now arctic char costs more than troll-caught spring salmon to put on
the restaurant table. The small elite market for arctic char is in danger of
disappearing altogether.

The FFMC, as mentioned earlier, has a reputation in the marketplace as
being inflexible and tough with its pricing policy. Fortunately, it is large enough
and controls a sufficiently large quantity of fish to be able to get away with such
a policy some of the time. Fish producers should not necessarily believe that
they could adopt the same stance in the marketplace. The FFMC presents a
united front for all the fishermen in the prairie provinces and NWT. An
alternate supplier, or suppliers, would provide buyers with the opportunity to
create a price war, whi ch could only reduce the return to the fishermen.

Therefore, we believe, credit must be given to the FFMC for maximizing
the return to the fishermen of arctic char. Only a single supplier could have
achieved such a change, given the state of the industry over the past ten years.

However, the downside risk is that the market for arctic char risks being

seriously damaged unless lower and stable prices, a continuous supply, and some
level of buyer support are re-established.
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v

ALTERNATIVE MARKETING ARRANGEMENTS —
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The major cost of selling arctic char is incurred in moving the arctic char
out of the Northwest Territories. The FFMC'S own costs are very small and we
suggest a more than reasonable proportion of the total cost. Thus, bypassing the
FFMC IS not, in and of itself, going to improve the return to the fishermen in
terms of being more cost efficient. On the contrary, any alternative marketing
arrangement is likely to be less cost efficient. The FF MC plant in Winnipeg
handles in excess of 40 million Ibs. of fish each year. The economies of scale,
which enable the FFMC to handl e such a volume, mean that it can handle,
inventory and sell the arctic char production very inexpensively.

Thus, any alternative marketing arrangement must be justified in terms of
increased volume or better selling price.

The following marketing arrangements are available:

O Opt out of the FFMC and allow individual cooperatives to do their
own marketing.

J Opt out of the FFMC and set up a Northwest Territory agency to
handle and market arctic char.

o Work with the FFMC to consolidate the market for arctic char in the
prairie provinces by making use of the existing infrastructure of
brokers, distributors, and wholesalers.

0 Maintain the status quo.
Option 1. Opt out of the FFMC and allow individual cooperatives to do
their own marketing
The benefits of this arrangement would be to eliminate the FF.MC'S
costs and to create a better line of communication and understanding between
the producers and the market. Bilateral arrangements could be set up to cater
to specific market opportunities.
The costs or disadvantages of this arrangement are as follows:
0 Unlike the retail trade, the food service trade consists of a

large number of small organizations. Credit is a continual
problem. Credit verification and debt collection from
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Cambridge Bay or Rankin Inlet would be an additional expense
and nuisance for the cooperatives.

0 The brokers and distributors are not obliged to buy arctic char.
Thus, the cooperatives would have no guarantee that they could :
in fact sell their production. The brokers and distributors would
undoubtedly play off one cooper ati ve agai nst another. The net
resul t would be alower price and conceivably inventory left on
hand.

0 Neither the brokers, distributors or food service trade are in
the habit of inventorying product for ten months. Thus, the
cooperatives would have to undertake that task in the absence
of the FFMC. We understand from discussions with the main
cooperative at Cambridge Bay that inventorying the product for
ten months of the year would strain the capacity of the existing
facilities.

J The food service trade is very unforgiving with respect to fish
quality. They simply will not pay for a shipment of fish which
is deteriorating in quality. The logistics of dealing with such
commonplace problems from Cambridge Bay seem considerable.

. Sales representatives from distributors and packers can
sometimes handle in excess of 3,000 product line items. The
competition for the food service trade is fierce today. The
weaker distributors are going to the wall. Cooperatives located
in the Northwest Territories would have difficulty in ensuring
that their product was receiving sufficient attention.

W do not recommend this option.

Option 2. Opt out of the FFMC and set up a Northwest Ter ri t ori es agency
to market arctic char

The benefit of this arrangement would be to have an agency which
was solely dedicated to the marketing of arctic char. The effect of such an
agency on the arctic char market would have to be to expand it. We have
aready seen that it is unlikely that the prices could be raised any further.

We assume that such an agency would be required to inventory arctic
char as well as market it. If this was the case, then the agency would require a
facility which would handle in, during a three month period, and store for the

balance of the year, some 300,000 to 400,000 Ibs. of fish. The capital cost of
such a facility would be approximately $350,000. The operating costs would be
in the order of $150,000 to $200,000. The operating costs would increase quickly

Thorne Stevenson & Kellogg -16-



if any significant market campaign was mounted. We suggest that unless the
operation was subsidized, the fishermen would receive up to a dollar less for
their fish than they do now.

A Northwest Territories marketing agency would introduce yet
another bureaucratic entity into the market for fish. The agency would travel
along the same learning curve as the FFMC has done. In today’s competitive fish
market, producers need more dialogue and help from the intermediaries and not
the intervention of another marketing board.

We do not recommend this option. Another marketing agency is not
the answer. The arctic char fishermen are already adequately represented by
the FFMC.

option 3. Work with the FFMC to consolidate the market for arctic char
in the prairie provinces by making use of the existing infra-
structure of brokers, distributors, and wholesalers

The FF.MC handles millions of pounds of whitefish each year. White
fish is sold through both the retail and food service trades. It is a low vaue fish
and has resisted most attempts to have value added to it. Thus, arctic char at
100,000 1Ibs. is not in the mainstream of FF.MC’'S marketing activities. In its
efforts to move large quantities of fish, the FFMC sometimes misses the local
market mechanism which could move smaller quantities of fish.

Arctic char is relatively well known in the prairie provinces of
Canada. We believe that the marketing effort for arctic char should be focused
in these provinces. There are opportunities for commanding a premium for the
product through the delivery of fresh fish and filleting and smoking of fish.
Individuals sales contracts could be established with hotels in the Banff/Jasper
area, with airlines, and with chains of restaurants/hotels.

We do not suggest that the fishermen will receive a greater return
than they have hitherto done. However, we do believe that a more stable and
reliable market could be established. It would mean that the arctic char
producers in the Northwest Territories could eventually expand their production
and find a market for it at a good price.

We suggest that the FFMC should continue to handle and distribute
arctic char. They have the facilities and they can ensure that quality control is
effected — a most important feature of fish marketing. Special arrangements
however could be set up with southern distributors such as Billingsgate 1 n
Calgary, whereby those distributors would be able to take direct shipments of
arctic char and build a specific marketing program around the product.

Thorne Stevenson & Kellogg -17-




We believe that some facility which enables the FFMC and prairie
brokers/distributors to work together, is by far the best means of ensuring a good
future for arctic char.

The Government of the Northwest Territories is considering
seconding a marketing person to the FFMC. This person would work for the
FFMC but be dedicated to the marketing of Arctic Char.

While we feel that such an approach is certainly worthwhile, we
recommend that the Government discuss with the FFMC how the dollar cost
might best be spent.

First, it will take some time for the new person to get up to speed
with the industry. Secondly, one year would be insufficient time to re-establish
the market for arctic char. The market needs a continuous stable level of
support. Thirdly, the solution is not necessarily cost effective.

We suggest you consider spending the dollars through the FFMC
directly in the market Itself. You could, for example, promote an annual Arctic
Char Week and tie the promotion to the CP hotel chain. In this way, the product
will receive sone exposure which it is not currently receiving.

We recommend that you investigate further this option.
Option 4. Maintain the status quo

We believe that the arctic char producers have no cause for
complaint with respect to the prices they are receiving for arctic char.
However, if the production of char is planned to increase in the light of the
existing prices being returned to fishermen, then we believe that there will be
many disappointed fishermen. Distributors are not buying arctic char at $5/Ib.
Under the present marketing arrangement, fishermen will face a reduction in the
price to the distributor of $1.50/Ib. if they dramatically increase the production
of arctic char.

Thus, the maintenance of the status quo is only acceptable if existing
production levels are to be maintained.

Thorne Stevenson & Kellogg -13-
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Appendix A

LIST OF COMPANIESINTERVIEWED IN MARKET SURVEY

Company

I ndividual

Bridge Brand
Calgary

Billingsgate Fish Market
Cdgary

Canada Packers
Edmonton

Ganers
Edmonton

Grocery People
Edmonton

Cloustons
Toronto

Vil deman Fi sh
Mont r eal

Freshwater Fish Marketing Corporation
Winnipeg, Edmonton

Department of Fisheries and Oceans

Canadian Arctic COOp. Fed.
Ikaluktutiak Coop.

Economic Development and Tourism

Thorne Stevenson & Kellogg
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Mike Price

Frank Falwell, J.

Don Beyrack

Laurier

Dave Littlefair

Steve

Morris Wl deman

Peter Smith
Syl Hucaluk
Alex Drobot
Bruce Popco
Denis XKork

Don Dowler
Brian Wong

Andre Goussaert
Bill Lyell

Larry Simpson
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. Table 9(cont®d). Quota. andHarvest,including Test Fisheries,
for ‘the Northwest Terpritories,

neneseyas - - - - - -

Waterbody Veer Species Type Guota Hervest
t (kg (kg
round) round]
Princess Mary [ake 1977 LWF,LTROUT COM 22680
i 64=00N 96=45w reg.V #61
i
Quoich River 1976 CHAR CANAO) TEST
 64=00N 93=30W reg.V # 1976 LWF,LTROUT TEST 0
Ranger Seal Bay 1974 CHAR CANAO) COM 11340 113
,A 63=45N 91040W reg.V #63 1977 CHAR(ANAO) COM 11340
. 1978 CHAR(ANAD) COM 11340
' 1979 CHAR{ ANADJ) COM 11340
; Schultz Lake 1975 LAKE TROUT COM 816
i 6 44SN 9730W reg.V#&8 1977 LWF,LTROUT COM 18144
Steep Bank Bay 1977 CHAR (ANAD) CcOM 454
t 63=30N 91=37W preg.V # 7 $
. ‘ Tehek Lake 1977 LWF,LTROUT COM 22680
{  64=55N 95-38M reg.V # 74
Unnamed Lake (Bakep 1969 LAKE TROUT COM 10954
4 Lake Area) 1969 L. NHFISH COM 12293
*  88=18N 96 -03w reg.V¥ 1970 LAKE TROUT COM 9067
1970 L. WHFISH  COM 10763
1971 LAKE TROUT COM 9253
: 1971 L. WHFISH COM 10778
1982 CtiAR(ANAOI TEST Soo
: Whitehil)s Lake
1977 LWF,LTROUT .COM 8165
. O4<SON 93=00K oy v #76 1979 CHAR (ANAD)  COM 114
1979 LWF,LTROUT COM 8165
1980 LWF,LTROUT COM 8165
;  fScavsernce ay
7
: .Ufi L
i @ Hh{06-55m rec. IV #4 1070 LAKE TROUT  COM 11U3
i 1970 Lo WHFISH COM 567
¥ 1979 LWF,LTROUT COM 1225 NOT F
i 1980 LWF,LTROUT COM 1225
¥
2 Sse -
T A%y}, L107-50w reg.Iv ¥5 1974 LWF,LTROUT COM 3402
R 1977 LWF,LTROUT COM 3402

s
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Table 9Ccont’d),Quotas cnd Hervest, including Test Fisher{es,
for the Northwest Territorfes,

Waterbedy Year Species Type Ruota Hervest
(kg (kg
round) round)

Desse Point , 1972 CHARC snap) cOM 8888

68=22N 104SSU reg.lV # 1974 CHAR(CANAD) COV 3021
1976 CHARCANAD) COM™ 1167

Ekalluk Like ) 1974 LWF,LTROUT Cent 9072

69=45N 108-30W ree, IV # 8 1977 LWF,LTROUT COM 9072

Ekalluk River , 1960 CHAR(ANAD) cCOM 15876

69=25N 106-17W re@.IV #9 {962 CHARCANAD) COM 5765
1962 LAKE ROUT COM 5101
1963 CHAR (ANAD) COM 13875
1964 CHARCANAD) COM 1s50s
1965 CHARCANAD) COM 29866
1966 CHAR(CANAD) COM 16723
1947 CHAR(C ANAD) COM 27670
1968 CHAR( ANAD) COM 34296
1969 CHARCANAD) COM 22640
1973 CHARCANAD) cCOM - 9619
1974 CHAR( ANAD) COM 11340 12540
1075 CHAR(ANAD) cCOM™ 12261
1976 CHAR(CANAD) COM 13628

1?77 CHARCANAD) COM 11340 13745
1971.7 CHAR(ANAD) COM 1814a 1858S
1979 CHAR(ANAD) coM™ 1451S 12645
1980 CHARCANAD) COM 1451% 8406
1981 CHARCANAD) COM 18515 14283

1982 CHAR(ANAO) COM 14s00 14234
€llice River . . --1970 CMARCANAD) COM 650
8802M104=00Wrec.IV#10,1970 LAKE TROUT com 18
1970 L. WHFISW com a8
" 1971 CHAR (ANAD ) com 12814
1972 CHAR (ANAD) COM 12524
1973 CHAR(CANAD) COM 7239
1978 CHAR(CANAD) COM 11340 6956
1975 CHARCANAD) COM™ 10358
1976 CHARCANAD) CO™ 12679
1977 CHAR (ANAD) COM™ 13608 20796
1978 CHARCANAD) COM 13698 9118
1978 .., WHFISH cowu 584
177’9 CHAR(ANAo) COM 9072 177
1980 CHARCANAN) COM 9072 6629
1980 |, WHFISH cov 295

1" - - . . 1281 CHARCANAD) cov °072 . S744
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Table 9(cont’d), gpbtél aéd_H;r;esto ingluding Test Fisheries,

.- ca . _for_the Nepthugst Te;ritor1es. 4 o ca e ou
Waterbcdv Yesr Scacies Type Queotea Harvest
(ko (ka
-e . - o - - & ®e- - @ = o™ - 9 - roundz .toucdl
1982 CHAR(ANAO) COM 9100 8864
Elu Inlet 1977 CHARC ANAD) cOM 2623
68=30N 1{06=0SW rec.IV # 1978 CHARCANAD) CcoM 262
Ferauson Leke 1962 CHAR( ANAD) COM 1926
69=25N 105= 30W rec. |V #] 11962 c18Cc0 (SPP) COM 113
1962 LAKE TROUT COM 12537
1763 CHAR(ANAO) COM 258
1763 €lsco(spp) COM 147
1963 LAKE TROUT COM 4784
19648 CHAR CANAD) COM 608
1968 AKE TROUT COM 7813
196a LeWHFISH coM aa8
1265 CHAR(ANAO) COM 454
1965 LAKE TROUT COM 17237
1965 LeWHFISH CoMm 136
1966 LAKE TROUT COM 6804
1966 L. WHFISH Com 6804
1267 LWNF,LTROUT COM 40652
1968 LAKE TROUT COM 1250
1974 CHARCANAD) COM 1302
1978 AKE_T@ OUT COM 81
1975 cHARCANAD) COM 435
1975 LAKE TROUT COM 1739
'i'vir'\d Horse Lake 1970 pr LTROUT CO M u4082
89=-g7N105=12Wrec. IV #12 1977 LWF, LTROUT COM 4082
1979 LWF,LTROUT COM 4082 NOT F
1980 CHARCLANDL) COM NOT F
1980 LWF,LTROUT COM 4082
Foaev Bay 1972 CHAR(CANAD M 48107
‘0‘10N 105-oow reg.IV * 1 ¢ ) co
.:°Fdon Bay 1979 CHARCANAD) COM NOT F
T=00N 107=1SW reg.IV #
"'1ner River (040 ¢ y 50 2
io. 1 # 1960 CHARCANAD) c o m 2041
Y-1on105=00W rea.IV 1961 CHAR(ANAO) COM 7586
9::v;: Ri;er (Thirey 1968 CHARCANAD) gg: aggig
v >
$9-10n 1oTo0aw Feg.Ty ¥13.1970 CHARCANAD)  Co 26204
1971 CHAR(CANAD) COM 10433
> 197; EHAR(ANAD) com . - .o G417




 Teble 9(cont’d). Quotas and Harvest, inélpdina Test Fisheries,

iak

PRSNOSEIP ST W S 2

- - -e -

.for_the Northwest Territories,

-

Waterbody Yeer Species Type Guote Harvest
(kg (kg
- - -- - - » = " & - @ » » "°'-”.'.‘d2 :ou’:dz
1773 CHARCANAD) COM 1918
1976 CHARCANAD) COM 2780
1977 CHAR(CANAD) COM 4536 4624
1978 CHAR(ANAo) CGOM 4536 5734
1979 CHAR(CANAD) COM 6804 7316
1980 CHAR(ANAD) COM 6804 7481
1981 CHARCANAD) COM 6804 7009
1982 CHARCANAD) COM 6800 6848
Jones Loke 1979 LWF,LTROUT COM 8164
69=82N 107-15W ree.IV #15 1980 LWF,LTROUT COM 4082
Kaglorvusk River 1979 CHARCANAD) COM 4536 NOT F
70=18N 11 1=24Wrea. |V #16 1980 CHAR CANAD) COM 4536
Kitica Lake 1967 CHAR(CANAD) COM 5a7
69=15N 105=15W rec. TV #1909 1967 LAKE TROUT COM 40652
1978 LWF, LTROUT COM 6033
1?77 LWF,LTROUT COM 6350
1979 LAKE TROUT COM 439
1?79 LWF,LTRQUT COM 6350
1981 LWF,LTROUT COM 6400
1982 LWF,LTROUT COM 61100
Kuleavuk River (Dease 19748 CHARCANAD) COM 11340
®.) 9 com 11340
48=16N 105-03W reg.IV #20 1977 CHAR(ANAO)
“yuljuar R, (Minte 1979 CHAR(ANAD) COM 680 NOT F.
Intety 1980 CHAR(CANAD) COM 680 454
71'16N 116=88W reg.IV #21 1981 CHARCANAD) COM 680 NOT F
; 1982 CHARCANAD) COM 600
g'vehten River (Byren 1963 CHARCANAD) COM 2268
"V) 1970 CHARCANAD) COM 2420
8~S5¢N 108-30W req.IV #22.1971 CHARCANAD) COM 190S1
1972 CHARCANAD) COM 20994
1972 CHARCANAD) COM 9657
1978 CHAR(CANAD) COM 11340 8125
1977 CHAR(ANAD) COM 6804 1519
1978 CHARCANAD) COM 6804 8536
1679 CHARCANAD) COM 9072 10845
{eg0 CHAR(ANAD) COM 9072 9151
. 1981 CHAR(CANAD) COM 0072 8724
- 1382 CHAR(ANAD) COM 9100 _ 8918

———
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Teble 9(cont’d). Quotas and_ Harvest, ingluding Test Fisheries,
ae - == - Jigr_the Nogthuest Te;ritories.

- &+ & pm- a

Naterbodv Year Species Type Guotes Harvest
(kg (ko
“e - em c cees spcam - - round) .fourd)
me I kiev Lake . 1968 | AKE TROQUT COM 1093
69=3SN 107-40W rec. IV #24 1968 (. WHFISK COM 3672
1727° cl19cC(sPP) COM 574
1970 AXKE TROUT COM 5170
1972 CHAR(CANAD) COM 3527
1974 LWF,LTROUT COM 54n3
1977 LWF,LTROUT COM 5443
Pelirvuask (Surrev 1968 CHARCANAD) COM 6464
Rfver) 1970 CHARCANAD) COM 5878
69=27N 106940W re@.IV #27 1970 LAKE TROUT COM 567
1970L, WHFISH COM 32136
1971 LAKE TROUT COM 4990
1971 L. WHFISH com .asy
1972 LAKE TROUT cowm 10270
1977 CHAR(ANAD) COM 3254
1978 CHAR(CANAD) COM 8411
$979 CHARCANAD) cCOM 9072 11816
1980 CHARCANAD) COM 9072 7497
1900 LAKE TROUT COM 102
1981 CHAR( ANAD ) COM 9072 8638
1982 CHAR C(ANAD) COM 9100 9045
Pengtium Lake . 1979 LAKE TROUT COM 104
69=42N 106=22W rea. IV #28 17279 L. WHFISH  eom ) 323
1979 LWF,LTROUT COM 1134
1980 LWF,LTROUT COM 1134 NOT F
1981 LhF,LTROUT com 1100
'QPPV R s ecm 4 PHADPZAAMARY M 1
‘,-as" ;;g:lou PGQQIV *29.197; CHAR(ANADJ gg" iigzg 13649
11978 CHAR(ANAD) COM 11340 8135
1772 CHARCANAD) COM 11340 1736
1980 CHARCANAD) COM 11340 3377
1280 Lo WHFISH  COM 377
1981 cHARCANAD) COM 6810 7836
1982 CHAR (ANAD) COM 6800 NOT F
_ :::‘d Leke 1974 LWF,LTROUT COM 4536
80N 108<24W rec.IV #31 1977 LWF,LTROUT COM 13608
g,:;:“ River 1980 CHAR(ANAD) COM 8536

g -100-a5W rea, TV #32_ _ _ e . . -



N Tsble 9(cont’d)., Guotas and Fervest, !n;ludino Test Fisheries,

ce - ea . _fgr_the Nerthwsot Torritoriec. - s cm- - »
::-.----..-.. - - ee - - .--=.
Wate rbody Year Species Type Quote He Pvest
t (ko (kg .
e e e . e e e me . - - round} .pound)
" Unnemed River (Adelaicde 1979 CHAR(ANAD) COM 4536 NOT F
Ares,Nauyuak) . 1980 CHAR(CANAD) COM 4536
; 69=16N 102-00W rec.IV #1431081 CHARCANAD) cCOM 8536 NOT F
' - e LY .« . -
Unrgmed River (Collinsom 1979 CHAR (ANAC) COM 4536 1094
y Peninsula) 1980 CHARCANAD) COM 4536 NOT F
: 69=56N 101=25W rec.IV #1441981 cHARCANAD) COM 4536 NOT F
. Uenamed River (Desse 197a CHARCANAD) COM 11340
| Pt. ) 1976 CHARCANAD) COM 992
68=10N 104=58Wrec. |V #4 1 1977 CHARCANAD) COM 9072
| UnnamedRiver (East 1974 CHARCANAD) COM 11340
: 0f Elliee River) 197S CHAR CANAD) CQOM 1450
6 753N 103-07Wreg. IV #40 197s _ake TROUT COM 36
t - 197S L. WHFISH COM a4
SR 1977 CHAR(CANAD) COM 11340
~ Upmamed River (Norway 1979 CHARCANAD) COM 2536
i _tewd 1960 CHARCANAD) COM 4536
T1=05N 1 04=33W rea. TV #26 1981 CHARCANAD) COM 4536
i Unnamed River(Javeo 1975 CHARCANAD) COM 8231
8lbart Edward Bav), 1975 LAKE TROUT COM Qa9
69-43N 103-18W rge, IV #14 1976 CHARCANAD) COM 91137
f 1974 LAKE TROUT com 257
1977 CHARCANAD) COM 6804 13649
, 1978 CHARCANAD) COM 11340 8115
107a {WF,LTRQUT coOMm 68
! 1979 CHARCANAD) COM 136'08 12235
1980 CHARCANAD) COM 13608 14471
. 1980 LAKE TROUT COM 139
i 1981 CHARCANAC) ¢cOM™ 13608 133?20
1907 CHAR(CANAD) COM 13600 5712
. Wag : .
i. ,;::burn Lake . 1972 CHAR(ANAD) COM 91
: SN 107-30W rec.IV #38 1974 CISCO(SPP) COM 116
1974 LAKE TROUT COM 4309

F 1978 LNWF,LTROUT COM 14515
1977 LWF,LTROUT COM 14515
[
.} fzzgre Lake 1974 LKF,LTROUT COM 4082
% .‘_~“‘:oa 25W ree, Ty #39_1977 LWE, (LTROYT COM gog2-- .




Table 9(cont’d). gybtis and Haryest, ingludina Test Fisheries,

[ 4

PR SRR A

- e . for_the Northuest Te;ritories. . = -6 < o
Wet e rbody Year Spec i es Type Quote Hervest
(ke (kg
-- -- - e e e m e cam - reund) _pound}
Unnemed River , 1978 CHARCANAD) COM 2268
| 61=5STN 93=22W req.V #82 1977 CHARCANAD) COM 2268
fEB) ERCBISHER BAY™ = ° _
; Amad Jusk L, and Minao 1980 CHARCANAD) TEST 907
Rjver ..
|  68=02N 71=52W ree. VI #
]
AmedJusk L a ke . . 1977 CHARCANAD) COM 9072 280
65=00N 7100w ree.VI # 1978 CHAR C(ANAD)COM 9072 _
l 1979 CHARCANAD) TEST 2948
1979 CHARCANAD) COM 9072 3402
1980 CHAR(ANAO) TEST 2268 87s
‘ 1981 cHAR( AN AO) com Not F
1982 CHARCANAD) COM 9100
1 Blendford Bay River 1978 CHAR(ANAD) COM 907
63=35N T1=1Swrec.VI # S 1977 CHARC ANAD) COM 907
1979 CHAR CANAO) COM . NOT F
* 1980 CHARCANAD) COM 1814
Frobisher Bay generel 1958 CHAR(CANAD) COM 3765
Sres , 19S9 CHAR(ANAO) COM Tea7
{ rec.VI # 1960 CHAR CANAD) coOM 5532
1961 CHAR(ANAO) COM 4674
1962 CHAR(ANAO) COM 3982
{ 1966 CHARCANAD) COM 4658
. :’ﬁeb Leke , 1980 CHARCANAD) TEST 0
; : MAe35N 72-10W  rec.VI #
o :::t§iiinq Lake 1965 CHARCANAD) COM . 3224
{  T3IN 71-00W rec.VI ¥ 1978 CHARCANAD) QM 22680 22680
- 1975 HARCANAD n 27579
' 1976 EHAR(ANAD eoM 11222
1677 CHARCANAD) COM 25680 24700

SnAA,

e 1978 CHARCANAD) COM 22680 NOT ¢
" 1982 CHARCANAD) COM 22790

3 i]:;;” Flord Area 1977 CHAR (AN AD )  COM 2268
«. TN 66<07W rec.VI ¥30 1979 CHAR(CANAD) COM 2268 NUT F
.. m n
St - - L. 1380 CMARCANAD) COW 907




Teble 9(cont”d). Quotas srd Haryest, in¢luding Test Fisheries,

..for_the Nopthwasz Terri{tories.

Waterbody Year Species Type Guota Hervest
(ko . (ke
- -a - - - - ® e pw - B "‘9'-".‘"2 .:9“'2"2
1981 CHARCANAD) COM . NOT F
1982 CHARCANAD) COM 2300
Gameniriusa Lake | 1981 CHARCANAD) TEST 1000 150
63=15N 64=33W reg,VI#  198? CHAR(ANAO) TEST 1000
Queliuatik Lake | 1977 CHARCANAB)  COM 680
63=86N 45eg7W rec.VI®E] 1978 CHAR(CANAD) COM 680 703
1979 CHAR (ANAD) COM 680
1980 CHAR CANAOQ) COM 680
1981 CHAR(ANAO) COM 680NOTF
Unnamed Leke . 1959 CHARC anaD)  COM 10257
62=1IN 66-O0W ree,.VI # 1960 CHARCANAD) COM 5532
1961 CHARCANAD) COM 11674
1962 CHAR(ANAD) COM asas
1963 CHARCANAD) COM 4629
1968 CHARCANAD) COM 3824
1965 CHARCANAD) COM 5588
1966 CHA RCANAD)  COM 46S8
1978 CHAR CANAO) TEST 680 22
Unnamed Lake 1978 CHAR(CANAD) TEST 680
62=04N 66=15W res.VI #
Urnamed Lake , 1979 CHARCANAD) TEST 680
63-48N 64=52W rec,VI #
Unnamed Lake _ 1979 CHARCANAD) TEST 680 0
83-04N 64=56W rec,VI #
Unnemed Lake . 1979 CHARCANAD) TEST 680 0
€3-30N 64=33W ree.VI #
2;"Gmed Lake o 1979 CHAR(ANAO) TEST 680 0
“34N 64~38W rec.VI #
93nnmed Lake (Nepth 1681 CHARCANAD) TEST 1000
“"fawell Inlet
$3ey )
2N 65-35W rec,VI #
te
’n C -
si a7ed Lake (North 1981 CHARCANAD) TEST 1000 0
“.1;;"911 Inlet)
\:is-ssw_ rgc‘V-I_Q P - - ce- - o




Table 9(cont’d)., Guetoo ond Hervestp in91udina Test Fisheries,

ae - ce - - . fpr ‘the No;thwost Territorfea. .. pe -
Waterbody Yeasr Species Type Quotas Harvest
(ko (ko
- - - - - - - - » - - - p » " & = - E - rougdl -:gugdl
Unnamed Lake (Wiswell 1981 CHAR(ANAD) TEST 500 0
Inlet) -
62=56N 65«3SW rec.VVvi#
Unnemed Lakes 1978 CHARCANAD) TEST 680 0
62=10N 66=05W rec.VI #
Unnamed R. eest of 1974 CHARCANAD) COM 907
Isteof Gods Mered, 1977 CHARCANAD) COW¥ 907
63=2SN 71=30W rec.VI #51 1979 CHAR(ANAO) COM 907 NOT F
{E6) fopy mond wOPE ~
© Mgnuel Lake o 1974 L. WHFISH  COM 907
67=00N 128=56W preq,I #18 1974 LWF,LTROUT COM 4536
: 1977 LWF,LTROUT COM 4536 NOT F
1978 LWF,LTROUT COM NOT F
1980 LWF,LTROUT COM U536
1981 LWF,LTROUT COM NOT F
Rorey Loke ) 1977 LWF,LTROUT COM 4536 NOT F
04=SSN 128«25W pec.l #23
Ifs) PRy sMifm_ "~ 0T
Senngthy Loke 1982 LWF, LTR COM
foor ety 03w rec.Ir #3 82 LWF, LTROUT 900
1"~tht1.t' Lake ] .
o 197_ LWF,LTROUT COM NOT F
,‘° SSN 112-03W rec.IT # 6 1977 [AKE TROUT COM 8432
1971 Le WHFISH COMm 7972
. 1971 NTHN PIKE  COM 294
: 197! YW WALLEYE COM 3712
Y 1974 LWF,LTROUT COM 21319
. 1978 LWF,LTROUT COM 9434 272
L 1979 LWF,LTROUT COM 3583
o 1980 LWF,LTROUT COM 10750
‘H\Aug L‘k
e
- 1980 LWF,LTROUT TEST 907 1111,

Yat;;:_ul-mw rec,Il # .




+ Table 9(cont’d). Quotes and Harvest, inecludina Test Fisharies,

-- .o . Jfgr_the Nornthwest Te;ritorles. - ce - =
Waterbody Yesr Scecies Tyoe Quets Hervest
(kg (ko
=- - - + eeeis pacamae e Found) _gound)
Ferauson River 1680 CHARCANAD) co M 13608
rea. L
‘ Keith Bav (Committee 1973 CHAR(ANAD) COM 120
Bavy) 19732 CHAR(CANAD) COM 4536
‘ 68=-1SN 88-18W rec,IV #17 1977 CHARCANAD) coM 4536
1979 CHARCANAD) CO M 4536 3610
1980 CHARCANAD) cOM 9072 1097
1980 CHAR(ANAD) COM 1729
l 1984 CHARCANAD) COM 4536
1982 CHARCANAD) ¢oMm 4500
Kellett River 1970 :HAR(ANAD) coM 386
68=21N90=07Wree,IV #18 19TICHAR CANAD ) coM 13645
1972 CHARCANAD) COM 2537
1973 CHARCANAD) (cOM - 8202
1974 CHARCANAD) COM 11340 2615
197S CHAR(CANAD) com 18S03
1977 CHAR(CANAD) COM 1S876 3668
1979 CHARCANAD) COM 15876 933
1989 CHAR(ANAD) COM 9072 NOT F
1981 CHAR CANAD) COM 9072 NOT F
Pelly Bav genere] 1967 CHARCANAD) COM 680
area o 1969 CHARCANAD) COM 680
rec.1vV # 1970 CHARCANAD)COM 386
Scorts River *Tourist® 1979 CHARCANAD) TEST . 752
68=40N 90=30WN ree,lV # 1980 CHARCANAD) TEST 2948 285
Unnamed River , 1980 CHARCANAD) “ TesT 2948
- 68=8S5N 90=34W ree.IV #
‘EE ANGN - o - - -
Akt{lartuken Fiore 1978 CHARCANAD) TEST 907
6S<10N 6£3-50W rec, VI #
Aktijuertuken Lake 1979 CHARCANAD) TEST 907
6S«13IN 63-SOW ree.VI #
Avataleon , 1979 CHAR(ANAD) TEST 680
bo~1SN 67-18W_ rec VI ¥ L L . . . - e -
\k - -




= -

A

=

Table 9(ccnt d). Ouotol ond Horveqta
for_the yo;thwsnt Te

Waterbodv

-
v

1n;lud1na Test Fisheries,
;rltorieo.

8nec4ec

TP e

CireleLake
66=32N 64=10W pee’ vi #8
Cie;rwater Fibrd,
66=35N 67«30W rec.VI #

Freshwater Lake
66=15SN 68=00W rec VI #17 1

Tkalofuak Bay Ares
66=25N 66=24NW rec, V] ¥21 1

Ikajui tLake _
65=02N 67=07TW rpec.V] #

Ikaluweoeti Lake
65=43IN 6£5-18W rec.VI ]
Irvine Inlet (Mckeand
Piver Ares)

6S-30N 68=00W peq vy #22

Kinqnéif Fiord
6 653N 64=18W

kibiaa lake

66=33N 67-57w ree.V! ¥2S

req.VI#24 1982 CHAR(ANAO)

—

Tyoce GQuota vest
(ka.
round) .Lound)

Hnrvest
(ko

1972 CHARCLANDL) cow
1979 CHAR CLANDL) coM

1968 CHAR(CANAD) COM
1970 CHAR CANAOQO) cowm

!270 CNA RCANAD) CUM

com
1974 L /| KE TRUUT coM
1974 |, WHFISH comMm
19TANTHN P« e com
1981 CHARCANAD) COM

972 CHAR( ANA
5 CHAR(ANAD)EO"

!
9 7
1977 CHARCANAD) COM
1979 CHARCANAD) COM
1980 CHAR(CANAD) COM
1981 CHAR(ANAO) COM
1977 CHARCANAD) TEST
1981 CHAR (ANAD) TEST
1981 CHARCANAD) TEST
1982 CHAR(CANAD) TEST

1973 CHARCANAO) COM

1977 éHARkANAo)cou

1979 CHAR(ANAO) E
1980 CHAR(ANAD)
com

1981 CHARCANAD)
1982 CHAR(CANAD) COM™
TEST

1981 CHAR(ANAD)
com

1975 CHARCANAD) COM
1976 CHARCANAD% TEST

1979 CHARCANAD) TEST
1981 CHAR(ANAD)TEST

1982 CHARCANAD) TE ST
.1982 CHAR(ANAD)

Com™

3402

4536

1361
1361

907

1500

4536
4536
4536
as3¢
4s00

as0o0
asoo

1361
3600
3600

1400

3583
363

1905
8842

13
1086
26
299

2598
2268

NOT F
590
286

1560
343
327

4536

2823

505
737




-64=02N 65«{SHK

Table 9Ccont”d), Quotes and Hervest, includina Test Fisheries,

-0 --9-00 -0---
Wet e rbody

- - . - -

Syl T

tgr_the Northwgst Territories,

-~

Yea ¢ Speci es

" a - b e ¢

=0 = m

TyPe Quotas

(ko.

Horvest
(ko
round) _pounrd)

Nédl ukseek F]brd
67=50N 66-30W

Oka' jk Bay
rec,.VY #33

Oéibaivik Lake .
65=~14N 67=22W rec.VI &

Padie Flord Area .
66=55N £3=25W rec.VI #35

Pedle River (Kinanait
F J oral)

66=21N 64=22W Prec.VI #34
. Padlepina Islend

Ares .

6 703N &2=4SW rec.VI #36

Uﬁosea%ilik

65«04N 46=1UW rec.VI #
Sherk Flord o
66=IIN 66=55W pec.VI ¥

Tesialojuak Lake
66~40N 68=UbW rec, VI #47

“Tessisluek Lake

€3~20N_63-53W_ rec,V] #

———

rec; VI #28

1977 CHARCANAD) COM
1778 CHARCANAD) COM
1979 CHAR(CANAD) COM
1977 CHARCANAD) COM
1978 CHAR(CANAD) COM
1279 CHAR (ANAD) COM
198! CHARCANAD) COM
1982 CHAR(ANAO) COM
1978 CHARCANAD) TEST
1979 CHARCANAD) TEST
1981 CHARCANAD) TEST
1981 CHARCANAD) COM
1982 CHAR(ANAO) TEST
1977 CHARCANAD) COM
1978 CHARCANAD) COM
1979 CHAR(ANAD) COM
1974 CHARCANAD) COM
1975 CHAR(ANAD) CQM
1977 CHARCANAD) COM
1978 CHARCANAD) COM
1979 CHAR(ANAO) COM

1977 CHARCANAD) ¢ o
1978 CHAR(ANAO) CQM
1979 CHAR(ANAO) COM

1668 CHARCANAD) c o
1969 CHARCANAD) coOM

1970 CHAR CANAD)COM

1982 LWF,LTROUT COM

1977 CHARCLANDL)COM

1979 CHARCANAD) TEST

3629
3629 431
1361 181
907
907 907
907 NOT F
907 2908
900
454 335
1361 963
907 ,
. 628
1000
3629
3629
1361 NOT F
3629
1887
3629
3629
2268
907
907
907 NOT F
1247
4536
16526
1100
4536 2560
907




“seatyoy Wi

. e . W e oo Powen P it s wda [V Von Wz Tena
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T;bicQ(ébnt'&);gybtisl;g,Hih;eétoinélydinc Test Fisheries,

— . . fogr_the ye:tbuge; Tepritories, . . o .
—_— & — e, ——_ — - — - o
0-09 """ U,'- eome ~.777 _T_°77 :"_:.-----_- =0"  '0=00 =0=0 07 =9=== ;0:-:
Waterbody Year Species Type Quota Harvest
(ko (kg
- e . - - o - - a - P - - & & - .- - rougdl -tgugdl
Unnemed 1 eke (Ikeft) 1972 CHAR(CANAD) COM 168
65=26N 6738w reqa. VI # 1078 CHARCANAD) TEST 907
Unmamed lake (I vi ravurg) 1978 CHARCANAD) TEST 454 209
€6=a3N 67=88W pee,VI # 1979 CHARCANAD) TEST 1327
1980 CHARCANAD) TEST 1363
1981 CHAR(CANAD) TEST 1814 NOT F
1781 CHARCANAD) TEST 1268
1982 CHAR(ANAD) tEST 5000
1982 CHAR CANAD) TEST 131
Unnamed Flord(Cumberiand 1974 CHARCANAD) COM 1361
Sound Aree) - 1977 CHARCANAD) COM 1361
65=43N 64=S51N reg.VI #52 1979 CHARCANAD) COM 1361
1980 CHAR (ANAD) COM $361 i
1981 CHARCANAD) COM 1361 2421
1982 CHAR(CANAD) COM 1400
Upnamed Lake (Chidliok 1981 CHARCANAD) TEST 1360
Bavy) .
64=54N 66-53w Prec.VI #
Unnemed Lake (Eevig) 1979 CHARCANAD) TEST 907
65=17N £4=05N ree. V| #
géqu§d Lake (Ptarmicen 1982 CHAR( ANAD) TEST 908
§ Opa o
64=35N g6=22W rec.VI #
UnnemedRiver NE 1974 CHAR CANAO) COM 2268
of Kekertelune Isl, 1977 CHAR CANAO) COM 2268
66=2SN £6=30W pec.VI #53 1979 CHARCANAD) COM 2268
1980 CHAR CANAD) COM 2268
1901 CPA RCANAD) COM 2268 NOT F

LB1y PANp_INLET

Adems_Istand Lake 1977 EHARCANAD) COM 680

. and River o 1980 CHAR(ANAD) COM 1360
Tie24N 73=13W ree.VI #| 1981 CHARCANAD) COM 680 NOT F
:909 Adair Lake and 1077 CHAR(ANAD) CCM 2268
ver _ e e o ... 1979 CHAR(CANAD) COM 2268 NOT F_
- ~1




Teble 9(Ccont’q). Quotas ogd,Hbr;oétp inélydinq Test Fi.h.,i
. for_the ﬂg;tbwsss Ie:ritories. . es.

Waterbody Year Species Type Quots Horvege
(ko (kg
e o eoe - ® & Qo= o o - » e - .. - Peuﬂdz .:oucdl
1982 CHARCANAD) COM 6800
Unnamed Lake (Thomas 1980 CHARCANAD) TEs T 454
Lee Imlet) . 1981 CHAR(ANAO) TEST 45U
75=35N 89«45W reg. VI #
| b vies - o -
Baker Foreland Lake 1979 CHARCANAD) coM 2268 2192
62=51N 90-55W rec.V # ~ ' T aARcANSD) COM 2268 1745
1981 CHARCANAD) COM 4536 6128
1982 CHArR(ANAO) COM 2300
Banks Lake . 1974 LWF, LTROUT co 8165
63=10N 94-2SW ree.V : 1977 LWF,LTROUT C O M 8165
| BiaRiver (Bat&&up 1974 GHARCANAD) e ow 11380 5530
Bay) . 1977 CHARCANAD) COM 907? NOT F
63-33N 92-27W rec.V # 9 1975 EHARCANAD) COM 9072
i 1979 CHAR(ANAO) COM 9072 NOT ¢
Blekely Lake : 1974 LWF,LTROUT COM 2268
] €3-18N 9455w reelV L0 1977 LWF,LTROUT cOM 2968
Carr Lake : 1974 LWF,LTROUT c o M 897
62=0SN 9S-4SWw Fec.V .1, 1977 LWF,LTROUT COM 5897
l 1981 L.WHFISH LEST 1000
1982 LWF,LTROUT C 1000
' Charp Lake g4 1979 LAKE TROUT TEST 20
62=52N 92=10W rec.V ¥ 1970 L. WHFISH TEST 1361 1
] ChrerrLake # : 1979 LAKE TROUT TEST K
62=52N 9313w res.V U 0.9 | wWHFISH TEST 1361 13
i Chesterfield Intet 194> CHARCANAD) coO M 1361
(Fish Bay) . 1985 CHAR(ANAD) co M 6177
63=18N  90-aSWree,v #16 1969 CHARCANAD) 1827
1970 CHARCANAD) C O M 13622
! 1971 CHARCANAD) C@M 1678
1974 CHAR(ANAO] COM 2268 10478
1975 CHARCANAD) COM 5707
’ 1976 CHARCANAD) COM 9607
1977 CHAR(CANAD) COM 2268
te7e CHAR(A"\_IAQ) com -1
i - o - T




Tab!e 9Ccont”’ d). Guetac .nd Horyost; 1nc1ud1nc Test Fiohories.

pe - =a . _for_the go:thwsot Te;ritories. - . e - a
Weterbody Year Species Tyoe Quets Hervest
(kg (ka.

ae - o= - e e e amcme - roupd) peund)
1980 CHAR(ANAD) cpm 2268 136
1981 CHARCANAD) CcO W 2268 a4sy
1982 CHAR(ANAO) cO” 2300

Copoer needle River 1973 HARCANAD) co M 2304

61=S2N 93-37\W ree.V #20 19748 CHAR(ANAD) com 4536 2222
1977 CHARCANAD) com 11340 590
1977 CHARCANAD)ICOM™ 4536
1979 CHARCANAD)COM 4536 NOT F
19$1 CHARCANAD) coOWM 4536 NOT F
1982 CHAR(ANAO) COM 9000

Corbett Inlet 1073 CHAR CANAD) COM 4299

62=28N 92-20W rea.V #21.1978 CHARCANAD) C O M 4S36 8272
1975 CHARCANAD) COM 4680
1976 CHARC anap) i 2810
1277 CHAR(ANAD)EO" 11340 S90
1970 CHARCANAD) COM 9072 o
1979 CHARC AnaD) eom 8536 2595
1980 CHAR CANAD) COM 4536 2000
1982 CHAR(ANAO) com 4500

CQrfié River thmmittee 1981 CHARCANAD) Tes 8500

Bay)

67-12N 87=2rec.V #

Dalv Bay (Geners! 1968 CHARCANAD) COM 2576

sree) 1965 CHARCANAD) CO™ 3511

68=17N 89538 reg.V # 1940 CHARCANAD) TEST 136;
1981 CHAR CANAD) TEST a4s4

Diane Lake 1969 CHARCANAD) COM 11451

62=58N 92=«USK rec,V # 2 4 1978 CHARCANAD) COM 2268
1979 CHARCANAD) COM 4536 2918
1980 CHARCANAD)COM 4536
1981 Lo WHFISH TEST 1400
1982 CHAR(ANAO) COM 2300

Diaha R;VQP 1968 LAKE TRouT COM 218

62=50N G2-23W rec.V # 1970 LAKE Tngufsgy 1683
1977 CHARCANAD) M 34020

1978 CHAR(CANAD) COM 11340
1979 CHARCANAD) COM 11340
1980 ¢HARCANAD) COV 15$76

1981 eHARCANAD) COM 12475
1233 Sﬁéafﬁﬁlﬂ) com 11400




Table 9Ccont?d) . Guota;Ond Harvest.ih;ludinq Tat Fish er{eg,
.for_the Northwast Te;rltories.

e S Mo S e W o W0} 0---. 0----- =
..... ecewe ~, ,- 00t} — -
wet e rbody Year Specfes Type Quots Hervesgt
(ke . iku

" - - ¥ el - & -~ 9 = r_ "'Ol.ll'_!d! - ougdl

East Point ) 1977 CHARCANAD) COM 4536

63=44N 91=56W pee’y #26

Ferousen River . { HADPAMAR M

62=04N 93=20W Peec.V #2 9 3%?3 HAR(AN D) EO 1?32;
1964 CHARCANAD) coM™ 2301
1965 CHAR(CANAD)COM 17373
1966 CHARCANAD) COM 13702
1972 CHARCANAD) COM 3921
1973 CHARCANAD) gg: 7163
1974 HARCANAD) 1s876 14008
1o 75 CHARCANGD) EoM S 13289
1977 CHARCANAD) C O M 18144

1978 CHAR(ANAD) coOM 18144 )
1979 CHARCANAD) COM 13608 1814

1780 CHARCANAD) COM , 10783
1981 CHARCANAD) com 13608 14704
1982 CHAR(ANAO) COM 13600

Henway Lake (Chesterfield 1981 CHARCANAD) T E S T 454

Inlet)

63=27N 92-1SW ree v #

Hanway River , 1978 cHar CANAD) coH a536

63-33N 92=2Féq.v 436 1977 CHARCANAD) CO 2268
1978 CHARCANAD) COM 2268
1979 CHAR CANAD)COM 2268 as36

Josechine River . 1979 CHARCANAD) C.OM 4536 1350

63=02N 90=41W preec,V # 39 1980 CHARCANAD) Con as3s 225
1981 CHARCANAD) COM™ 4536 NOT F
1982 CHAR(ANAO) COM 8500

Kaminak Lake 1967 L. WHFISH coMm 1025

62-10N 95=00W Peell . | foce LAKE TROUT com 22632
1969 L.WHFISH coOm 6804
1970 LAKE TROUT ¢gm 11205
1970 L. WHFISH  cgom 9219
1971 LAKE TROUT eqgwm 12812
1971 L. WHFISK oM 32250
1973 LAKE TROUT egm 8Ss
1973 L. WHFISH  coMm 818
1974 LwrLTROUT oM 22680
197S LAKE TRouT COM 575

. . 1975 L. WHFIStou .. . #8915




~ Table 9Ccont’d). Guotss and Harvest, including Teat Fisheries,

.. .for_the Northwast Tegritories, _, . _

e=m 000-00 - 0---- 00------ 0 meemecmne e ee s eeee . TTTTTTTTS

wet e rbody Year Species Type Quota Harvest
(ke (kg
- & - @ » - Pougdz :OUHdl

1977 LWF, LTROUT COM 22680
1982 Lwr, LTROUT COM 22700

Kamimnuriak L a k e 1972 LAKE TROUT comM 29836

62=55N 95-30W reg. V #42 1972 L. WHFISH coM™ 279279
1973 LAKE TROUT CQOM 1600S
1973 L., WHFISH  COM 10793
1974 CISCO(SPP) COM ae7
1970 LAKE TROUT COM 1059
1974 L, WHFISH coM™ 245
1974 LWF, LTROUT COM 45360
1977 LWF,LTROUT COM 45360

Machum Leke ) 1977 LWF, LTROUT COM 4536

63=1SN 92=3SW pee.,V #43

MecOuoid Lake 1977 LWF, LTROUT COM 5897

63=25N 98=00W peg.V # 4 4

Merle Harboup ) 1977 CHAR(CANAD) COM 2268

63=42N 91=24W reg.V #48 1978 CHAR(ANAO) COM 2268
1979 CHAR(ANAD) COM 2268
1980 CHAR(ANAOQ) CQOM 2268

Merles Lake 1980 LWF,LTROUT COM 3913

63=32N 91=22W rec,V #

Mistake Bay o 1973 CHAR(CANAD) COM 2286

62=10N 92=S7W reg.V #49 1974 CHARCANAD) COM 2268 2083
1977 CHARCANAD) COM 2268
1978 CHAR CANAD) CQM 2268
1979 CHAR CANAD) COM 2268
1980 CHAR(CANAD) COm™ 2268 NOT F
1981 CHAR(CANAD) COM NOT F
1982 CHAR(ANAO) COM 5300

O°Neil Lake 1974 LWF,LTROUT COM 3175

62=27N 95=17W ree.V #54 1977 LwF,LTROUT COM 3175

Parker Lake A . 1974 c1sco(spP) COM 131

63-30N 95=1SW ree.V #55 1974 LAKE TROUT COM 1932
1974 Le WHFISH com™ 1es
1974 LWF,LTROUT COM 11340

- .. e e - ... 1977 LWF,LTROUT COM 11340 _




Table 9Ccont’d), Q,u'otosor'wgHér;eitainglpdina Test Fisheries,

.. ee _for_the Nogthwast Territories, - - .
W oo veToewesew -j 'T"T"" * - - * oo & o @g'g, -- o U"U'O—' LR
Met erbady Year Species Tyoe Quotas Harvest
(ks (ke
- o o-- [ L . - rout‘d.). :euedl
Parke; Lake B _ 1974 CIScO (SPP) COM 131
63=17N 6S«1SW req.V #56 197a LAKE TPOUT COM 1932
197a LeWHFISH COM 195
1974 LWF, L TROUT COM 9072
1977 LWF,LTROUT COM 9072
Peter Leke 1975 CHARCANAD) COM 421
63-IIN 82=55rec.V # 197S LAKE TRoOuUuT COM 10
1975 LoWHFISH com™ 5
1978 CHAR (ANAD) COM 2268
1979 |WF,LTROUT COM 7575
1979 CHARCANAD) TEST 50
1979 LAKE TROUT TEST 90
1979 LeWHFISH TEST 1361 21
1981 Lo WHFISH COM 2035
Pistol Bav , 1962 CHARCANAD) COM ) 772
62=28N Q2-a4W reg.V #59 1974 CHARCANAD) CaOM 2268
1977 CHAR CANAD) COM 2268
1977 LWF,LTROUT COM 5443
1978 CHARCANAD) COM 2268
1979 CHARCANAD) COM 2268 -
1980 cHAR(ANAO) coM™ 2268 310
1981 CcHARCANAD) cCOM 2270 NOT F
1982 CHAR(ANAO) COM 2300
Rankin Inlet arees . 1966 | AKE TROUT COM 2268
rec.V # 1977 CcHARCANAD) COM 9071
1978 CHAR(ANAO) COM 11340
1979 CHAR(ANAO] CoM 1 13~0
1980 CHARCANAD) COM 11340
1981 cHAR(ANAO) ¢OM 11340
Rankin Inlet Bav 1974 FHARCANAD) COM 4536
62=48N S2«10W rec. V #
Richard Letke 1980 CHARCANAD) TEST 1361
63=53N Slereec,V #
Robin Heod Bay 1974 CHAR(CANAD) COM 6804
63-USN 92=02W rec.V #65 1977 CHAR(ANAO) COM 6804
coMm 6804 ~OT-F-

<1378 CHARCANAD)




Table 9(cont’d), gybtil oﬁg,Hir;ejtp ihé!yding Test Fisheries,

ee . ee . Jfgr_the Nerthwast Te;r{tor!el. c e e =
Waterbedy Year Species Type Quote Hervest
(ke (ka .
ce - ea - ce e pmeme -p - roupd) _round)
Ross Bav 1981 i1+ Al CANAD) TEST 4500
66=54N 8S=Q2W rec. v #
Sendy Point , 1972 CHARCANAD) COM 1892
61=8SN 93=18W pee.V #66 1973 CHARCANAD) COM , 2379
1978 cHAR(ANAO) COM 2268 25AR4
1975 CHAR(CANAD) COM 1918
1976 cHAR(ANAO) COM 400
1977 CHAR(CANAD) COM 907
1979 CHAR(ANAD) COM 907
1979 CHLARIANAD com 907 341
1979 LAKE TROU com 15
1979 LeWHFISH com 4
1980 CHARCANAD) COM 907 272
1981 CHARCANAD) COM 700
1982 CHAR(ANAO) COM 900
Savace Lake . 1973 (AKE TROUT COM 166
62=24N 95=20W rec.V #67 1973 L. WHFISH COM ] 4
1978 LWF,LTROUT COM 1588
1977 LWF,_TROUT COM 1588
Steeo BankBav . 1977 cHAR(ANAD) COM 454
6 336N 91=37W rec.V #71 1978 CHARCANAO) COM 4536
1979 CHAR (ANAD) COM 4536 NOT F
1980 CHAR(ANAD) COM 4536
StonvyPt, Area , 1974 CHAR(CANAD) COM 6804 1524
63=54N g2-45w rec.V #72 197S CHAR(ANAO) COM 3742
1976 CHAR(CANAD) COM A3s4
1977 cHAR(ANAOQO) COM 6804 7938
197S CHAR (ANAD) COM 6804
1980 CHARCANAO) COM 2268
Unknown Lakes (3 1980 CHARCANAOI  TEST 907

Seaaquacjuse Lakes) ,
64=4UN 90=37W rec.V ¥

Unnamed Loake 1979 LeWHFISH TEST 1361
62=U4N 092=26W ree.V #

Unnamed Lake , 1981 CHARCANAD) TEST 1000
€4=-45N _82-34W_ rec,V -

®>ee e @ = @ & - - -
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Table 9Ccont®d). Guotas and Harvest, ing¢ludina Test Fisheries,

.- - ew - _fgr;gbe Nogthwest Te;ritorien. - em - m
- e e — 3
Waterbody Yesr Species Tyce OQuota Harvest
(ko tka
o - e - - - » eca ~ e = o o - m - 'ngd! .:oucdl
T |
Unnamed Lake (Ch 1981 CHARCANAD) TEST 680
esterfield Inlet)
63=44N 92<35W peg.V #
UnnamedLake (Ch 1981 CHAR(C ANAD) TEST 680
e stepfleld Inlet] .
63=49N 93={1iW rea.V #
Wallace River , 1972 CHAR(CANAD) COM 2416
6 136N 93=40W ree,V #76 1974 cHARCANAO) COM 2260 937
1977 CHARCANAD) COM 2268
1978 CHAR CANAD) COM 2268
1979 CHAR(ANAD) COM 2268 NOT F
1980 CHARCANAD) COM 3175 NOT F
1981 CHARCANAD) COM _908 NOT F
1982 CHAR(ANAO) COM 2300
Whale Cove Area 1960 CHARCANAD) COM 726
62=09N 92=35W rec.V # 7 7 1961 CHARCANAD) COM S90
1961 L AKE TROUT co™ 1134
1962 CHARCANAD) COM 8997
1963 CHAR(CANAD) COM 10597
1965 CHAR CANAO) COM 15980
1970 CHAR CANAO) COM 8777
1971 CHAR(ANAO) COM 2309
1972 CHARCANAD) COM 3921
1973 CHAR CANAD) COM 9449
1974 CHAR(ANAOI COM 18314
197S CHAR(ANAO) COM™ 14289
1976 CHAR(ANAD) COM 1s463
1977 CHAR CANAO; com 2268 a4
1978 CHARCANAD coM 2268 345
1979 CHARCANAD) COM™ 2269 1165
1980 CHARCANAO; COoM 2268 NOT F
1981 CHARCANAD) cow™ 2270 2270
1982 CHARCANAO) COM 2300
Wilson Pav 1974 CHAR(CANAD) COM 9072
62=18N 92-53IW ree,V #79 1977 CHAR(ANAO) COM 9072 816
1978 CHAR(CANAD) COM 9072 1081 s
1979 CHARCANAO) COM 9072 2528
1980 CHARCANAD) COM 9072 1584
1981 CHAR(ANAD) COM 9072 S$792
- - - .. . 1382 CHAR(ANAD) cCOM 9100 _ _




