AGENDA C-2

JUNE 1995
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke ESTIMATED TIME
Executive Director 16 Hours
DATE: June 6, 1995

SUBJECT: License Limitation

ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Final action on Groundfish and Crab License Limitation Programs.

(b) Review and determine alternatives for the next step in the CRP process.
{c) Review changes in NMFS policy on Control Dates,

BACKGROUND

(a) Final Action on License Limitation

A complete list of the license limitation program's elements and options for groundfish and crab is included as
Itern C-2(a)(1) in your notebook. Those options with an arrow next to them were selected at the April 1995,
meeting and are the focus of the Supplemental Analysis dated June 2, 1995. Item C-2(a}(2) is the Executive
Summary of the June 2, 1995 Supplemental Analysis. [tem C-2(a)(3) is a letter of clarification from Impact
Assessment, Inc. (IAI). IAI completed and made available, in late 1994, a social impact analysis of various
sectors of the North Pacific fleet to supplement the Council's license limitation analysis. After discussions with
fishermen from Sand Point and King Cove, 1Al felt they should clarify their discussion of the Western Gulf shore
plants and local fleet that delivers to them. Item C-2(a}(4) contains the summary of all previous analyses and
documents that comprise the License Limitation analytical package, and a page guide for reference to specific
issues. Item C-2(a)(5) contains written comments received on this agenda itemn,

Groundfish License Limitation Program

The Council has settled upon a system which would issue a general license with area endorsements. The area
endorsements would allow licensed vessels to participate in directed fishing for groundfish in that area. Vessels
which do not hold an endorsement for an area would not be aliowed to participate in directed groundfish fisheries,
but would be allowed to continue to land bycatch amounts of groundfish in other target fisheries. Endorsements
would be issued for the following arcas: Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands, Westem Gulf, Central Gulf (including
West Yakutat), and the Eastern Gulf defined as East Yakutat and Southeast Qutside.

To qualify for a general license, the vessel must have fished during January 1, 1988-June 27, 1992, crossed over

from crab to groundfish inder the provisions of the proposed moratorium, or fished using pot or jig gear between
6/28/92-12/31/94 on a vessel less than 60'. Vessels less than 60' that qualify for a general license based on pot

C-2 Memo 1 hle/fun



or jig landings in this extended period will only be licensed for one area; therefore, if a vessel qualified for more
than one area the owner must choose one. Then to qualify for an area endorsement the vessel would have had
to have made a landing(s) during the endorsement qualifying period. The Council has not made a final decision
on the endorsement qualifying period. It has, kowever, narrowed its choices to one of two options: January 1,
1988-December 31, 1994 or January 1, 1992-December 31, 1994.

The Council also has indicated its intent to examine multi-level qualifying requirements for vessels of different
lengths. Vessels longer than 60' (or alternatively, vessels longer than 125") could face more rigorous qualifying
requirements than smaller vessels in the GOA. This is consistent with the Council’s desire to limit the overall
licensed capacity, and belief that larger vessels represent significantly more capacity than smaller vessels,

Crab License Limitation Program

The Council was wnable to narrow its preferred suite of alternatives to the same degres as for groundfish,
although progress was made, particularly with license designations, qualifying periods, and landings
requiremnents. The primary focus of Council discussion was on a general license with area specific endorsements
for species. However, the Council has indicated that it may still choose a more broadly defined license sysiem.
One alternative would combine endorsements for all Tanner crab species by management area; the other would
create a general crab license, good for all species and areas. Also included in the Council’s preferred list of
alternatives are dual qualifying periods similar to thosc found in the Groundfish License Limitation Program, and
provisions for licensing Norton Sound skippers.

(b} Future direction of the Comprehensive Rationalization Program

The Council held detailed discussions on both license limitation and IFQs before deciding that license liritation
would be the first step in the CRP processes. The primary IFQ options under consideration by the Council during
that time were detailed in the January 1994, Council Newsletter. Should the Council wish to discuss the future
direction of CRF, a list of those options is included in your notebook as Item C-2(b).

{¢) Control Dates

ltem C-2{c) contains two memos, from Richard H. Schaefer and Jay S. Johnson, describing the NMFS current
policy on “Control Dates.” The new policy does not call into question any previously published control dates,
but changes the type of notification given to the public if the Council sets a control date, and provides guidance
on their content. Rather than labeling control dates a “notification,” they should instead be called an “Advance
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking” (ANPR), which more directly links the date to an action proposed in the future.
The policy goes on to state the ANPR should . . . simply state that the Council is considering a limited access
system for a particular fishery, and that anyone entering the fishery afier the specified date is not assured that
she/he will be given access if the system is adopted . . ..” I’ve included these policy statements for your
information. No formal acticn is required.
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AGENDA C-2(a)(1)

Hew-

JUNE 1995
N GROUNDFISH LICENSE OPTIONS
: , Components and Alternative Elements Affecting Initial Assignment
- License Classes (Choose 1 of 3 options)
=% ). Asingleclass Of HCEDSES .. .iviririniiieiiii ittt a s esenns 1000000
7~ Two license classes with Class B Permits For Participants From 1/1/30- 123193 .............. 2000000
&t Two licease classes with Class B Permits For Participants From 1/1/88 - 12/31/93 . ............. 3000000
Nature of Licenses (Choose 1 of 12 options)
Single license for all species and 1S ... ...cvvrraeniiiraenreriiiisnaicienreiariarans 100000
= Licenses for FMP areas (i.e.,, GOAandBSAI) . ...c.viriiiiriiinniiiiiirenieraantonanans 200000
{ => Jo Nan-severable area endorsements for the following management areas: Al, BS, WG, CG+WY, EY+S0.
¥ The endorsement would be contained under one of the following General License Umbrellas: GOA,
r‘ﬁ‘ BSALOTGOA/BSAL .......coiiiiiiiiiiiiiennieneiienenanns e reeeesranaenreianas 300000*
AR Licenses for Pollock, P.cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheries ..........cc0vevmaaiaiiinn 400000
(}Q\ Licenses for Pollock, P.cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheriesby FMP areas . ............... 500000
Licenses for Pollock, P.cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheries by FMP sub-areas ............ 600000
Licenses for fisheries (see Box 1) by FMP sub-areas .. .....cccviiiiiriiirninnennonecionnnas 700000
Licenses for fisheries (see Box 1) by the following areas: EG, CG, WG, BSAL...........c.v00s 800000
Licenses for fisheries (see Box 2) by FMP Sub-areas .....viiiiiiieranssssasnsassansaianss 900000
Licenses for fisheries (sce Box 3) by FMP Sub-areas ..........cccevivrrorarononnenressenn A00000
Licenses for fisheries (see Box 4) by newly configuredareas ............................... B0000O
Box 1 Fisheries Specified Under Options 700000 and 800000

BSAI Fisherv Licenses:

Pollock, Pacific Cod, Atka Mackerel, Yellowfin Sole, Other Flatfish,
_ Rockfish, Squid (Fixed Gear), Rocksole, Tmbots

GOA Fishery Licenses:
Pollock, Pacific Cod, Deep Water Flats, Shallow Water Flarfish, Atka

Maeckere]

Box 2

Fisheries Specified Undex Options 500000

BSATF Fishery Licenses:
Pollock, Pacific Cod, Ada Mackerel, Yellowfin Sole, Other Flatfish,
Rockfish, Squid (Fixed Gear), Rocksole, Turbots

GOA Fishery Licenges:
Pollock, Pacific Cod, Deep ‘Water Flats, Shallow Warer Flarfish, Atka

Mzckezel, Flathead Sole, Rockfish

kolding a sub-area License.

Additonally, BSATI wawl sablefish will be bycatch only for any BSAI licensed vesse] and Amrowtooth in any sub-area is open (o any vessel

Box 3

Fisheries Specified Under Options AD0000

Fishery Endorsements for BS and Al
Pollock, Pacific Cod, Atka Mackerel, Yellowfin Sole, Other Flatfish,
Rockfish, Squid (Fixed Gear), Rocksole, Turbots, Trawl Sablefish

Fisherv Endorzements for BG, QG apd WG:
Pallock, Pecific Cod, Decp Water Flats, Shallow Water Flatfish, Atka

Mackerel, Flathead Sole, Rockfish

Additionally, Amowtooth in any sub-area is open to any vessel holding a sub-area license.

no intermediate license at the sob-area level,

Note: Genexal licenses wondd be issued for GOA, BSAIL and GOA/BSAL In the latter case, BOA and BSAL are not separable. There would be

Box 4

Fisheries Specified Under Options BO000O

Tarpet species ars defined the same as in Box 3. Areax wonld be defined as WG, CG+WY, EY+S0 in the GOA and Al and BS.

no intermediate license at the gub-aren level,

Note: Geneal licenses wonld be issued for GOA, BSAL and GOA/BSAL In the latter case, GOA and BSAl are not ssparable. Theye would be

P 3 Starred elements represent new or modified options,
-> Arrows represent preferred options and options currently under consideration,
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GROUNDFISH LICENSES OPTIONS

/\ License Recipients (Choose 1 of 4 options)

wﬁv

COITEIE OWIIETS . .o v it iereeeenaarevesaaraoeaneonosaeasasannnasesssnnnnstnnannneans 10000
Current owner, then owner at the time of landing, ther permit holders (no duplicate) ............... 20000
Current owners, then permit holders (ho duplicaes) . . ... o.o i i i 30000
Current owners, owners at the time of landing, and permit holders (duplicates allowed) ............ 40000

License Designations (Choose 1 of 9 options)

NOTESIICHOMS .« . vsiinieeneieennarareatoeraneaesnssasssrossssosasssssssseansssansasns 1000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors . . ... ..veeiiiini ot iiiianaratiatannsnnssatsacaoranss 2000
BT 1 Y- T 3000
Inshore & OffshoTe ..\ .vuuererrerrerrsionenrasosonennasannmnenenssasassosssnssnsossas 4000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length (<60, 60-124, 1254). ....ocvvvnvarnnnnnen 5000
Catcher vesseis & Catcher/processors and Inshore & Offshore ..........c.ociiiiiiaiininnni, 6000
Inshore & Offshore and vessellength ......covummeririiiir it ittt itaennnaanaas 7000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors, Inshore & Offshore, and vessellength ........... ..ol 0 8000
Same as 5,000 above, adding a gear designation to all Eastern Gulf (EY + SO) endorsements allowing

the vse of legal fixed gear only, regardless of the gear used to qualify for the endorsement. . ......... 9000*
Qualifying Periods (Choose 1 of 11 options)

Jan. 1, 1978 -Dec. 31,1993 L. ittt i i it e et raaes 100
Jun. 28, 1980 - Jun. 27, 1992 ...t iir ettt ettt rateasen et 200
Jun, 28,1989 -date of final aCHON .........iiiiiniiii it it et ettt ar e aaes 300
Jan, 1, 1990 -Dec. 31,1993 L .iiiivrriiirioranrrrnnarsnrssssonanansssssonersanamnaamsans 400
The three years priorto the date of final action ..o vvvvirviniviiiirinnaieriiitioareranssirines 500
Jun. 28, 1989 - Jun. 27, 1992 & the three years prior to the date of fnal action ..................... 600
Each of the three calendar years from 1/1/90 - 6/27/92 & the 365 days prior to final action, except for

fixed gear P. cod use 6/23/91 - 6/27/92 rather than 1/1/20-6/27/92 .........c.oiiiiiiiiiiiininnn, 700
Jan. 1, 1988 - Jun. 27,0002 .. ittt ittt et et aiiaas 800

Eor General Licenses, the QP is Jan. 1, 1988 - June 27, 1992, with the additiona! provision that any
vessel which “crossed over” to groundfish from crab under the provisions of the proposed moratorium
would also qualify for a General License. For vessels under 60', the general QP is extended through Dec.
31, 1994 for groundfish pot or jig gear — recipients must choose one area if qualified for multiple areas.
For Area Endorsements, the QP is Yan. 1,1992-Dec. 31,1994 ......ouiiiiiiininnineenrnnnnss 900*
For General Licenses, the QP is Jan, I, 1988 - June 27, 1992, with the additional provision that any
vessel which “crossed over” to groundfish from crab under the provisions of the proposed moratorium
would also qualify for a General License. For vessels under 60', the general QP is extended through Dec.
31, 1994 for groundfish pot or jig gear — recipients must choose one area if qualified for multiple areas.

For Area Endorsements, the QPisJan. 1, 1988 - Dec. 31,1994 .....ovvviiiiniiinniniiniiienss ACO*
Landings Requirements For General License Qualification (Choose 1 of 6 options)

Onedanding . .....cccvnneniii i ittt it tata ettt s i saaat et 10
TWO IANAINGS .+ . v v vvesvrrerec et iasaessansoneseransnssnrasasancansnaanaasssossrserass 20
S 000 POUNAS ... iie e i eei i i i s e e et 30
10,000 poundS .. .oviirir e i ettt e e e i an ity 40
20,000 POMNAS .. .uiiiniitinitiiiiirasteeerarontererarnsnnsrranssnsannsaanaararsataasens 50
One landing in the General QP, or qualified “moratorium crossover” vessels . .. .........c.coovuvenn.s 60*
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. %sh'} GROUNDFISH LICENSES OPTIONS
Landmgs Requirements for Endorsement Qualification (Choose 1 of 14 options)

,\)o Janding in the General QP, or qualified “moratorium crossover” Vessels. ...........oovaneausanes 1

e TwolandlngsmanareadunngtthndorsemthP ................ E 2

Three landings in qualifying period ... ..coovivvisaiiiiiiiinniaiae, Chrerrasasarasrnaceearane 3

FourlmdmgsmanamdunngtheﬁndorscmcntQP .......................................... 4

One landing in year priorto council 2Com ......ovvevriniimiai it 5

Two landings in year prior tocouncil action . ........i il 6

Three landings in year prior t0 council 8CHON ... vorveioiiiieirirnariinrraeienioriiantaaaties 7

Four landings in year prior to comcil action ......ccvviiiiiiiiiiiiairniiesniaen, Cereaerrernras 8

\

\\‘
Rag the BSAI and for vessels < 60' (or 1257 in thg GOA, one landing in an area during the, Endorsement
QP, orvessclsleS' (or 60°) in the GOA, ok landmgmeachcalmdaryearmanam{ldunngﬂle

p .inanmdrlﬁngthc Il‘en'.QP-
d: EndmsembntQP

an_area during the Endorsement QP\\
srea during the Endorsement QP. \

..................................................... C
. .
g 0

This option is relevant only

Foe @-o,ﬂ) ?3-9.-&.4 AV et rowete s
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GROUNDFISH LICENSES OPTIONS
Components and Alternative Elements Affecting the Ownership, Use, and Transfer of Licenses

Who May Purchase Licenses (Choose I option)

1.  Licenses could be transferred only to “persons” defined as those eligible to document a fishery vessel under
chapter 121, Title 46 U.S.C,

2. Licenses could cnly be transferred to “persons” with 76% or more U.S. ownership, with “grandfather”
rights for license recipients with 75% or less U.S. ownership (Chapter 802, Title 46 U.S.C.).

Vessel/License Linkages (Choose 1 of 2 options)

1.  Vessel must be transferred with license. :

2.  Licenses may be transferred without a vessel, i.e., licenses may be applied to vessels other than the one to
which the license initially was issued, subject to license designations, and the “20% rule” in the moratorium,

Options Regarding the Separability of Species and/or Area Designations (Choose 1 of 3 options)

1. Area designations are not separable, and shall remain as a single license with those initial designations.

2. Species and/or Area designations shall be treated as separable licenses and may be transferred as such.

3.  Species and/or Area designations shall be regarded as separable endorsements which require the owner to
also own a general license before use or purchase.

Vessel Replacement and Upgrades (Choose 1 of 4 options)

1. Norestrictions on vessel replacement or upgrades, except that the vessel must meet the “Use Restrictions”
(License Designations) defined by the initial allocation.

2.  Vessel may not be replaced or upgraded.

3.  Vessel may bereplaced or upgraded within the bounds of the vessel length designations and the 20% Rule
defined in the moratorium proposed rule.

4* Catcher-Vessels would be allowed to upgrade to enable a limited amount of processing at sea. The limit
would be set at one level within the range from 5 mt to 18 mt (round weight) per day.

License Ownership Caps (Choose 1 of 7 options)
1  No limit on the number of licenses or endorsements which may be owned by a “person.”

2%  Nomore than 5 general licenses per person with grandfather provisions.

No more than 10 area licenses per person with grandfather provisions.

No more than 15 area licenses per person with grandfather provisions.

No more than 5 fishery/area endorsements per person with grandfather provisions.
No more than 10 fishery/area endorsements per person with grandfather provisions.
No more than 15 fishery/area endorsements per person with grandfather provisions.

Nethew

Vessel License Use Caps (Choose 1 of 6 options)

1. No limit on the number of licenses (or endorsements) which may be used on a vessel.
2.  No more than 1 area license (endorsement) may be used on a vessel in a given year.
3. Nomore than 2 area licenses (endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given year.
4. No more ihan 3 area licenses (endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given year.
5. No more than 4 area licenses (endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given year.
6. Nomere than 5 area licenses (endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given year.

Vessel Designation Limits (Choose 1 of 2 options)

1* A vessel which qualifies for multiple designations (i.¢., both as a CV and as a CP or as both inshore and
offshore) under the use restriction component will be able to participate under any designation for which
it qualifies. Vessel designations will be based on activities during most recent year of participation,
through 1994.

2. Avessel which qualifies for multiple designations under the use restriction component must choose a single
designation.
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GROUNDFISH LICENSES OPTIONS

Buy-back/Retirement Program (Choose 1 of 3 options)

1.  No buy-back/retirement program.

2.  Fractional license system. (Fractional licenses may be issued to vessel owners at the time of landing and/or
permit holders.)

3. Industry Funded Buy-back Program with right of first refusal on all transfers of licenses.

Two-Tiered Skipper License Program (Choose 1 of 2 options)

1*  Po not implement a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program. The Council recommends that this program
should be deleted from the license limitation package at this time. Future analysis of a license limitation
program for skippers, based on the amended program outlined by SEA, will be set on its own time line.

2. Implement a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program.

Community Development Quotas. (Choose 1 of 5 options)

No CD{QQ allocations

3% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs pattemed after current program w/o sunsct provision.

7.5% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after curreat program w/0 sunset provision. ﬁ é’q,_f; gy
10% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs pattemed after current program w/o sunset provision, '~ A< 3
15% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs pattemed after current program w/o sunset provision.

bl el o

. {Choose 1 of 5 options)

Other Provisions (Choose any or none of the options)

Licenses represent a use privilege. The Council may convert the license program to an IFQ program or

otherwise alter or rescind the program without compensation to license holders.

Severe penalties may be invoked for failure to comply with conditions of the license.

Licenses may be suspended or revoked for muitiple violations. (The Courcil recommends NMFS

Enforcement consult with the Coalition for Stability in Marine Financing to address their concerns over

license revocation.)

4  Implement a Skipper Reporting Systean which requires gmlmdﬁsh license holders to report skipper names,
address, and service records to NMFS.

5  Ananalysis of the impact of various rent collection levels and mechanisms, and enforcement and program
implementation costs is required.

6  Vessels which qualified for the NPFMC license limitation program that have been lost or destroyed are stilk
eligible to receive eamed licenses and endorsements,

7 Vessels targeting non-groundfish species (salmon, crab, etc.) that are currently allowed to land incidentally
taken groundfish without a groundfish permit, will be allowed to continue to land bycatch amounts.
Additionally, vessels participating in the Sablefish and Halibut IFQ program would continue to be able to
land bycatch amounts of groundfish as specified in regulations goveming that program.

8%  Vessels not otherwise qualified for the license program would be exempt but limited to the use of jig gear
per the foliowing provisions: AbD.. h(prc{S pP mo%oﬂ_g

a maximum of 5 jigging machines per vessel, A& Vseg - jay [m.,y,)
a maximum of 1 line per jigging machine, and
a maximum of 15 hooks per line.

W b

i
unset Provisions (Choose 1 of 2 options)
No sunset,
Sunset 3 years after the effective date of the license program.
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' CRAB LICENSES

7~ Components and Alternative Elements Affecting Initial Assignment
Numbering
License Classes (Choose 1 of 3 options) Scheme
4 ASINgle class Of HCBDSES . ... cvonneieiiaerranusaanaeasoasessasnsasonsasasrnaasnarssans 100000
L Two license classes with Class B Permits for participants from 1/1/80- 12/31/93................ 200000
Two license classes with Class B Permits for participants from 1/1/88 - 12/31/93 ................ 300000
Nature of Licenses (Choose 1 of 4 options)
- Single license for all SpeCies ANA ACAS .. ... ...viviiiiiiranaricanasarrreatsanssinranesns 10000
Licenses for species (e.g., C. opilio, C. bairdi, Red, Blue and Brown King Crab) ................. 20000
=»  General Licenses and endorsements for each species / area combination. ............cevune. ... 30,000*
4 @ General Licenses and endorsements for each species l area combination, except all Tanner crab
b (C baégd;, Cdfpfha(. ctcd \gﬂl_bﬁ%a s\én e ,qP .......... o 7 + ........ 40,000*
Wlp réc.orn, Lty da?“
M mensI ﬁ’éﬂplelgg‘) (Choose 1 of 3 options) + Frohery’ e ""‘L af"l
- OUITENE OWDELS . ..o\t ieueiaee i catatotassssessiasssnnssnnnsassensroneanbasssosnssns 1000
Current owners and permitholders ..ottt 2000

Current owners, except for Norton Sound Red King Crab summer fishery persons eligible to receive may

mcludcthefo]lowmg

,_m/ %  individuals who held State of Alaska Permit for the Norton Sound Red and Blue King
Crab summer fishery and who made at least one landing; or

;0/'5(” vessel owners in instances where a vessel was corporate owned, but operated by a
| —:=-Skipper who was a temporary contract employee; or

M : ) individuals who purchased a State of Alaska Permit for the Norton Sound Red and Blue
oA 4~ . King Crab summer fishery, and who purchased pots for the summer fishery, but had

25" nolandings. In this case, the endorsement will be an “interim permi” which will expire

l JL if and when it is not used in any year fishingisallowed. ........coonvrnnencnnn. 3,000*
Al
License Des:gnauons (Choose 1 of 4 options}
N TSI HONS ... tieuiuieenoeeroracoaraserensnmsssoasaneiorossnemsesssnosnesesannnnsss 100
ﬁm Catcher vessels & Cateher/ProCessors .. . ..o vt iat it iiaiiiietanrerasnsassivestroransns 200
gp (}_ﬂ Vessellength ....oiouiue i i i e e e 300
@ Catcher vessels & Catcherfprocessors and vessel length (<60, 60-124, 1254) ..ovovvivruvieiniense. 400
O’/W‘ Qualifying Period (Choose 1 of 7 options)
Bk T T . T 10
628/89 - 6/27/92 --- (6/29/80 - 6/25/83 for D.H. Red, 6/29/85 - 6/25/88 for PribBiuve). ............. 20
G28/39 - 6/27/92 --- (6/29/80 - 6/25/83 for D.H. Red & 6/29/85 - 6/25/88 for Prib. Blue. These two
groups must also have made a Janding in any federally managed crab fishery between 6/28/89-6/27/92.)
Y, For Norton Sound Red and Blue King Crab fisheries, and for Prib. Red King Crab, must have made a
Ljv landingin 1993 0r 1994, ... . ittt ittt irinear i et 30
; Q\? ‘o ) 1/192 - 1273104 — (6/29/80 - 6/25/83 for D.H. Red & 6/29/85 - 6/25/1988 for Prib. Blue. These two
{{\\ grotps must also have made a landing in any federally managed crab fishery between 1/1/92-12/31/94.)
For Norton Sound Red and Blue King Crab fisheries, and for Prib. Red King Crab, must have made a
landing in 1093 0r 1904, ... .. ieteieiraneterretenniaroarrsacansasiosanssranncnansnsrnsons 40
N AABBBRTOY s e e e ienr e 50
i .
L
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CRAB LICENSE OPTIONS .

-> AGmaa!hcmethfymngod(GQP)oflw with the additional fifovision that any /“\
v@mh ‘crossed over” to crab from groundfish under the proposed moratori: wouldalsoquahfy ,
f . General License. Vessels meeting these requirements would receive éndorsements based on
Jan i ngs i the primary Endorsement Qualifying Period (EQP) of 1192 - 12/31/04, Additional
endordement periods between 6/29/80 - 6/25/83 forwlllbcusedfor[)u | Harbor Red King Crab, and
6/29/85°6/25/1988 for Pribilof Blue King Crab. To receive endorgéments for either of the latter two
2lso have made a landing in any federalty mandged crab fishery during the primary
EQP above, 2 well as in the GQP. Participants in the Norton Sgf find Red and Blue King Crab fisheries,
and Pribilof Rel b fisherics will be exempt. from theffequirements of the GQP, and must have

made landings bitween-1/1/93 - 12/31/94. F

If option 10,000 is chosen, then asmglchccnscfor { species and areas will be given o those vessels
that made qualifying ings in the both the QP (1/1/88 - 6/27/92) and in the EQP (/192 -
yOf Norton Soung: edandBlueng&absmnmcrﬁshexyandPnbﬂof
Red King Crabfisheries. Vg 15 participayifs in these fisheries will be exempt from requiremeats of
the GQP, and must have madbJan ngs Hotveen 1/1/93 123184 .. o.eeiiiiiiiii e 60*

- A General License Qualifying Perid\ w 4‘54 ) of 1/1/88 - 6/27/92, with the additional provision that any
vessel which “crossed over” to crab f¥agroundfish under the proposed moratorium would also qualify
for a General License. Vcssc 9’}- th‘ascrcqmrcmcms would receive endorsements based on
landings in the primary Enggfsément Qwalifying Period (EQP) of 6/28/89 - 6727/92. Additional
endorsement periods betwgZd 6/29/80 - 6)0/R3 il be used for Dutch Harbor Red King Crab, and
6/29/85 - 6/25/1988 for P BﬂufBlueng Crik \To\eceive endorsements for cither of the laiter two
specm,avesselmust havema.dealandmgm ah --f—- y managed crab fishery during the primary
EQPabove.aswell tleQP A single endor ‘--. Jualifying period between 1/1/93 - 12/31/94
will be in effect fg #/Nortan Sound Red and Blue KingXab Fisheries, and for Pribilof Red King Ceab. ~
Participants in Hese last three fisheries will be exempt frotp thi.requirements of the GQP. -

If option 10,490 is chosen, then asmglc license for all specn nd areas will be given to those vessels
that mads / ualifyog landins in he both the GQP (1/1/88 - BQISY) and i the EQP (612819 -
6[127!9 ¥, with the exception of Norton Sound Red and Blue ng Syab.and Pnb;lof Red King Crab
fishepifs. Vessels participating in these fisheries will be exempt from ements of the GOQP, and
mufhave made landings between 17/1/93 - 12/31/94 . ..o vninrnnn s o N vt aeaaaaeas 70*

Mmlmum landings (Choose 1 of 4 options)

-> One landing for red and blue king crab and three landings for brown king crab, C. opilio, and C. bairdi
during the “Endorsement Qualifying Period.” If option 10,000 is chosen, use three landings of any
species in the EQP. To receive an endersement vessels must have qualified in the GQP, i.e., the vessel
must have been moratorium qualified for crab or “crossed-over” to crab from groundfish prior to
L AP 4*
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CRAB LICENSE OPTIONS

Components and Alternative Elements Affecting the Ownership, Use, and Transfer of Licenses

Licenses could be transferred only to “persons” defined as those eligible to document a fishery vessel under

@ Who May Purchase Licenses (Choose 1 of 3 options)
1

i

chapter 121, Title 46 U.S.C.

Licenses could be transferred to “persons” with 76% or more U.S. ownership, with “grandfather” rlghts
for License recipients with 75% or less U.S. ownership (Chapter 802, Title 46 U.S.C.).

Licenses are non-transferable,

Vessel/License Linkages (Choose 1 of 2 options)

&>k

bpf

Vessel must be transferred with license.

Licenses may be transferred without a vessel, i.., licenses may be applied to vessels other than the one to
which the license initially was issued. License transfers are subject to the 20% Rule defined in the
moratorium and the vessel class designations selected.

Options Regarding the Separability of Species and/or Area Designations (Cheose 1 0f 3 options)

31
; 2.

(Y@k’ 3

Species/area endorsements are not separable, and shall remain as a single “block™ or *‘package.”

Species or Area designations shall be treated as separable licenses and may be transferred as such.
Species/area endorsements shall be regarded as separable with the requirement that the new owner also own
a general crab license before use

2 .
0T ot Ov-\»-—.:'ombmad b Lo ces Unlevew ¢ ble Sy v ye.J

7

Vessel Replacement and Upgrades (Choose 1 of 3 options)

1.

/ 2.
3 s

No restrictions on vessel replacement or upgrades, except that the vessel must meet the “License
Designations” defined by the initial allocation.

Vessel may not be replaced or upgradad.

Vessels may be replaced or upgraded within the bounds of the vessel length designations and the 20% Rule
defied in the moratorium proposed rule.

License Ownership Caps (Choose 1 of 7 options)

> 1

3O:

N kW

No limit on the number of licenses or endorsements which may be owned by a “person.”

No more than five general licenses per person, with grandfather provisions to those persons who exceed this
limit in the initial allocation.

No more than 10 area licenses per person with grandfather provisions.

No more than 15 area licenses per person with grandfather provisions.

No more than 5 fishery/area endorsements per person with grandfather provisions.

No more than 10 fishery/area endorsements per persen with grandfather provisions.

No more than 15 fishery/area endorsements per person with grandfather provisions.

1* A vessel which qualifies for multiple designations (i.c., both as a CV and as a CP) under the use restriction

O Vessel Designation Limits (Only 1 option remains)
>
]

component will be able to participate under any designation for which it qualifies. Vessel d?mgna{gon will
be based on activities during most recent yegr of participation, through 1994, =¢ A/ ¢ 7 Lroma
feh ot on + A ioayt A ate .

gram {(Choose 1 of 3 op 'ons)
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CRAB LICENSE OPTIONS

Two-Tiered Skipper License Program (Choose 1 of 2 options)

1* Do not implement a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program. The Council recommends that this program
should be deleted from the hc:nse limitation package at'ttus time. Future anal){ms of a license limitation
program for shppm based on the a program >d by SEA, will be set on its own time line. The
Council would prefer that this time line parallel license limitation.

2. Implementa Two-T:cred Skipper Llcensc Program. ’

Community Development Quotas. (Choose 1 of 5 options)

No CDQ allocations

3% of any or all GHLs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.
7.5% of any or all GHLs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.
10% of any or all GHLs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.
15% of any or all GHLs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.

Grant an additional 10% non-transferable liceases to CDQs communities.
Grant an additional 1% non-transferable licensesto CDQs communities.

ther Provisions (Choose any or none of the options)
Licenses represent a use privilege. The Council may convert the license program to an IFQ program or
otherwise alter or rescind the program without compensation to license holders.

2.  Severe penalties may be invoked for failure to comply with conditions of the license.

3  Licenses may be suspended or revoked for multiple violations. (The Council recommends NMFS
Enforcement consult with the Coalition for Stability in Marine Financing to address their concerns over
license revocation.) W

4 Implement a Skipper Reporting System which requires groyrdfish license holders to report skipper names,
address, and service records to NMFES.

5 Ananalysis of the impact of various rent collection levels and mechanisms, and enforcement and program

implementation costs is required.

No future super-exclusive areas will be proposed.

Vessels which quahﬁed for the NPFMC license limitation program that havc been lost or dcstroycd are still

eligible to receive eamed licenses and endorsements. | )

-

~1 on

4

* Sunset Provisions (Choose 1 option) " .

1 No sunset.
2 Sunset 3 years after final approval and implementation (the effective date) of the license program.

2. ition to the components abovc, an Individual Transferable Pot Quota Q) System Alternative has
been proposed in concept only. Under ﬁﬁs\option. the components affecting the initial assignment of crab
licenses will remain unchanged. However,ence it is decided which persons qualify for which vessel size

of licenses may
additional analysis o
to the main EA/RIR.

t apply under a ITPQ system. Council will have to specify in ‘more detail if

e ITPQ system is desired. Discussien of pot quotas can be found in endix V
{ g
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AGENDA C-2(a}(2)
JUNE 1995

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
of
LICENSE LIMITATION ALTERNATIVES
for

GROUNDFISH AND CRAB FISHERIES OF THE NORTH PACIFIC

Introduction and Organization of the Document

At its April meeting, the Council refined the License Limitation Program for Groundfish and Crab and developed
a “Preferred Set of Altemnatives.” The document contains an analysis of the *‘Preferred Set of Alternatives™ from
April and buiids wpon earlier documents, Discussion ard conclusions regarding the effectiveness of license
limitation programs in general, from earlier documents remain relevant to the current alternatives, as well as the
problems they are intended to address.

Chapter 1 lists the full list of options included in the License Limitation Program for Groundfish and Crab, with
the preferred alternatives indicated with arrows in the left margin, The last section of Chapter 1 will discuss the
numbering system developed to facilitate analysis and discussion. Chapter 2 will discuss in detail the preferred
set of alternatives for the Groundfish License Limitation Program, and Chapter 3 will discuss the preferred set
of alternatives for the Crab License Limitation Program. Each of these chapters will consist of qualitative
discussions conceming the options, and tables showing the distribution of licenses.

Configuration Numbering System

In the baseline EA/RIR dated September 18, 1994, we introduced the numbering system for the elements and
options for both groundfish and crab license programs. This system allowed the analysts, as well as reviewers,
to select and identify various combinations of elements and options for each major component (decision point),
and to be able to identify that particular combination with a simple combination of these digits. Distributional
tables were then construzted for various combinations (configurations) and identified by the numbering system.
For example, if you structured a license limitation program using the following combination of clements and
options, the configuration number would be # 1315961

* single class of licenses (no ‘B’ permits) 1000000 v
* licenses for FMP sub-areas (AI, BS, WG, CG/WY, SEO) 300000/
* issued to current owners 10000
* designations of CV/CP and vessel length 5000
. General Qualifying Period 1/1/88-6/27/92 and Endorsement Qualifying period

of 1/1/92-12/31/94 900
* One landing in General Qualifying Period or moratorium crossover vessels. 60
* one landing for endorsement 1
***  Unique Groundfish License Configuration # 1315961

The Council will need to choose one element from each of the major components when structuring the final
license limitation program. These components all have to do with the initial allocation of licenses. Once
these basic decisions are made by the Council, additional decisions will need to be made regarding the
elements and options which affect ownership, use, and transferability.
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Preferred Groundfish Alternatives

Chapter 2 of the docurnent lays out the preferred sets of alternatives for the Groundfish License Limitation
Program. The preferred alternatives center around a single “Preferred General License Altenative” which
would issue a general license with area endorsements allowing recipients to participate in all directed
fisherics for groundfish in a given management arca. Five management areas arc defined: Bering Sea,
Aleutian Islands, Western Gulf, Central Gulf/West Yakutat, and the Southeast Qutside Area of the Eastern
Gulf. All licenses would be designated with one of three length classes and with a designation specifying
it as a catcher vessel or a catcher processor. In order to receive a general license, a vessel must have fished
between 1/1/88 and 6/27/92, fished pot or jig gear from 6/28/92-12/31/94 and be less than 60', or be
qualified to participate in groundfish fisheries under the moratorium. The actual determination of
endorsement recipients, and the areas in which they may fish, is dependent on the two remaining options
regarding the endorsement qualifying period, and on the nine options regarding minimum landings
requirements during the endorsement qualifying period. The two endorsement qualifying periods in the
preferred alternatives are 1/1/92-12/31/94 and 1/1/88-12/31/94. The nine opticns for minimum landings
requirements for endorsements are listed in Table E.1.

One for vessels less than 60' or one landing in each calendar year for vessels > 60° One*
Two for vessels less than 60° or one landing in each calendar year for vessels >60° Two*
Four for vessels less than 60' or one landing in each calendar year for vessels > 60’ Four*
One for vessels less than 125° or one landing in each calendar year for vessels » 125 One*
Two for vessels less than 125" or one landing in each calendar year for vessels » 125’ Two*
Four for vessels less than 125' or one landing in each calendar year for vessels > 125" Four*

* gptions are valid only for the 1992-94 endorsement period.

The Council is also considering an option that would oniy License the use of fixed gear in the East Yakutat
+ Southeast Outside (EY+-SO) srea. Vessels qualifying for a license based on trawl landings would be
issued a license; however, they would not be able to use trawl gear when fishing the EY+SO area.

Distribution of Groundfish Licenses

Twelve unique groundfish license limitation configurations were studied and had distributional tables
developed for this analysis. The results of these distributional tables are presented in Table E.2. The
number of vessels and the number of endorsements are broken out by the catcher vessel and catcher
processor classifications. Dividing the number of endorsements by the number of vessels in a class yields
the average number of endorsements per vessel. This calculation is also presented in Table E.2,

Because the General Qualifying Period is constant for all the preferred alternatives the endorsement
qualifying pericd and minimum landings requirements are the only elements that are varied among the
alternatives presented. Should the Council select the alternative that would limit vessels to using fixed gear
in the EY4SO area the number of vessels initially issued a license will not vary from those listed in Table
E.2. However, recipients of the EY+S0 licenses will be restricted to the use of fixed gear. The biological
and economic impacts of prohibiting trawling in this area were discussed in the EA/RIR/TIRFA for proposed
Amendment 26 to the GOA FMP presented to the Council in 1992 and in the Supplementary Information
document prepared in 1992, The qurent proposal covers a smaller area than that proposed in Amendment
26 and the economic impacts to affected trawlers are less, ranging from $200,000 to $2 million in lost
revenues, if they are not able to recoup the catch with other gear types.
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Table E2 Number of dfish vessels eaming endorsements under various landings requirements and time periods,
Catcher Vessels Carcher Processors All Vessels

Endorsements | Endorsements |_Endorsem

Config. Minimum Landings Per Per
% for Endorgemen escels otal gssel agsels gssels | Total | Vessel
1315961 | 1992-1994 One 217713000 138 1411 403| 286} 2318313403 147
1315962 | 1992-1994 Two 1,828 | 2,487 136 1411 393 279 1,969 ] 2,880 1.46
1315654 | 1992-1994 Four 1,484 ] 1,957 132 1381 363 2.63 1,6221 2,320 143

1315969 | 1992-1994 | One & GOA 60 2,108]2,714] 1.29 136] 298| 2.19] 202443012 134
131596A | 1992-1994 | Two & GOA 60 1,77612,259 | 127 136] 297 218| 1912]2556| 1.34
131596B{ 1992-1994 { Four & GOA 60 1,456] 1,802 | 124 136] 294 216 15921209 132
131596C | 1992-1994 { One & GOA 125 21701 2,962 | 1.36 137| 336 245] 2307]3298| 143
131596D | 1992-1994 | Two & GOA 125 1822|2458 135 137] 331| 242 1959]2,789| 142
131596E | 1992-1994 | Four & GOA 125 1480] 1,932 131 1371 316}] 231| 1,617]2,248| 1.39

1315A61 ] 1988-1994 One 3,365|4,773| 142 149] 515 346| 3514]5288| 150
1315A62 | 1988-1994 Two 2842|3958 139 148 509| 344 2990)4467| 149
1315A64 | 1988-1994 Four 2,31313,175|  1.37 1471 405| 337| 246013,670] 149

Notes: GOA 60 means that vessels > 60' LOA must have made a landing in each year from 1992-1994.

GOA 125 means that vessels > 125' LOA must have made a landing in each year from 1992-1994.

Preferred Crab License Alternatives

Chapter 3 discusses the Crab License Limitation Program, The license program is being designed to limit
the number of vessels which could participate in crab fisheries in federally managed waters off the Bering
Sea and Aleutian Islands. The Crab License Limitation Program would not apply to state waters, however,
landings in BSAI crab fisheries made inside state waters would count toward license requirements in the

program. All crab fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska would be excluded from the program.

At the April meeting, the Council came to agreements regarding four of the six components of the Crab

License Limitation Program as well a common General Qualifying Period. ' We are referring to this set of

components and common elements as the Preferred General License Altemative (PGLA) for Crab. Included
in the PGLA are the following options with the numbers from the configuration identification system shown

to the right.

A Single Class of Licenses 100000
The “Nature of Licenses™ remams undecid.ed 20000

(Two Options Remain)
Licenses issu.ed to vessel owners 1000

{A Norton Sound sub-option #3000 remains)
Designations for vessel length and CV/CP 400
General Qualifying Period with two Endorsement Options 0
One landing for Red and Blue, three for other species 4
Preferred General License Alternative 171474

The Council is currently considering two altematives for the Nature of Licenses. One option would issue
a single “Westward Region” license allowing the holder to participate in all federally managed BSAI crab
fisheries, regandless of the specific fisheries in which the vessel may have previously participated. Under
this option, vessels must have made at least fhree legal landings of BSAI crab species during the qualifying
period. The pros and cons of a Westward Region license for all areas and species in the crab fisheries were
discussed in the original SEIS of September 1994, and the in the Supplemental Analysis from March 1994.

These documents discuss the tradeoff between increased simplicity and reduced restrictiveness.
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An option is also being considered that would issue a general crab license to each vessel and multiple
endorsements for specific species and management areas, depending on participation in the Endorsement
Qualifying Period. This would allow the Council to more tightly define participation under the license
program, but will be somewhat more cumbersome to implement and administer, Species/area endorsements
in the crab fisheries do not appear to pose the same difficulties for management and enforcement as they
would in the groundfish fisheries.

Table E.3 Species and Areas for which endorsement will be issued

The Endorsement Qualifying Period for the eight fisheries below is January 1, 1992 - December 31,
1994

Bristol Bay Bering Sea Adak Bering Sea
Red King Crab Brown King Crab Brown King Crab C. Opilio Tanner Crab

Adak Dutch Harbor Bering Sea
Red King Crab Brown King Crab C. Bairdi Tanner Crab

The Endorsement Qualifying Period for the two fisheries below is Jannary 1, 1993 - December 31,
1994,

Endorsements for these fisheries will be exempt from the requirements of the General Qualifying
Period

The Council is also considering combining C. opilio and C, bairdi into a single license

Pribilof Red King Crab I Norton Sound Red & Blue King Crab

Endorsements for the fisheries below will be issued if vessels meet all three of the following
requirements:
{1) Made a least one BSAI crab landing during the General Qualifying Period.
(2) Made at least one BSAI crab landing in the Endorsement Qualifying Period 1/1/92 - 12/31/1994
(3) Made at least one landing during the species specific qualifying period shown in the cells
below.

6/29/80 - 6/25/83 for 6/29/85 - 6/25/30 for
Duich Harbor Red King Crab Pribilof Blue King Crab

To qualify for a PGL-A under the crab license limitation program a current owner’s vessel will be required
to meet at least one of three criteria which are (1) making BSAI crab landings between 1/1/88 and 6/27/92,
(2) participating in the Norton Sound Red and Blue King Crab fisheries, and Pribilof Red King Crab
fisheries between 1/1/93 - 12/31/94, or (3) “crossing over” into BSAI crab fisheries under proposed
regulations for the moratorium before 12/31/24.

Once this requirement is met the vessel can then qualify to earn species/ area endorsements by having fished
during the endorsement qualifying period. Cuwrently the Council is considering two preferred endorsement
qualifying periods. The first endorsement period (EQP 60) is based on landings in the primary
Endorsement Qualifying Period (EQP) of 1/1/92 - 12/31/94. Additional endorsement periods between
6/29/80 - 6/25/83 will be used for Dutch Harbor Red King Crab, and 6/29/85 - 6/25/1988 for Pribilof Blue
King Crab. To receive endorsements for cither of the latter two species, a vessel must alsp have made a
landing in any federally managed crab fishery during the primary EQP above, as well as in the GQP.
Participants in the Norton Sound Red and Blue King Crab fisheries, and Pribilof Red King Crab fisheries
will be exempt from the requirements of the GQP, and must have made landings between 1/1/93 -
12/31/94. The second Endorsement Qualifying Period (EQP 70) is based on a primary period of 6/28/89 -
6/27/92. The additional endorsement periods discussed under (EQP 60) also remain in effect for this
option.,
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Distribution of Crab Licenses

Table E4 provides a comparison of the configurations using EQP 70 to those using EQP 60, we notice that
wsing the more recent period results in fewer vessel receiving licenses, but an increase in the number of
endorsernents overall, The requirement that a vessel make three landings during the endorsement qualifying
period for an overall Westward Region license reduces the total number of vessels licensed when compared
to the same time period and species/area licenses. This is because red and blue king crab fishermen were
only required to make one landing under the species/area configurations.

Table E4 Number of crab vessels receivinacndurscmcnts under various qualifying periods.

Base Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors Total
Endorsement Endorsements Endorsements Endorsements
Qualifying Per ' Per Per

Period License Type  |Vessels} Total | Vessel | Vessels | Total [Vesself Vessels { Total | Vessel

1993 "Current” Flect 346 991 2.86 22 49 223 368 1,040 283
: 1/1/92-12/31/94
Configuration

mase | s pecieyAmar | 380 1419 373 [ 27 107 396| 407 1526 375

141464 Species/Area* 380 1,161 3.06 27 81 300} 394 1242 3.15

111464 |Westward Region*¥| 363 n/a n/a 27 nfa n/a 380 n/a n/a

_ 6/28/89-6/27/92

Configuration| Species/Area* 394 1248 317 26 115 44 420 1,363 3.25
141474 Species/Area* 394 1,009 2.56 26 89 34 394 1098 279
111474 |WestwardRegion**| 369 n/a n/a | 26 wa wnfa | 395 na wn/a

* Exceptions to the base endorsement period are 6/29/80-6/25/83 for Duich Harbor Red,
6/29/85-6/25/89 for Pribilof Blue King Crab. These two groups must also have made a landing
in the base endorsement qualifying period. For Norton Sound Red and Blue ng and Pribilof Red
King the endorsement period is 1/1/93-12/31/94.,
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AGENDA C-2(3)(3)
JUNE 1995

IMPACT ASSESSMENT, INC.

911 WEST BTH AVENUE, SUITE 402 « ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 9850

TELEPHONE (807} 272-6811 * FACSIMILE (907) 272-6558

May 5, 1995
Mr. Chris Oliver, Deputy Director

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue

P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Oliver:

We have received a comment on a passage of the initial Sector Description document we
produced for you in late 1994 that we feel calls for a response and clarification on our part.
Specifically, it was pointed out to us at the recent Council meetings that some fishermen
from Sand Point and King Cove thought that their operations were misrepresented in the
shore processing section of the document dealing with SP2 (Western Gulf) shore plants,
which included 2 discussion of the fleet delivering to those plants. The section notes that,
according to processor staff, these plants receive most of their Pacific cod from local
harvester vessels, but that pollock is much more likely to be received from a non-local (i.e.,
Pacific Northwest or Eastern Guif of Alaska based) vessel, a statement that is not contested.
However, the section also states that "[t]he reasons for this are developed more fully in the
sector descriptions for "Trawl Harvester 4’ and Miscellaneous’ vessels. The simplified
reasoning is that local vessels are too small and somewhat underpowered to efficiently mid-
water trawl for pollock." The last sentence quoted particularly upsets them, as they quite
rightly point out that a number of local vessels do efficiently mid-water trawl for pollock and
deliver to local plants.

We wish to clarify this sentence, so that no one can draw the erroneous conclusion that we
intended to state that the local Western Alaska fleet cannot or does not trawl for pollock.
The section of the report in question was concerned mainly with describing the slhore
processing plants the region, including their relation to the delivering fleets. It thus includes
the major reasons that the processors themselves presented to us by way of explanation of
why they received much of their pollock from non-local vessels. This qualification is
presented in the text, but it was perhaps not made as clear as it should have been. As a
result, when taken out of context, the statement is open to misinterpretation. Other sector
discussions, referred to but not summarized in the SP2 discussion, treat the harvester
perspective in much greater detail. There are at least several different relevant points of
view on these issues (including those of processors, locals who participate or wish to
participate in the pollock fishery, and local harvesters who do not). Perceptions differ on
the characteristics and capabilities of the local fleet, the operating constraints of the
processors, and the degree to which the local harvesters’ and processors’ interests coincide.



MR. CHRIS OLIVER, NPFMC
MAY 5, 1995; PAGE 2

As you will recall, TH4 vessels are trawl vessels 58 feet or less in length, with a large
number being right at 58 feet. Most informants agreed that any vessel less than a certain
length (approximately 50 to 54 feet) was unlikely to be able to trawl for pollock. Those
informants with 58 foot vessels generally thought that they could trawl for pollock. Some
58 footer owners thought that they could not, however, either because of a lack of adequate
power, operational difficulties, or other reasons such as unwillingness to invest in equipment
and vessel modifications necessary to enter this fishery. More importantly, as we made clear
in our more detailed discussions referred to above, the SP2 sector processes a relatively
constrained amount of pollock and, in effect, controls the ability of local vessels to
participate in this fishery. No local TH4 boat can fish for pollock, even if they have the
equipment, without a local market. Certainly they will not invest ir the gear without a
guaranteed market. For various reasons, non-local boats have certain advantages in the
pollock fishery from the processors’ point of view. Local harvesters, of course, may dispute
the validity of some of these reasons, but operators in each sector must be presumed to be
acting in their own perceived best interests.

Local vessels could, theoretically, supply SP2 plants with all the pollock they can presently
process, all other things being equal. Because all other things are never equal, SP2 plants
currently choose to buy much of their pollock from non-local vessels. Local fishermen
understandably wisH to maintain at least potential access to the pollock fishery, and are
concerned that a license limitation program based on historical participation would lock
them out. Perhaps the most popular potential management mechanism among local
harvesters would be exclusive registration zones, as these would effectively exclude non-local
boats from areas local boats most commonly fish,

Our information on the apparent tension between the local harvesting and processing sectors
in the pollock fishery in this region is not good enough for a fuller treatment. There are
clear differences of opinion as to the "best” way to pursue the pollock fishery, based on
economic, social, and other factors. The individual decisions of each operator based on
these different perceptions results in a functioning system which is not optimal for any, but
which allows most to continue within the system. Processors in Western Alaska may possess
more leverage relative to harvesters than is seen in some other regions, but again our ability
to make this argument is limited by our data.

In summary, we regret any inconvenience the less-than-clear statement in our Sector
Description document may have caused, If you have any further questions as to the meaning
and intent of this section, please do not hesitate to contact us.

~



AGENDA C-2(a)(4)
JUNE 1995

COMPONENTS OF LICENSE LIMITATION ANALYTICAL PACKAGE

(as of March 9, 1995)

The following is a list of the various documents most relevant to the Council's License Limitation
program for the groundfish and crab fisheries off Alaska, and a summary of the major contents of
each:

pp. 1-4 Management background of CRP and License Limitation development since 1992.
pp. 14-36 Detailed description of current fleet characteristics, based on 1992/1993 activities.

pp. 40-58 Discussion of impacts of not implementing a License Limitation program - the No
Action' alternative.

pp. 59-79 Review and discussion of other past and existing limited entry programs.

pp. 79-85 General economic impacts expected from License Limitation alternative.

pp- 86-154  Analysis of specific license limitation alternatives for groundfish fisheries. Includes
analyses of each major component sech as 'Nature of Licenses', 'Qualifying Period',

'Owmership and Transfer Provisions', etc. Also contains specific, detailed analyses of
selected combinations of elements and options (configurations).

pp- 170-181  Analysis of specific license limitation alternatives for crab fisheries. Includes analyses
of each major component such as ‘Nature of Licenses', ‘Qualifying Period', 'Ownership
and Transfer Provisions', etc. Also contains specific, detailed analyses of selected
combinations of elements and options (configurations).

pp- 182-184 Discussion of CDQ} alternatives within the License Limitation program.

pp. 184-185 Discussion of two-tier skipper license proposal (from Skippers for Equitable Access

-S.EA).

pp. 188-194 Environmental Impact projections (NEPA requirements) and Finding of No
Significant Impacts.

pp. 195 General Economic Impacts (Executive Order 12866 findings).

pp- 196-200 Evaluation of proposed alternatives relative to Council Problem Statement.

pp.200-205  Consistency with National Standards and other applicable laws.
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AppendixII  Detailed data on 1991, 1992, and 1993 groundfish and crab fisheries for reference.

Appendix IV Methods of construction and assumptions made in data bases for the analyses.

Appendix V  Analysis of Individual Transferable Pot Quota (ITPQ) option for crab fisheries.

Groundfish Distributional Table Appendix Contains detailed distributional outcomes of various
combinations of elements and options (confignrations)
for groundfish (through September 1994),

Crab Distributional Table Appendix Contains detailed distributional outcomes of various

.. combinations of elements and options (configurations)

for crab (through September 1994).

2.  Appendix VII dated Novembher 18, 1994:

Contains analyses of specific license program configurations, for groundfish and crab, identified by
the Council in September 1994,

3.  Appendix VI dated November 18, 1994:

Contains analyses of ‘A’ and B’ license concept as proposed by Midwater Trawlers Cooperative.

4, Errata sheet (dated November 14, 1994) noting corrections to baseline EA/RIR,

Contains analyses of specific license program configurations, for groundfish and crab, identified by
the Council in December 1994. More specifically, contains the following:

pp. 1 Brief management background and full list of elements and options for groundfish and
crab license limitation programs.

pp. 10-21 Detailed description of core configurations for groundfish. Included, for example, are
the following major configurations:

Configuration # 1B15411:

* Single class of licenses (no 'B' permits)

* Licenses for fisheries and FMP sub-areas (newly delineated GOA areas)
* Issued to current owners

* Designation of CP/CV and vessel length categories
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pp. 21-28

pp. 28-33
pp. 34-38

pp. 39

pp- 35

* Qualifying period of January 1, 1990 to December 31, 1993
* One landing minimum for license
* One landing minimum for endorsement

Configuration # 1B15811:

* Single class of licenses (no B’ permits)

* Licenses for fisheries and FMP sub-areas (newly delineated GOA areas)
* Issued to current owners

* Designation of CP/CV and vessel length categories

* Qualifying period of January 1, 1988 to June 27, 1992

* One landing minimum for license

* One landing minimum for endorsement

Detailed description of core configurations for crab. Included, for example, are the
following major configurations:

Configuration # 131431:

* Single class of licenses (no ‘B’ permits)

* Species/area licenses

* Issued to current owners

* Designations of CP/CV and vessel length categories

* Base qualifying period of June 28, 1989 to June 27, 1992
* No minimum landings requirements

Configuration # 131441:

* Single class of licenses {no ‘B’ permits)

* Specics/area licenses

* Issued to current owners

* Designations of CP/CV and vessel length categories

* Base qualifying period of January 1, 1992 to December 31, 1994
* No minimum landings requirements

Discussion of potential License and Endorsement structures - Umbrella concept.
Discussion of specific issues still requiring clarification or resolution.

Distributional tables for all potential groundfish configurations (based on highlighted
alternatives from December 1994).

Distributional tables for all potential crab configurations (based on highlighted
alternatives from December 1994).
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This document contains projections of the overall costs for administration, implementation, and
enforcement of the proposed license limitation program. Also contains discussion of the differential
costs and implementation aspects of various major alternatives within the overall license program.

7. 1994 Community Profiles:

These docurments, covering nine different regions and over 130 communities in Alaska and the Pacific
Northwest, were released in the fall of 1994, They are generic, baseline reference documents for the
Kcense limitation and other Council management programs and contain general information on these
coastal communities and specific information relative to their involvement in fisheries off Alaska.

This document was prepared under contract to the Council by Impact Assessment, Inc and is a
generic, baseline reference document focusing on major industry sectors, their involvement in the
fisheries, and the participants in each major sector. This document was prepared as background
reference for the overall CRP initiative.

This document was also prepared by Impact Assessment, Inc. and is intended to relate the Council
staff’s distributional analyses (of specific license limitation alternatives) to the baseline social impact
documents listed above.
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AGENDA C-2(b)
IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB TUNE 1995

R ON
Option A: Msmmmwmmmmm@gmmm
rockfish.
Option B: UnderOpﬁonA,ape:mntage(eilherils%orhistorimlsplit)ofBSAIPaciﬁcwd
would be set aside for a fixed gear License Limitation program.
AREAS

IFQs for all species and PSCs will be awarded based on current management areas.

FO L O

Mﬁﬂ%ﬂhmﬁwmﬂmmmdmedamdwmgbwmmemmh
history of their vessel(s). In addition, the Council is considering the following:

Suboption: For GOA fixed gear fisheries, allocate initial QS to owner at time of
lapding.

- The Council also is considering the following recent participation requirement for QS qﬁa]iﬁmtion:
Vessel must have fished in three-year period before June 24, 1992 and/or 3-year

period before date of final Council action. If vessel is lost during this period, owner
at time of loss is still eligible.

CO P U TIONS

In addition to allocating QS to current vessel owners, the Council may make initial allocations to
CDQs as shown below:

Option A: No allocations to CDQs.
Option B: Initially allocate 3%, 7.5%, 10%, or 15% (options range up to 15%) as CDQs; may
apply to any or all groundfish/crab species, but only for BSAI communities meeting

current CDQ eligibility requirements, patterned after current pollock CDQ program,
with no sunset provisions.

Gwe&b Fin ) ’ 1 1/24/54



IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB

SKIPPER CONSIDERATIONS

The Council is also considering the following options for including skippers in the IFQ program.

Option A:
Option B:

The following options are belng cbnsidered relevant to pmbessors:

Option A:

Option B:

Option C:

No allocations to skippers.

Initially allocate 3%, 5%, or 10% (options range up to 10%) to "bona fide’ skippers
(bmed)onhndimamibutabletomchskipper,orbmedonﬁmespentinagivm

Suboption A: For the purposes of initial allocations, a "bonafide skipper’ is any
skipper who ran a vessel and landed groundfish or crab in a relevant fishery.

Suboption B: QS allocated under Option B shall form a separate QS pool
Subsequent transfers of QS in this pool shall be restricted to "bona fide skippers.” For
thepurposesofsubwqumtmﬁcmn’bonaﬁdcskipper'isanyindivﬂualwho
received an initial skipper pool QS allocation er any individual who meets an industry
approved *professionalization qualification scheme.” (The intent is to provide for an
enuy-levelammechan'nmandtopmmotesafetythroughpmfessionalimﬁon The
quaﬁﬁsaﬁonsmnnmbemlymuicﬁngwastommaclosedchs.)

Assign separate processor QS (2-pie system). See separate description for elements
of this program.

Require a minimum percentage of harvest IFQs to be delivered shoreside (% will be
based on last two years’ average for each species for BSAI & GOA separately).

Direct allocation of harvesting QS to catcher boats, catcher-processors and shorebased
processors (1-pie system).

Note: The analysis will include the impacts of providing no protection to onshore processors.

Grfiti/Crad IPOQs



IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB

INITIAL QS CALCULATION _
Tmmnoﬁngpﬁmaqopﬁommbdngmnﬁdcmdhrmluﬂaﬁngmofquﬂiﬁdmdpimu(an
opﬁomwﬂlbemal)wdonthcbmisofmined(whenmﬂablc)andmportedcamh):

Option A: QSbasedoncatchofvessel&ole?ﬁtoeﬂher]uneM,19920rdateofﬁnal
Oouncﬂacﬁon(pre-lﬂwmwhassiguedbmedonmgebyﬁshm,byyear.for
vessels which participated). :

ForOpﬁonA,thefoﬂowingmbopﬁomarebcingmnsideredforweighﬁngfam
Suboption A: No weighting by sector.
Suboption B: Weight DAP 3.5:1 JV.
Suboption C: Weight DAP 2:1 JV,
Suboption D: For TV before 1986 and for DAP before 1989, weight at 2:1.

Option B: QS based on catch of vessel from date of full DAP (by species) to either June 24,
1992 or date of final Council action.

Option C: QS based on catch of vessel from 1993 only.
Option D:  Analyze QS based on catch for 1990-91-92

Option E: (1)  To qualify, vessel must have fished in 1991, 1992, or 1993. _
' (2)  Owner chooses best year from 1991, 1992, or 1993 as base for QS calculation
(BSAI and GOA separately.)
(3) QS credit then weighted based on length of involvement of vessel in each
fishery since 1983. Base QS would be multiplied by length of involvement
to determine total QS credit.

Suboption: The length of the involvement period multiplier may be further
modified for the BSAI longline cod fishery to account for the relatively recent
opening of that fishery. (Using 1983 as the base, each year in the fishery may
be multiplied by 1.0, 1.5, or 2.0.)

In addition to the options shown above, the Council is considering the following possible alternatives

which are spexific to Pacific cod in the BSAL If either of the options below is chosen, the calculation

alternatives shown above would still apply for the remaining Bsheries.

Option A:  Allocate Pacific cod QS at 45% for fixed gear recipients/55% for trawl gear.

Option B: Allocate Pacific cod QS by gear types based on historical split. ' We will examine: (1}
back to 1976, (2) back to date of full DAP for Pacific cod, and (3) 1993 only to
determine historical split.

Unless otherwise directed, same initia! QS calculation options apply to divide QS among participants

in each sector.
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For the OS calculation alternatives described above, the following species will be considered target

species:

IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB

G CALCULATIO

BSAI GOA

poliock

Pacific cod Pacific cod

Atka mackerel deepwater flats
yellowfin sole shallow water flats
other flatfish Atka mackerel
rockfish rockfish

squid (fixed gear only)

rocksole

turbot

WhichmopﬁoniscthSamommformhspedeswﬂlbemlmhtedhasedonmmh then
adjusted based on average bycatch rates (or industry-derived bycatch rates) to zchieve initial ‘bundies’
of target/bycatch species and PSC species. The Council has discussed the issue of basing QS
calculations on retained, as opposed to reported, catch. As noted earlier, options will be analyzed
on the basis of retained, when available, and reported catch.

TRANSFERABILITY PROVISIONS

Any or all of the following options may apply:

Option A:
Option B:
Option C:

Option D:

Option E:

Option F:

No restrictions.

Two year restriction on sales only (could lease).
For groundfish only, non-transfersble between fixed and mobile gear categories.

For crab fisheties only, non-transferable across catcher vs. catcher/processor
categories.
IFQs will not be tied to a particular gear type after initial issuance.

NOTE: Normal legal gear regulations will still apply, Le., unless the Council changes
its regulations, trawl gear could not be used to harvest crab.

Restriction on QS transfers between inshore and offshore sectors. Range (of
duration) for analysis to include 5 years, 10 years, and no transfers. This applies to
both groundfish and crab.

With regard to PSC QS/IFQ, 3 options are being considered:

Option A:
Option B:
Option C;

Grfsh/Crad HQs

PSC QS/AFQ are tied to initial bundles and are not transferable.
PSC QS/IFQ are tied to initial bundles and must be transferred with bundies.
PSC QS/IFQ are transferable separately from the initial bundles.

4 1/24/4



IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB

USE/OWNERSHIP PROVISIONS =
Thefaﬂowingopﬁommbeingmnsid:mdmhﬁwmmumhgundatheIFmegm These
optiomwillaﬁ'ectmoPemwfsnbﬂitytomatchIFQsmcat:h,andalsomlatemtheahﬂltym
managetheprogameﬁ'ecﬁvelywithintheoverallTACk
Option A: Must control IFQs to cover expected catch before fishing.

Option B: Overage propram as with sablefish and halibut program.

Thefonowingmduwnmhippmvisionsmayalsobemmideredbythemuncﬂ:

Option A: RequirespercenmgeofhuvestIFOsmbcdclivemdshoraide(%wmbcbwedon
last 2 years’ average for each species). This option was also included under
"PROCESSOR CONSIDERATIONS".

Option B: Omemhipcapswouldbesetat.1%,1%,5%,10%,ormynumberinthatmngeand
would ‘apply to the BSAI and GOA scparately. Same caps would apply to the
skippers’ quota share pool Skippers’ shares keep their identity after initial
distribution. Initial allocants would be grandfathered. -

G OVISION:

* Allocations represent a use privilege; however, the Council could alter or rescind the program
without compensation.

.« Council should pursue some-level of -administrative fee extraction to fund program, if

Magnuson Act is amended.

* The U.S. ownership definitions used in the Halibut/Sablefish IFQ regulations should be used
in analyzing both the initial issuance and the subsequent transfer of QS/IFQs. Would
examine the implications of foreign ownership including an analysis of the Pacific Council’s
foreign ownership provisions.

* Anmnlwkoftheimpaﬂofvaﬁomfeemﬂecﬁonlevekmdmechanismskrequimdm
analysis will differentiate between administrative fees and rents.

Grtsh/Crab TP 5 1/24/94



PROCESSOR QUOTAS - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB

SPECIES FOR INCLUSION
Option A: Aﬂspedsforwhichmmksueimptbmublcﬁsh,hﬁbugdmmm
rockfish, and PSCs.
AREAS
Processor shares/individual processor quotas (PS/IPQs) are not area specific.

CRITERIA FOR INITIAL PS QUALIFICATION
Wﬁwmbmmdmmmtpm(&omwmum)muofm&mi@ﬂ
i hnsedmthepmcwsinghistOftheirpmmor(s).haddiﬁontheComcﬂis
requﬁhgmatnpmmmrmmthmpm&edgrmnm&swmmthethywpﬁodbefomee
%lmmwmmeﬂuwywpeﬁodmthedawofﬁnﬂmundlacﬁon K processor is lost
dlningthispeﬁod,matﬁmeoflassissﬁﬂeﬁpble.
Option A:  PS designated by inshore and ofishore sectors.

Option B: PS is not designated by inshore/offshore sectors.

In addition, the Council is considering the following suboption:
- . Suboption: Foi'-éllGdAﬁxedgear ﬁéheﬁes;aﬂocatetopmeesso:ﬁatthétimeofpming.

UOTA co ONS

hadﬁﬁmmaﬂmﬁngPSmcmtpmmmm,meComdlmaymakeiniﬁaIMﬁomm
CDQs as shown below:

Option A: No allocations to CDQs.

Option B: Initially allocate 3%, 7.5%, 10%, or 15% (options range up to 15%) as CDQs; may
apply to any or all groundfish/crab species, but only for communities meeting CDQ
eligibility requirements patterned after the current BSAL pollock CDQ program, with
NO sunset provision.



PROCESSOR QUOTAS - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB

wm@mﬁmmmmmmmwmumuwmﬁmmm
mﬂypmrmpom.thmadjmwdbmedmmgebymmhmtumachimhiﬁﬂtmﬂes’

Option A: PS based on activity by processor from 1984 to either June 24, 1992 or date of final
Council action. C

Option B: PS based on activity by processor from date of full DAP (by species) to either June
24, 1992 or date of final Council action.

Option C: Based on retained catch rather than reported catch, where data available,

TRAN OVISIO
Any or all of the following options may apply:
Option A:  No restrictions.
Option B:  Two year restriction on sales only (could lease).

-
Option C: Non-transferable between fixed and mobile processors. .
' OptionD: - Transterability between inshore -and offshofe processors to be limited such that
inshore processing is not less than the current inshore proportion of total processing
(“current proportion® to be based on last two years’ average processing activity by
species, for BSAI and GOA separately).

Processor Quotss 2 1/24/94



PROCESSOR QUOTAS - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB

USE/QWNERSHIP PROVISIONS

Option A: Must control IPQs to cover expected processing before activity.

Option B: Overage program as with sablefish and halibut program.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Allocations represent a use privilege; bowever, the Council could alter or rescind the program
without compensation.

Comdlshouldpmsuesomclevelofadminis&aﬁvefeemacﬁonwfundpmgmm,if
Magnuson Act is amended.

The U.S. ownership definitions used in the Halibut/Sablefish IFQ regulations should be used
inma]yzingboththciniﬁalissuamcandthesubsequentuansferofm Would examine
the implications of foreign ownemship including an analysis of the Pacific Council’s foreign
hip provisions.
Ananalysisoftheimpactofvaﬁousﬁeecollecﬁonlevelsandmechanisms is required. 'This
analysiswilldifferentiatcbetweenadminismﬁvefeﬁmdmts.
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Regicnal Diregtors

FROM: F/CM - Richard H. Schaefer

SUBJECT: Control Dates in Fisheries Management

The attached memorandum from the NOAA Office of General Counsel
(0GC) provides the latest guidance regarding the establishment of
control dates for fisheries managed under authority of the
Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management ACt. Such control
dates may be established by the Regional Fishery Management
Councils or by the National Marine Fisheries Service. This
gquidance should be forwarded to the Councils for their
information and use. As explained in the memorandum, publicaticn
of a "control date® in the Federal Register henceforth should be
in the form of an advance notice of proposed rulemaking (ANPR}.
OGC has included a recent example of the ANPR establishing a
control date for the golden crab fishery in the exclusive
economic zone off the southern Atlantic states. Please direct
any questions concerning this OGC guidance to your Regional
Attorneys.

Attachment
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SN .
fﬂ\ :';' E "-“: WUNITED STATES DEFARTMENT DF COMMERCE
&/

National Qoaanic snd Acvaoaspheric Administrecion
Wwaghingron S5, 208a0

OFFICE OF Thils GENERAL COUNSEL
APk 191935
MEMORANDUM FOR: ‘Regional Attorneys

' GCF - Margaret F. Hayes
FROM: ‘ Jay §. Johnson %

"SUBJECT : *Control Dates®

We have re-examined the agency’s use of control dates in
fisheries management and agreed that the regiomal fiahery
managewent councils should be given the following advice':

First, control dates should nc longer be labeled a "notification*
in the Federal Register, but instead should be called an advance
notice of proposed rulemaking (ANPR). The new title and format

serve to lipk the contrel date announcement with subsecuent
/™ - -pulesaking and to highlight the new approach cutlined below.

Second, the ANPR that announces the centrol date should be very

. - It sbould simply state that the council is considering
a limited access system for a particular fishery, and that anyone
entezing the fishery after the specified date is not assured that
gshe/he will be given acceas to the fishery if the system is
adopted after following the Magnuson Act procedures for
develeping, approving, and implementing an FMF or amendment. The
public should be advised of the importance of participating in
the council’s consideration of a limited access system.

Third, once a csuncil announces a control date, the council
should proceed quickly with development of the limited access
syatem. Inaction or lengthy delay may render use of an ;
antiquated contrcl date indefensible. 1In such a case, we would
recommend that the old control date be rescinded and a new date
be announced. How long is tos long? We‘ll have to assess the
circumstances in each situation to make a judgment.

! Note that these slight modificarions to current concrol
/.  date procedures do not call into qQuestion any previously
published control dates. Rather, the intent of this advice is to
make the use of any control date and subsequent limited access

regime more defensible. Note also that this advice does not
discturb any earliezr guidance thac is consiscent with the conteZ

of this memo. I have attached 1993 NMFS guidance for your /4
convenience: we agree that this guidance is still pertinenni;
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In the event a council decidea, despite our advice, to identify
additional limited access criteria (wore than just a cut-off

date) in the ANPR, future modificacions to those criteria may be
problematic. A new, stricter criterion may be perceived as

unfair to somecne who relied on a wore lenient measure.

Sacrificing this flexibility may impede development of an .
effective limited access systew.

An ANER publisﬁed thigs month for the Golden Crab fishery followa
thg dgcomended format and is actached for the councils’
gu ce. _
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federa! Rallroad Adminisiration
49 CFR Part 234

[FRA Dockst No. RSGC-8: Notica No. 2]

RIN 2130-AA82

Selection and Installation of Grade
Crossing Wamning Syutems; Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking

AGENCY: Federal Railroad
Administration {(FRA), Department of
Transportation {DOT). '

ACTION: Change of hearing date.

SUMMARY: On March 2, 1995, FRA
published in the Federal Register o
Notice of Proposad Rulemeaking (NPRM)
(80 FR 11649) regarding the selection
and installation of grade crossing
systems, A public hearing was
- scheduled for May 8, 1985.

Duse to scheduling constraints, FRA
must change the date of the public
hesring. As a encs, FRA is
rescheduling the public hearing to April
" 24, 1905, The hearing location remains
the same and will be keld in room 2230
of the Nassif Buflding, DOT
Headquarters Building. 400 Seventh
Street, 5.W., Washington, DC. We
apologize for any inconvenience this
rescheduling may cause.

DATES: A public hearing will be held at
9:30 a.m. on April 24, 1995.

ADDRESSES: A public hearing will be
hsld in room 2230 of the Nassif
Building, 400 Seventh Street, S.W.,
Washington, D.C. Persons desiring to
speak at the b should notify the

. Docket Clerk by telephone (202-366—
05628) or by writing to the Docket Clerk
at the address above.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Bruce F. George, Chief, Highway-Rail
and asser Programs

Division, Office of Safaty, FRA, 400
Seventh Strest, 5.W,, Washington, D.C.
20580 (telephone 202-366—0533), or
Mark Tessler, Trial Attorney, Office of
Chief Counsel, FRA, 400 Seventh Strest,
5.W., Weshington, D.C. 20590
(telephone 202-366-0628).

Issued in Washington, DC on March 31,
1995.
Donald M. Itzkoff,
Deputy Administrotor,
[FR. Doc. 95-8627 Filed 4—6-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-00-M

.DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmaspheric .
Administration . :

50 CFR chépmr Vi
[Docket No. 550316075-5075-01; LD,

. 022885C)

RIN 0848-ANE0

Golden Crab Fishery off the Southern
Atlantic States; Control Date

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Ocesnic and

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
‘Commerce

. ACTION; Advance notice of proposed

rulemaking; consideration of a control
date. T

SUMMARY: This notice announces that
the South Atlantic Fishery Management
Council (Council) is considering
whether there ic a need to impose .
management measures in the golden
crab fishery in the exclusive economic
zone (EEZ) off the southarn Atlantic
states, and if there is a need, what
manegement measures should be
imposed. If it is determined that there
is a need to impose management
measures, the Council may initiate a
rnilemaking to do so. Possible measures
include the estahliahmsi:t of a limited
entry program to control participation or
effort in the fishery. If e limited entry
program is established, the Council is

-considering April 7, 1995, as a possible

contral data.d Consideration of a control
dete is intended to discourage new entry
into the fishery based on economic
speculation during the Council’s
deliberation on the issues.

DATES: Comments must be submitted by
May 8, 1995,

ADDRESSES: Comments should be
directed to the South Atlantic Fishery
Management Council, Southpark
Building, Suite 306, 1-Southpark Circle,
Charleston, SC 29407—4699.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Peter J. Eldridge, 813-570-5305.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
golden crab fishery is not currently

m under a fishery management
plan (FMP) prepared under the
authority of the Magnuson Fighery
Consarvation and Management Act.
However, there is a small scale trap
fishery for golden crabs (Chaceon
fennen) in the EEZ off the southern
Atlantic states. The fishery is
prosecuted primarily in depths of 110 to
220 fathoms (approximately 200 to 400
m) on sand, mud, and clay bottoms. The
fishery has operated sporadically off
North and South Carosfina and off the

east coast of Florida. The fishery is
currently opersting 8 to 10 milss (15 1o
19 km) off Miami, FL. Information on

. the fishery is limited—the number of

fishermen, number of traps, and current

* production are unkno

Wi,

In February 1995, the Council held a
scoping meeting to solicit input from
the industry and public on the need for
management of the golden crab fishery.
Based on the results of the meeting, the
Council began development of
management options for the fishery. The
range of options the Council will

| consider include data collection, area

restrictions, seasons, size limits, trap

escape panel requirements, prohibition
on harvest of famales, and limited entry

- or access. Implementation of any
menagement measures for the fishery
" woul

require preparation by the
Council of a new FMP or amendment to

" an existing FMP to include golden crab.

The Council will discuss these issues at
its April 10-14, 1995, meeting in
Savannah, GA. In efther event,
publication of a proposed rule with a

public comment period, NMFS*

approval of the FMP or amendment, end
publication of a final rule would be

uired.
m%s the Council considers management
options, including limited entry or
access-controlled ent regimes,
some fishermen who do rot currently
harvest golden crab, and have never
done so, may decide to enter the fishery
for the sole purpose of establishing a
regord of making commercial landings
of golden crab. When management
anlghoriﬁas begin to consider use of a

. limited access management regime, this

kind of speculative entry often is
responsible for a rapid increase in
ing offort in fisheries that are already

fully developed or overdeveloped. The
original fichery probloms, such as’
overcapitalization or overfishing, may
be exacerbated by the entry of new

articipants. If management measures to
E‘.mll participation or effort in the
fishery are determined tobe n ,
the Council is considering April 7, 1995
as the control date. After that date,
anyone entering the fishery may not be
assured of future participation in the
fishory if A management regime is
developad and implemented that limits
the number of participants in the

fishery.

Consideration of a control date does
not commit the Council or NMFS to any
particular management regime or
criteria for entry into the golden crab
fishery. Fishermen are not guaranteed
future participation in the dgj:nlden crab
fishery regardless of their date of entry
or intensity of participation in the
fishery before or after the control date
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under consideration. The Council may . . :
subsequently choose a different control - P
date, or it may choose a management ! -
regime that dogs not make use of such : ) -
a date. The Council may chooss to give .
varigbly weighted consideration to
fishermen in the fishery before and after
the control date. Other i
criteria, such ai documentation of
commercial landlx_:l% and sales, may be
applied for entry, Council may : :
chooseialsototaheno'flm&aenctionto ' . ' .
control entry or access to ﬁahery. in : .
which cage the control date may be ' .
-rescinded, _ ' N
Aunthority: 16 U.5.C. 1801 ot seq, - : : :
‘Dated: April 3, 1995.
Gary Matlock, _
Program Management Officer, National

[FR Doc. 958623 Filed 4-6-85; 5:45 am)
EILLDNG CODE 3510-22-F



North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 103138
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Richard B. Lauber, Chairman
Clarence G. Pautzke, Executive Director

Telephona: (807) 271-2809
FAX: (907) 271-2817

605 West 4th Avanue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

MEMORANDUM
TO: Recipients of the June 2, 1995 Supplemental Analysis of the Proposed
License Limitation Alternatives
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke
Executive Director
DATE: June 9, 1995
SUBIJECT: Replacement Tables for June 2, 1993 License Limitation Document

Please replace the corresponding pages in your License Limitation document with the attached. The tables have
been corrected because the number of endorsements and vessels for the catcher processor fleet in the Central Gulf
+ West Yakutat area were under-reported for the 1992-94 endorsement period. Tables included in the original
document reported only the catcher processors that made landings in the West Yakutat area. Catcher processors
that fish in the Central Gulf were not included.



and economic impacts of prohibiting trawling in this arca were discussed in the EA/RIR/IRFA for proposed
Amendment 26 to the GOA FMP presented to the Council in 1992 and in the Supplementary Information
docurnent prepared in 1992, The current proposal covers a smaller arca than that proposed in Amendment
26 and the economic impacts to affected trawlers are less, ranging from $200,000 to $2 million in lost
revenues, if they are not able 1o recoup the catch with other gear types.

Table E.2 Number of groundfish vessels eaming endorsements under various landings requirements and time periods.

Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors All Vessels
Endorsements | |_Endorsements | | Budorsements
Canfig. Mnimum Landings] Per : 1 Per Fer
| Number | BOP __|for Endorsement |} Vessels | Total | Vessel | Vessels | Total | Vessel | Vessels | Total | Vessel |
1315961 | 1992-19%4 One 2,17713,000] 1.38 142] 441 3111 2319|3441 148
1315962 | 1992-1994 Two 1,828 | 2,487 1.36 -142) 434] 3,06 1,970)2921 148
1315964 | 1992-1994 Four 1,484] 1,957 132 140] 4i0] 293 1,624 | 2,367 146
1315969 | 1992-1994 | One & GOA 60 2,108 2,714 129 137] 331 242] 2245]3,045 1.36
131596A | 1992-1994 | Two & GOA 60 1,776 | 2,259 1.27 137] 331| 242 1,913] 2,5901 135
131596B | 1992-1994 | Four & GOA 60 1,456 1,802 124 137] 329| 240] 1,593]2,131 1.34
131596C | 1992-1994 { One & GOA 125 2,17012962| 136 138) 365| 2.64]| 2308]3327] 144
131596D| 1992-1994 | Two & GOA 125 1,822 ] 2,458 135 138] 365] 2.64 1,960} 2,823 144
131596E | 1992-1994 | Four & GOA 125 1,480 1,932 131 1381 361)| 262 1,618 2,293 142
1315A61 | 1988-1994 One 336514773 142 149] 515} 346 3514|5288 150
1315A62 | 1988-1994 Two 2,842 3,958 139 148} 509) 344 2,990] 4467 1.49
1315A64 | 1988-1994 Four 2,313) 3,175 1.37 147] 495] 3.37] 2460 3,670 149
Notes: GOA 60 means that vessels z 60' LOA must have made a landing in each year from 1992-1994,
GOA 125 means that vessels > 125’ LOA must have made a landing in each year from 1992-199%4.
Preferred Crab License Alternatives
Chapter 3 discusses the Crab License Limitation Program. The license program is being designed to limit
the number of vessels which could participate in crab fisheries in federally managed waters off the Bering
Sea and Aleutian Islands. The Crab License Limitation Program would not apply to state waters, however,
landings in BSAI crab fisheries made inside state waters would count toward license requirements in the
program. All crab fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska would be excluded from the program.
At the April meeting, the Council came to agreements regarding four of the six corponents of the Crab
License Limitation Program as well a common General Qualifying Period. We are referring to this set of
components ard common elements as the Preferred General License Alternative (PGLA) for Crab, Included
in the PGLA are the following options with the numbers from the configuration identification system shown
to the right.
A Single Class of Licenses 100000
‘The “Nature of Licenses™ remams undecided 26000
{Two Options Remain)
Licenses issu.ed to vessel owners 1000
(A Norton Sound sub-option #3000 remains)
Designations for vessel length and CV/CP 400
General Qualifying Period with two Endorsement Options 0
One landing for Red and Blue, three for other species 4
Preferred General License Alternative 171474
HALICLIMIN\DOCVUNESS\SUPPLLIM. WPD E-3 June 9, 1955



The Council is currently considering two alternatives for the Nature of Licenses. One option would issue
a single “Westward Region” license allowing the holder to participate in all federally managed BSAI crab
fisheries, regardless of the specific fisheries in which the vessel may have previously participated. Under
this option, vessels must have made at least thres legal landings of BSAI crab species during the qualifying
period. The pros and cons of a Westward Region license for all areas and species in the crab fisheries were
discussed in the original SEIS of September 1994, and the in the Supplemental Analysis from March 1994.
These documents discuss the tradeoff between increased simplicity and reduced restrictiveness.

An option is also being considered that would issue a general crab license to each vesse] and multiple
endorsements for specific species and management areas, depending on participation in the Endorsement
Qualifying Period. This would allow the Council to more tightly define participation under the license
program, but will be somewhat more cumbersome to implement and administer. Species/area endorsements
in the crab fisheries do not appear to pose the same difficulties for management and enforcement as they
would in the groundfish fisheries.

Table E.3 Species and Areas for which endorsement will be issued

The Endorsement Qualifying Period for the eight fisheries below is Jannary 1, 1992 - December 31,
19%4

Bristol Bay Bering Sea Adak Bering Sea
Red King Crab Brown King Crab Brown King Crab C. Opilio Tanner Crab

Adak St. Maithew Dutch Harbor Bering Sea
Red King Crab Blue King Crab Brown King Crab C. Bairdi Tanner Crab

The Endorsement Qualifying Period for the two fisheries below is January 1, 1993 - December 31,
1994.

Endorsements for these fisheries will be exempt from the requirements of the General Qualifying
Periad

The Council is also considering combining C. gpilio and C, bairdi into a single license

Pribilef Red King Crab Norton Sound Red & Blue King Crab
Endorsements for the fisheries below will be issued if vessels meet all three of the following

requirements:
(1) Made a least one BSAI crab landing during the General Qualifying Period.
(2) Made at least one BSAI crab landing in the Endorsement Qualifying Period 1/1/92 - 12/31/1994
{3) Made at least one landing during the species specific qualifying period shown in the cells
below.

6/29/80 - 6/25/83 for 6/29/85 - 6/25/88 for
Dutch Harbor Red King Crab Pribilof Blue King Crab

To qualify for a PGLA under the crab license limitation program a current owner's vessel will be required
to meet at least one of three criteria which are (1) making BSAI crab landings between 1/1/88 and 6/27/92,
(2) participating in the Norton Sound Red and Blue King Crab fisheries, and Pribilof Red King Crab
fisheries between 1/1/93 - 12/31/94, or (3) “crossing over” into BSAI crab fisheries under proposed
regulations for the moratorium before 12/31/94,

Once this requirement is met the vessel can then qualify to eamn species/ area endorsements by having fished
chring the endorsement qualifying period. Currently the Council is considering two preferred endorsement

HNLICLIMIT\DOCNUNESS\SUPPLLIM.WPD E4 June 9, 1995



These six options were originally proposed as a single option which would apply only to larger vessels and, for
the GOA management areas, and would require these large vessels to have made at least one landing in a
management area in each of the three years during Endorsement Qualifying Period 500 (1/1/92-12/31/54). The
intent of this option as proposed, was to prevent larger vessels which may have entered into an area for
speculative purposes, from receiving an endorsement unless it fished in that area all three years of the qualifying
period. During Council discussions, two definitions of “larger vessels” were included: (1) all vessels greater than
or equal to 60" LOA, and (2) all vessels greater than or equal to 125' LOA. In an effort to develop a set of
complete alternatives, Council staff coupled these options with the three options on the table for small vessels.

Options 9, A, and B define larger vessels as those greater than or equal to 60", and for the GOA management
areas require *“large” vessels to make one landing in each of the three years in EQP 900, i.e., at least cne
groundfish landing in 1992, one groundfish landing in 1993, and one groundfish landing in 1994. Landing
requirements for “‘small” vessels (in this case vessels less than 60' LOA) for all management areas and “large™
vessels in the BSAI management areas are identical to options 1, 2, and 4 above, i.e., one, two or four landings
in an area during the EQP would be required for an area endorsement. Options C, D, and E are identical to the
previocus three options except that “large” vessels are defined as all vessels greater than or equal to 125' LOA.

223 Distribution of Endorsements

Coupled with the PGLA, the various options for endorsements result in 12 license configurations with unique
distributions of endorsements. These twelve configurations are listed in Table 2.6 below with the table numbers
which show the distribution of endorsements. Tables 2.7-2.18 show the distribution of endorsements under each
of these configurations, An additional alternative, the designation of all Southeast Qutside endorsements as “non-
trawl” in option # 9,000 is discussed in its own section, 2.2.4. Since this option will not change the distribution
of licenses, it is not included at this time.

Table 2.6 Configuration and Table Numbers of Unique Distributions of Endorsements

1,315,961 1,315,962 1,315,964 1,315,969 1,315,96A 1,315,96B
Table 2.8 Table 2.8 Table 2.10 Table 2.11 Table 2.10 Table 2.13
1,315,96C 1,315,96D 1,315,96E 1,315,A61 1,315,A62 1,315,A64
Table 2.17 Table 2.15 Table 2.16 Table 2.17 Tabl=2.18 Table 2.20

The following discussion will examine the specific distributional results of license configurations listed above.
Rather than breaking up the text with the specific distribution at hand, all tables will be found at the end cf the
discussion beginning on page 34.

Table 2.7 below summarizes most of the information from each of these configurations. Some configurations
will not be specifically addressed in the text, however distributional tables will be included. Table 2.7 lists the
configuration number, and summarizes the endorsement qualifying period and landings requirements for each
of the twelve configurations. Moving to the right the table shows the number of vessels which receive general
licenses, the number of endorsements they receive, and the average number of endorsements per vessel for catcher
vessels, catcher processors and all vessels together. For example, configuration 1315961 which uses EQP 900
from 1/1/92-12/31/94 and requires only a single landing in an area for an endorsement, would result in 2,177
catcher vessels receiving 3000 endorsements, or an average of 1,38 per vessel, Catcher processors would receive
142 General Licenses, and 441 endorsements, an average of 3.11 per vessel, Overall the average is 1.48
endorsements per vessel. Moving down the table, the landings criteria increase from one landing to two landings
then four landings. Each of these result in fewer licenses and endorsements. The next six configurations
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summarize the impacts of the requirement that “large” vessels make landings in each of the three years in the P
EQP, using first a definition of large as 60' or greater and then 125' feet or greater. Finally, the last three
configurations show the results under the configurations using EQP A00 from 1/1/88-12/31/94. Table 2.7 should

be viewed as a summary table. More complete information is given below regarding specific configurations, and

in the individual configuration tables at the end of this section.

Table 2.7 Number of groundfish vessels earning endorsements under various landings requirements and time periods.

Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors All Vessels
Endorsements Endorsements Endorsements
Config, Minimum Landings] Per Per Per
| Number | EBOP _ IforEndorsement | Vessels | Total | Vessel | Vessels essels | Total | Vessel |
1315961 | 1992-1994 One 2,17713.000] 138 142 4411 3.11) 2319|3441 1.483
1315962 | 1992-1994 Two 1,828 2,487 1.36 1421 434] 3.06] 1,970]2921 148
1315964 | 1992-1994 Four 1,484 ] 1,957 1.32 140] 410fF 293] 1,624]12367| 146

1315969 | 1992-1954 | One & GOA 60 2,10812.714] 129 137) 331| 242] 2245|3451 136
131596A| 1992-1994 | Two & GOA 60 177612259 | 127 137] 331| 242 1913)12590] 1.35
131596B | 1992-1994 | Four & GOA 60 1456] 1,802 1.24% - 137 3291 240] 1,593[2,131| 134
131596C | 1992-1994 | One & GOA 125 2,170] 2,962| L1.36 138| 365] 264] 2308|3,327| 144
131596D | 1992-1994 | Two & GOA 125 1,822]12458] 135 138 365( 2.64] 1,960|2823]| 144
131596E{ 1992-1994 | Four & GOA 125 1480{ 1,932] 131 138 361 26231 1618|2293 142

1315461 | 1988-1994 One 3365{4773] 142 149 515] 346) 3,514|5288| 150
1315A62| 1988-1994 Two 2,84213,9581 139 148| 509) 344 2990[4467| 149
1315A64 ] 1988-1994 Four 231313,1751 137 147]| 495{ 3.37] 2460]|3670] 149| /7

Notes: GOA 60 means that vessels > 60°' LOA must have made a landing in each year from 1992-1994,
GOA 125 means that vessels > 125' LOA must have made a landing in each year from 1992-1994,

223.1  License Configuration #1315961

Groundfish license configuration #1315961 is presented in Table 2.8. The structure of this license altemnative
is listed below: .

¥  single class of Hicenses (N0 *B’ Permits) . ..o v veretunsiaii i aaaaas 1000000
*  non-severable Al BS, WG, CG+WY, EY+SO endorsements under a

GOA, BSAI or GOA/BSAI general umbrellalicense . ..........covvviiiieninniinanns, 300000
¥ issued G0 CUMTEnt VeSSl OWIBIS . . ..ottt ei i et e e e e 10000
*  designations of CV/CP andvessel length . ... ... oo i inerenna, 5000
¥ GQP 1/1/88-6/27/92, moratorium crossovers, and vessels >60' using pot or jig gear -

BQP 1/1/92-12 31104 . ..t irerrvirrnsenasssenerenastansossastnnnsrannnserannrennans 900
*  onelanding in GQP or qualified “moratorinm crossover” vessels ........cvveivrinnsriseranss 60
* onclandingin an FMP sub-areaduring the BQP . ... ... .ot iueneceeoronniacionse. 1
Summing the elements results in configuration # 1315961

The distributional tables in this chapter all have the same format. FMP sub-area endorscments are shown in the
first five rows of the tables. The sixth row sums the five FMP sub-area endorsement rows to yield the total P
number of endorsements issued. Rows seven through nine represent the types of general licenses issued to the -
endorsement recipients. Because each vessel will only receive one general license, the general license rows can
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be summed to calculate the total number of qualified vessels. The bottom row of each table shows these
qualified vessels,

A total of 2,319 vessels would be issued general licenses with at least one FMP sub-area endorsement under
license configuration # 1315961. An additional 1,202 vessels would be eligible to receive a general umbrella
license with no FMP sub-area endorsements because they either fished the GOA during the GQP and the BSAI
during the EQP or vice versa (18 vessels), or fished Groundfish during the GQP but not the EQP (1,177 vessels).
These 1,195 (18+1,177) vessels would not be allowed to target Groundfish under the license limitation program,
unless they purchased a license with endorsements, and are not included in the table. Approximately 30 vessels
were issued licenses because of the moratorium crossover provision and about 80 vessels were added because
of the small vessel pot and jig gear extended qualification period.

Catcher vessels accounted for 2,177 of the 2,319 vessels that would receive a license, The majority of the catcher
vessel licenses (1,822) would be issued to vessels less than 60" in length that fished only in the GOA (1,721),
Catcher processors, on the other hand, would be awarded 142 licenses. Ninety-one of the caicher processors
would be licensed 1o fish both the GOA and BSAI, nine could fish anly the GOA, and 42 could fish only the
BSAL While catcher vessels receive most of the licenses, they would receive, on average, only 1.38 FMP sub-
area endorsements per vessel. Catcher processors would average over twice as many endorsements (3.11) per
vessel. Vessel size is also important when considering the number of endorsements per vessel. All vessels less
than 60" averaged 1.3 endorsements per vessel. Vessels larger than 125' averaged 3.9 endorsements.

In the EY+S0 or CG+WY FMP sub-areas, endorsements were typically eamed by small vessels. Tables from
previous analysis indicated that these vessels were qualifying through rockfish and Pacific cod landings. Larger
vessels tended to earn endorsements in the BS, Al, or WG.

1t is also interesting to compare the oumber of general licenses issued under this configuration to the number of
vessels which qualify under Preferred General License Alternative, as shown in Table 2.5 earlier. Under the
PGLA, 3,514 vessels were found eligible to receive general licenses. The “dual” participation requirement of
the Endorsement Qualifying Period combined with the General Qualifying Period reduce the total number of
vessels receiving licenses by 1,195, of which 1,101 were vessels less than 60° LOA,

2232  Configuration 1315962

Configuraticn 1315962 shown in Table 2.9 shows the impact of requiring two landings between 1/1/92-12/31/94
(EQP 900). As was discussed earlier, defining participation by requiring vessels to show multiple landings
reduces the nunber of vessels licensed by 349, from 2,319 under Configuration 1315961 to 1,970, There are
also 520 fewer endorsements issued. Almost all of the reductions in both endorsements (434) and general
licenses (319) are found in the stnall catcher vessel class. Since a greater number of “incidental participants™ tend
to be smaller vessels, there is a preater decrease in vessels less than 60, as is expected. Since more of the saller
vessels with North Pacific groundfish landings are owned by Alaskans than by residents of other states, relatively
fewer licenses will be issued to Alaskans.

2233  Configuration 1315969

Configuration 1315969 (shown in Table 2.11) as noted carfier applics more restrictive GOA endorsement
requirements upon “large” vessels than it does to “small” vessels, In this case “large” vessels are defined to be
greater than or equal to 60' LOA. To earn an FMP sub-area GOA endorsements under this configuration “large”
vessels must make a landing in each calendar year from 1992 through 1994 in an FMP sub-area. Vessels less
than 60" in the GOA and all vessels in the BSAI must have legally reported only one groundfish landing in the
EQP.

HALICLIMIT\DOCNUNESS\S UPPLLIM.WPD 31 June 9, 1995



Under this configuration, vessel receiving GOA general licenses are reduced by 74 to 1,820, Vessels receiving
GOA/BSAI general licenses decrease to 197 from 307, a reduction of 110. Since the BSAI endorsements of this
latter group are unaffected, the number of BSAT general license recipients increase by the same number. Overall
there are 184 fewer GOA general licenses will be issued. A total of 396 fewer GOA endorsements will be
issued; Western Gulf endorsements will be reduced by 189, CG+WY endorsements drop by 147, and EY+SO
endorsements by 60. Catcher processors would receive 110 fewer endorsements, dropping the average number
of endorsements per vessel to 2.42, while catcher vessels endorsements decrease by 286 resulting in an average
of 1.29, One bundred-sixteen fewer endorsements would be issued to Alaskan residents, while endorsements
issued to residents of other states would decrease by 280.

Overall this endorsement requirement would appear to affect residents of other states to a greater extent than
residents of Alaska. The over-riding cause for this disproportionate impact is the fact that a greater percent of
“large™ vessels are owned by non-Alaskans than by Alaskans, It is difficult to determine whether this
configuration reduces the number of endorsements and general licenses issued to vessels which participated
because of “speculation,” or reduces the number of vessels which have employed diversified participation
patterns, fishing one area one year and other areas another year depending on market and stock levels. It may be
problematic to claim this rather restrictive measure is implemented becanse of speculative entries, while at the
same time issning BSAI endorsements and endorsements to “small” vessels in the GOA with only the
requirement of a single landing in the endorsement period. Applying the restrictions to only vessels > 125' results
in Configurations 131596C, D and E, depicted in Tables 2,14, 2.15 and 2.16, respectively.

2234  Configuration 131596A

Configuration 131596A (Table 2.12) adds minimum landings requirements to Configuration #1315969 discussed
above while holding the remaining elements static. To eam an FMP sub-area endorsement under this
configuration vessels greater than €0’ in the GOA must make a landing in each calendar year from 1992 through
1994 in an FMP sub-area. Vessels less than 60’ in the GOA and all vessels in the BSAI must have legally
reporied two separate landings of Groundfish included in the license limitation program.

The addition of additional landings requirements for the BSAI and for “small” vessels reduces the total number
of qualifiers to 1,913. All of the vessel reductions (compared to configuration 1315969 in Table 2.11) come from
the catcher vessel categories as do all but one of the endorsement reductions, which under this configuration stand
at 2,590, The average number of endorsement per catcher vessel is virtually unchanged at 1.35 per vessel. This
indicates that vessel dropping out under this configuration (again compared to configuration 1315962) had only
one landing in only one area during the three years included in the EQP. This configuration reduces endorsements
in both the BSAI and the GOA and for both smafl and large vessels, and thus appear on the surface 1o be a more
equitable approach to reducing the awards to speculative entries.

2235 Confipuration 131596C

License configuration # 131596C changes the definition of "large" vessels from that used in configuration
# 1315969, from 60°' LOA to 125" LOA. This means that vessels < 125 will need only make a single landing in
the GOA to receive endorsements, while vessels >125' LLOA will be required to make a landing in an area in each
of the years between 1992 and 1994. Endorsements in the BSAI will require only one landing for all vessels.
Compared to configuration # 1315969, 62 additional catcher vessels between 60 and 125 feet will receive general
licenses for the GOA or BSAT/GOA. These vessels will also receive 248 additional endorsements. Licenses and
endorsements issued to vessels 2 125' LOA are unchanged compared to configuration # 1315969, as are the
number regarding the BSAT and vessels less than 60 ' LOA,
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2.23.6 Configuration 1315A61

License configuration # 1315A61 (Table 2.17) employs a different EQP than configuration #1315961 while
holding the rest of the elements of the program the same. Endorsements may be earned in this configuration from
January 1, 1988 through December 31, 1994. Overlapping the GQP and EQP from January 1, 1988 through June
27, 1992 means that any legal harvest of Groundfish in that time period would qualify a vessel owner for both
a general license and FMP sub-area endorsements. By extending the endorsement qualifying period back to
January 1, 1988, a total of 3,514 vessels would be eligible to fish under the license program. This number, not
surprisingly, is the same number of vessels which qualify under the Preferred General License Alternative
discussed earlier in the documnent.

Increasing the length of the EQP adds cight catcher processors to the licensed fleet for a total of 149 compared
to the number resulting from configuration 1315961, Four catcher processors were added to both the 60'-124'
and the 125'+ classes. Alaskan residents own three of the eight catcher processors and non-Alaskans own the
other five. Catcher vessels accounted for the remaining 1,188 vessels receiving licenses due to the increased time
vessels were allowed to qualify for endorsements, bringing their total to 3,365. Alaskan-owned catcher vessels
less than 60°' comprised the vast majority of entrants under this option. This class of vessel alone comprised
almost 77% (919 vessels) of the additional licensed vessels. The large increase in the number of vessels added
to this class by extending the EQP to overlap the GQP indicates that this class of vessel has the fleet’s highest
entry and exit rate,

2237  Additional Distrbutional Tables

In the interest of presenting the Council and the public with the most complete set of information with which to
make their decisions, we have included three additional endorsement distributions, Tables 2.20-2.22, showing
the effects of requiring all vessels to have made a landing in each of the three years of EQP 900 in order to receive
endorsements for the GOA., These tables are not options specifically included by the Council but are included
because they provide information which may prove useful to the decision process.

Table 2.20 shows the number of general licenses and endorsements which would result if all vessels in the GOA
were required to make a landing in each of the three years from 1992-1994, rather than only vessels 60' LOA or
greater. Inthe BSAI a single Janding results in an area endorsement. Comparing the results shown in Table 2.20
to Table 2.11 (which shows configuration 1315969) reveals that only 666 of the 1,799 “small” catcher vessels
which received a GOA general license if only a single landing were required, made landings in all three years.
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Table 2.8

1000000 A single class of licenses

Groundfish License Configuration 1315961

300000 Non-severable area endorsements for the following management areas: Al, BS, WG, CG+WY, BY+50.

‘The endorsement would be conlained under one of the following General License Umbreblas: GOA, BSAL or GOA/BSAL

10000 Current ownters
5000 Catcher vessels & Catcherfprocessors and vessel length (<60, 60-124, 125+).
900 Por General Licenses, the QP is 1/1/88-6/27/02, with the additional provision that any vess¢l which "crossed over” 1o groundfish from crab under the

provisions of the proposed moratorium would also qualify for a Genersl License. For vessels under 60, the general QP is extended through 12/31/94 for groundfish

pot or Jig gear. Recipients wust choose one ares if qualified for multiple areas. For area endorsements, the QP is 1/1/92-12/21/04
60 One landing in the General QP, or quelified "moratotium c1oss-over” vessels
1 _One landing in an atea during the Endorsement QP

Couliguration 1315961 Alaska Other
Catcher Vesseis Cateher Processors Alaska Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
_ <60 }60-125] >=125 | Total | <60 | 60-125[ >=125 | Toeml | Towal | <60 ] 60-125 [ >=125 | Total | <60 | 60-125 | =125
Aleutian Islands (Endorsements) 6 7 0| 13 0 5 1 16 20 13 43 17 7 4 0 78
Bering Ses (Endorsements) 69 33 [ 103 6 6 12 24 127 30 128 27 185 4 5 ”
CG+WY (Endorsements) 714 17 5| 836 3 6 10| 19| 855 138 123 18] 21 0 B 38
EY+50 (Endorsemenis) 898 3 [ 930 2 1 1 4 94 158 26 3 187 0 5 14
Westem Gulf menis) 189 40 [ 230 2 & 1 19] 249 61 81 2 164 2 2 43
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 1,876 228 8| 2112 13 24 43 82| 2184 400 an1 87 ssgf 10 95 254
BSAI/GOA LICENSE 50 29 0 79 i 6 11 18] 97 28 90 19 137 2 21 50
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 19 4 [ 24 5 0 1 6 30 4 40 8 52 2 4 30,
GOA ONLY LICENSE 1,494 101 6] 1,601 2 0 ]| 2| 16031 297 51 6 284 0 3 4
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED L5863 134 7] L,70d [ 6 12] 26] L730] 280 181 3 473 4 8 84|
Conflguratton 1315961 Total
i Catcher Vessels Caicher Processors
<60 | 60-125| >=125 | Total | <60 | 60-125 | >=125 | Towal |Licenses]
19 50 17 36 4 25 89 18] 204
9 161 28] 288 10 31 91 32| 420
852 240 23 LS 3 29 48 80| 1,195
1,056 57 4 L1117 2 6 15 23| 1140
250 121 23] 2394 ) 28 56 83| 482
2276 629 95 3,000 23 119 298]  aa| 3441
BSAUGOA LICENSE 7% 119 19 216 3 F7) 61 51 307
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 23 44 9 76 7 4 31 2 118
GOA ONLY LICENSE L721 152 12| 1.885 2 3 4 9| 1894
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 1,822 a1s 401 2,17 12 M 96 142] zn9]
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Table 2.9
Groundfish License Configuration 1315962
[O00000 A single class of licenses
Non-severable area endorsements for the following managemend areas: Al BS, WG, CG4+WY, EY+50.
300000 The endosement would be contained under one of the following General License Unibrellas; GOA, BSAL or GOA/BSAI
t0000 Cument owners
5000 Catcher vessels & Caicher/processots and vessel length (<50, 60-124, 125+).
For General Licenses, the QP is 1/1/88-6/27/92, with the additional provision that any vessel which "crossed over” to groundfish from creb under the
provisions of the proposed moratorium would also qualify for a General License. For vessels under 607, the general QP is extended through 12/31/94 for groundfish
potor jig gear. Recipients must choose one area if qualified for muhtiple areas. For area endorsements, the QP is 1/1/92-12/3194
60 One landing in the General QP, or qualified "morstorium cross-over” vessels
2 Two landings in an area during the Endorsement QP
|Configuration 1315962 _Alaska Other
Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors Aleska Catcher Vessels Catchsr Processors Other
<60 ] 60-125| >s125 | Totl | <60 | 60125 >c125 | Total | Total | <60 | 66-125 [ >=i25 | Total | <60 [ 60-125 | >=125 | Total | Totsl
Aleutian [slands (Endorsements) 5 5 of 10 1] 5 11 16 26) 1t 41 16 68 4 20 78 102 l70|
Bering Sea (Endorsements) 59 29 1 89 6 L] 12 24 113 29 121 22 172 4 25 i 108 2804
CG+WY (Endorsements) GOE 105 5 718 3 6 8 17 735 17 113 12 242 0 23 3 56 298
EY+50 (Endorzements) T04 2% 1 734 2 1 1 4 738 119 19 2 140 0 5 14 19 159
Westem Gulf (Endorsements) 141 29 0] 170 2 ) 11 19 189 49 74 21 144 2 22 45 69 213
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 1,517 197 7] L721 13 24 43 30! 1,501 125 368 y£) 766 10 95 249 354 1,120]
BSAI/GOA LICENSE 40 27 01 67 1 ] 11 18 85 28 88 18 134 2 21 46 69 203
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 19 3 1 23 5 o 1 6 29 4 35 5 44 p. 4 34 40 34
GOA ONLY LICENSE 1,236 90 5| 1331 2 0 0 2| 133 176 47 ﬁi 29 k! 3 4 T 23
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 1,295 120 6] 1,421 8 [ 1 26] 1,447 208 170 29] 407 4 28 34 116 523
Conflguration 1315962 Total
(Continued) Caicher Vessels Catcher Processors
<60 [ 60-125 | >=125 | Total | <60 | 60-125 | >=125 | Towal |Licenses
Aleutian Istands (Endorsements) 16 46 161 78 4 25 88 118 198
Bering Sea (Endorsemens) 83 150 ) 261 10 31 N 132 393
CG+WY (Endorsements) 725 218 17 960 3 29 41 73] 1.0m
EY+S0 (Endorsements) 823 48 3 574 2 6 15 p.x) 897
Weslem Gulf (Endorsements) 19¢ 103 21 314 4 28 56 88 402
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 1,842 565 80| 2,487 23 119 292 434 2,921
BSAI/GOA LICENSE 62 113 18 201 3 27 57 87 288
BSAl ONLY LICENSE 2 38 6 67 1 4 Kh) 46 113
GOA ONLY LICENSE 1,412 137 11]  1,560) 2 3 4 9] 1569
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 1,503 290 38|  1,828] 12 3 9% 142] 1,970
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Table 2.10

1000000

10000
5000

A single class of licenses

Groundfish License Configuration 1315964

Non-seventble area endorsements for the following management areas: Al BS, WG, CG+WY, EY+50.

The endorsement would be cordained under one of the following Genesal License Umbrellas: GOA, BSAlL ox GOA/BSAIL

Current owners

Catcher vessels & Catcherfprocessors and vessel length (<60, 60-124, 125+).
For General Licenses, the QP is 1/1/83-56/27/92, with the additional provision that any vessel which "crossed over” to groundfish from cab under the
provisions of the proposed motatorium would also qualify for a General Livense. For vessels under 60, the general QP is extended through 12/3194 for groundfish

pot ot jig gear. Recipients must choose one area if qualified for mutltiple areas. For afea endorsements, the QP is 1/1/92-12/31/94

60 One lending in the General QP, or qualified "morsiorium cross-over” vessels
4 _Four landings in an ares during the Endorsement QP
Conflgoration 1315964 Alaska Other
Catcher Vessels Caicher Processors Alaska Caicher Vessely Catcher Processors Other
<60 [ 60-125] >=125 | Towl | <60 [60-125] 5=125 | Total | Total | <60 ] 60-125 >=125 | Total | <60 | 60-125 | >=125 | Tomal | Total
Aleutian Islands (Endorsements) 2 5 0 7 0 5 11 16 23 g9 30 is 54 4 20 78 102 156
54 7 1 82 6 5 12 2 105 25 io 2 156 4 25 ;] 108 264
493 89 4 586 2 6 5 13 599 53 85 10 178 ] 23 20 # 222
513 22 1 536 2 ¢ 1 3 539 Y 13 2 104 0 5 It 16 120
110 21 0 131 2 s 11 13 149 33 70 20 123 2 22 43 67 190
1,172 164 6] 1,342 12 21 4 7| 415 239 308 68| 615 10 95 232|337 952
ET] 24 0 58 1 3 1 13 76 22 74 17 113 2 21 4 67 180
20 4 1 2% 5 ] I 6 | 7 9 5 51 2 4 36 42 93
GOA ONLY LICENSE 967 78 4 1,049 2 0 0 2l 1051 141 42 5 188 0 3 2 5 193
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 1,021 106 5] T1,132] 8 3 12 26] 1,158 170 158 27 153 [] 28 82 114] 466
‘Configuration 1315964 Total
(Continaed) Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
<60 | 60-125 ] >=125 | Toad | <60 | 60-125 | >=125 | Total |Licenses
Aleutian Islands (Endorsements) 11 35 15 61 4 25 89 118 ml
Bering Sea (Endossements) 79 137 2 233 10 30 91 131 369
CG+WY (Endorsements} 57 174 14 764 2 2 26 57 821
EY+S0 (Endorsements) 602 35 3 640| 2 5 12 19 659‘
Westem Guif 143 91 20] 254 4 pi1j 54 85] 339
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 1,411 472 74| 1,957 22 116 272 410] 2,367
BSAI/GOA LICENSE 56 98 17 171 3 2 55 g5 256
BSAIONLY LICENSE 27 f 6 76 7 4 k7l 48 124
GOA ONLY LICENSE [,108 120 9] 1237 y3 3 2 71 1244
1,191 261 32 1,484 12 M 9] 140 1,624
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Table 2.11
Groundfish License Configuration 1315969
1000000 A single class of Licenses
300000 Non-severable area endorsements for the following management areas: Al, BS, WG, CO+WY, EY+S0.
The endorsement would be contained under one of the following Genesal License Umbrellas: GOA, BSAL or GOA/BSAI
10000 Current owners
5000 Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length (<50, 60-124, 125+).
900 For General Licenses, the QP is 1/1/83-6/27/52, with the additional provision that any vessel which "crossed aver” to gronndfish from crab undey the
provisions of the proposed moratorium would also qualify for a General License. For vessels under 60/, the general QP is extended through 12/31/94 for groundfish
potor fig gear. Recipients must choose one avea if qualified for multiple aress. For area endorsements, the QP is 1/192-12/3104
60 One landing in the General QP, or qualified "moratorivm cross-over” vessels
$ One lemding in an area during the EQP for the BSAI and for vessels < 50' in the GOA.,
For vessels > 60' in the GOA, one landing in each calendar year in an area during the EQP
Configuratlon 1315969 Alpska Other
Caicher Vessels Catcher Processors Alaska Cutcher Vessels Catcher Processors Other
<60 [ 60125 | >=125 | Total | <60 | 60-125 | >=125 | Total | Totsl | <80 [60-125 [ >=135 | Totl | <60 ] 60-135 ] >=125 | Towml | Total
Alentizn Islands (Endorsements) 6 7 ]| 13 0 5 11 16 29 13 43 17| 73 4 20 78 102 175
Bering Sea (Endorsements) 69 33 1 103 6 6 12| 24 127 30 128 27 185 4 25 79 l(mL 293
‘CG‘I-WY (Endorsements) T4 75 3 792 3 4 7 14 806 138 63 6 207 0 14 21 35 242
EY+S0 (Endorsements) 398 11 1 2i0] 2 1] 0 2 912 158 4 (1} 162 V] 3 3 6 168
Westem Gubf (Endorsemznis) 129 5 0] 194 2 2 & 10 204 61 12 2 75 2 6 6 14 89
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 1,876 131 sl 2012 13 17 36 66] 2,078 400 250 52 702 10 68 187 265 967
BSALGOA LICENSE 50 21 of 71 1 4 8 K] 84| 28 42 5 75 2 15 1] 38 TE]
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 19 12 1 32 5 2 4 1t 43 4 88 22 114 2 10 59 n 185
GOA ONLY LICENSE 1,494 63 3] 1,560 2 0 0 z2] 1,562 227 27 2 256 0 2 0 2 258
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED | 1,563 96 4] 1,663] 3 6 12 26| 1,68 259 157 29] 445 4 27 80] 11| 556
[Configoration 1315969 Total
{Continned) Catcher Vessels Caicher Processors
<60 ] 60-125 | >=125 | Tatal | <60 ] 60-125 | »=125 | Total |Licenses
Aleutian Islands (Endorsentents) 19 50 17 85 4 25 89 118 204
Bering Sex (Endotiements) 29 161 28 288 10 31 % 132 420
CG+WY (Endorsements) 852 138 9 999 3 18 23 49 1,048
EY+S0 (Endorsements) 1,056 15 1] 072 2 3 3 8| 1080
Westem Gulf (Endorsements) 250 17 2 269 4 8 12 24 293
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 2,276 381 571 2,714 23 85 223 331] 3,045
BSAI/GOA LICENSE 78 63 5 145 3 19 29 51 197
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 2 100 23 146 7 12 63 n 228
GOAONLYLICENSE = 1,721 90 5 1,816 2 2 U 4] 1,820
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 1,822 253 33 2108 12 33 92 137] 2,245
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Table 2.12

1000000 A single class of licenses
300000 Non-severable area endorssments for the following management areas: Al, BS, WG, OG+WY, EY+S0.

The endorsement would be contained under one of the following General License Umbrellas: GOA, BSAIL or GOA/BSAI

10000 Cument owners
5000 Catcher vessels & Catcher,

potor jig gear. Recipients st choose one area if quelified for multiple areas. For area endorsements, the QP is 1/1/52-12/3194
60 One laling in the General QP, or qualified "morztorium cross-over” vessels
A Two kndings in an area during the EQP for the BSAI and for vessels < 60' inthe GOA,

Groundfish License Configuration 131596A

o1s and vessel length (<60, 60-124, 125+).
900 For General Licenses, the QP is 1/1/88-6/27/92, with the additional provision that any vessel which "crossed over” to groundfish from crab under the
provisions of the proposed moratotium would also qualify for a General Livense. For vessels under 60/, the general QP is extended through 12/3 104 for groundtish

Forvessels>60’i.nlheGOA,melmﬂingh)eachcalmdax}'minmmduﬁngﬂleEQP

Confllguration 131598A Alaska Crhey
Catcher Vessels Caicher Processors Alaska Calcher Vessels Catcher Processors Other
<60 | 60-125 [ >=125 | Total | <60 | 60-125 | >=125 | Total | Toml | <60 | 60-125 | >=125 | Totsl <60 | 60-125 | >=125 | Total | Total
Aleutian Islands (Endorsements) 5 5 0 10| 0 5 1 16 26 n 41 15 3 4 20 78 102 170
Bering Sea (Endorsements) 59 29 1 89 6 6 12 24 13 29 121 22 172 4 25 7 108 280
CG+WY (Endorsemenis) 608 75 3 686 3 4 1 14] 700 117 63 6 186 0 14 21 35 221
EY+SO (Endorsements) ™ 11 1 716 2 0 o 2l 78 119 4 0 123 0 3 3 6 129
Westem Gulf (Endorsaments) 141 s 0 146 2 2 6 10 156 49 12 2 63 2 6 6 14 n
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 1,517 125 5] 1,647 13 17 35 66 1,713 325 241 46 612 10 68 187 265 877
BSAI/GOA LICENSE 40 20 o 60 1 4 3 13 73 28 42 5 5 2 L5 21 kT 113
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 19 10 1 30 5 2 4 It 41 4 81 18 103 2 10 59 | 174
GOA ONLY LICENSE 1,236 64 3| 1.303] 2 0 0 2] 1308 176 ) 2 205 0 2 Y 2 zmrl
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 1,293 94 4] 1,393] [] [ 12! 26| 1,419 208 150 25 183 4 27 80 u'ﬂ 494
[Configuration 1315964 Total
(Continzed) Catcher Vessels Caicher Processors
<60 | 60-125 | >=125| Total | <60 | 60-125 | »=125 | Total
Aleutian [slands (Endorsements) 16 46 16 78 4 L] 89 118
Bering Sea (Endarsements) 38 150 2 261 10 3l 91 122
CG+WY (Endorsements) 725 138 9 872 3 18 28 49
EY+S0 (Endorsements) 823 15 I 839 2 3 3 8
Westem Gulf (Endorsements) 190 17 2l 209 4 8 12 24
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 1,842 366 1 2,259] 23 8s  223] 331
BSANGOA LICENSE 68 62 5 135 3 19 29 51
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 23 91 19 133 7 12 63 82
GOA ONLY LICENSE 1,412 91 sl 1,508 2 2 0 4
|TOTM. YESSELS LICENSED 1,503 244 29[ 1,776 12 33 92 137
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Table 2.13
Groundfish License Configuration 1315968
§000000 A single class of licenses
300000 Non-severable area endorsements for the following management areas: Al, BS, WG, OG+WY, EY+S0.
The endorsement would be comtained under one of the following General License Umbrellas: GOA, BSAIL or GOA/BSAIL
10000 Cumrent owners
5000 Catcher vessels & Caicher/processors and vessel length (<60, 60-124, 1254).
900 For General Licenses, the QP is 1/1/88-6/2792, with the additional provision that any vessel which "crossed over” to groundfish from crab onder the
provisions of the proposed moratorium would also qualify for a General License. For vessels under 60), the general QP is extendad through 12/31/94 for groundfish
pol of jig gear. Recipients must choose one area if qualifisd for multipte areas. For area endorsemsents, the QP is 1/192-12/31/94
60 One landing in the General QP, or qualified "moratorium cross-over” vessels
B Four landings in an area during the EQP for the BSAI and for vessels « 60' in the GOA.
For vegsels » 60' in the GOA, one landing in each calendar year in an area dusing the EQP
[Configuration 1315568 Alaska Other
Caicher Vessels Catcher Processors Alaska Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors Other
<60 ] 60125 | >=125 ] Total | <60 ) 60-125 | >=125 | Total | Total | <60 [60-125 | >ci25 | Total | <60 | 60-125 | »=125 | Totwml Total |
Aleutian Islands (Endorsements) 2 ] o 7 ¢ ] n 16 23 9 30 15 54 4 20 78 102 156
Bering Sea (Endorsemenis) 54 27 1 82 6 5 12 2 105 25 110 21 156 4 25 79 108 264
CG+WY (Endorsements) 493 75 3 57 2 4 7 13 584 83 6 6 152 0 14 21 s 187
EY+50 (Endorsements) 513 1t 1 525 2 o 0 2 527 89 4 0 93 0 3 3 6 59
Westemn Gulf nts 110 5 0 115 2 2 5 100 125 33 12 2 47 2 6 6 14 61
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 1,172 123 51 1,300 12 16 36 &4  1,364] 239 219 44 502) 10 68 187 265 767
BSAL/GOA LICENSE 34 19 0 53 1 4 B 13 [ 22 I3 5 65 2 15 21 38 103
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 20 9 1 ki) 5 2 4 [} 41 7 75 17 29 2 10 59 71 176
GOA ONLY LICENSE 967 65 3] 038 2 0 0 2] 1037 141 ) | 2 174 0 2 0 2 176
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 1,021 [X] 4] 1,18 8 [ 12 261 5,144 170 144 24| 338 4 27 20| 111 449
Configuration 1315968 Total
{Continued) Catcher Vessels Caicher Processors
<60 | 60-125 | >=125 | Toial | <60 | 60-125 [ >=125 | Total |Licenses
Aleutian Jelands (Endorsements) 11 35 15 6l 4 25 89 118 179
Bering Sea (Endorsements) 79 137 n 238, 10 30 91 131 369
CG+WY (Endorsements) 576 138 9 723 2 18 28 48 T
EY+S0 (Endorsements) 602 I5 1 618 2 3 3 3 626/
Westem Gulf (Endorsements) 143 17 2 162 4 8 12 24 1%
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 1,411 2 49 1,802 22 [T] 223 329 2131
BSAI/GOA LICENSE 56 57 5 118 3 19 29 51 169
BSAL ONLY LICENSE 27 B4 18 129 7 12 63 82 21
GOA ONLY LICENSE _1,108 96 5] 120 2 2 90 4 1,213
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 1,191 237 28| 1,456 12 13 92 1371 1,5893]




Table 2,14

1000000 A single class of licenses
300000 Non-severable area endorsements for the following management areas: Al BS, WG, CG+WY, EY+50.
The endorsement would be contained under one of the following Genera) License Umbrelias: GOA, BSAIL or GOA/RSAL
10000 Current owners
5000 Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel lengih (<60, 60-124, 125+).
900 For General Licenses, the QP is 1/1/88-6/27/92, with the additional provision that any vesse] which "crossed aver™ to groundfish from crab under the

Groundfish License Configuration 131596C

provisions of the proposed moratorium would also qualify for a Generad License. For vessels under 60", the genera) QP is exiended through §2/11/94 for groundfish

potof jig gear. Recipients must choose one area if qualified for multiple areas. For area endorsements, the QP is 1/192-12/11/94
60 Ome landing in the General QF, or qualified "moratoriom cross-over” vessels
C Omne landing in an area during the EQP for the BSAI end for vessels < 125 inthe GOA.

For vessels » 125 in the GOA, one landing in cach calendar year in 2n area during the EQP

QdM I TddNS\SEENNANIOMLINT T TVE

& |Conflguration 1315%6C Alaskn Cther
Ceicher Vessels Catcher Processors Alnskn Catcher Vessels Caicher Processors Other
<60 ] 60-125 | >=125 | Total | <60 [ 60125 | >=125{ Total | Totd | <60 [60-125] >=125 | Totad | <60 | 60-125 | >=125 | Totat | Total
Alevtian Islands (Endorsements) 6 7 0 3 0 5 11 15 29 13 43 17 73 4 20 T8 102 175
Bering Sea (Endorsetnents) 6 23 1 103 5 6 12 24 127 30 128 27 185 4 25 i 108 2
CG+WY (Endorsements) T4 117 3 834 3 6 7 15 8s50] 138 123 & 267 0 23 21 4 3n
EY+S0 (Endorsements) 398 31 1 930| 2 1 0 3 933 158 26 0 184 )] 5 3 sJ 192
Westem Gulf (Endorsements 188 40 0 229 2 6 [ 14 243 (] 81 2 144 2 n 6 30 174
» |TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 1,876 238 s 2109 13 24 36 731 2,182 400 401 53 $353 10 95 187 202| 1,145
@ 50 29 0 79 1 6 ] 15 94 28 90 5 123 2 21 21 Al 167
19 4 | 24| 5 (] 4 9 33 4 40 22| 66 z 4 L) 65 131
GOA ONLY LICENSE 1,494 101 3| 1598 2 0 0 % 1,600 27 50 2 280 1] 3 0 3 283
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 1,563 134 4 1,701 8 5 12 26| L77 259 181 29 469 4 28 &0 112 7]
Conflguration 131596C Total
(Continued) Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
<60 | 60-125] >=125 | Toal | <60 [ 60-125 ] >=125 | Total |Licenses|
| Aleartien Islands (Endorsements) 19 50 17 85 4 25 29 118 204|
Bering Sea (Endorsements) ] 161 28 288 10 3 ] | 132 420
CG+WY (Endomsements) §52 240 9l 1,101 3 29 28 60| 1,61
EY+S0 (Endorszments) 1,056 57 1l 1,114 2 6 3 n| 11z
Westem Gulf 250 121 2 373 4 28 12 44 417
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 2,276 629 s7f  z962 23 119 223 365 3327
BSAUGCA LICENSE 78 119 5 202 3 27 29 59 261'
BSAI ONLY LICENSE pec) 44 23 90 7 4 63 74 164
GOA ONLY LICENSE _ 1,721 152 5 1,878 2 3 0 5| 1,883
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 1,822 315 3| 2170 12 34 92 138]  2,308]

S661 "6 sunf

)

r')



TdM W TTddOSSEINNOIOMLIATTOITVH

84

S661 6 dunf

Table 2.15
Groundfish License Configuration 131596D
1000000 A single class of licenses
300000 Non-severable area endorsements for the following management areas: Al, BS, WG, CG+WY, BY+50,
The endorsement would be contained under one of the following General License Umbrellas: GOA, BSAL or GOA/BSAI
[0000 Cutrent owriers
5000 Cetcher vessels & Caicherfprocessors and vessel length (<60, 60-124, 125+).
%900 Por General Licenses, the QP is 1/1/88-6/27/92, with the additional provision hat any vessel which "crossed over” to groundfish from crab under the
provisions of the proposed moratorium would also qualify for a General License. For vessels under 60°, the general QP is extended through 12/31/94 for groundfish
potor jig gear. Recipients must choose one area if qualified for multiple areas. Por area endorsements, the QP is 1/192-12/3194
60 One landing in the General QP, or qualified "moratotium cross-over” vessels
D Two landings in an area dusing the EQP for the BSAI and for vessels < 125" in the GOA.
For vessels > 125" In the GOA, one landing in eath calendar year in an area during the EQP
[Conflguration 131596D Alaska T Other
Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors Alaskn Catcher Vessels Carcher Processors Other
<80 ] 60-125] >c125 | Towl | <60 | 60-125 | >=125 | Total | Totel [ <60 | 60-125[ >=125 | Toml | <60 | 60-133 | >a125 | Towd | Toul
Aleutian Islends {Endorsemenis) 5 5 o {1] 0 3 11 16 26 11 41 16 68 4 20 T8 102 170
Bering Sea (Endorsements) 59 29 1 3 & 6 12 24 112 29 121 22 172 4 28 i) 108 280
CG+WY (Endorsements) 608 105 3 T8 3 6 1 16| 732 117 113 6 236 0 3 21 44 280
EY+350 (Endorsements) 704 29 1 734 2 1 0 3 737 119 19 al 138 0 5 3 3 146
'Westemn Gulf (Endorsaments) 141 29 0 170 2 8 6§ 14 184 49 74 2] 125 2 2 6 30 155
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 1,517 197 S-I 1,719 13 24 6 7 L,792 315 368 45 739) 10 9% 1811 292 L,031
BSAL/GOA LICENSE 40 7 | 67 1 6 3 15 82 28 38 5 121 2 21 21 44 165
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 19 3 ! 23 5 0 4 9 32 4 35 18 57 2 4 59 65 122
DO0A ONLY LICENSE 1,236 90 3] 1,329 2 0 0 2| 191 176 47 2 225 ] a 0 3 228
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 1,295 120 4]  1,419] [] [ 12 26 1.443 208 170 25 403] 4 18 80| 112 515
|Contigurafion 131596D Total
(Continoed) Catcher Vessels Caicher Processors
<60 | 60-125 | >=125 | Toml | <60 | 60-125 | >=125 | Total |Licenses
Aleutian Islands (Endosements) 16 3 [ 78 r 25 89| 18 EEI
Bering Sea (Endorsements) 88 150 23 261 10 31 91 132 303
CG+WY (Endorsements) 725 218 9 952 3 20 28 60 1,012
EY+50 (Endorsements) 823 48 1 8§72 2 6 3 11 883
Westem Gulf (Endorsements) 130 103 2 295 4 28 12 44 339
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 1,342 565 51| 2,458] 23 119 223 368 2813
BSAL/GOA LICENSE 68 115 5 188 3 2 29 59 241|
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 23 3 19 30 7 4 63 14 154
GOA ONLY LICENSE 1,412 137 5] 1,554 2 3 0 5| 1,559
|TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 1,503 29D 29[ 1,823 [ 34 oz]  138] 1,560]




Table 2,16

1000000 A single class of licenses
300000 Non-severable arca endorsements for the following management areas: Al, BS, WQ, CO+WY, EY+50.
The endorsement would be contained under ane of the following General License Umbrellas: GOA, BSA or GOA/BSAI
10000 Curmrent owners
5000 Catcher vessels & Cetcher/processors and vessel length (<60, 60-124, 125+).
900 For General Licenses, the QP is 1/1/38-6/27/92, with the additional provision that any vessel which "crussed over” to grotndfish from creb under the
provisions of the proposed momtorium would also qualify for a General License. Por vessels under 60/, the general QP is extended through 12/3194 for groundfish
potor jig gear. Recipients must choose one area if qualified for muftiple areas. For area endorsements, the QP ig 1/192-12/31/04
&0 One landing in the General QP, or qualified "moratorium cross-over” vessels
E Fourlandings in an area during the EQP for the BSAI and for vessels < 125'in the GOA.

For vessels » 125" in the GOA, one landing in eaclwalmda:yearinmamhrlngﬁn EQP

Groundfish License Configuration 131596E

QMW TTddOSNGSANNNONIAT IO IVH

Cmﬁgumtlon 131596k Alaska Other
Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors Alaskn Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors Other
<60 [60-125] >s125 | Towl | <60 | 60-125] >=125 | Total | Totat | <60 | 60125 >=125 | Total | <60 ] 60-125 | >=125 | Towl | Totat
Alesutien [slands (Endorsements) 2 5 0 7 0 s 1 16 23 9 20 15 54 4 20 78 102 156
Bering Ses (Endorsements) 54 27 1 82 [ 5 12 pX] 105 25 110 21 156 4 25 79 108 264
CG+WY (Endorsements) 493 89 3 585 2 6 7 1S 600 8 85 6 174 0 n 21 4 218
EY+SO0 (Endorsements) 513 22 1 536 2 0 0 2 538 89 13 0 102 0 L 3 ] 110
Westem Gulf (Endorsements 110 21 0 131 2 5 [ 13 144 13 70 2 105 2 22 6} 30 135
o [TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 1172 164 5 1,34 12 21 36 65} 1410] 239 308 44 £91 10 95 187 292 883
* [BSAL/GDA LICENSE 34 24 0 58 I 6 [ 7] 5 101 2 21 21 44 145
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 20 4 1 25 5 0 4 39 17 2 4 59 65 128
IGOAONLY LICENSE 967 78 3| 1048 2 0 0 42 2 185 0 3 0 3 138
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 1,021 106 4] L131 8 [ 12 158 4] 49 4 7] 80| 112 4s61]
[Conflgaration 1315969 ' Total
{Continued} Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors |
<60 |60-125] >=125 | Towd | <60 [ 60-125 | >=125 | Total | Licenses
Aleutian Istands (Endorsements) 11 35 15 61 "4 25 89| 13 179
Bering Ses (Endorsemenis) 79 137 22 238 10 30 91 131 369
CG+WY (Endorsaments) 576 174 9 759 2 29 28 59 818
EY+50 (Endorsements) 602 35 L 638 2 5 3 10] 648
Westem Gulf rsemments 143 91 2 236 4 27 12 43 279
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 1,411 472 49 1,933 22 1i6 2] 1] 2,293
BSAIGOA LICENSE 56 98 [ [59 3 b 29 59 218
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 27 43 18 8 7 4 61 74 162
., |GOA ONLY LICENSE 1,108 120 S| 1,233 2 3 ] sl 1238
£ |TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 1,191 261 28]  1,480] 12 34 92] 135] 1,618)
©
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Table 2.19
g Groundfish License Configuration 13115A64
[ —]
1000000 A single class of licenses
Non-severable area endorsements for the following management areas: Al, BS, WG, CG+WY, EY4S0,
300000 The endorsement would be contained under one of the following General License Umbrelias: GOA, BSAIL or GOA/BSAI
10000 Current owners
5000 Catcher vessels & Caicherfprocessors and vessel fength (<60, 60-124, 125+).
A0 For General Licenses, the QP is 1/1/88-627/92, with the edditional provision that any vessel which "crossed over” to groundfish from ctab under the
provisions of the proposed moratorium would also qualify for 8 General License. For vessels under 60/, the genera) QP is extended throngh 12/31/94 for groundfish
z potor jip gear. Recipients must choose one area if qualified for multiple areas. For sren endorsements, the QP is 1/1/38-12/31,94
60 One landing in the General QP, or qualjfied "moratorium cross-over” vessels
5 4 _Fourlandings in an area duting the Endorsement QP
E I(-Inuﬂguraﬂon 1315A64 Alaska Other
Caicher Vessels Caicher Processors Alaska Catchor Vessels Calches Processors Other
: <60 | 60-125 ] >=125 | Totad | <60 | 60-125] >=125] Total | Total [ <60 [60-125 | >=125 | Total | <60 | 60-125 { >=125 | Totl | Tetal
5 it 9 o 22 o 6 12 i8] 3w B & 1§ 74 4 20 T w4 178
75 39 ! 15 [ 7 13 26 141 36 124 28 195 4 26 81 11l 306
7 121 5 843 3 7 9 19 862 135 146 18 59 2 y. ) 49 bL 4
1,042 » 2 108 2 2 & 10] 1,091 194 24 4| 22 0 9 24| 33 253
142 a1 o 1713 2 7 12 2 194] 49 82 2 15 2 4 52 78] 231
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 1,987 237 8 2,232 13 19 52 94| 2.326] 427 429 87 943 12 __ 104 185/ 401 1,3_441
& BSAI/GOA LICENSE 58 34 1 93 i 7 12 32 103 154 3 2 62 57 241
Lh IBSAL ONLY LICENSE 23 7 [ 301 5 L 33 48 1 4 19 29 72
GOA ONLY LICENSE 1,563 101 4, 1668) 2 0 64 8 32 0 4 4 8| 228
1,644 142 5| 1,791 8 7 i3 522 4% ssH 64l
Configuration 1315A64 Tolal
{Continued) Catcher Vessels Caicher Processors
<60 | 60-125 | >=125 | Towml | <60 | 60-125 [ >=125 | Total | Licenses
Aleutian lslends (Endorsements) 24 52 18 94 4 27 o 122 216
Bering Sea (Endorsements) 11 173 26 314 10 33 94 137 447
CG+WY (Endorsements) 852 267 23] L3142 5 3t 58 94 1236
EY+50 (Endorsements) 1,236 61 6 1,30 2 1 30| j 1,346
Westem Gulf (Endorsements) 191 113 22 26 4 a 64 99 425
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 2,414 666 95] 3178 25 133 337 495 3,610‘
BSAIGOA LICENSE 90 137 20 247 4 29 74 107 354
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 3l 40 7 78 & 4 20| 30 108
GOA ONLY LICENSE 1,811 165 12] 1,988 2 4 4 10] 1,998
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 1,932 342 3 2313 12 37 98| 147 2,450

§661 ‘T 2unf



Table 2.20
Groundfish License Configuration 131596F (This Configuration Was Not Propesed by The Council)

3y
£
9 1000000 A single class of licenses
300000 Non-severable area endorsements for the following managemant areas: Al BS, WG, CG+WY, EY+S0.
The endorsemenit would be contained under one of the following General License Umbrellas: GOA, BSAI or GOA/BSAL
10000 Cument owners
5000 Catcher vessels & Caicher/processors and vesse] dength (<50, 60-124, 125+).
900 For Genteral Licenses, the QP is 1/1/88-6/27/92, with the additional provision that any vessel which "crossed over” to groundfish from ereb under the
provisions of the proposed mortorium waould also qualify for 2 Genera) License. Por vessels under 507, the general QP is extended through 12/31/94 for groundfish
ﬁ pot or jig gear. Recipients must choose one area if qualified for multiple areas. Por area endorsements, the QP is 1/[/92-12/3194
50 One landing in the General QP, or qualified "moratorinm cross-over” vessels
E Ong landing in an area during the EQP forthe BSAL
E For vessels in the GOA, one landing in each calendar year in an area during the EQP
3

Conflguration 131596F Alaska Other
Conflguration Was Not Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors Alaslkea Catcher Vessels Caicher Processors
Proposed by the Cooncll <60 ]60-125] >=125 | Towd [ <60 [ 60-125] >=125 | Toad | Total | <60 | 60-125 | »=125 ] Towal | <60 ] 60-125 | »=125
Aleutian Islands (Endorsemenits) 6 7 0 13 0 5 11 16 29 13 43 7 FE] 4 20 78
Bering Sea (Endorsements) & X 1 103 6 6 12 24 127 30 128 27 125 4 25 79
CG+WY (Endorsements) 262 75 3 440/ 2 4 7 13 45 72 63 6 141 0 14 21
EY+50 (Endorsements) 216 1 1 228 1 0 0| 1 229 28 4 0 32 ] 3 3
Western Gull (Endorements) 41 5 0 46 0 2 6 3 54 5 12 2 19 0 6 &
» |[TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 694 131 5 830 9 17 36 62 892 148 250 52 450 3 68 187
o IBSAI/GOA LICENSE 24 21 0| 45 1 4 3 I3 33 19 42 5 66 0 15 21
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 43 12 1 58 5 2 4 1t 69 3 88 22 123 4 10 59
GOA ONLY LICENSE 549 (3} 3 615 L 0 0 | 616 74 21 2 103 0 2 0
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 618 96 4 7i8 7 6 12 5[ 743] 106 157 29] 292 4 27 80
Configuration 131596F Total
{Continued) Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors
_ <60 |60-125 | >=125 | Total | <60 [ 60-125 ] >=125 | Total LlomsesL
Aleutian Islands (Endorsements) 19 50 17 86 4 25 89 113 204
Bering Sea (Endorsements) 99 16 28 2838 10 31 91 132 420
CG+WY (Endorsements) 434 138 9 581 2 18 28 48 629
EY+50 (Endorsements) 244 15 1 260 i 3 3 7 267
|Westem Gulf (Endorsements) 46 17 2 65 0 8 12 20 85
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 842 381 57 1,280 17 85— 223|  325] 1,608]
BSAL/GOA LICENSE 43 63 5 111 1 19 29 9] 160
BSA1 ONLY LICENSE 58 100 23 181 9 12 63 84 265
GOA ONLY LICENSE 623 90 5 718 1 2 0 3 721
|TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 724 253 33 1,000 11 33 92]  13] 1,146
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Table 2,21

Groundfish License Configuration 131596G (This Configuration Was Not Proposed by The Council)

1000000 A single clacs of licenses
300000 Non-sevessble area endorsements for the following management areas: Al BS, WG, CG+WY, EY+S0.
The endomsement would be comained under one of the following General License Umbrellas: GOA, BSAL or GOA/BSAI
10000 Curmrent owners
5000 Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length (<60, 60-124, 125+).

900 For General Licenses, the QP is 1/1/88-6/27/92, with the additional provision that any vessel which "crossed over” to groundfish from crab under the
provisions of the proposed moratorium would also qualify for a General License. For vessels under 60°, the geneeal QP is extended through 12/31/94 for groundfish
pot o7 jig gear. Recipients must choose one area if qualified for multiple arzas. For area endorsements, the QP is 1/1/92-12/3194

60 One landing in the General QP, or qualified "mogatorinm cross-over” vessals
G Two landings in an area during the EQP for the BSAL

For vessels mmeGOA.melmdingineadwalmdarywinmmdmi_mﬂwBQP

[Configaraition 1315966 Alaska Other
Conflguraiion Was Not Catcher Vessels Caicher Processors Alaska Caicher Vessels Cetcher Processors Other
Praposed by the Counci <60 | 60-125] >=125 | Total | <60 | 60-125] >c125 | Total | Total | <60 | 60-125 [ >=125 | Total | <60 ] 60-125 | >=125 | Toml | Toul
Aleutimn ]siands (Endorsements) 5 5 of 10| 0 5 1t 16 26 11 41 I6 68 4 20 78 102 170
Bering Sea (Endorsements) 59 29 1 89 6 6 12 4| 13 % 1 2 12 4 25 7 108 ml
CG+WY (Endorsements) 362 75 3| 440 2 4 7 13| 4853 72 6 6 141 0 14 2t 35 176
EY+50 (Endorsements) 216 It | 228 1 0 of 1| 22 28 4 0 32 0 3 3 6 38
Westem Culf (Endorsements) 4 5 0 46 0 2 6 8 54 5 12 2 19 0 6 6 12 31
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 683 125 5| 813 9 17 35 62 8751 145 2| 46] 432 ] 68 187 26} 695
BSAI/GOA LICENSE 21 20 o 41 1 4 8 13 54 19 42 5 66 0 15 2 36 102
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 38 10 1 49 L 2 4 n 60 13 gl 18] 12 4 10 59 Yz 185
GOA ONLY LICENSE 552 64 3| 619 1 0 0 i 620 4 27 z} 103 0 0 2] 105
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 611 94 a 709 7 6 12 5] 7] 106 150 25] 251 4 27 8o 11| 392
Configuration 131596G Total
{Continued) Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors

<60 | 60-125 | >=i25 | Total | <60 ] 60-125 [ >=125 | Tolal |Licenses
Alesttian Islands (Endorsements) 16 6 16 78 4 25 89 ngl 19
Beting Sea (Endorsements) 8 150 2| 26 10 ]| 91 132 am
CG+WY (Endorsements) a4 138 9| sm; 2 18 28 4| 629
EY4S0 (Endorsements) 244 15 1|  260| 1 3 3 7 267
| Westem Gulf (Endorsements) 46 17 2 65 0 8 12 20 83
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 828 366 51] 1,245 17 85  223]  325] 1,570)
BSAI/GOA LICENSE 40 62 5 107 L 19 29 49 156
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 51 9t 19 161 9 12 63 84| 245
GOA ONLY LICENSE 626 91 ] ) 1 2 0 3 725
|TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED TI7 244 29[ 990] 11 33 92]  136] 1,126
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Table 2.22

Groundfish License Configuration 131596H (This Configuration Was Not Selected by The Council)

1000000 A single class of licenses
300000 Non-severeble area endorsements for the following management aress: Al, BS, WG, CG+WY, EY+S0.

The endorsement would be contained under one of the following General License UmbreHas: GOA, BSAL or GOA/BSAI

10000 Qument owners
5000 Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length (<60, 60-124, 1254).
900 For Generl Licenses, the QP is 1/1/38-6/27/92, with the additions} provision that any vessel which “crossed over” o groundfich from cxzb under the
provisions of the proposed moretorium would also qualify for a General License, Por vessels under 60, the general QP is extended tuough 12/31/94 for groundfish

potor jig gear. Recipients must choose one area if qualified for multiple aress. For area endorsements, the QP is 1/192-12/31/94
60 Orie landing in the General QF, or qualified "moratorium cross-over” vessels
H Four landings in an area during the EQP for the BSAL

ForvemkhﬂnﬁOA.melmﬁngineaﬁmlmdarywinmm%ﬂmBQP
Alaska

[Coufiguration 131596H Gther

Configuration Was Not Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors Alaska Catcher Vessels Catcher Processors Onher
Proposed by the Councif <60 | 60-125 [ >=125 } Toml [ <60 [ 60-125 | >=125 | Total | Total | <60 | 60-125 | >=125 | Total | «60 | 60-125] >=I125 | Total | Total
Aleutian Tslends (Endorsements) 2 5 o 7 0 5 11 16 23 9 30 15 54 4 20 ;] 162 156
Bering Sea (Endorsements) 54 27 1 82 6 $ 12 23 108 25 119 21 156 4 25 79 108 264
CG+WY (Endorssments) 362 75 3 440 2 4 7 13 451 172 63 [ 141 o 14 21 s 176
EY+S0 {Endorsements) 216 11 1 228 1 1] 0 I 229 28 4 & 7] o 3 3 6 38
Westem Gulf (Endorsemenis) 41 5 0 46 0 2 6 8 54 5 12 2| 19 0 1] 6 12] 31
TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 675 123 5 803 9 16 35 61 B54 139 219 4!' 402/ [} 68 187 263 665]
BSAI/GOA LICENSE 18 19 0 37 5 2 4 11 48 18 38 5 61 0 15 21 35 97
BSAI ONLY LICENSE 36 9 t 46 5 4 6 15 61 1] 75 17 103 4 10 59 73 176
GOA ONLY LICENSE 555 65 3 623 ] 0 0 1 624 75 3 2 108 0 2 0 2| 110
TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 609 93 4 705 11 [ 10 2?[ 733 104 14 24 272 4 7 80 111 383

[Connguration 1315960 Total

{Cantimed) Catcher Vessels Ceicher Processors
<60 |60-125{ >=125 | Towl | <60 [ 60-125 | >=125 | Total | Licenses

Aleatian [slands (Endorsements) 1t 35 15 61 4 25 89 1ig 179

Bering Sea (Endorsements) KL 137 22 238 10 30 91 131 369

CG+WY (Endorsements) 434 138 9 581 2 18 28 48 629

EY+S0 (Endorsements) 244 15 1 260]| 1 3 3 7 267

'Westem Gulf 46 17 2 65 0 8 12 20 85

TOTAL ENDORSEMENTS 814 342 49] 1,265 17 84 213 324 1,529,

BSAI/GOA LICENSE 36 51 5 98 5 17 25 47 145

BSA] ONLY LICENSE 47 84 18 149 9 14 65 3] 237

GOA ONLY LICENSE 630 96 5 731 1 2 0 3 134

TOTAL VESSELS LICENSED 713 237 18 978| 15 33 50| 138! 1,116




Figure 2.5

Catch of all Species by Jig Vessels in 1994
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Figure 2.6
Pounds of Catch Using Jig Gear During 1994
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The Preferred Groundfish License Alternatives discussed in Chapter 2 would issue General Licenses for the
following FMP areas: GOA, BSAI, and GOA/BSAI Current vessel owners which made groundfish landings
during the General Qualifying Period (GQP) would be eligible to receive these General Licenses. The GQP runs
from 1/1/88 to 6/27/92 which approximates the qualifying dates for the moratorium, In addition, vessels which
“crossed over” from crab to groundfish prior to 12/31/94, as well as all pot and jig vessels less than 60' LOA
landing groundfish pricr to 12/31/94 would be eligible to receive a general license. From Table 2.5, we saw that
there were 3,514 vessels eligible for General Licenses. Of these, 3,228 are eligible because of landings during
1/1/88-6/27/92, while 26 qualified because they “crossed over” from crab to groundfish prior to 12/31/94,
Finally, 260 vessels were eligible because they made landings of pot or jig gear. These numbers differ somewhat
from the numbers presented in the moratorium documents because landings of Demersal Shelf Rockfish in the
Southeast Cutside management area are not included in the Groundfish License Limitation Program,

Eligible vessels could receive management area endorsements for the following management areas: Bering Sea,
Aleutian Islands, Westem Gulf, Central Gulf/West Yakutat, and Southeast Outside. Endorsements would be
issued based on landings in one of two alternative Endorsement Qualifying Periods: EQP 200 between 1/1/92-
12/3194 or EQP A00 between 1/1/88-12/31/94,

In order to receive endorsements, vessels would have to meet the minimum landings requirements within a
management area during the EQP. Nine different landings requirement options are under consideration. The least
restrictive, using EQP A0, would issue endorsements to all vessels with a single groundfish Ianding in an area,
and results in 3,514 general licenses and 5,288 endorsements. The most restrictive combination uses EQP 900,
and would require four landings in the BSAT and for vessels < 60' LOA in the GOA, and one landing in each year
between 1992 and 1994 for larger vessels in the GOA. This would result in 1,593 general licenses and 2,131
endorsements.

The implications of the realignment of West Yakutat with the Central Gulf was discussed in some detail. Asit
stands now, NMFS believes that this could be accomplished without 2 plan amendment if the realignment is only
for licensing purposes. However, it is also pointed out that this could bring about an increase in effort in the West
Yakutat arca. If West Yakutat TACs and ABCs were to be specified as part of the Central Gulf, NMFS believes
a separate plan amendment would be required.

Also discussed was the option to designate all endorsements in the Southeast OQutside management area as “non-
trawl,” regardless of the gear used in qualifying. This will likely have the effect of reducing the total catch and
revenue of some rockfish species in Southeast Outside. Combining this provision with the realignment of arcas
will almost certainly increase trawl effort in West Yakutat,

Other provisions included in the prefersed Groundfish License Limitation Program would exempt all vessels
making groundfish landings strictly inside state waters and vessels participating in non-groundfish fisheries which
make incidental landings of groundfish, Another option would exempt all jig vessels with certain gear restrictions
from the requirements of the program. This could potentially result in increased effort on Pacific cod in both the
GOA and the BSAI.
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North Pacific Fishing, Inc.

4039 21st Ave, W, #2071 a Seattle, WA 98199
TEL: (206) 283-1137 » FAX; (206) 281-8681

~~
Fishermen’'s
Finest

April 14, 1995

Richard B, Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, AK 99501

RE: License Limitation, GOA & BSAI, Agenda Item C-3
Dear Chairman Lauber:

North Pacific Fishing, Inc. operates the vessel AMERICAN NO. 1 in the Bering Sea and Guif of
Alaska and will be significantly effected by the proposed license limitation program. In order to
be successful, license limitation must be as simple as possible.

The Council should select options for review which provide a simple system: issuing licenses to
vessels for the fisheries in which they have participated. A license system should not be used to
eliminate target fisheries that are currently in existence, nor to prevent operators from operating in
fisheries that they are already in, but rather it should control the growth of effort in these fisheries
and provide the opportunity to eliminate licenses in the future through buy-back or similar
programs combined with proscriptions against increasing vessel capacity such as are provided for
in the moratorium.

We urge you rof to include in the license limitation program, the moratorium crossover provision
adopted by the Council in December that allows crab vessels that did not fish in the groundfish
fishery prior to February 9, 1992 to enter the groundfish fishery, but prevents groundfish vessels
with a crab fishing history during the moratorium period from returning to the federal crab
fisheries.

I strongly believe that the best use of fisheries resources is to fish for abundant species rather than
depressed stocks, The license limitation program should be designed with this in mind so as to
prevent it from unintentionally causing hardship on operators already in the North Pacific
Fishertes. '

Sincerely,

M@%M

Rudy A. Petersen



-SENT BY:CITY OF YAKUTAT: AK - ; 4-25-85 i11:02AH ; CITY CLERK= 20727128178 1

CITY AND BOROUGH OF YAKUTAT, ALASKA
RESOLUTION 95-05

- A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY AND BOROUGH OF YAKUTAT SUPPOSRTIN
THE EXEMPTION OF VESSELS UP TO 36 FEET FISHING IN THE BERING SEA,
ALEUTIAN ISLANDS, AND THE GULF OF ALASKA AREAS, AND THE
EXEMPTION OF VESSELS IN THE JIG FISHERY WITH A LIMIT OF FIVE JIG
MACHINES FROM THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES MANAGEMENT
COUNCIL'S COMPREHENSIVE RATIONALIZATION PLAN (CRP) AND
SUPPORTING THE EXPANSION OF JIG QUOTAS TO OTHER SPECIES.

WHEREAS, the small boat fleet owned by the residents of the coastal communities of
Alaska catch a very amall percentage of the TAC in the fisheries listed in the CRP; and

WHEREAS, residents of coastal Alaska rely heavily on commercial fishing for their
kvelihood, and need to maintain access to fishing for their livelihood, and need to maintain
access to stock near their communities for todays and fiture generations of Alaskans; and

WHEREAS, the small boat fleet, which utilizes cleaner fishing methods in the fisheries
listed in the CRP, believe they are not part of the over-capitalization problem and should
be able to maintain access to all fisheries listed in the CRP; and

WHEREAS, the jig fighery is historically a clean fishery which produces a higher quality
product and demands a higher price; and

WHEREAS, the small boat fleet would like to maintain access to stock near their
communities, including rockfish.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City and Borough of Yakutat supports
exemption of vessels up to 36 feet fishing in the Bearing Sea, Aleutian Islands, and the
Guilf of Alagka from the NPFMC's Comprehensive Rationalization Pian, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City and Borough supports exemption of vessels
participating in the jig fishery with a maximum of five jig machines per vessel, regardless
of vessel size, from the NPFMC's Comprehensive Rationalization Plan.

D APPROVED THIS 18TH DAY OF APRIL, 1995.

DARYL K JAMES
Mayor




DAUID HILLSTRAND

g BOX 1508

HOMER, ALASKA 996083
(987) 235-8786

NORTH PRCIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
CHAIRMAN RICHARD B. LAUBER

"CRAB LICENSE LIMITATION PROGRAM

in limiting the number of vessels which could participate In
the crab fisheries the NPFMLC should look at the Limited Entry
system that the State af Rlaska has. The State with-in the
statutes of the law can create a point system that will not
create more vessels than are currenily fishing.

In most of the fisheries we have had @ consistent number of
vessels that have fished in the last three years. 1 encourage
the NPFMC 1o not make a system that creates more vessels

77 than are currently fishing! See attached sheet #1; Current

fleet for the BS/Al crab fisheries.

The time period which the council has chosen is done, this
includes the GOP of June 28,1989 to June 27, 1992 along
with landings in the EQP of 1/1/92 - 12/31/94. With this
multi-leveled qualifying requirements the NPFMC should be
able to fine tune the License Limitation program.

in a limited entry system the NPFMC is determining who is
economical dependent upon the resource. Those who have
fished in the GQP and the EQP and have made consistent
landings are those who rely upon the crab fisheries. The
NPFMC will be able to distinguish between vessels by
landings who is economical dependent and those who are
Just fishing one of the three years to recieve a permit.

We would like to change our winter Opilio season put fee)
reluctant to do so at this time because of a large number of

7 vessels that would enter the fisheries if this were done.
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Page #2

Once a license limitation system is in place we wiil proceed
with timed openings to increase our safetiy and to decrease
mortality of the crab stocks that are handied in cold
temperatures.

License Classes: 100,880 R single class of licenses

Nature of Licenses: 38,800 General licenses and
endorsements for each species/area combination.

a. There is a need to clean up bycatch ot crab that are caught
in @ mized fishery. Such as the Bristol Bay Red crab and
Baridi Tishery. The NPFMC has done well t{o allow the fleet to
harvest both, to reduce ocur time at sea; ineresasing our
safety; along with decreasing our expenses.

b. The NPFMC needs ta take this consideration into account!
There are areas that need to have two species attached to a
permit. The Pribilof Blue and Red crab and the RAdak Brown
and Tanner fishery. See attached #2 License Limitatian for
the BS/RI crab fishery.

License Recipients:J,88@ current oswner.
a. Except Norton Sound
b. The skipper licenses will lead into a conflict of the vessel

owners. It may be needed in the future to protect their
income but not their jabs.

Licepse Designation: 400

a. It is imperative that we mainiain the current fleet size
and historic dynamics of the fishery; which supply jobs to
skippers, crews and the onshere facilities that support them.

Who may purchase lLicenses: 1

a. | have thought about the same qualifications that applied
to the Sablie fish/ RHalibut license purchases; Crews and
owners.

b. A documented vessel will keep the woarth of the existing
vessels; which is good.

¢ WOud
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Uessei/License Linkage: 2

a. What we will do with this is to ratire our vessel into other fisheries
or Herring and Salmon tendering, keeping the permits and licenses and
then adding them to a larger vessel: that being 28% larger.

Uptions Regarding the Separability of Specles and/or Area
Designations: 3

Vessel Replacement and Upgrades:3

a. 28% will increase the size of vur pessel canslaarably.

b. Bs long as ADFG and the NPFMC maintains gear limits and vessels
not upgrading to catcher processors the structure of the fishery and
those onshore facilities will continue to esxist.

License Ownership Caps: 2

a. amended te say oniy one general license in future ownership per
individual or corporation.

b. na limit to endorsements per general license, this will enable a
vessel with a generatl license to purchase additional permits to fish.
ensuring a broader base of ecanomic income and relieving over
capitalization.

t. The amassing of permits and a fleet of vessels to a torporation is
not what | want to see happen. The vages of skippers and crews will
be affccted then, along with the control ot 1where the product goes:
Dutch Harbor, Kodiak, or the Pribilof Islands.

d. My son’s can still go by a general license and permits. This does not
amass wealth to me but spreads it out. Which is the purpose of
ensuring equal access to the fishery,

e. This is an important issue as you have known from the Sable
fish/Halibut IFQ program. In the Salmon indystry a person can own
many license’s; but has to be an the vessel at the time of fishing.



Page #4

that time. In addition a vessel can.only fish on Saimon
fishery per year.

Uesset Designation Limits: 1
a. this will maintain_ths vurrenl flsel apd protect Erews, andg

the onshore facilities that support them.

Two-Tiered Skipper License Program 1

a. This will create conflicts in the future. *The boat will not
be abie to particatpate If the skippers union does not allow
them t9.” or a price will he demanded for the hire of a crew.

Community Development Quotas 2

@: The €DA program should be used to vruule jubs.

b. The should only be allowed to be Ieased for a 3-5 year
period of time., At which time they need to be fished on a
vessel owned by the Community; and operated by Riaskan’'s
who are 25% fAlaska native by blood quantum; this being the
skipper and crew.

Other Provisions

1. The crab fisheries should not go to a IFQ system

a. We will have the canneries only custom process our crab
and then sell them our selves.

b. In 3eason management will be affected and the race for
the crab will still be on. Cateh Per Unit Effort dropping off
could stop the fishery and those who did not go fishing will
be closed down. So me will all start at thc same time. We do
not want to go fishing after the fleat has fished first angd
cleaned the “cream of the crop.” Jur expenses wlill increase
so 1 knuw ) wil not wait to go fishing.

¢. Why rescind the License Limitation program after it took
sn Inng tn implement! it ip o process (v uusure (nat thoss
left in will have catches that support their operations.

2,3. Severe penalties exist al ready in the crab fishery. It is
heccassary to revoke a licensg 4 for muitipie violations,
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4. This reporting system is a good idea and needs to be
expounded. ACC through Arni Thompson initiated a vaolunteer
observer system we could tell you more information than an
observer could. : -

a. We can tell you where crab exist, where the biomass of
crab is at.

b. The amount of females and Juvenile crab per pot;:
especially during our short seasons, :

C. Our log boaks retain the amount of times we pull a certain
average In a certain area.

d. e need to bridge the cnmmupication gap we have, illc
have observer data frem CP’s which will verify this data.

e. from what | have seen we are gver harvesting. Only what
Fecruits into a fishery should be exploited, :

9. Darious rent collections:

a. Borough tanres vary depending on each community; they
entice us to deliver to them by lowering that tax. Kodiak has
the lowest 1 or 2%, Dutch Harbor, King cove the next 2%, The
Pribilef islands 3%, then Homer as high as 5.5%.

b. Now the observer tax, or the hidden wording ta make it
legal; | can not think of it now?

¢. £0U's are a tax unless they are vessels other than those
that fish at timed openings; 7.5%. | am not against CDO’s but
only against jobs not being generated in the fishing sector;
good paying jobs, 15% for the skipper and 38% to the crew. |
would like to see the Rlaska community have these jobs. The
expenses alone will absorb a lot of the profits hiding the
income from the communities,

d. A state of Rlaska royaities tax should be in place aiso to
ensure that management has the funds needed each year. 2-
4%. R permanent fund should be created will we have the
money being generated in the fisheries. Than a 2% Rayalty
tax should be collected. After we limit the amount of
participants it is oniy right that those left in shouid pay for
the right to fish.

- . s —ar 2, :
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The various rents that are collected are off of the top of our
operations; with out expenses taken out first!?
F%+2%+7.5%+2%=14.5% off of the top. When we operate we
have fizxed expenses such as fuel, bait, food, crew,
insurance, and maintenance. | would not want to see this tax
or taxes increase more than 18%. If the COQd's become a
license and vessels that fish the same time as the rest of
the fleet than the State of fllaska and the NPFMC could
receive the remainder of the 10% tax. The Borough tax of 2-
5.5% with 2% for observer and NMFS with the remainder of
6%-2.5% going to the State of Rlaska.

6. No future super-exclusive areas will be proposed. Good.

A FOR A SN Ll Susten i BS AL Hinmy B beEneD 1N ZaDRED ALjhen
7. Dessels which qualify for- @ NPFMC license limitation
program that are lost will still be eligible for a license. Good.

The Qualifying Peried and Landing requirements are what
need to be fined tuned.

a. The NPFMC needs te have a system in place by the end of
the year.

b. Please run these different qualifying reguirements to see
if they come close to generation a fleat consistent to that
which is currently fishing.

c. Ken Griffin ADF6 has reguested the NPMC consider $we 3
proposal which is similar to the one | have submitted to you.
0. See attached License Limitation for the BS/RI crab
fisheries.
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DAVID HILLSTRAND
BOX 1500

HOMER, ALASKA 99603
(907) 235-8706

Current fleet for the BS/AI crab fisheries

Bristol Ray and Berring Sea Opilio crab
1992- 250

1993-254

1994-255

Bristo! Bay and Berring Sea Baridi crab
1992-285 |
1993-294

1994-186

Bristol Bay Red crab Adak Brown crab
1991-302

1992-281 1992-18
1993-292 1993-12
1994-Closed 1994-19

St. Matthew Blue crab Dutch Harbor Brown crab
1991-68

1992-174 1992-10

1993-92 1993.5

1994-80 1994-14

Pribilof Island Red crab
1989-1992-Closed
1993-112

1994-113

Adak Red crab

1992-12 12 fished
1993-14 12 fished
1994-29 20 fished
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¢ HOMER, ALASKR 99683 - "

o BOR 1588 : e

o (987) 235-87186

&

o LICENSE LIMITATION FOR BERRING SER, BRISTOL BRY, AND
ALEUTIAN ISLAND C€RAB FISHERIES. |

e} -

¢ 1. Three years prior ta the date of the North Pacific
Fisheries Management Council final action.

ca. 1992,1995,1994.

o b. Must have made a landing in each area for every year.

~¢. If you missed a yeoar, tha maratnrinum timne pariad af
6/28/1989-6/27/1992 will be used for that year missed.
Three landings for any species is the minimum requirement.

©

¢ 2. Bristol Bay % Berring Sea Opilio Crab.

o a. 2 landings in 1992,1993,1994; for a total of 6 landings.

¢ b. 2 Landings per year for 2 years; for 4 1andings, with 3 iandings in
1989-1992; for a total of 7 landings .

¢ €. 3 Landings in one year, with 3 landings in 1989-1992 -

¢

¢ 5. Bristol Bay & Berring Sea Baridi Crab.

© a. 1 landings in 1992,1993,1994; for a total of 3 landings.

¢ b. 1 Landings per-year for 2 years; for 2 landings, with 3 jandings in
1989-1992; for a tatal of 5 landings .

o

c 4. Bristol Bay Red Crabh.

© a. 1 landings in 1991,1992,1993; for a total of 3 landings.

¢ b. 1 Landings per year for 2 years; far 2 landings, with 3 fandings in
1989-1992; for a total of 5 landings .

o

¢ 5. St. Matthew Blue Crab.

¢ a. 1 landings in 1992,1993,1994; for a total of 3 landings.

¢ b. 1 Landings per year for 2 years; for 2 landings, with 3 landings in
1989-1992; for a total of 5 landings.

L) .

e

¢

¢ ~
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¢ page 2 of 3

> -

¢ 6. Prihilof Isiand Blue and Red crab.

° a. 1 landing in 1993,1994; for a total of 2 landings.

¢ b. Blue and Red crab together because of Bycatch and a mised species

fishery.
v t. Rud vrab were caught INClaantaiy WHh Bive crab in 1Y85-1988.

© d. These dates are not in the Moratorium.

¢ e, To solve bycatch and create a stable fleet left out of §t. Mathew
from the timed opening on September 15th. | Sl

o 1. The fisheries was overexploited; from to high of quotas, and the
CPUE drepping to low,

¢ g. The vessels that are currently fishing would be fishing it today if it
were still opened.

¢ . To clean up bycatch such as Norton Sound Red and Blue crab with
Blue crab added onto the permit. Charly Lear ADFG (987) 443-5167

¢ i. BRISTOL BAY Red and Baridi bycatch, has helped in reducing expenses
and increasing safety.

© J. Regulations in the 1994-95 RDFG Commercial Shellfish fishing
requiations. Doccuments Red and Blue crab as one permit. Page #99

o fittatched #3

3

<

¢ 7.ADAK RED CRAB

¢ a. 1 landing in 1992,1993,1984; for a total of 3 Jandingy.

© b. 1 landing per year; for 2 landings, with 3 landings in 1989-1992; for
a total of 5 landings.

&

¢ 8. Adak Brown and Baridi crab.

© a. 1 landing in 1992,1993,1994; for a totai of 3 landings.

¢ b. 1 landing per year; for Z landings, will 3 Fanuintys 1 1989-1992; 1or
a total of 5 landings.

¢ ¢. Brown and Baridi together because of Baridi Bycatch.

o |

© 9. Dutch Harbor Brown and Baridi crab.

¢ a. 1 landing in 1992,1993,1994; for a total of 3 landings.

¢ b. 1 landing per year; for 2 landings, with 3 landings in 1989-1992; for
a total of 5 landings.

<
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¢ Page 3 0f 3

o a

¢ ¢. Baridi crab are caught incidentally with Brown crab; to solve —
bycatch of Baridi crab the permit should be for hoth species.

o .

<

¢ Dutch Harbor Red crab.

© a. J landings in 1989-1992, with gualifying for Bristnl Bay Red crab, or
St. Matthew Blue crab, or Pribilof Island Blue and Red crab.

¢ b. Uessels that are not currentiy fishing for crab would gualify.

¢ €. The 58’ vessels at the Pribilof Islands would be able to fish in B.K.

¢ d. Opening on November tst to split up the Red crab fieet in Bristo!
Bay and Dutch Harbor in future seasons.

¢ e. Dutch Harbor is not in the Moratorium time period.

¢ f. The fisheries was overexploited; from to high of quotas, and the
CPUE dropping to low.

© g. The vessels that are currently fishing would be fishing It today if it

were still opened.
O
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DADID HILLSTRAND Page 1 of 3 o~
BOK 1500
HOMER, ALASKA 99683

NDRTH PACIFIC FISHERIES MANRGEMENT COUNCIL
atin: Richard Lauber

License Limitation
NPFML Newslietter

Pg.# 18 Qualifying period UODPTION #68*
Amended ta say:

A general liconse Qualifying Period (GQP) of [1/1/88-6/27/92,
and 6/28/94-6/727/95] with the additional prowision that ony
vessel which crossed over to crab from groundfish under the
proposed moraterium wauld also qualify for a General
License. UVessels meeting these requirements would also
qualify for a General License. Dessels meeting these
requirements weould receive endarsements based on landings
in the primary Endorsement Qualifying Period (EQP) of 7
1/1/92-12/31/94. Additional endorsement period between ~
6/29/88-6/25/8% will be used for Dutch Harbor Red King
Crab. To receive an endorsement for Dutch Harbor, a vessel
must also have made a landing in any federally managed crab
fishery during the primary EQP above, as well as in the 6QP.
Participants in Norton Sound Red and Blue King Crab
fisheries, and Pribilof Red and Blue King Crab fisheries wil)
be exempt from the requirements of the GQP, Nortoen Sound
must have made one landing of Red king crab between
1/1/93-12/31/94. Pribilof Red and Blue crab must have made
one landing in Red King crab each year of 1/1/93-12/3%1/94,

If option 18,088 is chosen, then a single license far all
species and areas witl be given to those vessels that made
qualifying landings in both the 6QP of (1/1/88-6/27/92, and
6/28/94-6/27/95) and in the EQP (1/1/92-12/31/94), with
the exception of Norton Sound Red and Blue King Crab fishery
and Pribilof Red and Biue King Crab fisheries.

T1d WJSE:EB S66T v "hew S@4B SEC : 'ON SNDHd WLSAS ®Kbd divoseuved | WOAS
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Dessels participation in these fisheries will be exempt from
requirements of the 60P, and must have made one tanding in
Red King crab in Narton Sound and one landing per year In
Red King crab the Pribilof between 1/1/93-12/31/94,

For option 68* Landing Regquirements for Endorsements:;

1. For option 68* the landing requirements need to be;
a.Three landings in any species during the General License
Qualifying Period of 1/1/88-6/27/92.

b. One landing in any species during an additional General
License Qualifying Period af 6/28/94-6/27/95.

¢. Tweo jandings in red and blue crab, five in opilio, and three
in Brown King crab and C. Baridi during the Endorsement
Qualifying Period of 1/1/92-12/51/94, §

d. If option 19,888 is chosen the landing requirements need
to be; two landings in red and blue crab, three in Brown King
crab, and five in aopilio, and C. Baridi. Except Norton Sound
and Pribilof Red ant Biue King crab.

Newsletter Pg.# 19 Option 78+

A general license Qualifying Period (6QP) of 1/1/88-6/27/92,
and 6/28/94-6/27/95 with the additional propision that any
vessel which crossed over to crab from groundfish under the
praposed moratorium waould also qualify for a General
License. Uessels meeting these requirements would aiso
qualify for a General License. Dessels meetiny lhese
requirements would receive endorsements based on landings
in the primary Endorsement Qualifying Period (EQP) of
6/28/89-6/27/92. Additional endorsement perind between
6/29/88-6/25/83 will be used for Dutch Harbor Red King
Crad. To receive an endorsement for Dutch Harbor, a vessel
must alse have made a landing in any federally managed crab
fishery during the primary EQP above, as well as in the 6QP.
Participants in Norton Sound Red and Blue King Crab
fisheries, and Pribilof Red and Blue King Crab fisheries will

2Td WdSE:e@ 8661 2 *REl 8948 SE2 @ "ON INCHI WALSAS Xod oTuoseued | LWOdA
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Red and Blue King crab; and must have made one landing of
Red king crab between 1/1/93-12/31/94. Pribilof Red and
Blue crab must have made ong landing in Red King crab each
year of 1/1/93-12/31/94,

It aption 10,888 is chosen, then a single license for al
species and areas will be given to those wessels that made
qualifying landings in both the GOP of (1/1/88-6/27/92, and
6/28/94-6/27/95) and in the EQP (6/28/89-6/27/92), with
the exception of Norton Sound Red and Blue King Crab fishery
and Pribilof Hed and Blue King Crab fisheries. Uessels
participation in these fisheries will be exempt from
requirements of the 6QP, and must have made one landing in
Red King crab in Norton Sound and one landing per year .in
Red King crab in the Pribilof Islands between 1/1/93-
12/31/94.

1. For option 78* the landing requirements ror Endorsements: 7
a. Three landing in any species during the General License
Qualifying Period of 1/1/88-6/27/92.

b. one landing in any species during an additional General
License Qualifying Period of 6/28/94-6/27/95,

C. one landings in red and blue crab, flve in opilio, and three
in Brown King crab and €. Baridi during the Endorsement
Qualifying Period of 6/28/89-6/27/92.

d. IT eption 18,888 is chosen the landing requirements need
to be; one landings in red and biye crab, three in Brown King
trab, and five in opilin, and C. Baridi. Except Norton Sound
and Pribilof Red and Blue King crab. Dessels participating in
these fisheries will be exempt from requirements of the 60P,
and must have made one landing of Red King crab in Norton
Sound during 1/1/93-12/31/94, and one landing per year In
Red King crab in the Pribilof Islapas during 1/1/94-12/31/95.

| would chaose option 60* with the new landing requirements.
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235 8785

FHONE NO,

Panasonic FAX SYSTEM

FROM

DRUID HILLSTRAND
BOR 1508

HOMER, ALASKA 99693
(987) 235-8706

QUALIFICATION BY

AREA/SPECIES
ARER/SPECIES

B.D. & Berring Sea/0pilio

B.B. & Berring Sea/Baridi
Bristol Bay/Red crab

Rdak/Red Crab

Adak/Brown & Baridi crab
Ductch Harbor/Brown crab
Butch Harbor/ Red crab

$t. Matthew/Biue crab
PRIBILOF/BIye £ Red crab
Norton Sound/Red and Biue crab

LANBING REQUIREMENTS
#

it

Option 78* would look like this with these landing

requirements.

YEAR

92-93-94
92-93-94
91-92-93
92-93-94
92-93-94
92-93-94
38-81-82
92-93-94

93-94

95-94

P-=l

#1
#2
#3
#3
#2
#2
#6
#3
#4
#5

¢ + GQP one landing in any species from 6/28/94-6/27/95

#2 = a. 3 Landings in specias in EQP of 6/28/89-6/27/92 b.
€. + GQP one landing In any species from 6/28/94-

#3 = a. 1 landing in species in EQP of 6/28/89-6/27/
€. + GQP one landing in any species from 6/28/

2 landings in species; 1 for each year,

#4 =

#5 = 1.landing in species for any year,

#6 = a. landings in speciés in EQP of 6/29/80- 6/25/
€. + GQP one landing in any species from 6/28/9

C

Total Dessels VES NB

* > fandings in species in EQP of 6/28/89- 6/27/92 b. + GOP of 3 landings in any species 1/1/88-6/27/92.

+ GQP of 3 landings in any species ._\_\wmuswiﬁhf
6/27/95

92 b.+ GQP of 3 landings in any species 1/1/88-§ &Nﬁﬂ“
94-6/27/95

exempt from B. 6/28/89-6/27/92 and c. 94-95

exempt from b. 6/28/89-6/27/92 and c. 94-95

83 b. + GQP of 3 landings in any species :._\wm..ﬁ&wq:mn
4-6/27/95

(
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1 235 8785

PHONE NO.

FROM : Panasonic FAX SYSTEM

BOR® 15009 reguirements.

HOMER, ALASKA 99603

(987} 235-8786
QUALIFICATION BY AREA/SPECIES i
ABRER/SPECIES YEAR L.B. Total Dessels VES NIQ
B.B. & Berring Sea/0Opilio 92-93-99 g

B.B. & Berring Sea/Baridi 92-93-94 #2

Bristol Bay/Red crab 91-92-93 3

Adak/Red Crab 92-93-94 &3

Adak/Brown & Baridi crab 92-93-94 #2

Ductch Harbor/Brown crah 92-93-94 #2

Butch Harber/ Red crab 80-81-82 #6

Si. Matthew/Blue crab 92-93-94 #3

PRIBILOF/Blue & Red crab 93-94 #4

Norion Sound/Red and Biye crab 93-94 #5

LRNDING REQUIREMENTS

#1 = a. 5 landings in species in EQP of 1/1/92-

12/31/94 b. + GQP of 3 landings in any species 1/1/88-bzf#2.

c. + GQP one landing in any species from 6/28/94-6/27/95

#2 = a. 3 Landings in species in EQP of 1/1/92-12/31/94 b. » GQP of 3 landings in any species 1/1788-¢f23f 92,
€. + GQP one landing in any species from 6/28/94-6/27/9%

#3 = a. 2 landing in species in EQP of 1/1/92-12/31/94 b.+ GQP of 3 lendings in any species _\_\masm%w\wN!
c. + GQP one landing in any species from 6/28/94-6/27/9%

#4 = 2 landings in species; 1 for each year, exempt from B. 6/28/89-6/27/92 and c. 94-95%

#5 = 1.landing in species for any year, exempt from b. 6/28/89-6/27/92 and c. 94-95

H6 =

a. 1 landings in species In EQP of 6/29/80- 6/25/83 b.
C. + GQP one landing in any species from 6/28/94-6/27/

...mavoqw_m:&:mmn:m@u_.nﬂom l_\._\wwtmq\mu\qu
g5 .



BRID HILLSTRAND

BOR 1588 - -
HOMER, ALASKA 99603

(987) 235-8786

NORTH PRCIFIC MAINAGEMENT COUNCIL
ATTEN: RICHARD LAVBER

| have chosen option 60* on page #18 pf the NPFMC
Newsletter, the landing requirement in the EQP need to be
ammended, as well as the landing requiraments in the GQP.

Here is how it would look for each area/species. Each area is
unigue and needs to be separated.

2558 it
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s 235 8785

PHONE ND.

Panasonic FRAX SYSTEM

FROM

_.h 0 HILLSTRAND Option .E.?.:oowa.._m this with these landing

BOH 1508 requirements ammended.

HOMER, RLASKA 99683

{987) 235-8706

QUALIFICATION BY AREA/SPECIES Total Desseis

AREA/SPECIES YEAR L.B. option se+
amimended

8.B. & Berring Sea/@pilie 92-93-94 #1

B.B. & Berring Sea/Baridi 92-93-94 #2 -

Bristol Bay/Red crab 91-92-93 »3

fidak/Red Crab 92-93-94 #3

Adak/Brown & Baridi crab 92-93-949 #2

Buctch Harbor/Brown crab 92-93-94 #2

Dutch Harbor/ Red crab 80-81-82 #¢6

st. Matthew/Blue crab 92-93-94 #3

PRIBILOF/Blue & Red crab 93-94 #4

Norton Sound/Red and Blue crab 93-94 #5

LANDING REQUIREMENTS for option 68* ammended

#1 = a. G landings In species in EQP of 6/38/92- 8/27/94 b.4+GEQP of 3 landings in any species 1/1/88.6/27/82
c, +nﬂv§§5§wiﬂgaxg\§§ﬂ\uﬂ

#2 = a. 3 Landings in spectes in EQP of 8/28/82-8/27/84 b.4GGP of 3 Iandings in any species 1/1/88-6/237/02
. + GGP one landing in any species from 8/28/04-6/27/96

#3 = a. 2 handing In species in RGP of 6/28/92-6/27/94 b.+GQP of 3 landings in any species 1/1/88-6/27/02
. + GEP one landing in any specles from 8/28/94-8/27/98

#4 = 2 landings in species; 1 for oach year, exempt from B. 8/28/89.6/27/92 and c. 84-95

#8 =.1 janding in speoies fir any yeat, exempt fram b, 6/28/89-6/27/92 and c. 94-98

#6 = a. 1 landings in spectes in RQP of 6/20/60- 6/25/83 b. + GGP of S landings in any species 1/1/88.6/27/92
©. + GEP onse landing in any species from G/28/94-6/27/08
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SKIPPERS FOR EQUITABLE ACCESS

June 1, 1995

Mr. Richard Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 99510 VIA FAX (907) 271-2817

Dear Mr. Lauber,

At the April meeting the Council adopted the A.P. recommendation to remove the
two tiered license proposal from the general License Limitation package. The Council
went on to say; "Future analysis of a license Jimitation program for skippers, based on the
amended program outlined by SEA, will be set on it's own time line. The Council would
prefer that this time line parallel license limitation.”

It is of grave concem to SEA that while the Council has allocated 16 hours to
license limitation during the upcoming June meeting it has not tisted the Two-Tiered
Skipper License Program as an agenda item. It is also our understanding that as of this
writing Council staff has not done any further analysis of this program. Analysis of this
option must be done in a timely fashion so that the Council can have all the information it
needs to make an informed and comprehensive decision in its efforts to rationalize our
fisheries. Failure to maintain parallel analysis of this option will make it impossible for the
Council to formulate a fair, balanced, and effective license limitation plan. This failure
could also lead to a situation where analysis of the program simply wasn't done. The SEA
membership has had no indication from the Council that it intended to avoid the analysis of
this option. In fact, to the contrary, the Council appears to have a genuine interest in
fleshing this out.

We therefore urge the Council to direct staff to continue with the anatysis of this
program and maintain the parallel nature of its consideration. Even though SEA's proposal
has been separated from the main package we feel strongly that it should be an integral
component of any license limitation plan and therefore requires timely consideration. A
SEA has stated before, we would be happy to help staff with their analysis in any way that
we can.

President SEA

1515 NWV 5 | Seattle, Washington 98107 « Phone (206) 782-4454 « Fax (206) 783-4342



License Classes (Only 1 option remains)
1,000,000 A single class of licenses.

Nature of Licenses (Only 1 option remains)

300,000* Non-severable area endorsements for the following management areas: AL BS, WG, CG+WY,
EY+SO. The endorsement would be contained under one of the following General License
Umbrellas: GOA, BSAJ or GOA/BSAI

License Recipients (Only 1 option remmns)
10,000 Current owners. _

License Designation (Choose 1 of 2 options)
5,000 Catcher vessels & catcher processors and vessel length (<60, 60-124, 125+).
,000 Same as 5,000 above, adding a gear designation to all Basteyns Gulf (EY + SO) endorsements allowing
the use of legal fixed gear only, regardless of the gear used to qualify for the endorsement.

Qualifying Period (QP) (Choose 1 of 2 options)

900™* For General Licenses, the QP is Jan. 1, 1988 - June 27, 1992, with the additional provision that any
vesse] which “crossed over’” to groundfish from crab under the provisions of the proposed moratorium
would also qualify for a General License. For vessels under 60/, the general QP is extended through
Dec. 31, 1994 for groundfish pot or jig gear — recipients must choose one area if qualified for

For General Licenses, the QP is Jan. 1, 1988 ~ June 27, 1992, with the additional provision that any

multiple areas. For Area Endorsements, the QP is Jan. 1, 1992 - Dec. 31, 1994,
~ ()

vesse] which “crossed over” to groundfish from crab wnder the provisions of the proposed moratorium
would also qualify for a Generat License. For vessels under 60, the general QP is extended through

Dec. 31, 1994 for groundfish pot or jig gear — recipients must choose one area if qualified for
multiple areas. For Area Endorsements, the QP is Jan. 1, 1988 - Dec. 31, 1994,

Landings Requirements for General License (Only 1 option remains)
60 One landing in the General QP, or qualified “moratorium cross-over™ vessels.

andings Requirements for Endorsement (Choose 1 of 6 options)
One landing in an area during the Endorsement QP.
Two landings in an area during the Endorsement QP.
,V Four landings in an area during the Endorsement QP.
. For the BSAI and for vessels < 60' {or 125) in the GOA, one landing in an area during the
Endorsement QP, For vessels 2 125' (or 60°) in the GOA, one landing in cach calendar year in an area

G{P %o dunng the Endorsement QP. This option is relevant only to QP 900,

For the BSAI and for vessels < 60' {or 125") in the GOA, two landings in an area during the
Endorsement QP. For vessels > 125’ (or 60°) in the GOA, one landing in each calendar year in an area
during the Endorsement QP. This option is relevant only to QP 900,

B* For the BSAI and for vessels < 60' (or 125" in the GOA, four landings in an area during the
Endorsement QP. For vesselsz 125° (or 60 in the GOA, one landing in each calendar year in an area
during the Endorsement QP. This option is relevant only to QP 900.

*The numbers to the left of each element fit into the larger numbering scheme outlined in earlier analyses,
These have been modified slightly from the draft motion from the April meeting,

*Starred elements represent new or modified options.

NEWSLTR#2 May 5, 1995 Pg9



‘Who May Purchase Licenses (Only I option remains)
1  Licenses could be transferred anly to “persons™ defined as those eligible to document a fishery vessel under
chapter 121, Title 46 U.S.C.

Vessel/License Linkages (Only 1 option remains)

2  Licenses may be transferred without a vessel, i.c., licenses may be applied to vessels other than the one to
which the license initially was issued, subject to license designations, and the “20% rule” contained in the
moratorium.

Options Regarding the Separability of Species and/or Area Designations (Only 1 option remains)
1  Area designations are not separable; and shall remain as a single license with those initial desipnations.

1 Replacement and Upgrades (Choose 1 of 2 options)
@eVesSdmybemphwdmmgmdedvﬁminthebomdsofmew&llmgthdedgmﬁmsandthe‘m%knle
defined in the moratorium proposed rule,
4*  Catcher-Vessels would be allowed to upgrade to caable a limited amount of processing at sea. The limit
would be set at one level within the range from 5 mt to 18 mt (round weight) per day.

Vessel Designation Limits (Only 1 option remains) :

1% A vessel which qualifies for multiple designations (i.e., both as a CV and as a CP or as both inshore
offshore) under the use restriction component will be able to participate under any designation for which
it qualifies. Vessel designations will be based on activities during most recent year of participation,
through 1994,

License Ownership Caps {Choose 1 of 2 options)
No limit on the number of licenses or endorsements which may be owned by a “person.”
No more than 5 general licenses per person with grandfather provisions.

Buy-back/Retirement Program (Only 1 option remains)
1  No Buy-back/Retirement Program,

Two-Tiered Skipper License Program (Only 1 option remains)

1* Do not implement a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program. The Council recommends that this program
should be deleted from the license limitation package at this time. Future analysis of a license limitation
program for skippers, based on the amended program outlined by SEA, will be set on iis own time line.

Community Development Quotas (Choose 1 of 5 options)

1  No CDQ allocations

2 3%of any or all BSAI groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision,

(3> 7.5% of any or all BSAI groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.
4  10% of any or all BSAI groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.

5  15% of any or all BSAI groundfish TACs for CDQs patiemed after current program w/o sunset provision.

Community Development Licenses (Only 1 option remains)

1 No Community Development Licenses.

Other Provisions (Choose any or all 8 options)

1 Licenses represent a use privilege. The Council may convert the license program to an IFQ program or
otherwise alter or rescind the program without compensation to license holders.

2 Severe penalties may be invoked for failure to comply with conditions of the license.

Pg 10 May 5, 1995 NEWSLTR#2



Aftachment I, Part 1

Licenses may be suspended or revoked for multiple violations. (The Council recommends NMFS
Enforcement consult with the Coalition for Stability in Marine Financing to address their concemns over
license revocation. )
Implement a Skipper Reporting System which reguires groundfish license holders to report skipper names,
address, and service records to NMES.
An analysis of the impact of various rent collection levels and mechanisms, and enforcement and program
implementation costs is required,
Vessels which qualified for the NPFMC license limitation program that have been lost or destroyed are still
eligible to receive eamed licenses and endorsements,
Vessels targeting non-groundfish species (salmon, crabd, etc.) that are currently allowed to land incidentally
taken groundfish without a groumdfish permit, will be allowed to continue to land bycatch amounts.
Additionally, vessels participating in the Sablefish andHnllbntIFmegramwmldeonunuetobcablcto
jand bycatch-amounts.of groundfish as speeified in regulations governing that program. -
Vessels not otherwise qualified for the license program. would be exempt but limited to.the use of jig gear
per the following provisions:
: amaximum of 5 jigging machines per vessel,
amaximum of 1 line per jigging machine, and
a maximum of 15 hooks per line.

Sunset Provisions (Choose 1 of 2 options)

2

o LAl e

unset J years after the effective date of the license program.

NEWSLTR#Z May 5, 1995 Pgl1l



MIDWATER TRAWLERS COOPERATIVE

1626 N. COAST HIGHWAY-NEWPORT, OREGON 97365

Captain R. Barry Fisher
President

Yankee Fisheries

1626 N. Coast Highway
Newpart, OR 97365
Telephone: (503) 265-9317
Telefax:  (503) 265-4557

VIKING EXPLORER

MEMBER VESSELS
May 31, 1995

A1
ALYESKA
ARGOSY Richard Lauber, Chairman
DAY ISLANDER North Pacific Fishery Management Council
BLUE FOX P. 0. Box 103136

| CAPEFALCON Anchorage, Alaska 99510
CAPE KIWANDA
g:::,m RE: Groundfish License Limitation Program/Written Comment
mn Dear Chairman Lauber:
ﬁﬁg - MTC would like the following written comments to be entered into the record
LISA MELINDA and included in the Council meeting materials relating to the Groundfish
MAJESTY License Limitation Program to be considered at the June 13 - 18 Council
MARATHON meeting.
MIS5 BERDIE -
MISS LEONA Our comments will be limited to those elements of the Groundfish License
MISS SUE Limitation Program which we believe will have the most direct impact on our
NEW LIFE members and which continue to contain multiple options. In that regard our
PACIFIC comments are as follows:
PACIFIC FUTURE
PACIFIC RAM 1. Qualifying Period. We recommend the Council adopt the same
PEGASUS qualifying period for both general licenses and area endorsements with the
PERSEVERANCE dates being from January 1, 1988 through December 31, 1994,
PERSISTENCE
PIONEER MTC represents small and medium size trawlers, generally with long fishing
RAVEN histories in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea dating back to the early 1980s,
ROSELLA MTC vessels include those vessels which have continued to be successful over
SEADAWN the long term in the fishing industry and have done so by virtue of their ability
:ri?::m to be flexible and diversify between areas and fisheries over the years. Most

MTC vessels have changed areas and fisheries several times over the past ten



Page 2
Chairman Richard Lauber
May 31, 1995

years. Experience has shown us that those vessels whose primary markets are now in the Gulf
may have to migrate to the Bering Sea as regulations and fish stocks change and, likewise,
some vessels with their primary markets in the Bering Sea may be required to be in the Gulf of
Alaska from time to time as groundfish stocks increase and the shorebased plants in the Gulf
need product. To shorten the qualifying period for area endorsements to 1992 through 1994
as opposed to 1988 to 1994 would unfairly restrict the flexibility, especially of catcher vessels,
by eliminating their catch history from 1988 to 1992, when it was primarily these same vessels
which pioneered the fisheries from the beginning of the Americanization process.

2. Landing Requirements for Endorsement. MTC endorses one landing in an area
during the endorsement qualifying period for area licenses. This option has simplicity as its
primary benefit while the analysis has not shown any significant benefits from the other
options.

Additionally, this element of the License Limitation Program contains an option which would
mandate a different landing requirement for areas in the Gulf of Alaska. Specifically, under
this option the landing requirement would have to have been made in each year during the
qualifying period for an area endorsement for vessels of a certain size. While we recognize
there are differences in the Gulf of Alaska because of the limited size of the resource and by
virtue of the fact that many Guif communities are almost 100% dependent upon the Gulf
resource being processed ashore, we believe that it is vessels such as those in our organization
that shoreside plants in the Gulf will be dependent upon for their product. Therefore, if the
Council desires to establish a more restrictive landing requirement for the Gulf it should be
limited and applied only to those vessels in excess of 125 feet for the following reasons:

a. It is the small and medium size vessels under 125 feet that require the
maximum ability to diversify and move between fisheries as circumstances change because, for
the most part, they do not process at sea.

b.  Itisthe small and medium size vessels under 125 feet that from the early days
of the Joint Venture fisheries that had the major impact on pioneering the fisheries in the Guif
of Alaska, as well as the Bering Sea.

c. It is the vessels in excess of 125 feet which have the greatest potential, because
of their large harvesting and processing capabilities, to adversely impact limited resources in
the Gulf.

d. It is diversified vessels such as those RSW catcher boats under 125 feet that
shorebased plants in the communities in the Gulf of Alaska will be most dependent upon as the
stock sizes and components change over the years.

3. Vessel Replacements and Upgrades. MTC supports the replacement and upgrade
limit within the bounds of the vessel iength designations and the 20% rule as defined in the
Moratorium. Additionally, but within the restrictions of the 20% rule, vessels should be
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allowed to add limited processing capability to allow these vessels to maintain thejr ability to
change and diversify as times require. A reasonable limit to be placed on processing at sea
would be 18 metric tons per day (round weight).

Again, diversification is the key to success for small and medium size catcher vessels. Many
catcher vessels have been built or rebuilt with the ability to add limited processing in the
future, not with the view towards increasing effort or harvest capability but rather with the
view towards diversification in the event vessels are not able to obtain markets for available
fish resources. By limiting the amount of processing at sea to 18 metric tons per day it would
assure that the harvesting capacity of the fleet would not increase and would also provide
adequate protection to existing processors so that they would continue to be able to acquire
their necessary processing needs. Additionally, since there is no restriction prohibiting
processors from acquiring harvesting capacity, they should have no legitimate objection to
harvesters having a limited right to add processing capacity. The intent being is that the levels
of processing permitted under this provision would allow catcher vessels to survivein a
difficult environment where adequate processing and markets were not otherwise available but
not at the same time be of such a level that would stimulate huge amounts of additional capital
investments in processing.

4, Community Development Quotas. It is our position that there should be no further
CDQ allocations in addition to those currently provided under the inshore/offshore regulation
as it relates to pollock. While we recognize the difficulties facing many Alaska natives and

villages, this problem is one which should be financed by the state of Alaska and the nation as
2 whole and not solely or primarily by the fishing industry. '

5. Sunset Provisions. It is our position that the regulation, once adopted, should not
sunset until an additional regulation or Comprehensive Rationalization Plan is actually adopted
and by its provisions replaces that which the Council adopts as a License Limitation Program,
To provide for an automatic sunset after a specified period of time will only add to instability
within the fisheries and continue to tie up the Council's time dealing with allocation and )
contentious issues between industry groups. It is our feeling that the Council should shift its
efforts away from allocation issues to those issues relating to controlling bycatch, requiring

full utilization of the resource and other regulations involving responsible stewardship of the
resource so as to truly achieve comprehensive rationalization of the fisheries.

Sincerely,
MIDWATER TRAWLER COOPERATIVE
A
o
gty 7 :

R. Barry Fisher Fred A. Yeck
President Vice President
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Mr. Richard Lauber, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, AK 99510

RE: Buy Back Program in the Crab and Groundfish License Limitation Programs
Dear Rick,

We are aware that the Council has chosen to not include an option for a Buy
Back/Retirement (Buy Back) Program in the list of Preferred Alternatives for any License
Limitation Program for groundfish and crab that may be adopted by the Council, and
recommended to the Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) for implementation.

The exclusion of the option for a Buy Back Program was recently the topic of a discussion

-with potential participants in a License Limitation Program for crab and groundfish. It was
felt that an attempt should be made to provide the Council with some further observations
relative to the possible details and potential benefits of a Buy Back Program.

We respectfully request that the Council include a Buy Back/Retirement provision in any
License Limitation Program for groundfish and crab that may be adopted by the Council.

L . General Recommendations

A We recommend that the Council establish, institute or sanction the option of a Buy
Back Program for Licenses that are created or issued under any License Limitation Program
that is developed and recommended by the Council.

B. It is essential that a Buy Back Program be designed, funded, governed and managed
by the class of such persons who wili own such Licenses {“License Holders") as may be
created as part of a License Limitation Program.

C. The Council should clearly authorize the License Holders to design, fund, govern
and manage any authorized Buy Back Program free from the control of the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS).

D. The funding of a Buy Back Program should not rely upon any federal monies to fund
the design, structure or operation of the Buy Back Program. Our concept incorporates the
vision that all funding will come from the class of License Holders that is created as part of
any License Limitation Program that may be approved. We envision that the Buy Back
Program works best if the License Holders pay for it.

E. Conceptually, we suggest that the Alaska Statutes and Regulations that govern the
establishment, structure, operation and funding of the Nonprofit Aquaculture Associations in
the State of Alaska may provide some useful examples for options that may be employed
relative to the structure and operation of a Buy Back Program.
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i Specific Recommendations e

A. The provision that the Buy Back Program should be a corporation that consists of
Members, a Membership and a Board of Directors that are made up of only the class of
License Holders who own such Licenses as may be created as part of a License Limitation
Program.

B. The provision for the election of a Board of Directors of the Buy Back Program, and
the provision that such Board of Directors shall consist of License Holders who must be
elected by and from among the class of License Holders who own such Licenses.

C.  The provision that each License Holder shall cast only one vote for each License that
is owned by such License Holder.

D. The provision that the Buy Back Corporation shall be managed and directed by a
Board of Directors.

E The provision of authority to the Buy Back Corporation to establish an assessment,
tax, fee or other funding mechanism to fund a Buy Back Program. Such funding mechanism
must be designed, approved and governed by the License Holders.

F. The provision that the revenues that are collected as a result of any funding
mechanism that may be established under The Buy Back Program must be generally
restricted for use only for the purchase of such Licenses as may be created as part of a
License Limitation Program, and for the general administration of the Buy Back Program.

G. The provision that the revenues that may be coliected as a result of any funding
mechanism that may be established under the Buy Back Program must be under the control
of the License Holders and the Board of Directors of the Buy Back Program, and that such
revenues must be owned by the Buy Back Program.

H. The provision that any sale, any change in ownership, or any transfer of ownership of
a License will be governed by the Buy Back Program. Further, such provisions that shall
provide that the Buy Back Program shall have the first right of refusal to purchase any
License that is the subject of any sale, any change in ownership, or any transfer of
ownership of a License (the specific provisions of what constitutes "any sale, any change in
ownership, or any transfer of ownership" should be defined).

L The provision that all Licenses that are purchased by the Buy Back Program must be
permanently retired.

J. The provision that the Board of Directors of the Buy Back Program shall adopt
provisions to ensure that the "fair market value” is paid for any License that is purchased
(i.e., retired) by the Buy Back Program.

)
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i, Rationale

A A Buy Back Program provides flexibility and tools that are necessary to ensure that
License Limitation will be workable, that it will achieve all that it is capable of achieving, and
to ensure that it addresses the management challenges in the crab and groundfish
fisheries. The Buy Back Program is an initiative that will enhance the flexibility and success
of a License Limitation Program.

B. A Buy Back Program would improve the management of those fishery stocks that are
under the jurisdiction of the NPFMC, and that may be subject to any License Limitation
Program that the Council may recommend to the Secretary.

C. The inclusion of a Buy Back Program has great use, potential and benefits for any
License Limitation Program that the Council may recommend to the Secretary.

. Conclusions

A We note that the concept of a Buy Back Program that we have proposed may be .
madified by the addition of several other positive and useful suggestions that may come
from other sources.

B. A Buy Back Program can help ensure that License Limitation in the crab and
groundfish fisheries is a successful soiution. We hope that the Council is open to embrace
all options (i.e., Buy Back Program) that have a reasonable potential to contribute to the
consequence that License Limitation performs as efficientiy as possible for the benefit of the
resource, fishermen, processors, consumers and agencies.

C. We reiterate that a Buy Back Program should clearly permit the License Holders to
design, fund, govern and manage any such Buy Back Program, and that it should be free
from the control of NMFS.

D. As a matter of conservation and management policy that is correctly addressed in the
License Limitation Program, and to address the management challenges of the groundfish
and crab fisheries off Alaska, we respectfully request that you clearly estabiish, institute and
sanction a Buy Back Program as a tool that should be included in a License Limitation
Program.

Thank you for your consideration of the issues that we submit in this comment.

Sincerely,
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NOME FISHERMEN'S ASSOCTATION POSITION STATEMENT OPPQOSING
VESSEL LICENSE LIMITATIONS FOR NORTON SOUND CRAB FISHERIES.

Presented to the North Pacific lisherics Management Council at the Junc 1995 Mceting in
Dutch Llarbor, Alaska.

Nome I'ishermen’s Association, Box 747, Noma, Alaska 99762
Tel, 907-443-5352 'ax 907-443-5014.

Summary Statement

‘The Nome l'ishermen’s Association opposcs vessel license limitations for erab fisheries in
the Northern District including Norton Scund. The Counecil’s intent in superexclusive
desipnation for Norton Sound red King crab during the 1993 and 1994 scasons was to
allow participation by rural Aleskan fishermen, "The CDQ program was also intended to
open access to Lering Sca fisherics to residents of coastal communitics. In contrast to
many of the other Bering Sea fisherics, the Norton Sound red king crab fishery is currently
undercapitalized. Limiting ontry into the fishery at this time would severely hinder efforts
by local fishermen to acquite adequate fishing vesscls and would preclude many local
residents from future participation in the fishery, Although we do not want to scc Norton
Sound fisherics follow the pattern of overcapitalization seen in the rest of the Bering Sca,
we have not had sufficient time to gear up to enter a fishery that wag for all practical
purposcs unavailable to local fishermen prior to 1993. We are coneerned about the
potential for excessive fiture competition from non-local boats which will be excluded
from crab fisherics in other parts of the Bering Sca by the vessel license limitation program
and would support Council action to limit ncw cntry into the fishery by non-local
fishermen. llowever, we conclude that the vessel license limitation program as proposed
would prevent most of our members from taking part in a crab fishery which occurs within
a few milcs of our community.

History Of The Norton Sound Red King Crab Fishery

Background

Norton Sound residents have harvested red king crabs for pencrations for subsistence and
unrcgulated commereial trade. The bulk of the harvest was taken in the winter through the
sca ice. In the late 19707s Nome fishermen lobbicd for the establishment of a recognized
commereial harvest. These proponents wanted to avoid domination of the new fishery by
the large Lering Sca crab flect and advocated that the commereial harvest be taken in fhe
winter. Nevertheless, the first repulated commercial fishery that occurred in 1978 was a
summer harvest which was in fact dominated by large boats from outside Norton Sound.
In subscquent years the non-local crab flect continued to cxploit Norton Sound crab stocks
in summer with insipnificant participation by local fishermen.

Lixcessive summoer harvests in the carly 1980°s peaking at 3 million pounds severcly
impacted the ability of local commercial and even subsistence fishermen to harvest crabs in
winter, “There were several aticmpts to mitigate this situation through rcgulations
implemented in the 1980°s. Nearshore waters were closed to summer commercial

p. 2 of 4
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crabbing, although in some years the closed watcrs were opened by ADI'G managers in
order to facilitate the harvest of crabs. Many winter fishermen and erab rescarchers and
managers are of the opinion that commercial harvests in the summer scason continuc to
nepatively impact the ability to harvest ¢rabs in the winter season.

A forty pot limit was imposed to make the fishery more manageable which tended fo
discourage participation by large vesscls,

Superexclusive Registration

‘The most significant regulatory change for local fishermen came in 19)3 when the fishery
was designated superexclusive, ‘That regulation along with the 40 pot limit appearcd to
open the door to participation by local fishcrmen. llowcver, understanding of the now
repulations was sketehy and there was little time to acquire boats and gear up to enter the
fishery prior to the season opening. Only 2 Norton Sound boats fished in 1993 and onc of
them was an open plywood skiff, Neither boat took a significant harvest. Another
development that discouraged investment in the new fishery by locals was a challenpe by
the Scattle based Alaska Crab Coalition and before the 1993 scason was over the
superexclusive desipnation was climinated.

In late spring 1994 superexelusive registration was reinstated for the Norton Sound king

crab fishery. Little time was available for local fishormen to locate and purchasc boats and 2
gear for the 1994 scason and there was concern that supcrexelusive repistration would

again be overtumed. The majority of the 18 Nome and Norton Sound boats that

participated in the fishery in 1994 were marginally suited to crabbing; most of them open

herring skiffs, Light of the local boats arc 30 fect or less. Boats from Nomc and other

Norton Sound communitics together took only 18% of the 1994 harvest,

License Limitations

If a vesscl license limitation program is implemented for Norton Sound bascd solely on a
history of partictpation in the summers of 1993-94 as proposcd, only a fow licenses will
go to Nome residents who historically have fished primarily in the winter scason.
Although some local residents took part in the derby style summer seasons during 1978-
1992 it has not been practical for us to compete with the non-local crab flect prior to the
1993 scason when superexclusive registration was first required.

Summary and Recommendations

‘The members of the Nome I'ishermen’s Association unanimously opposc the
implementation of a liccnsc limitation program for Northern District fisherics at this time
according to any of the options we have scen.  Although we would support regulations
which would avoid future overcapitalization and would allow for substantial participation
by local fishcrmen, we sce the following problems with the vessel license limitation

propram as drafted:
N
1. Itis designed to correct a vessel overcapitalization problem which docs not exist in -
Norton Sound.

2
Nome liishermen’s Asso¢iation



To: NFFMC o From: Tim Smith 6-7-95 E:B82am p. 4 of 4

2. No credit is given for a history of participation by local commercial fishcrmen in the
winter scason,

3. Itis inconsistent with previous Council actions intended to promote local resident
participation in Bering Sca fisherics (CDQ’s, superexclusive registration).

We recommend that if the NPI'MC intends to proceed with the vesscl license limitation
program for the Bering Sca that the Northern District including Norton Sound be
excluded. Althouph there may be a need to limit entry in the future, our goal is to develop
local capacity to harvest and process local fisherics resources and the vesscl license
limitation as drafted would scriously interfere with this cffort.

3
Nome liishermen’s Association
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June 6, 1995
VIA DHL EXPRESS MAIL

Mr. Steven Pennoyer

Director of the Alaska Region

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA
P.O. Box 21668

Juneau, AK 99802-1668

Mr. Richard Lauber

Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4th Avenue, Room 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

RE: June Meeting -- License Limitation (Agenda ltem C-2)
Dear Gentlemen:

As a pioneer in the Americanization of the North Pacific ground fish industry with a
significant investment in three factory trawlers and a secondary processing and cold
storage facility, Royal Seafoods, Inc. (Royal) has a continuing interest in the sound
management of this resource. As such, Royal has supported the Council’s efforts to
impose a moratorium on new entrants in order to transition to a more rational
management system. Royal welcomed the recent publication of implementing
moratorium regulations. Unfortunately the license limitation components scheduled for
consideration at this month's Council meeting - as near as they can be understood --
do not move the ball forward. They are realistically no more effective than the
moratorium, yet they are far more complicated, virtually impossible to fully understand
and an unnecessary diversion away from making reasonable progress toward
rationalization of this fishery through a quota share plan.

Earlier in the Comprehensive Rationalization Planning process the Council identified 14
discrete problem areas, ranging from overcapitalization to bycatch and human safety
issues. Other than defining who is in and who is out of the fishery, the proposed
license limitation system does no more than the moratorium in addressing these
problems.
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After spending more than three years in developing the moratorium, it is now hard to
understand why a new licensing system, that involves an even more exhaustive review,
but no improvement in soiving the problem statement, is even under consideration,
especially when it significantly changes the parameters of the moratorium. It is
narticularly troubling where the licensing options number in the tens of thousands,
where the analysis is so complex as to make it almost impossible to assess the impact
on a given player, and where components keep changing. As recently as May 5, the
Council's newsletter reported the most recent changes indicating that the two options
under consideration for the most important of all the components -- the Qualifying
Pericd -- were both marked with an asterisk indicating "new or modified options”.

Even now, less than a week before the Council meeting, the staff's final analysis of the
preferred options has not been received by those in the industry, Such a sequence of
events does not allow for a fair opportunity to analyze or a meaningful period to
comment by those who are likely to be affected.

For example, the heart of the license limitation system is the determination of the
Qualifying Period (QP) and the related area endorsements. For some unexplained
reason, however, the qualifying dates are different from the moratorium (both the 900
and the AOD QP options use a 1/1/88 — 6/27/92 date whereas the moratorium uses a
1/1/88 -- 2/8/92 period). (Between the two options, Royal supports the AQD option
since it is closer to the moratorium.) What's more, qualification under the QP period
does not help if you do not have an area endorsement, and those have even different
dates -- both options allow participation through 12/31/94. This creates the possibility
of ending up with an "empty umbrella” having met the QP requirement, but failing to
qualify for an endorsement. As a result, participants may be forced to stack licenses
and endorsements to stay in the fishery. Finally, the landing requirements add another
level of complication, particularly since half of the six options are marked as "new or
maodified”.

The complexity of these options, combined with the fact that they continue to change,
means it is virtually impossible to make a meaningful assessment of their future impact
on participants in the fishery. The Council and the industry would be better served if
the moratorium were allowed to do what it was intended to do, and the Council devoted
its time and energy to developing a quota share plan that has some chance of
addressing the real issues identified in the Problem Statement that got the current
process underway in the first place.
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We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments.
Sincerely,

ROYAL SEAFOODS, INC.

) 7

“Stoat W, LGoney
President and CEQ
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Mr. Richard B. Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, Ataska 99510

June 8th, 1995
Dear Mr. Lauber:

I's been 4 years how since sericus discussion of the Comprehenasive
Rationalization Plan got underway. At that time ITQs were viewed by the
council tamily as by far the most effective solution fo 14 of the 18 most
pressing problems idantifisd at that timo.  Even though the Dept of
Commerce warnad the Councll that & markst-drivan queta oyoteam must
replace Inshore-Offshore when It expired in 1985, we have saon llitle
progress since then. As a resuit the councH is discussing the extension of
inshore-Offshore to fill the vacuum. The Moratorium Is several years too
late and License Limitation is now being considered even though It Is
believed by most to solve few of the concerns in the North Pacific. The
onst in Councll, NMFS. and_industry time and effort spent on License
Liullallve 16 Sasrmsus sensidoring tho minimal hanatits tn ha QRINGG,

We have heard that Inshore/Offshore needs to be rolied over to preserve
mgtabllity” in the groundfish fisherles. We have also heard that
implemantation of all phases of CRP is the ultimate goal of the Gouncil.

Fur e stability of Amorican Seafoods and the rest nf the industry, we
need the assurance that this vieion will be completed as promised. Since
beth the ululv ol Alasks and the Gnunoil have affirmed that this is anly the
first stage of Comprehensive ARatlonalization and that a market-drlven
quola managsment ayoctom i the second staga, ita time for the Councll to
demonstrate its committment by agreelng to a specific date for submitting
an 1w pian 1o NMPS, (sl date baing he later than June 30th, 1986.

There is no reason to procesd with discussion of License Limitation when
our time can be more wisaly spsnt elsswhere. Even In '8 present furmm,
License Limitation needs substantlally more work before even a small
sagmont of the Industry will find it acceptable. At the most, a license
program shouid uuly bs a bridge to 1TQa and should be limited tn mirrating

ﬂ AMERICAN SEAFOODS COMPANY

Markat Prace Towsr 2025 First Ave.  Suite 900 Seatrls, Washington 88121
{206) 448-0300 FAX (205) 448-0303
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the Moratotlum. But zongldered as a temporary program and consldering the
avaliable options of the Licenss Limitation program on the agenda for the
June Councll meeting, we racommend tha following:

-option numbar one-one landing in an area for "Landing Requirements for
Endorsaments®.

-the qualifying period of Jan, 1, 1888-Dac. 31, 1094 for "Area
Endorsements®.

-no limit on the number of licenses ownad under “License Ownership Caps®.
.no CB& allucalions unlsss an ITQ cystem 8 aiso approvad

-duration of the License Limitation program should only be tor the period of
time necessary to bridge the gap to 1TGs, one to two years at the most.

We could search for years and years and still not find a pertect
Mmansgemant plan, it'c uniikely that a plan axiata that wiil "please all the
poople ail the time", but I1GJR come closur {hun anything elee. Tho foare ot
wholesale harm due to {TQs have no foundation in practice. Recent quota
transfers of halibut/aablefish IFQs have been to the benefit of Alaskans,
not non-Alagkans. Alaskans hold 63% of the hailbut quota shares and 40%
of the blackcod quota shares, most of those shareholders are small boat
owners. Canadian halibut ITQe are In their second yaar nuw aid support by
the fishermen Is almost unanimous; higher prices, a mere consistent supply
of higher quality product to the consumer, and safer fishing practices are
occurring. Fears of gieady quota holders influencing managemant in
increase harvest lavels have not proved to be the case for the Atlantlc surf
clam and ocean guahog fisheries as the guotas have baen reduced 10 and
12.6 percent for 1995 desplte sclentific vvidence that suggooto Increases
are appropriate. In the Atlantic wreckfish ITQ fishery, prices have
ingreased, effort has been reduced, new entrants have bsen able to enter
the fighery, concern for the fuluie Of thé rssourcs hao Increased, and small
boats have Increased thelr presence, Closer to home, the CDQ program has
shown that Individual quotas help to reduce bycatcliand discards.

Without the final phase of CRP being completed the Industry is no better
off than It was under the open access guota system of 4 years ago, let's get
on with implementation of ITQs and more rational fisheries.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Jag Jacobs

Director of Government Affairs
Amarican Seafoods Co.
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June 8, 1995

Richard B. Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, AK 99501

RE: License Limitation Alternatives, Agenda Item C-2
Dear Chairman Lauber:

North Pacific Fishing, Inc. operates the vessel F/V American No. 1 in the Bering Sea and
Gulf of Alaska and will be significantly affected by the proposed revised moratorium.
Our vessel was built in 1979 specifically for the North Pacific crab fishery and has an
extensive history in both crab an groundfish during the 1980's through to the present day.

We have commented on the revised moratorium laying out the inequity of the revised.
/"=  plan. Specifically troubling is the revised qualification period which excludes vessels
: with a crab history and admits vessels with no crab or groundfish history into both
groundfish and crab. The Council is now preparing to approve final alternatives for
license limitation which will make these inequities permanent. This is an inappropriate
action which will perpetuate the Council's original error.

In crafting license limitation, the Council must consider both history and dependence on
the resource. A vessel's dependency on fishing options is demonstrated when fishing
conditions change and it must, but can no longer, return to the fishery for which it was
designed and built. The character of the fisheries change annually and will continue to do
so. The Council's Supplemental Moratorium Analysis agrees with this assertion and
referred to it as "particularly prescient” in view of the Bering Sea crab stocks
(Supplemental Analysis, page 10) when arguing that, due to necessity, vessels without
past participation should be allowed to enter the crab and groundfish fisheries under the
moratorium. The flaw in the Council's rational is that vessels with a fishing history in the
North Pacific are excluded by the same action that allows new vessels into the crab and
groundfish fisheries.

Since the Council has recognized that dependence on a fishery does not mean fishing for
cach and every species each area each and every year, the Council should not mandate
~ this sort of participation for vessels seeking continued participation in the crab and
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groundfish fisheries. It certainly should not seek to impose these limits based on size thus
affecting vessels unequally.

The Council should either correct these inequities by restoring the license qualifying
period to the original qualifying period (1980 - 1992) and provide licenses to vessels with
a both a past history in the licensed fishery and continued participation in any Council
managed fishery, or delay further action on license limitation until the Secretary has acted
on the revised Moratorium.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,

Mﬁ%ﬁ

Rudy A. Petersen
CEO
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Mr. Rick Lanber, Chairman
- PO, Box 103136

North Pacific Fishery Managecment Council ax Tetter sent to

Anchorage, AK 99801 907-271-2817

RE: 1.fcense Limitation Plian
Dear Mr. Lauber and Council Members,

1 would like to inform the Council about some pot gear developments that deserve
some consideralion as you address the License Limitation plan.

- Myself and other interested parties have been working with gear researcher Chris
Bublitz over the past 2 years to get funding for a flatfish pot project. We recently
received some Jimited funding to help conduct a brief fishing trial in areas close to
Kodiak this fall. The plan involves getting the video equipment in September with
fishing done in October and November, The project is Eimited in scope and
duration but we hope it will provide the foundation for some continuing work in
developing pot gear for various flatfish fisheries that are currently constrained by
the trawl bycatch of crab and halibut.

Pot gear has proven to be very clean in it's pursuit of Pacific cod in both the GOA
and BS/AL The Council has recognized this and provided the pot fishery an
exemption from halibut PSC caps in both fisheries. Data through May 27, 1995
shows the following: In the GOA, pot gear caught 15,298 mt of P-cod with only 15,5
mt of halibut mortality; in the BS/AI fishery, pot gear caught 13,333 mt of P-cod
with only 3,7 mt of halibut mortality. Mortailty of crab in the BS/Al P-cod pot
fishery is less than 2 tanner crab per metric ton of P-cod while king crab mortality is
much less, Pot gear can be designed o be selective in it's pursuit of a target species
through numerous means such as entrance size restrictions, web size requirements,
and other modifications. Another big advantage of pot gear is it's ability to keep the
target catch, as well as any bycatch species, alive and unharmed, until the pot is
pulled. The mortality rate for bycatch caught in pot gear is very low as can be seen
from the catch and bycatch statistics above.

T wonld like to propose that provisions be included in any licensing plan that will

aliow for the future development of pot fisheries for groundfish. This relatively new
gear type has proven itself very clean and it is expected that similar results can be
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expected when other flatfish spesics such as Qellowﬁn and rock sole arc targeted. It
would be unfortunate if suitable vessels were excluded in a future license limitatio
plan due to the doveloping nature of such o new fishery. '

I would like to suggest that the Council allow limited crossovers by crab vessels into
the groundfish fishory providing they only used pot gear. This is similar.in concept
¢o the moratorium’s final wording as suggested by NMFS. That is, crab vesscls that
made erab landings in the licensc limitation plan's qualifying period, would be
allowed to engage in fisherics for groundfish, as long as they only used pois, even if
they had net made 2 groundfish landing during the qualifying period. This wounld
be consistent with the NMFS moratorium wording and allow for the development of
this fishery if it proves 1o be ¢clcan and economically viable.

Sincerely,

L3 Wi

Ed Wyman

SPECIALTY PRODUCTS FOR FISH AND SHELLFISH POTS
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June 7, 1995

Chairman Richard Lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 - West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, AK 99501

RE. REQUEST FOR GROUNDFISH LICENSE LIMITATION CP DESIGNATION
TO BE AS OF DATE OF COUNCIL APPROVAL AND NOT RETROACTIVE

Dear Mr. Lauber & Council Members:

o~ 1 am owner/operator of the 180' C/P Pacific Knight, a vessel which has been in the
Alaskan groundfishery, as a catcher only, since the 1988 TV days & who, today, ts
threatened by the Council's proposed C/P license limitation. Up until this past winter,
this vessel was strictly a catcher boat without any bonafide, identifiable market, which is
never, ever a good position to be in!

This past year & a half we have been abie to secure some financing which., along with our
own scrimped monies, has allowed us to freeze and add value 1o the various species we
target. Now, instead of 7 - 12 cents per pound, we are able to sell some of our product
on the open, independent market for 50 cents. Perhaps more importantly, we are able to
keep this vessel & crew operating many more months than previously. We stepped up this
past winter & gambled the works that our limited C/P vision would pay off. In April of
this year, we finally made our first frozen product delivery. Like the many other small
C/P's out there, we aren't cutting a fat hog, but we are keeping the vessel & crew busy &
able to show a very small profit & keep operating!

Very pointedly, then, we ask the Council NOT choose implementation retroactively to
December, 1994, & our reasoning & plea are as follows;

1) Our limited production will not materially affect either on or off shore operations and
our ¢atch requirements are not met by the 18 ton proposed allocation,

14313 S.E. May Valley Rd., Renton, WA 98059 (206) 226-7830 FAX (206) 226-6222
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2) Our operations will continue to support Dutch Harbor infrasteysture as well as
empioying Alasksn fishermen & processord.

3) Support the Ashormen who have dedicated their Hves to & difcult balance of family,
fisheries, finances, and eavironmental management.

4) Choosing the alternetive to implent upon the Council approval date is consistent with
the Council's past actions.

5) Possible legal ramifications mightt be involved & complicate wltimate approval.
Therefore 1 ask respectfully that the Councll only consider any such action.
Respectfully submitted,

Dafids

Dan Stabbert
and 21 Crewmenmbers of the C/P Pacific Kaight
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PACIFIC EASTERN FISHERIES, INC.

1101 N. Northiake Way, Suite 5
Seattla, WA 98103
Telephone (208) 547-2515
Fax (206) 847-2001

) ECEIVIE
June 8, 1995 JUN - 8 1995

Richard Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management council
605 W 4th Ave

Anchorage, AK 99501

RE: F/V Liberty Bay, License Limitation
Dear Mr. Lauber;

Pacific Eastern Fisheries, Inc., owns and operates the Liberty Bay, a 177 freezer
longliner formerly known as the Aretic Sounder.

In order to qualify under the Moratorium, the vessel left Seattle on January 2, 1992, with
the aim of fishing for Pacific cod in the GOA and BSAI. She did harvest cod in the GOA
before the moratorium qualifying date, which at that time was January 15, 1992.
Immediately thereafter, the vessel suffered serious mechanical failure and was forced to
retum to port. We were advised that since the vessel bad harvested cod off Alaska, she
would be qualified to fish in both, the GOA and BSAIL under the moratorium.

Relying in good faith on this qualification, our company made major repairs to the vessel's
engines, generators, and refrigeration system. Tt was a significant investment of both time
and money - the vessel could not return to the grounds until after the "extended"
moratorium cutoff date of June 27, 1992,

Since the vessel was excluded from the GOA cod fishery by Inshore/Qffshore, we have
since operated in the BSAJ cod fishery. The Nature of Licenses discussion under
License Limitation, Council Newsletter, June 5, 1995, pp. 13-14, suggests that we
would not be given a General License to fish in the BSAI, since we did not fish there
during the General Qualifying Period, Needless to say, this would put us out of business.
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Obviously, we have relied, in good faith, on the Council's moratorium policy, and have .
mvested heavily in the cod fishery. To exclude us at this point, after we have complied '
wilh Cuwnil guidelines, ssems both unthlr and unjust, 'We hope you will reconstder tius
clement of the License Limitation program - we cannot imagine that you intend to put
vessels like ours cut of business.

Sincerely,

Khee Park
President

TOTAL P.82



June 5, 1995

Mr. Richard B. Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P.0O. Box 103136

Anchorage, AK 99510

Re:  Agenda Item C-2 - License Limitation

ALASKA OCEAN SEAFOOD

LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

Dear Mr. Lauber:

I am writing on behalf of Alaska Ocean Seafood Limited Partnership. Through my companies,
I have an ownership interest in Alaska Ocean. I am also General Manager of that company, and
principal captain of the surimi factory trawler ALASKA OCEAN. I have been involved in the Alaska
crab and groundfish fisheries for some 25 years, and have owned and operated vessels engaged in the
pollock fisheries since 1982,

We have reviewed the preferred options identified by the Council at its April 1995 meeting,
and we are concemned that (1) some options are inconsistent with the Moratorium; (2) some options
will exacerbate overcapitalization; and (3) the selected options simply do not address the problem of
overcapitalization in the industry. Our specific concerns are set out below.

1. Qualification Requirements.

a

Dates. Some three years ago, the Council placed the public on notice that fishing
activity after June 24, 1992 could well be irrelevant to inclusion in any future
limitation or allocation management schemes. As recently as last December, the
Council refused to bow to NMFS pressure to extend the qualifying period for the
Moratorium beyond that 1992 date. Yet, the Council has now narrowed its qualifying
period options for area endorsements to two, each of which would permit
qualification on the basis of landings made afier the Moratorium cut off date. Even
worse, the Council has identified preferred options that would exclude activities
during the Moratorium qualifying period while including activities undertaken after
that period.

Specifically, we take issue with Qualifying Period Options 900 and A00 and with
Landing Requirements Options 9, A, and B. Each of these Options would permit
qualification for area endorsements based on landings that occurred after June 24,
1992. In addition, Options A0Q, 9, A, and B would actually preclude qualification on

241571 Avenue « P.O. Box 190 + Anacortes, WA 98221
Phone: {206) 293-675% « Fax: [206) 293-6232 + Telex: 883481



Mr. Richard B. Lauber

June 5, 1995
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the basis of landings occurring during the Moratorium qualifying period. On the one
hand, then, these Options make a mockery of the Council’s announced cut-off date.
On the other hand, the Options completely ignore the reliance interest of those who
qualified under the Moratorium and had every right to expect that they would be
allowed to continue the activities in which they engaged during the Moratorium

qualifying period.

We frankly see no reason for an area qualification period that differs from the
qualifying period for a general license, and view the dual qualifying periods as adding
yet another unnecessary complication to an already over-complicated program, We
urge the Council to adopt a single qualifying period of January 1, 1988 to June 27,
1992, for both general licenses and area endorsements. If, however, the Council
remains insistent upon extending the area endorsement qualifying period through
1994, we urge the Council to adopt Option A, which at least leaves some residual
validity to the Moratorium.

Landing Requirements. We have noted above our objection to Options 9, A, and B
because they allow qualification only during years that are outside the Moratorium
qualification period. In addition, we believe that there is a fundamental unfairness in
the proposed definitions of “landing™ for different industry sectors.

Specifically, the proposed definition for a catcher vessel effectively would give a
catcher vessel credit for a landing every time it makes a delivery. On the other hand,
a factory trawler would be credited with a landing only once a week, regardless of the
amount of fish harvested and processed during that time.

A typical catcher vessel makes about three deliveries a week. To credit fairly a
factory-trawler’s activities during that same period, the Council should view each
Weekly Report as constituting three landings. We respectfully request that the
Council adopt a definition of landing that is consistent with this principle.

2. Overcapitalization.

This council has long recognized that the fundamental problem facing the groundfish industry
is overcapitalization, a2nd we would expect the Council’s efforts to be directed toward solving
that problem. The Counil’s suite of preferred options and components certainly will not have
that effect. This is both unfortunate and inevitable, since a license limitation program no
matter how structured cannot have that effect. The only viable solution to the problem of
overcapitalization is true comprehensive rationalization through implementation of an ITQ
program.
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There is no doubt that a license limitation program is a far cry from tre rationalization of the

fisheries. The September 18, 1994 EA/RIR makes this abundantly clear:

- “None of the conditions necessary for a-license limitation program to generate
economic benefits appears to exist in the fisheries for which license limitation is being
considered.” EA/RIR at E-7.

- “In the end, the result is the same under either open access or license limitation . . .
“Id. at 84.

Of particular significance is the potential effect - or lack thereof - of a license limitation
program on the 14 Problems identified by the Council as arising from an open-access system.
The EA/RIR, at pages E-16 - E-18 and 197-199, discusses this potential effect and concludes
that, of the 14 problems, 12 will not be addressed depending on the options chosen. Problem
1, overcapacity, may or may not be addressed at all. (This is an especially telling observation,
given the fact that several of the Council’s identified preferred options and components would
lead to increases in the size of the fleet.) Problem 10, concerning coastal communities, may
be addressed, but with mixed results: some coastal communities will benefit and others will
be negatively affected.

The EA/RIR summarizes the potential effect of a license limitation program on the 14
problems as follows:

Most license limitation programs have failed, however, even those that
constrained new entry, because they did not eliminate the principle
cause of overcapitalization; common property which leads to a race

for the resource. This last statement is the centerpiece of the Council’s
problem statement . . . .”
Id. at 84 (emphasis added).

It is abundantly clear from these analyses that the license limitation program cannot be a
stopping point because it fails to address the extant problems in the fisheries. The Council
must move on, and move on quickly, to programs that do address those problems. Analyses
by Council staff have consistently supported what we believe to be true - the extant problems
in the industry can and will be addressed by an ITQ system. See, e.g. id. at 6.
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We are acutely aware of the number of years in which the Council has struggled with
comprehensive rationalization. Despite those efforts, the 14 problems remain unabated. In
fact, at this very time while the Council is buried in license limitation, industry

' participants are increasing capacity ("' capital stuffing") in the race for fish and "catch

history” as the Council's "Moratorium" and "cut off date" (June 1992) for catch
history begins to fade. Soon all fisheries will be reduced to mere "openings".

We are also acutely aware that much of the struggie with CRP has resulted from attempts to
address the varying social economic concerns of the fisheries. We suggest that many of these
problems can be alleviated by ending efforts to address all areas and all fisheries at once.

In lieu of an all or nothing approach to comprehensive rationalization, we urge the Council
to direct staff to begin an immediate and expeditious analysis of one aspect of CPR.
Specifically, we urge that the Council proceed immediately with implementation of an ITQ
program covering only the pollock fishery and only in the BSAL As noted, such a
program will address the 14 Problems within that industry. The Council can then proceed to
address the particular concerns and problems of other industry sectors as it sees fit.

. Thank you for your attention to our views.

Sincerely, ﬂ

Jeff Hendricks =

General Manager




GREAT WEST SEAFOODS

Junc 8, 1995

Chairman Rick Lauber

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue

P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, AK 99510

Dear Chairman Lauber:

The F/V Margaret Lyn was built in 1979 specifically for delivering to the Gibson
Cove Plant of New England Fish Company at Kodiak. She is a 98° combination fishing
boat that delivered groundfish to that plant. When we started in 1980, most fishermen
were telling us that Guli of Alaska groundfish would ncver be accepted by the
marketplace. We were told that Gulf Cod was inferior to Bering Sea Cod, and both were
inferior to Atlantic Cod. In response, we took the ond users aboard the Margaret Lyn
on a multi-day trip to have them inspect the fishing grounds and the (ish to demonstrate
that Pacific Cod is as goad as any cod in the world. After NEFCO sold the plant, we
delivered to its two successor owners: Alaska Food Co. and then Eagle Fisherics, In the
carly 1980's we also delivered pollock to foreign motherships because there were no
surimi plants carly on in the fighcry, Markets for groundfish were guite limited so we
also harvesied crab and shrimp.

Qur commitment to the development of the groundfish fisheries in the Gulf was
not limited to pollock and cod. Wc also were one of the first boats to help develop 4
Natfish fishery in the Gull, In ¢onjunction with the Alaska Development fonndation and
Eagle Fisheries, the Margaret Lyn developed a flat fish fishery for the Gull. We were
onc of only 2 boats that remained delivering flatfish to the Gibson Cave plant during the
oil spill. (The other boats took lucrative charters with Exxon). Flatfish and cod gained
acceptance in the marketplace through the cooperation of the fishermen on our vessel.

During these 15 years, we have fished for groundfish in the Gulf for 13 of those
15 ycars, In 1992, we were forced to undergo major repairs on the vessel, In addition,
we Jost our principal market in Kodiak. Eagle Fisheries had gone out of business and
there were too many boats looking for t0o foew markets. For these reasons, we didn®(
fish in the Guif in 1992, In 1993, we were able to obtain a good market in the Gulf of
Alaska, We harvested and delivered groundfish in (he Gulf for the ycars 1993, 1994

S50 Kirkland Way, Suite 400 « P.O. Box817 « Kirkiand, WA 88083-0817 « Phone: (208) 828-8260 « Fax: {208) 828-8289
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and 1995. We arc dependent upon that fishery for our income. It is a vital part of our
opcrations for the last 15 years,

We are a combination boat harvesting all types of groundfish and crab both in the
Pering Sea and the Gulf of Alaska. The proposal lo require boats of a size greater than
60 feet to havc madc Jandings in the Gulf of Alaska for the years 1992, 1993, and 1994
would deprive us of our right (o continue our past historic fishing practices. This would
significantly disrupt our opcrations because we are presently fishing groundfish in the
Gulf of Alaska in 1995. For these reasons, we are strongly opposed to the rcquircment
that we have fished in the Guif of Alaska for the years 1992, 1993, and 1994 in order
to reccive & groundfish license in (he Gulf of Alaska.

pectfully submitted, o~
g;&ui' T L"%‘ulff.u

Robert T. Czeisler

Busincss Manager

. -~

RTC/asw .

WACLIENTS7I3NNPHME, LTR



North Pacific Fishing, Inc.

4039 218! Ave. W. #2071 8 Seattls, WA 88188
TEL: (206) 283-1137 n FAX: (206) 281-8881

Fishermen's
PFinest

June 8, 1995

Richard B. Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, AK 99501

RE: License Limitation Alternatives, Agenda Item C«2
Dear Chairman Lauber:

North Pacific Fishing, Inc. operates the vessel F/V American No. 1 in the Bering Sea and
- Gulf of Alagka and will be significantly affected by the proposed revised moratorium,
Our vessel was built in 1979 specifically for the Nosth Pacific crab fishery and has an

_ extensive history in both crab an groundfish during the 1980's through to the present day.

‘We have commented on the revised moratorium laying out the inequity of the revised
plan. Specifically troubling is the revised qualification period which excludes vessels

o with a crab history and admits vessels with no crab or groundfish history into both
groundfish and crab. The Coungcil is now preparing to approve final altematives for
license limitation which will make these inequities permanent, This is an inappropnm
action which will perpetuate the Council's original error.

In crafting licenge limitation, the Council must consider both history and dependence on
the resource. A vessel's dependency on fishing options is demonstrated when fighing
conditions change and it must, but can no longer, return to the fishery for which it was
designed and built. The character of the fisheries change annually and will continue to do
.80, The Council's Supplemental Moratorium Analysis sgrees with this assertion and
referred to it as "particularly prescient" in view of the Bering Sea crab stocks
(Supplemental Analysis, page 10) when arguing that, due to necessity, vessels without
past participation should be allowed to enter the crab and groundfish fisheries under the
moratorium. The flaw in the Council's rational is that vessels with a fishing history in the
North Pacific are excluded by the same action that allows new vessels into the crab and
groundfish fisheries.

Since the Council has recognized that dependence on a fishery does not mean fishing for

each and every species each area each and every year, the Council should not mandate
this sort of participation for vessels seeking continued participation in the crab and
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groundfish fisheries. It certainly should not seek to impose these limits based on size thus ==,
affecting vessels unequally. |

The Council should either correct these inequities by restoring the license qualifying
period to the original qualifying period (1980 - 1992) and provide licenses to vessels with
a both a past history in the licensed fishery and continued pasticipation in any Council
managed fishery, or delay further action on license limitation until the Secretary has acted
on the revised Moratorium.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments,
Sincerely,

Mﬂ%ﬂl)

Rudy A. Petersen
CEO

E “IOVd 1e9R14290Z HIIZ DI4d10V¥d HI¥ON P51 {(QHL) §6. B0 NOT
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Oceantrawl

AMRASSAROR EDWARD E. WOLFE
Vice President Carporate Affalrs

Junc 8, 1995

Mr. Richard Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC)

Post Office Box 103136

605 Woest fourth Avenus, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99510 Sent via telefax: 907/271-2817

Re:  License Limitation Proposals and Proposed Extension of In-shore/Off-shore Management
Regime -

Dear Mr, Lauber:

On behalf of Oceantrawl Inc., I would like to submit the following comments pertaining to the
License Limitation Package NPFMC will consider at its upcoming meeting in Dutch Harbor. In
addition, I will address the issue of the In-shore/Off-shorc Management Regime which the Council
is considering extending beyond the regulatory mandated sunset date of December 31, 1995,

OPOS

As you ase very well aware, our North Pacific fishing industry is severely over-capitalized.
Seasons that once lasted year-round are now measured in months. The annual “race for fish”
which we are forced to conduct in our pollock, flatfish and other fisheries is wasteful and

_inefficient. Conversely, the groundfish stocks in the North Pacific are healthy. Qur resources have
been conservatively managed and NPFMC and your staff have done an outstanding job managing
the fish stocks under its jurisdiction, I can say with confidence that regarding the comprehensive
management of the specics we fish, our company has been at the forefront of efforts to promote an
Individual Transferable Quota (ITQ) system for the groundfish fishery of the North Pacific. In our
view, initial allocation of quotas under such a program should be based on current
harvesting/processing levels (status quo). Our industry has suffered too many arbitrary changes
reshuffling fishery quotas based on political rather than market justifications. We need stability
now more than ever. We need to preserve the status quo in allocations, while eliminating the “race
for fish.” However, we believe that the political reality is such that an ITQ program will not be
implemented in the immediate future. If a License Limitation Package is the U.S. Government
favored interim approach, we would like to offer the following cbservations.

First, We understand that the Secretary of Commerce may announce this month a rule imposing a

Oceantraw] Inc. » 1200 Market Place Tower - 2025 First Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98121 .« U.S.A.
Telephone: (206) 448-9200 « Telex: 62956529 ESL UD . Fax: (206) 448-5057
{Reglstered to trensact business in the State of Washingion 2y Occantrawl Mansgement, Inc.)
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Page 2
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strict Moratorium on further entry into the groundfish and crab fisheries of the North Pacific. The
revised Moratorium will severely restrict the number of vessels cligible to participate in these
fisheries and limit cross-overs between those fisheries. To the extent that License Limitation offers
any benefit whatsoever over the current open access sysiem, it is a limitation on entry by new
vessels. ‘It seems that this objective will be fully met by the revised Moratorium. As a
conseguence, the License Limitation Plan could prove to be a redundant and expensive regulation
that provides no additional benefits than those already provided by a soon-to-be implemented
Moratorium. Oceantraw] has consistently supported the Moratorium approach as one vehicle to
peutvalize the over-capitalization problem in the North Pacific. Clearly, a more comprehensive
rationalization program will be required if we are to reduce the size of our fleet.

Secondly, thers should be no further expansion of CDQs within a License Limitation Program.

Oceantrawl has participated in the poliock CDQ program and supports the coneept of expanding

CDQs to other species (¢.g., crab and other groundfish) at the same percentage level, but not as part

of a License Limitation System. Since License Limitation fails to address the over-capitalization

and other problems currently facing the North Pacific fleet, adoption of a CDQ program as part of a

License Limitation Scheme would only serve to exacerbate over-capitalization by effectively

raising operating costs and/or reducing available quotas to current participants in the commercial -~
fisheries. This would be unconscionable at a time when the industry is only just starting to recover

from the devastatingly difficult times it faced over the past three years,

In summary on the License Limitation issue, whatever the mechanism chosen to reduce our over-
capitalized fleet -- ITQs, License Limitation or Moratorium, Oczantraw! adamantly urges the
Department of Commerce and NPFMC o assist our industry immediately be providing “regulatory
stability.” As an industry, we have suffered through u “regulatory war” during the past three years.
Let the market place decide the winners and losers, not the Government. We as a company
promote putting old wounds and issues behind us so that the off-shore and in-shore sectors can
work together on more critically important issues to us all -- marine mammals, ecosystem
protection, by-catch, waste, discard, etc. In these very difficult times, we ask only for regulatory
stability and a reasonable expectation of certainty from the U.S. Governmeant regarding its
tegulatory actions in conserving and managing our resources,

PROPOSED EXTENSION OF IN-SHORE/OFF-SHORE
MANAGEMENT REGIME

Turning now to the issue of the proposed extension of the In-shore/Off-shore Management Regime,
Oceantrawl's corporate philosophy pertaining to the need for regulatory stability and predictability

in our industry mirrors our License Limitation comments. At the outset, you should know that

Oceantraw! initially led the efforts in our industry during the “off-shore/in-shore debate.”

However, we believe it is now time to put this issue behind us and work with the in-shore sectoron =~ 7\
issues now effecting us all including (marine mammals, protection of the ecosystem, by-catch,

etc.). However, a few observations pertzining to the roli-over of the Program are in order. First,
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the In-shore/Off-shore Regime was originally approved as an interim measure. At the time the
criginal In-shore/Off-shors Amendment was approved, Dr. John Knauss, former National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Administrator, specificelly stated that the Amendment
was being implemented for a limited period, (three and one-half years) and that it would not be
renewed. In his November 23, 1992 letter 1o NPFMC, he “strongly urged the Council not to
resubmit Amendment 18 again, because, in fhis] judgment, it will distract the Council from its
major responsibility to develop a market-based allocation system for the long term.” The
temporary nature of the measure was reiterated in the Federal Register notice that approved the
allocation scheme through 1995:

The allocations will not solve the problem of over-capnahzatwn and
all partms involved havc spant tou much time and cﬁort on an issue

hroggl_'l EE To further pursue the a]locauons d:stracts the Council
from focusing on other important issues that could lead to the
development of 4 market-based allocation system. Based on the
above reasons, the Under Secretary approved only the 35/65 percent
allocation for 1993 through 1995.

Despite the passage of nearly three and one-half years since the In-shore/Off-shore Regime was
first implemented, the Council has made little progress towards the development of a market-based
allocation system.

Second, the Environmentsal Assessment (EA) appears to be inadequate to support the proposed
action. The EA purports to present 2 cost-benefit analysis of the proposed extension of the In-
shore/Off-shore Management Regime as is required by Executive Order 12866, yet no cost data is
provided, Indeed, the authors acknowiedge that no naw cost data is available beyoud that
generated by the OMB survey of the industry in 1991. Thus, while the document references
significant gains in utilization rates supposedly achieved by in-shore processors between 1991 and
1994, (from 21.75% to 30.36%) and concludes that those utilization gains have narrowed or
perhaps eliminated the net national loss originally projected when the In-shore/Off-shore Regime
was implemented in 1992, there is no information about the costs incurred in achieving that
increased utifization. It would appear that some costs in terms of research and development, new
technology, equipment, labor, etc. must have been expended in connection with the increase in
utilization (if it truly happened), yet the document makes no effort to identify, mmch less quantify,
those costs. Theoretically, the costs incurred in increasing wilization by 150% could have been
greater than the benefits achieved in terms of greater production. If that was the case, the net
national loss from the first three and one-half years of in-shore/off-shore could have actually been
greater than originally projected. Absent relevant cost data, no conclusions can be reached
regarding net national benefit. We would also question the objectivity of this report and suggest a
possible bias slant. Since the report was prepared by NPFMC itself, the record being replete with a
clear Alaska shore-based industry bias — we suggest that a more ohjective anulytical process
should have been used for such an imporiant document,
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An additional shortcoming of the EA is its reliance on 1993 prices to project the revenues that each
sector can be expected to generate from pollock production in 1996-99. 1993 was a year of
extremely depressed prices in the industry — especially for the off-shore sector. Indeed, the
document recognizes that off-shore prices declined even more dramatically than shore-based prices
that year. 1993 was an atypical year and the price structure from that year should not be the basis
for revenue projections for 1996-99. This is especially.true in view of the dramatic improvement
in prices achieved by the off-shore sector during the last half of the 1994 fishing year and so far in
1995. Current prices should be used in the analysis - not the 1993 prices referenced in the EA.

Finally, the document mzkes no effort to analyze what, if any, effect the In-shore/Off-shore Regime
had on prices in the first place. Oceantrawl and other elements of the off-shore flest have argued
for years that the in-shore/off-shore allocation systemn -- & system designed to favor the shore-side
plants owned by Nippon Suisan and Maruha (formerly Taiyo) — had had a detrimental effect on
American companies’ efforts to sell surimi and other pollock products in Japan. To the extent that
there was any effect on the quantity and/or value of U.S, pollock exports to Japan during the last
three and one-half years, then the original projections of net national loss would have been
understated. Yet the EA makes no effort whatsoever to determine whether or not there was any
price effect as & result of the In-shore/Off-shore Management Regime over the past three and one-
half years or to describe what the effect on net national loss projections wonld have been if there
had been some sort of price effect as a result of the gllocation.

If the industry can now coalesce and successfully move a joint fishing industry-DOC/NPFMC
agenda forward, including maintaining some semblunce of regulatory stability in our federal
allocation and management regimes, there is onc area whereby we believe relief is necessary and
warranted immediately to the off-shore flest. The Catcher Vessel Operating Area (CVOA) needs
to be changed. A critical element of the In-shore/Off-shore Regime in the Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands (BSAI) is the CVOA. Under the rules as currently written, the CVOA is closed to catcher
processors during the “B” season. Motherships and catcher vessels are allowed to operate both
inside and outside the CVOA.

The EA indicates that fish are generally larger and of a more uniform size inside the CVOA. This
means that vessels forced to operate outside the area will have higher operating costs (due to
veriable sized fish) and higher discards (due to smaller sized fish). In addition, the document
indicates that in recent years the dominant 1989 year class has moved “to the Southeast” and that
the CVOA inhibited the off-shore fleet from effectively pursing the dominant yeer class as it
moved into the area enclosed by the CVOA. This illustrates the disadvantage that the CVOA
creates for the off-shore fisheries -- higher costs, lower recovery (utilization) rates and inability to
fish on the largest concentration of desirable fish. Meanwhile, catcher boats are allowed to fish
enywhere they wish -- where fishing and other conditions arc optimal. This puts the off-shore fleet
at a competitive disadvantage vis-a-vis their competitors and is unfair. Tn Oceantrawl’s view, the
CVOA should be abolished or, at a minimum, the CVOA regulations should be amended to make
the area less onerous for the off-shore flest, Possible sources of relief include:
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a. Reduce the size of CVOA. Areas in the northern and western parts of the CVOA
are seldom, if ever, utilized by the catcher boat fleet, A reduction in size of the CVOA could,
therefore, be accomplished without affecting the “protection™ sought for the catcher boats. Such &
reduction in size of the area would afford some relicf for catcher/processors without jeopardizing
the original purpose of the zone.

bi ] ' DA. If the purpose of the
CVOA is to protect ca:cher vessels from compenhon from caucherfpmcessors. then the catcher
boats should be willing to stay within the confines of the protected area. Why would they choose
to come outside the CVOA if in doing so they would have to fish on the same grounds as the
factory trawler fleet? If they (the catcher boats) fee! that the dynamics of the fishery dictate that
they must have the flexibility to “follow the fish” when the stocks move outside the CVOA, then
why doesn’t the same argument hold for allowing catcher/processors into the ares when conditions
dictate?

c. isions shou} oreside “B" season is open.
In 1993 and agam in 1994, there was a “C" mason fo:- thc oﬂ’-shom ﬂeet. The “C” season ook
place after the shore-based fleet had completed its annual pollock harvest, so none of the
arguments about ground preemption or gear conflicts applied. Nevertheless, NMFS prohibited
catcher/processors from conducting any of their “C” season activities inside the zone because the
regulations did not allow the flexibility necessary to open the area -- even if the shoreside season
was closed. Closure of the CVOA when there are no shoreside operations going on makes no
sense whatsoever,

Thank you for the opportunity to present our views on these two very important matters. I will be
available at the Dutch Harbor meeting to respond to any questions your or the member may have.
In addition, Captain Tim Thomas, an Oceantraw] Captain for more than seven years will be joining
me during my testimony.

With best regards,

Edward Wolfe i

EW/ys

ce: Steve Pennoyer
National Marine Fisheries Service
fax: 907/586-7131
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Kr. Chairman and members of the Council, my name is Khee Park
and I am President of Pacific Eastern Fisheries, Inc. Accompanying
me today is Thorn Smith, Executive Director of the North Pacific
Longline Association. Our company owns and operates the LIBERTY BAY
(the former ARCTIC SOUNDER), a 167 foot freezer longliner in the
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands c¢od fishery. We have made a very
substantial investment in this fishery and are very concerned that
the proposed license limitation system could force us out of

business entirely.

originally built for oceanographic research, our boat
undarwent a substantial conversion in the early 1950‘’s for the
purpose of -opératinq in the cod fisheries of the North Pacific. The
vessal made its first landings in the Gulf .of Alaska cod fishery in
January, 1992 vith plans to continue fishing in the Bering Sei.
Unfortunately, shortly after those landings the vessel’s main
engine failed and ehe had to return to a shipyard in the Seattle
area for major repairs. As a result, she wae not able to get to the

Bering Sea until after June 27, 1992.

At that time the moratorium was in the process of being
implemented. Because we had made landings before the original

contrel date of January 15, as well as the adjusted date in



February, we clearly qualified under the moratorium to harvest
groundfish under the jurisdiction of the Council, that is in the
Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands. fﬁ the bhest
of our knowledge the moratorium ~- in any of its various forms over
the past several yeare == has never prevented 2 groundfish vessel
that gualified in the Gulf of Alaska from fishing groundfish in the
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands nor has it prevented a greundfish
vessal that qualified in the Bering-Sea from fishing groundfish in
the Gulf.

In reliance on this moratorium eligibility and after the
engine breakdown, we invested another $5 million in the boat to ke
gure it was properly outfitted for the groundfish fishery in the
Bering Sea. By that time, we were no longer permitted to operate
the boat in the Gulf eof Alaska with the implementation of
Inshore/Offshore which kept vessels the gize of ours out of the
culf fisheries. Since then we have been cperating the koat in the
' Bering Sea seocure in the Xknowledge that we were moratorium

qualified.

1t was not until last month when we saw the Council’s May 5th
Newsletter that we became aware of a potentially very significant
problem for our company with the license limitation propesal. While
wa ware genérally aware that some kind of license limitation plan
wag under diescussion, we simply were unable to tell that one of the
literally thousands of options under review would have the

practical effect of destroying our company. Even though we mnade
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ljandinge during the qualifying period, we apparently would ke
unable to qualify for any license to fish cod beca}':se those
l1andings were in the Gulf of Alaska only and not in bhoth the Gulf
and the Bering Sea. Because we are currently precluded from
operating in the Gulf and because we could not get a license in the
Bering Sea under the proposed plan, if it were to be adopted, we

would literally be forced out of business.

We have tried hard to run a successful business. We have
invested millione of dollars in our vessel, we have done our best
to be sure that we played by the rules and that our veasel made the
necessary landings to qualify for continued operation. Nonetheless,
after several years in this fishery, ve find curselves at the brink
of fipancial ruin, having relied, to our detriment, on what we
understood to ke the clear rules of the game. We think this is an
unfalr result and do not believe it was one intended by the
council. We strongly urge that before you adopt a license
1imitation gystem that you recognize timely participation such as
ours, and eliminate any proposed provision that would draw
artificial and unnecessary distinctions between the Gulf of Alaska
and the Bering Sea.

We appreciate the opportunity to present this testimony and
would be happy to answer any guestions.
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PROPOSED LICENSE LIMITATION PROGRAM

SUBMITTED BY ALASKA GROUNDFISH DATA BANK

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the North Pacific Management
Council's proposed license limitation program for groundfish. Our comments are
the result of an extensive review of the data and a series of meetings with
members and other Gulf user groups.

LICENSE LIMITATION - RATIONALE

We feel that implementing a license limitation program is an important and
necessary next step in the process of solving the over-capitalization problems
which are rampant in the Alaska groundfish fisheries. It is our desire that a license
"‘L limitation program be implemented as quickly as possible.

License limitation builds on the moratorium by licensing vessels for specific FMP
areas. This will mitigate problems of unpredictable influxes of effort -- problems
especially acute in the Guif of Alaska. It was an unexpected influx of effort that
resulted in the 1994 Central Gulf Pacific cod quota being exceeded early in the
year.

License limitation is expected to reduce speculative fishing by vessels hoping to
develop IFQ credits in areas they do not normally fish and further define which
vessels are "in or out”, which will simplify future steps in the Comprehensive
Rationalization Process.

AGDB OBJECTIVES FOR LICENSE LIMITATION

Based on our desire to have a license limitation program which can be
implemented quickly we have identified three objectives we feel the final program
should meet. : ‘

1. Result in fleet configurations for each area which include the current vessels
with a consistent history of fishing each area.

2. Meet National Marine Fisheries Service's requirements for approval. We do
not want to have spent ali this time working toward a license limitation
program only to find out a year or two later that it is unapprovable.

We feel that to have a program approved the number of vessels
_receiving licenses in each area must be close to or less than the current
- number of vessels fishing. For lack of better data, we have used the

N\ Chris Blackburn * Director » P.0. Box 2298 » Kodiak, Alaska 99615 = (907) 486-3033 + FAX (907) 486-3461 ———
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number of vessels which fished in 1992 as the base year against which to
evaluate the various options.

3. Use criteria which are palatable to those who feel they have a history and
vested interest in each area.

PREFERRED OPTIONS FOR VESSFLS OVER 60-FEET IN THE GULF OF ALASKA
AREA ENDORSEMENT QUALIFYING PERIOD
For the area endorsement qualifying period we have only one preferred option:
January 1, 1992, thru December 31, 1994.
Only by using this area endorsement qualifying period can the number of
vessels gualifying for Central and Western Guif be set anywhere near the
number of vessels which fished in 1992.

NuMBER OF LANDINGS - '
Among the options for the number of landings required during the January 1,
1992 thru December 31, 1994 to receive a Gulf license we have identified
three alternatives which appear to meet the objective of holding the number of
license for the over 60-foot fleet close to the number of vessels which fished
in 1992. (See attached Tables 1 thru 3).

In order of preference the options are:
1. One landing in each of the three qualifying years 92 thru 94 {Configuration
1315969).

This landing option gives license to 73% of the number of vessels over
60-feet which fished the Central in 1992 and to 18% of the number of
catcher vessels and 42% of the number of catcher/processors which
fished the Western Gulf in 1992. This option appears to grant licenses
to consistent users of the Gulf.

2. One landing in each of two of the three qualifying years 92 thru 94.
This option has not been analyzed, but according to staff is within the
range of the options analyzed. It will allow more vessels than the one
landing in each of the three years option and less than the two
landings during the qualifying period option. This option allows
consideration of the fact that lack of markets or other operational
grzoth]emsg may have prevented a vessel from fishing the Gulf every year

thru 94.

3. Four landings during the 92-94 qualifying period. {Configuration 131964).
This landing option gives licenses to 94% of the number of catcher
vessels over 60-feet and 88% of the number of catcher/processors
which fished the Central Gulf in 1992 and increases the number of
catcher vessels in the Western Gulf by 5% and the number of
catcher/processors by 15% over the number of vessels which fished in
1992. This option includes vessels which seriously fished the Gulf at
least one of the three qualifying years, but may eliminate vessels which
fished every year, but only for one trip.
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VARIATIONS IN VESSEL NUMBERS IN THE CENTRAL/WESTERN GULF

In both the Central and Western Guif the range of qualifying periods and landing
options change the number of potential license holders over 60-feet from a high
that is nearly double the number of vessels which fished in 1992 to fleet
reductions of 26% in the Central Gulf and 82% in the Western Gulf.

This is quite different from the Bering Sea where the most liberal set of options
increases the number of vessels over 60-feet fishing in 1992 by 24% and the
most stringent option reduces the number of vessels by 13%.

The wide range in the number of potential license holders in the Central and
Western Gulf reflects the areas' histories. At one time or another most vessels
over 60-feet in the Alaska fleet made at least one landing in the Central and
Western Gulf - often to the dismay of the fleets which consistently fish these Gulf
areas. The following are some of the reasons for the dramatic changes in
numbers.

1. Inshore/Offshore became effective in June of 1992, This means ail
catcher/processors over 125-feet which fished Pacific cod in the Gulf in
1992 qualify for General Licneses in the Guif and for area endorsements
under any landing requirement option except 1 landing in any of 3 or 2
years of the 92-94 qualifying period.

2. One year Pacific cod closed early in the Bering Sea due to an error in
calculating halibut bycatch, this sent a flood of vessels to the Central and
Western Gulf.

3. Reductions in pollock abundance during the 1990-1994 period resulted in
attrition of the number of pollock only vessels fishing the Gulf.

4. Changes in the trawl bycatch retention regulations became effective in
1994 and reduced the number of factory trawlers making short trips to the
Gulf for covert targeting of rockfish and sablefish.

DIFFERENT STROKES FOR DIFFERENT FOLKS

We do not feel that it is necessary to set only one set of license limitation criteria
for all areas, vessel classes and vessel sizes in the Alaska fisheries. The Council
has already acknowledged this by setting different critera for cross-over vessels
and pot and jig vessels under 60-feet.

DIFFERENCES AMONG AREAS
The Gulf, which has about one-tenth of the amount of groundfish availabie in
the Bering Sea, has had almost as many vessels make at least one landing as
fished the Bering Sea. The history of use between these two areas is great
enough that separate license limitation qualifying periods and/or landing
requirements for area endorsements seems justified.

Between Central and Western Gulf areas the difference in history is not as
great as that between the Gulf and the Bering Sea.

DIFFERENCE AMONG VESSEL SIZES
UnDER 60-FOOT VESSELS: At least half the fleet under 25-feet appears to have
had a very erratic history of groundfish deliveries. An earlier analysis
showed that requiring 20,000 pounds of catch over a qualifying period
reduced the number of vessels under-60 feet which could qualifying for a
license by 50%. Each increase in the number of landings required reduces
the number of qualifying under-80 foot vessels by 20 to 30%.
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However, in the Gulf, this is the fleet which has depended on halibut,
crab and Pacific cod to supplement incomes when salmon earnings were
inadequate. This year there were no Central/Western Gulf crab fisheries.
Many vessels in the under-60 foot fleet received very small halibut IFQ's
and are left only with Pacific cod as an alternative fishery. For the same
reason the jig and pot provisions were approved by the Council it may be
reasonable to use a more liberal set of license limitation criteria for the
under 60-foot fleet than for the over 60-foot fleet.

OVER 125-FOOT FLEET AND 60-125 FLEET
Most of the vessels in the catcher boats in the 60-125 foot group are
limited to delivering product within the area which they fished. This means
where they fish and what they can fish depends on the markets available
to take a delivery in their area. Therefore, the number of 60-125 foot
vessels fishing an area is controlled by market availability. This-is quite. .
apparent in the Central Gulf number of vessels by year which correlates
rather closely to the pollock quota.

Vessels over 125-foot and all catcher/processors are not dependent on
landing in the area in which they fish; therefore their presence or absence
in an area doas not relate to resource conditions in the area. This is why
in 1991 there were 7,000 MT of Central Gulf poliock left on the grounds.
The number of vessels which arrived for the 4th quarter fishery exceeded
NMFS ability to manage the fishery.

This difference in the restraint created by product/market availability for
the 60-125 foot fleet versus the lack of restraint for vessels over 125-feet,
we feel, justifies using different license qualifying periods for vessels in the
60-125 foot class and vessels over 125-feet.

TRANSFER OF LICENSES - VESSEL SIZE RESTRICTIONS

We feel licenses should only be transferrable among vessels equal to or smalier
than the maximum length allowable under the moratorium for the vessel receiving
a license. This means that a 70-foot vessel that had not taken advantage of the
moratorium 20% length increase provision would receive a license clearly marked
as transferable only to vessels 84-feet or less.

EFFECT OF COMBINING WEST YAKUTAT AND CENTRAL GULF FOR THE
PURPOSE OF THE LICENSE LIMITATION PROGRAM

The June 2 Supplemental Analysis contains a section raising concerns about
combining West Yakutat and Central Gulf FMP areas. We feel this section
misunderstood the intent of combining these two areas.

The intent was simply to aliow any vessel qualifying for a license for the Central
Gulf to also qualify to fish West Yakutat. West Yakutat has traditionally been
fished by Central Gulf vessels for shrimp, Dungeness Crab and, most recently,
pollock. Deliveries from West Yakutat go to ports in Prince William Sound as well
_as Kodiak. The Prince William Sound use of West Yakutat for groundfish is quite
recent as is the use of West Yakutat for pollock by large vessels out of Kodiak.

Because the use of West Yakutat by catcher boats is fairly recent, only a few
vessels would qualify for a license under any license qualifying criteria -- and under
some criteria no vessels wouid qualify. Allowing vessels which qualify for Central
Gulf licenses to also qualify to fish West Yakutat acknowledges both the
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developing nature of the West Yakutat catcher boat fisheries and the catcher boat
fleet which is developing the fisheries.

There is not a sea lion problem in West Yakutat; the pollock quota is not
apportioned among quarters and most recently was taken after the first quarter
Central Guif pollock fishery closes.

There is no intent to try to combine quotas, change FMP areas or change fishing
patterns.

We repeat: There is no intent to harvest West Yakutat quotas under Central
Gulf TAC’s, but to harvest West Yakutat quotas under the Southeast TAC's as
is currently done.

Whether Southeast TAC's for fish other than sablefish {which is already
broken out by area) shauld be broken out separately between West Yakutat
and Southeast below 140 degrees is an issue that relates to current fishing
patterns which are not expected to change by allowing vessels qualifying for
Central Gulf licenses to also fish West Yakutat.

If current fishing patterns indicate that separate West Yakutat quotas for
groundfish should be set, we would expect a recommendation from the Plan
Team during the September-December process. So far there has been no
concern about current fishing patterns expressed in the Plan Team.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit detailed comments.

Sincerely,

oo N S

Chris Blackburn, Director
Alaska Groundfish Data Bank
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TABLES SUMMARIZING EFFECTS OF LICENSE LIMITATION OPTIONS
FOR THE BERING SEA, CENTRAL GULF AND WESTERN GULF
PREPARED JUNE 8, 1995

Information pertinent to next week's North Pacific Fishery Management Council's
decision on the elements for a license limitation program is contained in the
foltowing tables. There is one page each for the Bering Sea, Central Gulf and
Western Gulf.

. AREA DEFINITIONS

BerinG SEA:  Some of the tables in the North Pacific Fishery Management Council's
staff analysis separate the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands. Other tables combine
the two areas. Since most vessels which fished the Aleutians also fished the
Bering Sea, the data on number of vessels qualifying for the Bering Sea should be
correct whether the table was Bering Sea only or Bering Sea/Aleutians. The
following Bering Sea table is labeled to show whether the data was Bering Sea
o only or Bering Sea/Aleutians. No Aleutian tables are presented.

CenTRAL GULF: For purposes of license limitation, Central Gulf and West Yakutat
have been combined. Some of the NPFMC staif's tables put West Yakutat in with
Southeast Alaska and some combine West Yakutat with the Central Guif. Since all
vessels which fished West Yakutat appear to have fished the Central Gulf, the
number of vessels qualifying for the Central Gulf should be correct, whether the
table was Central Gulf only or Centrai Gulf + West Yakutat. The following Central
Guif tables are labeled to show whether the data was Central Gulf only or Central
Gulf + West Yakutat.

WESTERN GULF: Every table in the various license limitation documents treats the
Western Gulf in the same way.

Il. CONTENTS OF TABLES AND SOURCES

VEsseLs QUALFYING FOR ENDORSEMENTS:  The first line shows the number of vessels
which fished in 1992. This data is from Appendix I "Data Summaries for 1990-
92" Dated April 18, 1994. Data showing the number of catcher/processors by

size is not available for 1992.

The remaining lines show the number of vessels which would recieve area
endorsements for the area in the table's title under each option currently before
the Council: Endorsement Qualifying periods of Jan. 1, 1988 thru Dec. 31, 1994
and Jan. 1, 1992 thru Dec. 31, 1994 and for each endorsement period 1, 2 and 4
landings. The Guif tables aiso include 1 landing in each year of the three year
qualifying period. This data was taken from the June 2, 1995, NPMFC staff
analysis and includes the June 6 corrections.

)

{
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PERCENT CHANGE IN THE NUMBER OF VessELs: This table shows the percent change in
number of catcher vessels by size group for each endorsement qualifying option
compared to the number of vessels fishing in 1982. The percent change
calculation was done to show whether the change was an increase or decrease.
?Q%ezrcnent change of -13% should be read as "13% fewer vessels than fished in

Because the number of catcher/processors fishing in 1392 was not provided
by size category, but only as total, the percent change in the catcher/processors is
given for the total and shown in the far right hand column of the "Number of
Vessels Qualifying for Endorsements” Table.

NUMBER OF VESSELS TRAWL AND NON-TRawL: This table was developed from Appendix
Il "Data Summaries for 1990-92" dated April 18, 1994,

NumBEeR OF VESSELS QUALIFYING FOR GENERAL LICENSE: The table for the Bering Sea was
taken from a different data set than the tables for the Western Gulf and Central
Gulf.

BerING SEa: The data was taken from the June 2 Supplemental Analysis (Table
2.5) which shows the number of moratorium qualified vessels, the number
of vessels qualifying under the cross-over provision and the number
qualifying under the pot & jig extension of the General License Qualifying
Period.

CENTRAL AND WESTEAN GULF: Table 2.5 in the June 2 Supplemental Analysis
does not break out the Gulf by FMP areas. The best sense of the number
of vessels qualifying for a General License is obtained by using
Configuration 1B15811 on page 12 of the March 9 Supplemental Analysis
which is all vessels making one landing in the Jan. 1, 1888 thru June 27,
1994 time period.

This table does not include the vessels eligible under crossover or pot-
jig provisions. Gulfwide the number of vessels qualifying under these two
provisions are, by vessel size:

CATCHER VESSEL CATCHER/ PROCESSOR

<60 60-125 >125 <60 60-125 >125

X-OVER 3 18 4 0 o 1
Jig/Pot 248 0 0 0 0 0

Rather than "guess” at which FMP areas these vessels should be assigned,
the Gulf tables do not include these vessels. This means in some cases
the number of vessels qualifying for an FMP endorsement is greater than
the total number of vessels qualifying for a General License.



B-:NRIG SEA

BERING SEA - NUMBER OF VESSELS QUALIFYING FOR ENDORSEMENTS [ |

CATCHER VESSELS >60 CATCHER/PROCCESSORS
END QF LNDG | <860 |60-125| >125 | TOTAL | TOTAL <60 |60-125| >125 | TOTAL | %CHNG
*1992; N/A 84 159 25 268 184 N/A N/A N/A 139
1988-34( 1 160 198 31 389 229 10 34 94 138 -0.72
1988-94) 2 128 189 30 347 219 10 34 94 138 -0.72
1988-94| 4 111 173 26 310 199 10 33 94 137 -1.44
1992-94| 1 29 161 28 288 189 10 31 N 132 -5.04
1992-94| 2 g8 150 23 261 173 10 31 9N 132 -5.04
1992-94| 4 79 137 22 238 159 10 30 91 131 -5.76
*Bering SaT & Aleutlians
BERING SEA - PERCENT CHANGE IN NUMBER OF VESSELS
COMPARED TO 1992 NUMBER OF VESSELS
CATCHER VESSELS >80
END QP LNDG | <60 |60-125| >125 | TOTAL |[TOTAL
1988-94; 1 90.48 24.53| 24.00] 45.18] 24.46
1988-34; 2 52.38| 18.87| 20.00; 29.48] 19.02
1988-84; 4 32.14| 8.81| 4.00|] 15.67 8.15
1992-94| 1 17.86| 1.26f 12.00| 7.46 2.72
1992-84| 2 4.76 -5.66| -8.00| -2.61 -5.98
1992-94, 4 -5.95| -13.84| -12.00| -11.19] -13.59
BERING SEA 1992 - NUMBER OF VESSELS TRAWL AND NON-TRAWL
CATCHER VESSELS >60 CATCHER/PROCESSORS
<60 [60-126 | >125 | TOTAL [TOTAL TOTAL :
TRAWL 15 80 16 111 96 59
OTHER 57 54 7 118 61 61
BERING SEA/ALEUTIANS - NUMBER OF VESSELS QUALIFYING FOR GENERAL LICENSE
GENERAL LICENSE QP: JAN 1, 1988 THRU JUN 27, 1994 |1B15811
QUALIF  |CATCHER VESSELS >60 CATCHER/PROCESSORS >80
<60 |60-125] >125 | TOTAL | TOTAL <60 |60-125]| >125 | TOTAL [ TOTAL
MORA 125 200 33 358 233 5 34 94 133 128
X-OVER 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 C
POT&JIG 45 0 0 45 0 ] 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 171 200 33 404 233 10 34 94 138 128

TABLE 1
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CENTRAL GULF + WEST YAKUTAT

CENTRAL GULF = WEST YAKUTAT - NUMBER OF VESSELS QUALIFYING FOR ENDORSEMENTS
CATCHER VESSELS >60 CATCHER/PROCESSORS
END QP LNDG | <60 {60-125| >125 | TOTAL | TOTAL <60 |60-125] >126 | TOTAL [ %CHNG
*1982| N/A 591 197 4 792 201 N/A N/A N/A 65
1988-94 1 1302 314 31] 1647 345 ] 32 63 103 58.46
1988-94 2 10bb 295 27, 1377 322 7 3z 60 a9 52.31
1988-94| 4 862 267 23| 1142 290 b 31 58 94| 44.62
1992-94 1 852 240 231 11156 263 3 29 48 80 23.08
1992-94 2 725 218 17 960 235 3 29 41 73 12.31
1992-94 4 576 174 14 764 188 2 29 26 67| -12.31
1992-94| 1/YR 862 138 g 999 147 3 18 28 491 -24.62
*Central Gllllf only
CENTRAL GULF + WEST YAKUTAT - PERCENT CHANGE IN NUMBER OF VESSELS
COMPARED TO 1992 NUMBER OF VESSELS
CATCHER VESSELS > 65
END QP LNDG <60 !60-126( >125 | TOTAL [TOTAL
1988-94 1 120.30| 59.39| 675.00| 107.95 71.64
1388-24 2 78.51| 49.75] 575.00) 73.86 60.20
1988-94| 4 44.16| 35.53( 475,00 44.19 44.28
1992-94 1 44.16) 21.83] 475.00( 40.78 30.85
1992-94 2 22.67| 10.85|325.00( 21.21 16.92
1992-94 4 -2.64| -11.68| 250.00( -3.54 -6.47
1992-94| 1/YR 44,161 -29.95| 125.00( 26.14| -26.87
CENTRAL GULF - 1992 - NUMBER OF VESSELS TRAWL AND NON-TRAWL
CATCHER VESSELS >60 CATCHER/PROCESSORS
<60 [60-125| >125 | TOTAL |[TOTAL TOTAL
TRAWL 34 58 2 94 60 23
OTHER 443 101 1 545 102 32
CENTRAL GULF + WEST YAKUTAT - NUMBER OF VESSELS QUALIFYING FOR GENERAL LICENSE
GENERAL LICENSE QP: JAN 1, 1988 THRU JUN 27, 1984 ]131 5811
CATCHER VESSELS > 60 CATCHER/PROCESSORS
<60 60-1257 >125 | TOTAL | TOTAL <60 [60-125| »125 | TOTAL
1171 294 275 1492 an 5 30 61 896

TABLE 2




WEb -)F\N GULF

WESTERN GULF - NUMBER OF VESSELS QUALIFYING FOR ENDORSEMENTS |

CATCHER VESSELS >65 CATCHER/PRQCESSORS
END QP LNDG | <60 |60-125{ >125 | TOTAL |TOTAL <60 |60-125| >125 | TOTAL | %CHNG
1892 N/A 149 91 15 255 106 74
1988-94 1 334 147 25 506 172 4 31 67 102] 37.84
1988-94 2 248 129 23 400 152 4 31 66 101 36.49
1988-94 4 191 113 22 326 135 4 31 64 99 33.78
1992-94 1 250 121 23 394 144 4 28 56 88 18.92
1982-94 2 190 103 21 314 124 4 28 56 88 18.92
1992-94 4 143 A 20 254 111 4 27 b4 85 14.86
1992-84: 1/YR 250 17 2 269 19 4 8 12 24| -67.57
WESTERN GULF - PERCENT CHANGE IN NUMBER OF VESSELS
COMPARED TO 1992 NUMBER OF VESSELS
CATCHER VESSELS > 65
END QP LNDG | <60 |60-125] >125 | TOTAL |TOTAL
1988-94 1 124.16) 61.54| 66.67( 98.43 62.26
1988-94 2 66.44| 41.76| 53.33; 56.86| 43.40
1988-94 4 28.19| 24.18| 46.67), 27.84| 27.36
1992-94 1 67.79| 32.97| 53.33] 54.51 35.85
1992-94 2 27.52| 13.,19] 40.00) 23.14 16.98
1992-94 4 -4.03| 0.00| 33.33| -0.39 4.72
1992-94| /YR 67.79| -81.32| -86.67 5498 -82.08
WESTERN GULF - 1992 - NUMBER OF VESSELS TRAWL AND NON-TRAWL
CATCHER VESSELS > 60 CATCHER/PROCESSORS
<60 |60-125] >125 | TOTAL [TOTAL TOTAL
TRAWL 35 43 11 83 54 29
OTHER g2 3 2 125 33 3
WESTERN GULF - NUMBER OF VESSELS QUALIFYING FOR GENERAL LICENSE
GENERAL LICENSE QP: JAN 1, 1988 THRU JUN 27, 1994 1815811
CATCHER VESSELS; >60 CATCHER/PROCESSORS
<60 [60-128! >125 [ TOTAL | TOTAL <60 [60-125| >125 [ TOTAL
231 117 21 369 138 2 28 57 87

TABLE 3




June 8,1995

Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman

LSO il VAN SRy sty e

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Re: License Limitation

Dear Rick,

The Council action on License Limitation (LL) scheduled for the June meeting should be
viewed as a transitional step toward the Comprehensive Rationalization Plan (CRP). License
limitation of itself does not address the real problem (as set out in the Council's 14 problem
statements). Whatever action the council takes must involve a committment to further steps on

the CRP path.

License Limitation is not Comprehensive Rationalization

The objective of the Council should be the creation of a management system that:

* Is responsive to the diversity within the industry (i.e., vessel size, mode of

operation, and geographic differences);

* Results in a stable business environment where long-term planning is possible;

* Provides for a market driven reduction in capital;

* Minimizes disiocation;

* Recognizes dependency as measured by length of participation, and quantity of

landings

* Recognizes the varying effort pattems within the industry (i.e., single species/area vs.

multiple species/area operations).

For the BSAI groundfish and crab fisheries it is clear that this is best achieved through an ITQ
system. Combined with a individual Vessel Bycatch Accounting program, license limitation
may be a viable alternative for the GOA, given the smaller vessel size and lower levels of
observer coverage.

Viewed from the perspective of a transitional program, there are a few key elements of a
license limitation package upon which i wish to comment.



Sunset Provisions

A sunset 3 years after the effective date of the license program would help demonstrate
the Council is committed fo moving forward as quickly as possible with the development of ITQ
programs for BSAI groundfish and crab ITQ programs.

Community Development Quotas

CDQ’s are inappropriate as part of a license limitation program, but are appropriate under
ITQ programs. Appendix 1 table 1, makes it very clear that there are no gains to be had through
a license program. CDQ communities understand this as is demonstrated by their rejection of
offers of CDLs.

A Quota system enlarges the pie, a license system does not. CDQ are a tax levied on the
existing fleet in an overcapitalized fishery. Adopting a License system does nothing to relieve
the crisis faced by the fleet that depends on the fishery now. The tax burden of imposing CDQs
now will push many current operations over the edge of bankrupicy.

Prablems with a Landing Criteria - Options 24 & 44

Under the Landing critenia it is possible that a vessel landing one fish in each of three
qualifying years would receive a license, while a vessel that fished an area exclusjvely for the
entire season for two years would not.

In the case of the F/V Muir Milach, we have fished the West GOA every year between
1986 and 1995, except for 1993 & 1994. In those two years, there was no directed fishery
opened for the Offshore P. Cod TAC. Because we operate as a catcherboat delivering to at-sea
markets thers was no way we could have qualified under operations 2A and 4A.

If the Council takes final action at the June meeting, basing Endorsements on number of
landings in a qualifying period is the all that can be done under the current analysis. However,
final action may not be necessary at this meeting. The number of landings criteria presented in
the LL EA/RIR was not the most equitable or appropriate mechanism for determining whether a
vessel should qualify for an endorsement.



An Equitable Landings Criteria

A preferable criteria would have been a measure of the quantity or poundage of fish
landed. However, a quantity based criteria, would need to be scaled to vessel size and gear.
This information is not available in the current analysis. A table would need to be produced
based on vessel size/type categories like the ones in the current analysis (i.e., SEN1, TH2, LP2,
etc.) from which histograms of the number of vessels by poundage landed intervals could be
generated. This data would enable the council to better differentiate between "speculative"
landings and dependence on the fishery

Hypothetical Plot of 1993 CGOA TH2
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poundage of landings

This piot 1s not based on real data, but one might hope that real data would present a
bimedal distribution within a defined class of vessels, that would distinguish between,
speculative landings and senious fishing.

If the council intends to take final action without the benefit of examining poundage in
addition to number of landings, then i would suggest the following alternative under Landings
Requirement for Endorsement.

A vessel must have made at least one landing in each of three years within
a seven year window from 1/1/88 to 12/31/94. - and -
A. Atleast one of these landings must have occurred prior to 1/1/92, and
B. Atleast one of these landings must have occurred between 1/1/92 and
12/31/94,
C. For vessels under 60' total landings must exceed 5000 Ibs,

For vessels over 60' total landings must exceed 20,000 1bs.

Thas set of criteria is a blend of alternatives within the analysis, should the Council
choose to take final action at this meeting.
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The Next Step

Once the Council acts on the License Limitation package it should take immediate steps
to initiate plan amendments to adopt a Vessel Bycatch Accounting Program for both the GOA
and BSAI, and proceed with the development of a Quota Share program for the groundfish and
crab fisheries in the BSAL

~ In order to avoid setting off a new round in the race for fish, the Council should state its
intent to cutoff or discount quota share credit accumulation. To be consistent with the LL
program being a step toward CRP in the BSAI, the time period for eaming QS credit end with the
adoption of the interim LL program. If credit is eventually given for participation beyond 12/94
it would be the council's intent to significantly discount such participation or to counterweight it
by adding credit for history before 1988. The council should state that it is its intent that the
June 19592 date remains a ‘watershed’ point in the accrual of catch history and that the majority
credit in any future ITQ plan will come from catches prior to that date.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

david fraser
FA" Mwuir Milach

P. O.Box 771

Pt. Townsend, Wash. 98368
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INDUSTRY RECOMMENDATIONS ON LICENSE
LIMITATION & COMPREHENSIVE RATIONALIZATION

INTRODUCTION

The amached document is a recommended course of Council action on both the current
License Limitation proposal and subsequent sweps along the road to Comprehensive
Rationalization. It represents an effort to produce a single package of elements in a license
limitation program which itself is a step toward CRP.

The associations and individuals who have signed on to this recommendation do not
necessarily endorse each item in the package {they will elaborate on that during public
testimony}, but do suppost the overall strategy.

PREAMBLE

1. The Council action on License Limitaton (I.L) scheduled for the June meeting
should be viewed as a transitional step toward the Comprehensive Rationalizaticn Plan
(CRP). License limitation of itself does not address the real problem (as set out in the
Council's 14 problem statements).

Ii. Our task (and, we would hope, that of the Council) was to create a management
system that: !

A. Is responsive to the diversity within the indusny (i.e., vessel size, mode of
operation, and geographic differences);

B. Results in a stable business environment where long-term planning is
possible;

C. Provides for a market driven reduction in capital;

D. Minimizes dislocation;
E. Recognizes dependency as measured by:

1. Two qualitying periods (both of which must be met):
a. current participation at some minimum level, and
b. participation at some minimum level prior to June 24, 1992.

2. Additional weighting factors including:
a. length of participation, and
0. quantity of participation.

F. Recognizes the varying effort parterns within the industoy (i.c., single
species/area vs. multiple species/area operations).

The June Council action needs 1o fit into a future plan that accomplishes the above, and so
our imnmediate task was to focus on what that futurc plan should look like.

LL/CRP Recommendations
Page 1: 99795



III.  Recognizing the major differences between the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BSAI)
and the Guif of Alaska (GOA) as well as the link between the two areas by industry sectors

that are dependent on both areas, we believe thatt This Plan Must Be Both
Integrated and Bifurcated

By this we mean:

1. While the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands fisheries are appropriate candidates
for ITQ management, in the near term Gulf of Alaska fisheries, due to differences in scale
and other factors, are more appropriately managed under a License Limitation system at this
point. Thus the need to bifurcate. _

2. However, the existence of an ITQ system in one management area and LL in the
other raises issues which require coordination of the plans, especially relative to operations
with 2 history in both areas. Thus the need to integrate,

LE/CRP Recommendations
Page 2: 6/9/95



GROUNDFISH LICENSE LIMITATION RECOMMENDATIONS

License Classes
1,000,000 A single class of licenses.

Nature of Licenses

300,000% Non-severable licenses issued for the following areas--Al BS, W/CG
(including WY), & EY+S0. Additional groundfish & crab licenses would
be non-severable.

License Recipients
10,000 Current owners,

License Designation )

5,000+ Carcher vessel & catcher/processor designations, and licenses will be
issued to the vessel with the vessel’s current length as part of the license -
allowing only the 20% upgrade as defined in the moratorium.,

Quatifying Period .
A vessel must have made at least one landing in each of three years within a
seven year window from 1/1/88 to 12/31/94. )
A. At least one of these landings must have occurred prior to
1/1/92, and
B. At least one of these landings must have occurred between
1/1/92 and 12/31/94. {Or 6/15/95?)

Landings Requirements for General License
This category goes away

Landings Requirements for Endorsement
This category goes away

Who May Purchase Licenses '

1 Licenses could be transferred (leased or sold) only to “persons” defined as
those eligibie to document a fishing vessel under chapter 121, Title 46
U.S.C.

Vessel/License Linkages )
Licenses may be transferred witho.it a vessel, i.e., licenses may be applied
to vessels other than the one to which the license was initially issued,
subject to license designations and the *“20% rule” contained in the
moratorium. In other words, a vessels license for a 125° vessel may be
wansferred to another 125° vessel or to one that fits the 20% rule. {See
note on License Designation}

Options Regarding the Separability of Area Designations.
1 Area designations are not separable, nor is a cTab license separable from a
groundfish license.

LL/CRP Recommendalions
Page 3: 6/9/93



groundfish license limitation-continued

Vessel Replacement and Upgrades

4% Carcher vessels would be allowed to upgrade to enable a limited amount of
processing at sea. The limit would be set at 5 mt {round weight) per day for
vessels under 60° and at 18 mt (round weight) per day for vessels per day
for larger vessels..

Vessel Designation Limits

1* A vessel which qualifies for multip.e designations (i.c., both as a CV and as
a) under the use restriction component will be able to participate under any
designation for which it qualifies. Vessel designations will be based on
activities during most recent year of participation, through 1994.

License Ownership Caps -
None. We do not believe that ownership caps can be eifecrively enforced.
Therefore, we believe that the Council should rely on U.S. antitrust laws.

Buy-back/Retirement Program
1* No Buy-back/Retirement Program.

Two-Tiered Skipper License Program

1> - Do not implement a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program at this ime. We
fully support the subsequent development of a skipper licensing program
{ similar to that proposed bv SEA}.

|
Community Development Quotas L
We believe that CDQ's are inappropriate as part of a license limitation
program, but are appropriate under ITQ programs. Recognizing that this
issue is one which the our views may not prevail, we believe thar the any
sunset provisions that are applied to the License Limitation program should

also be applied to any CDQ programs developed as part of a LL program.

Community Development Licenses ‘
1 No CDL’s. We believe that CDL’s are more appropriate as part of a license

limitation program. However, CD() participants have made it clear that they
have no interest in CDL’s.

Other Provisions
We endorse 1-8.

Sunset Provisions _

2 Sunset 3 years after the effective date of the License program. We support a
sunset provision because we are committed to moving forward as quickly as
possibly with the development of ITQ programs for BSAI groundfish and
crab ITQ programs. '

Additional Notes:
It the Council takes final acton at the June meeting, the Qualifying
Periods/l.andings recommendation is the best that can be done under the current
analysis. However, final action may not be necessary at this meeting. In that case
we feel that the number of landings criteria presented in the LL EA/RIR was not the
most equitable or appropriate mechanism for determining whether a vessel should

LL/CRP Recommendations
Page 4; 6/9/95



groundfish license limitation-cuntinued

qualify for an endorsement, Under the Landing criteria it is possible that a vessel
landing one fish in each of three qualifying years would receive a license, while a

vessel that fished an area exclusively for the entire season for two years would not.

Our preference would have been for a criteria which better captured the factors
described in the Preamble.

Thus a measure of the quantity or poundage of fish landed may have been a more
app{c?})riate selection criteria. However, a quantity based criteria, would need to be
scaled 1o vessel size. This information is not available in the current analysis. A
1able would need to be produced based on vessel size/type categories like the ones
in the current analysis (i.e., SEN1, TH2, LP2, eic.) from which histograms of the
number of vessels by poundage landed intervals could be generated. This data
woutld enable the council to better differentiate between “speculative” landings and
dependence on the fishery as we have defined it.

LL/CRP Recolninendalions

Page 5:

6/9/95



CRAB LICENSE LIMITATION RECOMMENDATIONS

License Classes
1,000,000 A single class of licenses.

Nature of Licenses .
40,000 General Licenses and endorsements for each speciesfarea combination,
except all Tanner crab (C. bairdi, C. opilio, etc.) will be treated as a single species. {1t was
our belief that nearly everyone who has landed one type of tanner crab, has landed another
type. Therefore very few, if any vessels would be “bootstrapped” into & new fishery.
Additionally, in its ongoing efforts to minimize discards, the Staic may combine seasons
for tanner crab. We feit that this was an option which should not be frustrated by the LL
system. }

NOTE: We discussed whether it would be appropriate to include miscellaneous shellfish
like Dungeness crab, Korean hair crab, snails, etc. in the license plan. However, since this
is ot before the Council at this time, we simply raise this as a possible issue for CRF.

License Recipients
1,000 Current.owners. With an appropriate exception of the Norton Sound Red
King Crab summer fishery.

License Designation

400* Catcher vessel & caicher/processor designations, and licenses will be
jssued to the vessel with the vessel’s current length as part of the license -
allowing only the 20% upgrade as defined in the moratorium.

Qualifying Period .

60 A General License Qualifying Period (GQP) of 1/1/88 - 6/27/92, with the
additional provision that any vessel which *‘crossed over” to crab from
groundfish under the proposed moratorium would also qualify for a General
{icensc. Vessels meeting these requirements would receive endorsements
based on landings in the primary Endorsement Qualifying Period (EQP) of

- 4., Additional endcisement periods betwsen 6/29/80-
6725/83 will be used for Dutch Harbor Red King Crab and §/29/85 -
6/25/88 for Pribilof Blue King Crab. To receive endorsements for either of
the latter two species, a vessel must also have made a landing in any _
federally managed crab fishery during the primary EQP above, as well as in
the GPQ. Participants in the Norton Sound Red and Blue King Crab
fisheries, and Pribilof Red King Crab fisheries will be exempt from the
requ.}niremcnts of the GQP, and must have made landings between 1/1/93 -

12/31/94
Landings Requirements for Endorsement :
4* One landing for red and blue king crab and three landings for brown king

crab and tanner crab except that vestels <60’ need only one landing.

}r\"ho May Purchase Licenses

Licenses could be transferred (leased or sold) only to “persons” defined as

tllnge é:ligible to document a fishing vessel under chapter 121. Title 46

LLACRP Recommendations
Page &6: 6/9/95



¢Tab license limitation- continuad

Vessel/License Linkages : ]
Licenses may be transferred without a vessel, i.e., licenses may be applied
1o vessels other that the one to whict: the license was initdally issved, subject
to license designations and the “20% rule” contained in the moratorium,

Options Regarding the Separability of Area Designations.
3 Species/area endorsements shall be regarded as separable with the
requirement that the new owner also own a general crab license before use.

Vessel Replacement and Upgrades
3 Vessels may be replaced or upgraded within the bounds of the vessel length
of the 20% Rule defined in the moratorium proposed ruie,

Vessel Designation Limits
1* A vessel which qualifies for multip!z designations (i.e., both as a CV and as
' a CP or as both inshore and offshorc) under the use resiiction compaonent
will be able to participate under an y designation for which it qualifies.
Vessel designations will be based on activities during most recent year of
participation, through 1994,

License Ownership Caps
None. . The Blueprint Group does not believe that ownership caps can be
effectively enforced, and believes that we will simply have to rely on U.S.
antizrust laws. '

Buy-back/Retirement Program
1* - No Buy-back/Retirement Program,

Two-Tiered Skipper License Program

1* Do not implement a Two-Tiered Ski pper License Programn at this time. We
tully support the subsequent development of a skipper licensing program
{similar to that proposed by SEA}.

Community Development Quotas
We believe that CDQ’s are inappropriate as part of a license linﬁtau’qn
program, but are appropriate under ITQ programs, Recognizing that this
issue is one which the our views are unlikely to prevail, we believe that the
- Any sunset provisions that are applied to the License Limitation program

should also be applied to any CDO) programs developed as part of a LL
program,

Community Development Licenses
1 No CDL’s. We believe that CDL’s are more appropriate as part of a license

Limitation program. However, CDQ participants have made it clear that they
have no interest in CDL's. .

Other Provisions

We endorse 1-7, with a modification to item 6 as follows: No future super-
€xclusive registration areas will be implemented.

LL/CRP Reconimendations
Page 7: 6/9/93



grab license lmmilation-continued

Sunset Provisions
Sunset 3 years after the effective date of the license program. We supporta
sunset provision because we are commined to movin g forward as quickly as
possibly with the development of ITQ programs for BSAI groundfish and
crab ITQ programs.

Additional Notes: There was some discussion of creating a dual program
for Norton Sound, such that shouid the GHL reach historic levels those
with history in the fishery would be grandfathered in.

LEL/CRP Recommendations
Page 5: 6/9/95



WHERE TO GO NEXT
PROPOSED CRP FOLLOW-UP TO LICENSE LIMITATION

Recognizing that the BSAI and GOA have very different fleets, fisheries, and histories, we
- recommend that the Council proceed with CRP as follows:

1. Adopt a Vessel Bycatch Accounting Program for both the GOA and BSAL

2. Proceed with the development of a Quota Share ‘program for the groundfish and
crab fisheries in the BSAIL

3. Proceed with a transition plan such that when the BSAI groundfish QS program is
implemented, protective measures are put in place to separate the BSAI and GOA. We
believe that the GOA groundfish fisheries are not ready for QS.

Additional Notes: .
1. In order to avoid setting off a new round in the race for fish. the Council
should state its intent to cutoff or discount quota share credit accumulation. We
recommend that consistent with the LL program being a step toward CRP in the
BSAL the time pericd for earning QS credit end with the adoption of the interim LL
program. Further, that if credit is eventually given for participation beyond 12/94 it
would be the council’s intent to significantly discount such participation or 1o
counterweight it by adding creidit for history before 1988.

2. Once a quota share program is adopted for the BSALI fisheries, we believe that
some kind of protective measures will need to be adopted for the Guif of Alaska.
We further that any such measures (like exclusive registration) which require
operations to choose between the BSA! and GOA should include equitable
compensation measures for those vessels with dual histories.

Conclusion: We hope that the Council can use this document to help resoI_ve
many of the difficult issues along the path to CRP. This document represents 2 COOperanve
effort of several different industry sectors. The document, especially the Proposed Follow-
Up section, recognizes the need 1o build more than 4 one-size-fits-alt CRP.

LL/CRP Recommendations
Page 9: 6/9/95
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326 CENTER AVENUE, PO. BOX 135
KODIAK, ALASKA 99615
(907) 486-3781 FAX (907) 486-2470

Gaa KODIAK LONGLINE
SSEL OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION

R

HALIBUT + SABLEFISH e PACIFICCOD -+ CRAB

TESTIMONY TO THE
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
JUNE, 1995

Groundfish & Crab License Limitation Recommendations

The members of the Kodiak Longline Vessel Owners’ Association would like to support the
implementation of a license limitation program. We believe it is an important step in curtailing
growth in the industry and alleviating much of the uncertainty that currently exists. We believe
that a license program should be implemented as soon as possible.

- GROUNDFISH PROPOSALS

We would like to express our views on a few of the options proposed before the Council
regarding groundfish license limitation. Generally, we support the preferred options identified by
the Council at the April meeting. However, there are a few areas we would like to address.

We believe that the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands should not necessarily
mirror one another in criteria for qualification. The Council has already recognized that the
manner in which fisheries are conducted in these areas is different. In keeping with that thought,
we would like to suggest the following:

Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands

Under area endorsements the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands are considered to be separate areas.
We believe these two areas should be considered as one area with a license qualification for the
BS/AI. Many vessels have historically participated in fisheries in the BS/AI, but not necessarily in
both subareas each year. Fish stocks migrate between these subareas and should not be
considered as two separate stocks. From a biological perspective, we think that providing a single
license designation for the BS/AI is appropriate. We realize that allocation issues need to be
addressed as well, and we think that the most equitable form of allocating licenses would be to
have a single area license. '

We support the area license endorsement qualifying criteria to be one landing during the years
1992 through 1994,



KLVOA Testimony
Page Two

Gulf of Alaska

For the Gulf of Alaska, we believe the area endorsement qualifying period should be 1992
through 1994, We support the concept of requiring vessels either over 60' or 125" having more
restrictive landing requirements. For vessels under 60’, it seems appropriate to simply require
one landing during the qualifying period. However, we cannot support a requirement for vessels
under 125' to have made a landing in each of the three years.

General GOA & BS/AI Options

Vessel Replacement and Upgrades

We support Option #4 which allows catcher vessels to process a limited amount of product at sea.
It is important to keep the upper limit (around 18 metric tons) as it allows catcher vessels to find,
utilize and develop a market for product which their processor currently can’t or won’t buy. It
would be unfortunate if vessel owners were not able to utilize product which would otherwise be
discarded and wasted.

License gm;_e_@fg Caps

We have generally supported the ability for a vessel owner to continue growing and developing
their fishing operation. While some of our members favor the least restrictive option, we
recognize the need for some restrictions.

Sunset Provisions
We support Option #1, which does not provide for a sunset of this program.

CRAB PROPOSALS

We have reviewed the preferred options for crab license limitation and have concern with some of
the considerations. Attached is a proposal which we would ask the Council to seriously consider.
We have vessel owners in our group who are lifelong crab fishermen who have participated
consistently in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Island crab fisheries who will not qualify for a license in
the larger areas (Bristol Bay red king crab and Bering Sea bairdi/opilic). We believe the attached
proposal falls well within the analysis and does accomplish our goal.

Basically, the proposal would allow for vessels which qualify in the smaller areas; i.e., St.
Matthew or Pribilof to qualify for a Bristol Bay red king crab and a Bering Sea bairdi/opilio
license. The Alaska Depart of Fish & Game has repeatedly expressed concern over the influx of
vessels into the smaller fisheries, but we have not heard that concern voiced in regard to the three
main Bering Sea fisheries. Traditional crab fishermen who have a strong history in these three
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fisheries may be treated unfairly if they are not given credit for participating in the smaller Bering
Sea/Aleutian Island fisheries.

With regard to the other options, following is a brief list of those we support:

ure of Licenses
Preferred: Option #10,000 - single license for all species and areas
Altemate: Option # 40,000 - treat all tanner crab as a single species

icense Recipients
Option #1,000 - current owners

Option #60 - endorsement qualifying period to reflect recent participation (1992 - 1994)

Separability of Species and/or Area Designations

Option #3 - species/area endorsements are separable

e (wnership Caps
Our comments under the groundfish license alternatives regarding the need for some
restrictions, while allowing vessel owners to maintain flexibility, apply to crab as well.

Sunset Provisions

Option #1 - no sunset



BEAGLE ENTERPRISES LIMITED PARTNERSHIP
: P.O. Box 207
Kodiak, Alaska 99615

June 12, 1995

Council Members

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Post Office Box 103136

Anchorage, Alaska 95510

Re: License Limitation

Dear Council Members:

I am writing to comment on the area endorsement
"qualifying period" options under the proposed license limitation
program. Beagle Enterprises is the owner of the BEAGLE (formerly
the BARBARA LEE), a 107-foot catcher processor based in Kodiak
that fishes in the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska groundfish
fisheries. The vessel was one of the pioneers in the joint
venture fisheries in the early 1940's and fished for groundfish
continuously for nearly ten years up until the Exxon Valdez oil
spill in the spring of .989. At that time, with markets for
joint venture fishermen disappearing, the BARBARA LEE was
contracted for six months to perform oil spill clean-up and
research. The vessel then returned to Kodiak in late 1989 and
began scallop fishing. In earliy 1990, the bank repossessed the
BARBARA LEE and scold it to the Golden Age Fisheries group. They
operated the vessel in a salmon processing operation until their
lender took the boat in 1993.

Beagle Enterprises purchased the BARBARA LEE in July,
1994. We spent considerable time and money preparing the vessel
to resume fishing and intended to return to Alaska in November,
1994. Unfortunately, the Gulf of Alaska and the yellowfin sole
fishery closed much earlier than anticipated so we were not able
to begin fishing until January, 1995. We have been fishing
continuously ever since.

We would like to comment specifically on the
'gqualifying period" alternatives in the proposed license
limitation program. At the time we purchased the BARBARA LEE, we
were fully aware of the proposed permit moratorium. We reviewed
the vessel’s catch history and confirmed that it was moratorium
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gualified. We then made a huge investment in order to prepare
the boat for fishing. As soon as fishing seasons allowed, we
were out on the grounds catching fish.

We believe that it would be fair to base the qualifying
period on the moratorium qualifying period. We were on notice of
the proposed moratorium and acted accordingly. We also believe
that it would be fair to base area endorsements on participation
up to the date of final Council action. That was identified in
December, 19294 as a preferred Council alternative and would
reflect the vessel's current activity. We believe it would be
extremely unfailr to adopt a gualifying period that ignores both
moratorium qualification and our recent participation.
Therefore, we vigorously oppose the January 1, 1992 - December
31, 1994 area endorsement qualifying period (EQP 900} and any
other options that do not either begin on January 1, 1988, or in
the alternative, end on a date in 1995 (either April 17 or the
date of final Council action). ©Our boat has a longer history of
participation in the North Pacific groundfish fishery than a
large percentage of other vessels in the fleet and it is an
active participant today. We feel it would be extremely unfair
to pick an endorsement window which does not reflect either our
historical participation or our current participation. We have
no alternative to the Alaska groundfish fishery. Please do not
kick us out mnow,

Thank you for addressing our concerns in your
deliberations.

Sincerely,
BEAGLE ENTERPRISES LIMITED PARTNERSHIP
'ﬁivw~ <f3§(\kk¢fh

im Chase
General Manager



STAN TENEV
Beagle Enterprises
P.0., Box 207
RKodiak, Alaska 95615

June 12, 1385

To NORTH PACIFIC COUNCIL MEMBERS:

I am writing this letter to explain my position on
license limitation. I began fishing in Alaska in 1876 on the
BERNADETTE, a shrimper based in Kodiak. Since then I have fished
bottomfish in Alaska every year for 19 years straight. I was the
master or mate on JV boate for pollock and yellowiin sole from
1975 through 188%. I fished shoraebased out of Dutch Harbor in
1986 and out of Kodiak in 1987, 1988 and 1989. The boats that I
skippered or was mate on include the PIONEER, EXCALIBUR, ALERT,
MARGARET LYN, OCEAN DYNASTY, VANGUARD, BON-SU-MAR, and SISU.

In 1950 I started running the ALLIANCE, a catcher
processor based in Kodiak and I stayed with that boat until
August, 1994. For all those years when I was running other
peoplas boats, I kept dreaming about buying my own boat.
Finally, in the summer of 1994 I heard about the BARBARA LEE (now
named the BEAGLE) being for sale. I talked alot with everyone I
knew about the boat and everybody said great things about it. I
checked about permits for the boat and everyone told me that
there wasg no problem, the boat was one of the first JV boats in
Alaska and it had one of the biggest fishing records. Based on
everything I learned, 1 left my job on the ALLIANCE and invested
every dollar I had in the boat. We worked every night and day
for four months to get the hoat ready and planned to start
fishing by the end of 1994. When the seasons closed early, I
brought the boat to Dutch Harber this January and have fished
steady in the Bering Sea and Gulf ever since.

Every dollar and everything else I own is tied up in
the BEAGLE and it is my only way to make a living. The only

thing I ask is that you let me keep fishing and don’t take it all
away.

Sincerely,

Do Tesnr

S8tan Tenev

TOTAL P.BB2



June 12, 1995

To: City Council Member & Public
From: Margaret Lekanoff NS
Subject: Public Fisheries Hearing-Testimony

i am not really sure that what | have 1o say regards Limited Entry or another topic of
this hearing but | would like my testimony to be included for the record. | have a
terrible fear of speaking in front of a crowd so | choose this way to have my say.

1am a local Aleut who has lived here in Unalaska for most of my life. | have seen
poverty, lived through poverty in my youth and in my early adulthood. Thank god for
subsistance!l | work for the Unalaska City School District as the School Secretary and
have been for 8 years. ! have seen Unalaska grow from a small village to a large city
which also included Amakanak Island (known as Dutch Harbor ) into the City limits.
Amakanak Island used to be our "play ground” and the only businesses at that time were
Standard Qil, Fish & Game & the Airport. We rode the "Islander” back and forth between
the two islands. Progress brought the bridge.

I was here when the King Crab "boom" started, | watched ali the "progress"” happen with
a heavy heart at times as we lost our tight knit society and with a light heart often mixed
with excitement at other times! ! accepted "change" a lot easier as | grew older. | have
become quite spoiled these days and i like being able to shop in large stores with lots of
room and lots of choices, not having to go to Anchorage and stock up on items 1 couldn’t
find here. | wili soon be able to drive my car over pavement, something we never in our
wildest dreams thought would ever happen. Progress brought this. | could go on and on
but 1 won't!

My brother-in-law is an owner of and fishes on his fishing boat. Fishing is his entire
livelyhood! He is the one that told me in April of this year about "Limited Entry" and
"Factory Trawlers”. It scared me a lot. Working at the school all these years has given
me the opportunity to witness good things that progress brings, such as qualified
teachers, quality classes, academic, arts and sports travel, support from the City of
Unalaska to help fund the school, more subjects to offer our high school students, several
businesses, small and large, awarding scholarships to our graduating seniors, Several
businesses and individuals donate money, products, time etc., several times a year for
one school activity or another. Some of our seiect students {ravel 10 Washington, D.C.
each year, thanks mainly to donations. There have been so many more opportunities
offered to our kids now than when | was growing up and this is due to prograss.

C -



Don't get me wrong, progress hasn't only been good, | have seen bad teo but | really
believe the good outweighs the bad by a long shot.

If the factory trawlers are allowed 10 continue raping our seas by taking everything in
their path and having a high "by-preduct” rate, this will eventually put the small boat
fisherman ( small in comparison to factory trawlers) out of business and will put
Unalaska/Amakanak Island out of business. Our way of life is fishing and in one way or
another everying is related to fishing. This could eventually {not too far off in the near
future it seems) cause the City to lose their Fish Tax which could greatly affect support
to the school causing severe damage to the entire schoo! program. Losing funding would
cause the loss of town and student population, cause the loss of a hot breakfast/lunch
program, cause the loss of "elective” classes, etc., our school will end up being a big
white elephant. Our students would suffer the most, as businesses fold, so do donations
and scholarships and only a few would be able to further their education. When | started
working at the scheool in 1987, there were 140 students. Now we house 340, It didn't
take that long to double and almost triple our population but | can see where the
population could decrease rapidly in just a short time. | don't want to see this happen.

There are several topics that need to be addressed here, including subsistance, culture,
the arts, etc. but | feel that others will testify on these topics.

Please give our fisherman the support they need to keep our fishing industry from dying.
In the long run, we all suffer, especially our children! Not the factory trawlers who
will just move somewhere else and start the destruction 2ll over. Believe me, Tourism
will not keep our city alivel! As i said, | have seen poverty in my life and 1 don't want to
come full circle only t¢ have our children and their children "poor" again!

If you find typing mistakes or find that | have rambled on an on in places, please accept
my apology, | am not an experienced writer, | just wanted you to "hear" what | had to
say. Thank you.
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John Golodoff
General Dellvery
Atka, AK 99547

re. Limited Entry.

Members of the Councii,

My name is John Golodoff. | was born in Atlu and was taken as a P.O.W
to Otaro Japan In 19842. In 1845 the Japanese let us go but we weren't allowed to
retum to our village. | lived in Atka, Unalaska, Kodiak and other places and have
fished for many years. | fished salmon and got no salmon permit. | fished halibut
and black cod and got no permits.Now they want to make limited entry for cod fish
and | wauld get no permit.

When the war was over at least the Japanese let us go. The American
government fook away our isiand. Now they want to take away my childrens’ and
grandchildrens’ fish, Call it license limitation or whatever. It;s limited entry for our
towns and that's wrong. At least the Japs letus go home.

7= John Golodoff. Mﬂ jj 32@’{6"7’[0%//
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Peter Galaktionoff
P.O. Box 1
Unalaska, Ak. 99685.

re: Limited Enby.m

Members of the Councll,
| feel Limited.Entry is against all traditions of smail boat fisheries in the

Aleutians. My grandfather and father, being from the old village of Makushin wotld
roll over in thelr graves if they knew the fishing rights of their chiidren and grand-
children were belng rapidly phased out of a life-style that goes back many, many

years.
If the Federal Govemmment were concemed about the lively-hood of its

rural citizens, it would encourage small boat fisheries.

Ao Lol

Peter Galakfionoff.




Ted Sherebemikoff
P.G. Box 41,
Unalaska, AK 99685

re: Limited Entry.

Members of the Councll,

I am in the process of buying a boat for the Jig fishery. Now it seems that
if | buy the boat all I'l be able to do with it is piay with it. | don't need that. What you
are determining is whether | can live here in Unalaska or not. | was born here and
ralsed in this town. | fished crab since 1873. There was ro small boat fishery then.
Now that | want to get int the smail boat fishery, there is a possibliity there will be
no fishery. | feel | and my family and friends are being discriminated against.

Ted Sherebhamikoff.

~
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1've lived in Unalaska twenty-seven years.
When I arrived here almost all families had to
do with commercial salmon fishing. Simeon, Mike
and Kusta Lekanoff; Nick, leonard, Buzz, Tim,
Burt, and Wagner Lekanoff; Larry and Chip
Shaishnikoff with little Billy; Ben Golodoff;
Carl Moses; Vern Robinson with Billy; Buster and
Ernie and Duffy and Nick Chagin; Steve McGlashan
with Hughie and Charlie Davis; Leonty
Merculieff; Neon Merculieff; Moses Gordieff,
Little Pete Lekanoff; the Bereskins; Tim, Tracy
and Vince Tuttiakoff; Walter Dyakanoli; Greg
Shapsnikoff; John Tcheripanoff; John Golodoff, a
prisoner of the Japanese in World War ll; Carl
Moler; Emil Berikoff; Paul Merchanin; the Hopes;
the Sherebernikoffs. How many have I missed?
But...from 1972 to this day only four of those
listed above can fish salmon, commercially, in
Unalaska, with permit. Of course all have the
right to watch someone from Florida do it if
that person has $75,000 or whatever to buy a
permit,

I fished saimon in 1969, '70, '71...then had
a salmon gear permit in 1972, which I lost to
limited entry.

Fkkdkdk

The cod jigging fishery is new. I intend to
yet into it, as do many of my friends. But it
sometimes takes a year or two. I'm relatively
poor, but 1 hope by the end of the summer of
1995, or in 1996, I can get started. What if it
takes longer?

Salmon is gone...and so is halibut for me,
which 1 fished with my own boat in the early
seventies, entire summers...for ¢25 a pound and
delivered to Pan Alaska fishery.

"Fuck you!" with the salmon, they said.

I don't want to be told that I can't fish
cod, y o RorteCh o Lot Thoal-,

Yalfred J. Dalrymple

55;Eﬁ51¢éé;?,fztmu%;phntfhfé



Michael Bjornstad
P.O. Box 114,
Sand Point, AK 99661

re: Limited Entry.

Members of the Coucil,

My name Is Michael Bjomstad. 1 fished since ! was 7 years old for salmon
and halibut and cod as croew member. | did not get a permit for salimon. All | got for
halibut was 700 Ibs.When | ran a boat and had a 50,000 [b season they gave {hai
to the boat owners and fow they want to say | can't fish for cod. | plan on living In
Alaska afl my iife. Al know is how to fish. If you take that away | will have nothing
to make a living on.

Michae! Bjomstad.
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Andy Gavami
P.O. Box 898
Dutch Harbor Ak 99692,

re: Limited Entry.

Members of the Councl,

I have [ived in Unalaska for 9 years and own two businesses. | have alsc
just recently invested in two small fishing boats - apparantly not smali enough. They
are42ft. and 46 ft.

Since | am a business man and not a fisherman my plan was to hire
locally, to fish out in the bay and beyond. One of my boats is currentty fishing, the
other has been undergoing extensive repair and refurbishing. | have invested a lot
of money in the hope that | could naturally achieve some financial retum and also
benefit the community. Cod is where we make our living and | simply cannot
imagine how we could even make our boat payments without. | bought the boats
specifically with cod as our main target. § focused on a jig / fongline operation
because of It's imited by-catch not anly for environmental and conservation
reasons but also to enable me to investigate marketing my own fish , receiving top
dollar for . It is widely known that jigging is the cleanest of all methods of fishing
for cod and cod as we all know is in high demand giobally.

| canniot understand why there would be Limited Entry for ground fish out
here when this small community and cthers along the chaln are so highly
dependent upon Iit. Are we being penalized for the damage that other fisheries
have done to the resourses? Please consider limiting gear but not limiting entry if
that is the case.

Sincerely,

v
oy —
€s10,75
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Rex Willhite
PO.Box (/87
Dutch Harbor, AK §8892.

Mr Chalrman,

My name is Rex Willhite, my wife Sandra, is a native of the village of
Nikolski, Ak. | have a 5 yr old son, Daniel.

it:s come to my knowledge that there may be a Limited Entry meeting this
week. | have just started fishing commercialy in my town of residence Unalaska /
Dutch Harbor. | started fishing in the hopeas of maybe operating my own fishing
vesse! In the future and possibly if my son wanted to when he is old enough to
decide what ha would fike to do for his future, maybe he would also iike to fish for
his village of Nikoleki or Unalaska. Being of Aleut blood | am sure that the
possibliity of that happening is very high, as you probably know by now that the
native culfure is very traditional.

With this Limited Entry issue | don't see how myself or anyone can uphold
thelr traditions or even expectations of doing or completing their fishing career. |
suppose if | were a farge corparation with millions of dollars and good Intentiona !
could persuade the right people whenever | wanted to, but in fact | am not. i am
just an Individual like most of us, who Is trying to decide my future and the future of
my family. There may even come a time when | could afford my own vessel. With
this Issue at hand it seems that it ) did that then | would only be able to joy ride in
my boat instead of fish with it.

It sounds a litle crazy to me that corporations that have raped our water for
years now with factory trawlers that can destroy anything In thelr path kiling just
about everything, can dectde my future for me. Hell they can't even pay their own
bills or at least most of them can't. All they are good for is killing by-catch and
making fishing seasons for the rest of the actual working fishermen shorter.

{ hope to come In and attend this meeting this week.

Thanks for listening, e L/ Z)

-



Caroline Dickerson
P.O.Box 744
Dutch Harbor, AK 85692.

re: Limited Entry.

Members of the Councll,

Especially in the last week, as the prospect of Limited Entry looms
heavily in the fore-front, | have been deeply moved at the outrage felt by the
residents of Unalaska. Most people were completely unaware of this pending
doom, but thanks to the combined efforts of the members of the Unalaska Native
Fisherman's Assoclation, this has become a heari-felt lssue with fishermen and
non-fishermen allke. It is not only a matter of our own personal stories of which
you'l hear and read many - it's the issue of whether or not you want nural
communities along the Aleutian Chain to be redundant, poverty stricken areas or
whether you'd like the State of Alaska to be the proud owners of a healthy smail
boat industry, capable of sustaining its own economy. We happen to live in
Unalaska, no. 1 fishing port in the nafion. Really the big question is, do you want us
to have our own small boat fleet? It is painfully obviouse that al! of cur smatll boat
combined couldn't remotely catch in one year, what one factory trawler fishing
ground fish, throws away as dead by-catch in one tow. Let's not mess around with
the idea that maybe you could allow us fo jig stricktly in State waters, versus
Federal waters. If you really want a small boat fishery, then you'll accomodate our
basic needs - a exemption for 80 ft. and under for all rural communites in the
Bering Sea / Ateutian Islands with perhaps a 12 mile off-shore limitation.

We are not people who are out to make miilions of doliars fishing.
Fishing Is a life-style. Fishermen have a deep passion for what they do. Many have
been fishing all thelr lives and kmow nothing else. Can you really imagine what that
might be like - tosing your entire lively-hood? Are we supposed to move else where
and start afresh where other States' economies are struggiing? | urge you piease
to consider that we are more than willing to keep our resources and not to over-
capitalize on our fishing stocks. We want to be able to teach cur children how to
live safely on the sea. We don't want them limited to 32 ft. and under either which
is why | strongly request the 60 ft. and under exemption. Besides the fact of
anyone who owns a 32 ft, boat dreaming of upgrading to a larger one - would you
honestly want any member of your family braving the winter stormy seas out here
in a boat that size?

Quite frankiy we couid all go on and on aflerall this is our fuie we're
talking about .Please please please,please,please consider very carefully all the
testimonies, written and oral on our behalf because we are prepared to contest
your proposals to the bitter end, if we don't get what's actually rightfully ours.

Sincerely, o _

A
T

-



Dustan Dickerson
P.O. Box 744
Dutch Harbor, AK 93892,

re: Limited Entry.

Members of the Council,

The idea of license limitation terrifies me. My wife and | bought a boat
just last year. | finally got my own boat. it took us 8 years to do It. Eight years of
hard work. This was a dream come true. i'm so happy now and content to be able
to make my living frm the sea on my own boat as if | was bom for ft. it's my
passion. | have one crew member, Rex Willhite. He's my friend and we love fishing
together. He has a wife and chiid to support, which he does because of the ¥ish we
catch together.But with license limitations this could all come to an end, and my
dreams could fade away. Then what would | do, what would | do? With no boat of
my own | would have to go back to working on the big boats and my life wotld be
in someone elses hands. Not to mention the fact , if this someone else | had to
work for couldnt catch fish and | couldn't make my bank payments for my now
reduntant boat, | would go bankrupt, my credit would be Jurk so in effect my
destiny would be in somecne elses hands. At least | know, and have demonsirated
| can stay alive on the sea and make my payments, provide a living for myseif, my
wife, my crew -man and his family. Why should | have to forfeit this? it;s not fairl
Whatever happened to the American Dream, where a man through his siforts
could carve out a meaningful and fulfilling life for himself and his family? And don't
forget, the fish in the oceans like the trees in the national forests have always heen
considered a national resourse. The fact is fhat what we're talking about does
belong to alf Americans. So | should be , as an American , guaranteed access to
what does belong to all Americans. License Limitations or Limited Entry speaks for
itself_ It means some but not all and that's wrong! it means | qualify but you don,
or they qualify but we dontl Well fundementaliy whats the difference between us
and them? We are all part of the same great nation. Nothing in the constitution
says there will be those more privileged than others. We the peopte, by the people,
for the peopte. Think about it. And if we do continue to give away national
resourses fo a privileged few then my worth deminishes uniil finally instead of
taking part in the function of a great nation, | am forced to labor for those who now
own it. What the hell is there to be patriotic about? Many people feel the same
way.

Please do not allow License Limitaions for | believe it is just one more
step down the path to a disfunctional country.

SIHCG%W; Z g) . /Lﬂ
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Best Estimates of the Number of Endorsements and Licensed Vessels Under the
Groundfish License Program as Proposed on 6/15/96

Estimated Totals: 1 landing in BSAI, 1 landing for all GOA vessels <60", and landings in 2 of 4 years for GOA vessels >= 60.
Estimated Catcher Vessels Estimated Catcher Processors

<60 60124 >=125 Total <60  60-124 >=125 Total Total
Aleutian islands 19+ 50+ 17+ 86+ 4- 34- 94- 132-]  218+/-
Bering Sea 99+ 161+ 28+ 288+ 10- 34- 94- 138-|  426+/-
CG + WY 852+ 190- 14-| 1056++/- 4- 32- 31- 67-] 1123++/-
EY + SO 1056+ 31- 1+ 1088++/- 2- 3- 3+/- 8+/-| 1096++/-
Western Gulf 250- 121+ 11- 462+/- 4- 19- 41- 64- 526+/-
Total Endorsements 2276+ 553+/- 71+| 2900++/- 24- 122- 263- 409-| 3309++/-
Total Vessels Licensed 1822+ 280+/- 39+/-| 2141++/- 12- 37- 100- 149-| 2280++/-

Notes;

(1) All numbers are preliminary estimates. Actual numbers of licenses and endorsements will depend on the accuracy of
the data and on the number of qualifiers who do not apply for licenses. The data will tend to overestimate the actual
number of qualifiers because of mis-entered vessel id's.

(2) '+'indicates that the estimated number is likely to be on the low side, -’ indicates that the estimate is likely to be on
the high side, '+/-' indicates the estimates could be low or high, and ++/-' indicates that it could be low of high, but
is more likely o be low than high. :

(3) Catcher Processor data is new and is calculated using 1/1/1992-6/15/94 Blend Dala,

(4) Catcher Vessel data for the BSAIl and for vessels <80 in the GOA uses data from configuration 1315961 (One landing
during 1992-1994), and is likely to be low because of the extension of the EQP to 6/15/05,

(8) Catcher vessel data for vessels >=60 in the GOA uses the 2 of 4 years from 1992-1995, but is likely overstated because
it may contain reports from catcher processors which submitted fish-tickets.

(6) Estimates of GOA CVs >=60 and of Catcher processors do not employ the "General Qualifying” requirements, and
therefore may overstate the number of endorsements and the number of vessels.
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Transcription
Council Discussion and Final Action on License Limitation
June 15-16, 1995

[NOTE: To save time and space, the formalities of seeking recognition of the Chair and being recognized
by the Chair have been omitted.]

“Tape. 32, e 15, 1995, begiuni mately 10:20

Chaiman Rick Lauber: Council will come to order. Thave a suggestion. Normally at this time, traditionally Mr.
' Mace has made his AP framework type motion. However, as you recall in the AP report, they indicated there
were several items that they didn’t cover becavse of various reasons. One, of course, they couldn’t come to an
agreement on, a couple of those, And others they just didn’t cover because it looked as though we had narrowed
it to a single option or whatever. What I'm going to suggest we do, if you think this is okay, we’ll follow it. If
somebody’s got a better idea, no pride in authorship. I suggest we start out with the agenda item C-2(a)(1) in
the book which starts out with License Classes, Nature of Licenses, and so forth. Just basically in order, take up
those as an issue, and at that point, for instance the first one would be License Classes, someone could then move
one of those three options and then that would be subject 10 amendment or whatever and we would then
tentatively adopt that one. Then we would move on to Nature of Licenses, and then following that motion and
so forth, we'd move on to the next item. Then at the conclusion of all of that, ati of that would then be subject
to a motion to approve. 1guess we could probably take groundfish as a unit and adopt that, whatever we have
voled on, then move on into crab and follow the same procedure as we go through crab, and then adopt that. I
think at the end of each one of these or at the end of the total, there may be other items that Council members
would like 1o have included or some other language or legislative intent or whatever, you could then make those
motions at the end of either the groundfish or crab. It wouldn’t matter to me and 1 don’t think it matters, but
probably not right in the middle of it unless it’s something that directly affects that particular agenda item. I you
understand that idea and that’s acceptabie or does somebody have another suggestion? No objection to that?
Before we statt into this, is there any need to generally have staff be . . . questions or I guess probably the best
thing to do is as we come up to that agenda item and if you have any questions of staff, we would do that.

Dave Benton: Mr. Chainnan, I just have a question. Well, actually two questions. One is then what we’ll be
working off of is the telephone book that the Council staff has provided for us. Is that correct?

Lauber: That's right. It's the document is the book; mine is dated June 2, 1995 and it says agenda item C-2
@(1)-

Benton: Thank you.

» .
Bob Mace: I assume this last copy of the AP minutes included the up-to-date crab information, It would be
heipful in my view to have someone from the AP here to sort of lead us through some of thoss problems when
they come up.

Benton: Thad a second question along the same line as Mr. Mace. My copy of the AP minutes have groundfish.
Have we gotien an updated version of crab yet?

Executive Director Clarence Pautzke: You should have 7:30 p.m. down in the lower right hand corner of the front
page and at the top it goes through 10/14(?).

Benton: 1need to get a copy of that Mr. Chairman.
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Lauber: Ithought that was passed out. Somebody filched it from . . . anyone know if Beth Stewart is still
around? Okay, particularly when we get to crab, but there may be other items, if not, Dave Fraser’s here, With
that, let’s start out with groundfish license. The first ome is License Classes.

Wally Pereyra: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to make a motion, so at least, I win ore. 1 make a motion for the
groundfish license plan that we have a single class of license,

_Laubcr. Is there a second?
Clem Tiliion: Second.

Pereyra: It seems to me that the overwhelming testimony that we've bad is in support of this. I think it's the most
direct methed of going about implementing a license plan. I think it’s appropriate in this case.

Lanber: Is there any further discussion? s there any objection to the motion of a single class of license? Hearing
none, that is adopted. Nature of Licenses. Anyoné care (o move?

Linda Behnken: Mr. Chairman, I would move the option from the non-severable area endorsements for the
following areas: Aleutian Island/Bering Sea, Westem Gulf, Central Gulf, West Yakutat combined, East
Yakutat/Southeast Qutside,

Tillion: Three million, kuh?

Lauber: 1didn’t get that. Are you reading from the staff document? Is that the one with the arrow?

Behnken: I'm going back and forth between the two, but 300,000 is the number on that.

Tillion: Yes, the one with the arrow.

Lauber: Okay, 300,000.

Tillion: Second.

Pereyra: Question. We have two options here. 1 think regarding whether the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and
Gulf of Alaska are separate or whether they're together. 1 think we need some discussion on that particular issue
don't we? '
Lanber: What was that? *

Pereyra: You've got GOA, BSA or GOA/BSAI as part of 300,000.

Mace: Ms. Behnken, I'm looking at the AP’s minutes in which they discuss this and they add a qualification with
respect to landing dates. It would appear to me that would be the appropriate condition to add to this, because
that particular motion is not complete without the AP’s qualification, I don’t think.

Behnken: I'm sorry I couldn’t hear you.

Mace: I'm suggesting that you include the AP's qualification with respect to endorsements on page two.
Benton: Mr. Chairman, if I understood the procedure that you outlined, we would be following the framework

the staff provided for us, Endorsement Qualifying Periods and General Qualifying Periods would come next, Mr,
Chairman, if I might, I would speak in favor of the mation for item 300,000. The Council staff, over the past
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couple of meetings, pointed out problems with just having a General License umbrellz in either the Gulf or the
Bering Sea. The analysis showed that there could be increases of capacity and unanticipated consequences that
would come about becanse of that kind of a split because some vessels fish both in the Gulf and the Bering Sea.
In response to that, the Council developed this option. The opticn would provide an umbrella for the Gulf of
Alaska for vessels that simply fished in the Gulf of Alaska. It would provide an umbrella for vessels that fished
strictly in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, and it would provide a separate kind of an umbrella which would be
non-severable for vessels that fished between the Gulf and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands. I think that the analysis
that we had before us, particularly at the September meeting, and which was further considered 1 believe it was
‘in January, reinforced very strongly using this kind of a system for the General Licenses. I would support the
motion. Thank you.

Behnken: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'm sorry for the confusion. I guess I didn’t speak to my motion. I think
Mr. Benton's covered most of it. 1 would add only that I believe the licenses, as reflected in this motion, reflect
the current nature of the flect and the areas in which it operates in a consistent manrer.

Ron Hegge: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, In the AP on page two, they address the Southeast designation as fixed
gear only. Is that part of your moticn, Linda, that that would be in there?

Behnken; If1could, Mr. Chairman. My understanding was that we were working off of the Council document.
That comes under the Council document under License Designations, 50 I think we were getting to that later.

Tillion: Let's stick to one document. It’s less confusing.

Lauber: Further discussion? Ready for the question? The motion is the non-severable which is contained in the
staff document opposite the arrow, 300,000. Is there any objection to the motion? Hearing none, it passes.
Alright, the next is License Recipients.

Mace: I move that we adopt Current Owners, category 1,000 for License Recipients. Or 10,000 excuse me.
Lauber: Is there a second?
Tillion: Second.

Lavber: We're having trouble. The motion as I understand it was that we adopt for License Recipient, current
owners, number 10,000. Is that correct, Mr. Mace? And it was seconded. Also, I note that is the AP
recommendation as well. Is there any further discussion on this item? Hearing none, it passes.

Benton: Could I ask a question before we go on. Thisis a question for Counselor. Counselor, we have discussed
these matters many, many times, many of these options during the course of deliberations by the Council starting
well over a year ago. The question for you is do we need on each one of these individual items to have a bit of
discussion of rationale at this point, or are we proceeding in a manner that’s acceptable to you, if at the end we
summarize our views on the elements and options that have been chosen.

Lisa Lindeman: Mr. Chairman, there’s a lot of discussion in the analysis already on each of these options. . .
[change to tape 33] . . . but, from General Counsel's standpoint, we would prefer to have rationale for each of
tkese elements, and then again, rationale for the overall package that you come up with. You know, the record
as to why you're adopting what you’re adopting.

Lauber: You said for the overall package.
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Lindeman: For each element and then for the overall package. Whatever rationale you.can put on the record to
justify what you're doing. It takes time, but you need to build a record and I've got some comments about the
record as it is now that should be addressed later.

Lauber: In doing this and in case that one or more members of the Council cares to attempt to summarize that

would be considered only that. In no way, the record is the compiete record and justification. Sometimes when

we're trying to summarize, maybe not significant reasons, but leave out reasons that accumulatively might be

important so that would not be any problem. We're still going to use the whole record, testimony, staff
“documents, analysis, and so forth, correct?

Lindeman: Comect, Mr. Chairman.

Lauber: So if we get the high points-and I don’t want to carry this saving time to the point of ridiculousness,
certainly not to jeopardize the package. Again, I don’t want to have people go on and on and en frying to get
everything in here either,

Lindeman: Well, Mr. Chainman, it's up to the Council to build the record and if people can do that in a few words
that’s great.

Benton: Counselor, you said you had some general comﬁwnts about the record that needed to be built. Could
we have the benefit of that now so that we could know what our requirements are?

Don Collingworth {Alternate for NOAA Regional Director): I'll certainly allow General Counsel 10 address that
issue. What we’re dealing with now is the bits and pieces of putting together a qualifying program. It’s as though
we have a pile of tinker toys out in front of us and we're selecting this piece and sticking it into that piece and
we're going to put another piece on. We're going to build something here at the end of this qualifying program.
What we build is going to nead to be justified and supported on the record. It’s difficult to do incrementally when
you pick up the little round piece that has a bunch of holes in it and say how that's going to fit in the overall
whatever it is we build. So to the extent that there is, as incrementally as we go through this, there is justification
for option 10,000, then it should be addressed. But fundamentally the justification needs to look at the pieces.
Like any ore increment here, I can’t tell what the impact is going to be on Gulf or the Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands. Just one piece, by selecting size isn’t going to tell me what the program’s going to look like, Size of a
vessel for example. Ido have, when we get to the general debate, on the over-arching motion once we've made
these incremental selections, I have a number of issues that I wish to debate. 1 think at that time, I will 1ell you
about my concerns about what the record is so as we go through again to the extent to which we can enhance the
record by pointing out the vessel size classes or single permits or endorsements have merit should put it on the
record. We really have to focus on building that record when we put those pieces together.
¢

Benton: 1 thought Counselor was going 1o answer some of that 100,

Linderman: Mr. Chairman, I think my concerns might be better addressed when the Council, as Mr, Collinsworth
was saying, puts together these pieces . . . [tape fades out for a moment] possibly before the Council goes into
. .. [tape fades out again] . . .

Lauber: Okay,

Mace: Does the testimony before the AP, would that be considered valid and legal backup to this? That would
- - - at great length if we were to include that by reference, 1 think we might help our cause.

Collinsworth: Mr. Chairman, public testimony, oral/written comments from the members around this table during

debate, the input that we have from our Advisory Panel and other advice this Council receives, it is that. It’s
advice. The record is built, not by referring to what the AP might have done, but the record is built by what is
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convincing to the members of this Council that vote. When you vote, you have to say 1o build the record, why
you support either the majority or minority report from the AP and the rationale you use in making your decision
to say yea ornay. Simply because there’s a body of testimony does not. I've heard testimony from every point
on the compass on this issue. Simply referring to the record of public testimony does not build a record unless
you say it was that public testimony that convinced you to cast your vote.

Lauber: In other words, it’s the testimony that you feel is compelling that causes you to vote this way that is
important. You therefore and likewise as I recall we’ve been told that we can also rely on our own personal
“knowledge and experience in fisheries as well that may not necessarily appear on the record.

Collinsworth: Mr. Chairman, it’s perfectly legitimate to say that based upon the AP’s report and the position
recommended by the AP, I found that convincing particularly A, B and C, therefore, I cast my vote such and so.
I guess you're referencing the AP’s work, but you’re saying what part of it has compelled you to your position.

Tillion: We can wait in many of these issues until we’ve put this log cabin together before we state why we pick
all these other options. It’s very confusing to take it option by option, why you're doing it. In many cases, we've
argued this before and are on record. It might not be on this little tape that you can reach, but we are on record
over and over and over, a number of us, We go through it, through all those headings at the end on why we went
that way would be adequate, wouldn't it? Because otherwise, you're talking about the building while you haven't
even set the foundation yet.

Lauber: Okay, that’s enough on that. Let’s move on. We move to License Designations. Someone have a
motion?

Benton: Mr. Chairman, I'd move item 9,000. This would establish License Designations for catcher vessels and
catcher processors by vessel length. Vessel lengths would be less than 60 feet, 60-124 feet, and 125 and above.
Mr. Chairman, this would also add a gear designation to the Eastern Guif, the new area for the Eastern Gulf, the
East Yakutat and Southeast Outside, for the use of legal fixed gear only.

Behnken; Second.

Benton: Mr. Chairman, as we've gone through this process, we have discussed many different kinds of options.
This round before the Council to put the finishing touches on a license limitation program started well over a year
and half ago, almost two years ago. We have discussed any number of issues with regards to the problem
statement, in terms of preemption, in terms of coastal community impact, in terms of need for stability in the
fisheries, in terms of the need o come up with proposals that deal effectively with bycaich and waste, Mr,
Chairman, no single approach to fisheries management is going to answer all of the problems that are identified
in the CRP problem statemnent. There are 14 specific items that are identified. There are two general over-arching
approaches to the problem and the problems facing this fishery, or the various fisheries that are under the
jurisdiction of this Council. The reason that I chose this designation is because as we've seen through the
discusston we’ve had over those numerous Council meetings, the use of vessel size categories had some utility
in dealing with the number of probtems that are identified in the problem statement. These designations will
allow us 1o deal with preemption; conflicts both between areas and vessel categories; it will allow us to focus
attention within fisheries and to prevent unnecessary and undue movement of capital between categories of
vessels; it will allow us 1o differentiate between catcher vessels and catcher processors, and it will provide a basic
foundation for any future steps we might take in the CRP process. 1 think those are all consistent with the debate
that has occurred at the Council, certainly since January of last year and throughout the debate and discussions
on CRP. When the Council was looking at an IFQ program, and ealy an IFQ program early on, these
designations were an integral part of that IFQ program. These kinds of designations are very similar to the
designations in the halibut/sablefish IFQ program. I think that these will provide the Council the ability to more
accurately focus atiention on the management problems that are identified in the problem statement. The reason
Ichose the itern 9,000 instead of item 5,000 is based on public testimony that we*ve heard from residents from
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southeast Alaska; based upon the concems that have been expressed regarding preemption in southeast especially
given the reconfiguration that we've done in the management areas; the potential impacts that preemption could
have on the fleet and fisheries in those communities; the amount of discard waste that is occurring in the fisheries
off southeast, which I believe are undue and unnecessary; and I think that if we employ this that it will not result
in any undue burden on the trawl industry or on any particular gear group, but will indeed address some of the
major problemns that face the southeast fisheries. I'm specifically referring to preemption conflicts between gear
types that are identified in our problem statement; allocation preemption conflicts between and within industry
sectors; bycatch loss of groundfish; economic loss and waste associated with discards; and associated problems
“that have been identified in the problem statement. Thank you.

Morris Barker: I guess I would speak against this particular motion. I also listened to the public testimony and
read the documents that were provided. This proposal does not provide for any opportunity to harvest Pacific
ocean perch stocks or pollock stocks, 1see a direct impact to the national economy and I guess by subsequent
action, the analysis does not directly deal with those kinds of impacts. We have viable fisheries that are being
precluded. We have some of the issues you did raise about the category of the fishers participating that are
handled in other options. I think that this particular motion iS not to the best benefit to the nation or the fisheries
that are involved in this fishery.

Behnken: Thank you, Mr, Chairman. I'm speaking in favor of the motion, I think Mr. Benton has done a fairly
adequate job of covering the reasons for most of it. 1 would add only that I believe the designation for fixed gear
only in Southeast speaks directly to the problem statement of this entire comprehensive package and supporting
the stability, economic well being, diversity of the seafood industry, social needs of the communities dependent
upon that industry. There’s a number of places within the SIA that characterize the Southeast fleet. In particular,
1 would cite page 237, speaking in reference to Southeast, “Groundfish stocks are not nearly as large as for areas
further west. The sheltered nature of much of the fishing grounds has fostered the fleet composed primarily of
relatively small boats which do not use trawl gear. Local boats catch P, cod and rockfish primarily with longline,
some with pots as well. Local processors are set up o handle this amount of catch but could not accommodate
larger landings for trawl vessels.” Icite this because the potential impacts of not designating this area fixed gear
ondy would accrue not only to the catcher vessels that operate here, but the shorebased processors and the
commmumities they’re a part of as well, Ithink the AP did a really exceptional job for us back in April of saying
we've got some very different fisheries here between our industrial fisheries and our artesianal fisheries. They
broke it down for us and I think with the steps we have taken at the last meeting of sort of starring our preferred
options, we started to address that. We've taken steps for Western Alaska. We’ve taken steps for this area by
looking at jig exemptions. We’ve taken steps for Central and Kodiak by saying West Yakutat is where you’ve
usually fished, West Yakutat is an area you'll still have access to. What Southeast needs is what Southeast is
asking for and that’s protection from the potential preemption east of 140, which is the historic grounds of that
fleet. In response to Mr. Barker’s concerns, in re-examining the biomass of the fisheries or the species in the
Eastern Gulf, some 40 to 80% of the species you mentioned - pollock, flatfish, Pacific cod have been reallocated
to West Yakutat which is where they have been historically caught and trawled for and will still be accessible to
that Central Gulf fleet. 1don’t believe there’ll be very much of these quotas that go unharvested. What's left is
some rockfish species that have been taken, some of them by both gear types; Pacific ocean perch is in a
rebuilding stage. Some of the other species are depressed and are available in only very small quantities.
Targeting them with trawl tends to cause some high discard and waste problems. I think, as is mentioned, if we
see the kind of rebound in the Southeast area that would really leave some significant amounts of fish on the table,
in a limited sense, in a careful sense, maybe we can make that accessible. So with that Mr. Chairman, I'm in
support of the motion.

Pereyra: 1have to speak in opposition to the motion as it’s presently configured. A total ban on trawling east
of 140 in my mind is neither appropriate or acceptable for a number of reasons. First of all, this argument of
preemption I have a real problem with, because these fisheries are separated by species to a large degree. There's
1o so-called artesianal fisheries that take place on POP; as has been stated, no one's been able to demonstrate
yet that ocean perch will in fact bite on a baited hook. So fixed gear really is not an appropriate form of gear for
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those species. The same with pollock. You can probably catch some pollock on a baited hook, but I dare say it
probably would not be an economically attractive fishery. Maybe make a sport fishery out of it or something
when they come up to the surface at night. I think that is probably a hollow statement that in fact there is a
preemption argument. As far as dependence of communities on these resources, these communities are not
depending on the ocean perch, not dependent on the pollock, in fact, by this amendment you are prechuding the
opportunity that maybe ocean perch and poliock might go into some of these communities. I mean I can see in
the future where there could be an opportmity to process these species on shore so there would be some benefit
to be derived and this, I think, really works in the opposite direction, But more important than that, Mr.

"' Chairman, I'm concerned that this particular motion as it's presently configured violates, as I see it, at least six
of the seven national standards. This measure does not prevent overfishing while achieving optimum yield on
a continuing basis, is national standard number 1. National standard number two, it's not based on the best
scientific information because the best scientific information from our SSC would argue against this particular
amendment. In my mind, it does discriminate between residents of different states, which is national standard
4, and that’s in violation of it. Idon’t think it promotes efficiency. It promotes inefficiency - natonal standard
5. A sixth national standard, it doesn’t take into account or allow for contingencies in variations among fisheries.
And lastly, I don’t think it minimizes costs. In that regard, I think that any measure we have that violates national
standards s severely as that particular measure does, I think is something we should reject and maybe look at
another way of addressing this particular issue.

Tillion: If he hadn’t so spoke about Pacific ocean perch, I intended to be silent. This is a species with a life
expectancy of about 90 years, doesn't spawn until it’s 12. It's at 1/16th of its former strength and I hear a flect
thirsting to get at their blood already. I think we’re a little early. I think it"s going to take a long time to rebuild
the stock and for somebody to say you're closing off an area to the harvest of this species, I say bully. We should
close off the whole Gulf of Alaska to the harvest of this species at least until they're about 35% of their former
strength which is all our rebuilding program ever asked for. I'm definitely going to be voting in support of this.

Belnken: In response to Wally's comments, there are two kinds of presmptions. There's preemption that's head-
on competition for the same species and there's the kind of preemption that's occurred in Southeast repeatedly
which has been sometimes competition for grounds. More recently, it’s been through bycatch and the bycatch
of one species by one or two trawl vessels who come through on their way to the Central Gulf shutting down a
local fishery that’s absolutely essential to about 1,000 boats in Southeast Alaska when that’s all they've got,
when they’re not mobile to go to any other areas, The boats in Southeast, the information shows, qualify, I think,
the average is 1.3 endorsements which basically rounds down to 1. This is the area that they have to fish and
preemption for them, that’s life or death. The way National Marine Fisheries Service has handled this over the
past couple of years is if something goes wrong and they’ve taken a step to try and correct it. Boy, there’s a long
list of the things they’ve done. We've put a 1% bycaich aliowance on to keep that preemption from occurring.
We still have more bycatch. We still have more waste. We've taken species cut of demersal shelf and we’ve
moved some into pelagic. We've moved them into other slope. There's been all kinds of things to try and keep
up with this, but that threat is still there and until something, maybe somewhat proactive, but I'd almost say it’s
just finally ime. That threat’s going to remain. The concern from the people in Southeast, unanimous concern,
there’s nothing that concerns them more. It's going to be there.

Pereyra: I'd just like to briefly as I can respond to Mr. Tillion’s comment in due respect to Mr, Tillion's thinking
on ocean perch. I think that particular concern is better addressed through the annual TAC seiting criteria, not
through some sort of draconian measure that would just automatically close an area and foreclose any possibilities
for vessels 10 operate in that arca for species which might be appropriately taken by them.

Fluharty: I think we're losing sight of license limitation as the purpose of this regulation. We're sort of piling
on a number of other things that may have certain merits. They may be better done in other ways like has been
mentioned. So I think that in just thinking about what this measure does and what this particular license
designation does, does very little with respect with the interest in limitation. If we look at the analysis,
particularly the analysis for the potential for expansion of this particular fleet under this situation, there’s a huge
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potential that I think is going to essentially swamp out any community stability in that area. 1'd remind us that
we're trying to deal with license limitation, not all the other things that potentially should and could be addressed
by the Council,

Benton: A couple of comments. Ibelieve this is quite germane to license limitation and to the comprehensive
planning that we're engaged in. This is, as I believe I said a little earlier, this program is one component of an
overall approach that the Council is using and I believe that this is appropriate to employ at this time. I you look
at the analysis, the trawl flest concentrates generally in deeper waters, on the deeper side of the 200 meter contour.

“If you look at the analysis, there’s roughly five species that are found in this area. These are generally POP,
shortreker rougheye, other slope and thomyheads. Public testimony and the analysis that’s been provided to us,
indicates that the fixed gear fleet overlaps generally with all those species except for POP, But it is in the
prosecution of that POP fishery and a couple of other directed fisheries that the preemption begins to occur
because of bycatch and subsequent discards. Mr. Chairman, I was particularly interested in public testimony that
spoke to targeted fisheries fike northern rockfish, other rockfish species that those were the target species and yet
it was the high value species that were being retained to pay for the trip. I'm looking at some of the data that was
provided to us and I see an 88% discard in the target species and a 76% retention of a bycatch species. 1think
that’s indicative of 2 problem in this area with these fisheries. It’s a problem that can be addressed by this action.
I wanted to refer just briefly to the scientific advice as provided to us by the SSC and also it’s in the analysis.
Something that did cause me some concern when I saw this proposal in April and at the time I was not persuaded
that this proposal would be a good way to go, that concern had to do primarily with survey design and whether
or not the stock status could be segregated out because of the reconfiguration. The subsequent analysis that we
have indicates that indeed that can be done for the majority of the species and that if we take action now instead
of waiting that we can work with National Marine Fisheries Service to have the Gulf survey redesigned so that
we can collect that data if we need to approach the problems of TAC setting that Dr. Pereyra has pointed out.
That has persuaded me that that is probably quitc manageable and do-able. I think that with that problem behind
us that we can move forward with this. The comment that the SSC miade on this, I found also quite interesting,
the SSC referred to the problem statement that the SSC believes that once a problem is defined, they could look
at the impacts. They did not say that they had a problem statement at the time. 1 questioned the SSC
representative whether or not they had even bothered to review the problem staternent for CRP and the problem
statement that we are . . . [change to tape 34] . . . operating under here today and the answer to that was ‘no.”
Mr. Chairman, again I call our attention to the problem statement we're operating under and there are numerous
items in there as F've already spoken to that I believe are germane to the motion and support adoption of this
motion. Thank you.

Lauber: Any further discussion? Are you ready for the question? Call the roll an the motion on the 9,000.

Pautzke:

F
Benton Yes
Fluharty No
Hegge Yes
Mace No
Collinsworth  Yes
Pereyra No
Samuelsen Yes
Tillion Yes
Barker No
Behnken Yes
Lauber Yes
Pass.
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Lauber: Alright, we'llmoveto., ..

Samuelsen: I'd like to make a motion to allow compensation once an ITQ program is in place to compensate the
displaced boats of the Gulf and Bering Sea.

Lauber: Could you restate that again?

Samuelsen: I'd like to offer a compensation package for the displaced boats in the Gulf on this motion that just

“passed the Council and that would be to compensate thosc vessels that are displaced that qualify under license
limitation program and once we go to an ITQ program that those vessels will be compensated in the Gulf for their
loss of fishing opportunity or in the Bering Sea for the loss of fishing opportunity in the Gulf,

Lauber: Ckay, I understand it. Is there a second to that motion?
Tillion: Second.
Lauber: Would you care to speak to your motion?

Samuelsen: Although I voted for it, I wasn’t totally convinced through public testimony we've heard that on
reports of bycatch the trawls fisheries are 100% observed, the other boats are not. Under the license limitation
program, it was pretty convincing to me that we might be increasing the problem in the Gulf by allowing more
boats in than are presently participating in there. Staff has presented data that showed two vessels were in there.
I think we’'ve set precedent. We’ve compensated the CDQ groups in the halibut fishery; I believe that
compensation was in the Bering Sea from the Gulf so I think we’ve set the precedent,

Lauber: Any further discussion?

Mace: We’re assuming of course that we're going to have an IFQ program. This is going to bite someone else.
You’re taking away from someone to give to them and I’m not sure that this is the appropriate time to cover this.

Tillion: As the second, I’d like to speak in favor of it because if we don’t flag it fairly early, we might not go to
an ITQ program. We might stay in limited entry in which case it doesn’t come up, but it should be known that
those people that were displaced have the right to some compensation in the Bering Sea for being displaced from
the Gulf. ] think it's only fair to flag it now. Idon’t think it’s a big item, but I think it gives a little security to
some of those that are being squeezed at this time. I think it’s a good thing to have.

Pereyra: 1 think this certainly is a noble gesture, but I'm not so sure if it’s really going to be that effective. For
example, shortrakers, rougheyes, northern rockfish, so forth, you’ll find those in the Bering Sea for example. So,
Thave a difficulty with seeing with how you come up with some kind of compensation scheme that is transferrable
that way. Ido think it"’s anchle gesture and maybe it’s one to make us feel better that we've now, after we've
hurt a particular group, we're having some pangs of our action, so we want to do something to give them some
help. 1think it’s a nice idea, but I think we should have thought of that before we voted in the last motion and
maybe made some adjustments that would have been more appropriate to take into consideration some of their
needs.

Benton: Ihave no problem with the motion and I would support the motion. The only question I have is whether
or not we want to do that at this time or whether we want 1o do it towards the end under General Provisions
because it strikes me that we may have some discussion of the relationship of licenses to future actions and what
that all means. With that question just sort of hanging there, 1 don't expect an answer. I guess I'd vote in favor
of the motion,

Samuelsen: I have no problems waiting until General Provision time and institute that.
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Lauber: Yeah, that’s where it would be placed anyway. 1 think Ms. Behnken is next.

Behnken: If we're going to withhold the discussion . . . I guess I'd just raise one question and we’re coming back P
to this, people are going to be thinking about it, but the motion we passed on 9,000 said that anybody who had

earned a license east of 140 would still get that license, but it would be designated hook-and-line. H we
compensate people, I'm not quite sure how you do that. I mean you still have the opportunity to fish hook-and-

line and I recognize some of those species are pretty difficult to catch. So far, we haven't realiy figured out how

to do it . . . maybe pots or whatever . . . but I mean if we’re coming back to that it's something we could be

“thinking about. v

Lauber: Let me ask Counselor a question. Idon’t know that the motion was worded this way, but it’s my
understanding the effect of this would be to notice the public, so to speak, that it would be the Council’s intention
to do this when we at such time as we adopt an individual fishing quota in the Bering Sea. However, that could
only be that, Wouldn’t the Council and the Secretary at that time have the auvthority to do or not do this?

Lindeman: Mr. Chairman, maybe if the Council just said that they would consider whether or not to provide
compensation. The public could interpret maybe a statement that the Council intends, that the Council is
somehow committing themselves even though you'd have to have a record, maybe analysis of how many vessels
eteetera. i the Council doesn’t want to bind itself or the Secretary then you might just say “consider.”

Lauber: You have a different Council and my concem at this point is that we don’t have a record built for it and

if you would acoept that as intent that the Council would consider at such time as it adopts an ITQ system in the

Bering Sea that consideration be given for persons displaced. Iwould assume that the answer to that is like we've

done before, we've converted one fish into another fish many times. That could be done even though it would

not be the same species, it could be a similar value or something like that. Anyway if that’s acceptable then the

motion would be to that effect that Counci] at some future time would consider doing it. Is there any further 7™,
discussion on the motion? Is there any objection to the motion? Okay, better call the roll.

Pautzke:

Fluharty No

Hegge Yes

Mace No

Collinsworth  Yes

Pereyra No

Samuelsen Yes

Tillion Yes

Barker No i
Behnken Yes '
Benton Yes

Lauber Yes

Pass.,

Lauber: Why don’t we take our lunch break. We will reconvene and move into Qualifying Periods resuming at
1:00 sharp.

Lauber: Council come to order. We move on to Qualifying Periods.

Mace: I'dsmcliketovisitwilhﬂwAPforamcmentuﬁthrwpeclmthisluneISdateandtheimpactithasupon o
number of vessels, -

FACOUNCILMEETING S\ 99SNUNISACTIONLICLIM.695 10



Lauber: Mr. Mace would like to have the AP representative for a moment. He has a question.

Mace: We have a June 15 date involved in a cut-off for area endorsements and also for crossover and I'm
interested in the impact in the way of number of vessels involved in this additional time.

Lauber: Can staff answer this question? Of course do you understand, Marcus, what the question was?
‘Mace: Did you hear the discussion at the AP?

Marcus Hartley: Yes, I heard a great deal of the discussion in the AP. And we advised the AP that although we
would not be able to give them exact numbers on the impacts of that, the analysis provided information up
through the 31st of December. The number of additional boats that actually would come into the fishery would
have to have been those boats that hadn't participated in any of those previous three years. We would anticipate
that wouldn't be a huge number of boats, but would not be able to say with certainty whether it would be 5 or
1,600.

Pereyra: What? One thousand?

Tillion: What? Not a huge number?

Hartley: Well, ] mean any vessel that was qualified under the moratorium, the 3,500 some boats, could have
entered inic the fishery in that six month period and then they would be qualified. We don’t anticipate that that’s
what happened, but we really don't have any information to say whether that happened or not. We don’t think
that it would be that many.

Mace: How about the crossover provision from groundfish to crab on the change of the date from December 31,
1994 to June 15, 1995, the same six month period. Do you have any reading on that?

Hartley: Well, those boats would have had to have been moratorium qualified in order to meet that quote
“crossover” provision. The crossover provisions that we had in our moratorium are not changed under this. It
just recognizes that at 6/15 any additional crossovers that are allowed under the moratorium wouldn’t get you
a license. Right now that date is 12/31 under the analysis.

Benton: So there’s no cut-off in the current moratorium for crossovers, comect?

Hartley: That's correct to a certain extent. On your action on the moratorium on December 11, you voted to say
that any vessel that has not crossed over into groundfish from crab by this date would only be able to enter into

groundfish using pot gear, ¢

Beaton: Correct, but there's nothing in the moratorium that would prohibit, say next year, that occurring if we
didn’t adopt a close-out date here, correct?

Hartley: Right and in the document that close-out date was the 31st, then there was that . . .

Benton: Right, but they could crossover using pot gear. They just couldn’t crossover and use trawl gear, for
example. They couldn’t crossover.

Hartley: That was the 11th date, yes.

Lauber: 1see Beth Stewart has come in if you had a question, Mr. Mace.
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Mace: Well, I just was interested in the testimony and the background for the reason for this change, Beth, before
Imade a motion,

Beth Stewart: Mr. Chairman, the AP had quite 2 bit of discussion about what was meant by current participation
and I think this discussion was generated because of what we went through on the rejection of one set of
moratorjum rules and when we came back one of the problems apparently was that current participation wasn’t
in the Secretary's view, adequately addressed. So because groundfish fisheries continued on at this meeting right
up until this meeting, we chose to use 6/15/95. There was a motion to say date of final Council action, but there
was a lot of concem that this meeting might not be the date of final Council action on license limitation and we
didn’t want to encourage people to think that somehow you could just keep going and going. So we chose
6/15/95 as a proxy for final action at this meeting.

4

Eenton: Beth, when, aside from that sort of general interest and concem, did you have discussions regarding
crossovers and any information from the industry approximately how many vessels may have crossed over from
the crab to the groundfish fisheries or how many vessels may bave entered the fisheries or specific fisheries for
area endorsements after December 31, 19947 Was there any general discussion about that?

Stewart: It was general discussion. We didn’t have a specific number presented to us by anybody that I can
recall. Certainly, the staff was unable to give us that and I think we knew they would be unable to because of the
lag time in processing all the data,

Benton: Do you recall whether or not there was testimony that registered support or objection to this kind of a
provision and the nature of the support or objection, generally speaking?

Stewart: Not specifically, I think if we'd held a public hearing after we took this action we might have gotten
more specific testimony about that, I think I can say, taken as a package, we put other things into our license
limitation package in an effort to squelch benefits that were derived solely from speculative participation. So,
we tried o balance the need for current participation against speculative participation and dealt with that in other
sections.

Benton: If I could follow up with ore more, briefly. I'm looking at the AP motion and also I note that they
adopted the provisions of the moratorium regarding vessel exemptions. What was the nature of the discussion
on that?

Stewart: The under 32 and under 267

Benton: Correct, yes.

’
Stewart: The AP had a lot of discussion throughout this process about entry level participation under a license
limitation system and there was a general feeling that that ought 1o be allowed, that there ought to be some way
for peaple 1o get into the fishery. Ithink that discussion certainly played 2 role in our jig fishery exemption which
we ended up limiting to the Bering Sea.

Benton: Did you discuss also the idea of people operating under the rules of the moratorium as being sort of a
reasonable way for people to pursue their business during this interim period while we're trying to put something
else together? :

Stewart: People who were exempted, the 32 and 26 or . . .

Benton: The rules of the moratorium, the 20% rules, you know the replacement rule, that kind of thing,
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Stewart: Yes, and in fact the AP generally felt there should be a two-part test for benefits deriving from license
limitation and that is participation during the moratoriumn and recent participation. That was pretty much our
focus so that if you were only moratorium qualified, but you were no longer in the fishery, we didn’t see any
reason for you to benefit from a license. But if you were just recent into the fishery and ignored the moratorium,
we also didn’t see any reason for you to benefit from the license systems. We looked at this as a two-piece test
that you had to have paid atfention to the moratorium and you had to still be a current participant.

Lindeman: Point of clarification. I'm not arguing here for or against this 6/15 date.
Lauber: I won’t cut you off. Go ahead.

Lindeman: I just want to clarify [a few words vnintelligible] . . . moratorium when it was considered by the
Secretary on the issue of present participants and 303(b)(6) factors in the Magnuson Act. 303(b)(6) only requires
that the Secretary take into account, you know, consider present participation. It doesa't say that he must or that
the Council must include present participants, but one point is that in considering or taking into zccount present
participation in the fishery, the Council should have whatever information is available on present participation
in front of it. Maybe a range from 1 to 5,000 is enough, I don't know, but the Council should have some idea of
who they're considering, whether to include or exclude.

Stewart: 1think that because I came in a little late ] may have missed the point of some of these questions. If,
what I think is germane here for crossovers in particular under the moratorium, we felt that we specifically
aliowed people to crossover and that by not extending to the §/15/1995 date it may have been an empty promise
that they would not make the license limitation standards as we were going through this, if they weren’t able 10
count participation both in 94 and 95 and that may be what you were trying to ask me and I apologize for not
understanding that.

Benton: It was that and also whether there was just general testimony about any sense from the industry
regarding the magnitude that that extension, magnitude of number of vessels that would come into the fishery that
extension might entail. In conversations I've had with people in the hall, it’s been indicated to me that it’s
somewhere in the neighborhood of maybe 30 to 40 vessels, not a thousand. 1 was just wondering if the AP had
heard anything in testimony or had any discussion about that?

Stewart: That's the ballpark numbers. I mean there was no way to verify those because we don’t bave the catch
data, but I don’t recall that we had any testimony where someone said this is going to let in 200 or 300 or 400.
People thought it was a relatively small number.

Benton: Thanks.

lid
Captain Bill Anderson: Beth, on the issue of the jig exemption, you said there was a lot of discussion onit. 1was
just wondering what the main reasons were why it didn’t fly in the Guif and it did in the Bering and whether
vessel safety was considered in that discussion.

Stewart: We had sort of two different discussions that are germane here. One is whether cither one of those
exemptions, the 26' in the Gulf and the 32' in the Bering Sea, were wise in terms of vessel safety. I think there
was a general feeling that in the protected waters of Southeast that 2 26' exemption might be useful but for most
of the other communities in the Gulf, 26 was pretty marginal. There was some discussion about that in the Bering
Sea side as well. In terms of the jig exemption in the Gulf, I think the 2% allocation of cod and the underharvest
of cod because of other problems in the Bering Sea, basically bycatch problems, people felt that there was cod
available for someone to start an entry level fishery on, even though this is not specific to cod. In the Gulf, a lot
of the discussion centered around the fact that cod is fully taken abready. There isn’t a special set-aside for a
particular gear type like there is in the Bering Sea. There was a little bit of discussion about rockfish species,
most of which are also pretty fully utilized and while F'm always a little uncomfortable trying to pass on other
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people’s personal opinions about why something was a good idea or mot, I think that’s a reasonable
characterization of why we felt differently about the Gulf than we did about the Bering Sea.

Lauber: We still don’t have a motion.

Mace: Mr. Chairman, I move that the Council 2dopt Qualifying Periods for General Licenses number 900 as
altered or adjusted by the AP. Do you want me to read that?

“Lauber: Yes.

Mace: The General Qualifying Period is January 1, 1988 to June 27, 1992 with the additional provision that any
vessel which crossed over to groundfish from crab under the provisions of the proposed moratorium by June 15,
1995 would also qualify for a general license. For vessels under 60', the General Qualifying Period is extended
through December 31, 1994 for groundfish caught with jig gear. Recipients must choose one FMP subarea if
.. qualified for multiple areas. For area endorsements, the qualifying pericd is January 1, 1992 to June 15, 1995.

Lauber: Stop there?

Mace: Yes, I'm stopping there because this is another . ..
Benton: Second.

Lauber: it's been seconded.

Pautzke: Is the use of the term one FMP subarea, is that just kind of like a typo you meant FMP area like the Gulf
or the Bering Sea/Aleutians, but not the Bering Sea or the Aleutians Istands. I notice in the document that we
worked off of from April, it speaks to areas for your general license. Is this just, did they really mean subareas?

Darrell Brannan: In the AP discussions, they basically did away with the FMP area licenses so the only thing left
was a general North Pacific license or a FMP subarea endorsement. It was our feeling that you couldn’t make
a choice if it wasn’t a North Pacific license so that only left FMP subareas as a reasonable choice. I think that's
what the AP had meant.

Hartley: That language applies only to the 60' vessels. They would have a choice of endorsements essentially
of any that they qualified for, they would actually have to choose one of them. That was consistent with the
earlier analysis, although in that case, we looked at forcing them to choose one FMP general license if indeed they
had qualified for two,
.

Behnken: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It seemed to me that we had testimony from a few people that said there
were a couple more people in this box of having their general license in one place and their endorsement in
another place. What the AP did under their . . . where we put 3,000 they didn’t see that Nature of Licenses with
that umbrelta was to take care of those people. If we didn’t do what they did under this, those people are out, is
that correct? So, if we're going to include those people, we're going to need to do something different here, Okay.

Mace: Ihave to ask a question here with regard to the additional information in the AP report with respect to the
32 and 26 foot exemptions, is that a part of this?

Benton: Mr. Mace, as ] understood your motion, you stopped before you got to that second paragraph.

Mace: 1 sure did and I'm not sure it was the correct thing to do.
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Benton: If the second would centainly consider that a friendly amendment . . . [change to tape 35, beginning
of tape missed the balance of Benton’s comments and the beginning of Mace’s motion] , . .

Mace: ... this action contains the following exceptions to the license Limitation program: (1) the vessels that
were exempted from the proposed moratorium would also be exempt from the license limitation program (26'
in the Gulf of Alaska and 32' in the Bering Sea/Alentian Islands) and, (2) vessels in the Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands using jig gear that are less than 60' in length using a maximum 5 machine, 1 line per machine, and a
‘maximum of 15 hooks per line. Thank you, sir.

Pereyra: Is that an amendment or . . .

Mace: That’s an addition. That's part of the motion.

Benton: That was part of your motion? The second understands that that’s part of the motion.

Pereyra: Ithought I seconded the motion,

Benton: You did? Ithoughtl did. Okay, fine. I won’t speak for you no more.

Pereyra; You better let him second though because I won't go along with it.

Lauber: The motion was made Mace and seconded by Benton,

Morris Barker: Yes, [ have a question back to Mr. Mace on the June 15, 1995 period. As I understood the
motion for area endorsements from January 1, 1992 to June 15, 1995 as part of the AP, and then I'm confused
with the motion to extend the qualifying period to 6/15/95 failed? Where at in the APis . ..

Mace: No, I simply moved the AP recommendations with the June 15th date.

Lauber: For everyone in our audience and so forth, it’s the AP recommendation.

Hartley: We may want to clarify some of the dates.

Lauber: Okay, go ahead.

Brannan: The AP specificalty voted on whether to extend the qualifying date for pot and jig vessels past the
December 31 cut-off date that had been in place previously. I believe it was that vote that failed 10/10. The
extension of the general endorsement quaiifying period and the moratorium qualifying cut-off date for pot vessels
were two that passed and were extended.

Lauber: So where does that leave us? What effect does that have on this motion?

Hartiey: It leaves you with the motion as you've read. That’s what that additional line in there means that it’s
the extended base qualifying period for those pot and jig boats under 60" that is still 12/31/94.

Lauber: Ckay.

Pereyra: Mr. Chairman, ¥°d like to hear from Captain Anderson, if we could, on what the safety concerns might
be regarding these exemptions, the way in which this is put together.

Anderson: We have some concerns. We recognize that the moratorium as proposed is moving forward and has
exemptions for 26' vessels in the Gulf of Alaska and 32' in the Bering Sea. The motion here as proposed does
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allow some flexibility in the Bering Sea for those who would choose to use jig gear with certain gear limits on
it. Therefore, people who would operate in the Bering Sea would not be fully constrained by a 32’ vesse! if they
50 had the option 10 use that gear and abide by those gear restrictions. However, the motion as proposed now
for the Gulf of Alaska says if you aren’t in and you're rot in the program and you want to play, you’ve got to do
it on something less than a 26’ vessel. That causes me a lot of concem. From the Coast Guard standpoint, I
would certainly rather see some other flexibility there similar to what is in the Bering Sea so that if people so
desired to participate, they could do it on a safer platform with similar gear restrictions. For example, using jig
gear in the Gulf of Alaska, and whether it’s a 60’ vessel or a 50" vessel or whatever size, something that does not

" give me the same pucker factor as something under 26'. Because if we create a framework whercby people say
my only way to participate now, since I’m not in on the program, is to do it on a 25' boat. We don’t want to be
picking those people up at sea. I think that’s putting us in a bad situation.

Tillion: 1understand Captain Anderson’s problem. We had this in the moratorium, Let's leave it alone. We
have an awful lot of fishermen that do use these smnall craft. They cruise at about 40 mph, They're out there
outside that 3-mile Limit pretty quick. You can only be your brother’s keeper 1o a certain point. 1 understand your
problems, but if you want an entry level fishery, the bulk of these are going to start off in skiffs, regardless of
what your law says, because that’s the way most of us started out. That’s all you can afford. So, we wanted an
entry, Congress wanted us to have an entry level fishery. This is the one that won under the moratorium. Let’s
leave it alone. We have a fully utilized resource in the Gulf of Alaska. You start letting large vessels come and
it’s almost like the hand-troil exemption that we left when we did limited entry on trolling. We ended up with
3,600 of them. So you leave an exemption whexe they can go to the larger sizes with smaller gear and then you'll
have the whole bunch up here complaining about the fact that we can’t make a living with this gear. We’ve made
this big investment in the boat and we’re off on another losing run. That just opens up and defeats much of what
we've had done. Let’s leave it alone. It was in there in the moratorium, Let's not take it away from them, but
let’s mot give them any more.

-Pereyra: I'm pleased to hear Mr. Tillion's remarks because I concur with his concems about further expansion
into already fully utilized fisheries or resources. 1 think what we’re doing is we’re creating that very situation.
Again, granted in the Bering Sea that the resources may not be fully utilized for bycatch reasons or otherwise,
but it's not going to be too many more years before we get 2 handle in the way in which we’re using bycatch and
we're going to more efficiently utilize the resources. That resource block will be fully utilized. At that point in
time, the way this motion is worded, it would continue to be further entry into the fisheries. I just think that’s
going to exacerbate the so-called overcapitalization problem that we are trying 10 get our arms around in this
comprehensive rationalization process. Idon’t have a problem with providing maybe some exemptions in here
over some defined period of time. I don’t think it should be a forever exemption. I think it makes more sense
to put some limits on it, maybe you put some limits on it until such time as the resources are fully utilized, at
which time, the exemption would no longer pertain, 1do think there’s got to be some limits on it. The way it is
now, I think we're only creating a very large problent for ourselves down the road. I think that’s very important
for us to look at as to where we are going and where this is going to lead us. So, I've got some reservations with
it the way it is now. 1 may want to propose an amendment to this motion at some point in time before we vote
on this.

Behnken: I guess I'm going to propose an amendment despite what everybody said to this and then speak to it.
My amendment is that we allow an exemption in the Gulf for vessets under 50" and attach the same provisions
of maximum of 5 machines, 1 line per machine and 15 hooks per line and if I get a second, I'll speak to it.

Benton: I'll second it.
Behnken: Thank you, Despite all the comments about overcapacity, 1 think that we would be really remiss if we
don’t pay aitention to the warnings about safety and if we don’t in some way provide a meaningful entry level

to these groundfish fisheries. We're seeing mandates from Congress to make sure we have entry levels. Looking
at the people out there, the people are testifying; we don’t know what these licenses are going to cost. There has
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10 be some way for people to stair-step in. I picked 50 because I went through the SLA last night. There’s some
comments in there from, they're called impact . . . the people that sent us the letter that did the SIA anyway saying
that from their interviews on trawl vessels, there’s a big break at 50 fect on the capacity that a rawler would have.
They say that vessels approximately 50 to 54 feet were unlikely to be able to trawl for pollock for capacity
reasens. I know the longline limit seine fleet, there's a big difference between a 58 foot limit seiner and their
capacity and the vessels 50 feet and under. They're much smaller vessels, much more limited in what they can
hold. [ think this would be something people would have that would be a safe way to start an entry into this
fishery, a stair-step in. In the Gulf, they're going to be competing against longliners and traw! vessels at a time

“'of year when small boats, a real little boat, is not going o be safe to be out there in. I think what you can caich
with a jig boat is not going to be a huge threat to the people who are already out there in terms of what's
harvested. Ithink there’s got to be an entry level. I think this is a reasonable entry level, not too much, not too
little and it's safe.

Lauber: Could you clarify for me where this amendment is inserted, where it would go in the . . .

Behnken: In the second paragraph here where it says number two. There’s one exemption for the moratorium
under 26'in the Gulf, under 32" in the Bering Sca. Number two says, vessels in the BSAI using jig gear that are
under 60, then it gives the provisions; I would also add vessels in the GOA using jig gear that are under 50
maximum 5 machines, 1 line per machine with 15 hooks per line.

Lauber: You're striking 60 and inserting 50,
Behnken: No, no, no. In the Bering Sea it would still be 60, in the Gulf it would be 50 by my amendment.
Lauber: Isee okay, so you're adding 50.

Tillion: I'm going to have to object to this and vote against it. We've got a substantial fleet of small boats out
of my part of the country that are hammering the rockfish already and if she wants to kiss hers goodbye in
Southeast Alaska, I hope she goes on record as doing it, but I don’t want to wipe out everything along our coast.
What you do with those larger vessels is that they would be there. They’d be there in the winter months when
the smaller vessels are hammering them for all they can take now in the summer months have been forced into
port. 1think that what you're doing is suicidal for long-lived species and I'll have to oppose what you are doing,

Pereyra: 1find myself in agreement with Mr. Tillion on this one because the EA does not address the total fleet
that’s available. It talks nothing about the fieet that's available in the Gulf of Mexico, for example. There's a
huge shrimp fleet down there; a lot of small vessels that would meet this criteria and they’re having some real
resource problems down in the Gulf of Mexico. Twouldn’t be at all surprised i, in the not too distant future,
there aren’t some severe restrictions put on operations down there. These boats, a lot of them, are not very
expensive vessels. They could come up to southeastern Alaska, or wherever, and put jig gear on and probably
catch a lot of fish. I think this is probably an inappropriate amendment and I oppose it.

Mace: Mr. Chairman, [ can’t support this. ['m stretching my limit to begin with. If the license limitation thing
is going 1o fly, we’ve got 1o impose some limits and this looks like to me it's opening up Pandora’s box. The
testimony we had dealt with the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and I simply can’t support this. I think we could
end up with a number of vessels there that would really frighten us so I'm going to vote against it.

Lauber: That it for discussion? Are you ready for the question? Call the roll on this Behnken’s amendment, 50
foot in the Gulf of Alaska,
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Hegge No
Mace No
Collinsworth No
Pereyra No
Samuelsen No
Tillion No
Barker No
Behnken Yes
Benton Yes
Fluharty No
Lauber Yes
Fails.

Lanber: Now we’re back to the original motion. Mr. Benton,

Benton: Mr. Chairman, can I propose an amendment to the main motion?

Lauber; Sure, there's just the motion on the floor.

Benton: Alright, Mr. Chairman, looking at the AP’s proposal and the provisions regarding crossovers, I still
remain 3 little bit concerned about the June 15, 1995 cut-off for crossovers into the groundfish fishery from the
crab fishery. While I understand from what we leamed from the AP representation as it was sent to the AP that
this might not result in a significant amount of number of vessels or amount of capacity moving into the
groundfish fishery, 1 am concerned about the fevel of information we have available and I am concerned that even
30 or 40 vessels could represent a fair amount of capacity into those fisheries. 1 would propose to amend the
main motion to change the June 15, 1995 date to 12/31/94 for the crossovers from groundfish to crab. If 1 could
have a second.

Samuelsen (?7) Second.

Pereyra: Groundfish to crab or crab to groundfish?

Lauber: Crossovers.

Benton: I mean from crab to groundfish, sorry. Thank you. The AP represented it might be in the order of
between 30 or 40 or up to 100 vessels, I don’t know. This could still be a fairly significant amount of effort into
this fishery. 1 thought it would be more appropriate, given the level of analysis we've had, to go and use a number
we're more certain about and something that wouldn't provide for that increased capacity in this fishery.
Lauber: Is there further discussion on the Benton amendment?

Hegge: Mr. Benton are you talking about vessels over 60 foot now or all vessels or what?

Benton: My motion would be to any vessel, Mr, Hegge.

Hegge: This would be for a provision of getting a general license?

Benton: No, as I read this, the oh no, you’re correct - this would be for a general license.
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Hegge: And then we'll deal with it again when we get to the endorsements?

Benton: If we went with the AP recommendation or our recommendations for endorsements, there's a number
of different options that would apply there, that is comect. It could include this period of time. My reading of
this is that if a vessel crossed over between June 27th, actualiy June 28, 1992 and December 31, 1994, they would
receive a general license but if they did that after that December 315t date, they would not.

Chris Oliver: Mr. Chairman, there’s two ways you can get general qualification. Cne is to have made a

" groundfish landing during that January *88 to June 27, 1992 period, or to have crossed over to groundfish from
crab either by June 15, 1995 or December 31, 1995. You could change that date, whichever you like, but you
still bave the question of which ending date you want to use for the area endorsement. I guess Mr. Benton’s
motion was in reference only to the crossover provision but not to the area endorsement provision.

Benton: That’s correct. General License.
Lauber: Let’s start down the list here. I've got Behnken, then Pereyra, Barker.

Behnken: I'm having a little trouble with this - supporting this motion, It seems to me that we were allowing
these crossovers for reasons of what’s happened with crab stocks, the time it takes for someone to change over
a vessel; I guess I'm still a little unconvinced about why we're changing, going against what the AP recommended
on this and the people it's going to affect.

Pereyra: 1 think as we go through the various sections here, I'm going to be concerned first about the resource
and secondly about taking, making sure we're fair and equitable with national standard 4. 1 think it's very
important here. I don’t want to inadvertently cut somebody out of a fishery because they went ahead and followed
the provisions of the moratorium and then we all of a sudden come along and decide to do something different.
I fully understand the concern about the increased capacity and that's always a concern for me too, but in this case
here, I think in order to be fair and equitable, I think that the date that is in Mr. Mace’s motion is probably the
correct one. That’s why I have to oppose the motion.

Barker: Yes, I guess my viewpoint is similar to Dr. Pereyra’s except that the document that did go out for public
review did say December 31st of 94. Where these vessels are going to be going in terms of crossover, if there
is a growth in the fishery, is into potentially a Bering Sea fishery that pretty much has fully exploited stock on
cod fish.

Lauber: Any other discussion? Counselor.

Lindeman; Mr. Chairman, a concern we would have is along the lines of the faimess and equity issue. The
Council for the record somewhere would need to address how it’s fair and equitable to further cut back people
who made business decisions in reliance on what the Council did under the moratorium with the crossover
provision and justifiably relied on what the Council had done. You need to address someplace in the record if
you do cut those people out, how that meets the faimess and equity standard. We’re not saying you can’t do it,
we would just need some rationale in there. How is that fair and what about those people who justifiably relied
on your earlier actions; how further reducing or adopting a date that would cut those people out; how is that
furthering the Council’s problem statement; and what is the effect on capacity in ternns of the Council’s problem
statement; those kinds of issues. The justifiable reliance is  big concern of ouss.

Samuelsen: Yes, Mr. Chairman this is my comment. The docurnent we shipped out had a date in it - December
31, 1994 and with the AP’s motion of 6/15/95, based on what Lisa says, between December 31, 1994 and now
has ncver been considered by the public. It wasn't in our document being shipped cut for public comment. 1
think the only ones we need to consider is the ones from December 31, 1994 prior. Is that correct based on your
statement?
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Lindeman: Marcus, do you want to address. ..

Tillion: I think I'm getting confused here between Robin and the Conaselor. She was saying you have to have
areal good reason for taking something away from somebody that you already offered in every document that
you’ve printed. To add something additional, like bringing it up to the present, would not run into the same
problems, I do not believe. Is that correct?

-Lindeman: Yes, Mr, Chairman.

Pereyra: In response to Mr. Samuelsen's comment, I would certainly agree with him if that was in fact the case.
But I think if we look at the various options we’ve had before us, there’s several of them that would look to the
date of final action. It just turns out that the one which was the so-called preferred option that we've identified
had that kind of a limit in there, We certainly, I think, are totally justified if we feel so to go all the way as far
as the date of final action. That's why I think if someone is going ahead and making these kinds of decisions,
I think they’re making decisions not based upon what the Council’s preferred option was, but the only thing they
know for sure is that the moratorium js in place and there are varicus options the Council may consider in the
license limitation. So I think to be fair and equitable and to properly consider the recent participants, I think it’s
appropriate in this case that the date of final action is going to be this week sometime. I hope that we go ahead
and put that in as the date. 1 think otherwise we’re being just a little bit capricious.

Lauber: 1don’t think that Council was saying that you can't do something that would be more restrictive than
the moratorium because obviously the moratorium, in fact we've been told the moratorium is not a permanent
solution. We have to. We just can't say we’ve got a moratorium now we're going to forget about it. We have
to move on to something else. This by its title, “limited entry” is restrictive and probably going to be, in many
cases, more restrictive than the moratorium. All she’s saying is that under the faimess doctrine, you have to
justify why you’re doing it which really is saying not a lot because we have to justify everything we do. If you
want to make it more restrictive, I'm not arguing one side or the other. I just want to make this clear that
obviously I think the intent in fact is going to be hard for us to argue that this docurnent is not worthwhile if it
does not address at least portions of the problem statement in overcapitalization or whatever. It's just that we're
not arbitrary and capricious in doing this. I think that’s the basic notion saying I wouldn’t back it one way or the
other. Go ahead, Mr. Hegge.

Hegge: What's in front of us right now.

Lauber: The motion in front of us was to move the date for crossovers from 6/15 to 12/31/94. In other words
from yesterday to New Year's eve.

Hegge: The problem I have with this, and I'm just reading this proposed moratorium, up until I guess it was our
December Council mesting, they're all running together. The proposed moratorium said that anybody that had
fished in that period was going to get a license, was going to qualify for everything. It was only at the December
meeting that we put the crossover provision in, that we put a new set of rules in, We accommodated the group
of people in there that we were trying to encourage 1o go fishing. The people who would crossover from the crab
fishery 1o the pot groundfish fishery. But by adopting this data, it seems like we cut them off again before they
would have even had a chance 10 accomplish what we're trying to allow them.

Lauber: In a way, you remind me that when the moratorium was kicked back and we were asked to be more

restrictive, no ope raised the issue of faimess doctrine at that time. We have before us the amendment, Mr.
Benton’s amendment to changing the date in crossovers to 12/31/94. 1 think we need a roll call,
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Pautzke:

Mace No
Collinsworth No
Pereyra No
Samuelsen Yes
Tillion No
Barker Yes

"' Behnken No
Benton Yes
Flubarty Yes
Hegge No
Lauber Yes
Fails.

Lauber: Alright, we're back to the original motion unamended. What's your pleasure?

Pautzke: Just a quick clarification for the record so when we’re writing up the proposed rule we don’t get into
the same box we were with the moratorium. If a vessel comes under an exemption, is within the exemption
criteria, but could have had a license because they qualified otherwise, do you want them to have a choice or do
they get a license?

Benton: I'm sorry Clarence, do that one again.

Pautzke: In the moratorivm, the vessels under 26 feet in the Gulf and under 32 feet in the Bering Sea may have
been qualified to get a moratorium license because they performed, They had the landings and so on, but when
we went back and checked the record on it, and the way the rule is written right now is that they will not get a
moratorinm license. They will be exempt for their area because we went back and looked at the record and
checked what was in the docurments. What was in the documents said that we did not want to give out that many
more licenses because it would be too many administrative costs and so on. So now, if a vessel is under 60 feet
and is fully qualified for a license which may have value, but there is an exemption there for that type of vessel
under 60 feet for jig gear, do you want him to have a choice of having a license or being exempt?

Benton: I guess it was my understanding that, well there’s two situations. One is those vessels that were
exemnpted under the moratorium previously . . . [change to tape 36] . . . 26 and 32. So they're exempted in any

case so they would not get a license,
¥

Pautzke: They won't have a moratorium license,

Benton: Correct. For the BSAI under 60 foot jig exemption, in the instance where a vessel would qualify for a
license, they would receive that license and not qualify for the exemption if this is a vessel that did not qualify
for a license, then they could qualify for the exemption only. That’s my understanding. In other words, if you
qualify, if you're 60 feet or 58 footer and you got a license, you could not use a license and the exemption on the
vessel. You'd bave to go with the license. If you were a 58 footer that did not qualify for a license, then they
would be able to operate uader this jig exemption. That's my understanding.

Pautzke: Now let’s get back to the 32 and 26 footer.

Benton: Well, let’s make sure that even my understanding is correct.

Pautzke: Is that what you want? They get a license if they qualify?
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Behnken: [ would think that would be fair. 1mean anybody who has eamed a license should certainly get a
license. If you were operating a vessel that was under 60 feet and you got a license, you eamed a license and
received a license, you could go out and use 10 jig machines if you wanted to, right? Because you're not
operating under the exemption, you’re operating on your license. For someone under 26 who has earned a license,
I would think they should certainly get a license because they may be able to upgrade within the limits of what
we do here 10 a larger vessel and they shouldn’t be denied the privilege of the license. Maybe they can upgrade
over 26 feet.

“"Pautzke: There’s certainly permutations there that maybe Marcus could walk you through it between the Bering
Sea and the Aleutians because of . .. :

Hartley: Mr. Chainnan, one of the concerns that was raised by National Marine Fisheries Service is this whaole
kind of. . .are moratorium vessels exempt or qualified was that a vessel that is licensed, say he's a 26 foot boat,
meets all the requirements, gets a license, could then sell bis license and then function as an exempt vessel and
get the benefits of both worlds. He would sell it, and I don’t know what a 26 foot license would sell for, but then
could function under the exemption. That was a concem certainly it was one brought up by the general counsel
that this is kind of a doubling kind of effect. 1 think there are ways to take care of that if you say that they are
exemnpt, or if they transfer then they don’t get their exemption kind of a deal if you wanted to do something like
that.

Benton: Mr. Chairman, et me make sure I know what you said. Correct me, Marcus. You're saying that 2 26
foot vessel would qualify for a license and then that, well, it would be a 25 foot vessel let’s say, then they would
qualify for a license and then they would sell that and operate as an exempt vessel. Correct? And then that’s how
the doubling occurs?

Hartley: Right.

Benton: Right. Under my understanding, they would not qualify for a license. There would be no licenses issued
to vessels exempt under this exemption. They are just exempt,

Pereyra; This seems to me to be a non-issue though. If somebody is under 26 feet, they're exempt so why the
hell would they go out and buy a license? That doesn’t seemto be . . .

Pautzke: They might be granted cne because they qualify.
Behnken: Right, but he’s saying who would buy it.
Pereyra: But they’re exempt. ¢
Lauber: What's the value of it.

Hartley: 20% upgrade. You could upgrade your boat to 35 feet and 32 foot vessel is really good for 35, 36, 37
feet and 50 you get that not only 32 foot boat, but a 37 foot boar.

Lauber: 25 could go to 31,
Hartley: Yes, that kind of an issue.
Behnken: 1 think that anybody who earns a license should get it and, as Mr. Pereyra pointed out, it’s pretty

limited who's going to want to buy it. 1don’t think it's a big probiem, but I do think someone who's earned a
license should get it because it does give them a few options that they wouldn’t get if we say anybody under 26
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feet doesn't get a license. I'd say they should get it if they eamed it. 1 just don’t think the sale and then taking
the exetnption is likely to be a big issue.

Lauber: That’s all | want. You wanted a clarification and we complicated it. We’re back to the main motion.

Pereyra: Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment to the main motion. 1 would make a motion for an amendment that
the exemption for 60 foot jig vessels would expire two years after the resources in the Bering Sea are fully
utilized.

Benton: I'll second that for discussion.

Pereyra: Thank you. There was some discussion earlier about the reason for not providing exemptions to vessels
in the Gulf of Alaska and one of the arguments was that the resources were fully utilized and you don’t want to
have more boats coming in and so on and so forth. The same argument could potentially pertain to the Bering
Sea. You get to the point where the resources are fully utilized, and you’re allowing continuing vessels to come
in, is only going to exacerbate an overcapitalized situation. You provide for two years thereafier, I think it gives
people the opportunity that had made plans to go into the Bering Sea with a 60 foot exemption and they ordered
some jigging machines from Iceland or something - you know for those machines to arrive and get them on the
boat and for them to get up there and get into the fishery, so you're taking that into consideration. But I think
that we want 10 have some limit, at some point in time. That’s the reason why I put that in there. It's to provide
opportunities at this point in time, but at some future date there would be a limit on this exemption.

Behnken: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ihave a question. Right now, my understanding is that if the jig fishermen
don't take all their quota, it’s reallocated. Is that correct? So do you consider that fully utilized?

Pereyra: No.
Behnken: You’re saying when the jig fishermen are able 10 take all of their 2% allocation, two years after that?

Pereyra: When in fact the National Marine Fisheries Service advises us that the resource has been fully utilized
at that point in time, the quota such as happens in the pollock fishery now, that those resources in the Bering Sea
is fully utilized - we've hit the two million ton cap in terms of utilization. That point in time, I think we should
consider putting some sort of a lid on further exemptions.

Behnken: Mr. Chairman, could I ask that question of Dr. Collinsworth then. 1 mean do you consider Pacific cod
fully utilized if we realiocate the jig allocation to the longliners or to someone at the end of the year?

Collinsworth: That was the question I was going to ask of Dr. Pereyra was how we would measure that. 1 mean
to say fully utilized, I'm not sure how we would measure that if this were t0 come into effect.

Pereyra: Take cod for example, If there’s a 100,000 ton quota and 5,000 tons allocated to the jig fishery, 95,000
tons to the other fisheries, the line fisheries and trawl fisheries. The 95,000 tons is totally utilized but the
remaining portion is not, then I would consider that it hadn’t been utilized. If 2,000 of the 5,000 had been
utilized, then I wouldn’t consider that it had been utilized.

Tillion: When we get done with most of this reading, we still come down to the sunset provision. Wouldn’t this
be better addressed in that area than now? If we vote for a sunset, and that’s unknown at this time, that takes care
of all these problems. You've addressed again whether you roll it over like we did with inshore-offshore or
whether you make any changes.
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Pereyra: 1think that’s an appropriate suggestion. I could offer an amendment at that point in time to the sunset
becanse I suspect that the motion will be that there be no sunset and I can always offer that as a motion that the
60 foot would sunset at that point in time.

Lauber: Do you want to withdraw your motion at this time?
Pereyra: I'll withdraw it.

“Hegge: 1 just wanted to comment on it. All our testimony has been about cod but there's nothing in there that
says this jig exemption is just for cod. It just saysit’s a jig exemption. So it could be other fisheries besides cod,

Collinsworth: Again, I spoke as we began this process about the difficulty of going at this incrementally without
having the ability of looking at what the package is going to be. I think there are going to be a number of issues
that we will want to revisit when we get this tinker toys that we're starting to put together now. Mr. Tillion thinks
we're building a log cabin. It may look like a spaceship when we get finished. Then I think we’re going to need
to have the opportunity to come back and revisit these incremental decisions to the extent that we want to get it
cleaned up with a rationalized package of some sort. I just want to make sure that the process that we engage here
will accommodate that. Another thing that I think is very important when we finish this process, I would surcly
hope that the staff could tell us what we have doze in terms of the number of vessels we have qualified into these
various fisheries. 1don’t know how we could take a vote without some understanding about the number of
vessels that we're going to have in the Bering Sea and the Gulf and in the endorsed regions. 1 don’t knnow how
we can make a rational decision on whether this is a marginal improvement over what we have already. Idon't
know if the staff will be able to do that. They may not be able to get it down to a vessel, but I think they should
be able to get it down to 1 or 2%.

Benton: 1 concur with Mr. Collinsworth in that regard. I have reviewed fairly extensively the tables that have
been provided to us with regard to the options that we chose in April, Without going into a lengthy discussion
about the . , .

Lauber: Is this germane to this motion?

Benton: Yes, it is sir. Well, wait a minute, He withdrew his motion so I'm speaking to the main motion, correct?
Lauber: Right. We got side-tracked by the observation which was interesting but since the motion wasn’t on the
floor it was no tonger . . . and Dr. Collinsworth was reinforcing what he said before and I was just suggesting that
maybe what you were going to launchinto .. .

Benton: Itis germare to Dr, Collinsworth's comment regarding the main motion.

Lavber: Well, since Dr. Collinsworth’s statement was very interesting but not absolutely necessary to this motion
then..

Benton: We can wait,

Lavber; Okay. You know I was thinking when the gentleman from the Yukon Kuskokwim Mental Health Clinic
was testifying, I was asking if he couldn’t wait around. We might need his help afier we get through with this
thing, for a little counseling. Anyway, we have before us the main motion which is the Qualifying Periods, AP
recommendation. No amendments passed. It's in its original form. Are you ready for the question? Okay, call
the roll on the main motion made by Mr. Mace, which is the AP recommendations.
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Pzutzke:

Collinsworth No
Pereyra Yes
Samuelsen Yes
Tillion Yes
Barker Yes
Behnken Yes

“Benton Yes
Fluharty Yes
Hegge Yes
Mace Yes
Lauber Yes
Passed,

Lauber: Well, let’s see, why don't we take a break before we go into the next one,

Lauber: Council’s back in session. Alright, we now move to Landing Requirements for General License
Qualifications.

Mace: I move that Landing Requirements for General License Qualifications be one fanding in the general
qualification period or qualified moratorium crossover vessel pericd, number 60 for this category.

Pereyra(? two persons seconded simultaneously): Second,

Lauber: That was what, cur prefemred option?

Mace: Mr. Chairman, I don’t think this is controversial, that's why I made the motion.

Lauber: Good, considering the last one. Okay is there any further discussion at this time?

Benton: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just a brief statement that this has been our preferred aiternative for quite
some time, I believe, and the AP has recommended it at this meeting and at previous meetings. We have heard

a fair amount of public testimony regarding this particular measure and I'm going to vote for it because of that.

Lauber: Is there any further discussion? Ready for the question? I there any objection to the motion? Hearing
none, it passes. Alright, next is Landing Requirements for Endorsements Qualifications.

Pereyra: Mr. Chairman, since we appear 1o be headed in the direction of having different qualifying periods for
the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands separate from the Gulf of Alaska, it might be helpful if we bifurcated the
discussion so that we looked at each of them separately. I think it would tend to facilitate things a lot better that
way if that would be alright.

Lauber: That could probably be handled if you had a motion. Put one of them up. Of course, I guess somebody
could come along and amend it and that wouldn’t solve that necessarily. Ihave no objection to bifurcating. Do
you want to take the Bering Sea/Al separate from the Gulf of Alaska,

Pereyra: Yes.

Lauber: Is there any objection to that? Hearing none, let’s start with the Bering Sea/Aleutian Istands. Anybody
have a motion on Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Requirements for Endorsement Qualifications?
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Pereyra: Are we talking about periods or are we talking about areas?
Hartley: We've adopted a period through 6/15 for endorsement qualifications already.
Pautzke: This is the landing requirement, right?
Lauber: Yeah, landing requirements. It’s in the AP minutes on page four if that’s any help to you.
“Beaton: Point of clarification, if 1 can, Presently, just to summarize where we're at, we have determined that the
general qualifying period is January 1, 1988 to June 27, 1992 with a provision that vessels that crossed over up

10 and including June 15, 1995, would qualify for a general license. That would apply to both the Gulf and
Bering Sea, correct, any general license configuration.

Lauber: That’s right.

Benton: So what we're talking about with Dr. Pereyra - what his motion would then facilitate is that we're going
to talk about cudorsement qualifications for the Gulf and endorsement gualifications for the Bering Sea. Is that
Dr. Pereyra’s intent?

Lauber: That'sright. And I suggested we start out with the Bering Sea,

Hartley: Not to dispute Mr, Benton at all, but you've also included in the AP’s motion endorsement gualifying
period 1/1/92 through 6/15/95. That’s already included in the action that you've taken, So, you've already dealt
with that.

Benton; Yes, correct, I misspoke, Thank you.
Tillion: We actually had our eyes open when we did it.

Benton: So what we're dealing with really is landing requirements. So we’re going to do that for the Bering Sea
first. Mr., Chairman, for landings requirements for the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands, 1 would move that we
have a requirement of one landing in an area during the endorsement qualifying period.

Behnken: Second.
Tillion: Question.

Lauber; The chair takes notice of the fact that every time anybody makes a motion, you will say “Question,” so
you don’t need to do that anymore.

Tillion: As soon as you start calling for the vote . . .
Lauber: Okay, Mr. Beaton, speak 10 your motion.

Benton: When we embarked upon this process, we were looking at various proposals that dealt with the Bering
Sea and the Gulf of Alaska as sort of a one-size fits all kind of approach. In that, we were going to apply the
same criteria to Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands as we’d apply to the Gulf of Alaska, 1 think over the course of the
year and a half or two years that we’ve been engaged in this process, it's become abundantly clear that there are
significant differences in the way that the fisheries evolved in the Gulf and in the Bering Sea, and in the kinds of
fisheries that are prosecuted, and the nature of those fisheries in those two areas. With regard to the Bering Sea,
Mir. Chairman, which is the one we're dealing with in this particular instance, Bering Sea fisheries became fully
utilized, or not fully utilized really, but fully Americanized relatively fate in the game. They are large industrial
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fisheries; some of the species are not even today . . . there’s some question as to whether or ot they’re fully
utilized, and those fisheries have not become as matre, for example, as the fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska.
Because of the differential kinds of entry into the fishery that has occurred over the past few years, it seems to
me to be appropriate to use a more simple landing requirement for the Bering Sea and one landing in the
endorsement qualifying period would meet that test. I think it shows willingness on the Council to recognize that
people that go and engage in fisheries in the Bering Sea by its very nature have expended a fair amount of capital,
and a fair amount of tune in getting into a difficult and dangerous fishery; one that is not entirely as
overcapitalized, perkaps in some ways, as the Gulf of Alaska, Wally might dispute me on that. Anyway, I

“ believe the public testimony we've heard in this regard supports this. 1belicve it’s supported by the AP, or has
been in the past, and I would support this. Thank you.,

Behnken: My reading of what the AP recommended actually would be different and that was that they were
imposing some minimum levels — 20,000 pounds and multiple landings. While I certainly appreciate their desire
to try and reduce speculative entry or people that just dropped in in the Bering Sea, I think the problem that
putting a minimum landing, from my discussions with National Marine Fisheries Service, is that it leads to a
pretty outrageous appeals process of people saying well I was just under or what PRR was used and that's really
problematic. With requiring multiple landings for an endorsement in the Bering Sea, I understand vessels that
have recently crossed over under the provisiens we allowed in the moratorium probabiy have just had one landing
up there and all these efforts we've made to include them, give them that opportunity since the crab stocks are
in such bad shape, would then be precluded. While I understand what the AP did, thinking it through for the
Bering Sea, this seerns like the most appropriate motion.

Lauber: Is that in favor of this motion?

Behnken: Yes.

Lauber: Itis in favor.

Mace: Of course the AP suggested multiple landings and minimum poundage on the vessels over 125 feet. I'm
sort of curious of the impact of this upon participation. Could someone go out there now and make a landing?
What's the date today. _

Lauber: It’s today - they have to do it by midnight tonight.

Mace: Midnight tonight or in the last few days and qualify a large vessel. Is there any reading as to the impact
of this on increasing the pressure as opposed to what the AP recommended. It looks like an open-ended . . .

Oliver; Mr. Chainman, I was going to say of course they still would have to have made a landing in that base
qualification period. It’s possible that there could be vessels that qualified in the base period and never made a
landing in the endorsement period up until the first half of 95 or in the last week. That would then be additiona!
vessels beyond what you otherwise would have had. It’s more likely that you would have simply additional area
endorsements as opposed to additional vessels, but again, you're enly talking about two subareas, Bering Sea and
Aleutians, So it may not be that huge of an impact.

Hartley: The potential is there for everybody that qualified in the moratorium to have been there, but we don't
have any evidence that that actally occurred,

Mace: Mr. Chairman, the motion was for Bering Sea only as I recall . . . [change to tape 37] .. . we're not
including the Aleutian Islands.
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Tillion: You can't have those numbers of everybody in the moratorium. You merely look at the count of who
fished the maximum number of vessels in the last few years. It can’t be anything like a thousand boats, they
weren’'t there.

Hartley: Technically, Mr. Chairman, if a vessel is moratorium qualified, he qualifies for this base license. We
don’t know if he fished only in the Gulf or only in the Bering Sea under that moratorium, And we also have crab
vessels that have crossed over potentially following the Council’s moratorium actions into the fisheries,
particularly pot crab or pot boats perhaps into the Bering Sea pot fishery during that six month period. Those
“‘would be additional vessels than we charted in our analysis. Again, I don't know how many have done that. 1
don’t have very good feel. The public has indicated, I believe, that it's probably not temribly high. It’s not a
thousand boats, but I don’t have any data to tell you how many it would be.

Pereyra: It’s my understanding that 300,000 which was the non-severable arca endorsements and we have the
geueral umbrella licenses, that you got either one of two situations. Either a boat is qualified in both the Guif of
Alaska and the Bering Sea, or in this case, the boat is qualified for the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands. Correct?
So first they’ve got 1o qualify for the umbrella license which includes both areas and then they could have for
example, one landing up there and qualify for the umbrella license, but they would have to have had a landing
in the Bering Sea to qualify for that area and a landing in the Aleutian Islands to qualify for that arca. That’s the
way I read this, is that correct? The areas are separate. R

Hartley: The areas are separate, but if a vessel has not participated in this fishery since 1989, 1990, 1991 and
during the last six months fished in the Bering Sea - it had fished the Bering Sea prior during the general
qualifying period - then that vessel would not show up in our analysis and under our extended qualifying dates
would be given a license and would be given endorsements based on the areas that it fished in 1995. Now, your
debate earlier said that you wanted to do that because they were following the moratorium,

Benton: Ithink it's somewhat illustrative to look at the tables staff has put together for us. First I would like to
point out that in the analysis from September that of the 25 harvesting vessels longer than 125 feet, in this
particular part of the analysis, only two made catches less than 10,000 pounds. The poundage limitation that the
AP put in is not particularly useful if you want to address overcapacity because overcapacity generally has been
shown in the analysis provided to us generally in the over 125 foot category and in catcher processors. If you look
at the numbers of vessels, and these are not explicit configurations in terms of what we've adopted, but they're
very close. One landing in an area in the endorsement qualifying period for the BSAI, generally you have a total
of about 425 vessels that would qualify. These are for BSAl-only license or BSAI/GOA license. Out of that,
if you look at catcher processors over 125 feet, there are 92 that would qualify for BSAI only or BSAI/GOA.
If you lock at a different configuration, it’s the same cxact configuration except that four landings now are used
during the EQP for the BSAL total vessels drops to 380 vessels. The number of catcher processors over 125 feet
remains at 92, The landing requirement does drop the number of vessels, and 1 think this is probably most
important in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Isiands, large catcher processor numbers remain the same. So it seemed
to me to be appropriate to go ahead and use the one landing because we're not going to be addressing the major
capacity problems in that manner in the Bering Sea.

Pereyra: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to concur with Mr. Beaton's remarks, and aiso point out that in none of these
analyses do we know whether the vessels that are counted are the same vessels. So it’s hard, in some cases, 1o
determine what the actual individual vessel impacts are. I think that sometimes we can be misied by looking at
Jjust numbers and for that reason, I'd prefer to go the more general route here to make certain we don’t
inadvertently disadvantage some vessel that we didn’t know anything about.

Lauber: Any further discussion? Ready for the question? Any objection to the motion, one landing Bering

Sea/Aleutian Islands? Hearing none, the motion passes. Alright, now we move to the Gulf of Alaska. [long
silence - members quietly conferring] There’s no interest in that I guess, we can move on 10 the next one,
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Benton: We're having a little conference here Mr. Chairman. Can we have an at-ease for a moment?
Lauber: Yes.

Lauber: Council is back in session. Council come back to order. Can we have it quiet in the room? I would hope
that this ime has allowed you to put together a2 motion that we can all just leap forward and support here.

Benton: I'm not sure about the leaping over part. I would move the AP’s recommendation with the following
changes for landings requirements for the Guif of Alaska and it would read thus:

For vessels greater than or equal to 60, a vessel must have made a landing in two of the four calendar years from
11/192 to 6/15/95 period, which is the endorsement qualifying period. For vessels less than 60' except in the East
Yakutat, Southeast Qutside, and those using jig gear, the vessel must have made one landing in the EQP.

Lauber: Everycre get that?
Tillion: Second.

Lauber: My understanding is that it’s the AP recommendation but on the third line, there’s a period after 95 and
you struck “‘and must have made 20,000 pounds, etc...”

Benton: Correct.

Lauber: Then you picked up the next line, “for vessels under 60" . . .” that stays the same except on the last line
you struck 3,000 pounds of* and inserted one landing - you strike the “s” off of landings and made it singular.
Is that correct?

Benton: That's correclt,

Tillion: Did I understand that when we checked the statistics, there were only three vessels that hadn’t made
landings larger than that. Is that what Iread . .. sometimes it’s just irrelevant to have it there.

Benton: Mr. Chairman, I wanted to get this motion on the table. I wanted to ask staff to provide us with some
additional information. Ibelieve that given all the work the AP has done on this, that this is a good place to start.
I think I've already voiced my concerns regarding poundage as a way to deal with qualification under the
endorsement period. 1am particularly concerned when you look at using poundage as a standard for endorsement
qualifications, about the quality of data that might be used to make that determination. Discussions with the
National Marine Fisheries Service in the past when we were going through this indicated that there was some
uncertainty as to the quality of the data and that that uncertainty could lead to numerous situations where there
would be contested poundage landings and that would then cause difficulty with making the determination of
whether or pot a vessel met this requirement. I think it’s better from a management perspective to keep this as
relatively simply as we can and not get tangled up in terms of a poundage reguirement. With that in mind, I
would like to ask staff to provide us with some information to the best of their ability recognizing that this is a
slightly different variation from the options that the Council had presented or come up with in April, but T would
like to know from them what this means in terms of numbers of vessels that would be anthorized to fish in the
Gulf. SoiflI could ask staff to get some . , .

Pautzke: Could I get some numbers from you. Dave, in the third line down where it says period, you crossed that
out, it says, "for vessels less than 60" - so don’t you also want to delete that “except” exception in between the
commas theve. That's no longer operable because you no longer have the 3,000 pounds, so it’s just one landing
for any vessel under. .. the exception shouldn’t be there anymore.
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Benton: That’s comrect. Yeah, that would be correct actually.

Lauber: The fact of that for the audience is that after “vessels less than 60',” strike except in the EY + SEO and
those using jig gear.

Benton: That’s correct. Thank you.

Lauber: So in reading a vessel less than 60' must have made one landing in the entire endorsement qualifying
'period. Now, you had a question of staff,

Benton; That's right.

Brannan: M. Chairman, the analysis that was provided to you looked at one landing for vessels less than 60' in
the GOA and vessels greater than 60' and greater than 125' in the Gulf of Alaska having made landings in each
of three calendar years, 1992 through 1994. What Mr. Beaton has proposed is extending the qualification peried
by approximately six months and reducing the minimum number of landings from 3 in three years to 2 in four
years. The table that Chris has put up on the board is vessels greater than 60’ making 3 landings in three calendar
years and vessels less than 60’ making one landing in that qualification period. I you read across the bottom
three rows in the FMP subarea endorsements you can see that in the central Gulf, plus west Yakutat, there were
714 qualified, in the eastern Gulf as it’s defined, 889, and in the western Gulf, 189 vessels in the small category.

Lauber: Isthat...

Brannan: That’s on page 37 of your document.

Lauber: Okay, thank you.

Benton: If1 could, what part of the table are looking at Chris?
Brannan: Those are the small catcher vessels in Alaska.
Benton; Oh, ckay, gotcha.

Brannan: If you look at the total number of vessels - the bottom of the page, far right - you'll see that 1,048
vessels would qualify in the central Gulf; 1,080 vessels would qualify in the eastern Gulf, and 293 would qualify
in the western Gulf. Comparing that to the number of vessels that would qualify if only vessels greater than 125
were required to make three landings in three years. That table can be found on page 40 of your document. If
you look at the large vessel categories, the catcher processors for example greater than 125°, you'll see that the
numbezs are pretty much consistent; for catcher processors in the 18 category, they increase from 18 to 29. So
that's the vessel category that’s impacted by this change. The difference between those two tables is in that
medium size categary. If those vesseis weren’t required to make the three landings in each year in this table and
they were required to make three landings in each year in the previous table so it's those vessels that are going
to be impacted between the two tables that we're showing, You'll see that this increases the number of vessels
that qualify from 33 to 119 in that medium size category. You can see that the . . . 33 10 34, I'm sorry, in that
category, but the number of endorsements that they qualify for in the central Gulf decreases significandy.

Hartley: The 119 here was 185 in the previous set. ‘This number was 33 in the previous so that's the difference.
Brannan: What it’s saying is that vessels are still qualifying in the Bering Sea because they would probably only
have one landing in that time period, but the number of endorsements in the Gulf of Alaska you can see decreases

in the central Gulf from 29 to 18; in the eastern Gulf frem 6 to 3, and; in the western Gulf from 28 1o 8 by
requiring a landing in each calendar year as opposed to one landing . . .
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Mace: Mr. Chairman, this is the mediurm size . . .

Brannan: Yeah, thisis... the difference between the two tables is that the first table requires that vessels over
60’ make a landing in each calendar year. This table restricts that to just vessels over 125', so it's only the change
in the 60 to 125 foot category that we're really interested in between the two tables,

Hartley: Again, Mr. Chairman, it needs to be pointed out that this is a three landings in three year criteria and
the one you have on your table is two landings in cach of four years. I'm somry, two landings in any of four years
"and so, therefore, these numbers would be higher generally.

Pautzke: This would bound it, though woulda't it?

Hartley: This is the lower bound that you see here. The higher bound, the upper bound, would be a little bit more
difficult to determine. You could get a general idea if you looked at table 2.9 which is on page 35, and it requires
that two landings during the period must have been made. Clearly, a vessel must have made two landings in order
to get in, but your requirement would require them to make them in different years.

Mace: I'm concerned. We've got a lot of pot vessels for example and a lot of medium class vessels in the Homer
and Seward area and Kodiak that are going to be impacted by this and I'm not sure that is a very wise move. |
can see it for the 125’ plus group, but I'm a little uncomfortable with that 60-125 arena. A lot of longliners could
be involved in that. I don't know. I'm not very comfortable with it.

Pereyra: I'd like to provide a little balance to Mr. Mace's statement there. I find it difficult to accept that it's fair
and equitable to impact those that are over 125, and it's not fair and equitable 10 those under. I think the impact
is the impact. There are real individuals involved here, you've got families involved and so fortk. I don't think
that that kind of distinction is warranted, Despite what ulterior motives may exist, I think that we've got to look
at this in a much broader context. 1 would hope that we could come up with some sort of gualification structure
here that would recognize we've got people that have made investments and people who have been operating up
there in good faith and that we want to make certain that we don't do something that's inappropriate in that regard.

Hegge: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I'd like to try making an amendment to the motion if I could, That would be
on vessels 60 foot and over. At the end of the motion put, "or have made four or more landings in the FMP asea
between 1/1/95 through 6/15/95."

Lauber: Repeat that again,

Hegge: Or have made four or more landings in a FMP area from 1/1/95 to 6/15/95.

Pereyra: T'll second it.

Hegge: Mr. Chairman, if I can speak to the motion. It somewhat mirrors the one that was debated in the AP and
came up with a tie vote. 1think one distinctive difference is that now we're talking about just the Gulf of Alaska
in a FMP area in the Gulf. Again, I'm moved by people that have come to us that are moratorium qualified and,
in their mind, followed all of the criteria that we set out and yet by our actions might be taken completely out of
the fishery.

Lauber: Any further discussion on the motion, the amendment to the motion?

Benton: Mr. Chairman, could you read the motion again?
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Pautzke: It can be either - the amendment is for vessels 60 feet or over that you allow a second qualifying
landings requirement of four or more landings in a FMP area between 1/1/95 and 6/15/95 .. .

[change to tape 38 - a substantial amount of verbiage is lost in changing tapes)

Pereyra: (tape 38 begins in mid-sentence) . . . motion is an appropriate motion. I think it's consistent with the
kiss principle which I would hope we would follow in this regard and not have these things become too
complicated. Also I think it is in recognition that we want to, on one hand, recognize boats that are moratorium

" qualificd and on the other hand are recent participants, That's the part that I think is very important here. It does
recognize recent participation and I think that is fair and equitable on what we should be doing here, so I support
the motion.

Lauber: Mr. Hegge, would the four or more landings - what your intent is - that would mean the person is serious,
not someone who made a dip in order to gualify.

Hegge: Yes, Mr. Chairman, That was why I was seeking recognition. Iwanted to explain that the four was for
that purpose. It acmally is a greater requirement than the other requirement that would give a person an
endorsement, but it shows the serious participation and not just taking advantage of possibly getting a permit.

Benton: Mr. Chairman, just a procedural question. Does adoption of the amendment doesn't carry the main
motion, correct?

Lauber: No,no. It's in addition to it. Is there any further discussion? Is there any objection to the amendment
of Mr. Hegge's? Hearing none, it passes. We have before us the amended main motion.

Behnken: 1 guess I'm still looking for a little more input from our Council members on this. To me, it's quite
reasonable to have different qualifying criteria where the larger vessels, which are very recognizably where our
capacity or overcapacity problermn lies, from the smaller vessels. What I ‘m still struggling with a little bit is where
the appropriate break is, whether it's 60 feet or 125 feet. If we put it at 60, we definitely are cutting back
capacity. Ilook at these charts here and it seems to me the effect is going to be disproportionately high, at least
very significant in some of the western Gulf communities particularly and also some of the central Gulf. I Just
call that to people’s attention and ask for a little more discussion.

Mace: This is a major move that could be a meat axe move and I'm not really familiar right now with what it's
going to do. If I can get away with it, 'm going to move to get away with this until morning and £o on with other
items that don't have quite this much significance. Could I ask if I could to make a motion to table until § am.
Lauber: It's been motioned to table unti) a time certain, As you know, this chair has ruled that normally tabling
motions are not debatable, but that's created problems in the past. I would allow debate, not encouraging it, if
there's not discussion on it. Was there a second?

Behnken: I'll second it if I could ask a question?

Lavber: Go ahead.

Behnken: You're tabling just this discussion, not the whole CRP, We're going to go on with . .,

Mace: Specific discussion of landing requirements and I'm saying go on with the other items, but this particular
discussion, I'd like to. . .

Lauber: My understanding of the rotion is to table the . . .
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Mace: Gulf of Alaska landing requirements.

Lauber; It's actually the motion because it's amended and so we only have before us one motion . . . the motion
10 table this Landing Requirements for Endorsement Qualification motion until tomomrow morning,

Collinsworth: I certainly have some sympathy with the motion to table. On the other hand, I was hoping that we
could finish putting our tinker toys together today, then ask the staff to provide us some information in the
morning about the total number of vessels in the areas and perhaps getting the full motion written up into a singie

" document 50 we could evaluate and then make appropriate adjustments. There are a number of other areas that
we've taken action on that isn't going to be complete until we understand this piece. Whether we can come back
and modify this as is appropriate, but I don't know how we're going to be able to analyze the total number and
other implications . . .

Lauber: I'm glad you made the comment that you hoped that we would get this done tonight. You've been away
from this for a long time Mr. Collinsworth, 1understand that when you were the chairman that's probably the
way we would have done it, but we're going to go out of here about 5:30 and that's about two hours from now
and we've got a break in between and it looks like we've got a lot to do. I don't think we're going to get that far.
Now, I'm 1ot irying o tell you what to do on the tabling motion - we can labor through. Idon't think we're going
to get through the next . ..

Benton: 1sort of concur with M. Collinsworth. 1 don't know if we'll get done tonight or not. I think we're going
to get very close. Ithink this is probably the last thorniest issue we may have. 1 may be totally wrong. I would
not support tabling this at this time if we can work our way through this and then have as many of the picces put
together as possible, I think it's a real advantage to moving the process and geiting done.

Lauber: The parliamentarian reminded me what we could do is we could go through the whole package and
withhold the final vote until tomorrow. That would then, with agreement from Mr. Mace if he would remove his
tabling motion, mean any action we took we would not have to reconsider our action, because there would be a
final vote tomorrow and we could amend, as I previcusly announced we were going to do before, would be subject
to amendment before we took the final vote.

Pereyra: I'm trying to get a feeling for the concern here. Is the concern that maybe 60" is too low here, that we
should have 125 or something like that we need more information oa it?

Mace: Need more information. I'm not as smart as you are.
Pereyra: I'm just following your lead on this one,

¥
Mace: 1don't know what the numbers are. We could have some major impacts on a lot of people. This is a
major decision, this particular one here, who has an endorsement and who hasn't and I want to do a little more
soul-searching and visiting before I'm comfortable with it.

Tillion: Could I ask a question? If we were to amend it to 125 would you feel more comfortable to move on M.
Mace?

Mace: Yes, I would.
Tillion: If you withdrew it I would be willing to put that amendment . . .
Lauber: Withdraw your tabling motion. You could put it back on.

Mace: Yeah, okay.
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Tillion: I'd like to amend Mr. Benton's motion to bring it to 125,
Lauber: So in place of "over 60" it would now read 125, I mean 60 would now read 125 in both places.
Benton: I would accept that as a friendly amendment if the second concurs.
Lauber: Okay, no objection.
“"Mace: Does the qualification that we come back and vote on this finally still stand. . .

Lauber: Yes, unless there's objection, we will try to go as far as we can. Hopefully, you're correct and we can
get through all of this but we'll do it incrementally then the final vote will be tomorrow moming on it to give you
time to amend it if you care to.

Barker: Just for clarification, I want to make certain that I understood what the motion was. So instead of saying
for vessels greater than 60 feet, or 60 fect and greater, it's now 125, Is that correct?

Lauber: That's right.
Pautzke: And for those less than 125 it's one landing.

Pereyra: Mr. Chairman, to be consistent with our previous motion was on vessel length, I think it has to be
greater than 125, .,

Barker: That's what I said.
Pereyra: ... and we also have a problem with what we did before, but greater than 125,

Benton: That would leave the question of what happens to the 60-125 category somewhat up in the air because
of the second sentence about one larding for vessels under 60 feet.

Lauber: My understanding was that we changed both of them. One would say greater than and the other would
say "less than.”

Benton: If that's the case Mr. Chairman, may I speak to this?

Lauber: Yes, go ahead.
ﬁ

Benton: 1thought that the information that staff presented to us was very useful. Iunderstand those are not exact
numbers, but they did give us the sense of where the impacts would occur and the nature of those impacts from
the changes in vessel size categories. Those impacts really occur in the central and western Gulf for vessels
between 60 and 125 feet. These are moderate size catcher vessels. There's some impact on the catcher processor
sector, but not to the extent that there is in the mid-size catcher vessels. Mr. Chairman, I would point out that,
in the September analysis that we had and the moratorium analysis as well, it was pointed out to us on a couple
of occasions, more than one occasion, that a significantly larger amount of capacity in the fleet is in vessels of
larger size categories. I think that we were provided information about potential increases in capacity with this
most recent analysis dated June 2nd which seems to bear that out as well, If you look at Figure 3 in the paper
provided by Dr. Terry, it projects increases in capacity in the various kinds of fleet configurations that are under
consideration and compares those to the total capacity for the fleet as a whole. The important information, at
least that's pertinent to this discussion, is what happens with the dotted line in these various graphs. It shows that
for longline caicher vessels less than 58 feet capacity can increase dramatically without affecting at all the total
capacity in the fleet. That's true for other seine vessels, seine trawl vessels, pot catcher vessels 59-124 feet, less
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so for factory longliner pot vessels. You can see in this figure that the total capacity starts to leave the zero line
and it starts to creep up a little bit as capacity increases in the factory longline pot vessels. That's true also for
trawl catcher vessels that are less than 90 feet but only it's less significant because if you look, it occurs much
further down the axis. Where the capacity really starts jumping up is in factory raw) surimi vessels greater than
190 feet and factory trawler head and gut vessels. I think that if you look at this information, we fook at the
information that was presented to us in the September analysis and public testimany we've heard regarding
capacity, I think it justifies making a differential qualifying period for vessels over 125 feet versus vessels under
125 feet. That's why I accepted that as a friendly amendment and that's why 1 support it.
Hegge: Do I understand that now vessels up to 125 feet need only one landing in the period 92 to June 15th?
Is that the motion? If that's the case, I think it shouid probably be a substitute motion because the amendment
that I made that was passed called for three jandings in that period and one landing would already qualify them.
Lauber: Your motion was. ..

Hegpe: My motion was in the period January ! to June 15th to have four or more landings, This motion only
requires one,

Lauber: But it doesn't have that time. Does it have that time?

Hegge: Yes, because the motion carries up until June 15, 1995,

Lauber: Oh, okay.

Tillion: So it's more genercus than yours was.

Hegge: Much,

Pautzke: He's got a 60 footer in his motion. I see.

Lauber: You have 60 feet in your motion,

Pautzke: You don't want to just apply that to the 125 foot?

Hegge: I'm sorry.

Pautzke: You don't just want to apply . . . I just was assuming that you were applying that to the 125 foot vessels,
so that any vessel over 125 foot could qualify by having a landing in each of two years out of four or having four
landings inone . . ,

Hegge: No, my motion spoke to vesseis 60 to 125 and that's included in the motion we have right now.
Lauber: I'm glad you brought it up. My understanding was the motion was that we changed “greater than or less
than 60 to appropriate 125”7 in al cases. We were only looking at two instances, In this case, it would be three,
including yours.

Hegge: Now I'm getting confused.

Lauber: You're saying it's not necessary to do that? Now.
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Hegge: Ithink that Mr. Tillion's motion now is that a vessel up to 125 foot only has to have one landing in the
period 92 10 June 15, 1995, That makes my amendment unnecessary and I think that it should be a substitute

motion to the amended motion,

Pautzke: It only makes your amendment unnecessary for the 60 to 125 foot class. Everything over 125 foot
would they'd still have your. . .

Hegge: What's that? My amendment didn't apply to anything over 125 foot though.
Pautzke; Ithought it said to everything over 60.

Pereyra: The net result of this is that any boat that qualifies under Mr. Hegge's amendment also qualifies for the
others, so his amendment is redundant is what it boils down to, :

Tillion: But you can leave it there; it won't hurt anything.

Pereyra: You can leave it there and scratch it off later when we do the fine tuning,
Hegge: I'd rather remove it if we're going to vote on this one.

Lauber: If we make it a substitute motion, who made the motion, Mr. Tillion?
Tillion: 1did.

Lauber: Make a substitute motion would resolve the problem because it would wipe out the redundancy to
whalever extent it is redundant. P

Tillion: Alright, I just thought what mine did made his redundant. Didn't care whether it was there or not.
Lauber: Alright, so let's consider it a substitute motion.

Tillion: Airight if you wish to write it that way so we can clear the record early, T'll so move with the permission
of my second.

Benton: I accepted it as friendly.

Tillion: He accepted it as a friendly amendment so . . .

Lauber: Is that okay? ’

Benton: Yeah, that's fine,

Lauber: Alright, consider it a substitute motion. Is there any further discussion?

Pautzke: Hold it. I'm lost here. If the 125 foot goes through, which is the substitute motion, won't you still have
a duel qualifying landings requirement with Hegge's there, because I thought you said it was all vessels over 60

feet that could either qualify by this way or by having four or more landings in an FMP area between 1/1/95 -
where am I missing?

Tillion: It doesn't make any difference. oo

Pautzke: His applics to over 125 feet, too.
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Hegge: Yeah, you're probably right, it did, but in our discussion we mention 125 foot but I didn't make it clear
in the motion and I should have and I would have intended to, In our discussion, we mention the 125 foot so it's
much better that this is the substitute,

Tillion: Does it make sense yet?

Lauber: Well, it's been suggested if you want to do it, you can move to reconsider your motion and vote it out.
‘Tillion: It doesn't make any difference whether it's there or not.

Lauber: I would consider a substitute motion. H the motion passes, Hegge's motion goes away. How's that?

Behnken: For clarification, as I understand it now, any vessel under 125 feet just has to make one landing in &n

area to qualify for an endorsement as long as they have a gencral license. Is that right? In that endorsement

period. And any vessel over 125 fect has to have made two landings or a landing in two calendar years.

Pereyra: It has to be equal to or less than 125, otherwise the vesse! that's exactly 125 feet isn't going to get any
landings at all.

Lauber; Over 125,

Pautzke: Equal to or greater than.

Behnken: The AP put it in.

Lauber: We're going to take a break.

Lauber: Council come back to order.

Hegge: Since this is a substitute motion, I guess the proper thing to do is speak against it and hope that it
prevails, or that my opinjons prevail. I just feel like the substitate motion has almost made our efforts
meaningless. It's so close to the moratorium and inciudes so many more vessels that we just are not implementing
a meaningful limited entry program. The motion that we had before does restrict it to people that are serious

participants and not people that just over the course of four years happen to make one landing, 1 would speak
against the motion for those reasons and hope that we can get back to the other motion.

Lauber: Any further discussion?

+

Benton: Just a question, Mr. Chairman. If the substitute motion fails, then the original motion is back on the
table? .

Lauber: No, you'd have to make . . . yes, it is still on the table,

Pereyra: I'd like to speak in favor of the substitute motion. 1 think, based upon what I've seen here, that the
substitule motion is more consistent with what our knowledge base is certainly. I'm not comfortable at all with
cutting a lot of people out which is what the original metion would do in that middle category. I just think that
the substitute motion is fair and I think that's the way we should go.

Lauber: Any further discussion?

Lindeman: Point of clarification. What was decided with respect to the one landing in two of four calendar years
period. Is that greater than 125 or greater and equal to 125?
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Hartley: 1don't know what the Council's real intent was on that, but the data that we supplied was greater than
or equal 1o 125 feet.

Lauber: I think that's consistent with discussion and somebody kept reminding us that needs to be the case. I
think Dr. Pereyra pointed that out,

Pereyra: Well no, that's not what we have before us. The lengths we looked at were greater than 125, not greater
orequaltolzs On page 3, the length determinations you have there are less than 60, 60 to 124 and greater than
‘125. Of course, you've got any vessel that's between 1241 rather 124.5 and 125.49 don't exist,

Hartley: The tables that we ran, Mr Chairman, are 125 and greater. The numbers in the tables are representing
125 feet and greater up to 125 in the second category and less than 60 feet in . .

Lauber: Let's clarify what Counselor is asking. All she wants to do s clarify what it is saying. Sowe . ..
Pereyra: If we follow that classification, then the groundfish regs are going to be inconsistent with the pot regs
we put in place which said vessels greater than 125. I think we ought to think about how we want these
regulations to flow together here.

Tillion: Mr. Chairman, I understand that Mr. Hegge has objected to the amendment I put in as a friendly
amendment to Mr. Benton 1o satisfy Mr. Mace so we could vote today. If I just withdraw it, would you vote
today? :

Mace: You can withdraw. [everyone langhs]

Tillion: Would I be allowed to withdraw?

Lauber: Wait a minute, I think he was saying your motion can stay but you can go. [everyone laughs again] Let's
clarify what Counsel has asked us to clarify. Were we talking about greater than 125 feet or 125 and greater.

Pereyra: 1think the pot regs, correct me if I'm wrong, I think the regulations read greater than 125 don't they?
Tillion: Ckay, then it would overlap.
Pereyra: Maybe somebody from Alaska Fish & Game could clarify that.

Lauber. Well, the document reads greater than 125 - keep using greater than 125, Unless I hear further, we're
talking about greater than 125. '

Tillion: 125 and greater,

Lauber: No. Greater than 125. The motion is vessels, you substituted 60 which is greater than 60 inserted 125
50 it's greater than 125 and then it would be 60 to 125 whatever. So it's greater than 165 - I mean 125. 1 got the
60 in there,

Pautzke: The analysis is different.

Tillion: We can solve the whole thing in a moment,

Lauber: You know there's enough slop in here. I mean how maiiy boats are going to be affected by this?

FNCOUNCIL\MEETINGS\ 995UNI S CTION\LICLIM.695 38



Benton: I think that we should proceed and what we can do is ask staff to look at the regulations under the
moratorium and regulations under the crab program and we can clarify this when we get to the end of this thing.
We have a general sense of where we are at.

Lauber: The idea is to make it consistent with the crab regs? Alright, that's what the motion is.

Barker: For the benefit of myself and maybe some members of the public, do we get a read-through of what the
‘motions currently are?

Pautzke: The main motion that was on the floor is Landings Requirements for Endorsement Qualifications in
your Advisory Panel minutes. If you want me to read what they took out of that.

Benton: Not what they took out, but how it reads now,

Pautzke: The motion, well then I was going to get [change to tape 39, beginning of tape misses some of
motion] . .. a landing in two of the four calendar years from Yanuary 1, 1992, to June 15, 1995. For vessels equal
to or less than 125 feet, a vessel must have mede one landing in the entire endorsement qualifying period. Now,
what I don't quite understand, and you have to correct me on this, is does Hegge's thing come in here in any way,
shape or form?

Lauber: We took him out.

Pautzke: I guess it doesn't because he was 60 to 125 is what his clarification was.

Hegge: As ] understand, the Chairman ruled that this was a substitute motion.

Lauber: Yes, it is a substitute motion. So it substituted him out.

Tillion: He's now objecting to my substitute, right?

Lauber: Right. So that’s the motion. That's what we'll be voting on,

Barker: Are we votingon Clem'sor. ..

Lauber: We're voting on what you just heard. It's a substitute motion and the reason it's a substitute motion was
it was a method of accommodating the problem created by the Hegge amendment which passed. If this passes,
the Hegge amendment goes away. If this fails, we goback to . . .

Pautzke: . .. we go back to the 60 and the Hegge amendment is still in,

Tillion: Mr. Chairman, if I don't have a second to ask; if I just withdrew the amendment, where would we be?

Lauber: We would be back at 60 feet and the Hegge amendment would be in it.

Tillion: Counsel, I don't have a second because my friendly amendment accepted it, I'd like to withdraw the
motion,

Lauber: No objections? The 125 substitmute motion is withdrawn, We're now back to the vessels greater than
60 feet and for vessels less than 60 feet will make one landing in the entire endorsement period and the Hegge
four landings. ..

Pautzke: Does that just apply between 60 and 125 feet?
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Hegge: Yes, that's comect.

Lauber: Between 60 and 125 feet, four landings between January 1, 1992 and June 15, 1995.
Hegge: That's correct.

Lauber: That has been passed and that's in the motion.

"Pautzke: Is your intent that it goes from it's greater or equal to 60 foet up to 125 feet and/or less? So you're
including that 125 cne that Dr. Pereyra was warried about.

Hegge: Yes, vessels over 125 have only the, have to make two landings out of the four years.

Pautzke: Okay,

Collinsworth: We may wish to ask Mr. Berg for clarification, but they passed me a note that says that we should,
he recornmends that we maintain the vessel classification definition that we used for the moratorium which was
vessels greater than or equal to 125.

Pautzke: My only concem is, and I'd like to ask Marcus, Chris or Darrell is that if we change that Jittle equal to
some other, does that cause us 1o just be able to estimate, or do we have to redo the whole database to get it,
because you've always had it 125 feet and/or more. Does that little change cause you lots of . . .

Barker: . . .equal to or greater than 125 does inciude 125.

Pautzke: 1know that, but now what we're doing is including it in the next lower rung, 125 foot vessel. I'm just
asking, does that canse our database to have to be redone completely?

Marcus: Well, yeah. Our database is by length and we have 124 and 125. All these tables reflect 125 and
greater. The moratorium regulations are 125 and greater. Your observer regulations are 125 and greater and the
policy has been on that from National Marine Fisheries Service to use a rounding the nearest whole number,
124.5 and greater, is really 125 feet and that is where the inconsistency comes in with the crab regs for the pot
limit, in that, their regulations say that a vessel that is greater than 125, meaning that 125 feet and 1 millimeter,
they have an extra set of 50 pots. That's where the inconsistency comes in as far as I can tell.

Pereyra: Clarification there. It's 125 feet 6 inches because they round up and round down to the nearest foot.

Pautzke: So what Marcus is saying is that all our previous decisions on the moratorium and now on this and with
the observer program 125 feet and up. And so this is just a change in it which . . .

Hartley: and probably inconsistent with the rest of our regulations.

Lauber: Any further discussion? Ready for the question? We're voting on the original motion which is for
vessels greater equal to 60 must have a landing in two of the four calendar years from 1/1/92 to 6/15/95. For
vessels less than 60 fect they must have one landing in the entire erdorsement qualifying period. . .

Pautzke: ... and for vessels between 60 and 125 feet, you have the dual qualifying thing of Mr. Hegge's,

Mace: This is the AP's recommendation,

Lauber: Basically it is with a striking of the 20,000 Ibs and the striking of the 3,000 lbs.
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Mace: I'm going to vote for this because I want to be on the winning side and also will have an opportunity 1o
reconsider fomorrow.

Lauber: I've already assured you that we're not going 10 take a final vote on this tonight.

Lindeman: Considering the stuff that Marcus brought up as far as the classifications that are in the regulations

now like the observer regs and the proposed moratorium, in considering enforcement issues with consistency is

there some overriding reason, or whatever, or compelling stuff that the Council can put on the record as to why
"you would want to pass a classification here that is not consistent with what classifications you've had in the past?

That's a question that will be raised.

Lauber: 1don't think we've got that problem now, do we? [everyone speaks at once)

Benton: 1 thought that we clarified this so it would be consistent with existing regulations and consistent with
other provisions including the moratorium provisions.

Lindeman: Okay, I missed that.
Pautzke: That hadn't beea clarified, but now it is, because the only part it comes into is Mr. Hegge's amendment.
Tillion: But now are we ready to vote?

Lindeman: Mr. Chairman, one last time. Could Clarence clarify then what the categories are in the motion? Just
for the record.

Pantzke: The operable part is now Mr. Hegge's part which is vessels that are greater or equal to 60 feet, but less
than 125 feet, will have a dual qualifying thing and that's the four or more landings in an FMP area between
Janvary 1, 1995 and June 15, 1995,

Hegge: Or the two landings in two of the four years.

Lauber: Is there any further discussion? Are you ready for the question? Alright, let's call the roll on this
hummer.

Pautzke:

Pereyra Yes
Samueisen Yes .
Tillion Yes
Barker Yes
Behnken Yes
Benton Yes
Fluharty Yes
Hegpe Yes
Mace Yes
Collinsworth  Yes
Lauber Yes
Pass.
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Tillion: Lisa, I love the explanation given by Mr. Mace, "I'm going to vote for this because I want to be on the
winning side.” Will that be good on the record? o~

Lauber: Alright, can we move on? The next one is Components and Alternate Elements Affecting Ownership,
Use and Transfer of License. The first one is Who May Purchase Licenses.

Benton: Given all the grief I've given this Council over the years about current ownership and who can own
licenses, I'd like 10 move that we adopt item number one - licenses could be transferred only to persons defined
“"as those eligible to document a fishery vessel under Chapter 121, Title 46, U.S. code.

Lauber: Is there a second?
'Pereyra or maybe Samuelsen (7): Second.

Lauber: It's been moved and seconded. Any discussion? Ready for the question?

Lauber; Is there any objection to the motion?

Collinsworth: Object.

Lauber: Okay, Mr. Collinsworth objected. Motion is carried. Next one is Vessel License Linkages.

Benton; I would move that we adopt item number two - Licenses may be transferred without a vessel, ie.,
licenses may be applied to vessels other than the one to which the license initially was issued subject to license
designations and a 20% rule of the moratorium.

Lauber: Is there a second?

Behnken: Second and I have a question,

Lauber: Go ahead Ms. Behnken.

Behnken: I'm not sure how it's worded in the moratorium, but it scemsl to me it should be clear that vessels can
be, licenses can be taken to smaller vessels if we're looking at reducing overcapitalization, and that the 20% rule
only applies to increasing the size of the vessels. Is that the intent of the motion?

Benton: I'm sorry. Come again.

Behnken; My question is whether the 20% rule applies to increasing the size of a vessel and decreasing, or just
if someone is seeking to increase the size of the vessel or take a license to a larger vessel?

Benton: I's my intention and my understanding throughout the debate that has occurred over the past several
years, that it would be the former, that it would only be subject to increases.

Lauber: Only what?

Benton: Only the increases. In other words, the 20% rule would apply if you're going to increase vessel capacity.
It wouldn't apply if you're trying to decrease vessel size,

Hegge: From a practical standpoint, this seems like it presents a little bit of a problem. In the IFQ, we have four “ !
licenses, we have an A, B, C, D. In this one, 2 license is going to have to be registered or issued with an exact o
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vessel length on each license which seems to me as though it's going to be a little bit cumbersome tracking that
over time.

Tillion; 1don't see why if you've got computers.
Pautzke: We do with the moratorium, didn't we?

Hegge: As trades occur, and if this goes on for a period of years, it seems as thongh it's going to be somewhat
‘more difficult to track, maybe not. I just wanted to raise the point. We had vessel categories and we've broadened
them, perhaps too much, but this looks like from at enforcement point, or even trading point, it would be very
difficult.

Tillion: The original size would bave to stay and 20% would be above that original size. I don't see that
complication.

Lauber: Is there any other discussion?

Pereyra: As a point of clarification. This 20% rule, I'm not totally clear how that relates to the moratorium, Does
this mean then that we use the same language as that in the moratorium but the two are not linked? Or does it
mean that the 20% rule in the moratorium carries over into the license program. Otherwise, if they are totally
separate, it would be possible for someone to be out of compliance with the 20% rule here, but stili be in
compliance with the moratorium.

Lavber; Why?

Pereyra: Whether this license limitation is in place yet. So that's why I'm curious. I just need some clarification
on that.

Lauber: I thought what we were doing was just a short version of telling us what 20% rule you were talking
about. Marcus can you help us.

Hartley: 1 think that what Mr. Pereyra is getting at is when, what the date is that we define the original qualifying
length. Am I correct?

Pereyra: Correct. That is much more succinct way of putting it.

Hartley: Our assumption, we really didn't - it doesn't really reflect anyway in the analysis because, of course, none
of those upgrades had been taken into account yet. We had always assumed that would mean that the moratorinm
original language would be maintained in this license program. You have the option certainly to set the date that
the original length is and then allow 20% from that, but that might involve moratorium vessels, allowing them
to upgrade twice.

Lauber: Do we need to clarify this?

Pereyra: There have been some questions asked of me by some individuals and I guess it's important to clarify
that,

Beaton: It's been my understanding that what we've been talking about is that the vessel would be, is subject to
the 20% rule under the moratortum presently, if the moratorium was approved, and that that would carry through
into the license designation. So they couldn't upgrade twice in terms of the 20%. H a vessel under the
moratorium upgrades 20%, that's it. That's their upgrade and that would be the size that they would carry
through.
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Pereyra: And the date of which the initial length is determined is as of the moratorium?
Benton: Correct,
Lauber: Any further discussion?

Lauber: Is there any objection to the motion? Hearing none, it passes. Move to Options Regarding Separability
of Species and/or Area Designations,

Mace: 1move option 1: Area designations are not separable and shalt remain as a single license with those initial
designations.

Tillion: Second.

Lauber: It's been moved and seconded. Counselor, didn't you bear?

Lindeman: No, Mr, Chairman, I didn't hear.

Lauber: Moved option 1 which reads, "Area designations are not separable and shall remain as a single license
with those initial designations.” Is there any discussion? Are you ready for the question? Is there any objection
to the motion? Hearing none, it passes. Vessel Replacements and Upgrades.

Mace: Go ahead, we've got a live one.

Benton: I'm going to move number three, "A vessel may be replaced or upgraded within the bounds of the length
designations and the 20% Rule defined in the moratorium proposed rule."

Lavuber; Is there a second?

Tillion: Second.

Lauber: Moved and seconded.

Benton: This goes back then to the question that Dr. Percyra raised a little bit ago. In this instance, my reading
of this is that under the initial license issuance, under Vessel License Linkages, a vessel that had gone through
and upgraded in accordance with the 20% rule in the moratorium period, that's their size and they will not be able
to upgrade further. If the license was transferred to another vessel, that vessel had to fall within the 20% rule.
With regard to this particular provision, it would be the same situation. It would have to fall within that 20% rule
if there was a subsequent replacement and if the vessel had not employed that 20% upgrade previously.
Lauber: Okay, so you can only upgrade one time in either the moratorium or the license.

Benton: And this is an upward upgrade. There is not a restriction on a downgrade. I want to make it clear.

Lauber: Okay, is there any further discussion on vessel . . .

Mace: 1don't know whether this takes an amendment or not, but I would like to include the catcher vessel ability
to process limited quantities at sea. Is that going to take an amendment?

Lauber: Yes, it would.
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Mace: Okay, I move to amend to include the language: catcher vessels wonld be allowed to upgrade to enable
a limited amount of processing at sea. The limit would be set at 5 mt round weight per day for vessels less than
60 feet and 18 mt per day, round weight, for vessels equal to or greater than 60 feet.

(?) Second.

Mace: I offer this amendment because we had a great deal of public testimony to that effect and it seems sensible
(o utilize some of that product rather than discarding it.

Cellinsworth: Those vessels then would become, would fall, under the catcher processor category thereafter?
And how are we going to measure that capacity? How do we know what 6 or 18 capacity is?

Tillion: Ihave a little trouble with this one. Not for the idea that there shouldn't be some capability to do a little
processing offshore. Eighteen tons to me sounds excessive, What I kind of thought of is that they would be
keeping rockfish they had no market on, you know and a few things like this. Ican't vote for 18 tons. That'sa
pretty good chunk of product every day. If it was a 5-ton overall, I could probably go along.

Pereyra: In response to Dr. Collinsworth's question about how you account for this. It seems to me that it would
be a simple extrapolation of using product recovery rates from the processor logs as to how much product was
actually processed that particular day, would be an indication, you know, extrapolating back to what the round
weight equivalent would be, would be one way it could be done. So-a vessel that was a catcher vessel that might
have some incidentally caught rockfish they wanted to process, their harvest log for the day would show maybe
100 tons of fish having been brought on board or delivered or whatever and the processing log would show a
certain amount that was actually turned into finished product. From that you could deterrine how much was
actually processed. It would make certain that they were within the requirements.

Collinsworth: Ibad difficulty hearing Mr. Mace's motion. Maybe if it . . .

Lauber: It's the AP recommendation. It says, “catcher vessels would be allowed to upgrade to enable a limited
amount of processing. The limit would be set at 5 mt round weight per day for vessels less than 60 feet, and 18
m¢ round weight per day for vessels greater than 60 feet.” 1have some serious problems with this hummer. This
is a loophole you ¢an drive a mack truck through, and I don' think we've had a lot of analysis on it. Idon't have
any problemn with some of the things I've heard, like Clen said, but there's no limit on this at all - as far as species,
or need, or whatever. We're creating a whole new class and I'd rather come back and visit at some later time when
it's packaged a little better and people can explain what it's going to do and what impact it's going to have.
Anyone eise care to speak on this? '

Samuelsen: Tll be voting in opposition of the motion; of the amended version. We've heard public testimony in
previous meetings that this was entry level fishermen. They were catching some bycatch and they wanted to keep
it, process it. It was small boats with no available market. 1 agree with Mr. Tillion, 18 metric tons - they could
be targeting that 18 metric tons, so I agree with you also that I think it's a big loophole and I'd like to hear from
enforcement on how they're going to enforce it if this amendment passes,

Pereyra: Td like to speak in support of the motion. I seems to me, we've been criticized, either rightly or
wrongly, over the past for not addressing the utilization issue. One of the things that happens is you get a
situation where a boat only has a market for the volume species, then you get bycatch and because there's no
market for it, you've got to throw it over the side. That looks bad on our record. We have certain groups that
keep looking at this North Pacific as being guilty of excessive discard. This is one way that we can start to get
at that. I think it's appropriate. Eighteen tons is not a lot of fish for a larger boat that's got a market. It's not
enough to create a catcher processor, We've had testimony from people that, one person that upgraded his boat
so that he could process cod fish, and questions regarding this « there's no way he could survive at 18 tons. You're
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not creating a new class of factory trawlers, if that's what the concern is. So I think it's a responsible thing to do
and I wonld hope that we could support it.

Lauber: Any further discussion?

Hegge: I guess I made this motion at the last meeting, and at that time and I'm not sure what the appropriate
number is, but again I'd like to reiterate that this is basically status quo. Right now, a limitation of 18 ton is
placed under the inshore/offshore. As far as I know in the three years it's been there, it has not added to the fleet
“"and there has been no restriction on vessels in other fisheries, any other fishery, on their ability to add freezer
equipment to their boats. We still have not seen that influx of new freezer vessels. 1t does however, offer the
facility for people to further utilize and keep the species that they catch in their normal operations. Like I say,
I don't know if the 18 tons is the right number, and if we do vote for it, I would speak some more to the fact that
it's a daily catch because that was changed in our inshore/offshore from our intent, and I think drastically changes
the outcome.,

Lauber: Any further discussion?

Captain Anderson: There was a comment made about enforceability and I'm not saying that would be very easy.
Certainly, I think it's what Wally said earlier, the catcher would have 1o keep a processing log to be specific
enough in order to cross check say during boardings at sea, It's an item that is not easily checked. It's fairly
complex, so I don't kmow how good the quality to monitor it would be. 1know, Steve, you may want to make a
comment on it as well,

Steve Meyer: As it stands now, the inshore/offshore regulation talks about 18 metric tons a day on average.
That's enforceable. As far as saying eighteen metric tons a day, it can't be done on a capacity basis because it has
to be a performance based measure. You may be capable of processing 200 tons a day, but you have to stay
below 18 soit's a performance thing, not a capability thing. The other thing I would suggest is that to keep the
log books, it's a catcher processor log book. Catcher vessels don't keep any processing segment, so I think when
you enter into this, you do create a catcher processor vessel,

Lauber: Thank you. Any further discussion?

Collinsworth: We're talking about 5 metric tons round weight and 18 metric tons round weight. So we're talking
about the amount of round product that could be processed into processed per day. So if someone processes 5%
metric tons then they are in violation of law. Is that correct?

Lauber: Yes.

,
Collinsworth: We don't have any - this is not species specific. So we're going to rely on product recovery rates
for a variety of species and a variety of product forms to make this determination . . . [change to tape 40,
missing the balance of Collinsworth's comments and begins in the middie of reading Mace's motion prior
to roll call vote)

Lauber: .. . hinges on Mr. Mace's amendment on retaining freezing product, 5 metric tons for less than 60 feet
and 18 metric tons for more than 60 feet.
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Pautzke:

Samuelsen No
Tillion No
Barker Yes
Behnken No
Benton No
Fluharty Yes

" Hegge Yes
Mace Yes
Collinsworth No
Pereyra Yes
Lavber No
Faileg.

Lauber: Alright, we're back to the main motion which is number three, vessels may be replaced or upgraded
within the bounds of the 20% rule defined in the moratorium proposed rle.

Lauber: Is there any further discussion? Are you ready for the question? Is there any objection to that motion?
Collinsworth: I didn't bear the motion, Mr. Chairman.

Lauber: It is for Vessel Replacement and Upgrade and it reads, number three and it reads, "vessels may be
replaced or upgraded within the bounds of the 20% rule defined in the moratorium proposed rule.”

Pautzke: The intenit was that if you did it during the moratorium . . .

Lauber: Yes, the intent was as outlined as the other upgrade within the moratorium, you have a one-time upgrade
and can't double-dip. Ready for the question? Is there any objection to the motion. Hearing none, it passes. We
move to License Ownership Caps.

Benton: T'll move number two, "no more than 5 general licenses per person with grandfather provisions."
Behnken: Second.

Pautzke: It's different than the AP.

Benton: That is correct.

Lauber: What was that?

Pautzke: It's different than the AP motion.

Lauber: Yours is no more than five . . ,

Benton: With grandfather provisions. If you read it, I'm looking at the document that staff has actually provided
tous. What I read, well, I'll speak to my mation. I've got a second right? Mr. Chairman, when I look at the AP's
motion, it seems to me that, generally, it's very close to being the same except that what they've done is just
explain how the grandfather provisions work. Idid not move the AP motion. I moved the item number two

counsel had identified and it's my intent, and I think Counsel generally will understand that this grandfather
provision is very similar to the one we had adopted under the IFQ program for halibut/sablefish, that those
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persons as defined in U.S. law that receive more than five general licenses would be grandfathered in. They
- would have their eleven, or seven, or whatever the number would be upon initial allocation of the licenses. They
would not be allowed to purchase any additional licenses unless they went below this five general license
provision. I think that's important in onder to meet the intent of the Magnuson Act that we address the need to
ensure that no individual or corporation gets an undo share of fishing rights.

Pereyra: Clarification. What would you define as a person in this regard.

"Benton: My understanding as defined in the Magnuson Act is a person or corporation, a natural born individual
or a corporation that meets certain criteria.

Pereyra: So that means that any person, pardon me, any corporation . . .
Benton: Counselor could probably provide us with a definition of what a person is under the Magnuson Act.

Pereyra: Would that mean that any individual that are owners or members of that corporation would also - this
would mean that this corporation would be subject to the five vessel rule?

Lauber: I think that's what the AP was trying to get to with their jess than 10% . . .

Pautzke: Well, isn't the persons above though that we already passed as defined as eligible to document a fishing
vessel under chapter 121 title or is that a different definition that what. . ,

Tillion: You know, I'll vote for this if the State really wants to. These are unenforceable. They harass for the
most part. You merely change a corporation to another group of vessels and under the law, an individual is a
corporation of & person. It's a very sticky thing to try and enforce. That's why you have so much trouble on the
federal level with monopolies. You know, it's almost impossible to enforce, On the other hand, the Magnuson
Act says we should have something to keep anybody from getting too large a piece of the pie. 1 think this is one
of those I'd feel a lot more comfortable if I wasn't voting on, but I intend to vote along with the State and knowing
it's a real hollow gesture and wish I didn't even have to vote on it.

Barker: T'm kind of mirroring a little bit of Clem's concerns. Corporations and interlocking subsidiaries, and I
don't know how Commerce or Justice Department would ever track any of those issues. A boarding party
certainly wouldn't interpret all of them.

Samuelsen: Couldn't hear you, Morris.
Lauber: Had trouble hearing you, o

Barker: I'm sorry. What I was saying was that interlocking corporations, 1 don't know how the Justice
Department would find that there had been a violation or if a boarding party could ever turn something up like
that. That would seem to be a very serendipitous event.

Benton: Ihope that we're not hinting that we can't enforce a similar provision in the halibut/sablefish program
which has very similar kinds of restrictions on quota share and ownership. 1 would point out that National
Standard 4 requires us to try and take steps to ensure that no particular individual, corporation or other entity
acquires an excessive share of such privileges as the limited access programs. While [ would agres that in many
respects it may have some difficulties with regard to enforcement, I don't know if it would be an at-sea
enforcement or it would be some different kind of enforcement mechanism that would be employed. The way
Ilook at it, it's sort of like the 55 mph speed limit. There's a whole lot of vehicles out there that exceed 55 mph,
but it is somewhat of a deterrent and even though enforcement is not uniform, it does have some merit.
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Lauber: Mr. Meyer were you trying to, oh, Captain Anderson,

Captain Anderson: Yeah, I've heard the words "at-sea”/*at-sea enforcement." We've addressed this one before.
This is not something, even under the IFQ program, that is enforceable at-sea. We look at a document. On the
reverse side of the document, it doesn't list everybody on the reverse side of the document that personally has an
ownership in that vessel. It may list just a corporation. I think if you really want to get to the bottom of this and
really put percentages on it, you have to go when people would apply to NMFS for their Jicense. They would
have to provide us some self-certification of who owns the vessel if you really want 1o try to track that stuff, It's
"not going to be done at-sea, I can tell you.

Meyer: Mr. Chairman, I believe what it does is it gives us a tool to go after someone we suspect. 1don't think
it gives us something that we're going to spend a whole lot of time researching every single application that comes
in. What you end up with is a set of papers that are signed by somebody under the penalties of perjury and it
gives us a situation with some of the most difficult corporate regulations 1o pierce. but it does gives us something
that we can use if we get information or there's some indication that there's a violation. It's useful in a way, but
as far as up front saying every ore of these is carefully and closely looked at, no, they are not and it's something
that would take a tremendous amount of time and effort. Where there's suspicion or somebody gives you
information, yes, it's a tool that you can go after. But it is not something that practically is going to be looked

at everyday.

Lauber: It's been the case, in my other life, that a lot of these cases that you do make come to you from a tip
possibly by a disgruntled employee, or a friendship gone afoul or something of that nature. There's a tip comes
in that causes you to investigate and make a case.

Barker: I guess a question of Counsel. Are there any pertinent comments here that we should be aware of, in
terms of issues of restraint of trade that some people have brought up in terms of license caps?

Lindeman: Mr, Chairman, none that | have now made. This issue's come up before and we can look at it again.

Pereyra: Ihave areal problem with this particular motion. To say that anyone who has more than § licenses is
somehow out of compliance with National Standard 4 regarding excessive shares may be a long stretch. Five
factory trawler licenses is a heck of a lot different than the five licenses of small longliners. There's no standard
here that we're using in terms of determining if five is some magic number. There's nothing in the EA/RIR that
speaks 1o this as to what's excessive and what's not excessive. 1 think we're on very weak factual grounds to be
able to draw any conclusions from that. Secondly, probably more importantly, we have a set of laws in this
country, the Sherman Anti-trust Act for example, that's the law of the land. 1don't see anything in the Magnuson
Act that says that the Council shall redefine what's an antitrust violation from the Sherman Anti-trust Act. I think
we're stepping way over our bounds. I certainly understand the intent of not allowing for excessive control of the
fisheries but that, I think, would have to handled through some sort of standard that hasn't been developed yet.
50 I'm afraid that I'm going to have to vote against the motion because I don't think it's appropriate.

Lauber: Any further discussion on the motion?
Tillion: Question.

Lauber: Ready for the question? I think we'll call the roll. This is ownership caps of five with grandfather
provisions.

FACOUNCILNMEETINGSA #9SVUNSSACTIONLICLIM. 595 49



Pautzke:

Tillion Yes
Barker Yes
Behnken Yes
Benton Yes
Fluharty Yes
Hegge Yes
‘Mace No
Collinsworth  No
Pereyra No
Samuelsen Yes
Lauber Yes
Pass.

Lauber: Next was Vessel License Use Caps.

Mace: Imove that there be no limit on the number of licenses or endorsements which may be used on a vessel.
Lauber: Is there a second?

Tillion: Second.

Lauber: Is there any discussion on that motion?

Lauber: Ready for the question?

Fluharty: Doesn't that potentially conflict with the action we just took? K there's no limit on the number of
licenses that they may use on a vessel, we've put in a five kicense limit for corporations.

Benton: 1 don't believe this conflicts at all. In fact, I think that this is a fairly important provision. The
ownership caps by general licenses is one thing and really applies more {0 the future than it does to the present,
The vessel license use caps, however, are totally different in that, a vessel - you could stack licenses on a vessel
and, in fact, if a company had a wish to do so, they could acquire licenses, and apply them on a vessel or if they
have a number of vessels and they wanted to retire some vessels, they could still use those other licenses on that
other vessel, In that regard, it can be viewed as a way that some reduction in vessels and some reduction in
licenses would ocour over time. 1sort of look at this as a way that, among a couple of other provisions, as a way
that capital can actually be reduced.

Lauber: Any further discussion? Ready for the question? Is there any objection to the motion?
Collinsworth: 1 object.
Lauber: Dr. Collinsworth objects. Motion carries. Vessel Designation Limits.

Benton: I guess I'm curious. Dr. Collinsworth, does your objection indicate that you believe that there should
be vessel license use caps?

Collinsworth: I object because I don't know the implications about this with regard to bow it's going to be

enforced, how we're going to deal with this when vessel licenses are transferred, how we're going to make
determinations in that regard, I don‘t understand how that's going to work.
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Lauber: Ready to move on to Vessel Designation Limits? We've indicated previously that number one is our
preferred option and the AP has a. . . [pauses to consult] . . . whether they're catcher processoror . . .

Mace: Let's do the AP recommendation. Mr. Chairman, I so move. I don't understand it, but I move it.
Benton: I'll second that.

Lauber: It's been moved and seconded, the AP recommendation which is . . .

Mace: Do you want me to read it, Mr. Chairman?

Lauber: Yes, go ahead and read it.

Mace: "A vessel which qualifies for multiple designations (i.e., both as a catcher vesse] or as a catcher processor)
under the use restriction compenent will be able to participate under any designation for which it qualifies, Vessel
designations will be based on activities during 1/1/94 through 6/15/95 or the most recent year of participation
during the qualification period. If a vessel qualifies as a catcher processor only, it may seiect a one-time
conversion (o a catcher vessel." That's what they said.

Lauber: 1don't quite understand that. Oh, I see. I guess if the vessel qualifies as a catcher processor only, it may
select a one-time only conversion to a catcher vessel. That passed 7-6, but with that in there, the main motion
passed 10-5, so the whole thing passed 10-5. I think that's what it means.

Mace: We may want to get a member of the AP up kere to elucidate.

Hegge: That was the igsue that I questioned Beth about and she was going to check on it because I think that was
put in there because of the inshore/offshore designations and wouldn't necessarily apply to just a catcher
processor operating outside of inshore/offshore. So she was going to get clarification on that.

Lauber: Okay. Yes, Chris, can you tell us about that?

Oliver: Yes sir, [ think I can. The Advisory Panel, a couple of things they did with regard to this item, They
wanted to extend the period for which we would set the designation. Originally, we had in the Council’s April
action, it was the end of ‘94, But we had public comment and letters in your notebeoks to the extent that peaple
may have switched over in early '95, for example, the processing ability and they would lose that ability to process
if you used 12/31/94. So the AP elected to use basically an 18-month window of time, from the 1st of ‘94 to June
15, 1995 as the period of time during which you would look at a vessel's activities. If it operated during that time
as both a caicher vessel and a catcher processor, the intent was to allow them that same flexibility in the future.
However, if they only qualified as a catcher processor, they wanted the ability for that vessel to, in essence,
downgrade to a catcher vessel. But once they did that, they wanted them 10 stay in that catcher vessel category.
Catcher vessel would not be allowed to operate as a catcher processor. A vessel that only received a catcher
vessel designation couldn't upgrade (o a catcher processor, but they'd want to allow that "downgrade.”

Collinsworth: T guess this goes back to the previous question and why I objected, because I'm unclear. It says
that no limit on the number of licenses or endorsements may be used on a vessel. There's no limitation to the
number of licenses. [ mean if a person gets on with a license for a catcher processor vessel, then they can use it
as a catcher processor when it was a catcher vessel? I can understand if there's no limit perhaps on the
endorsement that you make, somewhat like the IFQ system where crewmen can take onboard IFQ, but no limit
on the number of licenses, again I don't know what that means.

Lauber: Maybe Chris can tell us.
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Oliver: Mr. Chairman, I think I know what it means, at least what the AP meant in their motion. What we've
construed this use cap all along to mean - licenses now, as you indicated, are going to be in a nonseverable
package where those endorsements are attached. This is in reference to that package of license and area
endorsements. It wasn't meant to carry over into the catcher processor or link designations,

Collinsworth: Iunderstand with regard to the issue before us now, but I don't understand it with regard to the
previons issue. Imean the one where I objected.

“Benton; Well, I think Dr. Collinsworth brings vp an important question and it was my understanding and I
believe it was within the confines of the discussions this Council's had over numerous meetings about this
particular matter, that these licenses would be used within the designation of the vessel. So you couldn't use, for
example, let's say you had a catcher vessel that was in the 60-125 category. You couldn't use that vessel and
apply a license for a catcher processor over 125 feet. However, for that vessel, if you had let's say a general
license with two, like say, Western and Central Gulf area endorsements within that size category. If that vessel
wanied to use another license that also had an Eastern Gulf area endorsement attached to it, it could be applied
to that vessel so that it could fish and participate in the Eastern Gulf, within the categories subject to the other
rules of the program.

Behnken: I would defer to Dr. Collinsworth because he looks like he still has questions.
Collinsworth: Then the parenthetical clause for endorsements, what does that, I mean I don't . . .

Behnken: 1may be misunderstanding, but the AP made some changes with how they handled license and
endorsements from what we did. We still maintain that there's a general license and we have endorsements that,
at this point, are nonseverable. At some point in the firture, they may be severable. We put a limit on the number
of licenses a person could have of five. I think we voted that through, We didn't limit the number of
endorsements, and I think the AP paventhetical or endorsements - they started handling license and endorsements
as one. Is that right? Because they made one sort of umbrelia license for the whole North Pacific. We handled
them differently,. We put a limit or the number of licenses. We didn't, at this fime, limit the number of
endorsements.

Hegge: [ don't understand the last part. A catcher processor can't deliver fresh fish? Is that what this means?
Behnken: | asked that of Beth,

Tillion: We had this in the ITQ argument.

Hegge: Are you saying yes? v

Behnken: 1asked Beth and I don't know if anybody from the AP is here, but I asked her that question. You know
under sablefish and halibut, a catcher processor can either catch or process or, I mean either process or deliver
fresh and her answer was we were trying to miror sablefish and halibut. We kept inshore separate from offshore
and you're either catcher processor onshore and that was my understanding of her answer.

Pereyra: Is that satisfactory, Mr. Hegge?

Hegge: No.

Behnken: Maybe someone from the APcan ...

Hegge: Ican understand it under the context of inshore/offshore in the pollock fishery, but I don't understand it
in the other. It's nothing that we've even analyzed or talked sbout is it?
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Tillion: Didn't this originate in the offshore/onshore to make sure that a person didn't avail themselves with two
seasons?

Pereyra: Maybe we should ask Chris Oliver to see what his interpretation of it is.

Oliver: I'm not sure where it originated, but ] can relate to you the AP's discussion. They felt that if a vessel
typically operated as a catcher processor, but also made deliveries as an ice boat or what have you, they would
‘show up as having operated as both and they wouldn't lose the ability to do that. You're looking at a year and
" a half window to gain that dual endorsement, or dual designation. If a vessel during that 18 months had only
operated as a catcher processor it would only receive a catcher processor designation. So that was their intent.
Pereyra: Is that clear now?

Hegge: Yes, I'wonder if I could strike that part from the, or how do I go about striking that part from the motion.
Pereyra: Have at it if you'd like.

Pereyra: The maker of the motion. . .

Pautzke: You have a motion on the floor, right?

Pereyra: There's a motion on the floor so . . .[brief mumbling between several members, nothing discernable)
- . . the AP motion is the one that's on the floor. It's on page 4, the third item down.

Hegge: I'd move to strike that sentence.
Pereyra: Is there a second to that motion?

Behnken: 1have a question. Tll second. My question would be then Mr. Hegge, that if a vessel qualifies as a
catcher processor, what is that vessel's option?

Hegge: 1 would say that he would be able to freeze fish if that is his choosing, but he would also have the
opportunity to deliver shoreside fresh or in an unfrozen condition.

Behnken: Then I guess, if 1 could foliow up. I would suggest rather than strike that sentence, you make that as
your amendment, clarify that, '

Hegge: Okay, Ican do that. '
Behnken: That a catcher processor may either deliver processed or unprocessed product.

Hegge: May either deliver processed product or processed onboard. [change to tape 41] Or frozen product,
rather,

Pamzke: 1thought that's what that said. I thought it said here a vessel which qualifies for multiple designations
can use either.

Oliver: Mr. Chairman, if a vessel did both, he'll get both, but that won't necessarily solve Mr. Hegge's issue
which is if ke only gets a catcher processor designation, he wouldn't be able to do both in the AP's wording. But
their last sentence was even a different issue and that was, they wanted a catcher processor to be able to
downgrade to a catcher vessel permanently. If you add the amendment that a catcher processor can do both,
maybe you've mooted the point of that last sentence.
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Tillion: Ithink it's imperative that your catcher processors be atle to deliver fresh product because 1 think, as
you move on 10 a more rational system, you're going to want o be able to deliver certain products, or certain
portions of your catch, to a fresh market, and therefore, 1o prohibit it with some action we take now would be
rather foolish. What we don't want to do is have a whole fleet of catcher boats convert to catcher processors,
further disrupting things. I believe Mr. Hegge's amendment ade:quately does it - that a catcher processor can
deliver either processed or unprocessed product and that solves the problem. '

Lauber: Any further discussion on the amendment? Can someone tell me what it is.
Pautzke: If you could, at the last part of that sentence, Mr. Chainman, under if vessel qualifies as a CP only, you
might rewrite that to say it may select a one-time permanent conversion to a catcher vessel or be allowed to
deliver fish unprocessed within season,

Hegge: I'd rather leave it the way I've stated it. If he qualifies as a catcher processor, he may freeze his product
onboard or deliver it unfrozen.

Tillion: Yes, I like that.
Lauber: Any further discussion on the amendment?
Pereyra; Could you read it please?

Collinsworth: I a catcher processor chooses to become a catcher vessel under this provision, then the catcher
vessel could still, assuming it's greater than 60 feet, can still process 18 tons of round weight product a day?

Hegge: That doesn't have anything to do with it really.

Collinsworth: I mean under our other provisions.

Hegge: That provisicn failed,

Collinsworth: That's right, I'm sorry.

Behnken: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'm still trying to make surc I'm clear on the difference between what the
AP moved and what Mr. Hegge's moving. My understanding of the AP motion, and you know Chris can stop
me if I still don't have it right, but if a vessel decides they're going to be a catcher vessel, which T assume means
that they're not going to process their product, they're going to deliver onshore, can't go back to being a catcher
processor. Is that right? But with what Mr. Hegge has moved, a catcher processor can decide to deliver this trip
onshore and then process again next trip.

Hegge: That's correct.

Behnken: Is that right? If I could follow up. So from what the AP, their discussions, they were looking at this
as a way to bring more product onshore, reduce capacity, I mean is that what we are looking to do by saying a
one-time conversion and then you're siuck there?

Oliver: Yes, they didn't want to be able to go across categories, except they didn't mind seeing a catcher
processor become a catcher vessel because in many senses, it's a capacity reduction, Though, there was some
argument that it could add capacity into certain catching sectors.

Pautzke: Is the intent of Mr. Hegge to not allow a permanent conversion of a caicher processor to a catcher
vessel? If someone who is a vessel owner and has that license so chooses to downgrade his vessel, you don't want
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to allow him to do that? You don't want to allow him the opportunity and then he trades in catcher vessel licenses
rather than catcher processors.

Hegge: I'm not sure that he would have to. I mean, I guess processing doesn't necessarily mean freezing either.,
He should have the option to sell his fish without forfeiting his right to process it. If he really wants to downgrade
completely, he can sefl the processing permit and buy a catcher permit, 1 would imagine and probably come out
quite a bit ahead. Idon't..,

“Pautzke: He may want the same set of endorsements that he can't . . . I just wonder do you really oppose that one-
time conversion, or do you just want to allow that, but also allow the ability for a catcher processor who retains
that designation to be able to deliver fish?

Hegge: Ican't imagine anybody wanting a one-time conversion, Realistically, this processing permit is going
to be a heck of a lot more valuable. He'll sell it and buy a catcher permit if that's what he wants to do.

Tiliion: Ican shed a little light because I know one vessel that has converted back from processing to get rid of
the DEC. I mean they are so oncrous that the vessel found that it would be better to take the freezing and
processing equipment off and operate as an ice boat. Now I don't know that we necessarily want to take away
that person’s right to convert back if the DEC was to be unfunded or some other useful - but, I can certainly
sympathize when you have an onerous group like that on your back and this is a way to get them off. There might
be vessels that do it. They should be able to.

Pereyra: Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that a vessel is designated as a catcher processor based upon what
happens to them during this qualifying period. They have that designation. Now, Mr. Hegge's saying they don't
have the opportunity to be able to deliver some product, some unprocessed product. If we go forward with that
motion, I'm not saying that's necessarily bad, the vessel's not going to lose his catcher processor designation even
if he takes his freezing equipment off, he's not going to lose his catcher processor designation. It's still there.
So what you're saying then is any vessel which is a catcher processor can also be a catcher vessel. That's
essentially what you're saying,

Mace: [ have no problem with this - the catcher processor - the delivering fresh product. But twenty minutes ago
or half an hour ago we turned over the coin and we said that this catcher could not go both ways. He could only
catch and deliver fresh product, he couldn't process anything. If we're going to be consistent, we better fall back
and regroup and review that issue.

Tillion; No, I don't want to be that consistent,

Lauber: As far as the DEC is concerned, I don't thik they give a tinkers diddley-squat what we say the vessel
is licensed as. Ithink what they are interested in is the form in which the product is delivered. They will say
regardless of what we say, they'll say they're a processor if they deliver processed product. It's by their definition
of processed product. Quite likely, the catcher processor, the thing we keep thinking about is freezing, but there's
other things that can make that processed product other than freezing it. Therefore, I think what we're talking
about is delivering probably processed product by maybe State definition. That's what you're talking about. It
wouldn't be frozen, but it would be processed.

Hegge: I wish we had somebody from the AP. The vessel would always, under my motion, be considered a
catcher processor and when he was out there would have the option to process his fish, he'd catch it regardiess.
He's a catcher processor so he would catch the fish. It's a matter of his choosing of whether he brings ashore and
sells it to the plant or processes it on board and he shouldn't have to lose that opportunity just because he brings
it ashore. Idon't see where it would affect any existing regulations by doing it or having that capacity.
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Behnken: A final comment. What we're saying is catcher processcrs can process or not process, but the AP said
if 1 have a caicher processor license and I want a catcher vessel license, I can do that once and then I stay in
catcher vessels. We could do both. We could say catcher processors can be catcher vessels, change licenses
actually, you know buy a license go that way and the catcher processors can process or not process. I mean I
think if we do that, I don't know why any catcher processor, maybe I'm missing something, if they can process
or not process, why they would ever decide to go catcher vessel license which is maybe why the AP didn't give
them that option. I don't know. But, you see what I'm saying. You pretty much take away the incentive for
someone to become a catcher vessel if you tell them as a catcher processor - I mean that's what we did under

‘sablefish and halibut - we gave the freezer boats a whole bunch more options than the caicher vessels. If the
intent is to bring product onshore, then maybe that's justified.

Lauber: Further discussion.

Pereyra: We've only been talking about product, I mean fish going onshore, what if they wanted to deliver it to
a boat that happened to be out there for processing? It shouid be afright. There shouldn't be any prohibition
against that. :

Lauber: Say that again.

Pereyra: I'm saying that a boat is a catcher processor and he wants to deliver some fresh fish. The reference has
been to delivering it onshore, but all 'm saying is that there should be no restriction on where he delivers his fish.
Otherwise, you run into an inshore/offshore debate which I don't think we want to getinto, I just wanted to get
that on the record.

Lauber: Any further discussion?

Meyer: Maybe a little bit of looking at the definitions here will help clarify this. Under the groundfish
regulations, a processor vessel means, unless otherwise restricted, any vessel that has been issued a federal
groundfish vessel permit, and that can be used for processing, there is no requirement that it must process. It's
been a long-standing policy of ours that a vessel that has a catcher processor vessel license can, in fact, be a
catcher vessel because they are not required to process what they have on board. We have vessels out there that
for a number of years have done this. At times, they fall into the catcher vessel category and all they have to do
is fill out the catcher vessel log book. Now, the definition of catcher vessel means any vessel that is used to catch,
take or harvest groundfish that are iced, headed, gutted, bled or otherwise retained as fresh fish product on board
during a trip, anything other than that is considered processing. So you're right, it's more than Jjust freezing fish,
There's a number of things that make it a processor.

Benton: Could you repeat that Steve, what you just-read?

Meyer: The catcher vessel?

Benton: Yes.

Meyer: The catcher vessel definition means any vessels that is used 10 catch, take or harvest groundfish that are
iced, headed, gutted, bled, or otherwise retained as fresh fish product on board, The definition of processing or
to process means the preparation of fish to render it suitable for human consumption, industrial uses or long-term
storage including, but not limited to, cooking, canning, smoking, salting, drying, freezing or rendering into meal
or oil, but does not mean heading or gutting unless additional preparation is done.

Lauber: Now, this point where there is the conflict, my recollection is where the DEC gets involved is the
definition - I think is the same except cut the head off and it's processed. So they aren't the same.
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Beaton: But for the purposes of the motion here, I think we have 2 clear understanding now of what we're talking
about with regard to Mr. Hegge's motion,

Lauber: Are you ready for the question on Mr, Hegge's amendment?

Pautzke: Just to clarify. If your amendment passes, a catcher processor designation will allow it to act as a
catcher vessel, but not permanently downgrade. Okay.

“Hegge: It doesn't require downgrading.

Behnken: I'm sorry, but T've got to ask this. Part of what got me confused about this and why I was asking
questions of Beth is if there's any potential of this to overlap with inshore/offshore, then our definition of catcher
vessels is very different, right? 1 mean catcher vessels can go fish in the CVOA and catcher processors can't.
Well, if this is to overtap with inshore/offshore under what the AP said, a vessel could become a catcher vessel
and go fish in the CVOA. As I understood your amendment, you struck that and you put instead this about - and
that's your intent is to strike that and replace it, or is it something you want both.

Hegge: 1 would be willing to leave it in if you want. As far as the inshore/offshore, there's very specific
regulations wrilten into inshore/offshore about what constitutes inshore and what constitutes offshore. So after
thinking about that, I'm not worried about it. I think you conld strike the last sentence of the AP and insert mine
if you're more comfortable leaving it in there and just adding mine, I'll do that too.

Behnken: Can 1 ask some clarification from the AP.

Lauber: We're getting close to winding it up here for the day. Go ahead.

Behnken: Did any of that enter into the AP discussion? I mean does this one-time conversion to the catcher vessel
have anything to do with inshore/offshore?

Hartley: That hasn't been our interpretation. Inshore/offshore regs are a completely separate deal and have their
own definitions of inshore and offshore.

Behnken: Ckay.

Benton: Call for the question, Mr. Chairman. We've thrashed this one around.

Pautzke: Hold it. So the phrase is still in there. The sentence is still in there and you're adding another sentence?
Hegge: Sure, i

Pauizke: Goed. Se you're amendment does allow a permanent conversion now?

Lauber: It does allow permanent conversion, but would allow a catcher processor 1o deliver as a catcher vessel.
Is tlwre any objection to Mr. Hegge's amendment? Hearing none, it passes. We have before us now the amended
main motion,

Lauber: Is there any objection to the amended motion? You object or you want . . .

Benton: I actually want to speak to the motion and ask a question.

Lauber: Ican't hear you,
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Benton: Iwould like to raise a question about the main motion if I may.
Lauber: Okay, go ahead,

Beaton: 1noticed that the designation was based on activities during 1/1/94 to 6/15/95. The Council's original

proposal, if 1 can find it here, just a moment . . . is for that tc have occurred during the most recent year of

participation through the end of 1994. 1 want to ask staff if there's any additional information that we should

know about that was brought to the attention of the AP that would have warranted the change from the 12/31/94
“to 6/15/95.

Ofiver: Mr. Chairman, was the question what information or what rationale the AP had for making the change
in that date?

Benton: Correct.

Oliver: Okay, they had some testimony, I believe, We also had some written comment in the notebook with
regard to people who may have operated as a processor vessel, for example, for the first time in 1995 and, of
course, if you kept the date at '94 they would tose that ability. The general consensus of the AP, and it wasn't
unanimous, but the general consensus of the AP was that they wanted to, for both eaming area endorsements and
designations, they wanted to reflect the current activities of those vessels and that's basicalty why they moved that
date forward to be a more accurate reflection of the current activities of those vessels.

Benton: I I could follow up just briefly. Do we have any sense of how many vessels converted?

Oliver: We know of three or four for sure that we've heard from that sent us written comment or were here and
provided oral comment. I'm not sure we have any information ca the exact number.

Benton: And those three or four are in what kind of size category?
Oliver: They were under 125 feet, but greater than 60.
Benton: Okay, and they operate primarily in Bering Sea, Gulf, both?

Hartiey: We don't have very much information on that. The letters are in your documents, you've heard the
testimony. We don't have information on '95 at all really.

Benton: That's okay. I just wanted to know. I can look in the r:cord myself.

.
Hartley: Ithink there wasn't any prohibition in say, April when we set that date for converting so they were trying
to be consistent with that.

Lauber: Any further discussion? Ready for the question?

Lauber: Is there any objection to the motion? Hearing none, i passes. Okay, we'll be in recess until § am.
tomorrow morning.

[6/16/95 a.m.: continued with same tape, but the beginning of the morning is missing an unknown amount

of time -also misses a motion by Tillion and his second - begins mid-sentence . . .]

Lauber: ... isn't that what you said? So if somebody wants to come up with a buy-back program, well they
could,
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Mace: 1have a question of semantics. It implies, in my mind at l¢ast, that we don't favor a buy-back program
as a Council.

Benton: If Imight, I think it’s - Mr. Mace - I think the situation really is that we can't do anything about a buy-
back one way or the other because we'd have to have authorization in the Magnuson Act. So by remaining silent
on t, I for one would view this to be neutral, and it is not a statement of either favoring or not favoring a buy-back
provision. It's just that at the present time, we can't do anything about it.

“Tillion: That's exactly what my motion does. This program will not mention it. The Magnuson Act doesn't give
us the authorization o do it, therefore, why should we engage in any discussion on it. Just do not include any
mention of a buy-back program in this program and that's all my motion does.

Lauber: Ithink the answer, Mr. Mace, to your statement why mention it was because there were proposals by
some people to have a buy-back program. So now we're saying we don't want to mention i, We're not adopting
a buy-back program. I guess we can't, even if we wanted to.

Mace: Couldn't you also say, Mr. Chainman, that we would not oppose an industry-funded buy-back program?
Lauber: 1 don't know if that's allowed.

Tillion: Why should we mention anything that isn't permitted under the Magnuson Act until the Magnuson Act
is amended? They're already discussing it in Washington. If it's in the Magnuson Act, fine. If it's not in the
Magnuson Act, let's not discuss it.

Collinsworth: 1don't know that the Magnuson Act prohibits some kind of a license reduction program. We can
consult with counsel. 1guess I had another question. I'm unclear whether or not this license limitation program
that we're debating is intended to be a durable program that would seek to reduce the number of licenses that are
in the fishery over some period of time, or it's a transitory program, a transitional program, to comprehensive
rationalization. That seems to me, if it is a durable program, you would want some mechanism to start to reduce
the number of licenses in the fishery if a determination is made that it is overcapitalized. If this is a transitional
program, that may not be as important, assuming that we are going to proceed to other mechanisms that will
result in comprehensive rationalization. I'm not sure which we're dealing with here.

Tillion: Mr. Chairman, when we're done, you'll know. If we sunset this that means it's transitional, right? You're
talking about the logs and the erector set and in the meantime we have a motion that was supported by the AP
1o leave this out. That doesn't mean that at a future Council action couldn't take this issue up if things change,
but right now in the overall program, that's one of the blocks that's been recommended to be left out by a number
of people and certainly 1 agree with it. '

Lauber: Any further discussion?

Benton; In reference to Mr. Collinsworth's comments. All I would say is that I believe that this program is at
least intended to cover several years. It may be transitory or not ransitory, but transitional for certain aspects
of the fisheries and the fieets and it may be permanent or durable for other aspects and components of the fishery
and the fleets. That decision is something that probably has to wait some time. And we could ask counselor
about whether or not the Magnuson Act aliows for the Council to put the requirements on the Secretary to
institute a buy-back program for licenses or not. I suspect that the answer is that the Magnuson Act with its
prohibitions on collecting fees and rents from fisheries is pretty restrictive in that regard, I don't believe that by
passing this motion that we are saying that we are limiting this program in a way that would make it not durable,
at least in some regard for some components of the fishery.

Lauber: Any further discussion?
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Pereyra: Repeat the motion, please. '

Lauber: The motion is number one under No Buy-back or Retirement Program or reference to a buy-back
program will be included in the .. . any further discussion? Any objections? Mr. Mace objects. The motion
carries. Alright. Skipper License Program,

Benton: 1 would move that we adopt the AP recommendation re garding Skipper Licensing Programs.
“(?): Second.
Lauber: Moved and seconded.

Behnken: Iknow that. . ., I think it's under Other Provisions, that the AP recommended initiating a skipper
reporting system to start keeping better track officially of who the skippers are. Is that something that you want
to take later or as part of this motion?

Benton: It was my understanding, Mr. Chairman, from previous discussions around the table that the SEA was
going to submit a proposal to us and if the Council deemed it worthy to look at, then we would take it on a
separate track and look at it in its own light and not as part of this package.

Lauber: Any further discussion? Ready for the question? Is there any objection to the motion of not having a
Skipper Licensing Program? Hearing none, it passes. Community Development Quotas,

Benton: I would move that we adopt 7.5% for all groundfish species for the percentage for CDQs under this
program,

Samueisen: Second.
Lauber: It's been moved and seconded. Discussion.

Benton: I think we've heard extensive testimony over the past year and a half regarding the bencfits of the
Community Development Quota Program and the benefits it's had for westem Alaska. We had substantial
supporting information in our discussions regarding the inshore/offshore [. . . change to tape 42 , . .]
amendments and the exteosions of amendments 18/23. I would like to incorporate into the record on the license
limitation program by reference the documents and testimony that were included in the inshore/offshore debate
and discussion on amendments 18/23. 1 think they were particularly germane to why we would want to include
and extend the CDQ program under this license limitation cffort. We heard from a number of the CDQ
communities and groups and other representatives in the public about the utility and need to diversify the CDQ
program in order to reach the goals and objectives of that program and to achieve the benefits of developing a
stable seafood-based economy in rural western Alaska. I think all that taken into account warrants continuing
the CDQ program as part of this package and diversifying the CDQ program from the pollock CDQs and the
halibut/sablefish CDQs include these other species. If we limit access to these other species, as we are doing here
with the license limitation effort, those commumities and those individuals would be foreclosed from participating
in the fisheries or effectively foreclosed, This allows them an opportunity to participate. I think 7.5% is
warranted because as we've looked at this program and had some experience in its infancy, that percentage has
provided a basis to conduct the program. I think it would be inappropriate for us to use 15%, certainly that would
provide greater economic benefits to those communities, but I think that would be excessive and would not be
appropriate. Similarly, if we went o 0 or 3%, I don't believe there would be a sufficient amount of quota to
execute the program in a manrer that it would be successful. That's why I made my proposal. Thank you.

Lauber: Any further discussion?
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Collinsworth: Perhaps the Council will enlightzn me if you have discussed this issue, but to me it seems a bit
incongruous to commingle a quota program with 2 license limitation program, I'm wondering if the Council has
considered if we were to proceed with a CDQ-type program that we consider some way of conveying vessel
licenses to the CDQ program versus quota, unless it's the essential intent that the revenues that are generated from
the quota will be used to purchase (he vessel licenses which seems to me, over the long term, is what really gets
communities involved in fishing, is the holding of vessel licenses and endorsements. Is there some way to
rationalize that?

~'Samuelsen: I thought we had that discussion earlier, Mr. Collinsworth. Part of the problem with the management
of the CDQ program is they've got to put in management plans 1o the State of Alaska, then they've got to prove
up on the management plans. They set out goals and objectives on employment, infrastructure, development, etc.
The allocation award is primarily based on how well you can prove up on your plan. If we do a vessel license
designation that will be a permanent transfer into a CDQ group. Hypothetically, if that CDQ group does not
comply by the plan that they submitted to the State, how can then the State take away that quota or that license
and transfer it to another village or another CDQ entity that had proven not only that they could fulfill their
commitment on their plan, but also that expansion is needed. That's a problem that we've been wrestling with,

Barker: Question to the maker of the motion. Did you include the "without sunset" provision in the making of
your motion?

Benton: I'm sorry, Mr. Barker would you repeat your question please. It's a litle hard to hear over here.
Barker: The motion that you made, did it include the clause "without sunset” provision?

Benton: No, let me ciarify my motion, if | may. I may have made it a little bit briefly. What my motion was,
7.5% of all groundfish TACs in the BSAI including the language that the AP developed which would include a
7.5% prorata allocation of PSC. 1 did not include a sunset provision in there,

Lauber: Second?

Samuelsen: Iconcur. I'll be in support of the motion. I think that the existing CDQ program has shown the
Council and the public that by fishing more efficiently, there's less bycatch and discards. The CDQ groups have
instituted a double observer coverage program that shows that bycatch and discard rate is below the industry
average. I think that the CDQ program has developed meaningful employment and training opportunities for the
communities in westem Alaska. Sustainable development is consistent with the Council's intent under the current
pollock program. I'll be voting in favor of the motion.

Mace: Ican't support this. Iam ot going to go intcrall the reasons. We discussed this at great length when the
CDQ program first came up. I refer to the AP minutes. They initially voted for 3% allocation, a couple of
members left, they reconsidered and couldn't come to a meeting of the minds and ended up with no
recommendation. But, in any event, this represents a redistribution and I think that we have a potential here to
hardle this. You know we've had an artificial cap on the Bering Sea groundfish harvest of 2 million tons for a
good many years, not biologically based. It was based upon controlling the supply of the market. I think there
is some potential, there are adequate resources there to handle CDQ needs above that 2 million tons and I think
we ought to consider revisiting that cap and wtilizing the excess ABC, or at least part of it, over the 2 million cap
for the CDQ program. If we wanted to do that, I would support it.

Tillion: In view of what has happened to the fisheries around this world, the fact that we are, according to some
of our scientists, underharvesting some of our resources might very well be true. But, we're 54% of the fisheries
of the United States of America because we've taken care of our resource, and I'm not going o be the one that
votes to break that 200 (sic) metric ton cap. If we're harvesting a little under, so be it. I do not believe that with
the natural fluctuations, the 7.5% removal at this time for the people who live slong that coast is either
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unwarranted nor a heavy burden on the industry. Ithink that we should leave the 200 (sic) metric ton cap alone.
Ido not consider the 7.5% excessive, in fact, some of the people came to me because I intended to try and raise
a couple of the species a little higher than that. By leaving it at 7.5%, I'm backing off. So I think that this is a
reasonable amount. It's preity well been agreed upon by a lot of different organizations talking among themselves
that it's not too excessive. Therefore, I think that we should just pass it and leave the 2 million ton cap alone until
we find a clean way of harvesting the excess without all the bycatch.

Pereyra; I think Mr. Mace has an excellent suggestion. Unfortunately, though I don't think we can get there from
“"here in this particular debate. But I do think that is a subject matter that this Council should not dodge forever.
1 think a 2 million ton cap is going to get us potentially in more problems downstream than we realize, 1 think
we need 10 look at that in a whole different forum, but 1 do think it's an excellent idea. Unfortunately, I don't think
you can get there from here,

Lauber: 1have a question, I guess of the maker of the motion, On the PSC, it said the motion was the AP what
they talked about originally was prorata allocation of PSC specizs will be allocated before the fixed/irawl gear
split. Do you infend that to mean that the CDQs will get 7.5% of the PSCs, or are they split in proportion to how
they would be fished either fixed/rawl gear because those splits aren't necessarily equal are they?

Benton: 1don’t know if we have a representative from the AP. It was my reading that what the AP was saying
is that they wanted to see if there was a CDQ that the PSC that was allocated to the CDQ would occur for PSCs
prior to the split for the other fisheries and that was my intention. 1 believe that they did that in order for the CDQ
not to complicate everybody else’s life in that regard. But maybe we could get some guidance on what the
intention of the AP was,

Lauber: Could somebody explore with me, what does that mean. Of course, we don't know how the CDQ would
fish their fishery, but they might be fishing as they have indicated in some of the testimony in a mode that would
be extremely low PSC. 1 think they intend to try that.

Benton: [believe that that is correct, and in fact, it's the State’s intention to work closely with the CDQ groups
and other interested parties to try and develop programs that lead towards cleaner fishing, not just with PSC
bycatch, but also discards and waste of target species. So I think your reading in that regard is quite correct.

Lauber: Dave, can you shed any light on that? Did you hear the: question I was asking?

David Fraser: Yes, Mr. Chairman. I'm sure you appreciate that the votes on the AP on this issue reflect a variety
of opinions. Essentially, it was recognized that under status quo, there's a number of TACs that aren't fully
harvested as it is. So giving CDQ communities an allocation withcut giving them a PSC allocation is back to the
empty umbrella. From that perspective those who advocated CDQs would logically advocate supporting it with
PSCin some fashion. Then there were a variety of alternative ways of doing that discussed. One of which is the
very direct way of allocating a proportion of the PSCs used to support the open fishery, There was discussion
there about whether it was equitable to take it all out of the trawl c:ap or whether it should be distributed between
trawl and fixed gear. Ithink it was fairly consistent that if there's to be a prorata aliocation of the PSCs from the
current fishery that it should be, you know if it's going to be equitatie, it should be both on the fixed gear cap and
on the trawi cap in proportion to. . .

Lauber: and that's what you did. That's what this seems to . .. you ended up not doing anything, but technically
that's what it says here, prorata before the split between trawl and fixed gear.

Fraser: That's correct. So it would be, in this case, 7.5% of the fixed gear cap and 7.5% of the trawl caps.

Lauber: Thank you, and so that, Mr. Benton, is your intention as well?
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Benton: Correct.

Lauber: Thank you. Isthere any further discussion of . . .

Hegge: 1didn't hear in your motion, do you have the sunset clause in your motion or not?
Benton: No,

"Hegge: I'd like to amend the motion to, if I can find it here, include a three-year sunset provision with a renewal
option. )

Lauber; Is there a second.
Mace: Second.
Lauber: Care to speak to your motion, Mr. Hegge?

Hegge: Well, I think that it's consistent to some degree with working off the AP’s recommendations. We have
the same sunset on the current program and I think that even the comments that Dr. Collinsworth made earlier
about the license program itself. We likely will put a sunset on that, or at least we'll discuss it at some time. This
is a very major program. I think it's going to have significant impacts that most of us here won't envision. I think
that this doesn't dermnand that it sunsets, but it puts a provision in there and gives us the opportunity to look at it
in three years. I think this will be prudent,

Tillion: I rise in opposition to this. I've been a sirong supporter of ITQs since I first came aboard the Council.
This is an ITQ. 1do not want to repeal any ITQs. This one is a demonstration project that will show the rest of
the country how well an operation goes under ITQ. They have successfully in their past operations with the
CDQs been able to lower the bycatch far below that which was taken by the regular fleet. 1 think they will
continue to do so this way. 1would oppose cutting it off at this time, although I don't care who knows that I will
vote for a sunset for a limited entry proposal. I would not vote for a sunset on the CDQ proposal.

Barker: 1guess. . . a procedural question. If we have an opportunity later in this document to talk about whether
we sunset the eatire licensing program or not and would it be more appropriate at that time to bring this issue in?

Lauber: The answer is yes, we do, and 1 guess the answer also is that i¢'s appropriate either place. Iassume you
could sunset a provision of the license limitation or the whole thing. 1 think I would rule that the motion is in
order at this time, and likewise, to sunset the whole program would be in order as well, or any other provision of
it. ¢

Behnken: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1 guess I support where Mr. Hegge's headed if, at some point, this program
should become an ITQ. It was intended always to be a development program. Iam not comfortable with two
years and 1 guess T'm not comfortable, at this time, with saying when that point is when it becomes an ITQ. 1
don't think I can support the motion.

Lauber: Is there any further discussion? Okay, call the roll on Mr. Hegge's sunset of three years with an option
to continue,

Pauizke: Can 1 just ask a clarifying question? If we have a three year sunset with a renewal option, that still
means we would still need another plan amendment to keep it going for another three years. In other words, you
say with a renewal option, but the Council will have to have a full analytical package in three years to keep it
going past that date - that's your intent unless we actually make a positive motion based on an analytical package,
it drops dead.
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Hegge: Yes,

Collinsworth: The question I have is with regard to this amendraent package and this program of components
will be the CDQ program if it succeeds the process. Is that interided to be severable from the package, I mean
or is it intended to be part of this amendment which may be a traositional program and it may have a sunset. I
mean we haven't gotten there yet. I the license limitation program sunsets, let's say if the Council were to vote
for a three-year sunset, does the CDQ program sunset at that time because it's part of this amendment package
or is it severable, is it intended to stand alone? 1 don't quite understand that relationship so it's hard to vote on

"Mr. Hegge's motion without knowing what we're going to do subsequently with the last issue about the sunset
on the overall license limitation program. )

Pereyra: It seems to me that if we're going to vote a separate sunset provision for the CDQ, up or down, I don't
know what, then it would appear to me that it would have to be separable. It would have to be a separate motion
with its own life and so forth, The main motion is the one that embodies the entire license program at this point
in time, including CDQs. So it wonld scem to me that we either have to take it out of the license program and
handle it separately, or we would have to include Mr. Hegge's motion as part of the overall supset motion that
might come at the end of the discussion.

Tiltion: 1feel it's separable. What I'm voting for here today, I'ta voting for a CDQ, the same as I voted for a
CDQ halibut/black cod that gave a percentage, period, subject to arnounts being moved around according to how
well the various CDQ groups performed. I don't want to kid anybody that that's not what I would intend here
today. Ifeel that it's a pilot program for ITQs, which I support. When I vote to sunset, and I hope I will get a
chance to vote to sunset this license limitation, I do not intend to feel I'm sunsetting the CDQ part, but only the
non-ITQ part. So therefore, it's certainly in my understanding, at this time, that the CDQs we're appropriating
7.5% of this resource for CDQs, the same as we did for black cod and halibut.

Lauber: Mr. Collinsworth, I don't know that it makes a whole lot of difference whether we say it's severable or
it's ot severable. We sent in an inshore/offshore allocation issue with the original CDQ program and they were
a package. The Secretary severed them. They accepted one par: and rejected and sent back to the Council for
modification another part. I wouid assume the Secretary could do the same thing, or could if they wished 1o do
the same thing, here. Idon't know what the Secretary could do, but apparently they interpreted it as their right
to sever that when we did not provide a provision for severability. Be that as it may, my feeling is that you could
provide a sunset - the question was asked me a minute ago, whether you could sunset this provision. There are
a number of other things I think you could sunset that wouldn'i be indicating you're severing them from this
package, it's just you're treating them differently. I also answered that my ruling was that you could sunset the
whole package, including this. You can go either way. We happen to have 2 motion on the floor to sunset this
particular provision. I think the motion is germane. It could be: voted on. At the same time, I think that you
could, later on, vote to sunset the whole package which would include this. That's procedure. Tdon't think we
should take a lot more time with it. Let's vote this up or down, then get on with the rest of the package.

Lauber: Call the roil on the sunset provision three-years with a renewal option,
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Pautzke:

Barker No
Behnken No
Benton No
Fiuharty No
Hegge Yes
Mace Yes

"Collinsworth  No
Pereyra No
Samuelsen No
Tillion No
Lauber No
Failed.

Lauber: Okay, we're back to the main motion - CDQ at 7.5% prorata PSC off the top. Are you ready for the
question?

Barker; Now that we're back to this motion, I want to take the opportunity to speak against it. Ithink there'sa
number of actions we've taken in the last day or so that need to be brought before us and reminded that we've
provided for entry of pot vessels, we've provided some crossover opportunities - all going to, in some way, impact
the Bering Sea fishery, particularly with P. cod and we do have an established industrial longline fleet out there
that probably will be impacted, to what level we don't know. Now we're adding another factor on top of that that
will include that particular species. We've had an action yesterday where we essentially voted down an
opportunity to increase the harvest processing capacity at S metric tons and 18 meiric tons for some catcher
vessels. We just heard, as part of this argument, about reducing wastage and the Council's already debated the
fact that that particular opportunity would have reduced wastage and increased the economic efficiency of that
fleet, so I find a little bit of disjunction with the arguments here. Thank you.

Lavber: Any further discussion?
Tillion; Question.

Pautzke: One of the motions that passed under the AP was requiring CDQs to use catcher vessels for 50% of
the harvest. Was that included in yours? You mentioned something about AP but . . . '

Benton: No, ’

Pautzke: . .. specifically not, okay.

Lauber: Any further discussion?

Behnken: We've heard some pretty [change to tape 43) convincing testimony that the CDQ groups have been
able to fish cleaner than the offshore fleets and/or the vessels operating in the derby and requesting an equal
amount of prorata on the PSC, I'm just curious, maybe the maker of the motion hasn't thought about this, but I'm
just curious if they are able to fish below their PSC and there's PSC leftover whether that will be reallocated to
the rest of the fleet or how that would be handied?

Tillion: Why would it be leftover?
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Benton: Clearly we baven't put together a program on something like this becanse we didn't know whether we
had a program to put together or not. So, I haven't really thought about how that could occur or what would be
appropriate. 1 guess that what I would suggest is that the State would try and do, as we worked with the CDQ
groups, if we came up with something that scemed to work well, and I think it would take a little time of trial and
error to see if it does work well, that we'd bring recommendaticns to the Council to address this at a later date.
I think that's really a Council action as much as anything else if you were to do the reallocation.

Pereyra: Ithink Ms. Behnken raises a very interesting question, Again, it’s sort of a reflection of the difficulty
“of trying to blend two different types of programs together - a derby program in one hand and a quasi-ITQ
program, if you will, on the other hand. 1 think the guestion you raised leads us into the next discussion of what
we might do if we were in an IBQ program where we would more efficiently utilize the bycatch, or do we really
need as much bycaich. I would argue that we probably don't and that we have the option then to allocate that
bycatch back to the directed fishery. Halibut for example, mayte some of it can be used to more efficiently, or
more completely, iry to utilize some of the underutilized species. It gives us those kinds of options. How we
handle it under a CDQ program is something that becomes a little more difficult to deal with, because if you're
going to have an ovezall cap for that species, the way it is now, this would just take 7.5% of that cap and would
allocate it to the CDQ fishery. If the CDQ fishery does a better job, which I'm sure it will, of utilizing that portion
that it has, what that will mean is that "X" percent of that 7.5% will be underutilized and will just be sitting there.
You can't very well affect that unless you reduce the overall cap, so that it becomes a much more complicated
situation to deal with. I think we need to have more discussion on that. How we would handle that particular
issue.

Lauber: Have we dragged this part around - you got your answe:? Okay, a question on something else. We've
done enough on this.

Beaton: 1 just wanted to respond to Dr. Pereyra. 1 concur with what Dr. Pereyra said and I think there's a number
of proactive actions that the Council could take that would be of real benefit to the industry and to the resource.
I think that looking at how we can manage bycatch more precisely, and some of the suggestions you mentioned
Dr. Pereyra, have a lot of merit. 1 also wanted just to comment a little bit regarding what Mr. Mace said. I have
a lot of sympathy for the issue he raised in some regards, although like Mr. Tillion, I am concerned about
maintaining the health of the fish stocks in the Bering Sea. 1was just looking at some tables here. 1don't have
1934, I do have 1993 and I would like to point out that discard rates in the Bering Sea have, except for sablefish
in at least 1993, all the discards rates exceeded this percentage for CDQs very significantly. The lowest discard
rate in 1993 was 8% for pollock. That was 240 million pounds of poliock that was thrown away. Of course,
pollock is set with inshore/offshore and it's 7.5%. You look at some of the other species, it's fairly interesting.
If you look at P. cod, it's 22%, or almost 80 million pounds; you look at of course rocksole's probably the worst --
66% discard rate. I guess that while I understand Mr. Mace's concemn, 1 also see numbers like this and I think that
7.5% is a reasonable number and not out of line. ¢

Lauber: Let's not go back and forth. Is this something new?

Pereyra: He just raised something new, so I thought it was necessary to respond to that becavse I think there's
a misperception here that somehow the directed pollock fishery is discarding 8.5% and that’s not true. The
directed pollock fishery doesn't discard anywhere near that. A Iot of that is regulatory discard.

Lauber: Alright, that point's on the record. Any further discussion?

Collinsworth: Mr. Chairman, one of the things tihe Council is periodically concerned about is the speed with
which changes can be made and I wonder whether it would be appropriate to not have this particular allocation
of PSC in the management plan so that at some point beyond the first year, for example, the Council could then
make the determination whether an adjustment to that 7.5% might be appropriate without having to go through
aplan amendment. 1suppose we could either just put in this amendment that the Council shall on an annual basis

FACOUNCIL\MEETINGS\ $9SNUN9S\ACTIONLICLIM 695 &6



allocate PSC and whatever to the CDQ and then let the Council do that on an annual basis based upon the
experience after the first year or yow could say that during the first year of the implementation, the CDQ program
will be 7.5% and thereafter the Council shall establish on an annual basis. Something like that, so that if we do
want to make an adjustment up or down from that number, we won't have to go through the process of a plan
amendment,

Lauber: That would take an amendment to this motion,

“Tillion: In answer to Dr. Collinsworth, I would prefer at this time to leave them with the same PSC as the rest.
If there's results, and I'm convinced it will be a cleaner fishery, in a reduction of the PSCs used, is that such a
crime? Id rather bank the bycaich. Idon't feel that one has to hammer the last halibut available under our
bycatch of the last fish. T would hope to see a reduction. I just as soon bank it. I think we ought to allow them
the same bycatch standards as the rest of the fleet and if it turns out to be less we've made a little bit of a gain.
We've been shooting over most of the time - let's leave it right.

Collinsworth: The second issue, and again I'm sure the Council will enlighten me if this has already taken place,
Has there been any discussion about how the PSC cap would be allocated amongst CDQ plans? Is it intended
that whatever is awarded to any particular group of villages would get a prorata share of 7.5% so that we don't
have a situation where perhaps one CDP precludes another from fulfilling because of the bycaich?

Benton: In response to Dr. Collinsworth, I think that the mechanism that I had in mind was we would bave as
part of the CDP's fishing plans, we would work that out amongst the CDQ groups in some fashion. More than
likely, that would result in a prorata share. It may be that you might want to make adjustments within that fishing
plan for particular circumstances. I think it would generally be that intent, but I think you want to have the
flexibility to adjust within the CDP application process,

Pautzke: I just was going to say, at one time, I think we had made a decision that we were going to allocate PSCs
to the CDQ programs and we did want to go to companies. [ think sometime several years ago, maybe Marcus
could refresh my memeory on it, but I thought we hit a major speed bump with the National Marine Fisheries
Service on actually allocating to companies. I can't quite remember, maybe Ron or someone could refresh me
on it, but I thought it was with the National Marine Fisheries Service that something happened with that program
that we had intense . . . [unintelligible word] . . . where it has to be left up to the state, Didn't we do that Ron?
Didn't we at one point say that was our intent - to assign PSC, then allocate it?

Ron Berg: Mr. Chairman, the Council once did as Clarence is describing, recommend allocations of bycatch
along the individual companies that were participating in the CDPs. It was a type of measure that we didn't have
the monitoring toels; we didn't have the electronic reporting; we didn't have what we need to make it work. So
as a result, we did not implement it. In the futuref perhaps as electronic reporting comes along and so forth,
maybe we'll have those tools. We'll have to look at that in the future, 1 think. Right now, we do not have the to0ols
to do this.

Lauber: Okay, any further discussion?

Pereyra: Could someone advise as to how this motion relates to pollock. Presently, there's a 7.5% proposal in
the CDQ rollover. 1 was just curious as o how this - is it non-pollock species, or all the species or what?

Beaton: In response to Dr. Pereyra, this would not apply to pollock. Pollock is part of the inshore/offshore 18/23
and I think I stated that previously. K1 didn't, I am now.

Percyra: Excuse me, I didn't hear you,
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Lauber: Alright, any further discussion? Ready for the question? Call the roll on the CDQ motion of 7.5%
prorata PSC.

Pautzke:
Behnken Yes
Benton Yes
Fiuharty Yes
"Hegge Yes
Mace No
Collinsworth  Yes
Percyra Abstain
Samuelsen Yes
Tillion Yes
Barker No
Lauber Yes
Pass,

Lauber: Alright, does that take care of the CD{Q portion? ﬁatlemisusdownw Other Provisions, I believe. Any
motions, I guess we can continue on through those. The first orie was "license represented a use.”

Beaton: 1don't know which way you want to proceed, but I would be prepared to move items 1 through 7 as a
package.

Tillion: I'd second that.
Benton: I didn't make the motion yet, though.

Lauber: It's been moved and seconded. Those 1 through 7 are: license represents a use privilege, the Council
can convert the license to an IFQ program or otherwise; 2 is severe penalties may be invoked for failure to comply
with conditions; license may be suspended or revoked for violations; 4 is implement a skipper reporting system
which requires groundfish license holders to report skipper's names, etc.; 5, an analysis of the impacts of various
rent collection levels and mechanisms, and enforcement and program implementation costs required; 6, vessels
which qualify for the North Pacific Fishery Management Council license limitation program that have been lost
or destroyed are still eligible to receive eamed licenses and endorsements, and: 7 is vessels targeting non-
groundfish species (salmon, crab, etc.) that are currently allowed to land incidentally taken groundfish without
a groundfish permit will be allowed to continue to land bycatch amounts, Additionally, vessels participating in
the sablefish and halibut IFQ program would be able to continue to land bycatch amounts of groundfish as
specified in the regulations. That's the motion. Is there any discussion?

Benton: I just want to speak 1o it briefly. For the record, Mr, Chairman, all of these provisions have been
discussed by the Council at previous meetings. 1 think they represant a consensus, or a sense around the Council
at least, of matters that needed to be dealt with generally and with regard to this license program. I think they
address a number of concerns we've heard voiced during public testimony and that's why I would support the
motion. Thank you,

Lauber: Is there any further discussion?

Lindeman: Just a point of clarification. For example, numbers 2 and 3, are those Jjust expressing the intent of
the Council to the Secretary that these be the ramifications?
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Benton: That would be my intent, Counselor,

Lauber: Obviously, the Council has no power to impose penalties. We just have the power to recommend to the
Sccretary. Everything we've done today is recommendations to the Secretary. Is there any further discussion?
Is there any objection to the motion on items 1 through 7. Hearing none, it passes. We have one other, Sunset
Provisions . . . do you have something else?

Benton: There is one other General Provision, number 8 that I believe we've already covered in other
“components of the package so I don't believe that we need to adopt that. Before we get to the sunset provision,
however, there are a couple of other matters that have come up during public testimony which I would like to
discuss with the Council and I believe are appropriate for consideration under General Provisions or Other
Provisions. Mr, Chairman, one instance is what happens to vessels that were moratorium gualified that were lost
at some point, but were qualified under the general replacement provisions of the moratorinm which have been
subsequently replaced or recovered but don't necessarily meet the full qualifications wnder the Endorsement
Qualifying Period but have fished very recently in the fishery and have a history and would be foreclosed from
participating under the package that we now bave. We've heard public testimony regarding vessels in this
instance. In my view, those are hardship cases where people acted with good faith and in accordance with the
rules that the Council had been discussing and had beea in place, or at least in the works, in the regulatory process
at National Marine Fisheries Service for quite some time. ] think that it's a matter that we probably should give
some attention to. The other issue that I wanted to bring up in a similar vein has to do with vessels which have
continuaily been in operation in the fishery, but which for one reason or another, many of which regulatory, they
qualified during the moratorium period in one FMP area, they qualified in the other FMP area for their area
endorsements, but the two don't match up. Those vessels would be in a sort of catch 22-double jeopardy situation
by the way that the qualification periods have been structured. Again, I view that as a condition that is not the
fault of or is not the result of bad faith on the part of the operators. They were not speculating, they were
operating within the confines of the rules as they had been established, but they would be in a situation where they
may not be able to receive a license and that would be the other instance that I would like to discuss at the table
now and see if there’s a way that we could resolve those two problems, if the Council so desires. I don't know
exactly how youw would want to proceed. 1 could make motions on these or maybe we should talk about them.

Lauber: Idon't either. That's one way, if you have a motion prepared, I think that's the way out of it. If you don't,
I'would suggest that we, I think maybe what we need to do on this is as we go through all of this you know we've
been adopting things singly and then we're going to come back to it and adopt the whole package or reject the
whole package. In any case, the whole program. We could wait and at that time, if you have prepared motions,
you or someone else could prepare them and have them ready,

Pereyra: Along those same lines, I think the issue of hardship relative to boats that sink or so forth, I think you
have a similar situation of a boat that didn't sink, butmaybe had a catastrophic fire or had a catastrophic engine
failure or something of that nature that prevented it from qualifying. I don't sec where that, in many respects,
differs from a boat that sinks, These things are always the gray areas that are most difficult to deal with and 1
do think we need to give some thought to it, so that we're not being generous to one group and totally ungracious
to another group. 1 would hope we would give some thought to this.

Lauber: Would you like to take a break before we go into this? Ten or fifteen minutes.

Lauber; Council is back in session.

Benton: As I raised with the Council before the break, we have a couple of issues that need to be addressed given
the way we've configured the license qualifications. The first point I'd like to take up is the issue of lost vessels
or vessels which left the fishery due 1o factors beyond the control of the owner, but which were conforming with

the rules. I would make the following motion: I'd move that vessels which qualified under the moratorium, and
were lost, damaged, or otherwise out of the fishery due to factors beyond the control of the owner, and which were
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replaced or otherwise reentered the fisheries in accordance with the moratorium rules and which made a landing
in a fishery any time between the time the vessel left the fishery and the date of final Council action on the license
program will be qualified for a general license and area endorsernent for that fishery.

Pereyra: Second.
Benton: You get all of that Clarence? Do you want me to read it again?

‘Pautzke: You can just read it if they want "areading again.” [The part in quotes is what I think he said - others
were speaking at the same time malking it hard to hear)

Lauber: Speak to your motion again if you wish,

Benton: During public testimony and discussions with members of the public at breaks and through the course
of this meeting and, I believe the attention of some of the other Council members, that there are instances where
vessels have been lost or they were damaged or some other factor came around that caused that vessel to leave
the fishery that was beyond the control of the owner. That vessel was either replaced or otherwise brought back
into the fishery in accordance with the moratorium rules, But becanse of the hiatus of their fishing pattern - their
fishing history, they may not qualify under this license package. The intention here is to ensure that those vessels
are granted a license. The owners were operating in good faith and were participating in the fisheries in
accordance with the rules as they existed. I think it would be unfortunate and inequitable if, because of the way
we constructed the qualifying period, those particular vessels were not granted a license, I think it's important,
Mr. Chairman, to note that this motion does not reward speculative ventures. It is strictly to deal with people that
behaved in accordance with the rules; they were already moratorium qualified. In one instance that I know of,
a vessel went down, bas been brought back and has been fishing but would just miss the endorsement qualifying
period and, because of that, they would not qualify. I've heard about 3 or 4 others that fall in this general
category. 1think that this would address a problem that's going to come up when this program is implemented
and would hkelp resolve some administrative matters for the National Marine Fisheries Service and also would
correct an inequity that was unintended in my view. .

Hegge: I'm not clear, Mr. Chairman, how a vessel that got back into the fishery and made landings would not
qualify. We extended the date to 95 and we took care of the person you're talking about there because they did
make landings this year.

Pautzke: Okay, vessels that did not have a chance to qualify during the endorsement period are still out of the
fishery? That's who you're talking about?

Benton: That's who I'm talking about. ¥

Mace: I'm going to support the motion, but I'd like to point out that we had a great deal of debate,
communications, on a similar issues when we discussed the moratorium. This sends a message that, I think it
sends a message at least, that there might be an opportunity for continuing debate on this. I'm hoping that the
motion is clear enough and shuts the door on continued speculation. It can be a frightening thing, this type of
action, but I'm going to vote for it anyway.

Samuelsen: Tl be in support of the motion. However, I have some problems with the definition of damage. In
my fishery that I participate in, you expect to get damaged every Lime you leave the dock and enter the combat
fishery. So I think instead of opening Pandora's box, I think we need to decide what damage is. Does damage
mean that the vessel becomes unseaworthy, or deemed unseaworihy or something.
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Benton: What I was envisioning was a vessel that had catastrophic damage; a fire that gutted the vessel,
sornething in that order. Not what you would consider routine damage that Robin encounters when he leaves the
dock.

Collinsworth: Thinking about applying this, Mr. Samuelsen brings up a good point. In making determinations,
we need pretty clear and pretty bright-line definition of what's intended. I may not be muchofa. . .(?)..., but
when we heard earlier from Mr. Peteyra that catastrophic engine faikare, I consider any engine failure catastrophic,
‘We do need some fairly bright-line clarification of what's intended and also what the cutoff date is intended.

Benton: Mr. Chairman, to me catasirophic damage, and we could certainly amend this catastrophic damage to
be something on the order of a major fire that resulted in the disablement of the ship and made it totally
inoperable in the fishery for quite some period of time. I doa't know how you put definitions around that
necessarily, maybe others that are more familiar with that kind of thing than I can help out here. The cutoff date
would conform with the cutoff date of when we take final action here. Right now, we're using June 15, 1995,
I guess that would be the date that we would use, unless we decide when we finally approved this package on
today or whatever it be. That would be my intent that this would deal with that. The only concem I would have
about that is that there still are vessels that have been lost, that qualify under the moratorium replacement and
[change to tape 44] those vessels may not have been dealt with and I don't know what we do with those. Under
the moratorium rule, people had expectations regarding those vessels, but at some point, just like Mr. Mace, we
have to say this is where we're at.

Pereyra: As Irecall the debate we had on the moratorium, one of the things we wanted to prevent was for people
selling rights to sunk vessels and I think that that certainly is my intent to continue that sort of sensc forward.
If a person has lost 2 vessel and he's made a good faith effort to get back into the fishery and so on and so forth
and sometimes that takes time - arranging financing, shipyard or whatever - you know, that person shouldn't be
denied the opportunity (¢ continue his livelihood. [ think that's one of the reasons I support this is because in a
license program one of the difficulties are it's a black and white situation - you're either in or you're out. This
provides a sort of shade of gray, if you will, that allows us to look at those legitimate hardship situations that do
qualify. For example, with regards to damage that's due to the owner or due to the operator, if you're out and
somebody runs into your vessel while you're drifting at night and so forth, totally beyond your control, he's at
fault, ! think that would be an indication that probably there was something that was out of your control. There
certainly would be a Coast Guard court of inquiry and so forth probably that would verify that. On the other
band, if you're nmning a vessel and you're up on the beach somewhere, I'd say that's something that was probably
within your control. I think that, maybe, is some of the degree that may have to be looked at. I certainly
sympathize with National Marine Fisheries Service because there's going to be instances there where you're going
to have to make some tough decisions and they're not easy decisions. I think it's required in this situation for this
to be a fair and equitable program,

Tillion: 1hope we draw it a little closer than that. The fellow who didn't put oil in his engine and burned it out
and doesn't have the money to replace it and loses the season, should not get gualifications. I'm perfectly willing
for the guy that ran it up on the beach asleep because there isn't any argument he did a thorough job on it, even
though they're both pifot errors. The thing is that if you allow engine damage cause that is such a nebulous thing
to prove that you will let all sorts of people in. I say the idea that it's catastrophic, the enging that ran away as
I know of one comings (?) and blew, and demolished the whole engine room, yes that's catastrophic. The guy
that didn't put oil in his engine and he decided that the prices were low that he wouldn't buy a new engine this
year, he'd skip it, shouldn't get credit for it. So it has 10 be absolutely catastrophic to be warranted under this or
clse we're being too lenient.

Lauber: Any further discussion on the motion? Are you ready for the question? I'l try it. Is there any objection
to the motion? Hearing none, it passes. You have another one?
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Benton: Yes sir. The other motion I would make has to do with vessels that just by an artifact of history, they
fished continuously in the fishery, but their FMP general licenses and their area endorsements don't necessarily
matchup. So, I would move that for vessels which qualify in one FMP area under the general qualification period
but only qualify for an area endorsement in the endorsement qualifying period in the other FMP area, those
vessels will be qualified for a general license and area endorsement for the area in which they qualify during the
endorsement quatifying period.

Behnken: Second.

Lauber: Speak to your motion.

Benton: We've had analysis that shows the number of vessels that fit into this category. These vessels fished
almost continuously in the fishery. They were clearly participants, They would be excluded from participating
in fisheries that they've continued to operate in simply because again of the way we structured the qualifying
periods. 1 think it was an unintended consequence and, because those vessels have come to our attention, I believe
this would address inequity that would come about because of the way we have structured the qualifying period
and will address their problems and yet, not allow for undue infusion of vessels that we don't want to allow. So
I'think this addresses an important problem.

Hegge: 1assume, Mr Benton, then that the vessel vmuldonl}gettheﬁmeralLicenscforthcareaufendomemenL
He wouldn't get both.

Benton: That's correct.
Hegge: Thank you. -

Lauber: Ready for the question? Is there any objection to this motion? Yes, Counselor, do you object? Duly
noted, next question [everyone laughs].

Lindeman: Does the Council know kow many vessels that might affect?

Benton: Mr. Chairman, I believe that the analysis shows roughly 18 vessels that would fall into this category.
Mace: How many eight?

Benton: Eighteen,

Tillion: But they are already fishing. '

Benton: They're already fishing and it's 18 out of four thousand some-odd vessels,

Lauber: Any further discussion? Are you ready for the question? Is there any objection to this motion? Hearing
none, it passes,

Pereyra: Since we're in kind of a clean-up mode here. There's one other issue that's come to my attention. I don't
know how we want to handle it. In the moratorium there is, I believe, a provision that the CDQ communities were
exempt from the moratorium, I believe, for vessels under 125 feet. I think that was a limit that was set. Is it the
intent of the Council that that provision would carry forward, or not? I'd like to hear some discussion on it.

TFillion: It's already under the inshore/offshore, is it not? Under the 7.5% pollock, I believe they have that
privilege. You're wondering if they have it . . .
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Pereyra: The license program, yes. In other words, do the CDQ communities, if they want to get into, f mean
the idea of the whole CDQ program is to provide opportunities for the communities to get more involved in the
fisheries. It would to me that one way to provide that is to give them the opportunity to get into smaller
boats if they should so desire without having to go through a license program. I just raise that question.

Benton: I'm sorry Dr. Pereyra, 1 didn't hear all of your question, If I understand it correctly, you are asking
whether or not the CDQ communities, any vessels they might get into if they were to build new vessels, how they
_wodd fit into this program. Is that the idea?

Pereyra: In the moratorium, when we had the debate on the moratorium, we cut it off at 125 feet because it
seemed like that wonld fit the range of vessels, the coastal-type vessels and so forth, crab vessels.

Benton: I my recollection isn't faulty and it very well could be, I seem to recall that in a couple of previous
Council meetings when we discussed generally vessel replacements and upgrades and vessel criteria and the
moratorium, that we applied generally the moratorivm rules and provisions and they would carry forward into
the license program. That had to do with the 20% rule, vessel replacement and upgrade mle, and CDQ rules.
It was always my understanding that the rules that we had adopted in that regard, under the moratorium, all
carried forward into the license program.

Pereyra: It's ot specifically laid out in here. It's rather confusmg That's why I raised it.

Pautzke: I thought your question was whether they could purchase new vessels that did not have to have a
particular license with them wmder this license program and I thought they were exempt. The CDQ programs have
new vessels that did not qualify for Licenses and they only are applied to the CDQ program - that's all they operate
in - that, like under the moratorium, they would be exempt from this license program as long as they did not
prosecute any other fisheries outside the CDQ program. That's what I thought we had already done.

Lauber: Is that what your question, what we're doing?

Pereyra: Yes. as I recall when we had the discussion on the moratorium though, there was some real concemn
about all of a sudden building new factory trawlers and that sost of thing. So we went ahead and put a limit at
125 feet. :

Lauber: Let's clear it up. Let's put a motion on the floor and make it clear what we're going to do.

Pereyra: 1don't think it's appropriate for me to make the motion.

Benton: 1can make the motion, Mr, Chairman. I weuld move that we, for the purposes of the license program,
adopt the moratorium rules with regard to CDQ vessels.

Lauber: Is there a second?

Samuelsen (?): Second.

Lauber: 1bave a question under that. Idon't recall what that was. We gave an exemption, but that would mean
that those could only fish in that CDQ fishery. This could not be a conduit through which CDQ groups could go
into the boat building business and create new . . .

Pereyra: No,it's true,

Pautzke: No hole there.

FACOUNCILMEETINGSN 995N UNS A CTION\LICLIM.595 73



Lauber: But if a CDQ group wanted to get a better investment by going out and buying a license limitation

vessel, they could do that and then they could sell it. So you'd have two classes of vessels. One that would only -~
be allowed in a CDQ fishery, and then if they went out and bought one on the open market, that would be just :

like any other vessel.

Tillion: If they bought a moratorium qualified vessel.
..Lauber: Right,

Pereyra: Yes.

Lauber: Or a license limitation qualified vessel.

Pereyra: As I recall, there was a very strong debate on that particular subject because that would more or iess
preclude the CDQ vessels, if a person was to acquire a vessel like that, it would preclude it from actually ever
coming into fruition. Because the discussion was, I believe, that those vessels would be allowed to patticipate
in fisheries that related to that CDQ species. 1think that was the way it was. . .

Tillion: As I remember it and we can look this up, if they wanted 10 build a new vessel like the Yukon-Delta
people are, then it participates totally in the CDQ fishery. If they purchase vessels that were moratorium
qualified, i.e., in partmership with other people such as the Brown’s Point, then it did not have those restrictions,
it had the moratorium restrictions and they were free to move. Is that rot the way you remember it?

Pereyra: Well, it was a 125 foot limit, I remember that.
Lauber: For the new ones, yes. f\

Capt. Anderson: Maybe I can clarify it just so you know the moratorium rule, The restriction on the CDQs apply
only to those vessels specifically constructed and used to harvest pollock in accordance with the CDP, and they
can be no greater than 125 feet. That applies to new construction. Anytime you're looking at, I think it's a free
market to purchase one that already has a license with it that's moratorium qualified, then it would be free to fish
either. Soit only applies to the new construction, the restriction to fish in the CDQ program and that's under 125
feet.

Pereyra: How is that interpreted in regards i fishing in poliock outside the CDQ fishery?

Anderson: The moratorium only - the wording there only applies to pollock. It specifically says, “specifically
constructed and used to harvest pollock,” so that's why, when you get into this program, it would be appropriate
to address Council intent that that would be framed to carry over to other groundfish as well. If that is the intent
of the Council.

Benton: It occurs to me that there may be one group of vessels that would have a problem currently. Subsequent
to these options in the CDQ program for pollock, one of the CDQ groups, actually two of the CDQ Eroups now
cngaged in the construction of a number of very small vessels using jig machines. 1 think they're 35 feet. They
do not qualify per se under the moratorium qualifying dates. They certainly qualify under the endorsement
qualifying periods because they were constructed and started fishing, I believe it was in 1993 late or 94. They
were using jig machines for cod primarily and then they also fished I think some other species using book and
line. So those vessels would be in some kind of limbo here if we adopted that kind of provision although I'm
generally supportive of what we're talking about. That may bear some thought. I think we're going to have to
think about how to ensure that they don't lose their investment here. -

Lauber; We have no motion on the floor,
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Pautzke: Yes, we do. Mr. Benton's on the moratorium rules for CDQ vessels.

Lauber: Seems long ago somehow. Further discussion? Ready for the question? Any objection to the motion?
Hearing none, it passes.

Collinsworth: Just as a point of clarification, If the CDQ program acquires a vessel with a license and
endorsements and used it in a CD(Q fishery, then they could not sell the vessel license/endorsement and still fish
in the CDQ fishery under an exemption? Is that correct?

Lauber: With what?

Coliinsworth: With the vessel,

Tillion: If the vessel has a license and endorsement, what's the problem?

Lauber: You sellit. He sells it and keeps the vessel.

Pautzke: Then it can only operate in the CDQ fishery.

Collinsworth: But that puts another vessel license back out in the general license program.

Benton: No, you retain the same number . . .

Pautzke: . .. the same number of vessels because the CDQ vessel now cannot go back into the other fishery.
Lauber: It became a drone.

Collinsworth: I may have this confused in my mind here, but if there was a vessel that had a vessel license
endorsement and went into the CDQ, could they then seli the vessel license, you know, for somebody to purchase
that, then fish back into the license limited program and still be exempt if they only fished in the CDQ? That
would create another . . .

Lauber: It wouldn't create a new one.

Pautzke: It wouldn't create any additional one in the [word unintelligible] CDQ fishery.

Benton: 1see what Dr, Collinsworth is getting at. Iguess my interpretation is that they could engage in that kind
of activity, although it would be economically soméwhat foolish because once that they sold the license, there
wold be no new vessels in the licensed fishery. There would be a vessel in the CDQ fishery. What they would
do is lose the ability to participate in both. They could only then participate in the CDQ fishery. Idon't see it
as a practical problem and, even in terms of capitalization in the fisheries under the licenses, there would be no
new additional vessel.

Lauber: If you had a vessel that was limited entry-moratorium qualified and the CDQ had an option of building
anew vessel 1o operate in a CDQ fishery, if they decided against that building a new, bought this one that was
qualified, brought it into the CDQ fishery and sold off the license, you're at the same point that you would have
been if they had built a new vessel. So because of this program, there's no net gain or loss that I can see, They
might gain or lose money, but probably lose. Alright, do we have any other General Provisions? Alright, as 1

recall, we have Sunset or No Sunset.

Mace: I'm going to move that we have a number two or a bumber one, No Sunset.
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Hegge: Second.

Lauber: Which were you stating?

Mace: Number one.

Lauber: It's been moved and seconded that there'll be a No Sunset provision in the groundfish license.

Mace: And if I may speak to that. Some of us may assume that we are going to go to a different program here
within three years, but I would hazard a guess that when we end up, it may be a combination of both licenses and
IFQs. Iwould hate to think that we would have to scuttle this in three years and go through this process again,
I just don't think that makes sense.

Pereyra: 1think the motion is probably appropriate from that standpoint because this is supposedly the first, or
second, or third, or fourth or fifth step, I don't know what, but we're on a journey here. The CRP joumey and this
is part of it. You might, in the future, be handling some species differently than others in different areas and so
forth, so [ would imagine they just follow right along.

Tillion: I'm going to be speaking for a sunset, not against jt. 1feel that we put a sunset on inshore/offshore. If
you don't have a sunset, you don't have a “feet to the fire." Ithink we would be very foolish to not sunset this in
three years. It can be rolled over. But if we don't sunset it, we're going (0 be stuck here for a long time and I think
that's the wrong signal to send to the Secretary when we're trying to get them to adopt all this. In fact, I think it's
areal bad signal to send to the Secretary. Irealize that Mr. Mace is opposed to ITQs and that's basically what
the issue is right in front of us here now. Are we going 10 use this as the ultimate solution or is this a step? I
consider it a very worthwhile step, but it's just a step. Therefore, I'm going to oppose this motion by Mr. Mace,

Lauber: Further discussion?

Behnken: In response to Mr. Tillion's comment, I disagree that a sunset is an anti-IFQ move, I recognize that
we're moving ahead with this plan. 1'm sure there's some species it will be a lot easier to move ahead with than
it will be to move ahead with others. If we have to go back in three years and redo this rather than working on
that, I think we'll just be slowing down the process that we're trying to speed up here. So on those grounds, I'm
opposed to a sunset. .

Lauber: Is there any forther discussion?

Collinsworth: Ibrought up this issue a bit earlier today about whether this was intended 1o be a permanent and
durable program or a program that is transitory in a stép-wisc movement towards comprehensive rationalization.
And when I say comprehensive rationalization, I don't necessarily mean ITQs, but I mean a comprehensive
program that is stylized to meet the specific needs of all sectors of the industry which centainly are not
homogeneous. I think that some combination of open access, license limitation and ITQs may well be what
comprehensive rationalization means over the longer term. 1 cannot say whether the Secretary will or will not
adopt this amendment and this program. 1 can tell you that from my perspective, this program is a durable
program, it does not cut the mustard. This program does not limit the number of vessels 10 a level that is
participating in the fishery at the present time under conditions of open access. It does not have provisions for
reducing gear. The consequences of this program arc very ill defined. 1cannot find hardly any two people that
I'alked to in the last couple of days that understands what this program does, what the consequences of it are,
wiat the distributional effects are, how it's going to alter the characteristic of the fishery. As a durable program,
one that may continue well into the year 2000, 1 think that it is certainly not meritorious and I don't think it cuts
the mustard. If it's intended as a transitory step with a limited life, I question whether it will meet merit even
there, in terms of the cost of implementing it, and the consequences of the program. I'm not sure if it provides
amarginal improvement over what could be achieved with a moratorium, inshore/offshore and some use of other
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kinds of management measures, such as registration areas. I think that it's going to be very difficult for the
Counci! to overcome a record that's been built over the last six or seven years with regard to the fact that why
license limitation program did not adequately address the problems that have been identified under CRP.
Fourteen problems. Staff has looked at this and has advised me that as many as twelve of those objectives are
not addressed by this program. Even the EA/RIR, the record that we have before us, is pretty replete with
criticism of this program and the fact that it doesn't achieve any long-term objectives or prevent expansion of
capacity. There certainly are a number of other specific points, but I think that the Council does not have a
program here that can be viewed as a durable program. I see no mechanism or commitment other than simply

“some discussion that we're going to proceed from here. T1l address this more fully perhaps at the time when we
vote on the overall motion.

Lauber: That was just a little warm up huh? Any further discussion? Are you ready for the question? I guess
we better call the roll on this one - No Sunset.

Pautzke:

Benton Yes
Fluharty No
Hegge Yes
Mace Yes
Collinsworth  No
Pereyra No
Samuelsen Yes
Tillion No
Barker No
Behnken Yes
[change to tape 45]
Lauber Yes
Passed.

Benton: Is the procedure now that we will have this package typed up by staff so we can se¢ it in it's entirety
before we. ..

Lauber: Most of it's done. Two of the sheets are here. I assume we can have the rest of it certainly by the time
we ... good point , .,

Pereyra: Mr. Chairman, I can't hear you, I'm sorry?

Lauber: Can we have it quiet please. I've said we wouldn't vote on this until we reached the end and there would
be then an opportunity to make adjustments and motions and so forth on the total package, and then we'd vote
onit. Do you want to do that now or would you rather go through crab and do it with crab and then take up the
whole thing, the final vote on both, at one time. How would you like to do that?

Mace: Mr. Chairman, I'd prefer taking the crab now because I think that these issues parallel many of them and
it would save time by doing it.

Lauber: And then the final vote after any amendments or whatever would be on the total package voting for the
crab and groundfish one time. Alright?
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Pautzke: And I'd feel safer procedural-wise if we had the whole thing written up, distributed to the Council in
writing what your main motion is so you have all the points in it, and also everybody out in the audience has it;
we have it in writing like the National Marine Fisheries Service wants us to have it.

Collinsworth: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 1 think that Mr. Pautzke's recommendation is good. I had staff pass
me a half a dozen rotes here just in the last few minutes asking what was the Council's intention in terms of
moratorium qualified or other kind of vessel qual . . . , I mean so there are a number of things I think that if we
have it written up, that the staff is going to have some questions of clarification from the Council 5o that would
“be useful.

Hegge: I guess this is time to do it. Some of the comments we had earlier when we were talking about the sunset
and the CDQ kind of aroused my aftention. The comment that CDQ was separable from this program, the
portion of CDQ allocations, and I think that whether we make an amendment in the general provisions that it is
not separable or do some other type of action, I think that it's critical that we do that. I envision, particularly after
Mr. Collinsworth's comments, that that portion would go forward and this would not and we would be having
that allocation without it being in conjunction with a license limitation program. I don't think that anybody would
be willing o accept that.

Lauber: Tthink that that type of motion could well be made as a wmbrella motion for both crab and groundfish,
ordid you wish , . . .

Hegge: No, to both.

Lauber: Then why don't we wait until such time as we have completed the crab and then there may be other
umbrella type motions that someone wishes to cover both.

Pautzke: Mr. Chairman, if I may clarify. [ think that what Mr, Collinsworth was talking about was if you had
a sunset of three years for the license program, but no sunset for the CDQs, would the CDQs go on forever while
the license dropped dead in three years. But, I think the issue you're talking about is when we send this package
to the Secretary, how severable is the CDQ program - if it's nat doabie, or doable, or the license program isn't
acceptable. In other words, it's the initial Secretarial Review rather than what happens at the end. I think it would
be a very good thing for the Council to get on the record in their discussion of the main motion, when they get
back to it, what their intent of severability of some of these components is so we have that. So the Secretary
knows that if you take this off, just send the whole package back or so on.

Collinsworth: Just one item that I'm bringing forward at this point so that we can make sure that we don't miss
it when we look at the range of issues that we're going to clarify at the end. [ have been asked by the staff 10
inquire of the Council whether they believe that interim permits for disputed claims that are under appeal are
appropriate in this case. So that's one of the things that we need to discuss. I would also ask if it's possible while
we're debating other issues, if the staff based upon what has transpired up to this point, can give us some idea
of the number of vessels that would be included under this system that we've adopted.

Lauber: 1asked them to do that and they said they will do the best they can.

Collinsworth: Then the second question would be whether the system that we have adopted at this point is
adequately analyzed in the analysis. Those two questions specifically, I would like for them to contemplate for
us,

Hartley: Mr. Chairraan, regarding those tables. . .

Lavber: You don't have to do that now.
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Hartley: 1 just wanted to point out that those tables that we sent out to you at this point, those are actually, we
found an error in them and we could replace those,

Benton: This the table here?

Hartley: Yes, don't use those. Throw them away.

Benton: The one you did last night?

Hartley: The one I did last night.

Brannan: We'll come back with new tables for you, perhaps after lunch.

Hartley: I think Helen actually has. . . [Helen responds but can't be heard clearly].

Lauber: Okay, everybody tear up or mark up the old draft and during the break, or before we start, we'll pass out
the new ones. Okay, let's take a fificen minute break.

Lauber: Okay, the Council's in session. We will move to the crab license portion of the licensing program. We'll
follow the sarme procedure, I assume, with this as we did with groundfish starting out with License Classes and
moving on. I would also think that it would be alright, if this should go more rapidly since some of the issues are
very similar, and in argument or discussion, if you care to merely refer to your previous statement that applies
in the crab case, you can do that and shorten up any comment period and recerd building, etc. Could we have it
quiet here, please? We'll move through, Dr. Fluharty, were you seeking recognition?

Fluharty: I just think it's worthwhile as we enter this area to remember that we've got a crab rebuilding committee
that's trying (o work on scme of these things. If we look at what we've done with respect to groundfish, it seems
like a liberalization in just about every area. Certainly, that might be okay in a situation where we have a
considerable resource that seems to be in a pretty healthy condition. Crab, as we've all seen, are in serious
decline. We've got major problemns with this, I think some of the issues in this area are different than in
groundfish. The status of the resource is one; the management implications of essentially a sedimentary or
bottom resource; the location specific nature of it; a lack of knowledge about recruitment; all of these things, in
my view, mitigate in favor of taking as restrictive an approach as we can relative to the number of licenses, how
many licenses are combined and the need to keep management implications in the forefront. These are not really
developed heavily in the documents we have before us. The focus is on the number of participants and I think
that's why I take a few seconds here just to remind ourselves of the relationship to the resource that we're
supposed to protect.
&
Lauber: With that, let's move into the program. First is the License Classes. Anyone have a motion?

Benton: 1'was waiting for Dr. Pereyra to make his historical first motion as he did under groundfish, but I'll make
the first one uniess he wants to.

Pereyra: No, no I'll give you that honor,

Benton: I'd move that we adopt the AP recommendation for a single class of licenses. The item 1,000,000.
Pereyra: Second.

Benton: Or 100,000, I guess it is.

Lauber: And is that for all the same reasons as previously enumerated under the groundfish license program?
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Benton: This is for ali the reasons that we adopted this under the groundfish program, plus all the reasons we
had narrowed this option down to this previously by the Council in previous meetings.

Lauber: Any further discussion on this item? Is there any objection to the motion? Hearing none, it passes. Next
is Nature of Licenses.

Benton: I would propose that we take these up in order. There's seven items here if we might. In that regard,
Mr. Chairman, I would move that we adopt the AP recommendation to combine Pribilof red king crab and
“Pribilof blue king crab into one license group. _

Lauber: Is there a second to that motion? Ididn't hear.

Samuelsen; Second.

Lauber: This is the AP portion of the recommendation number 1 - Pribilof red, pius Pribilof blue pius . . .
Benton: Just the two Pribilof species, Mr, Chaimman.

Lauber: Not St. Matthews. This is the issue before us. You speak to your motion.

Benton: Of course, the AP recommended that we. would combine Pribilof red crab and Pribilof biue crab and St.
Matthews blue king crab all as one license. In some regards, there is some metit to that and I think I can
understand why the AP would make that recommendation. However, when you look at the numbers, and this is
particularly germane to the concems that Dr. Flubarty raised, the potential there is for significant increase in the
number of vessels that might be able to access either one of those two individual fisheries. I think that what the
AP was considering when they made their proposal was that, generally speaking, the Pribilofs or St. Matthews
very ofien open concurrently, and if they did, there would be no problem, but with the fluctuation of crab stocks,
the concem that the departmeant has is that in one area the stocks may be down and the other area the stocks may
be up. That provides for some flexibility in the industry, but it also provides for significant increases in effort
in one individual fishery, If we were to use, for example, a recent history configuration in the Pribilof area for
Pribilof reds, it's like 151 vessels. In St. Matthew it's about 201 vessels. If we were to combine those, we'd have
about 350 plus vessels. If one was closed and the other area was open, potentially, we could have all 350 vessels
20 into the area and we would not be zble 10 have an orderly fishery. So the department’s recommending that we
not have St. Matthew and the Pribilof areas combined as one license,

Mace: I'd like to make a few comments as we get into this. Dr, Fluharty mentioned the conservation needs and
the fact that we have a crab building committee working. I'd also like to point out that we have a lot of fishermen
out there that were dealing with added closures, we have quotas to resolve the conservation problems that we're
faced with, but we ratchet down these opportunities for the crabbers and we're really going to impact that
industry. 1think that we have to keep that in mind. I think the ADF&G has the tools availabie to manage these
stocks on a very finite basis and that we should keep the needs of the crab fishermen in mind and not
unnecessarily ratchet down these opportunities because periodic closures are going to put some of them out of
business if they only have one or two options available to them. -

Pereyra: I share Mr. Mace's comments, Id like to point out that there are other ways of organizing the fishery
such that the effort can be distributed between fisheries by having concurrent openings and so forth, I also think
that particularly in the crab fisheries the need to have flexibility is very important. I would not want to see
opportunity inappropriately taken away. I think there's a need to do some combining here in some of the fisheries.
I'm a linle bit goosey about making separations and somehow negatively impacting the economics of some
operator for whatever reason and all of a sudden he has a severe economic problem on his hands,
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Benton: 1share those concerns and the department shares those concerns, We certainly are in a position where
we want to try and retain that flexibility where possible because we understand the changing nature of the crab
fisheries and the need for that flexibility. However, with regard to these two particular fisheries and the relative
size of these fishertes, they compared to some of the other fisheries are relatively small. There is a need, we
believe, to maintain the ability to have some more control over these two than perhaps in other fisheries that we're
going to be dealing with here in a moment. However, the AP has made some recommendations to address the
kinds of flexibility concerns that have been expressed.

“Lauber: Is there any further discussion?

Fluharty: Iunderstand the motivation to proposed flexibility as a major criteria, but it makes me extremely
nervous here where we have a very inflexible resource. So I think that I would speak in favor of any measures
that reduce flexibility that will allocate excessive amounts of effort into small, fairly discrete crab fisheries.

Pereyra: I think it's very important that as we go through this, we don't get fishing power mixed up with fishing
effort. The amount of fishing effort that's going to be exerted in the fisheries is going to be controlled to a
considerable degree by ADF&G by the seasonal allocations of pot limits and so forth. Certainly, the fishing
power issue, there can be more fishing power exerted if we allow flexibility. I would just like to ask the maker
of the motion, what the intentions will be for St. Matthews blue? Is that going to be sort of a separate license by
itself? If that's the case, we're almost getting into the area of supercxclusive registrations, and I think that brings
in a whole other series of questions that need to be expressed.

Benton: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It differs markedly from superexclusive because the number of the vessels
that have permits for St. Matthews have penmits in other fisheries, or would as I look at how this is shaped. So
it would not be superexclusive by any stretch of the imagination, Mr, Chairman, I think Dr. Pereyra's comments
regarding fishing power are well taken. I think pot limits help address that, but the number of vessels have a
direct impact on that. The historic high in St. Matthews fishery is 174 vessels. We could potentially double that
by combining these two and having a year where only St. Matthews is open and $0 that is our concern and we
don't want to promote that kind of a situation.

Lauber: Further discussion? Ready for the question?

Pautzke: Clarification.

Lauber: Yes, Dr. Pautzke.

Pauizke: The Advisory Panel, the actual words down here are not quite clear, but I think that your intent, Mr.
Benton, is that there would be an overall general license with endorsements for these species/area combinations.
Sometimes Ive heard Council members talk in terms of licenses for each of these and I think what you're looking
at is a suite of endorsements wnder general license and it's all non-severable.

Benton: That's correct.

Lauber: Okay, call the roll.
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Pautzke:;

Fiuharty Yes
Hegge Yes
Mace No
Collinsworth  Yes
Pereyra No
Samueisen Yes
Tillion Yes
Barker Yes
Behnken Yes
Benton Yes
Lauber No
Passed,

Benton: Iwould move that we have St. Matthew blue king crab be one area/species endorsement.
Lauber: Is there a second?
Samuelsen: Second.

Benton: Ibelieve that I've already spoken to the reason for this a fair amount, and again, it's just to ensure that
we don't have overcapitalization in this fleet.

Lauber: Any further discussion? Any objection to the motion? [someone objected] Call the roll.

Pantzke:

Hegge Yes
Mace No
Collinsworth ~ Yes
Pereyra No
Samuelsen Yes
Tillion Yes
Barker Yes
Behnken Yes
Benton Yes .
Fluharty Yes
Lauber Yes
Passed.

Lauber: Alright, now the next oneis. ..

Benton: I'would move that we adopt the AP's recommendations for C. opilio and C. bairdi be combined as one
species endorsement.

Mace: Second.

Lanber: It's been moved and seconded. Speak to your motion.
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Beaton: We've heard significant amounts of public testimony with regard to this matter. The department's looked
at what this would mean in terms of capitalization in these fisheries. This is one area where we don't believe that
it's going to result in a significant problem in terms of capitalization or fishing power. It is also an area where
we can provide a little additional flexibility to the fishermen, a little extra access to resources as they fluctuate
up and down. 1 think that was the intent of the AP and the department concurs with that,

Barker: Mr. Benton, the one in our book almost parallels the one in the AP, but it has an etcetera there. Are we,
by adopting the AP, dropping some Tanner crab issue here of 4 lesser species that should be included?

Benton: As amatter of fact, I think we would be dropping some other species, but we're going to deal with them
later. The AP deals with them later.

Barker: Okay.
Lauber: Any further discussion?

Hegge: Can staff tell me the number of people that would be included under the combined fishery that have never
fished opilio with this motion?

Brannan: Mr. Chairman, we did provide tables that breakomthe species separate and combined. I think the total
is about 33 vessels that would be added to that fishery if licenses were combined.

Tillion: Iunderstand 47.

Hegge: That's what I was trying to learn. 've heard a couple of numbers thrown around and I really didn't know
which one was the comrect one,

Brannan:- Mr, Chairman, without knowing the configuration of the option we're deciding on, it's really difficult
to tell yon how many exact vessels we're talking about. We've just dealt so far with species combinations. If you
want to give me some additional information, 1 can point you to the correct tables.

Hegge: 1would assume it would be the AP motion. We don't really know the landing periods yet.

Benton: 1 think if we look at a 92/94 kind of qualifying date, I think that helps. The preliminary numbers that
I have in front of me indicates that there would be approximately 47 or so vessels that would be potentially
entering into the other fishery. It's our understanding that the majority of those vessels are small vessels out of
the local area that, due to the lateness of the season, generally don't fish in that fishery.
¥

Pereyra: Again, as in every discussion of vessels in this license limitation, we don't know whether they're the
same vessels or not. So, it's really difficult to make a valid comparison from that standpoint, but more
importantly, 1 think this is a real resource conservation issue to have these two fisheries combined. I think we
have to look at it from that standpoint because having those fisheries conducted in such a way that there's a lot
of discards and whatnot doesn't seem to me to be a prudent way to proceed. We might be encouraging that if we
went with separate licenses, so 1 think combining them makes a lot of sense.

Fluharty: 1know that we've been trying to look at the question of bycatch discards in these fisheries and it is high
as Dr. Pereyra mentioned. It is troublesome though to see a considerable amount of effort, | mean 47 vessels
entering in here. I wish that we had completed our work so that we'd be better able to evaluate whether this makes
a long-term best strategy for managing the two different species. We can't answer that right now. It makes me
nervous to go towands licenses, particularly granting licenses 1o people who have not been engaged in the fishery,
without having any clear concept at this time, but that's where we are.
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Hegge: I'm not real educated on crab, but it's my understanding that the State now is executing the two fisheries
at separate times and when given the opportunity to join them in the past has not followed that. I'm curious why
recommending the combination now - is that something that's being speculated - fishing them together, or would
they still be in separately?

Lauber: Can you answer that Mr. Benton?

Benton: Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman. Presently, we don't have proposals before the Board to combine the
“'seasons. There are some reasans for not doing that because of the sizes of the quotas, Mr. Chairman, going back
to some of the concerns about the number of vessels, staff has informed me that they've got a presty good idea
of which vessels generally these are. Most all of them are under 100 feet. If we were to adopt size classes, the
licenses would be by size class which would alleviate some of the concerns about fishing power, I believe.

Lauber: Is there any other discussions? Any objection to the motion?

Hegge: 1object.

Lauber: Mr. Hegge objects. Motion passes. The next one is. .

Benton: Maybe I can speed this up a Little bit. I'd recommend that we adopt the AP recommendations of 3
through 7, That would be Adak brown king crab; Adak red king crab; Bristol Bay red king crab; Dutch Harbor
brown king crab; and Norton Sound red king crab as each individual would be endorsements.

Lauber: Is there a second?

Behnken: Second,

[change to tape 46 . . . begins in mid-sentence, missing beginning of Benton speaking to his motion)
Benton: . .. almost the last year. Ithink they've received a lot of review in front of the AP. We've received a lot
of public testimony regarding the need to have such designations. These designations recognize the differences
between the fisheries and provide us a mechanism then to manage these different fisheries separately in
accordance with our management program we've conducted over the past.

Lauber: Any other discussion? Ready for the question? Any objection to the motion? Hearing none, it passes.
Behnken: Could I ask a question of staff as to the AP's intent with this next statement: Bering Sea brown crab;
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Tanneri is developing which is not included in the license limitation. What was the
discussion there and how did the AP intend to sort of handle that in the future?

Brannan: Mr. Chairman, I would prefer that the AP answer that question, I was writing groundfish notes when
this discussion took place. If we could get someone from the AP, I would prefer that they answer that,

Stewart: I'm sorry, | missed the question.
Lauber: Go ahead, Ms. Behnken.
Behnken: Beth, on the top of page 6 in our second version draft AP minutes is a recommendation for designating

some species or fisheries as developing. You may have explained this, but if you could sort of give us a little
background, and also how you anticipating it being managed in the future.
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Stewart: Mr. Chairman, yes the AP, especially with Bering Sea brown king crab, Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands
C. tanneri and Lithodes couesi believes that those fiskeries which are still being managed for the most part under
the authority of [word(s) unintelligible] Commissioner with specified restrictions on them. Those fisheries are
not fully developed at this time and we didn't think it was appropriate to do license limitation for them. With
Dutch Harbor red king crab, that fishery has been closed for such a long time and there in no current indication
that it's likely to reopen. We didn't believe it was appropriate to issue licenses to people who may not even be
around when, and if, Dutch Harbor reopened. We believe that the department will probably reopen that very
carefully and probably most of it will be reopened in bays inside state waters. So we just didn't think it was
*"appropriate to issue a licezse for that one at this time.

Tillion: The AP feels that there aren't enough vessels there to adequately harvest the OY of the area, or just that
others should have a chance at it?

Stewart: For Dutch Harbor?

Tillion: Oh well, Dutch Harbor is closed. I'm talking about the red king crab on out Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands,
brown king crab.

Stewart: It's our understanding that the Bering Sea browa king crab fishery and the other two, tanneri and
couesi, the department is managing those and they are probably the best people to answer this question for you,
not on the basis of surveys, but rather on the basis of CPUEs and they're not certain where these species may all
be spread out and that there isn't an OY for them at this point. That they are still premature or developing
fisheries. We understood that Dutch Harbor wasn't developing, it's been there, done that and now waits.

Tillion: Well, it would be a shame if we shut something off before it was overcapitalized. We've never done that
before,

Stewart: And I guess that in some sense we saw this as perhaps a place for people in the crab fishery to go
because of the unstable nature of the Bering Sea crab fisheries, We felt that people may need to move around
a little bit and this would offer that kind of opportunity. We did indicate that you did have to have a federal crab
license under this system, so that brand new entrants wouldn't be encouraged to participate.

Benton: Ithink the AP has done the responsible thing here. There's a number of species in the Bering Sea that
are either small populations, or just haven't been developed. They have identified those, as Beth has pointed out.
Dutch Harbor red king crab isn't looking to come back anytime soon and it has been closed for quite some time.
As you may recall in the previous set of options that the Council's been considering, there was 2 qualification
period for Dutch Harbor red king crab that the cutoff date was something like 1983. That certainly is not recent
participation, although it's most recent participation in that fishery. So, I think the recommendation of the AP
in this regard is appropriate. The way these fisheries would be managed from our perspective is that indeed only
vessels that had a general Bering Sea crab license would be allowed to fish those species. The fishery would be
conducted under our permits for developing species. They're penmits that can be issued by the Commissioner and
subject to conditions that are placed on the permit to ensure proper management of the fishery and that does a
couple of things. One, I think it allows us to maintain quite a bit of control on the fishery, but it also allows for
some new opportunities for participants in the Bering Sea crab fisheries to develop new markets and new species
and provides a little bit of that flexibility we were concerned about just a few minutes ago. I'l vote in support
of the motion.

Lauber: The effect of requiring the general Bering Sea license would mean that there would be no new vessels
in the fishery.

Benton: That's my understanding.
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Tiliion: Mr. Chairman, a question. What this does mean that those who, for the last few years, have subsisted
on say Adak brown crab will be locked into it while everybody else can come in to fish it, and yet, they will be
unable to go anywhere else to fish when the fleet lands on them. How are yon going to work that?
Benton: No, no. If somebody has a general license, they have a general license. If they have an area endorsement
for one species or another, they're going to be able to fish those species. In regard to these species, anybody that
has a general license would be able to go out and fish those species and engage in that fishery.

"Tillion: No. I'm talking about the person who concentrated on brown crab at Adak for the last four years, and
therefore, is not going 10 get an endorsement anywhere else, but you're now going to let the whole fleet come in
where they fished, huh?

Benton: No, we haven't got that far yet. We haven't gotten to the qualifications for the area endorsements have
we?

Pezeyra: My understanding is that Adak is a separate license so that couldn't happen. Bering Sea it can happen,
but that's a developing fishery.

Behnken: Il move the AP recommendation concerning Bering Sea brown king crab, Bering Sea/Aleutian Island
C. tanneri and Lithodes couesi and Dutch Harbor red king crab, the entire part there.

Benton: Second that,

Lauber: Is there any further discussion since the motion was pretty well discussed before the motion was made?
Is there any cbjection to the motion?

Collinsworth: Clarification. Staff points out that there is another species that is in the FMP that's not covered
here.

Lauber: Okay.

Berg: Mr. Chairman, we have Chionocetes angulatus. Did the AP intend that to also be part of this or not?
Should be a part of it?

Collinsworth: I see a lot of heads nodding,

Lauber: What's it called?

Several respond at same time: “angularus.”
Collinsworth: That's why I asked staff to come up.
Pereyra: Angulatus.

Lauber: No wonder they're not selling.

Pereyra: The spine formation on the dorsal part of the carapace is different, it's more of an angle than it is with
the tanneri. Just thought I'd let you know that, Mr. Chairman.

Benton: He waited 15 years 1o be able to say that here, Mr. Chairman,

Pereyra: And four years in college too,
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Lauber: Yes, that's wonderful.
Tillion: Now there's no Lopholithodes out there either is there?

Lauber: It makes this whole Council meeting worthwhile for me. My wife will say, "did you leam anything?"
and I'll say, “honey, ...

Tillion: Now, say it Rick. .. want you to say it! If you leamed it, you should be able to say it.
Pereyra: That only works if you have a nice bottle of wine and a rose with you, Mr. Chairman,

Lauber: She called me this moming, by the way, woke me to tell me, "holy Christ, the glove didn't fit!" What's
the intent? To include this angulatus?

Benton: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I believe that is indeed the intent.

Behnken: Since this is my motion, maybe we should clarify that it's intended to include any species that aren't
covered by the license program crab species, Bering Sea crab species.

Lauber: Thatmightbcagoodideahcasethmareanynev;discovaies out there. Is there any further discussion
on the motion?

Pereyra: How is hair crab covered?

Behnken: It's part of the FMP.

Collinsworth: FMP.

Lauber: Any further discussion? Any objection to the motion? Hearing none, it passes.

Collinsworth: The AP motion says must have a valid federal crab license and Mr. Benton clarified that that was
a general crab permit. Essentially, you need no endorsement. You have to have a permit, but no endorsements.

Benton: That's correct.
Lauber: Anything further under that? Okay, we move on to License Recipients. Isn't that next?

Benton: I would move the AP recommendations for License Recipients which would include items a and b with
regard to Norton Sound, so T'll read that, Mr. Chairman. It would be, "current owners, except for Norton Sound
Red Kind Crab summer fishery. For Norton Sound, license recipients are those who:
a) individuals who held State of Alaska permit for the Norton Sound red and blue king
crab summer fishery and who made at least one landing; or
b) vessel owners in instances where a vessel was corporate owned, but operated by a
skipper who was a temporary contract employee.,"

Behnken: Second.
Lauber: Do you care to speak to your motion?
Benton: Throughout the discussions, both groundfish and crab, the Council has heard again extensive testirnony

regarding the need to award licenses to current owners and I think this is consistent with public testimony and
with the Council's discussions on this matter at numerous Council meetings. With regard to Norton Sound,
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there's somewhat of a unique situation with Norton Sound becanse of the superexclusive fishery that is there.
The Council was cansidering three options. The Council was considering option a and b that were recommended
by the AP. These two options accommodate the unique nature of how that superexclusive fishery was conducted
over the past couple of years. The Council also had option c. Option ¢ was indiviGuals who purchased a permit
for the fishery and purchased pots but had no landings. That was rejected by the AP, My motion would reject
that as well. Under options a and b, theze would be a total of 59 licenses issued for this fishery; 49 of them would
be under item a; 10 would be under item b. If we were to incorporate item ¢, we would have 270 to 285 additional
licenses for that small fishery. This would be a significant escalation in the number of permits which would result
'in an unmanageable fishery and would not be conducive to the purposes for which we created a superexclusive
in the first place. So that's why I would ask that we support the AP motion in that regard.

Lauber: Alright, is there any further discussion?

Collinsworth: Yes, Mr. Chainman. For clarification, individuals who receive a license, they can use those licenses
on any vessel?

Benton: One second, Mr, Chairman, 1 ask your indulgence. Mr. Collinsworth, it would be my intention, and 1
think we're going to get to this in a little bit under License Designations, to look at vessel size categories for
permits. Certainly, those would apply to the permits here, In a number of these situations, as 1 understand it,
staff has informed me that in some instances, numerous individuals were fishing on the same vessel and fishing
in that fishery, so we may not have unique vessels to apply for those individuals. We would want 10 ensure that
we don't allow those individuals to use vessels that were of extreme size so I think as the AP did. The AP Jooked
at this under vessel license designations, but 1 think that we would want to address it there, and 1 think we do want
to address it and come up with some kind size limitation.

Collinsworth: Thank you.

Lauber: Any further discussion? Ready for the question? Any objection to the motion? Hearing none, it passes.
License Designations, is that the next one?

Benton: Under License Designations, I would move that we adopt the AP recommendation, but that we would
modify the AP recommendation to include size categories for catcher vessels and catcher processors that was in
the original option 400 under the Council's suite of options for the crab licenses, so that this motion would read:

"License Designations: Catcher vessels and catcher processors designations, by size category
(size categories would be <60, 60-124, 125 and above), and vessel length would be subject to
the 20% moratorium upgrade role within therbounds of the size categories. For Norton Sourd,
vessels less than 32' may upgrade beyond the 20% rule but may not exceed 32" unless the 20%
upgrade would result in a vessel that exceeds 32"

K I have a second, I'll speak to it.
Percyra: Second.

Benton: With regard to the size designations and catcher/catcher processor designations for the general fisheries,
not to include Norton Sound, the Council much like with groundfish has considered incorporating size categories,
such as T've identified here, over numerous meetings, We believe that these size categories will help us control
the fishery and ensure that we can prosecute a fishery in an orderly manner. It's consistent with the size categories
we have now for groundfish, in owr proposal on groundfish, I think that it would be inappropriate rot to include
those size categories. With regard to Norton Sound, I would like to ask Beth if she could come up and sort of
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explain exactly what the AP intended here because I would like to understand that, and then maybe we could
discuss Dr. Collinsworth's concerns.

Stewart: Yes, Mr. Chairman. It was our understanding that the majority of the local vessels that would result
from the exception we made on a and b on License Recipients are in this smaller vessel category, skiff to about
32'. Then because that was going to result in additional vessels, which was not our goal for the rest of the crab
fishery, we wanted to be sure it wasn't going to resuit in additional vessels that were very large vessels. So, we
came up with this rule. If you fished, somebody told us they fished in a 12-14' Lund, that you could eventually
“move up to a vessel as big a5 32," but no bigger. But if you started fishing with a vessel that was 32', you would
still be able to upgrade within the 20% rule. The 20% rule didn't work because 20% of 12 is just not going to

get you anywhere.

Benton: ] think I understand the intent and the vast bulk of that fishery, as I understand it, was prosecuted out
of various small vessels, There were a couple of vessels that were larger than this and they would be confined
within the 20% rule in the size categories,

Stewart: Right,
Lauber: I'm glad you explained it. ] guess it makes sense with the explanation, but it didn't before.

Benton: As Inmderstand the intent, there would be vessels under my motion then, for Norton Sound, there would
be vessels that or instances where individuals under item a would receive a permit if they were fishing on a vessel
that was less than 32'; they could upgrade that vessel beyond the 20% rule, not to exceed 32", If they were fishing
on a vessel that was in excess of 32, they would be confined to the 20% upgrade rule and vessel size categories.
So I think that might address Dr. Collinsworth's question.

Hegge: I guess I had the same question for groundfish, but when you have the 20% upgrade written into the
regulation, why do you need size categories anymore? The only thing you've done is, in the instance of the guy
that is just under a size category, you've eliminated him from exercising his 20% rule. That's the only effect of
it.

Benton: Ican answer that. It almost becomes like a pop-quiz afier awhile. The reason that you want to have size
classes, Mr, Hegge, is because we use size classes for pot limits and there's a number of vessels that are sitting
at about 123-124" and pot limits are established for 125. With the 20% rule they could potentially go above that
123 or 124. So in order to make this conform with our regutation for gearing pot limits, we thought it would be
important to retain those size categories. '

Hegge: Does the same thing apply to the 60' or is that part of this?
Benton: 1don't believe we have - I believe that pot limits are set with regard to 125,

Tillion; We've had this in several other issues and if we're going to have vessel lengths, as we did in our ITQ on
halibut, they've got to be pretty inflexible. I would prefer to stick with you can use a 20% upgrade, but you
cannot exceed your vessel class. If you're 31 feet, you can go another foot and that's all. The 20% shouldn't be
atool used to break the vessel size categories, or you're going get into a pandora's box of having a multiple set
of regulations on vessels sizes that don't fit the other systems such as our halibut/black cod ITQ program that
we've already got in place. 1suggest we stick to our vessel sizes on the one program that we've completed and
sent on and not start 2 bunch of other programs that have different sizes. I would favor upgrades being only up
to the length of the category you're in even though this is a little different in Norton Sound at this time.

Pereyra: I'm not sure we haven't created a problem here because I don't know that this construct here matches
the pot limit construct, the way it's put together. I think we need to, when we get down to the final discussion,
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I think we need to have laid out how the size breakdown of the groundfish license limitation program matches
or doesn't match that which is in the crab license limitation program matches or doesn't match what we have in
terms of ADF&G crab regulations. It's very important that these somehow correspond because we'll have a mess
if we don't.

Lauber: Any further question on this? How realistically is it that someone's going to add 6 feet to a 32 foot
vessel. Would we be doing any hanm doing what Clem says, that you can't upgrade beyond your vessel size class,
in this case 32 feet - just upgrade to it. Give everybody z chance 10 be on a level playing field versus somebody
“that's got a 31" or 30" vessel and add 6 feet to it. Is that a big deal? Let them upgrade up to 32'. I guess it's not
a big deal one way or the other.

Benton: Idon't necessarily see that as a problem for those vessels up to and inclading 32, but there are a number
of vessels that are over that size. We would want to have a rule on them in terms of the 20% rule.

Lauber: Oh, [ see.

Tillion: Once again, the thing that we're stuck with on the Bering Sea is that we have that Bristol Bay rule that's
been there since well into territorial days, this 32". Those are the vessels you have available. To allow anybody
to go up to that level makes sense whether they're fishing a lone skiff or [unintelligible word) 1 think we'd be
foolish to break the size systems that we have elsewhere. If you're going to have sizes [change to tape 47] in
one part of your fishery, let's use those size units right through and not have anybody upgrade past their size unit.

Lauber: But, there apparently isn't any size unit in this, is there? You say there are vessels larger than 32' in this
fishery.

Benton: Is Mr. Tillion referring to generally or is he referring specifically to Norton Sound?

Tillion: I'm speaking generally. I don't think that if you say that anybody that has a Lund can go up to 32', that
makes sense. Do you want to have everything zble to go up to 125 without restriction in which case what are you
worrying about the 20% for?

Lauber: I'm only talking about Norton Sound. Really, it's a question.

Benton: Mr. Tillion's comments just is pertinent generally. My motion speaks directly to the concern Mr. Tillion
is raising. Under my motion, we'd adopt the three size categories that we had in groundfish and the 20% rule
would be within the bounds of those size categories, just exactly like we did it under groundfish in that you conld
upgrade; if you had a 58" vessel, you could not upgrade to a full 20% because you're cutoff at 60'. Okay? So
that's the general issue. Speaking directly to Norton Spund, which is a different situation Mr. Chairman, the vast
majority of the vessels are in the 32' category. There's a couple of vessels in the 58-60', well 58' looks like
probably the biggest they get in terms of a vessel that would qualify under a two-year qualification period. Now
there’s a couple of 40 footers involved. You'd, I think, want to have them subject to the 20% rule.

Lauber: We have a motion before us.

Collinsworth: Thank you. Again, for clarification. The license that is received by an individual, is this
essentially an endorsement to fish Norion Sound?

Benton: Correct.
Collinsworth: Is there any way for an individual to convert that to a vessel license? Or is there any way for a

person who holds one of these ficenses to get other area endorsements and fish in other areas? That's not tied to
avessel? There's probably a nice, clear answer to that but I don't see it.
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Benton: I'm not quite understanding what the question is.

Collinsworth: Well, we'd be giving, we'd be providing to certain individuals a, it says "current vessel owners or
people who have met this requirement of one landing." So that goes to an individual, not a vessel. Now is there
any ability for a person 1o take that, let's say an individual eventually acquires a vessel, is there a way to convert
that individual license 1o a vessel license? That's one question. And a person that has this individual license, can
they buy endorsements in other areas and figsh other areas?

"Benton: Iscc what you're saying. Okay. Mr. Chairman, in response to Mr. Collinsworth's question, it would
be our intent that for Norton Sound, individuals that qualified under "a" would be able to acquire those as a vessel
license in Norton Saund. So what you would wind up with if you used, I think it's 93-94 as the qualifying period,
you'd wind up with a total of about 59 vessels involved. So that's, 1 think, the answer to the first question. The
second question is, as I understand it, you're asking whether or not then that becomes a general license that could
then be applied ¢lsewhere in the Bering Sea.

Collinsworth; If they purchased endorscments.

Benton: If they purchased endorsements. And the answer to that is no. What we're looking at is 2 Norton Sound
only license. 1t's a superexclusive area and this license would only apply to Norton Sound.

Behnken: Just so I'm clear, that person has no restrictions. He can buy a general license and endorsement from
another area. It's just that he has to have that general license before he buys an endorsement.

Benton: That's correct.

Barker: Is it clear for the record purposes that that middle-size catcgorj' goes all the way to, but does not include
125 feet because what you said was I think 124,

Benton: The number as I understand it is 125 feet and above,
Barker: And the other one is 60-124,

Benton: That's correct. But I recognize the issue that Dr. Pereyra is probably going to raise because of our
concern and discussion yesterday about what 125 does or doesn't mean. I would suggest that what we want to
do is, after we get this put together, we need to get with staff and the regulations and clearly spell this out for both
programs because we want to be consistent. ’

Pereyra: The reason, this may be discussed more later on, but the reason why 1 raised this is because during the
moratoriumn period I know some vessels bave upgraded their vessels to where they are now 125 feet six inches
50 that they are greater than 123 feet, therefore, they qualify for 250 pots. If you use the moratorium date as the
controlling or sometime prior to this as the controlling date to establish how they fit into the license limitation
program, then they would be in the 60-124' category, in which case, they would not qualify. They would be out
a size, so there's a problem there.

Benton: That's why I suggested we get with staff and regulations.

Lindeman: Mr. Chairman, could somebody, there's been a lot of discussion as far as these categories and the 20%
rule, but can somebody maybe address the issue in terms of fairness with respect to the 20% rle? Like why is
it fair to allow say a 50" vessel to upgrade 20%, but say not a 59° vessel in terms of overcapacity or what the
Council is trying to achicve. Can somebody put something on the record on that?

Lauber: Let's let Ms. Behnken do it,
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Behnken: Tl take the firs¢ stab. I'm sure Mr. Benton will be much more eloquent. I guess for me the reasons
for retaining the vessel classes is it is our intent to move a lot of these fisheries to an ITQ program. And looking
at the sablefish and halibut program, those were the vessel classes that we used that made sense in terms of
adding some flexibility in the buying and selling of ITQs, but still maintain some kind of existing composition
of the fleet and prevent an upward migration that would have negative impacts. In retaining those here, we're
allowing limited upgrades to people, but maintaining that structure so we'll have consistency with past programs
if we move ahead with an ITQ program here. 1think the other reasons that have already been put on the record
for the 125 is because of the pot limits and how that corresponds to the 125 level.

Benton: The only thing ¥ would add to that is that the 60°' bound conforms closely with size categories for vessels
like 58" limit seiners which do participate in these fisheries. So I believe that using 60' as another boundary to
assist us in controlling fishing power is appropriate and it conforms with a unique characteristic in the fishery
and the fleet and is consistent with the kinds of vessels that we see in the fishery presently.

Lauber: 1have listened to discussions about this a number of times, about different ways of handling it. There
might be other ways, but fishing power, cbvicusly engire power, this type of thing - we've had discussions about
tonmage and that type of thing and all of these are very difficult to ascertain, Also, 20% has been a figure that
was arrived at, I believe, considering allowing people to upgrade for a number of reasons, but certainly safety was
cne of tiem, but not allowing thern to substantially increase their fishing capacity, or power, or whatever. These
aren't exact, nor are they arbitrary, but they were I think, after a ot of discussion many different times, the 20%
seemed 10 be a very fair way of allowing some upgrades for safety, convenience or whatever, but not to
substantially increase capacity or fishing power or whatever,

Benton: Ore additional thought along that line that you spurred in my own mind. We did allow crossovers
subject to the moratorium, the revised moratorium, and in that regard the crossover provisions did not - having
provisions in them that would contain fishing power there as well. And [ think by having consistent size
categories between crab and groundfish, we can provide additionat controls in either fishery because the two will
hopefully be consistent and that will alleviate potential problems of overcapacity or increasing capacity in either
one of those fisherics becanse of deficiencies that I perceive in the moratorium.

Lauber: Maybe we better go back over the motion and make it clear.

Pautzke: The motion that we have before us is for designations to have catcher vessels/catcher processors with
vessel length categories of <60', 60-124' and 125 and up with I guess the intent would be some possible
adjustments afier the staff compares those under various rules we have out. And then going into the AP, they had
the 20% moratorium upgrade rules, and then specifically for Norton Sound, vessels that are over 32° can upgrade
the full 20%; vessels that are less than 32' can go up 20%, not to exceed the 32", That's what I think is the full
range of what you had in there. ¢

Lauber: Alright is there any further discussion? Are you ready for the question? Is there any objection to the
motion? Hearing none, it passes. We'll take 2 break until 1:00 p.m., promptly we'll start.

Lauber: Alright, we're back in session. Where are we - Qualifying Periods for crab, We'll try it again. Council
come to order. And now we'll move on to Qualifying Periods.

Benton: Somebody's trying to sabotage me becanse they've tightened the coffee down, Mr. Chairman, I'd like
to move, with regard to Qualifying Periods, I'd like to move the AP recommendations. Tl read it, Mr. Chairman.

"Qualifying Periods for a General License Qualifying Period would be 1/1/88 - 6/27/92, with
the additional provision that any vessel which crossed over to crab from groundfish under the
proposed moratorium would also qualify for a General License. Vessels meeting these
requirements would reccive endorsements based on landings in the primary Endorsement
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Qualifying Period of 1/1/52-12/31/94, except Bristol Bay red king crab which will use 1/1/91 -
12/31/94 as Endorsement Qualifying Period (for vessels in the Norton Sound red and blue king
crab fisheries and Pribilof red king crab fisheries, the requirements of the GQP will be wmvcd

but must have made landings between 1/1/93 and 12/31/94."

Pereyra or Hegge (?7): Second.

Lanber: It's been moved and seconded.

Benton; Il speak to the motion briefly. This qualifying period, the General Qualifying Period again would
reflect the dates that were chosen under groundfish and would reflect the moratorium qualification years, and
includes the provisions for crossovers that were inchided in the revised moratorium. The Endorsement Qualifying
Period is the most recent thres years, and I think given the testimony we've heard and based upon the analysis we
have had presented to us in the supplemental analysis, that using a recent qualifying period is most appropriate.
1t reflects activities in the fishery that have been ongoing in the most recent period and is superior to using
qualifying periods that reach too far back into the fishery and don't necessarily refiect the current fleet or current
participants. Mr. Chairman, in that regard, the change to Bristol Bay red king crab to employ 1991 is appropriate
because the red king crab fishery in Bristol Bay was closed in 1994, so what this does is it uses the most recent
three-year period as well. The waiver for the General Qualifying Period for Norton Sound and Pribilof's red king
crab and Norton Sound red and blue is appropriate because of when those fisheries were opened. They were only
recently opened in 1993 and 1994,

Lauber: Any additional comments? There was a question abouta ...

Lindernan: The clarification on the crossover 10 crab from groundfish, is that a crossover as of a particular time?
Benton: As of when, Counselor, I'm sorry.

Lindeman: Is there any date attached with this crossover provision?

Benton: It's subject to the provisions under the moratorium for crossing over.

Pautzke: End of 1994 wasn't it?

Benton: Yes, it ends at 1994,

Lauber: 12/31/947

Benton: Cormrect.

Lauber: Any other discussion? Questions? Are you ready for the question? Is there any objection to the motion?
Hearing none, it passes. Did you want to address Minimum Landings or anything of that nature?

Benton: I would move the AP recommendations with the following, actually maybe it's just easier to read out
what I'm going to do. Mr. Chairman, I would move the following: Minimum Landing Requirements would be
one landing for red and blue king crab in the areas specified above, and three landings for brown king crab and
for the opilio/bairdi license.

Lauber: Is there a second?

Hegpe: Second.

FACOUNCIINMEETING S\ 993 UN9 A CTION'LICLIM 695 93



Benton: These landings conform with the analysis that we've had performed for us. I think that they reflect
different dynamics in the fisheries. The opilio/baird; fisheries and the brown king crab fisheries are unique
fisheries and distinct from the red king crab fisheries and blue king crab fisheries. Use of three Jandings for these
are reflective of the difference in those fisheries, brown king crab fisheries in particular, have a fairly discreet
group of participants, They have by and large stuck with that fishery; having a landing requirement of less than
three would result in undue participation in these fisheries. 1 think the same can be said for opilio/bairdi. There
has been public comment that in these two fisheries landings requirements could even go higher. The Council
chose not to look at higher landing requirements at the previous Council meeting and I think that these are
“reflective of the nature of the way these fisheries have been conducted. I also believe that that's true for red king
crab and blue king crab in using one landing requirement given the recent participation requirements that we've
used under Qualifying Periods,

Lauber: Any further discussion?

Behnken: As I'm not quite prepared to offer an amendment yet, but [ have some question about the
appropriateness of setting the Adak brown crab at only three landings. From testimony, it scunds to me like that's
a fishery where a boat makes a pretty significant investment in that fishery and elects to just target on that fishery
and it's a long seascn that's what they've done, some of them have put in twenty landings in a year. By only
requiring three landings, we may be letting in a lot of boats that have much less a commitment to that fishery,
I'm wondering, I didn't have a chance to go back through, but if there's any information that would show the
difference between the size of the fleet if the landing requirement was five versus three out there?

Brannan: Mr. Chairman, we did not look at any landings requirements above three for Adak brown. 1 really
couldn't provide any additional information at this point in time.

Tillion; A question along the same line. How many vessels would be in under three?
Brannan: There would be 27 vessels in under the $2-94 qualifying period.

Tillion: Adak hed a five or six or something like that or else move the years too, as we did for the other, must
have fished in 93 and 94 and then you'd have a snapshot of the fleet as it is.

Layber: What is it under this motion?

Behnken: It's three landings.

Lauber: Three years?

Behnken: Just three landings.

Lauber: No, but he said move it to three years. What was the motion, what years would it be?

Tiliion: What I was asking was if you just had those that delivered in 93 and 94, kow many vessels would we
have?

Brannan: 1don't have that information in front of me. I don't know if Ken knows off the top of his head either?
Tillion: Do you know how many vessels operated Adak in the last. . .
Behnken: Could the staff tell me how many boats participated in that fishery in the last year or two?

Tillion: We're looking it up now, Linda. That's 21. That was what, 18 in '93 and 21 in '94.
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Lauber: And what would it be with the three landings? You said twenty . . .
Brannan: Twenty-seven,

Lauber: So it's another 8 vessels?

Behnken: Is that 25%?

“Benton: One thing that could be considered regarding especially the Adak brown fishery, and this also may be
germage to the Dutch Harbor brown, there is a relatively small fleet that fishes there consistently over the years.
If we wished to try and reduce these numbers, I could not give you an estimate of how much a reduction exactly
it would be, but we could make it three tandings in consecutive years. I think that would address some of the
concem that I'm hearing Ms, Behnken raise.

Tillion: With no hardship?

Behnken: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That amendment or anything that brings that down to the fleet [Tape 48]
that’s shown the real commitment to the fishery seems to me to be appropriate. I guess the only question I would
have is whether that’s supported by the analysis that we have in your eyes, or NOAA GC.

Brannan: We haven’t done analysis on that specific option. As we've just heard from ADF&G we know that
the maximum number of boats that would be allowed under that configuration would be 18 based on the landings,
Ibelieve it was in 1993. 1don’t have any feel for how much below the 18 vessels it could potentially drop if you
required landings in each of three years.

Hegge: 1was just curious. We have a different way of looking at a landing in groundfish and I was wondering
what you're calling a landing here. Do you do weekly reports and would it be the same way or is it an offload,
or how do you determine that?

Brannan: Ibelieve for catcher processors it’s a weekly landing and for a caicher vessels it’s when they offload.
And, there’s a separate fish ticket filled out for bairdi or opilio, so they're kept separate.

Lauber; We have a moticn on the floor.

Pereyra: 1 think I'm having some difficulties with the discussion here because, look at the AP’s recommendation,
The AP recommended two landings and other motions to change that failed that in the AP, and the two landings
was fairly strong, 12 to0 3. I think they're sending us a pretty strong message and without having a lot of
knowledge as o whom we’re cutting out and for what reason and so forth, I have some real problems with us
being too restrictive. We may be permanently damaging some operators, particularly now with the crab fisheries
being in a reduced state, so I don’t know, I kind of favor the AP’s motion here because it is a strong motion and
Ithink it was based upon obviously  lot of testimony and discussion within the AP and they're probably more
qualified than those of us sitting around the table,

Behnken: I guess I'would have to concur with Mr. Pereyra. There doesn't seem to be information in front of us
10 raise it above three, but I do feel comfortable with Mr. Benton’s motion, which I believe was to put it at three.
It seems to be as far as we can reach to sort of meet the concemns of the people that have that commitment to that
fishery, haven’t participated in any other ones and see themselves being closed out of other ones but new boats
moving into theirs, Maybe that’s as far as we go and I would just remind you I didn’t put a motion on the table,
it’s Mr. Benton’s motionon . . .

Barker: In lieu of Dr. Pereyra’s comments I kind of like 10 ask staff what the difference is between one crab
landing versus two crab Iandings, as the AP recommended. How many extra vessels are going to be coming in?
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Brannan: For red and blue king crab we analyzed one landing; there was also, when we went to a single-species
area license, a general Westward Region license as we are referring to it in the document, we saw that that had
an impact on mainly small boats in the Pribilof red king crab fishery and the Norton Sound small boat fleet, It's
difficult to say exactly what impact that would have. We didn’t analyze increasing the number of minimum
landings in the red and blue king crab beyond one in any specific alternative, so to give you an exact number I
certainly couldn’t do that.

Pereyra: Idon’t see where we have any real basis to base our decision here, We bave analysis before us that

“shows at one and now we're talking about going to three, and we have a situation like in the red crab fishery
where in ‘94 there was no fishery; the other three years the fishery was limited and what happens if a boat for
whatever reason didn’t make the fishery, maybe some legitimate break-downs or whatever. They’re no longer
going to be able to participate in that fishery, and I have a real problem with that. I think that two is a more
appropriate number so I'm not going to be able to support the motion.

Benton: Actually, I guess I'd have to differ with Dr. Pereyra in that we really have no analysis of two landings,
but we do have an analysis of one and if we are going to use the best available information in front of us, then
that's the best available information that we have. And, if we were to move to two landings we will not be able
to understand the ramifications of that because we haven’t analyzed. Clearly, we would understand that it would
result in some unknown reduction in the fishery, but we don’t know what that reduction would be. Ican say that
some preliminary information that I have, at lcast with regard to the red king crab fishery, because of the year
change, not because of the landings requirement, because of the year change that we would have an increase of
two catcher processors over what we would have had if we went with the other. ‘92 to ‘94, we'd have 25: *91
to "94 we’d have 27, but that has to do with the year change.

Behnken: I was just goingto . .. from the way I'm reading this, page 8, the preferred alternative, actually Mr.
Pereyra, that we'd selected at the Jast meeting was one for red or blue and three for brown, so I think it's pretty
well within the scope of the analysis.

Pereyra: Istand corrected. I thought you were talking about having three in red and blue.

Benton: No, sorry.

Pereyra: 0K., my comments were not appropriate, then. One, then,

Lauber: One. All right, ready for the question? Review the motion so we make sure they understand.

Pautzke: Minimum landings requirement would be one landing for blue king crab and red king crab and three
landings for brown king crab and for opilio-bairdi combined.

Lauber: Is there any objection to the motion now? Hearing none, it passes, 0.K., Who May Purchase Licenses.
Benton: Mr, Chainnan, you're going to start calling me Mr. Mace in a little while. . . . I'd move the AP
recommendation. That would be that licenses may be transferred only to persons defined as those eligible to
document a fishing vessel under Chapter 121, Title 46 U.S. Code.

Samuelsen: Second.

Benton: This is a similar requirement that we had under groundfish, this is a requirement that NOAA General
Counsel has identified for us through numerous opinions as being appropriate and I think that the analysis has

shown this to be the case and the discussion has shown this to be the case, and that’s why I would support this
recomumendation.
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Lauber: Ready for the question? Any objection to the motion? Hearing none, it passes. Vessel License Linkages
is next.

Mace: Ithink that Dave is doing a good job in firming up the record and so I defer to you in this, you're doing
an excellent job.

Lauber: We don't want to discourage anyone else should they want to leap in.

“"Beaton: I'would move that we adopt the AP recommendation regarding vessel license linkages. That would be
that licenses may be transferred without a vessel, i.e., a license may be applied to a vessel other than the one to
which the license initially was issued. License transfers are subject to the 20% rule defined in the moratorium
and the vessel class designation selected,

Samuelsen: Second.

Benton: This provision is, again, consistent with what we’ve done in groundfish. It recognizes the opportunity
to transfer licenses without a vessel, possibly stack licenses on vessels. It also acknowledges that if a license is
transferred {0 another license that the 20% rule would be applied so that you couldn’t apply a license from one
vessel to another and exceed that length restriction, That's why I would support this recommendation.

Lauber: Further discussion? Ready for the question?

Hegge: I'd just like a clarification. 1 guess on a vessel that goes out there will be a vessel license that will have
to be on board and then some person, well the person that owns the vessel, will have an additional license but rot
necessarily be the operator. Do you anticipate, like they do in the IFQ program, additional card holders on those
licenses, or how wiil that work?

Beaton: In response to Mr. Hegge, the owner of the vessel may or may not be on board. The license would have
t0 be on board but there would be someone who have a State of Alaska permit card as presently required. That’s
the way that would work,

Hegge: The reason that 1 asked that is the vessel doesn’t have the endorsement; the license holder has the
endorsement that would enable him to be in a particular fishery. If you're tracking this very well it would seem
that you'd have to have some method of doing it.

Benton: Iguess I don’t understand Mr. Hegge's comment. We’re awarding licenses to current owners of vessels,

but we're licensing vessels. So the license would be aboard the vessel for the areas and with the designations and
species, and then there would be whoever was the master of the vessel would have the card to go fish those

species.
Hegge: I guess,

Lauber: Any further questions, discussion; ready for the question? Any cbjection to the motion? None, it passes.
Options, Separability.

Beaton: The AP here introduced a new concept which I think is going to warrant some discussion by the Council,
so I first would move that the crab general license and species endorsernents would be non-separable,

Lauber: Is that the same as (#)1, under. . .

Benton: That’s while I'm not.. . . I couldn't quite follow what the AP was doing, that's why I was.. . .
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[several people talking at once)
Benton; That is number one, Mr. Chairmar, comect.

Lauber. Species area endorsements are non-separable and shall be used as a single biock or package. Is there
a second to that?

Tillion: Second.

Benton: This conforms to what we had in groundfish with regard 1o separability. 1 think it has a lot of utility and
it will serve to ensure that we don’t have undue movement of capital between fisheries and I think because of that
we should adopt this particular provision. The second component of what the AP did, 1 actually would like ask
Beth again, if she’s around, to explain what this means and what the rationale was.

Beth Stewart, AP Vice Chair: The AP supported non-severability for groundfish with no difficulty at all. Our
goal was to kind of lock up effort and not allow an expanded number of vessels to participate in these fisheries.
We had more discussion about that in terms of flexibility with crab and then as we were discussing that we
realized that people may qualify for both groundfish and crab and was it a good idea to let them split their
groundfish and crab and bave a more complete crab package or a full-time crab package and get rid of their
groundfish, or get rid of their crab and have a full-time groundfish package where in the past that particular vessel
was doing both things so it was spread out. We had a lot of discussion about whether that actually increased
effort or not based on the way seasons occur and we weren't terribly certain but we decided that the best way
aroumd this was to allow people to sever so that they could make some business decisions, but they had to sever
10 a vessel that already had a license. What we were really trying to get at was increases in effort and we know
that license limitation doesn’t solve that particutar problem but where it was possible we tried to include items
that discouraged increases in effort in any one fishery.

Benton: Beth, see if I understand this correctly. So, in one instance we might have a groundfish vessel that got
a license that didn’t fish crab, so they’ve got their groundfish licenses. Similarly we might have a crab vessel that
didn’t get into groundfish and they've got their crab licenses. Then, we've got vessels that have both, either
because they had done that during the moratorium period or had crossed over during the crossover period,
correct? And, really what you’re getting at, this deats with those particular vessels that have both and you're
saying that those vessels should be able to sever those groundfish and those crab and in part you had to do that
because of the structure you chose, which was one umbrella for the North Pacific, is that correct? [affirmative
response] And then the idea there was that if they did sever, you don’t wind up with any additional effort in the
crab fishery because you already that vessel subject to those regulations in the crab fishery and similar to the
groundfish fishery, is that correct?
L

Stewart: Ithink so. I'm a little tired after . . . and if you see AP members looking really nervous behind me you
might want to give me a second to consult.

Lauber: Could you give an example of how that would work, maybe using areas or something? I'm not sure that,
. . . I think 1 understand it, but I'd like to have it kind of drawn out for me.

Benton: You want to try, or you want me to try? You iry.

Stewart: We'll let Darrell try,

Brannan: I'll give it a shot. If we assume that a person was fishing, say bairdi and opilio in the Bering Sea and
qualified for a crab license, they were also fishing pollock in the Bering Sea and they qualified for both licenses.

There was some concemn that that person may want to sell their pollock license or just move their pollock license
10 a separate vessel that they own and be able to fish pollock full time, say during the A season, as well as bairdi
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instead of baving to make a choice between whether to fish bairdi or pollock on that vessel. The other option,
what the AP has done is if that person wants to sell that license, say for pollock, they would have to sell it to
someone that either already holds a crab license or someone who holds a groundfish ficense already.

Lauber: Well, why wouldn’t that increase effort?

Stewart: I'think our particular concemn, as I'm recalling this discussion, is for compauiés that are going to try to
spread out what they get as a package between different vessels so that. . .our goal was to not have increase in
“effort even though you don’t have new boats so that boat that was part time is part time . . .

Lauber: Tunderstand that part.

Stewart: And, we thought that this was a least one way to get at that and since it wasn’t analyzed because no one
ever asked about it before, we don’t know whether it does or not.

Lauber: Wouldn’t you have a sitvation, or couldn’t you have, that a person was fishing bairdi/opilio, fishing
pollock, qualifies for both; but actually they have really switched over and are full time groundfish. . .they 're not
fishing for bairdi and opilio right now, they're concentrating on pollock. So they sell their license. The buyer,
the only person that’s going to be interested in it is one that doesn’t have one, couldn’t fish that fishery, I'm not
saying. . .it's certainly the original owner could, and maybcw:ll but maybe they won't, so it certainly isn't going
to reduce effort and stands a substantial chance, I'm not saying it’d be a great amount, but obviously if a person
buys it they intend to use it and wouldn’t it tend to increase in that scenario the number of vessels that would go
out at any given time and fish bairdi/opilio? Am I missing something or not uederstanding how this works?

Tillion: No, I think you understand exactly how it works. It's obvious that it can result in more vessels. It’s
obviousty if they stay together it can’t result in more vessels, it has to stay. So if yoo want to actually stick to
the one that you know is going to have the minimum vessels, why you just make them-lump everything they've
done under the one vessel they fished, and that’s that. They sell it all or none.

Behnken: Under what you're saying, Mr. Tillion, a vessel that had mostly been a groundfish vessel but managed
to qualify for a crab license, what I'm understanding. . .well, I guess there's a couple different ways to look at it,
Can they sell off their crab to someone, their crab license, to someone who has never before fished crab or
groundfish in this area, can a new boat be brought in. And, my understanding is they could be. What the AP did
was say no one can buy that license unless they already have history and they have this umbrella license and that’s
what they were trying to do, was put bigger circle around who can buy.

Tillion: I'm not saying that what you're saying is not true, that was not what I was talking about. If you make
them hump it and they have to keep both together as the crab seasons and the groundfish open together you have
actually reduced effort,

Behnken: So, what you're saying is, semeone qualifies for both, they have to keep both or sell both. If they have
two vessels can they have one vessel fish one and one vessel fish the other?

Tillion: If you do, you've increased effort.
Behnken: O.K., so it stays all on one vessel is what you're saying, that license.
Lauber: That is technically the motion that Mr, Benton made.

[several people talking]
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Benton: No, no. Right now all I've done is . . . my motion, the one that's on the table right now, strictly deals
Just with crab licenses, has nothing to do with groundfish licenses or any linkage to groundfish licenses. It simply
says that the general license for crab in the Bering Sea and the particular species aress endorsements that you are
awarded upon initial allocation, those stay as a package and cannot be separated. They’re non-severable, just like
what we did with groundfish. And, the reason that I split that up, is because of this discussion about what the
relationship then is between your crab license and your groundfish license for vessels that have both. Currently
the motion on the floor just has to do with separately with regard to crab licenses.

Lauber: Igot ‘ya So, we could pass this motion and then stilt go ahead and do what the AP wants . . .

Benton: My intention was to take that matter up second but I wanted to get clarification from Beth on what it
was.

Lauber: O.K., would there be any harm in getting this out of the way and then moving on to this other issue?
All right, apparently there wasn't much interest in discussing this, so why don’t we try. . .anyone opposed to the
motion? Hearing none, it passes. Now, Mr. Benton, you want to talk about this other one.

Benton: Before 1 make a motion in this regard I want to ask Counselor a question. Counselor, I'm looking at the
AP recommendation; 'm Jooking at this paragraph that deals with this, and it says the AP recommends that
groundfish and crab licenses be treated as two comporents of a North Pacific umbrella Hcense., An entire crab
or groundfish license package may be severed from the NPUL but may only be 2cquired by a holder of a NPUL
within the constraint of the 20% rule. If I understand that correctly, what it’s saying to me is that if a person has
groundfish and a crab license they can separate those two, but they can only sell them to somebody else who has
either a proundfish or a crab license. 1don’t think this has much to do with vessels as much as it has to do with
who gets to receive licenses in the future. That's my reading of it and if that is the case, does that create a closed
class? That's my question to Counsel.

Lindeman: I'm not sure right now. Iknow we've looked at the closed class issue before, like in relation to the
ITQ program, but at the top of my head [ have to say I can’t recall the test exactly, so I'll look at that and let you
guys know.

Tillion: The amounts will be a little difficult to tell, but if you allow people to separate their crab from their
groundfish it’s far too easy for somebody with a very small groundfish allocation to then buy a fairly large crab
one, and then you end up with additional crab. If you stick *emn together as they first {Change to tape 49 -- some
comments lost in tape changeover] . . . that with seasons open simultaneously. If you make people keep what
they're eligible for and don’t sell it separately, you will have reduced the fleet because they can’t fish two places
at the same time. There are people with lots of little crab and lots of little groundfish general licenses; you will
expand effort if you allow them to subdivide. How much, 1 couldn’t tell you, but there isn’t any doubs, any
mathematician could tell you you will increase effort.

Pereyra: But, if it's require that the vessel receiving the severed portion of the license also has 1o be licensed in
the North Pacific, then what you®ve done is you’ve removed that person from the other fisheries. For example,
if a person has a combination groundfish/crab license, sells the crab portion off to a person who's got a
groundfish license, then that means that person’s a groundfish license; fishing crab would remove him from the
groundfish side during the time he’s fishing crab. I don't imagine anyone would buy a license unless they
intended 10 use it.

Lauber: Well, the situation, if you didn’t it at that. . .I mean, you only fished when he wasn’t using his other
license.
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Tillion: We were so broad in our groundfish ones that there will be many people have very litile effort in many
areas. They will have a general license. If you think you're holding fleet to the same effort by not holding them
combined, you're dreaming, If you want to keep the effort the way it is now, don’t let them subdivide anything.

Lindeman: I don’t know if this is the right time, but in response to Mr. Benton’s question about closed class, I
don't think that there’s a closed class problem with this as Jong as Council doesn't say that only initial recipients
of these umbrella licenses can ever acquire any more. There’d be someone who could come in and buy an

‘umbrella license, so I don’t see a problem with that on the closed class . . .

Fluharty: I'm just wondering, it scems like if you take these combinations of opportunities to upgrade by 20%
it seems like, for example, you could have a groundfish license and within that upgrade it 20%, and if you
purchase a crab license, would you also be eligible to upgrade 20%. In other words, is there a single upgrade per
vessel or are there potentially multiple upgrades per vessel as we have constructed this.

Tillion: Ihate to keep beating this, but I'll tell you what, your groundfish boats that crossed over to crab, we now
have combined opies and bairdi with a previous motion, the opies season always opens when the groundfish
opens, so unless they can sever it they can’t really utilize that license; they have to either fish groundfish or that.
So, if you allow them to sever it you have added an additional effort to the fishery. Now, if you just had it where
initial recipients had to keep the block they received you would at least held effort where it is. Anything that
allows subdivision will increase effort,

Mace: I'm still not sure how this is going to shake out and what its impact is going to be on the fishermen. But
we have a great population of people out there who have survived by being zble to move from one fishery to
another. And there’s still that interest and I would hope we keep that in mind and not ratchet this down to the
point they can’t do that. '

Behnken: I'm not sure if Clem ever made his speeches in the way of a motion, but from the way I understand
what he is saying, a vessel would still have the right to move and the opportunity to move, fish both groundfish
and crab, we're just saying they wouldn’t be able to sell one off to someone else who would then become a
dedicated groundfish boat at the same time they were a dedicated crab vessel. But, they’d still be able to fish
both, they just couldn’t sell one off.

Tillion: To make this more reasonable 5o we have something before us, 1 would make it into the form of a motion
that what you receive becomes a block that is not separable, so that you may not sell off your groundfish part
while you're fishing crab or your crab part while you're fishing groundfish. If T can get a second I'll address it.

Lauber: A question, what happens if we don’t do . . . with the motion that just passed, what happens if we don’t
do anything,. Where are we? %

Pautzke: You're going to have a general crab license with endorsements and youw're going to have a general
groundfish license with endorsements; some people are going to get both, some people are going to get either.

Lauber: ... they’re going to be able 10 sell them, except as a block.

Pautzke: They're going to be sell them separately except the endorsements within the general license for each
one is not separable,

Lauber: So if you don't want to altow that, then Clem's motion is . . . O.K., was there a second? . . . Fails for
the lack of a second.

Behnken; I'll second it.
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Benton: Could you read the motion again, please?

Pautzke: The motion is t0 . . . for those people that get both crab and groundfish, it’s all non-severable, it stays
as a block,

Tillion: Yes, and if I may address that?
Lauber: Did somebody second it this time?
Behnken: I'll second it.

Tillion: In answer to Mr. Mace, this allows those people who versatility is a requisite to survival to be able pick
whether they're going to fish crab or whether they're going to fish groundfish or in the cases where seasons don't
conflict, to do both, but it does not allow them to sell it separately thus adding another vessel effort to the fleet.
You will have a lot more licenses under what we passed previously than you really have good fishing
endorsements. So this stops an increase in the fleet without depriving anybody of the opportunities they've
exercised in the past.

Pereyra: Ican’t support the moticn for the same reasons that Mr. Mace expressed earlier. And, I think going
back to the AP motion provides a degree of protection to maybe satisfy maybe some of Mr. Tillion’s concems
in that any sales would be to vessels that already have a license. I think that provides flexibility and yet provides
some protection that you're not going to have a whole raft of new vessels coming in, so I think it’s more
appropriate to go back to the AP motion, 5o I'm going to vote against it.

Benton: This one’s somewhat difficult for me. I can certainly sympathize with the concerns that Mr. Tillion has
M. Tillion has raised. And I think they are very valid concerns and 1 think that he in many ways hit the nail right
on the head. On the other hand, I could see that a provision like this could provide fairly significant hardships
on operations and operators and does cause me some concern 1o have something that rigid with no flexibility built
into it at all. What I'm contemplating is maybe what we should do is something similar to what we did in the IFQ
program and what we contemplated at some point when we were talking about licenses and other IFQs, and that
is to have a period of time where such transfers were not allowed, or it would be non-separable for a period of
time and then allow that separation to occur unless the Council at the end of that period of time decides to deal
with it in another manner. And I'm just sort of raising that as a possibility to see what kind of reaction other
Council members might have to that notion.

Lavber: You want me to run around with a straw vote?
Benton: Yeah, I don’t know. v

Pereyra: This gets pretty complicated when you start to think of it as it goes along. Suppose a person with a
groundfish license buys a crab license. Does that mean from that point on that those two are forever combined,
or are they then be separated?

{several people talking at once)

Benton: My understanding is, if ] understand the motion correcdly, it’s just those people that are getting it on
inttial allocation. So we would have, if Tunderstood what the AP was talking about, we'd sort of have these three
different groups of folks. They've got either groundfish or either crab, or they’ve got groundfish and crab and
50 when they’re allocated a groundfish and crab, under Mr. Tillion’s motion that stays as a block. And, ali I'm
saying is maybe if we were to adopt such a block, maybe we'd want to put a fixed period of time on how long
that would be in place,
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Pereyra: 1getkind of frightened when Mr. Tiltion is painting a future picture of the world here, so.. . .

Tillion: It's very simple. If you want a larger fleet, then don’t pass this becanse you will result in a larger fleet
if you don't pass it. How large, I wouldn’t even estimate . . . that’s looking into people’s private business deals,
but what I'm saying is if you were doing both row, that's a block. If you weren’t doing both now and you buy
another block, why that shouldn’t be subject to this, but just the initial altocation. Those that are AC-DC stay
that way.

“Lauber: Any further discussion on Mr. Tillion’s motion?

Benton: I'm going to propose an amendment to Mr. Tillion’s motion that the non-separability would apply for
three years; at the end of the three-year period the Council will have reviewed it and could either extend it or allow
it to become separabile at that time.

Behnken: I'll second that,

Beaton: If1could speak to that just briefly. The reason that I amended the motion, I stated some of my concern
just previously. This is going to create a super class of license in vessels; I think that could have a number of
unanticipated consequences in the fishery. This provision (o have it in place for three years in my mind mimics
what we did with regard to leasing in the halibut-sablefish program where we have a provision that says leasing
can ocour for three years and then it would be subject to such a review. There were a number of reasons that that
was adopted in the halibut-sablefish program. They’re somewhat, in fact they’re considerably different than what
we're talking about here but 1 think the theory is still the same and that is that if you allow certain kinds of
provisions for a period of time you get the chance to look at them and see if they're actually working comectly
and reviewing the situation then. I think that Mr. Tillion’s motion has merit in that one of the intentions of this
license limitation effort is to cap the amount of effort that can come into fisheries and I think his mofion does that.
He spoke to that, I thought, quite well in that you could wind up in a situation where you would replace one vessel
with two in the overall the fisheries and that could lead to some problems. I think a three-year period allows some
time for the Council to evaluate this. If the license program extends beyond the three-year period that is a
mechanism to look at the effects of this particular measure. If the Council decides to go to other forms, as Dr.
Collinsworth bhas refemred to it, other forms of rationalization in some or all of the fisheries, then again Mr.
Tillion’s provision could cause some complications in that regard. A three-year period I think will allow us the
latitude to take that into account and address it as those other forms evolve and move forward. But they don’t
necessarily lock somebody into something for the long term if the Council and others decide that this is where
we want to be. 1think putting a limit on the proposal that Mr. Tillion has is advisable and I think three years is
a reasonable limit to put on there. '

Barker: 1 guess I've got a problem with that and will speak against it. Through the diligence and opportunity
presented to whatever individual gets an endorsement on both the groundfish and the crab side and then is frozen
in place for three years but yet somebody with some dollars can go out and buy one and is not so constrained
we've created two classes of people that have no equity. If someone was to amend perhaps that anybody
acquiring that companion block during that three-year period is frozen there would at least be some equity.

Behnken: I'm not sure I could hear, or maybe I'm confused about the motion, but I thought that these things
stayed with the amendment, Mr. Tillion's motion, that it would be sold as a block and stay as a block until the
Council chose, or until that threc-year review period. Is that what you were thinking, that if someone bought it
they could then break it up.

Barker: What I've heard in the discussion here and maybe I've lost track as well, is that a person that’s issued

both the crab and groundfish side in the luck of the draw here is going to be in a situation where for three years
they can’t break that block, but yet someene who's issued only a groundfish or a crab, could immediately go and
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purchase another one and then during that three-year block they’re not frozen, they can separate either one of
them, so you have an inequity.

Benton: Urder Mr. Tillion’s motion that inequity would be permanent. And all P'm doing is putting a time

certain when it would not be permanent, If I understand your concem, it is that we would bave these two classes

of peapie, people that, say have a groundfish license could buy a crab license or sell them or move in and out, and

somebody that's just locked in, correct? And, all I'm doing with my amendment would be to make that only for

a fixed period of time and then they would be in the same situation. Under Mr. Tillion’s main motion it would
“just be a permanent block.

Tillion: I'm having a great deal of trouble understanding the problem. Actually, I'm not going to object to the
sunset clause, I'd like it on this whole mess, but what it really comes down to is the fact that we have some vessels
that have recently, due to the generosity of the original moratorium, crossed over and tried it for a little while in
this area and then went back to what they were doing. They will end up with two licenses. Do you want those
people to be able to bring a boat that has very little participation into it, you kmow, you're just enlarging the field
of those that are going to be participating in it. Until we combine the bairdi and the opilio this wasn't a great
problem, but what I can see is there is a great number of boats that didn’t do both, they just participated in one
but they 're going to get both licenses and now you're allowing them to sell that and if you don’t think that will
result in an increased effort, you're not really looking atit. Now, whether you want my amendment or don't, but
if you vote against the amendment what you're saying is I don’t mind an increase of effort. It’s real simple. If
you want to put the sunset on, as I said, I don’t care. 1'd be happy to sunset this whole mess.

Hegge: This was bound to get controversial as soon as ke called it a block, It seems like under this description
a person in groundfish that got a Guif license and a Bering Sea license would also be restrained from selling off
either one of those, is that correct?

Benton: Well, that’s true under the groundfish program.

Lindeman: This might have been talked about, but, does the Council have data in the analysis or can you get data
on what the effect of this kind of a block would be in terms of restricting effort?

Pautzke: Darrell has the number of vessels, don’t you, that get hoth,

Brannan: In terms of restricting effort I really couldn’t tell you exactly . . . it seems like when we did the license
limitation, we looked at the number of people that would qualify for both a crab and a groundfish license, Out
of the 400 and some-odd vessels that would qualify for a crab license, approximately half those also qualified
for a groundfish license. So, it’s those 200 and some-0dd boats that are going to be either frozen or not frozen
as block when those licenses are initially issued. ¢

Lauber: We have before us Benton’s amendment for the three-year freezing . . . O.K., this is on Benton’s
amendment to the Tillion motion, which would be a three-year sunset on non-severability. Is there any cbjection
to that? Well, we’ll call the roll.

Samuelsen: I've got a question. Now, the way I understand it here, Mr. Chairman, we've got 400 boats that
could participate in the fishery and if the Benton amendment passes, in three years possibly if the Council decides
not to do away with the restriction, we’d have 200 boats, additional boats entering the fishery?

Brannan: That is possible,

Samuelsen: And, with the main motion, Mr. Tillion’s main motion, he wants to lock the 200 boats in place right
now. So, if we vote down Mr. Benton’s motion . . . [several people talking among themselves]
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Pautzke: So, this is on the three-year sunset now, non-severability.

Roll Call: Mace No
Collinsworth ~ Yes
Pereyra No
Samuelsen No
Tillion No
Barker No
Behnken Yes
Benton Yes
Fluharty Yes
Hegge Yes
Lauber Yes

Pass.

Lauber: Now we have before us Mr. Tillion’s amended motion.

Benton: In supporting the main motion I want to refer to the supplemental analysis for the proposed moratorium
for entry of new vessels in the groundfish and crab fisheries. And, in the executive summary, justto make it all
brief, with regard to crossovers, the executive summary notes that a primary concern noted in the Secretary’s
disapproval letter, of the roratorium, was the issue of crossovers, i.e., once qualified on the basis of any fishery
a vessel could move 10 any of the other fisheries covered by the moratorium. The Secretary’s letter noted two
problems with this. One, allowing crossovers runs counter to the need to cap capacity in fisheries which already
have been identified as overcapitalized by the Council. And, two, there’s an equity concern that a vessel which
participated in one fishery but never in the other could cross over in the other during the moratorium. Now that
problem is less of a problem than it was at the time that the original moratorium was put together but I think that
the comments in the moratorium supplemental are germane to what we’re doing here and that Mr, Tillion’s
sunmary of the issue is pertinent. Ithink that we understand that if we do not adopt some kind of provision like
this we could result in overcapacity in some of the fisheries. I think that this will control that problem. adding
a fixed period of time to this, I think, makes it manageable and not an incquitable solution and provides us the
ability to look at it as we proceed down the CRP journey, as Dr, Pereyra calls it.

Pereyra: I find this discussion rather amusing because as I recall, when we were discussing the whole issue of
crossovers in the moratorium we got very perturbed when the Secretary seat this thing back to us. We must be
getting religion now, or something, but regard to this amendment, I think we have a mistaken opinion here that
in fact this is going to result in automatically 200 new vessels, and that’s not the case. Most vessels will retain
their dual licenses, obviously because they are combination vessels and that’s the way they’ve operated, that’s
the reason they have those kinds of licenses. But there could be extenuating circumstances that none of us are
able to appreciate or understand at this point in time that provide some flexibility in the fisheries, which I think
is the way our fisheries have always operated and I think respects the individuality of the various operators and
for them to do what they have to do in order to survive in our changing fisheries, so 1 can’t support the motion,

[several calls for the question]

Lauber: OK., further discussion? Ready for the question? We're now voting on Mr. Tillion’s amended motion
which would be a blocked until sunsetted.
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Roll call: Collinsworth  Yes

Pereyra No
Samuelsen Yes
Tillion Yes
Barker No
Behnken Yes
Benton Yes
Fluherty Yes
Hegge Yes
Mace No
Lanber No

Pass.
Lauber: O.K., does that do it regarding severability? Vessel replacement and upgrades.
[Break]

Lauber: We're spending more time on breaks and coming in late; we're going to have to shape up here. All right,
we finished with severability and we're now on vessel repiacement and upgrades.

Benton: 1would move that we adopt number 3 from our suite of options, that would be vessels may be replaced
or upgraded within the bounds of the vessel length designations and a 20% nule defined in the moratorium

proposed rule.
Tillion: Second,

Benton: This is consistent with the provision we adopied under the groundfish program. This would include the
vessel length designations and also catcher-catcher processor designations along with that, It allows, again, for

the upgrade in accordance with the 20% rule of the moratorium, and it was our preferred option since our previouns -

meeting and actually I think for quite a few meetings now, and I think it’s appropriate that we maintain that
consistency.

Lauber: Any further discussion? Any objection to the motion? Hearing none, it passes.
Lindeman: A point of clarification, is that then exactly as it was worded under the groundfish part, just for
purposes of the record.
?
[Change to tape 50] '
Benton: Ibelieve so, but. ..
Lindeman: Just for purposes of the record.
Pautzke: Is that right, Darrell, is it worded the same?
Benton: Helen, do you now have the groundfish provisions typed up? Do we have them? Darrell?
Brannan: We've got a draft in the office; I think it's pretty much ready to go.

Benton: In answer to Counselor's question, it would be my intent that they be the same; I don't have the language
that we adopted under groundfish, exactly.
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Lauber: Well, it's. . .'vessels may be. . .somebody read along with this. . .it says vessels may be replaced or
upgraded within the bounds of the vessel length designation and the 20% rule defined in the moratorium proposed
rule. Is that it?

Benton: That's comect. And for further clarifications, Mr, Chairman, that includes also the catcher,
catcher/processor designations with those lengths attached.

Lauber: O.K., further discussion. We already passed it, didn't we, then the Counsclor asked the question.
“0.K., now we have license ownership caps as the next agenda item.

Benton: Imove that we adopt license ownership caps consistent with our groundfish program, the language
would be "no more than 5 general licenses per person with grandfather provisions.”

Behnken: Second.

Beaton: Again, this is consistent with what we adopted under the groundfish plan, and the intent here, again, is
to provide a mechanism to address national standard four and not to allow for excessive ownership share,
recognizes that there are persons and corporations that will receive more than these 5 general licenses, or may
receive more than these 5 general licenses in order to not result in takings; of course, they were grandfathered in
but it does put a cap on those folks and they would not be able to buy additional licenses until they went below
the 5.

Lauber: 1note in the typed-up version of the groundfish, it doesn't mention grandfathering, but my recollection
is that that was also included in that, it just was I'm sure an oversight on the . . .

Mace: I guess I'd have to ask the rationale for 5 rather than, 4, 3, or 20. Is it an arbitrary number that we picked
out of a hat here, or . ..

Tillion: 1suggest, Mr. Mace, that you're reaching into the air for a lot of things. You're allowed to be a moderate
tycoon, not a big one.

Lauber: Someone else responding to Mr, Mace? Mr. Benton.

Benion: In the analysis dated March 9, we have some tables and figures that show distribution of current vessel
owners and licenses and if you look at Figure 2.2.1. in the March 9th document you can see that predominantly
it is one license, one owner, but that there are individuals, or persons, that span all the way out to five and that
generally, then, would encompass the universe as we know it now in terms of ownership distribution, This is
under one of the options that we have currently before-us, and so I chose 5 because of this information and public
testimony. We did have significant amounts of public testimony that were concerned about excessive share at
one point, and number 5, I believe, was our preferred altemative since at least the April meeting and maybe
perhaps before the April meeting, [ can't recall.

Mace: Well, Mr. Chairman, I'm simply asking the question for the record.
Benton: And I appreciate that.

Lauber: 1think that the other reasons and so forth were used as justification for the groundﬁsh apply equally to
the crab caps?

Benton: That is correct, Mr. Chairman.
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Lauber: Is there any further discussion? Any objection to the motion? Hearing none, it passes. O.K., Vessel
Designation Limits. Ibelieve we only had one option.

Pautzke: The designation limits, you may want to refresh yourself with what we did under groundfish because
of the catcher processor to catcher vessel gate that we put in.

Behnken: Tl move the #1 that's there and add on what we added to groundfish, which was that a catcher -
processor may deliver product, either processed or unprocessed, which was the "Hegge" amendment,

Hegge: Second.
Pautzke: The last two sentences in the groundfish one, . . .about, , ,

Lauber: That if the vessel qualifies as a catcher processor only it may select a one-time conversion to catcher
vessel, though a catcher processor may operate in either mode. If 2 vessel qualifies as a catcher vessel only it is
restricted to operate as a catcher vessel?

Behnken: Yes, Mr, Chainman, I'm inchuding all of that in my motion, making it consistent with groundfish. 1
guessI'm. .,

Lauber: 1understood that, I just wanted to make it clear. All right. Is there further discussion? Mr. Benton.

Benton: I think that Ms. Behnken's motion is appropriate, does make it consistent with our groundfish provision,
with one exception. The exception is that under groundfish we extended the period for how you make this basis -
on activities from 1/1/94 to 6/15/95. The AP, for crab, recommended that it would be based on activities during
most recent year participation and I note that the AP recommended this period of 1/1/94 to 6/15/95 for groundfish
but not for crab and I think it's appropriate because of the differences between the groundfish and crab fisheries
that we stick with the AP recommendation and use their recommendation that these activities be during the most
recent years of participation through ‘94 for crab and use the other designation for groundfish.

Lauber: Was that in your motion, Ms. Behnken?

Behnken: To use ‘947, Yes, it was.

Lauber: Any further discussion. Ready for the question? Any objection to the motion; hearing none, it_ passes.
Benton: Maybe I'm jumping ahead; [ was going to move on to buyback and retirement programs.

!
Lauber: That's next.

Benton: I would move that we delete all references from this program to buyback and license retirement programs
at this time.

5 Second.
Benton: Speaking to the motion, reflecting back on our discussions yesterday this does not imply that if at some
future date if we received authorizations to proceed with such a program that we would not entertain that: there

may be some wtility in baving such a program, but I believe at the present time that we don't have a mechanism
to execute such a program so that we shouldn't refer to it any longer.
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Lindeman: Just a point of clarification. Right now the Magnuson Act, some of the discussion this morning was
that that the Magnuson Act did not allow or authorize a buyback program. There's nothing in the Magnuson Act
that prohibits a buyback program, but that would subject to the Secretary having the funding and stuff to do it.
Lauber: If I understand you corectly, there's nothing. . .
Lindeman: The Magnuson Act at this time doesn't prohibit a buyback program.
“Tillion: I¢'s silent on it, is it not?
Lindeman; Correct.
Tillion: Let's stay silent.
Lauber: What's that now?
Pautzke: The Magnuson Act doesn't prohibit a buyback program if we so choose.
Lauber: Oh, Right.
Lindeman: That's all I'm saying.
Pautzke: That's what they're doing in New England right now.
Lauber: So, they got around somehow about the coflecting more money than just the administrative costs.
Lindeman: Well, they're doing a buyback program on the West Coast right now.
Tillion: Where are they getting the money?
Lauber: Yeah, where's the money come from?
Lindeman: Joe Terry can. ..
[several people talking; couldn't hear Mr, Terry who probably was not at the microphone)
Pautzke: Disaster relief,
Lauber: In other words, if you can convince someb;dy to give you the money and the Council, but it would be
prohibited to Council to pass a buyback program that says everyone would be assessed 2% of their thing to go
into a fund for buyback,
Lindeman: Right, Mr. Chairman.
Tillion: That's pretty close to being prohibited.

Lauber: Iunderstand. If the Rockefelier Foundation wants to buy a bamch of licenses out and retire them, nothing
obviously would prohibit that.

Mace: Or, if the industry itself wanted to buy back . . . I have a question, and don't want to beat this dead horse
too much more, but the minutes of the AP say, "However, a buyback program may be necessary at some future
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date,” and that sort of implies that they think or there's some discussion of the fact that the Council would make
this decision at some future date. 1don't know, I'd like to know what . . .

Tillion: In answer to Mr. Mace, Congress is chewing this over at this time. The Magnuson reauthorization tells
us to do something, we're not picking a fight with Congress. At this time they're silent on it and the motion keeps
us silent on it and I think that's a very wise motion.

Lauber: Well, the options that we had analyz2ed, at least the one with an industry-funded buyback program that
*“would be mandated by the Council in this plan, is not legal, So, the motion would not prohibit industry from
gotting together and doing whatever they wanted to do on their own and obviously if Congress mandates
something we'll respond too.  O.K., is there any further discussion, which is there would be no further reference
to buyback in this document. Is there any objection to the motion? Hearing none, there will be no reference to
buyback. We'll move now to the two-tiered skipper license program.

Benton: I move the AP recommendation on a two-tiered skipper license program.
Behnken: Second.

Benton: That recommendation is to not implement 2 two-tiered skipper licensing program; recommend this
program be deleted from the license limitation package but also recommends that there could be a proposal
prepared by Skippers for Equitable Access that could be looked at by the Council on its own time frame if so
desired. This is consistent with what we've done on groundfish.

Lauber: Ibelieve there's some reference to that in #4 in the Qther Provisions. Has that moved and seconded?
[affirmative] Is there any further discussion?

Behnken: The AP recommendation inchuded the words, "The Council would prefer this timeline parallel license
limitation, and I would just ask if that's the intent of the maker of the motion.

Benton: Tm not sure we have a full proposal that's been prepared for us and I don't think we can put it on a
parallel time frame, but my intention is that if we did have such a proposal and when the Council decided that it
was appropriate to consider it we certainly would.

Lauber: Q.K., any further discussion? Is there any objection to the motion? Hearing none, it passes. Community
Development Quotas.

Benton: 1would move that the Council adopt 7.5% for all GHLs for CDQs patterned after the current program,
It's item #3 of the suite of options that we have. ¢ '

Samuelsen: Second.
Lauber: Is there any further discussion?

Benton: T just want to speak very briefly to this. This percentage mirrors what we've done in groundfish and 1
think that the percentage is appropriate. Again, 10 and 15% were excessive for a CDQ program in my view and
the State's position is that it would not have provided any additional measurable benefits over and above the 7.5%
in terms of the goals and objectives of the CDQ program, similarly no CDQ allocations and a 3% allocation
would not allow for the diversification that we believe is necessary with regard to0 CDQs and 7.5% will help us
achieve that goal for diversification. I would like to point out that if these two programs are adopted, both for
crab and groundfish, the pollock CDQs will be going away in 3 years, this addition allows for diversification of
the CDQ fisheries and will, I think, allow us to ensure that the benefits to the communities that we are trying to
promote will occur and should certainly further the goals of the CDQ program.
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Mace: Ineed to rise to the (7) again on this. Here we're dealing with some stocks that, to my knowledge at least,
are not in very good shape. The industry is unsettled, suffered some serious losses and dislocations and now we
are in effect proposing an IFQ program and I just have some real problems with it. I don't think it's fair and
equitable; I think with respect to groundfish there may be more logic in that arena than in this one, but with the
stocks of crab that we have and the problems that we have, introducing this element and in effect a property right
oD a quota, is improper action on the part of this Council.

Barker: I'd like to echo Mr, Mace's comments. We've already heard through the testimony that some of these
*"stocks are so small and the effort so high that the State can't even anthorize a fishery on them for fear of
overfishing them, and we'd give more stock away right off the top. This will exacerbate the olympic style race
for these crab, even under this program we're talking about now so I don't see where this helps the situation any.

Collinsworth: My question is more to the point of implementation. The guideline harvest levels are generally
defined as ranges, not quotas, and the Depariment of Fish and Game, while it establishes the guideline harvest
levels and perhaps a mid-point target, adjusts the fishery inseason and frequently the guideline harvest levels are
not achieved, and I don't know how you would administer a quota out of a guideline harvest level.

- Benton: We've had a fair amount of discussion within the State regarding this matter and we recognize the
difficult that Mr. Collinsworth has identified. Our intention, if this adopted, that again what we would do is work
with the CDQ groups to develop fishing plans for their particular allocation, As part of those fishing plans what
we would envision is that a fishery that occurred on only a portion of that allocation and then the regular fishery
would occur and then the clean-up of the CDQ allocation would possibly occur at the end of that period. That's
one mechanism we'd talked about. There may be other mechanisms that could be employed, but 1 think that the
way that we would envision doing this is that we would come up with a fishing plan with these groups that would
be part of the approval process by the Secretary when the State makes its recommendations on how to implement
the crab CDP, and we would be paying particular attention to how this might operate. And, I would point out
that this in some ways provides us with a way to test different management approaches to stocks that are managed
under guideline harvest levels with some kind of quotas as opposed to an open access fishery under very
controlied conditions. A CDQ program, as most everyone knows, is not an ITQ program; the individual choices
are removed from that and the fishing is generally very controlled and subject to new and different kinds of
regulations and implementing mechanisms. That is why, for exampie, the pollock CDQ program was able to
move forward quickly with unique measures that were voluntarily employed by the groups to control bycatch,
improve monitoring, such as using two observers, caich measurement such as bins on the vessels, and the like.
And much like we discussed yesterday with regard to certain groundfisk species and bycatch and waste and trying
to employ measures that would reduce bycatch and waste in certain groundfish fisheries and using the CDQ
program as a test case for those kinds of measures I think that that's how we would view the crab program as well.
And I'd like to refer to Mr. Barker's comments because the State would share those concerns about the smaller
fisheries. Clearly in that instance we would envision that the CDQ groups would have to waork closely with
present pasticipants in the fishery; we don't want to increase effort in those fisheries and result in any management
or conservation problems. So we're going to have to work very closely with industry and with the groups to make
this kind of program operable for crab.

Mace: Maybe someone can answer this. I'm sort of interested in how these crab are going to be harvested. Are
they groups, do they have the equipment to do this? If they do, why aren't they doing it now, or are they going
to contract this out as they have with the pollock allocation?

Benton; Most of the CDQ groups, well, all of the CDQ groups, did not exist before the implementation of the
pollock CDQ program and 1 would say that with the exception of one group which has just recently gotten intop
a longliner, none of the groups would have the capability to get into a significant offshore crab fishery at the
present time. The way the CDQ program has worked in the past and the way that we would envision it working
in the future is for these organizations to seek out partners in industry to work on joint venture operations that
benefit both the partner and the CDQ organization and the harvest of those resources and thereby using that
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partner’s expertise leam how to operate in these different fisheries, get their people employed in these fisheries,
get the expertise to operate those kind of vessels in those kinds of operations, Presently I would say that most
of those folks out there in Western Alaska don't have that capability and this program, it's intent was to bring
them into these kinds of fisheries with the skills they need (o participate.

Lauber: Any further discussion? Mr. Samuelsen.

Samuelsen: Ican share the concems of Mr. Barker and Mr. Mace. We do have conservation problems with a
“number of our crab stocks, however I would also like to note that the exvessel values of the crab fishery last year
was in the range of $260 and $290 million. We do have healthy crab stocks out there. I think this would
corplete the goals and objectives of this Council when they first set up the poliock CDQ program, They wanted
t6 bring the 56 communities in Western Alaska into the Bering Sea fisheries and to have those communities
participate. We developed the pollock, we've developed the halibut/sablefish program, we developed the
groundfish program, now we're voting on the crab program. There's many demands in Western Alaska. In the
1950 census, 35% of the population of these 56 villages was below the age of 16; those people are coming of age,
have come of age, and we've heard public testimony about the unemployment numbers and the devastation that
it rains on the social lifestyle in these vitlages. High suicide rates, low birth rates, a number of things. The
wmedian income for the 56 villages is $8,000, compared with the rest of the state, $17,000. Thirty percent of these
villages, we've had written testimony provided 1o us, 30% of these village residents live below the poverty level.
Most of them rely on a subsistence-based economy which, we've had public testimony on, demands dollars to
participate in nowadays for the use of buying outboards or whatever. Unemployment numbers are roughly 22%
for young males [change to tape 51) and about 17% for young females. So far the benefits of the CDQ program
have been hailed by this Council, have been hailed by a Congressional delegation, a State delegation, and CDQ
groups as well as participants in the fishery. To date 6.7% of all community residents over the age 16 have
benefited in some form from the CDQ groups in the line of training. We're getting a force out there in Western
Alaska that's going to be able to meet the expectations of the community development program. So I feel that
the Council has come full cycle in what it started out to do three years ago, to develop a community development
program that will be vertically integrated within the fisheries of the Bering Sea. Ill be voting for the motion.

Lauber: Discussion? Ready for the question? Call the roil,

Roli call: Pereyra abstain
Sarnuelsen Yes
Tillion Yes
Barker No
Behnken Yes
Benton Yes
Fluharty Yes #
Hegge Yes
Mace No
Collinsworth  No
Lauber Yes

Pass

Beaton: Before we leave the CDQ issue, [ have another motion I'd like to make. I would move that the Council
would adopt a provision that would prohibit the harvest and processing of CDQ crab from catcher-processors.

Mace: I missed that.

Benton: I'll repeat my motion. My motion is that we would prohibit the harvesting and processing of CDQ crab
from catcher-processors.
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Satuelsen: Second.

Benton: The intent of my motion is that we would not increase the number of catcher-processors in the Bering
Sea crab fisheries. The State of Alaska is very concerned about the effect of increased catcher-processor capecity
in these fisheries that could result in additional capacity problems that we're really trying to avoid here. We would
ot want to encourage a situation where we'd wind up having increased catcher-processors become active in the
fisheries because of the CDQ program. I think this allows for the prosecution of the CDQ fisheries in a manner
that will not result in those kinds of problems and still aflow for the use and development of the crab resources

in this program for the betterment of these communities and for the intent and purposes of the CDQ operations.
Eneed to clarify, too, that I do not intend to say that a catcher-processor couldn't harvest the CDQ product, but
they would not be able to process it on board; they'd be operating, as we've already said in our provisions, that
for other things CPs could deliver fresh product somewhere else if they wanted to.

Mace: It seems to me that is CDQ program is intended to get the biggest bang for the buck, for the CDQ groups
and if catcher processors, and I'm not arguing one side or the other, are more efficient and can run further and hit
isolated stocks for example that catcher boats can't deliver on shore in a reasonable run, this might be the proper
way to go. I we are in fact looking for the maximum amount of money that we can get from this allocation to
the CDQ groups. And so why are we getting involved in business arrangements? We didn't do it with the
groundfish, did we? So, I just have that question.

Benton: Mr. Mace, remember that umder the moratorium rules that we've adopted which would apply throughout
this program. One of those is that the CDQ groups would be allowed to perhaps build additional vessels and I,
for one, am not interested in seeing 120-ft caicher processors come out of this inadvertently. That's part of why
I made my proposals.

Lindeman: Could someone possibly address. . .from the discussion under groundfish, the exemption for the new
vessels entering, new vessels being constructed for a CDQ fishery, the discussion was that that would not increase
capacity, etc., in the groundfish fishery, so how does that rationale differ from what you're proposing here?

Benton: There's, I believe, a very fundamental difference between the groundfish and crab fisheries and in this
regard for the crab fisheries, introduction of new CPs brings in an enormous amount of fishing power in just one
or two vessels. And, for us to allow that to occur especially when we're dealing in some fisheries here that are
fairly small stocks, relatively speaking, and are discreet fisheries, we don't want to encourage that kind of activity.
That's different than in the groundfish fishery. We have much larger stocks and much more flexibility within the
fisherics 1o operate. Crab fisheries are just fundamentally different. We have attempted to limit catcher
processors in the crab fisheries considerably. We've not done quite that much in groundfish fisheries, so the
capacity problem as I see it really has to do with the crab fisheries and the unique nature of crab fisheries and
doesn't really have much to do with groundfish.  »

Pereyra: I feel compelled to say a few words about this particular motion because I used to be an unfortnate
partner in a crab catcher processor at one time and with the limits we have presentty on the CDQ communities
of 125 ft., unless there's some technology out there that I'm totally unaware of, I don't think you're going to see
any 125 ft. and less crab catcher processors coming along. So the idea that somehow this is going to bring new
capacity into the fleet, I just don't see that. 1 think what will happen is if the CDQ communities decided that that
was the way in which they could get the greatest gain for whatever reason, jobs or whatever, through involving
acrab catcher processor, they would go ahead and use some of the existing fleet. So I think that argument is not
s0 strong, there may be some other arguments tha justify the motion but I don't think that one, at least based on
my experience,

Tilion: In answer to Lisa, crab processors are a nightmare for enforcement. They're an expensive item to take

care of. We get much more accurate when you're giving 2 quota here and the rest of them are operating on
seasons with a guideline harvest. We have to make sure that the harvest stays actually at what was allocated to
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the CDQ and therefore for decent monitoring we're going to have to be able to look at every individual crab and
make sure it's the right size before it gets processed. The big fear in crab, of course, is you can be a 1/16 of an
inch under or 1/2 an inch under and make great gobs of money and if you're averaging out amounts of weight to
find out how many crab you tock you're getting into a real nightmare. It's just much simpler when you're giving
a CDQ amount, and 1 don't know if the State wants to mention this so I'm doing it strictly on my own, but when
you're giving a CDQ amount, a fixed amount in what otherwise is a guideline harvest fishery you want to make
sure it doesn't go over. You want to really be able to look at each and every animal and that is one of the
advantages of taking them to someplace that you have somebody to tomitor as they're offloaded, measured and

“weighed And, this is totally different from a groundfishery where you couldn't require something like this in
many cases because of the fact that you're harvesting species that need to be handled right away.

Barker: Ifind some flaws in the logic here. We've got an observaticn requirement on these vessels and I know
that catcher vessels versus catcher processors probably don't suffer the same kinds of deadloss products ‘cause
they're processed right away, so I find that forcing it all into caicher vessels and not a free market system and
actually increase the amount of handling mortality,

Lauber: Q.K., further discussion?

Fluharty: It seems like this is coming without a whole lot of help from analysis. I'm not sure exactly what we're
voting on and why. The points that have been made here about. . .the choice is really within the CDQ community
and program about what kind of gear and types of approach to use and I think it would be inappropriate for us
to presume that we kmow what's going to be best in this Council process or to lock the program into something
with an opportunity that really is good. This might mean, it might be that you want to develop processing
onshore, that might be an objective, if so it should be stated. I think that we shouldn't be doing things in the dark
at this Council meeting. I think we should know what it is that we're trying achieve with this and right now I don't
know.,

Behnken: Briefly, from my understanding of the mission of the CDQ program it was to develop infrastructure
for processing and transportation, harvesting of product out of those Western Alaska communities and while this
is a new idea of requiring that to all come onshore, and pretty dramatic, it does seem like it's in line with that
mission originally with the CDQ program.

Pereyra: Ifit's considered to be a laudable objective to bring about some development onshore of some sort to
handle crab 1 would think that that could be something that the State could identify in their criteria for approving
or disapproving allocation of the 7.5% to the various communities. So if some community was not meeting those
guidelines they might not find very much crab on their plate and maybe that's not something the Council should
get involved with; maybe that's something the State should be involved in in their overall loaking at the CDQ
program itself, and take the Council out of it. ' '

Benton: Certainly the State has that ability under the present structure of the CDQ regulations and the program
and I wanted to signal our intent very clearly, It really does come from a concern over how best to manage the
crab resource and the State has been very concerned for a long period of time over the impact of catcher
processors in these fisheries and I think the State's intention is to be very reluctant to see catcher Processors
involved in a CDQ crab fishery and 1 wanted to make that clear. I thought it was also something that the Council
could at Jeast have the opportunity to present its views on and so that's why I made my motion. There's nothing
in the dark about what I'm really trying to do on this; it really does have to do with the fact that from a
management perspective from our experience it's better to try and minimize the number of catcher processors in
the fishery because it helps run the fishery much better.

Lauber: Any further discussion?
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Pautzke: 1 guess the only comment I'd make, Mr. Chairman, is that on the face of it it appears to be a de facto
inshore-offshore allocation here, and that that is, I think, beyond the scope of what we have in our analysis. |
don't think that this particular decision has to be made right now. I think we're three years out, or two years out,
from baving a license limitation in place that would engage the CDQ program and all that stuff, it may be 1998
or 50, 50 you could certainly take this little portion here, just so you don't get a technical called on you, you could
certainly make a decision on that portion of it, which is an operations portion, some time later on. From my
standpoint, I don't think we've discussed this in the document; this is kind of stretching it as far as the borderline
technical being within or without the boundaries of the document.

Hegge: Ican't supportit. Ithink some of the comments have already been made, but I've seen a number of cases
where a deadloss occurs and I think we'd be ercouraging such a thing. More than that, I don't think we really
realize the impact we'd put on the crab fishermen, the open market fishery, and I think that every one of them is
going to need the opportunity to maybe participate in these CDQ fisheries because they don't the option or any
more the luxury of going cod fishing or anything else unless they already have that permit and many of them are
already on the brink of disaster, so I want to keep at least this opportunity open for them,

Benton: Given the discussion around the tabie, with the concurrence of my second, I'm tempted to withdraw my
motion. I think it should stand, though, that it is clearly the State's intention to look at these allccations and these
CDAQ applications very hard and that we would take a very hard look at whether or not they would consist of the
use of catcher processors in a CDQ crab operation. So, with the concurrence of my second I'll withdraw my
motion.

Lauber: Without objection, the motion is withdrawn. Is there anything further under CDQs? Now, can we move
to the "Other Provisions" section.

Benton: I would move under "Other Provisions" items 1-7 that were recommended by the AP, If you want, I'll
read those.

Lauber: Go ahead.

Benton: Item #1 is: Licenses represent a use privilege. The Council may convert the license program to an IFQ
program or otherwise alter or rescind the program without compensation to license holders,

Item #2; Severe penalties may be invoked for failure to comply with conditions of the license.
Item #3: Licenses may be suspended or revoked for serious and/or multiple violations. The Council

recommends NMFS Enforcement consult with the Coalition for Stability in Marine Financing
to address their concems over license revocation.

Item#4 ; Implement a Skipper Reporting System which requires crab license holders to report skipper
names, address, and service records to NMFS.

Item #5: An analysis of the impact of various rent collection levels and mechanisms, and enforcement and
program implementation costs is required.

Item #6: No future super-exclusive areas will be proposed.

Item #7: Vessels which qualified for the NPFMC license limitation program that have been lost or
destroyed are still eligible to receive earned licenses and endorsements, subject to the rules and
conditions outlined in this program.

Behnken: Second.
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Lauber: Further discussion?

Lindeman: Number 6, no future super-exclusive areas will be proposed; s that just an expression of Council
intent, or is the Council’s intent to bind themselves to future consideration, and I don't know that there's beea
analysis of that, that the Council could make that. . .that kind of a determination would be supported in the record.

Beaton: That, I believe, is an expression of Council intent, Counselor, not a ptan amendment provision, It'd just
be an expression of Council intent; we're not intending to do this. If at some future of course the Council did
“'intend to do this, they'd have an analysis and amend the plan to do it.

Lindeman: Is that looked at in the record, as far as analyzed, so that whatever problems the Council might
encounter later that a super-excinsive would not be a management measure?

Pautzke: Haven't we already expressed that intent when we did the Norton Sound one?

Lauber: We did, Ibelieve, state that and there was also some statements to the effect that under a vessel licensing
system with the type of system we have with various area designations, that this would significantly reduce the
need for such things. They may not be super-exclusive, but they're certainly limiting, that type of thing was
reasoned. Again, I agree with you that we can't predict what would happen in the future, but it's highly unlikely;
that if we do this we wouid not have to have more super-exclusive areas, And, as Dr. Pautzke says, it would be
very difficuit to analyze,

Tillion: In answer to the Counselor, I'm very pleased at this time that you raised it. If the State was to move on
a super-exclusive area I would not consider bound in my vote by an action taken today on this. It's merely
advisory; there might very well be times that we, like we did in Norton Sound, need a super-exclusive area, be
it at Adak, or round the Pribilof Islands, and in the future I don't consider that any of this binds us. Cnce a
different member has been sworn in on this Council it's a new Council and we're free to act as we see fit.

Lauber: Wasn't it during your tenure with the State that the State came forward and stated there would be no
more super-exclusive , . .

Tillion: No, at this time the State has no intention of instituting exclusive. . .on the other hand, I said I will not
be bound that we will not do so in the future. . . [miscellaneous comments by others]. . .it really doesn't make
much difference; we got the one we wanted and if we want another one, we'll go for that, too.

Lauber: Is there any further discussion on the *Other Provisions,” 1-77

Hegge: Idon't know if this needs to be in there, In our IFQ program we had a section on transferability that
included leasing or prohibiting it. It seems like we're silent on it here. If we don't intend that these be leased or
be allowed to, I should, I would think, mention it here or address it somehow.

- Benton: Idid not have a motion on that, but if we wanted to entertain that we could certainly do that after we deal
with these. There are a couple of other general provisions I need to be addressed as well.

Lauber: Let's take 1-7 and if we need this one we can add it as 8 or some other provision. Any further discussion
on 1-7? There any objection to the motion? Hearing none, they are adopted. Are there any other provisions that
you'd like,

Fluharty: Did we aiready take care of the community development license portion?

Pautzke: We're not doing a license for CDQs.
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Fluharty: So we don't need to vote on that, [No]

Benton: 1believe the Council chose its preferred alternative at the last meeting of no community development
licenses, so I think we've sort of already done that. Under the groundfish program we adopted a couple of other
general provisions to deal with some special cases. Some of those I think are applicable to the crab program as
well, some are not. With your concurrence, Mr. Chairman, I would propose that we add now, #8, general
provision . . .

“"Lauber: These will be found in the groundfish draft which was passed out, on page 3.

Benton: Is that the one with the "2:55 p.m."” tme on it? [affirmative] Fm looking at my notes on what we did
on groundfish, and the ones typed up here aren't exactly the ones 1read off of, so I'm going read off my notes what
my other one was, but we can work that out: I would move a #8. This would deal with lost vessels.

Item 8: Vessels which qualified under the moratorium and were lost, damaged, or otherwise out of the fishery
due to factors beyond the control of the owner, and which were replaced or otherwise reentered the
fisheries in accordance with the moratorium rules and which made a landing in a fishery any time
between the time the vessel left the fishery and the date of final Council action on the crab license
program, will be qualified for a general crab license and area/species endorsement for that fishery.

Pereyra: Second.

Beaton: This was the motion that 1 made yesterday for groundfish. I modified it slightly to apply to crab. We
have heard public testimony about vessels that have operated. . .they were qualified under the moratorium, they
were allowed to be replaced under the rules of the moratorium, they were replaced in accordance with the rules
of the moratorium, and they just very recently came into the fisheries again and started participating, all in
accordance with the rules of the moratorium.  But because of the qualifying periods that we've chosen they would
not be able to get a species/area endorsement, so they would be precluded from participating in the fisheries. This
provision would address that problem and similar to the kinds of problems we heard about in the groundfish
fishery. This is consistent with what we've done in the groundfish fishery; it deals with specific instances that
have been brought to our aitention in public comment.

Lauber: Any further discussion? Ready for the question? Any cbjection to the motion? Hearing none, it passes.

Beaton: T'm looking now at our typed up sheet from our groundfish program, the time on it is 2:55 p.m., it's the
draft staff provided to us. Mr. Chairman, 1 would move the following:

Item S: The CDQ vessel exemption included in the Moratorium, will continue [change to tape 52--
entire motion lost in tape transfer: the following is from the groundfish motion, with
"crab” inserted for "groundfish"} under the Crab License Limitation Program. This
exemption allows vessels <125 obtained under an approved CDQ plan to participate in both
CDQ and non-CDQ fisheries. If the vessel is sold to an interest outside the CDQ plan, the
vessel will no longer be exempt from the requirements of the license program.

Pereyra: Second.
Benton: As with groundfish, this continues the rules under the moratorium for the CDQ program under crab.
It would allow these vessels only to participate in the CDQ crab fisheries and I think that it's appropriate that we

kecp this provision in here in order to maintain consistency with the groundfish program and to further the goals
and objectives of the CDQ program.
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Lauber: Further discussion? Ready for the question? Any objection to the motion? Hearing none, it passes.
Are there any other under this agenda item, All right.

Pautzke: We took care of the sunset, did we?

Lanber: No, we did not. We're now mpving to the next agenda item which is sunset provision.
‘-Mace: Imove No Sunset,

Lavber: Mr. Mace has moved #1, No Sunset. Is there a second?

?: Second that.

Lauber: Discussion? I assume the same debate and so forth would apply in crab as it did in groundfish. Is there
any objection to the motion?

Tillion: There is.

Lauber: O.K., call the roll; we're voting on no sunset provision on crab.

Roll call: Samuelsen Yes
Tillion No
Barker No
Behnken Yes
Benton Yes
Fluharty No
Hegge Yes
Mace Yes
Collinsworth No
Pereyra Abstain
Lauber Yes

Pass.

Lauber: Allright. Individual Transferable Pot Quota, the rext and last item on the crab list.

Benton: I would move the AP recommendation of not at this time implementing an TTPQ System.
¢

7. Second.

Benton: This was our preferred from a couple of meetings back. An ITPQ was an item that has been proposed
by the State for consideration. We've had numerous discussions about it; there's been some analysis of an ITPQ,
it doesn't seem appropriate to implement one at this time given what we've done, so I would support the AP
recommendation,

Lauber: Any further discussion? Ready for the question? Is there any objection? Hearing none, it passes. Ali
right, that's one time around. That completes both our groundfish and our crab license program. Now, to review
what [ indicated before, these were tentative motions, so therefore if there are any changes it will not be necessary
to vote to reconsider your vote or anything of that nature. ¥ you wish to bring anything back up, merely make
the new motion or amendment or whatever. And then after we've done all of that, gone through both of them
again, then we will take final action on the total action, is that understoed? I think now would be a good time to
break and we'll come back in 15 minutes.
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Lauber: O.K., let's give it a first run-throngh here. Going to the Council groundfish license options, we'll give
anyone an opportunity here.

Pereyra: Point of information. Do we have to be on the prevailing side to bring up any particular. . .

Lauber: No. I just said that this was a kind of a tentative first-time through and so all you have 1o do is if you
wish to make a change you can make the motions; but don't fee{ compelled to do so just because you want to look
good back in Schrectedy.

Benton: Your intention is just to go through each one of these sections again?

Lauber: Yeah, I think we'll just go through it. O.K., first one out, License Classes, anybody want to revisit that?
OX, we'll move on, Nature of Licenses, anybody want to revisit that? License Recipients, oh, Capt. Anderson.

Capt. Anderson: T've got an issue that lurking out there that I think needs to be addressed for clarification or
discussion, and it applies to groundfish and crab, maybe more so on the crab side because there are a number of
vessels in the last year or so that have been reflagged foreign, perhaps Russian, British Honduran, whatever,
operating in the Russian zone. Therefore, there are going to be a number of vessels which will have accumulated
a catch history which gives them a general qualification and then qualification with endorsements. In some cases
the current owner may in fact still be qualified to document or re-document the vessel in the United States with
the United States documentation and still convert back and get a fishery endorsement. In other cases perhaps that
vessel has been sold to a foreign corporation; I have no way of knowing that, but that, quote, current owner may
in fact not as of today be eligible to document a vessel in the U.S, fisheries. So you may have a situation where
the vessel carries its catch history with it and the qualification for certain licenses but in certain cases the current
owner may not be eligible to receive the license and I think it may be appropriate to clarify what we mean here
by current owner. Perhaps it could be a current owner who is in fact a person eligible to document a vessel in
accordance with the U.S. documentation laws as the transfer provision reads; ancther item that would come into
question is if the current owner is not qualified, then would the, in some point in time, the first qualified owner,
‘cause you could have a U.S. person or corporation subsequently purchase that vessel and then try and bring it
into the fishery, it could qualify to be documented with a fishery endorsement--would that person then be eligible
to receive the license qualifications that were with that vessel at one time. 1don't necessarily have answers, but
those are some of the items that are out there hanging around that I think people need to be aware of,

Lauber: Interesting point. Mr. Benton?

Benton: 1 think I understand the issue that Capt. Anderson is raising, but let me see if T've got this correct. A
vessel that is a U.S. hull, 5o that there is no conflict with the Anti-Reflagging Act, right?

Anderson: 1didn't even get into that, but yeah, if it's a U.S. hull, it can be brought in and documented U.S, and
receive a fisheries endorsement. If it's a foreign hull, it's covered under the Anti-Reflagged, and so named and
listed, it could also, the same thing could be done.

Benton: A vessel that meets those requirements then fished during the moratorium qualifying period so it
qualifies for a general license under the provisions, leaves U.S. waters, is documented under the Russian flag, for
example, returns to U.S. waters and meets the endorsement qualifying period for an arca endorsement under
grovndfish, O.K?, so it's got its general license and its area endorsement now, is that the instance that we are
being concemned with?

Anderson: T'm not concerned about back and forth and when he did it; I'm Just saying that if you had a vessel
which meets the general requirements and the endorsement requirements and currently is reflagged Russian, the
Current owner may or may not, depending on how the corporation was played, may not qualify to receive a license,
ormay . . .[several people talking at once; can't understand). . \Well, if we just said current owner, I mean maybe
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the foreign corporation could in fact receive the license if the only criteria you had was current owner and then
he'd sell the license 'cause he couldn't use it

Benton: So there are a number of instances that we know of where a number of vessels have ieft the Alaska
fisheries and gone to operate in Russia, have reflagged as Russian vessels, and the concern that we might have
in that regard is that they would return and lead to increased capitalization which we're trying to stop, right?

Anderson: Well, I won't say "right” with that; you can categorize it that way of what we're trying to do. I'm just

“‘trying to present the facts about what vessels may be eligible to come back in. These are also vessels that have
accumulated and qualified like any other vessels that we've got here, it's just that their current status is a Jitile
different,

Tillion: We're hoping that we picked the years that don't bring them back.

Benton: Well, there's some. . .you don't reach them with years. . .Oh, Counselor, I realiy don't want to get into
foreign ownership arguments again,

Lauber: We don't have to take this up at this moment; we can go on. I'm not going o pin anybody down, do you
want to keep moving through these things and then maybe come back and revisit this?

Tillion: Well, let's not come back to revisit; let's move through,

Benton: Well, this one has come to my attention and I have a thought on this. Maybe I'll put this out as a thought
instead of as a motion, but we might, under license recipients, in order to put a hole in what might be a loophole
which could result in a fairly sizeable number of vessels getting back in the fisheries, put some kind of a restraint
on that which would be that to the extent permitted by law the owner of a vessel which is operating under a
foreign flag or a vessel that's been sold to a foreign owner and operated in foreign waters as of the date of final
Council action would not receive a license or endorsements. And I put the caveat in front of that, to the extent
permitied by law, because I've obviously run into this one several times.

Tillion: I'm not interested in the one who took the chance and went over under some joint venture agresment and
is still flying the American flag. The ones tharMave left United States ownership and are flagged from the others
I'm willing to address; the person that went over for part of his season and then came back again, I'm not
necessarily. . .as long as he kept the U.S. flag on, no problem,
Benton: We're not talking about those; we're talking about the ones that either sold to a foreign partner and
documented under a foreign flag or were otherwise documented under a foreign flag,

P
Tillion: Well, I think that that's a separate issue that we can pose.
Lauber: Do you want to move on, or do you want (o work it through?
Benton: I'm looking at Counselor, actually, to see if 1 get a reaction of what I said.
Lindeman: I don't have an answer right now. We could look at this. I need some time to look at it.

Benton: Counselor, does it help a little bit if we put in front of this, "to the extent permitted by law"? That would
allow you the flexibility of saying, 'well, yeah, it's permitted or not it's not permitted by law.’

Tillion: Current owners iegally capable of documenting a United States vessel might be what you. . .

Lindeman: Mr. Chairman, that's what it is now. A person who's. . .
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Tillion: No, no. We give it to current owners, whether they're legally able to document the vessel or not, You
could add. . .

Lindeman: No, Mr. Chairman, it goes to persons defined as eligible to document a fishery vessel.

Anderson: That's the language under transfers. You may want to clarify that current owners would canry the
same Janguage with it, because I think we all assume that under current owners that we're talking about the guy
who's got a U.S, flagged vessel and if he's a current owner, ke would have had to be qualified to document under

“U.S. laws, But, we've got a lot of these others that are lurking out here and I don't think it's inappropriate for the
Council to say current owners would have the same qualification to receive a license as one who was getting a
license transferred to them.

Pereyra: Capt. Anderson, when a vessel documents under a Russian flag, or document their vessel, do they have
to surrender their U.S. documentation?

Anderson: Yes.

Pereyra: So, why couldn't we just have it be at the time of the Council final approval, hopefully it1l be today,
vessels have to be documented under U.S. law or it doesn't count.

Anderson: Well, I don't think we want to tie the Council's action to the vessel; I think you want to tie it to the
owner because that vessel, whether it can participate in the United States fishery or not is going to be tied strictly
to the documentation laws, not an action that the Council takes, so whether we like it or not, that vessel will be
able to come back in and be documented and participate in the fisheries in the United States with a fishery
endorsement, no matter what we do here today.

Pereyra: But he wouldn't meet the requirements that we've placed in terms of what vessels are eligible and which
are not. 1 mean, we do the same things with landing requirements, why can't we just state that a vessel. . .

Anderson: We wouldn't be able to prohibit that vessel from participating in the fisheries. We may be able to tie
to the owner and prevent that owner from being qualified under a license limitation program to participate with
that vessel.

Tilkion: Current owners, if at the time of passage were legally able to document under United States law, would
that do it?

Percyra: Anybody can do that.

.
Tillion: I think that I'd much prefer to bring this up a little later when I can maybe talk to one of our State
attorneys and Lisa.

Benton: Let me try this, Mr. Chairman. ] would move we amend License Recipients to include "current owners,”
and add a second provision that would read, “and to the extent permitted by law, the owner of a vesse) which is
operating under a foreign flag as of the date of final Council zction shall not receive a general license or area and
species endorsements for the fishing activities of that vessel.”

Tillion: I'll second it.
Benton: Wantme to repeat that, Counselor? OK. .. .to the extent permitted by law, the owner of a vessel which

is operating under a foreign flag as of the date of final Council action shall not receive a general license or area
and species endorsements for the fishing activities of that vessel.
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Tillion: That doesn't mean, then, that the vessel could not come back into Alaska and buy an endorsement after
he was transferred back, but it would have lost the endorsement it would have had before it went. . .

Lauber/Benton: That's correct,

Anderson: The only thing I'd say, I think that a better way of wording it may achieve the same result would be
that whether the owner of the vessel at the time of Council action, whether that owner would in fact be qualified
to document a vessel under the laws of the United States, as opposed 10 whether that vessel is forcign-flagged
“'at the time, Again, you have to get it away from the flag of the vessel and tie it to the owner,

Tillion: There's one loophole in that, The Russians allow 49% ownership. Can a person with 2 49% ownership
in a vessel docurnent it under United States Jaw and claim what came . . ., 5o if you really want to do it you have
to say "is legally documented under United States law at the time of passage,” wouldn't you?

Pereyra: Certainly, there are certain grandfathered vessels that could be 100% foreign owned if they meet the
U.S. control requirements, so. . .

Benton: That's different, that's why I tied it 10 operating under a foreign flag as of the date of final Council action.
Anderson; Il try 1o rephrase it one more way, I don't know, to document a vessel in Russia, I don't know whether
you need to be a Russian corporation or whether you can still be a U.S. corporation. You could still be a
corporation and have a Russian-flagged vessel, then in fact that U.S. corporation may be perfectly legal in its
ability to redocument that vessel in the United States. And that's my point and the difference that was in Mr.
Benton's motion, what if it's a Russian corporation, then it would not be able to document that vesse! unless it
restructured.

Lauber: Could someone explain why it would not be adequate to use the same definition as we used with . . .Dave
Hanson just handed me this language, suggested current owners who are persons defined as those eligible to
document a fishing vessel under Chapter 121, Title 46 U.S.C. as of June 16, 1995. Does that do it?
Anderson: [ think that's a good shot, Mr. Chairman. I think that's presty close to the best we can do.

Lauber: Il read that again. Current owners who are persons defined as those cligible to document a fishing
vessel under Chapter 121, Title 46 U.S.C., as of June 16, 1995,

Percyra: 1don't have my statutes with me, but is Chapter 121 the 75% rule?

Anderson: No. The language that's under the transfer section is what's been mirrored here and that's the
appropriate language. '

Pereyra: But, what's the percentage of U.S. citizen ownership required under Chapter 1217

Anderson: Under fishery documentation it's not 75%; that's for coastwise trade; it's 50%, then you have other
vessels that are grandfathered in,

Pereyra: But, are the grandfathered vessels covered under that; I happen to be somewhat sensitive on that
particular issue.

Anderson: I'm not sure; I believe so, but I can't be sure. Idon't know.

Pereyra: Without some definition on that particular issue I can't vote for this.

FAMCOUNCIL\MEETINGS\J 995JUN9 A CTIONLICLIM 695 122



- Tillion: Well, wereusing the same definition that we've already worked out for the transfer of ownership, right?
[yes] The one that requires that you be legally able to document a vessel and if the current owner is able to legally
document a vessel, they're out.

Pereyra: That's different; that's entircly different. What we're saying is we're putting different standards on
vessels that we want to transfer to rather than those that get initial ownership and we have a very detailed memo
from General Counsel saying that unless we include the grandfathered vessels in there, they can't do it.

*"Lindeman: Does the Council just want to say what it wants to do, and we'll go look at it?
Benton; [ think that's a good idea.
Lauber: OK., what do we want to do, Mr. Benton.

Beaton: Counselor, let's see if I can get this straight. What we want to do is, 1o the extent that we can, prohibit
vessels that have reflagged into Russian waters, well primarily into Russian waters I believe, they've reflagged,
they've left the fishery, and they would otherwise meet the landings criteria or general licenses and eadorsements,
but they've left the fishery, they've reflagged and documented under a foreign flag, but they might return into the
fishery. What we'd like to do is, is those vessels have left, prohibit them from acquiring a license. And,
Counselor, the reason we want to do that is ‘cause they represent a significant amount of capacity that could retum
to the fisheries, a fairly sizeable number of catcher processers in the crab fleet, for one, as I understand it.

Tillion: They're doing very well and most of them won't want to come back.
Lauber: OK,, is that good enough?

Benton: T1I withdraw my motion.

Tillion: Let's roll.

Lauber: And, was there any objection to that language being submitted and Counselor see what they can do?
The motion was withdrawn and that, of course, takes care of Dr. Pereyra's problems with any grandfathered
vessels that the United States Congress gave extraordinary privileges, created a little loophole they drove the
English navy through. O.K., we'll move along then, to License Designation. Anyone have any comments?

Barker: One of the attachments on this particular motion was the creation of a fixed gear only area east of the
140 live in the Eastern Yakutat, Southeast Qutside, and on reflection and talking with constituents over this issue,
there's a potential here to reach a compromise position that wonld be satisfactory to those parties if we made that
line at 137 degrees, moving it 3 degrees east and I've that in the form of a motion to amend.

7: Second.
Lauber: The motion is that the line, instead of being 140 would be 1377 And it's been seconded?

Barker: There’s a number of things that were considered in the original discussion, some of those, such as the
preemption of fisheries, target fisheries for rawl fisheries in this area are POP, pelagic rockfish, and pollock,
none of those three species are harvested effectively or commercially significantly with fixed gear; we've got
pretty good controls on the POP rebuilding plan, the slope rockfish complex has been set lower than the ABC,
the TAC bas been set lower than that, the EA and RIR has not dealt very well with the value of the catch and the
foregone opportunities if the area was closed to trawling or dealt with the values if the POP stocks were actually
recovered. In fact, it states within that document that it's difficult to predict the economic impacts of a fixed gear-
only designation in termns of foregone catch to the trawlers, There was testimony about preemption by the
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trawlers but no mention of the preemption of the longline gear to the trawlers that's occurred when high
thoreyhead bycatch has ocourred in the longline fishery closing the fourth quarter of '93 to the rawlers, and the
risk of that occurring again is always there. I think that there's a number of altemative management measures
that could be instituted to more efficiently and fairly deal with these potential problems rather than a complete
trawl closure. [Change to Tape 53] . . .~some discussion lost in tape changeover--. . .and directed standards,
all to belp maintain sufficient batance betweea the two gears in Southeast,

Tillion: Irogret that this came up. The fine does not adequately protect places like the fairweather grounds; they

" would then be outside the area and they're a raditional fishing ground of the people in Southeastern. T'm very
much disturbed when you talk about the POP recovering. We know that it hasn't recovered. The last statistical
check-out we had wasn't even believed by our Scientific and Statistical Committee. They said it absolutely was
impossible for a species that grows that slow to have recouped that much, What we're looking at is these are very
tight schooling fish, the Pacific ocean perch and therefore you can do a series of tests that show you have nothing
and then one year you bump into the school and it shows the ocean's plumb full, but we do know one thing, they
grow very slowly and if we err on the side of conservation it's fairly easy to correct at a later date. As that is the
principal target they wish, on rockfish, all of them are very slow growing. I think that to harvest by trawls where
you take so many immatures, is ridiculous, you know you're talking about 80% discards because you've got all
those 9-year old fish in there that are too small to bother filleting, and then to think that you've done anything for
Southeastern, and that's not my district, but if you leave the Fairweather ground out of the Southeast in fishing
complex you've pretty well lefi Southeastern naked. 1 think the 140, which is almost a straight up and down the
coast line because Alaska at that point is heading north and south unlike later heading west, that you have in
effect done very little. Therefore I would object to changing the previous action, I think 140 is a fair and
¢quitable line.

Behnken: 1oppose this. Ithink as was pretty adequately illustrated in testimony, as Mr. Tillion has mentioned,
Fairweather grounds, Cross Sound Guily, those grounds are in that little place between 137 and 140 are the heart
of some of the DSR fisheries that are essential to the people of Southeast Alaska including Pelican and Yakutat
who are right on those lines there. Second, that demersal shelf rockfish fishery is managed to 140; it's a separate
stock only to 140. Any bycatch of DSR in that area affects that directed fishery for all of east of 140 and coutd
curtail that whole fishery east of 140. And that's happened in the past. There's 80 tons taken one year, there's
been small amounts taken other years. To put it in perspective, that fishery this year bad somewhere around a
150 metric ton TAC for this small-boat fishery. It has a 6,000-pound trip Limit per week, it's small boats, this
is all they've got, some of them, a large number of them, didn't qualify for sablefish and halibut; they rely on that,
they can't fish anywhere else; this is it for them. Finally, speaking of a compromise, you know I think the first
compromise was in asking for the eastern Guif only to 140; the second compromise was the shift we did with the
license. The Southeast boats qualifying for an eastern Gulf license now only have access to the stocks east of
140; all of that resource in West Yakutat is now available to vessels qualifying for central Gulf; it's no longer
accessible to boats qualifying in Southeast and in many cases that was 42-86% for the pollock and the Pacific
cod and the flatfish. In lost access, as I recall and I don't have the report in front of me right now, the pollock
harvest in the east of 140 district, something for like the Iast 3 years was only in the order of 17,000 pounds, I's
been small, the bulk of the effort has been in West Yakutat, that'll still be available to those fishermen. I guess
just in closing, Southeast has given up West Y akutat. If a few vessels are able to fish between 137 and 140 and
take as bycatch the rockfish that's critical to that small boat fleet, you still have the same problems of preemption,
you still have the problems of disrupting those communities, destabilizing those communities. Basically you
haven't accomplished anything to protect the communities in Southeast but you've asked them to give up access
to West Yakutat. It's a total loss for Southeast.

Pereyra: 1 appreciate Ms. Behnken's comments; I just want to make 2 couple of points, First of all, there's
nothing in here that portends to be a superexclusive to prevent longliners from fishing West Yakutat. I mean,
they can still fish there, certainly. But cenainly, no trawling south of 140 precludes trawlers from operating in
that area, so there's a little bit of inequity there, As far as the DSR is concerned, I can appreciate the concerns
there and maybe one approach may be for us to look at somehow splitting the DSR TAC so that that doesn't
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occur, so that in fact trawling activities, if in fact there is some DSR taken to the west of 137 couldn't shut down
the fishery that might be occurring east of 137.

Lauber: Any further discussion, are you ready for the question? Call the roll.

Roll call: Tillion No
Barker Yes
Behnken No
Benton No
Fluharty Yes
Hegge No
Mace Yes
Collinsworth No
Pereyra Yes
Samuelsen No
Lauber No

Failed.

Lauber: All right, is there anything additional under that item, License Designations? All right, then we'll move
on to Qualifying Periods. Anyone have anything uader Qualifying Period? Landing Requirements for General
License Qualifications is the next one; next one is Landing Requirements for Endorsement Qualifications,

Mace: Before I get started I'd like to point out that this has been probably the most intense meeting I've attended.
It's difficult to get to the head over here without being . . .but I want to compliment the group here; it's been very
ladylike and gentlemanly approach that I've received and very businesslike approach and I certainly appreciate
that. [realize that you folks, it's very close to your vest with respect to these issues and it's certainly importan.
Yesterday I had a lot of heartburn about the flexibility and ability of people on area endorsements, and so I'm
going to move, with respect to the Gulf of Alaska, and I've done this afier visiting with people and doing a lot
of thinking, that on the second paragraph which starts out, “The vessels for 60 feet through 124 feet," I'm going
to propose that "1 landing in the area during the endorsement period," replace the 2 landings in the four
endorsement calendar years, or 4 landings between 1/1/95 and 6/15/95. If can get a second to that, [Seconded]
As T've indicated all along, many of these people have survived on their ability to move and, in the case of the
Western Gulf, for example, we've had recent interest in pot fishing, a clean fishery, and a lot of these old-time
fishermen have moved into there and they may have only a year of experience. At the same time, they certainly
have a lot of history in the fishery and this is in the 60 to 124-ft category. This is not going to increase the
number of vessels; the moratorium has put a lid on that, or will put a lid on it. It is going to have an impact on
the number of endorsements. 1am also concemed about the amount of capitalization in the fishery, but I would
like to comment that there's a lot of blame to be spread around on this issue. This Council a good many years
ago proposed a moratorium and I and many of us have gone through Council meeting after Council meeting,
asked where that moratorium was and the moratorium was still sitting on the desk in Juneau, and those delays
have caused us to move the final date up a great deal and as a result we've ended up with a heck of a lot more
fishermen that are qualified, so I want to point that out. It's a question, I guess, of priorities, but from my
standpoint and a good many Council members' standpoint, a moratorium was a very high priority and frankly I
don't think it received the attention that it should have and as a result we have more boats that will qualify for
licenses that we would have had otherwise.

Hegge: I spoke against this yesterday and I continue to feel as strongly. I think that many of the points that Mr.
Mzace made are correct, however we have to remember that this is a limited entry proposal that we're making here
and it's an attempt to reduce the size of the fleet by some amount, Iadmit people have changed. . .I've looked over
a couple of these things and in my own history I'm not going to get endorsements in areas that I fished in for many
years and I think that's perfectly right because I'm not fishing there anymore. This is an honest effort to bring

FACOTNCIINVEETING S\ 995JUN9S\ACTIONNLICLIM.695 125



the fleet to a size that is more manageable and more reflective of the current operations and I can't support this
motion. I think it goes against too many of our objectives,

Behnken: This issue has probably been one of the toughest for me all week and I've gone through analysis over
and over and I've talked to a lot of people about it, and what I feel like I finally boiled it down to this afternoon
in talking to people is that the Western Gulf is the area where vessels have needed that flexibility to be able to
qualify with just one year of landing. But in the Central Gulf and the Eastern Guif the participants feel it's
extremely important to make some reductions in capacity and because of that I would propose an amendment,

“friendly amendment if it's considered friendly, that rather than change the language for the whole Gulf, that we
change language only in the Western Gulf and that we say that in the Westem Gulf vessels from 60 1o 124-ft.
would gualify for an endorsement with one landing.

Mace: As resource management represents the art of compromise, I accept that as a friendly amendment,

Lauber: Al right, is there any further discussion? Are you ready for the question? Is there any objection? Call
the roll.

Roll call: Barker No
Behnken Yes
Benton Yes
Fluharty Yes
Hegge No
Mace Yes
Coliinsworth  Yes
Pereyra Yes
Samuelsen Yes
Tillion No
Lauber Yes

Pass.

Lauber: Any other items under that agenda. . .Dr. Flubarny.

Fluharty: This is just to, along these same lines, to raise a point, not a proposed amendment, but just to draw the
Council’s attention to something that through analysis I think we onght to be aware of and whether we can do
anything about it at this time, I'm not sure. But I'd like to state for the record my concerns about the curulative
impacts of Council actions on the freezer longliner fleet and the BSAI fixed gear cod fishery. First, under the
moratorium, which was intended to stabilize fisheries, we allowed approximately 200 vessels to cross over into
the groundfish fisheries. These are vessels in many cases with no catch history or no dependence on those
fisheries. Second, under license limitation we've allowed speculative entry into the fixed gear fishery by what is,
Tbelieve, to be an unknown number of boats, It seems that we really don't know what the effect of this is. During
public testimony we've heard in the BSAI fixed gear fishery that the BSAI fixed gear fishery barely supports 30
freezer longliners and a handful of pot vessels. The addition of the new vessels into this fishery could at least
double the fleet size if not the effort and thereby destabitize the fishery. Third, under the inshore-offshore and
license limitation programs we have permanently excluded large freezer longliners from the Gulf of Alaska and
I'm concerned about the stability of this fieet. 1think that the cumulative actions have been measured and that
we should be aware of that. Thank you.

Lauber: Is therc any other matiers under this agenda item, Landing Requirements for Endorsement
Qualifications? All right, let's move on then, Who May Purchase Licenses is next.
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Beaton: I just have a question for siaff. Marcus, you provided us with a table this morning and you advised us
to dispose of it and we were going to get some new tables, Are they coming? I haven't found them in all this
mess$ I've got up here but I just wondered if we. ..

Hartley: Those are available and I wanted to walk you through them at some point at your pleasure. Helen is
passing those out and will make themn available to the public. Again, they're estimates.

Benton: O.K., Mr. Chairman, we could deal with them in the moming, but I wanted to make sure we had that
*'information available.

Lauber: O.K, let's see, nothing under Who May Purchase Licenses? Vessel License Linkages? Options
Regarding Separability of Species and/or Area Designations?

Hegge: Could we go back to the Vessel Linkage? This continues to bother me because we have the size
categories, they're very similar to what we used in the IFQ fisheries and what we used in our Research Plan, the
0-60, 60-125, and 125 up. On this we've further burdened the industry with matching within 20% of vessel
length. This, it seems iike an unreasonable requirement. If a person is looking to buy or sell he not only must
find a vessel that's within his size category, he must find one that's within a few feet of the one he wants 1o
replace, and it just doesn't seem reasonable. If somebody can tell me 2 purpose that this serves maybe I'd feel
better, but I don't really see it. ' We've not found a need or justification for this in our other actions.

Lauber: What's's the effect of the last line in that, last sentence?
Behnken: Maybe, actually I was going to take a stab at it, but I bet it's better to let Marcus do it.

Hartley: We added that language in there to mirror your stated intent that. . .I think that when the motion was
made it was stated that a vessel may. . .it's a downward kind of a gate, that 2 smaller vessel within the vessel class
may use a license on a larger vessel even if it's, say, 20% less length, so that a 61 ft vessel could use a license that
is designated as 120, That is what we heard in the motion when Mr. Benton said with downward flexibility, or
something of that sort.

Pereyra: Would that 120 fi length license retain its characteristic even though it's being used by a 70 ft vessel?
So that person with the 70 ft vessel, if he decided to get out of the fishery, could sell it to someone up to 120 fi?

Hartley: Yes. We tried to explain the way that the moratorium rule was implemented by saying that at the time
of the implementation it would be assigned a maximum vessel length and then, with your motion now, any vessel
that is that length or smaller, within the vessel class, may use that . . .

.
Lauber: Under your proposal, Mr. Hegge, if I understand it correctly, if it wasn't the 20% rule, what would
happen if you had a 61 ft vessel and you wanted to buy a 123 ft vessel, could you do that?

Hegge: Yes, same as you can in the sablefish program or the inshore-offshore program, or . . .

Lauber: It could be a new vessel, wasn't qualified or [unintelligible] . . .

Hegge: No, well, it would have to qualify with getting a base license, then the endorsements. 1 don't recall in any
of our conversations feeling that there was a great deal of impact by changing within the categories. We wanted
to maintain some categories; 1 think we had 90 ft in there for a while, too, but we threw that out. . .

Lauber: Well, you see what I'm getting at -- and I'm not. . . just want to make it clear that we have everybody
in this class all of a sudden getting vessels right up to the limit within that class. By the way, there's a significant
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difference between an ITQ program and the vessel licensing program because you'd only get so many ITQs, you
could (?) Queen Mary, it doesn't make much difference, I guess,

Hegge: 1 would support a different size category in there. I think it's somewhat onerous, though, to require a
person to find a vessel within a few feet of itself,

Lauber: Well, we've talked about it. Do we have any motions, let's do 'em; otherwise, let's move on.

“Pereyra: 1 have a question. What is the maximum length that a vessel can be increased to under the vessel
moratorium? '

Pantzke: 20% rule,
Behnken: 20%.

Pereyra: 125 feet is the maximum? [affirmative] So that wonld mean that a vessel that was 125 ft; how many
inches ig still considered 125 f1?

Hartley: 125 feet, 5.9999 is considered a 125-ft vessel.

Pereyra: Now, how does that relate to the designation ihal we have, length designation being 124 being the cut-
off. Don't we have a little incongruity here? We have a length range between 60 and 124, yet a person under the
moratorium could have gene ahead converted their vessel up to 125 ft; now they're not going to fit under the

license program. They'd be out of sync.
Lauber: May look like it, but I don't think they are.

Tillion: I don't think we should monkey with the vessel lengths. They were done under a great deal of study
under our ITQ program for halibut, black cod, had to do with limit seiners, had to do with Bristol Bay limits that
are in there. To now start coming out with a whole set of things that all sorts of different lengths, I think that your
20% rule should not be able to monkey with the vessel size categories that are kind of the backbone of some of
our other fisheries and I don't see why you want somebody with a limit seiner to be able to kick up. . .what you're
talking about is increasing capability. You've already got a fully maximized fishery and you're pushing to make
even more capability. It doesn't make sense. After all, I thought the system was to try and hold things a down
a little bit; let's not push them up any higher,

Pautzke: All 1 was going to say is that we're going to have to come back to you with proposed rules and any
technical problems we see with what you've done here and they merge or mesh with other programs and then at
that point maybe you want to get into some of those real key details. You haven't seen the last of this yet, we
want to run things by you. . .you're going to see this again, maybe that match isn’t quite there, maybe there’s some
other maiches that aren't quite there that we need to bring back to you during the proposed rule-writing state.

Pereyra: I think it's very important to clarify this because when this goes out, a lot of people are going to be
reading our newsletter or whatever and they're going to be making decisions based upon what we put out and even
though we may come back and say, 'oops, sorry, we made a mistake,’ and this poor guy says, oh my gosh. The
way it is now, if a feliow went ahead and converted his boat under the moratorium to 125 ft. he doesn't fit into
any category because the way this thing is written now the range between by 124 fi. 6 in. and 125 ft, 5 in, ain't
nowheres. It doesn't fit in.

Hartley: {evidently not close to microphone, couldn't hear first part]. . .125 feet and greater.
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Benton: Can we get Mr. Berg up to the table for a moment, please, and bring his regulations with him? 1 think
we need to et somebody from National Marine Fisheries Service, and I think it's Mr. Berg that understands the
moratorium and the vessel size categories that are under the moratorium, in the research plan, and elsewhere.
Now, when we discussed this earlier I thought that we'd discussed the idea that we'd try and get staff together 1o
try and sort through these things so we can understand how those rules are. I think it's our intent to make these
categories conform with the existing size rules. There's no doubt in my mind that that's the case. We said that
in numerous occasions. So if we want to go through this now, then I would ask Mr. Berg to go through the
regulations and give us the exact way that it's done in the regulations and we can all say this is what we
* understand this to mean, and then we will be okay.

Berg: These vessel lengths has been. . .ever since we started the Observer Plan itself and so when we had vessels
under 60 ft., that was one category, it went from 60 up through 125, that was the next category; if it was 125 and
greater, that was the third category. So, we did that agzin under the morztorium, and that was our
recommendation yesterday, that under the license program we would fit that designation, With respect with these
rounding arguments,. . .envisioned 124 ft., 6 in. 10 be rounded up to 125, and from 125 ft., say 5 in., to be 125.
So, I didn't think that was an issue.

Percyra: But what we did in the moratorium is we didn't follow those length designations because we aliowed
aperson to go ahead and convert their vessel and bring it up to the next class higher in this case, because they're

going to go into the 125 higher and up, so that means that someone who was originally in the 60 to 124 ft
category is now in the 125 and over category.

[Several people speaking 2t once, "no" is mentioned several times)
Pautzke: We don't have (?) length categories within the moratorium,
Pereyra: Yes, but we have a maximum in the 20% rule which you.. . .

Pautzke: A maximum on which you can do an upgrade which vessels that are 100-125 [lots of people talking
at once; can't hear]

Pereyra: So we've allowed them to upgrade into the next category, then,
[Several "no's"]
Pereyra: 1thought that [Change to Tape 54]. . .someone just told me that the upper limit was 125 ft, under the
morawrium. So that puts you in the next size category.
¢

Pautzke: No, no, no.

Hartley: And your license would be assigned to that category as well, if you had upgraded as of today, your
license would be in the large vessel category.,

Pautzke: You can't exceed with your upgrade as you close in on 125 ft, you can't exceed the 125 ft and put
yourself in the next category under the moratorium, . .

Hartley: No, you can upgrade up to 125 and . ..
Pautzke: But not to exceed 125,

[lots of people talking at once -- can't understand]
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Pereyra: That means then that that fellow that went ahead and followed the moratorium now has a ciass which
he can go into, which is zero, except for vessels that are exactly the same size.

Hartley: Idont want to say, ‘trust e, it's consistent,' but your rule on this license designation, the length of that,
is that as of today that's what determines what length you've been, or actually it's as of the moratosium control
date that the original vessel length is determined and it can't exceed that category.

Tillion: That's the 27th of June . . .

Lauber: No...

Hartey: That's the date the original qualifying length is determined and the maximum length is then figured out
and calculated.

Pereyra: So that means that if that person then had a 120 ft boat and they're classified as a 120 ft boat, correct?
Hartley; Well, the classification is going to be based on the length of the vessel as of today.

Pereyra: You just said it was as of the moratorium control date.

Hartley: The original qualifying length will be as of the moratorium . ., .

Pereyra: O.K., so the original qualifying length, O.K., so that's 120 ft, and then based upon the criteria in the
moratorium he could go ahead and convest it up to 125 ft, which he went ahead and did. Now, he's out of

compliance, . . .

Hartley: No. Now his vessel length is 125 ft and he will receive a license that says 125 ft. His license class will
be in that large class; if he did that as of today. He's not in a void.

Lauber: Did you want him to be in this little teeny hole, here?
[several people talking at once]
Lauber; O.K., are you satisfied?

Pereyra: No. I still think you have a problem but that's for you people to deal with when they start to make

appeals.
¢

Hegge: Do these size categories apply to catcher processors and catcher boats alike?
Lauber: That's correct. O.K., where are we here. Vessel License Linkages, is there anything else under this?

Benton: A while back Mr. Hegge raised the question regarding leasing of vessels, or leasing of licenses and
putting them on vessels and I noticed the word here: that a license may be applied to vessels other than the one
on which the license was issued; I just want to ask the question of whether or not we want to put restrictions on
that so there could not be leasing, or do we care?

Behinken: I guess without making a judgement yet, it does seem to me that if we allow leasing we do allow more
capacity, if you will. 1could see a vessel that is set up to use one gear type, say participate in the Pacific cod trawl
fishery that fishes that season, that's closed, then could lease its license to a fixed gear vessel, and like that be
switched over and back in the fishery, and so it does seem to me that leasing would open up that loophole and
it seems that's probably not the Council's intent, but I think it's something we need to address,
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Lauber: QK. it was opented up as a question; does anyone have a motion on this, if not we're going to move on.

Hegge: I'll make a motion, Mr. Chairman, I'm just trying to figure where it would go in here, I would move that
we prohibit leasing of either licenses or endorsements. [seconded by Behnken)

Barker: Sharing some experience from the South with some very vigorous limited entry fisheries, I can tell you
right now you'll never be able to track a leasing arrangement. They don't always file papers.

“Lauber: Further discussion?

Behnken: [ think we had a similar discussion to this under sablefish/halibut IFQs and maybe someone can jump
in here, but it did seem we were restricted in what we could do, but if we required the name of the person
purchasing the vessel or license to show up on the title and have some minimum of amount of ownership that was
required, I don't know. Steve, are you the one to speak to that, or Ron, or who's. . Phil.

Phil Smith: It's impossible to lease. . o, Mr, Chairman, There are a number of issues involved. There are ways
of practicing subterfuge and to find loopholes and ways to get around a leasing prohibition. But if it was the
Council’s intent to prohibit a lease and if it was further the Council's intent that all transfers of permits or licenses
go through the government, or through NMFS, then there are mechanisms that we are now using in
halitnrt/sablefish, including requiring a copy of the conveyance document, the bill of sale, or whatever document
is used by the parties to consurnmate their deal to make sure that there aren't any balloon payments or other forms
of retained right of repossession under the terms of that. I suppose that people who want to get around the
prohibition can reach private agreements that they do not disclose and I presume that that goes on. There's a very
strict anti-leasing prohibition in the State's limited entry program with a couple of loopholes being emergency
transfers and so forth and everybody knows somebody that has control over a license, but they don't legally.
When they try to repossess it, they're not allowed to repossess it because the terms of their agreement were that
that permit were going to return 1o its original holder, it's unenforceable under the terms of the regulations. So,
it may be true that these are very difficult to enforce and to absolutely guarantee, but if it's the Council's intent
that they do rot want this activity to occur I think you can set up mechanisms that can in turn be checked on and
signal that policy and give yourself an opportunity, or give the agency implementing it an opportunity to devise
a system that will screen for at least obvious and in most cases mistaken attempts. . .

Lauber: If we pass this, as we did in the halibut/sablefish ITQ program, we didn't do all that that you just
mentioned; you did that through regulations. So once we show our intent, the Secretary approves this, then it
would be up to you to find the best method you can 10 assure compliance; you would do that, 1 presume.

Smith: Sure.
¢

Lauber: So, you're not asking us to do all of those things; you just. . .we flag our intent, and if the Secretary
agrees, then you would do all that by regulations, right?

Smith: If that would be the Council's wish. I wasn't here when you developed the regs, the parameters for IFQs.
I don’t whether the specific language came out of the Council or out of the regulatory process, but if the Council
said they didn't want leasing to occur, we'd put language in the regs that would try to inhibit it.

Lauber: Well, it was probably worked out between the Council, Council staff and NMFS and so forth. All right,

let's move on with this motion to prohibit leasing. Is there any further discussion? Is there any objection to the
motion? Call the roll.
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Roll cali: Behnken Yes

Benton Yes
Fluharty Yes
Hegge Yes

Mace No
Collinsworth  Yes
Pereyra No
Samuelsen Yes
Tillion not present
Barker No
Lauber Yes

Pass.

Lauber: All right; we move on to Options Regarding Separability of Species and Area Designations. Anything
under that? Vessel Replacement and Upgrades?

Fluharty: Under this item, the second part, the Council decided not to allow what it termed to be upgrades for
allowing processing at sea. I think it may have been in the way that this was formulated, but the fact is, under
current regulations this is permitted, this is the status quo. It's not some additional new item that we're trying to
prevent, so that in fact we're taking away something that is permitted under current practice, I think that that
definitely hasn't been analyzed in that fashion with the documents that we have and it certainly wasn't presented
in that way and therefore I would propose that we take another look at this in fight of the fact that this is status
quo, that there are a number of very important items before the Council that this measure can serve~things like
full wilization, decrease in the amount of discard, providing markets for relatively small fishing vessels that are
catching species for which there is no current shoreside market, a number of different very useful things. I'm in
possession, and I think other people have received a copy of a proposal on this signed by a pretty large set of
individuals from the total community involved in this fishery. It's not a declaration of intent to do this, but to
maintain the option for this to be allowed. So, I would therefore move that the ability 1o develop a small amount
of processing be maintained for the Gulf of Alaska. In the Guif of Alaska, I would propose that catcher vessels
be allowed to process all species other than pollock and Pacific cod, that catcher vessels less than €0 feet would
be alfowed to process up to a maximum of 5 mt round weight per day, and that catcher vessels 60 ft and greater
would be allowed to process up to a maximum of 10 mt round weight per day. In the BSAL I would propose that
catcher vessels be allowed to process all species; that catcher vessels less than 60 ft be allowed to process up to
a maximum of 5 mt round weight per day, and that catcher vessels 60 ft or greater be allowed to process up to
amaximum of 18 mt round weight per day. Essentially, preserving the status quo. [Seconded]
]

Lauber: Is there any further discussion?

Pereyra: Dr. Fluharty, what's the rationale for not allowing pollock and cod processing in the Gulf, but allowing
itin the Bering Sea and Alevtian Islands?

Fluharty: 1think it reflects the fact that there is current processing available for those species, not for others. I'm
not entirely sure.

Pereyra: I've certainly been walking around town here and it looks like there's quite a bit of processing in this
town, 100, 50, . .

Hegge: 1 assume this wouldn't affect vessels that are already processing cod and in the catcher processor
category?
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Fluharty: Idon't think that is the intent, The fact is that there are a number of vessels that already have this
capability and have used it in previous times or may want to use it so that those vessels that already have that
capability and are doing this, we're maintaining the option for them to do this,

Hegge: Just a clarification. Iassume they would maintain their catcher vessel status, but would they then when
they were doing this be required to comply with the reporting requirements of a processor?

Fluharty: I think the reporting requirements would remain as they are. I'm not familiar with them right now; if
“it's required of boats today, then I would presume that would be required. If it's not required, then that would
certainly be something that we would have to consider.

Hegge: Just one more thing, Mr. Chairman, again reiterating what I stated the other day that I would hope that
it would be the intent of the Council that this be a daily amount because when we did this in inshore-ofishore it
turned out to be a weekly average which is considerably larger and has more problems with it.

Behnken: 1guess while I see a lot of merit to this proposal, it's definitely something that ] think we need to look
at, the problem I'm having with it is the lack of analysis and knowing what's the appropriate places to put these
numbers and I know it's something that's allowed under inshore-offshore, it's something that's going to continue
to be allowed under inshore-offshore until this program goes into place, But that's a program that was sunsetted;
this is a program that's going to stay like this, camry over into ITQs with some pretty big implications for
communities if we have more processing. And I guess I want to take a look at this but I would like to take a look
at this when we take up full utilization and have a little more background on where to put thess numbers.

Benion: I would echo those remarks. T have a lot of sympathy for what Dr. Fluharty has said and I think that
there is some opportunities that can be explored but I believe that we need to have some proposals that are more
fully fleshed out and analyzed in onder to get from here to there, I think it'll be some time that will elapse between
the time the Council adopts this and the time that the National Marine Fisheries Service, the Secretary, approves
this license program and gets regulations in place; I think there's going to be ample time for us to take this up in
our full utilization, or I mean full retention and improved utilization proposal that is currently in the works and
we can look at this and some other measures that we can use to improve utilization of fishery resources. I think
the general idea has a lot of merit, but I am concerned that we don't have all these options fully fleshed out and
analyzed at thes time. I just have some trouble with that aspect of it and I would certainly encourage us to think
about pursuing this under that other vehicle. So, I'm not going to vote in favor of the motion.

Pereyra: 1think the rationale given for this proposal is just as valid for pollock and cod in the Gulf of Alaska as
it is the Bering Sea so I'd like to offer an amendment that this also include pollock and cod in the Gulf of Alaska.

Lauber: Isthere a second? Fails for lack of a second.

Capt. Anderson: A while back we were discussing whether they would, on recordkeeping and reporting, whether
they would be treated as a processor or a catcher and realistically if you're going to set certain limits on them on
processing they would have to keep the processing-type logs, otherwise you would have no way of knowing on
a daily fishing log on a catcher does not allow you to make that determination.

Fluharty: 1guess I come back to, in response to the comments that we've received, come back to the fact that this
program is in place under inshore-offshore at the present time and the kinds of questions, concems, that have been
raised about whether or not we should be doing this must have been addressed under inshore-offshore and
therefore do not constitute a new item for analysis. 1do acknowledge that this is a question about whether we
want to continue this program under a license limitation approach, I think that that's the proper question that we
have and that's the one that I am raising — shall we maintain the status quo into a license limitation project. And,
80.. ..
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Barker (7): As a point of clarification, vessels that process currently nnder inshore-offshore are caicher
processors; they are rot catcher vessels. They're required to be licensed as catcher processors and they must keep
catcher processor logbooks, so for a point of clarification, what you're suggesting is not status quo. You're
suggesting something new,

Tillion: 1have trouble very much like Mr. Percyra's and I'm wondering if Mr. Fluharty would take as a friendly
amendment so that the Gulf and Bering Sea reads the same, catcher boats would be aflowed to process all species
other than pollock and cod, even the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands. This is the area that we don't want a new fleet
" expanding into but you have some sympathy for the peaple that are caught with species that the shore plants doo't
want and so you don't want them processing in the area where the shore plants can handle the product and
therefore | would move an amendment if I can get a second that catcher vessels would be allowed to process all
species other than pollock and cod in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands.

Lauber: Is there a second? Fails for the lack of a second.

Behnken: In regards to Mr, Meyer's comment, can I just have an opinion from Dr. Collinsworth, or NOAA legal
counsel, do you consider this within the scope of the analysis we have for this document?

Lindeman: That's a question for staff; who did the analysis?

Hartley: It was included as an option in this analysis; it was before you essentially, we didn't have the prohibition
of Pacific cod and pollock. As to the extent of the analysis, there’s not a lot that we can do to it except to say that
catcher processors can do this, you know, 18 tons.

Benton: It's also my understanding that under the inshore-offshore amendment what is allowed would continue
even if this is also adopted. In order words, we have a plan amendment for inshore-offshore, the processing that
is allowed under the inshore-offshore amendment would be allowed if there was overlap in the time between while
inshore-offshore was in place and this was in place. It's my hope that we could also take up this idea as part of
the retention and utilization, as 1 said before, measures and try and bring it forward that way and get it fully
analyzed and be able to reach it.

Hegge: 1 would guess that there was just about as much research done for this as there was inshare-offshore
which I remember was very limited; I remember we came to this number with a lot of questions of me about what
a processor could do in a day and so on. But, also in the comment about this being status quo, it is status quo
from the fact that any vessel today can comply with the licenses and catch and process the fish he chooses. So,
it is status quo from that respect. '

Lauber: Is there any further discussion? Are you ready for the question? Call the roll on Dr. Flubarty's motion.

Roll call: Benton No
Fluharty Yes
Hegge Yes
Mace Yes
Collinsworth  Yes
Pereyra Yes
Samuelsen Yes
Tillion No
Barker Yes
Behnken No
Lauber No

Pass,
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Collinsworth: Based on this Jast motion, I think the staff and the enforcement people are going to have to try to
reconcile the reporting requirements. A vessel now has to have a catcher-processor license in order to process
and they must maintain appropriate logs and make the appropriate reports and when we say a federal catcher
processor license, now, under this license limitation program, is there going to be a catcher-processor license other
than a limited entry license.

Benton: Well, you voted for this Dr, Collinsworth, I don't know,
" “Collinsworth: Well, I mean that's a real interesting question.

Benton: Idon't have an idea. In one sense it could be in that now all these catcher vessels that get under this
requirement become catcher processors, technically, but the license, I don't know the answer to that.

Samuelsen: I got confused — I thought we were voting on an amendment, not the main motion. Yesterday I voted
against it and today I voted for it '

Launber: You were on the prevailing side; you can move to reconsider.

Samuelsen: Move to reconsider.

Lauber: First, we have to move to reconsider. . .was therc a second? [seconded; couldn't hear whoj. Is there any
objection to reconsidering the motion based on Mr. Samuelsen's representation? {Change to Tape 55 -- some

lost in tape changeover] ., Fluharty amendment. If this prevails, it would merely bring it back up for another
vote at which time Mr. Samuelsen could vote any way he likes.

.Roll call; Flubarty No
Hegge No
Mace No
Collinsworth  Yes
Pereyra Yes
Samueisen Yes
Tillion Yes
Barker No
Behnken Yes
Benton Yes
Lauber Yes

Pass. o

Lauber: All right, we have before us the Fluharty motion.

Benton: Iask your indulgence. 1 jumped ahead a little bit because I thought Dr. Collinsworth's question was very
gevmane. One of the reasons that I had problems with this, I didn't understand alk of the impacts of what it would
accomplish. 1 think maybe we need to have a little clarification of what the intention here is and how it would
be implemented because it strikes me that what we would wind up with is licensing all these vessels as catcher
processors.

Collinsworth: 1 still support the concept of allowing limited processing on board vessels for species that may
otherwise may not be utilized. There are probably a number of areas within the action that have been taken this
week that may result in some kind of conflict with other regulations, existing regulations sans license limitation,
in terms of reporting requirements, in definitions, and so on. Staff advises me that it probably is not a major
change to correct the regulations to allow this activity and still get the necessary reports, but it's going 10 take
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some reconciliation of the regulations and that is the point that I was trying to make. At the current time you're
required to have a catcher-processor penmit and report, the reporting requirements can be changed, de-linked to
the catcher processor activity in this case and that the caicher vessels would have to report and we can take care
of that, but I just wanted to point out that's what would have to be done. :

Hegge: Right now I process at times and I deliver shoreside at times. I hate to tell Steve, I keep two sets of
books, one is the processor's book and the other's the shoreside book when I'm not, and merely marking on my
federal fisheries permit and then responding accordingly.

[miscelianeous comments on "books™]

Fluharty: I'm glad to hear that thete are ways to work this into the regulations. The purpose is not to do an end
run on regulations, it's to continue a practice that exists and appears to be favorable in the future in a way that
is appropriate. I think it is also appropriate to maintain this as part of a license limitation as opposed to de-
coupling it and locking at it as part of CRP because the license limitation issue is the one that we're dealing with
here. We'd have to go back and amend it, would slow things down. I think in the future if we find through the
CRP process that . . .

Tillion: My sympathics, as Dr, Collinsworth said, are with those people who have product aboard that they can't
use otherwise. But when we include pollock and cod this is no longer that story. When you include pollock and
cod in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands you're including a species that has a ready market elsewhere and you're
not talking about like the person who's fishing and has a product like some of the rockfish that the plant doesn't
even want to take, and so, I support this as long as it's something that processes something that would otherwise
be wasted, But I'm not interested in bringing up a whole fleet of small catcher processors that move into an area
thats already fully utilized and start hacking away at it, so I think that. . .you know 18 metric tons is a lot of fish;
you've got an awful big hole there and if that includes codfish, we're already straired on our seasons. In the Guif,
what was it, 21 days or something we had for a season? We're already putting a strain on our small boats; to
aliow another system of using even more isn't going to help us very much, so I find myself unable to support it
as fong as it covers pollock and cod even though my sympathies are there. I'd prefer the 10 tons, the Gulf, . .didn't
sound too bad, and if it was the same in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands I'd be a bit more sympathetic, but
probably we ought to find out if there's some way we could vote on this separate from what we're now doing.
Otherwise we're going to be here all night on this issue alone.

Lauber: Well, I'm about to. . .if we can get done with. . .we're going to break; we're obviously not going to get
through everything tonight, so we'll have 1o come back tomorrow moming.

Collinsworth: In response to Mr. Tillion's question, wouldn't the vessels, the catcher vessels, still have o have
licenses and area endorsements in the areas? o

Tillion: Oh, well, certainly. But you're talking a lot different when you're talking about somebody that's going
on the grounds and is going to process on the grounds than cne that's going to come in and deliver because there's
a difference between how long you can keep codfish and pollock, you know, you're not going to hold them on the
vessel any great length of time unless you do something with them.

Pereyra: In the inshore-offshore, the limit for being designated inshore is 18 tons, I believe, and that includes
codfish and poliock. This one here does not include pollock and codfish in the Gulf of Alaska, so it's inconsistent
there. The second thing is, if this were to pass and go forward and be implemented, would that mean then that
those vessels in the Gulf of Alaska which had heretofore been classified as inshore, are now classified as
offshore?

Lauber: Apparently no.
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Pereyra: I wanted to make sure. They're not.

Lauber They're not.

Collinsworth: There still seems to be a number of open issues, though, like the kind that Mr. Pereyra just brought
forward, and I guess that I have been convinced by this debate that perhaps when we take up the issue in-

September in full utilization and bycatch that it may be a more appropriate time o try and work out these
uncerainties and deal with at that time,

Lauber: Ready for the question?

Hegge: I want to do a friendly amendment, I think friendly, to change the Bering Sea to 10 tons as is the Gulf
of Alaska. :

Tillion: And, no pollock or cod?

Hegge: Don't press your luck.

Lauber: Is the 10 tons accepted as a friendly amendment? Apparently it's not, so do you wish to make it as an
amendment? If you do, I'm going to drop the gavel and we're going home. . . . but we're going to vote right now

on this one and then we're gong to drop the gavel. All right, 50 now, we're voting on the reconsideration of Dr.
Fluharty's motion, the pocket catcher processor.

Roll call: Hegge Yes
Mace Yes
Collinsworth No
Pereyra Yes
Samuelsen No
Tillion No
Barker Yes
Behnken No
Benton No
Fluharty Yes
Lauber No

Fails,

Lauber: We are recess until 8:00 a.m. tomorrow moming,

June 17, 1995

(Continue on Tape 55]

Lauber: [Evidently tape was not turned on until after the call to order; some comments majr have been
lost]  All right, then, we'll move to vessel replacement and upgrades. Anyone have anything under that? All
right, License Ownership Caps?

[broke for public testimony from people who had to leave the meeting]

Lauber: Q.K., believe that puts us back with the groundfish licenses.
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Collinsworth: Just for a moment, 1 was a little bit slow on the draw this moming when we were on vessel
linkages. Just a point of clarification I've been asked by some of the staff, Is it is the Council's intention to limit
downgrading to within a vessel class? For example, a license endorsement for a 75 fi. vessel--could that just be
used in that class or could it be downgraded into the next lower class and say someone used a 58 ft vessel.

Lauwber: If Iremember the discussion, we didn't mean to stop people from downgrading, but I don't know if . .
.Mr. Tillion, I think you were the one that talked about that, go ahead.

"Tillion: Yes, we do have a problem and if our regulations do not allow it, T would certainly want it. We have one
in the Pribilof Islands, a real problem where the only ITQs that are for sale are in large vessel and the only buyers
that want them are the small boat fleet out of St. Paul and they're unable to do anything with them because they
have to try and match them, so they ought to be able at least to sell down or sue it. We have some regulations
on observers and everything else, so we have a number of people with ITQs that are too small for the size vesse!
they have, They don't want to sell their ITQs and go out, and they'd love to pick up a smaller vessel, especially
as they get older in years, and fish their ITQs on a smaller vessel — I don't think we ever intended within the class
at least, I think we have to take action to change the class and should, but if a person is within that 60-35 class,
why should we care what vessel he uses as long as he's in that class.

Collinsworth: I guess the question s if you were above the 60 ft, say a 75 ft vessel, can you move down into the
next class, the 32-60 ft, for example on a 58 ft boat?

Tillion: If that's not now legal, it should be.

Pereyra: 1 centainly concur with Mr. Tillion. I think that's the sort of unintended consequences that's going to
beset us with the license limitation program, toe, because as I think I was intimating yesterday, we inadvertently
set a trap for people by allowing moratorium upgrades with the 20% rule up to 125 ft, yet now we've gone ahead
and used 124 as the top of a class and 124 as the beginning of a class and if we don't allow people to downgrade
the size of the boat we've trapped them at 125, those people that with legitimate intent went up to the maximum
allowed and so the market that's available for those individuals is much different than somebody that might be
at 124 ft, for example,

Lauber: Dr. Collinsworth is looking for a sense of the Council.
Pereyra: My sense would be that we could,
Lauber. Also, we're talking, . .this is on licensing, not ITQs, so let's see if we can't give him that sense.

Collinsworth: Welt, our motion said within class and I thought that the Council would probably allow them to
go down class, but I wanted to make sure that's clear.

Benton: Given Wally's comment, I can hear the hacksaws already, but [Change to Tape 56 -- comments lost
in changeover). . .question because we were discussing whether or not a vessel could only downgrade within the
20% rule or not and we said, no, that was not our intent. It was only upgrades, and it was my sense of the matter
and I think the wnderstanding of the Council that that would apply with regard to vessel classes as well, that you
could indeed use a license, say from a 60-125 vessel class on a 60 ft or less vessel if you wanted to. But that
would not apply if that 60-125 ft vessel was a catcher processor and the other vessel was a catcher vessel, you
couldn't upgrade the 58 ft catcher vessel to become a catcher processor. . .in using that we're only talking about
license length categories; catcher-catcher processor categories are a separate matter in my understanding.

Lauber: Now, is that the sense of the Council? Is there any objection to the summary given by Mr, Benton? All
right. Dr. Collinsworth, that's the sense of the Council. Now we move on to License Ownership Caps.
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Benton: Before we move on, I was a little slow this morning as well. 1 just want to ensure that our intent is
consistent. Under options regarding separability of species and/or area designations, when we dealt with crab
yesterday we ensured that the vessels that both a crab and a groundfish license that those were a package that
stayed together for three years and it was my understanding at the time that by doing that that also would be a
consistent provision reflected under the groundfish program as well. Is that the sense of everyone else?

Pereyra: I don't agree with that, but I guess that was the sense of the Council,
“Tillion: Yeah, that was the consensus, whether you agree or not.

Hartley: We went ahead and added it into the groundfish. It's not on your draft there but it will be on your
forthcoming draft. I should also say that in that draft we mistakenly dropped your option to allow vessels that
had been lost or sunk or beyond the control. . .that deesn't show up in the draft that you have but you passed it
and it will be included in the next drafi.

Lauber: Any other late bloomers that got anything they can think of before we move on? All right, now can we
go to license ownership caps?

Pereyra: Upon reflection of this particular condition I become more troubled. I happen to have a partner,
individual who started in a troller, worked his way up. He's now a parmer in five vessels, crabbers, shoreside
boats, and factory trawlers. These are five vessels. This particular individual now is truncated where he his, He
cannot think about getting into any other vessels to be competitive with others in the industry. There are a
number of companies that have substantially more than five vessels. There's nothing of a nature, of an anti-trust
nature of him going above five, it's just that we arbitrarily have selected five as some magical cut-off date without,
T'think, any real analysts or support for the justification for it. And, 1 think this is wrong and I think it could be
viewed negatively by those above us that are going to be reviewing this plan. I think it makes this Council look
capricious in the way it selected this particular item. For that reason I think it's in our best interest if we're
nterested in putting together a package that has some chance of being accepted and not turmed back to us, that
we seriously consider removing that particular restriction because I don't think it in fact does what we think it's
going to do and I would ask for maybe some other comments from other Council members.

Benton: I'd ask the National Marine Fisheries Service and maybe Counselor how otherwise we might meet the
requirements of National Standard 47

Collinsworth; 1think that largely depends on the record that the Council builds to show that. . .we have a cap on
five licenses, and I think it depends on the record that the Council builds that would show that if a person owned
six licenses out of what may be 2,400 licenses, that that is an excessive share and limits market competition and
restraint of trade, and so on. :

Benton: That wasn't my question, Mr. Chairnan. My question is if we don't do something about this, how do
we meet National Standard 4?7 Irrespective of the number, how do we get around that?

Lindeman: Does the record now have any information in it that five licenses would be or would not be an
excessive share? 1 think the Council would need some information in the record, something by which you could
describe or define what excessive is in terms of license ownership and there'd be a question that without
something in there, what is the Secretary basing that cap on,

Pereyra: Five out of 2500 or whatever the number is, is probably 1/10th of 1% or 2/10ths of 1% of the total

number of licenses that are available. There is no way that that can be construed as being an excessive share, but
it is a very definite constraint on trade as far as I can view and I just don't think it's appropriate.
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Barker: In terms of what Dr. Pereyra's bringing up, if you do look at the information of how the fleet could
coalesce licenses under the five-limit, yon're still going to end up with more active participants in the fleet in most
every fishery than you want, so if you're looking for information and rationale, you probably ought to be looking
at a larger increment or no increment to see how far that. . .collapses towards. . .[lots of coughing; can't hear]. .
.what your. . .goals are in terms of fleet size.

Lauber: Any further discussion?

*"Benton: National Standard says that we have to look at provisions that ensure that this program is carried out
in such manner that no particular individual, corporation or other entity acquires an excessive share of such
privileges. Mr, Chairman, we had a range of options in front of us for well over a year, we have received public
testimony regarding all of the options that were presented. 1don't have my full suite of options here in front of
me, but it was a very significant range that we were looking at; it's been reviewed at least at every meeting since
roughly April of 1994 by the AP and public and discussed by this Council that we would have some kind, or
consider having some kind of, limit on the number of licenses with a grandfather provision to ensure that on the
one hand we do not violate the rulings that Counselor has provided us regarding the potential takings because
people had an expectation that they had a right to fish on one hand, and the necessity of attempting to address
what Congress has put inio the National Standards on the other, Mr. Chairman, when we were looking at this
at one time we had transferable areas, or separable areas and area endorsements and I think that the discussions
that we had about that and the need to ensure that because of that no particular corporation or entity would
acquire excessive numbers of licenses or area endorsements was a concern that we were addressing at the time.
I'think that concern still stands even though we've addressed it in part because we have (?) non-separable area
endorsements with our licenses. I don't see, and T haven't gotten an answer to my question yet, of if we don't do
something like this, how do we then address Nationat Standard 4 and the excessive share provision?

Lindeman: This issue on its excessive shares has come up in other proposals from the Council, like in the
inshore-offshore situation and there were claims that 35% would allow onshore processors an excessive share
or excessive privileges and what I believe was done there is, relied on Justice's Anti-trust Division to monitor that,
And that's how it was left in inshore-offshore and that would be, in the absenrce of justification in the record to
support a cap, that's what we would recommend here.

Collinsworth: To answer Mr. Benton's question about complying with the Standard, I think that, yes, that you
need t0 comply with that Standard and putting a cap on the accumulation of licenses is one way to deal with that
standard and probably five licenses certainly does not allow the accumulation of an excessive share because it
is such a small fraction. 1 think that the determination that needs to be made is whether that is reasonable. I think
it is probably well within the range that would satisfy the Magnuson Act; in terms of not accumulating an
excessive share you have 1o make the determination that that's appropriate.
a 1

Lauber: Ihave no doubt but what the five would comply, but 1 don't think that's the only consideration or the only
reason that you could pick some number such as five; there are other considerations. And, as far as the National
Standard, apparently, [ think 1 read some place that in the quahog fishery one company has got 40% so apparently
NMFS thinks that isn't. . .but there are other things we could limit. Obviously we went down to 1/2 of 1% in our
halibut/sablefish, or sablefish.

Pereyra: Certainly the excessive share issue is something that's embodied in National Standard 4, but another
part of National Standard 4 is that whatever we do has to be fair and equitable. That means that we have to strike
some sort of a reasonable middle ground that is fair and equitable on one hand and prevents excessive share
accumulation on the otker. Now, I would argue that not allowing Stan Hovik, for example, to acquire an interest
in one more vessel is not fair and equitable. There's no way that he's going to be able to compete with a Chuck
Bundrant, for example, who is part owner, and I don't mean to use Chuck's name in a derogatory manner here,
but he happens to be someone who at this point in time has interest in a large number of vessels. There's no way
that this gentleman is going to be able to compete with that particular individual. Now, the standard that we've
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used in the past has been one that has been based upon some percentage of the total fishery. Five licenses, in this
case, I don't think can be viewed as being somehow controlling the fishery. And I think the reverse has to be
asked, you ask how do we ensure that excessive shares will not be accumulated—1I think that's a valid question,
but also, by the same token I think we have to answer the question, why is five shares a more reasonable, fair and
equitable way 0 go about this than, say, 10 shares or 15? There's no quantitative information we have before
us that allows us to make those kinds of judgements and 1 just think that what we're doing is wrong.

Benton: First, Fd point out that we're not doing an IFQ program so we're not talking about shares; we're talking

"about licenses and the impacts of having licenses can be very different than the amount of a quota share and Mr.
Chairman, I'd point out that in our September analysis it did discuss that the program had provisions that would
meet National Standard 4 with regard to this issue and that in our March 9th subsequent analysis it showed that
the concentration of ownership was encompassed within the universe of five licenses generally, and 1 brought that
information forward yesterday in the debate regarding this matter. We have had pubiic testimony regarding this
matter, and we have discussed it now for well over a year and this has been the preferred alternative for quite
some time. With regard to equity I understand what Dr. Pereyra is saying, but 1 think there is a significant
difference between having five factory trawler licenses and having five 45-ft catcher vessel licenses and there may
be some inequities involved there of some degree, but the reality of the matter is that by having a grandfather
provision in we are not resulting in any takings or any significant impact in that regard on a company and their
present operations. The idea here is what happens in the future and the need perceived, at least, by the public and
the Council at this time to have some provisions in here to minimize concentration of licenses any further as we
go down Dr. Pereyra's CRP path, or journey. So, I think it's justified on the record. It has been around for quite
some time; it is not a new provision, it has received a iot of review from all parties concerned, and I think there
is sufficient record to meet it and I'm pleased to see that National Marine Fisheries Service believes that we can
use something like this to accomplish the goal.

Lanber: Ms. Behnken, and then we're either going to have a motion or we're going to move on.

Behnken: Because we chose not to place a limit on the number of endorsements that a vessel could have, the way
I've been approaching this is thinking, well, a vessel could have all their licenses in one of these areas and in some
of the areas, say Western Gulf, there's 394 total licenses based on the information we received from staff
yesterday, I believe, if I'm reading this correctly, Aleutian Islands - 223; and if you start looking at those numbers
and thinking of a vessel having 5 licenses in that area, that starts to become a fairly significant participation or
maybe significant amount of control. Exceeding that, to me, starts to be an excessive share of the resource. [
think if you're looking at the big number at the bottom there, total vessels licensed, 2,000, doesn't seem like very
many. But since vessels could own all their endorsements, licenses, in one area, 5 becomes a very reasonable
number in my eyes. '

Lauber: O.K., anybody got anything. . motion? ¢

Benton: A little bit of new information, perhaps. 1 again would call attention to Figures 2.1.1, 2.1.2, and 2.1.3
of our March 9th analysis, if you care to refer to them. I think this analysis shows what the universe of the
configurations of what license vessel ownership cap restrictions would entail and it looks at different elements
and options and you can see within there that if you are putting the number of license caps on general licenses,
by and large, the vast bulk of the fishery most people would own one license, 1,800 or s0, under this particular
analysis. 1aiso point out, Mr. Chairman, that with regard (o the restraint of trade issue raised by Dr. Pereyra, that
given the number of licenses there are, if everybody owned 5 of them there would be about 600 vessels owners
instead of 2,000 some-pdd vessel owners, so I think it's not a restriction on trade, I think it allows for some
consolidation, but it also provides some protection.

Pereyra: .. Ihave amotion. I'd like to move that we change this item from 5 general licenses to 10. [seconded,
but could not identify whol.
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Lauber: It's been moved and seconded. I think the discussion, particularly the discussion from Counsel and from
Dr. Collinsworth has convinced me that we've gone a little bit too far into the area of trying to. . .t00 far in terms
of preventing people from conducting their business. I think that 10 is a more reasonable number than $, if's still
lmthanlﬂofl%ofthcmalnmnhaofgenmlﬁomsmthaareavaﬂableandrdiiketopointoutaspartoftlﬁs.
here we are focusing on 2,500 catcher vessel licenses but in fact in the pollock industry the onshore processor
sector is combined in the hands of, X think, three different companies, so we talk about excessive shares, maybe
the processing industry is something we should be concermed about. If we're not concerned about it, then I don’t
_see why we have to be so overly concerned about the harvesting sector. 1 think 10's a more reasonable number.

Lauber: Is there any further discussion? Ready for the question? Voting on Dr. Pereyra's ownership caps, from
510 10. Call the roll.

Roll call vote; Mace No
Collinsworth  Yes
Pereyra Yes
Samuelsen No
Tillion Yes
Barker Yes
Behnken No
Benton No
Fluharty Yes
Hegge Yes
Lauber No

Passed.

Lauber: O.K., anything else under. . .I guess we couldn't have anything else under that. We'll move on to license
use caps. Anything under that? O.K. Vessel designation limits? Moving right along. Buyback retirement
program; no buyback will be listed.

Benton: For those items where we now have. . .such as vesse license use caps and buyback retirement program,
or say no buyback retirement program, no limit on use of licenses, I would move that we just strike these from
the document,

Lauber: Ithought that's the way it'll show up, but let's clarify that, Is that the sense of the Council is these things
where we say, for instance, no buyback or retirement program, when we've voted on it we say no, that it's not in
the document, that we don't indicate that we did that?

¢
Tillion: Yes, I agree. '
Lauber: Mr. Mace is pleased with that, 1 presume.
Fluharty: 1think just for the record that this does represent a decision that the Council has made and that it should
be recorded, not necessarily as a separate section, but there might be a clean-up thing in the document that just
says these items were considered and rejected so that if anyone comes along in the future and wants to know
whether we did consider this, it might just save us some time and provide better information for the public,
Lauber: O.K., good idea. Two-tiered license. . .
Lindeman: Mr. Chairman, a question. . .I guess it would be a point of clarification with respect to the ownership

caps issue, is it the Council's intent that the cap would apply to. . .with respect if there's a partuership or
corporation or whatever, would the cap apply to, say, that partnership, or to the individual persons within the

FACOUNCILWMEETINGS\ 99SJUNGSACTIONLICLIM.695 142

'



partnership. If three people had a parmership and they owned 5 licenses and then one of the individual parmers
also owns a license, would he or she be exceeding that ownership cap? 1 need clarification on what the Council
intends. :

Lauber: Understand the dilemma?

Pereyra: Well, It's my understanding that somehow the National Marine Fisheries Service and the Coast Guard
are going to be able to track all this, so. . . I think the intent here is not to allow any person to acquire more than
" 10 license and a person is defined in here, I believe, in some shape or form, and that would be my intent.

Hartley: The owner of a license. . ., for example, if 1 own a vessel with my partnership, my partnership is X
Company, that is who is going to own that license and that vessel, presumably. I may not own the vessel, but I'm
going to own the license. The question is, is the intent that all other the other partnerships that I'm involved in,
and say ' involved in 20 different fully incorporated corporations or partmerships or whatever it is, do I exceed
the cap, | personally, exceed the cap, or since all these are different companies and the company is what owns
these vessels and these licenses according to the documentation and all that, I guess that's the question that needs
to be clarifted.

Pereyra: But that would mean then that if T bought some Con Agra stock I would be in violation because I'm
partuer in several vessels and Con Agrais . . .[interrupted]

Lauber: Isa't this what the AP was talking about, something about 10% ar . . .when they were wrestling with it?

Tillion: We just said an entity. Marcus already said if it's Company X they're allowed to have 5, or now 10,
licenses. I certainly don't feel that because I own stock in GCI and Alascom too that I should be charged with a
conflict of interest, I'm just making money. I think the way we did it is perfectly clear. What you're doing is
saying Trident can't own more than 10, or Tyson can't own more than 10, unless they already have them and are
grandfathered. As for the individual stockholders, ah, come on now, you start tracking that down, we'll go nuts.

Hartley: Mr. Chairman, if that's the Council intent, I think that's clear on the record now and we can write the
regulations to mirror that.

Lauber: Two-{iered license. Northing? Community Development Quotas, anything on that? And, Community
Development Licenses follows in the category of. . .Buyback, anything on that? Now we go to the "other
provisions.” Turn to that page, I'll go through them. Number 1, license represents a use privilege, any change
in that?  Severe penalties may be invoked, all of these of course are advisory and that we suggest to the
Secretary. Number 3, licenses may be suspended or revoked for violations. . .
#

Flubarty: It seems to me that it might not require multiple violations for a license to be suspended or revoked.
I think. . 1 don't know the practice here, but if someone does something really egregious I would just as soon the
license be revoked, and I hope that either could be communicated as 2 sense as opposed to the wording. [Change
to Tape 57]

Lauber: And. .. maybe suspended or revoked for serious and/or serious or multiple violations. Without any
objection to that.. . all right, . . .amended to read license may be suspended or revoked for serious and/or multipie
violations. O.K., four, Implement a Skipper Reporting System; five, Impacts of Analysis of Various Rent
Collection Levels; Vessels which qualify for a license limitation program that have been lost, destroyed, and their
eligibility; seven, Vessels targeting non-groundfish species currently allowed to land incidentally-taken
groundfish, etc.; anything on seven? Moratorium-qualified vessel and then lost. . .
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Pereyra: Why was this when it was written changed from Mr. Benton's original motion? Mr, Benton's original
motion addressed other potential areas of concem about. . .we talked about catastrophic engine failures and so
forth.

[several people talking at once--couldn’t understand)

Hartley: We just handed out a new draft, that is in there. . .it doesn’t reflect your very last motion but everything
eise should be in there.

T

Pereyra: 0.K., thank you, I apologize.

Hartley: We've also given you a new list of the number of participants reflecting your West Yakutat move and
also 1 kind of further refined some of the numbers as well.

Pautzke: It’s number 11 on page 3 is now the, . .

Lauber: O.K., nine, empty umbrelia? And ten, CDQ vessel exemption. 0.K., that takes us down to “sunset,”
and no sunset provisions, anything on that?

Behnken: I have one more motion I would like to try under other provisions, and that is to allow in the Gulf of
Alaska an exemption for jig vessels with a 10,000 Ib per week trip limit, and a 50-ft siz= Limit, the 5 machines,
per vessel, one line, 15 hooks, all the same things we did in the Gulf, but 50 ft and 10,000 Ibs per week. And if
1 get asecond I'll speak toit. [Seconded by Benton] I believe that we have left a little bit of an entry level in the
Bering Sea that can be prosecuted safely. Idon’t think we've done the same thing in the Gulf of Alaska and I
really feel that we have that responsibility to do that, to allow. . .I don’t think with a 10,000 Ib trip limit it can
be threatening in terms of overcapacity; 1 believe it addresses the safety issues that were raised by Capt.
Anderson, it encourages clean gear which has been a big premise of our discussions for the past couple years, and
it just will give people that little bit of a way to get started safely without being a threat to capacity.

Pereyra: This is sort of in the form of a question. What do you think the impact would be in Southeast if a couple
hundred, 200, 300, whatever, vessels decided to go out and jig for canary rockfish on the resource, what would
be the impact. Those things are 100+ years old and so forth and understand that. . .

Behnken: Canary rockfish are., . .
Pereyra: It should be yelloweyes, I was thinking yelloweyes, not canary. . .

Behnken: Yelloweye rockfish, thank you. Yelloweye rockfish, first, don’t bite jigs, but second of all they're part
of the demersal shelf complex which we’re handling separately, and they occur primarily in State waters which
isn’t covered by this plan anyway. 1 think that we’re dealing with offshore fisheries here and there are some
species that could be prosecuted with jig gear which we've all decided is a very clean gear; there’s some that could
be developed that are probably somewhat underutitized at this point and I think it gives people an opportunity
without being a big threat to anybody.

Tillion: 1hate to have to go against this, but the thing is we re trying to hold the line and you're talking about
a type of gear that is very clean, but it also targets in many cases on a species which is very long-lived. 1
understand that there’s not much of a threat to what Ms. Behnken is advocating in Southeastern Alaska, but
there’s a fleet in the area I live in that could walk through this like a wide open barn door and I'm going to have
to vote against it.

Behnken: 1 guess I feel like yesterday we took some measures to include some people in this program that, oh,
their boat qualified in one area under the moratorium and qualified in another under endorsement, or they were
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a crossover vessel and we kind of twisted things around we pulled them in and some of what we did let in a lot
of capacity, a lot of capacity, and the amount of capacity this is going to bring in, you look at the graphs in the
back in the appendix that were done by Joe Terry ard it doesn’t even show up in terms of total capacity, you let
in a whole burch more small boats and yet what it does is give an entry level that would be safe and I think it
really would be irresponsible of this Council to ask people to be going outside three miles if they want to get
started in these fisheries in a 26 ft. boat in the Gulf of Alaska,

Benton: I'm going to have to speak in response to some of the comments that were just made. 1do not believe
“that we took action that would result in excess capacity entering the fisheries. 1 think we adjusted the program
to deal with a couple of specific problems by the way we configured the program, but I think that when we look
at the information that was provided to us on the record and in the analysis that it’s clear that the way that we
shaped the program does not result in significant increases in capacity and in fact results in reductions in capacity.
And, 1 want to make sure that the maker of the motion is not suggesting that we have done something otherwise,
at leastih my view. The other thing is that while I have a lot of sympathy for this I cannot support this measure
for the same reasons that Mr, Tillion has spoken t0. In the instance of the Bering Sea for the jig fishery we
already have a quota established and a fishery established with some guidelines and the provisions that we
adopted in the Bering Sea conform to that and because we have a TAC for a jig fishery, I can see that that fishery
will be under constraint and we do not have a similar kind of measures in the Gulf of Alaska. If we were to put
something together in the Guif of Alaska I think we would have to consider that as well so that we could ensure
that we have allowed for a fishery that is going to be manageable and executed in a orderly manner,

Lauber: Any further discussion? Ready for the question. Call the roll, Southeast jig fishery, 10,000. ..

Pautzke: No, Gulf of Alaska. . .50 ft exemption.

Roll Call: Collinsworth No
Pereyra No
Samuelsen Yes
Tillion No
Barker No
Behnken Yes
Benton No
Fluharty No
Hegge No
Mace No
Lauber Yes

Failed. n

Lauber: All right, any other. . .there was nothing under sunset provisions, huh?

Mace: On the heading for Other Provisions, we say “choose any or none of the options.” Actually, the Council
has approved those opticns; do we need that qualification there?

Pautzke: That shouldn’t have been there; that's just an oversight; please cross it out.

Lauber: O.K., we had a time certain, which it didn’t turn out to be very certain, Mr. Ackley at 8:00 a.m., this
morning, 50 we’ll take that up after the recess and then we'll go into the crab section of licenses and then we can
vote on the full package.

Recess. (June 17, 9:06 a.m.]
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Begin Tape 58, June 17, approximately 9:50 a.m.

Lauber: O.K.,.. .all right, now we'll move back to the crab license options, same ground rules as we did with
the groundfish, the original votes were teatative. 1believe the most recent document is C-. . ., June 17, 8:00 a.m.,
we’ll work from that. All right, starting out, same thing, anyone kaving anything on Licenses Classes? O.K.
Anyone have anything under Nature of Licenses? O.K., moving down to License Recipients.

Capt. Anderson: We discussed this yesterday under groundfish, but the same language that causes a problem is
“"now listed under the most recent documents under both crab and groundfish. It discusses current owners of
vessels documented in the United States as of 6/15/95. 1know we didn’t reach resolution on that issue yesterday,
there were a lot of different ideas floating around and I think that what the staff was trying to capture is what they
heard yesterday, but I don’t think it was the best resolution and I have a motion, I'd like to change the initial
language. And, my motion would be to redefine that first sentence, both under groundfish and crab, to be: license
recipients would be current owners defined as those persons eligible to document a fishery vessel under Chapter
121, Tide 46 U.S.C. ¥ 1can get a second I'll speak to it. [Seconded by Samuelsen)

Lauber: And that’s as of June 16.. .

Anderson; No, sir, I did not add the particular date in there; I'll address that also. What we could have in this
case, I suppose there’s about probably 40 vessels that may have been reflagged Russian, they may or may not
still be U.S. corporations that own those vessels, I don’t know that. But, the language that's in the existing
document would in fact prohibit perhaps a fully-qualified U.S. corporation which happens to be flying a Russian
flag on its vessel from the opportunity to reflag that vessel U.S. Itis probably no different from any other vessel
that may have a landings history that has just been participating in another area of the country in a U.S. fishery.
The documentation laws aliow these [owners?] to these vessels 1o return to U.S. documentation and reacquire
their fishery endorsement and the language I proposed would keep that consistency between the documentation
laws and the Magnuson Act. By putting a date certain in there I think you may run into. . .I'd defer maybe to
NOAA General Counsel, but you may run into some other problems with Administrative Procedures Act of
allowing a proper notice of that opportunity to reflag U.S., and you may be better off looking at those vessels and
defining current owners without a date for now because if we put a date certain in there, the other problem you
nm into is U.S. vessels currently, you're going to tie this license to whoever happens to be the owner as of today
when you've got a program that may not be in effect until three years from now, so I don’t know how that would
compound problems with future transactions and owners, so I think I would leave the date out for now. With that,
I'll allow any other discussion.

Lauber: O.K,, it’s been moved and seconded; it basically was the same language I read yesterday, *‘current
owners who are persons defined as those eligible to document a fishing vessel under Chapter 121, Chapter 46
US.C.” Is there any further discussion? [s there any: objection to the motion of Capt. Anderson that I just read?
Hearing none, it passes. Is there anything else under that, License Recipients? O.K., License Designations. O.K.,
Qualifying Period.

Hartley: Just a point of clarification there. There’s a litile bit of inconsistency with the species that you've
defined in the Nature of License and the species that we talk about in this qualifying period, and we would make
those maich. In other words, Norton Sound red and blue king crab we would call Norton Sound king crab, and
the Pribilof red king crab we would just call Pribilof red and blue king crab,

Lauber: Unless there’s a Council objection, that's the way it will be done.

Krygier: Pribilof king crab would be fine.

Hartley: Pribilof king crab? [affirmative] And, Norton Sound king crab would be fine as well? [affirmative)
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Lauber: Anything else under Qualifying Period? Minimum Landings? Who May Purchase Licenses? Vessel
License Linkages? Options Regarding the Separability of Species and/or Area Designations?

Benton: Just make surc with staff that, that this has now been made consistent on the groundfish as well, correct,
or it will be? .

Hartley: It’sin the current groundfish . . .
“'Benton: O.K.,1didn’t get a chance to review the other one, OK.

Hegge: Going back to Who May Purchase Licenses, we added the “no leasing” comment in the groundfish and
that isn’t in here, I see, on the crab.

Lauber: Maybe that's because we were under groundfish. 1 don’t think we did it under this, did we?
Hegge: 1 would so move that we add it in here,

Lauber: O.K., your motion is the same language as used under groundfish?

Hegge: Yes, that would be no leasing of crab licenses.

Lauber: Isthere a second?

Behnken: Second.

Lauber: Is there any objection to the motion? Do you object, or did you just want to speak?

Pereyra: No, I object.

Lauber: OK., Dr. Pereyra objects, motion carries. Anything else under separability? O.K., we’ll move on to
Vessel Replacement and Upgrades.

Collinswarth: I'm not sure which designation it’s under, but the issue we discussed this moming about down-
grading from one, say the 60 to the less than 125 down to the less than 60 category, that’s not explicitly been
dealt with; is the right place to do that?
Lauber: Yes, I think it is.

'{
Hartley: That language was actually in the Vessel License Linkages up above, in the last sentence of that Vessel
License Linkage, it says “any vessel less than or equal to the maximum length and within that vessel class may
use that license,” and that’s where it is now.
[several people talking at once]
Collinsworth: But we'd want to use the same language that we used for the groundfish,
Lauber: Do you think that covers this though?
Collinsworth: Well, this says within the vessel class; we want to allow it to go down, we don’t want a floor. . .

Pereyra: [ would assume that we're talking about vessel class with regards to. . .in this regard we’re talking
catcher processors versus catcher vessels and that allowing a vessel to go downward would be acceptable. I think
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it’s particularly important here because we've gone ahead and bundled those vessels that have got combination
groundfish and crab licenses and it’s pretty hard for one side of the vessel to go down and the other side not to,
and it makes it a little more difficult; makes it controlfing on the most restrictive portion, so I think they both have
to be comparable.

Benton: I think that the approach that we adopted on the groundfish would apply as well to crab, and that is that
a vessel would be aliowed to use a designation from a, say 75 or 120-ft vessel on a 58 ft seiner if somebody
_decided to do that, so they’d be able to use it in a smaller vessel class, for vessel length. . .

Lauber: Is that the Council’s desire to conform it to the groundfish language? Hearing no objection, so ordered.
Q.K., License Ownership caps.

Behnken: I am not quite sure I'm clear on where the discussion ended up with groundfish, but I would assume
that in defining ownership that we would aiso be inciuding controlling share in a corporation. I think that’s
defined as 10%. Would that be correct, or how wide a door did we just leave with what we did with groundfish?

Hartley: I think right now you're on record, at least my understanding of what you've said, is that the owner of
the license is defined by the person that you've issued that to, not. . .and that person is the corporation or the
partnership or the individual. You haven't really made any definite staternents that says you want to look within
that corporation or within that partnership and restrict the ownership of persons within the partnership. Right
now you issued them to the person that owns the vessel and that is partnership, corporation, individual.

Behnken: So, in other words, all someone has to do is set up other subsidiaries and there’s no ownership cap.
Hariley: That's...

Lauber: A comment on your 10%, I think that that number’s often used when you're talking about publicly bheid
corporations. Obvicusly 10% ownership, if you held 10% of a company in which I owned 90% I would take issue
with the fact that you had a hell of a lot of control over my . . ., s0. . .it may well be that in some cases 10% could
do a lot, but. . ,others can’t do much.

Pereyra: 1 was going to follow on with that. If you have provisions in your shareholder agreement that require
that there be majority decisions on certain key issues and you own 10% yon've got veto power on anything that
goes on in any of those particular areas, so you can have very significant control as you point out. That’s why
I'think this whole issue is one that’s somewhat difficult to get your arms around. I think where we lefi it with
groundfish was probably appropriate, B

Lauber:  Well, I think the AP covered that as kind ofa caveat that the problems of tracking all of this was going
to be difficult at best. Other than that, can we move on with Ownership Caps?

Pereyra: 1would like, if 1 could, discuss this a little bit. The groundfish side, we had 10, the crab side at 5; how
does this relate to combination vessels, for example? Are they looked at separately, or are they looked at the
same? We’ve gone ghead and we’ve considered bundling these. It seems to me you’re disadvantaging those
vessels or those owners of combination vessels as opposed to owners of vessels which don't have any
combination aspect to them, We aren’t allowing them unbridling, I just think we're, again we're getting into an
arca that probably we ought to have them be the same. I think the combination vessels should be the same. This
is a very serious issue because, for example look at the CDQ communities, | mean, they’re corporations and
we're trying 10 do what we can 0 allow them to develop to get into the fisheries and we're going to constrain
them. They're going to be limited in how far they can go. I don’t know if that’s what you wanted to do or not.
I 'think we should make this 10 to conform to the groundfish.

Lauber: You got us into this, it was your 10. . .
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Pereyra: O.K., I make a motion that it be 10, same as the groundfish. [Couldn't hear second)
Lauber: Moved and seconded that the ownership caps be 10 general licenses per person.

Benton: I'd just point out that if the information as I understand it is correct that with regard to the groundfish
fisheries we've taken a fleet that has over 2,000, almost 3,000 owner-operators, or owners and we have made it
the potential to have that be now converted to . . . 223. . .230 owners in the groundfish fishery with the increase
that Dr, Pereyra promoted for the groundfish fishery. In the crab fishery, if we made it 10 licenses, basically 48
“"people or 50 could own the entire license configuration for the Bering Sea.

Behnken: In the text under groundfish it said there was conly one owner who would receive 5 vessel licenses
initially and none who would receive more than S vessel licenses. So there we allowed a cap that was twice more
than any one person was receiving and when I look at the graph for crab, it seems to me we're allowing even more
of a consolidation and a higher excessive share.

Lauber: What's the number? Does it say?

Behnken: On page 27 of the March 9th analysis there’s some graphs there; that's crab. The groundfish is on
page 17.

Lauber: What's it fook like, Marcus?

Hartley: On page 17 you have your tables for groundfish. That was using a considerably different configuration
than you have on the table now, which is 11581.

Lauber: What's crab look like, we're on crab.

Hartley: Ithought Ms. Behnken was asking about groundfish, The crab configuration that you have there, again
it was using a slightly different qualifying period and a different number of licenses, but there were vessels, 1
vessel that had up to 15, a vessel that had 8, owner, I'm sorty, that had 8, one that 5, one that had 4, 7 had 3. But
again, that is a different configuration than the configuration than the one you've come up with now, and it’s
going to be close, it's going to be within that kind of a framework, but. ..

Lauber: You mean by combining maybe opilio and bairdi and some of these others it might. , .

Hartley: This is vessel owners, and general licenses, it’s not talking about . . .

Lauber: What have we done differently that's going to. . .

Hartley: You've changed the. . .this is a different qualifying period. In the March document you didn’t have the
base qualifying period, endorsement qualifying period combination, and this was based on, actually quatifying
period 4, I guess, no, 3, which didn’t have your base. . .this combination thing. So, you're probably reducing
some of these numbers in some areas. . .I'm not trying to be obtuse, but it’s not, . .this one is not the same one.
Behnken: So, we’ve probably reduced from this, and what this shows is 341 persons receiving 1; 32 receiving
2,7 receiving 3; and thea there’s a couple of outiyers (?) that would be grandfathered in, you know, 1. . .it’s kind
of hard to read because you can’t see the bar on the graph, so I think as Marcus said there's one or two people
that go out there, but I just don’t see how you can justify raising this to 10, based on that.

Lauber: Q.K., we have before us a motion to go from 5 to 10; is there any further discussion?
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Benton: Ijust want to point out that irrespective of the vote on this particular matter that, given the counselor’s
comments regarding excessive shares and anti-trust laws that I don’t believe that raising the cap will violate
National Standard 4. 1don’t necessarily [Change to Tape 59, lost some words in changeover] . . . given
what's been represented.

Tillion; While I voted to raise the groundfish to 10, 'm ot going to do that with crab. There’s a big difference
between around 260 owners possibility under one and 47 possibility under another if you raised it to 10, so I think
5 is reasonable enough in the crab.

A1

Lauber: Any further discussion? O.K., call the roll on raising Sto 10on ...

Roli call: Pereyra Yes
' Samuelsen No

Tillion No
Barker No
Behnken No
Benton No
Fluharty No
Hegge Yes .
Mace No
Collinsworth  Yes
Lauber No

Failed,

Lauber: Altright. Done with Ownership Caps; we'll move to Vessel Designation Limits; move on to Buyback
Retirement Program. I assume that we would follow the same procedures here as we did in groundfish that it will
not appear in the body of the document but somewhere in the footnotes, or at some point there will be a notation
that the Council considered a buyback program and skipper licenses and so forth and decided not to include them.
Anything under Skippers? O.K., same with that. Community Development Quotas, anything under Community
Development Quotas?

Pautzke: Is there some deep meaning in the phrase, “any or all GHLs,” or is it just all GHLs? What does any
or all mean, does that have a significance?

Benton; 1 think the wording should be “all” because obviously if there isn’t one, it wouldn’t be there,
Collinsworth: Just soit’s absolutely clear on the record, I believe the Council’s intent is clear, but I don’t know
that the record is clear that the Aleutian Island inclusion should be, would be part of the crab program as well.
I had some questions from some folks last evening; it was unclear whether the Council had gone on record (o
include the Aleutian Islands,

Lauber: Yeah, well, we can clarify it, but I think the Council meant the Bering Sea and Aleutian Isiands, BSAL
Collinsworth: I meant Akutan,

Pereyra: 1think the reason why you have to have the GHLs in there, because there’s some species I believe that

don’t have GHLs, right, guideline harvest levels? Tanneri, for example, angulatus, they don’t have a GHL, so
kow do you put 7-1/2% of what?
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Benton: The crab that are covered under the CDQ programs are those covered under the Fishery Management
Plan for the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands king and Tanrer erab and those species and those GHLs are the ones
that would be covered and subject to a CDQ program.

Pereyra: So, if in the future, it would be my understanding for the future, you did establish a guideline harvest
level at that point in time, then 7-1/2% would become part of the CDQ program.

Benton: That would be true, and I think that matter would have to becore before the Council, we'd want to bring
‘it before the Council before we did anything,

Lauber: O.K., Community Development Licenses, same thing there that we mentioned. Other Provisions. We'll
strike “any or none of the options™; we have chosen. Number one, Use Privilege, Severe Penalties, License
Suspended or Revoked, same language there as we used before “for serious and/or multiple violations.”

Implement a Skipper Reporting System, number four, Analysis of impact, rent collection levels, etc,; the
expression of the Council's intent to not have additional superexclusive registration areas; vessels which qualified
for Council license limitation that have been lost, destroyed, so forth, anything under that? Number eight, . . .

Benton: 1 hesitate on this one seeing as how 1 drafted the language, at least in part, and Dr. Pereyra and I did have
quite a discussion on this matter on the record. I'm a little bit concerned with the way we worded this, that it may
be a little bit too open-ended in termms of the language and could result in some administrative confusion. 1 recall
owr discussion and what we said was something along the lines that vessels which qualify under the moratorium
that are lost, damaged, or otherwise out of the fishery during the discussion of that language we were talking
about catastrophic damage, not the scraping of the paint on the dock that Mr. Samuelsen routinely encounters
when he pushes his boat off, and I wonder if we might not want to tighten this up just a little bit in order to
provide a little bit clearer guidance as to what is exactly meant here, And what I'm thinking of specifically is that
we would change the word ‘damaged’ to were lost and insert there, ‘suffered catastrophic damage,” and if
somebody has any wisdom about to clarify ‘or otherwise out of the fishery due to factors beyond the control of
the owner,” 1'd appreciate some suggestions, but at the present I don’t really have any. So, I would move that
we change the language in the first line of Number 8 to read, “Vessels which qualify under the moratorium and
were lost, suffered catastrophic damage,” and then continue on with the sentence.

Lauber: I think that’s reasonable, but listening to you intent, wouldn’t you be doing the same thing if you merely
just struck damaged, and it read “were lost or otherwise out of the fishery due to factors beyond the control of
the owner™?

Tillion: That could be foreclosure.

Lauber: Well, if he paid his bills he wouldn’t be; otherwise you're going to leave that in,
Tillion: But, if it's foreclosure, goodbye.

Lauber: Well, 1 don’t know. QK. fine, let's go with the way that. . .

Collinsworth: 1do appreciate the discussion to get the flavor of the Council’s intent on this issue, but I think
ultimately when we get to the rule packaging that we're going 10 need to refine that and also talking with the folks
that will be making the determinations they've talked about the kind of showing that would be required in order
to make these determinations. And, you know, Mr. Tillion brought up the guy who forgot to put oil in the engine
and it blew, well maybe it was a leak and it blew because it didn’t have oil in it, 50 we're going to have to work
on that, try to come up with something to allow the appeals officers and the people making the initial
administrative determination and opportunity to verify by some kind of showing and they'l] have to help me
define what that is and help you, I think, define what those things are.
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Benton: Itake that to mean that through the administrative rolemaking process the agency would look at these
kinds of things and develop language that would reflect our intention here.

Collinsworth: And, I have no problem with adding *‘catastrophic,” because that tends to modify damage and
gives us a better indication that the Council is talking about something severe rather than something minor, and
something totally out of one’s control, an act of God, or something that. . .not forgetting to put oil in the vessel
or letting the oil stove run out of control and burning up the vessel. . .

“Benton: With that understanding, that what we here is something extraordinary and severe, 1 would
withdraw my motion. I'm perfectly comfortzble with the discussion; if that’s the understanding on the record,

I'm happy.
Lauber; Allright Anything else under 87 97

Collinsworth: . . .I'd like to ask Mr. Berg to come to the microphone; he had identified somewhat of a
discrepancy between the moratorium and the CDQ regulations and 1'd fike for him to explain that so we could

clarify.

Ron Berg: 1 just want to identify under the moratorium, what the Council did is that for the purposes of the CDQ
program vessels that are exempted, those that were developed for purposes of the CDQ, the Council allowed
those vessels to participate in CDQ and non-CDQ fisheries, so. . [couldn’t understand). . .it’s not quite exactly
the same, now they have under crab here, there they said including the moratorium will continue, but then they
said participate in just the CDQ. So, there's a difference there as to what we actually have under the moratorium,
Under the moratorium we said, you can participate in CDQ and non-CDQ fisheries, so I just wanted to bring that
up for you to clarify what you want there.

Benton: Question for Mr. Berg. So, that provision is applicable both for groundfish and crab with respect to the
moratorium, correct?

Berg: Yes, that’s true. You're under crab now, but I was going to bring up the same issue under groundfish as
well.

Benton: It was my intention that we would mirror the requirements in the moratorium and I was under a
misunderstanding about what was in the moratorium. I guess. . .how does the moratorium work, Mr. Berg?

Berg: Well, what the Council did under the moratorium, it said new vessels constructed after implementation of
the CDQ program, pursuant to an approved CDQ project, will be exempt from the moratorium, Then it said these
vessels may fish in both CDQ and non-CDQ fisheries.

Benton: And there are some restrictions on sizes of those vessels and whatnot?

Berg: Yes, that’s true; it says such exemptions will be limited to vessels 125 ft and under.

Lauber: At some point I raised the issue, we weren’t creating a bolt (?) building project here, were we, and at that
time ¥ was assured we weren’t, and now we might, hub? I can’t believe we Icft that kind of a loophole in there.
It must have been late in the day.

Benton: When we come back o vote on the full package. . .is it your intent now that we’ve made some

refinements, both of these we'll get them re-typed from staff before we make a final vote, or are we going to vote
on the final package after we get through with the crab licenses,
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Lauber: We've gone through groundfish and we're about through crab, and I thought that we would be then in
a position to vote on the total package. Obviously, if someone wants to go back and revisit. . .we haven't taken
avote on. . .if someone wants to reconsider their action on groundfish, we can do that,

Benton: The only reason I asked the question is I was wondering there was an opporunity to revisit this
particular provision because I wanted to confer with Mr. Berg for a moment, just briefly and then look at it. But
if we're going to move forward and. . .

“Lauber: I'm going to. . .when we get to a point before we vote I think we'll take a break so that you can come
back before the motion is made, I mean I'll take a break, so you can confer with people.

Benton: Then I'd propose no changes at this time.

Lanber: Now, do we have anything else under Other Provisions? Q.K., that takes us down to sunset, no sunset;
we'll be silent on that. Individual Transferabie Pot Quota System, again we would follow the same language, it
would not be mentioned, or have an item, but mentioned that we considered it. Now, is there anything else under
crab license limitation that you care to bring up at this time?

Hegge: Well, I don’t know if it’s under the crab independently. 1 raised the issue earlier about the non-
severability of the CDQ program and you mentioned that when we got through we would address it with both of
the plans, I guess.

Lauber: O.K., I'think this would be the proper time because we're at the end of both the groundfish and crab,
$0 go ahead and let’s take it up,

Hegge: I guess amotion that we send this forward as an integral package that could not be separated, the CDQ
portion from the license portion, either in the crab or the groundfish proposals. [Didn't recognize voice of
second]

Lauber: O.K., it’s been seconded. Care to speak to the motion?

Hegge: Yes, 1 certainly support the entire package but I think the entire package is dependent on each aspect of
it. Certainly we would not be voting or attemnpting to allocate the CDQ without the allocation to the rest of the
industry and we have proceeded that way with the sablefish and halibut program and I assume that we’re going
to be continuing the CRP process, or you folks will, but would not want to see, as I said, either part of the
program proceed without the entire package.

Pereyra: By that, do you mean that the CDQ portion and the other portion of the package are unseverable, but
within each subset there may be some adjustments that might be made? The concern that 1 have is you remember
the inshore-offshore package after the Secretary got through chewing on it, so forth, came back with some
changes they wanted to make in order to make it acceptable. Now, if we make thing all or nothing, and there is
some little aspect of it that won't fly, it would endanger the entire program and 1 don’t think that’s what you have
in mind, do you?. . .I1don’t know, maybe you do.

Benton: I guess this would be a question of the maker of the motion, but as I understand it, what you're
expressing is that it’s the Council s intent that this license package is going forward as an integral unit and that
the component parts are an integral piece; you can't chop off one piece and chop another piece, because these are
integrally linked in terms of the overall package. And with regard to CDQs I would certainly support that they
are an integral part of the package for Secretarial approval. And that goes for other component parts of this
package as well. For example, if the Secretary decided that the Secretary didn’t like vessel size categories for
some reason or another and decided to try and eliminate those I don’t think that that would be appropriate. 1 think
that those are an integral part of what we have done here, and that goes for the other provisions as well and if 1
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understand it right, that’s the intent of the maker of the motion, that CDQs will be treated like other integral parts
of this package with regard to Secretarial approval.

Hegge: That's comrect.

Lauber: In the case that the Secretary had a problem, my understanding the way this would work would be, they
might indicate that they had approval of this, this, and this; they have a problem with a certain portion; could send
the whole thing back for Council review and the Council could make or not make adjustments in that, That's the
" “works isn’t it?

Lindeman: During Secretarial review and looking at National Standards and whether or not the whole package
as well as parts of the package meet those standards, one of the questions is, with respect to partial approval or
disapproval is severability. And, the Council can state its intent that everything is so integrally related that it all
goes or it all falls. But some of the questions that we look at is, would disapproval of a particular provision
change the basic thrust of the Council s program or in other words, I guess, is not only the particular individual
provisions of license limitation and CDQ parts is, for example, could the license limitation program if it was
determined the National Standards and, say, if the CDQ portion didn’t, or vice versa, could the license limitation
program go forward and operate independently and meet what the Council wanted to do with the license limitation
program in absence of the CDQ program, or do they. . .

Lauber: Well, my understanding of this motion, and the reason that would I support it is, that we could probably
do apretty good job if we had another few days on this to sit down and analyze each - if yonu take this out, does
it have an effect on this and this and this, but, and it may well be that if the Secretary approves, indicates approval
of this, and says I would like either this changed or whatever, that that come back to the Council and the Council
can make the determination as to whether that is an integral part at that time. It may well not be, . . . overall, this
is more important and we'll take that out, or we'll change it so if the Secretary would be so kind to indicate what
the probiem is with it, we can change it or adjust it or give additional justification, or whatever is required. Bu,
I think that it’s important that we have that opportunity and I think that’s the thrust of this motion. And, sending
word that this to us looks as though it’s an integral, intimately related package, and if there’s disapproval of
portions of it, that you send it all back to us and then we’Hl adjust it as a total package.

Pautzke: The only thing that 1 was going 1o offer is that this is kind of a special case as far as the Magnuson Act
is concerned. Limited entry is the Council's prerogative, it’s not the Secretary’s prerogative to gin up a program;
it's right in the Magnuson Act, it’s not like any other regulations that we do where maybe there’s some latitude
for them to tinker with it. I think as far as technical clarifications, operations as a system, is that probably over
the summer we're going to be working on trying to figure out, do we need more technical guidance from the
Council or the industry when we come back in September as we're drafting the Proposed Rule. But then once
it leaves here, if the Secretary finds that there’s something within the license limitation portion of the rule that
be or she wants to tinker with, I think that almost requires them 1o send it back to the Council, rather than trying
to adjust it in Secretarial review if they can’t accept it, because limited entry is a very special case within the
Magnuson Act,

Benton: There is somewhat of fine line between how you make a technical adjustment and how you make
determinations about integral components and I'm reminded of the halibut-sablefish IFQ program and the issue
of Bellingham and other matters of that nature, and our concern about how that was dealt with in Secretarial
review instead of coming back to the Council. And that was considered by the Council at least to be a
fundamental component of the overall limited access program that was enacted under halibut-sablefish IFQs, and
I too share the concemn that the maker of this motion has; my concere does not just extend to the CDQ
component; it extends to other components as well in this package, ‘cause there are a number of measures in here
that I believe are very basic to the structure and to the performance of this overall package. But, I'm glad that
we're having this discussion, I think it's very important as Counselor has indicated it really is an expression of
our intent and our view of how we constructed this package. In fact, I’m sort of wondering if whether or not we
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want to modify the motion a littfe bit to have it not just refiect the CDQ component, but to say that this package
is constructed of a number of key components that are all part of the package that would go forward to the

Secretary.

Lauber: All right, is there any further discussion; are you ready for the question? Is there any objection to
motion? Let's call the roll, then, We're voting on Mr. Hegge’s motion sending it as an integrated package.

2 Could you read the motion, Mr. Chairman?
Hegge: I think Mr. Benton was modifying the motion there, though, or did you want to do that?

Benton: Well, 1 was asking the question, and I don’t really have the amendment entirely in my mind, but I think
we should modify the motion so that it would be. . .Clarence, could you read the motion to me, please?

Pautzke: Well, basically I just have the concept written here, which is non-severability of the package, it’s an
integral package if something gets hung up on any part of the package, we want to take a look at it ourselves, we
don’t want tinkering with it. Is that what you wanted, Ron? I not, you need to tell me exactly what words you
want,

Hegge: lbdicvcthailspeciﬁcaﬂymentionedtthDonrﬁ:on as it related to the entire package, and I think that
I would want to keep that in there, but also include the comments that Mr. Benton made.

Pereyra: I want to clarify the reason I'm opposed to the motion as it’s presently structured, and that is that I think
that it’s certainly correct that the Councils are the ones that initiate limited entry programs but I don't think that
there’s anything in the Magnuson Act that says that the Secretary does not have the authority to approve or
partially approve IFQ plans. 11think certainly, given the relationship between the Councils and the Secretary I'm
sure that these things will come back but I'm afraid that we're sort of setting ourselves up for another one of
these, ‘damn we told you so, why’d you do this,” because this is going to tum out to be a ping-pong match, this
thing coming back and forth and back and forth and it’ll never get implemented, so 1 think certainly it's
appropriate to have the CDQ and the rest of it linked, but within those I think there should be some discretion
to make certain we get the thing finalized and on its way.

Tillion: T'm going 1o vote for the motion, but I understand that while the Magnuson Act gives us exclusive
authority over the vote on limited entry that it also gives the Secretary the right to a great deal of flexibility, so
I think that all our vote is, except on limited entry, is pretty well advisory. The Secretary still has a great deal of
flexibility so I don’t think the wories of Dr. Pereyra are all that serious. What we 're doing is telling the Secretary
we’d rather take a look at what you want to do before you do it in case it changes the whole approach to limited
entry which is our exclusive [Change to tape 60] prerogative, therefore I have no difficulty voting for the. . .

Benton: Perhaps 1 could offer as a friendly amendment some hastily drafted language. 1'd propose that what we
are doing is the Council is adopting as its intent that the CDQ component and other components of the license
limitation package for groundfish and crab, including vessel size categories, transferability provisions, qualifying
periods, license designations, gear designations and other measures are considered an integral package and are
non-separable in the views of the Council.

Lauber: Is there a second? Well, do you accept that as a friendly amendment?
Hegge: Yes.
Lauber: O.K., that is then what we're voting on. Thank you for stating what the question is; call the roll on the

motion.
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Roll Call: Sarmuelsen Yes

Tillion Yes
Barker No
Behnken Yes
Benton Yes
Fluharty Yes
Hegge Yes
Mace Yes
Collinsworth No
Pereyra Yes
Lauber Yes

Pass.

Lauber; All right, we'll take a break.
[Break]

Collinsworth; I would request of the Chair that I'd like to be recognized before we proceed to the final motion?

%

Lauber: O.K.

Flubharty: In discussions after our last meeting, it appears that there is a sufficient consensus, at least among
industry, to accept a motion that was made at the end of this, but I chose not to accept as a friendly amendment
and I'd like to kind of clean up this question about what we call a pocket processor amendment for the Gulf of
Alaska and the Bering Sea and so I would like to move the previous amendment but with the exception in the
Bering Sea that we would accept instead of 18 tons per day, 10 tons per day. Otherwise the motion would be as
we discussed at the end of the day yesterday.

Lauber; My recollection of what we did is we voted on that and then we, refresh my recollection, we voted on
that, and then reconsidered our vote and so it's been voted on and reconsidered. I think the problem, wasn't that
where Samuelsen had a problem, we reconsidered the vote. It’s been reconsidered: it's basically a non-issue
unless we rescind our action.

Mace: 1 also recall that we mentioned that this was an opportunity for us to come together in September and
discuss this as part of the bycatch and full utilization segments of comprehensive rationalization. so it’s going
to come before us again,

Tillion: It does come before us again, right? '
Lauber: Yes, it does come before us again. Yes, unfortunately. . .

Barker: On a separate issue, for clarification of the record and action if necessary, within the vessel designations
that we've set up, particularly on the groundfish side by vessel length, within those categories, is it the Council’s
intent to constrain the flexibility within those categories? You’ve got catcher processors by size, catcher vessels
by size, and there’s been some concerns or non-concems within the industry about the switching back and forth
between trawl gear and fixed gear within those categories and right now, the way I read this, that that’s an open
door, and there’s some consideration for maybe a one way, that you can go to fixed gear but you can't go to
trawi? Right now it appears to be wide open.

Lauber: Yes, I think so.
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Behnken: Mr, Chairman, 1had some discussions with people at the break. It was an AP recommendation to not
allow people who received a fixed gear license to use trawl] gear or to sell that to a vessel that would use trawl
gear, or sell it to someong who then used trawl gear becavse of the potential of increasing capacity. And I know
the AP spent some time on this and passed it, 14 to 6, sounds like there’s a jot of support for doing that. And,
I guess, having spoken to my motion, I'll make that motion, that we do the same; that a person who receives a
fixed gear license may only uvse fixed gear and anybody who purchases that license may use fixed gear.

?: Second.
Tillion: But, how about the other way? A person receiving a trawl gear license can convert to fixed gear?

Behnken: That’s right; that’s correct. That’s my understanding of the AP motion, that would be the intent of
my motion.

Lauber: Is there any discussion?

Benton: Is this a. . .I guess this would be a question of the maker of the motion. . .this would be a general
reflection then of what the AP discussed, which is that a vessel received a license and area designation based upon
activities involved with fixed gear could not then switch over to trawl gear and, similarly though, if a vessel that
was using traw! gear wished to they could downgrade and go ahead and use fixed gear or other gear.

Behnken: Yes, that would be my understanding and if a. . .1 would assume it's a one-way door, In other words,
if it was sold to a vessel that then used fixed gear, it couldn’t go back., if we’re looking to reduce capacity in that
way.

Tiliion: I'm going to support this because who I've heard about are some people that are having a shui-off due
to bycatch and in some cases with little bycatch left they’d rather be able to put on pot gear, is what they were
thinking about, and not have the bycatch and still take their target species, so I think it’s a good thing to put in
at this time and so I'll support it.

Benton: 1 recall that we have discussed numerous times during the course of our deliberations various
configurations of licenses, some of which included gear-specific licenses; there was some analysis in the early
stages of this license limitation package which provided us with some information. I note that there was a fair
amount of public testimony regarding whether or not to use gear-specific licenses during the course of the public
hearings that we undertook as we developed and refined the options and components of this program and that the
AP has discussed at several times whether or not there would be gear-specific licenses in one fonm or another.
And, Mr. Chairman, I particularly would note that the AP at this meeting made a recommendation similar to what
we're acting upon here. The AP did this based upon fairly extensive deliberations of this subject and public
comrment regarding potential capacity problems caused by vessels that received their licenses and designations
based upon trawl activity, or excuse me, on longline activity, and then that would be used to put a trawler into
that fishery; the specific concern that was brought to my attention was instances where you had vessels that were
just over 60 feet that had been fishing longline, eamed a license, and that license then would be applied on another
vessel of significantly greater Jength and to use as a trawl in a trawl configuration, and that there was concerns
regarding how that might affect capacity. I think that the AP carefully considered this matter and I think we have
also heard significant amounts of information about this over the course of the past year or so.

Lindeman: This would be a question of Council staff, whether or not this is included in the ana]ysi; and is there
information in there in terms of number of vessels this would affect and capacity, the effect on capacity, and
possibly what the Council’s trying to achieve.

Hartley: We have included throughout our work on this program some discussions on vessel classes, not vessel
classes in the sense of longline, or, that we have in our document, but in terms of how we have examined vessels,
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a traw! harvester four category and a longline harvester two category, and so on and so forth. Those categories
were categories that we developed for study, they 're not necessarilly exclusive categories or categories that are
defined on record. The appendix that Dr. Terry provided you also showed numbers of vessels that fit into those
categories. However, so there is some analysis of the number of vessels that roughly fit into those groups, but
there hasn't been explicitly analyzed a, say a trawl, non-trawl designation in the license, per se.

Tillion: Marcus, from the data, as far as I can see, a person could figure out the general trend of what it was by
the data that you've provided us as far as the analyzing what licenses and what one caught and what the increases
*would be in answer to Ms. Lindeman, the data’s in there if anybody wanted to work it out.

Hartley: And, Ithink that that was provided for those reasons. I guess I can’t give you a number that says 496x
boats did this and 315 did that. 1 guess, further I would have to, I think the Council would want to specify how
those designations would be assigned. Is it area by area, is it ance for all; what if a vessel was fixed gear in the
base qualifying period and trawl in the endorsement qualifying period, or traw] in one year and fixed gear in
another year, those kinds of issues. And, since we haven’t actually had this issue as an explicit option we haven't
really looked into those kinds of things, per se.

Lauber: Without this potentially, of course there’s no likelihood it weuld happen, but potentially you could, every
vessel could transfer from whatever gear it’s using now to the other gear. Assuming they all went from fixed gear
to trawl, you could get a number; also, certainly our analysis and our own personal knowledge in working with
this shows that all of the species can be harvested, and in fact one of the problems we're baving is too much gear
chasing too few fish, so certainly there’s an adequate amount of gear available as far as the Council’s request as
far as capacity, so the only constraints often are bycatch that cut fisheries off, which this may or may not help,
but it certainty will not hurt. I think all of that's in the documents or we have, in these documents or others that
the Council has considered.

Barker: Point of clarification for the maker of the motion. It’s my understanding that vessels would still be able
to buy a license if they wanted to switch back. '

% Yes.

Hegge: It seems without having species endorsements this is going to be a little bit difficult to carry out, and
earlier on I thought it possibly would be able to be done in that context, but now a person has a license and it’s
just a groundfish license, and it’s pretty hard to identify a portion of it. I envision, though, that the Council is
going to be taking up these measures in future meetings. I know the cod distribution is coming up again here
shortly, and 1 imagine we"ve gol an agenda to do the same thing for the Gulf, It seems like these things would
be addressed through the independent management measures that the Council takes up in the future.

v

Lauber: Write us a letter on that, Ron.
Hegge: Well, I'll keep watching for it.

Tillion: I want to make very sure that this does not allow the transfer to trawl for cod under their quota in a year,
then switch to fixed gear, fishing that quota, and then switch back for the next year and do it again. This would
undermine the cod split in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, and nothing in the action we're taking today would
permit that kind of an action. We want 1o make that very clear, that a person, once they've used up their
allocation under a trawl they don’t switch to fixed gear, If they have not used up, . . . you know at sorne time 1
hope we have ITQs and then you can have a little more flexibility for your share, but right now you can’t have
vessels switching gear for the purpose of dodging regulations that have closed it down. If they've fished as a
trawler for cod, they can switch for next year for fixed gear, but they don’t g0 on into another season and double
dip.
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Behnken: Mr. Chairman, I'm going to withdraw my motion. After listening to staff’s comments [ guess I don't
feel. . I think it’s similar to the issue we dealt with the limited (?) amount of processing that we could allow on
a catcher vessel. It think it's a good idea, I think we need to look at it in the future, maybe something that we take
up in September as part of that package, but I do feel like there’s some questions we haven’t answered about if
you get a trawl here and longline here, and what can you do with either, and we probably don’t have time to figure
all those out now, we haven’t had comment on that kind of a procedure, so I'm going to withdraw it.

Lauber: Without objection, the motion is withdrawn. All right, is there anything additional?

Mace: Ihave a question. We discussed with Ron Berg before the break with respect 10 CDQ operations, building
vessels up to 125 feet and then moving into the groundfishery outside the CDQ program. I would assume that
if they did that they would have to buy a license, is that correct?

Pautzke: Well, 1 wanted to ask Marcus or at least research our record on that, because I thought we allowed
vessels to be built for the CDQ fisheries but not be able to cross over into other fisheries so that would be a
conduit for it. But 1 just read the regs, or the proposed rule for the moratorium and it is allowed in there and so
I needed to go back and research the record; did at some point we change that for vessels under 125 feat?

Hartley: Well, Mr, Berg has read a version of the moratorium motion and I believe that is the motion that the
Council actually passed. There is wording in there -- may I have that, Ron? — there is wording in there that deals
with transfers out of that, which he guess by oversight didn’t read, The last sentence of the motion on that issue
says, “‘vessels built pursuant to a CDQ project under this exemption that are transferred to a non-CDQ entity
during the life of the moratorium may not be considered eligible under the moratorium,” and I think that that may
be where some of that confusion may be coming from, if that what it is, that if it’s transferred it’s not any good
outside of the CDQ project.

Pereyra: I'm trying to reflect on this. Iknow there was a long discussion on this. I recall some discussion about
the transferability of the Licenses. There was concern expressed that this could result in a conduit for new Licenses
entering but that if a CDQ organization built a vessel it was felt that in order for that investment or whatever to
be viable they had to have all the options available to them and so that they wonld be allowed so long as they
stayed within that entity 10 go ahead and fish in the other fisheries, but should they decide to get out of that vessel
or something, that that vessel would no longer be eligible for access to the open fisheries. I think that was the
way it was read, ‘canse it was kind of a middle ground that we reached.

Lauber: That’s my recollection; allow thern the opportunity as long as they were fishing the vessel to engage in
other fisheries; that would make sense if they were trying to get people into the fisherics. But, not to act as they
say, as a boat-building business to circumvent the moratorium,

¢
Pautzke: Mr. Chairman, I would only add that there is a disparity between the way you're treating vessels that
are built for the sablefish-halibut CDQ fishery—they are not allowed to go into non-CDQ fisheries, and as for the
pollock one, you’re allowing them 0 go into. . .
Lauber: And that would make sense; they're under an ITQ.
Pantzke: Well, they could be under the CDQ program which they will figh, too,
Pereyra: Isn’t the halibut and sablefish ITQ fishery exempt from the limitation?
Behnken: Yeah, it is, right.

Pereyra: So, that means you're going to. . .[interrupted)
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Behnken: You don’t have to have a moratorium-qualified vessel.
[several people talking at once }
Lauber: All right, is there anything further? Are yon getting close?

Mace: We have one typo that Marcus has pointed out. On our reconsideration of the Western Gulf, the last line
on that page says, “and less than 125 feet need only make one landing between 1/1/95 and 6/15/95.” That should
" “be changed to “1/1/92 and 6/15/95,” is that correct, Marcus?

Hartley: Yes, I entered that in error this morning.

Lauber: All right, now we’ll engage in discussion preparatory to voting on the total package, groundfish and crab,
both are germane, and Dr. Collinsworth’s long awaited dissertation.

Collinsworth: No, Mr. Chairman, I'm going to make a motion. I move that the Council postpone action o this
agenda item until the September meeting and in the interim that the Council staff, through its newsletter and other
means, distribute as widely as possible the program that has been zdopted by the Council up to this point, and
if I have a second I'd Iike to address that.

Barker: Second.

Collinsworth: This is a hugely significant action that the Council is about to embark on and it’s a very complex
program that I don’t think has had adequate opportunity for our constituent public to look at and to understand.
Yt is complex and I talked to many people in the audience, the people who have been here this week, professional
advocates, the representatives of organizations and individuals, firm owners, that have not been able to really
decipher what the implications of this program are. The information that has been distributed to the public
contained 3 very large number of options, was very difficult even to understand the numbering system, much less
the implications that this program might have for them. And most of our public is not here at this meeting; 99.9
something per cent of the people who are going to be impacted by this program know very little of it, if anything,
Ithink that we have a real obligation in terms of public process 0 get this information back out to the public,
allow them to understand how it will impact them and be able to react to that. Under the IFQ program a major
effort was made to inform the public; even at that, when our staff went around to many of the villages and
communities they found that a great many of our constituents did not understand that program or how it would
impact them. I think it would aiso allow the staff to, and I would congratulate the staff on the work that they have
done this week, I think they"ve done some minor magic between the time that the Council adjourns in the evening
and the next moming in putting some data together for us, but I think they also need additional time to understand
and present to them what the implications are in terms of the number of vessels, how those vessels would be
distributed under this particular system. It would also allow us, our staff in the agency along with Council staff
to go through the proposal and to identify where clarification will be needed. I think that there still remains a
number of issues that the Council will need to address and to reconcile and to clarify and for those reasons, Mr.
Chairman, I think it would be appropriate to hold on taking finaf action at [change to tape 61] this meeting and
educate our public to what we're about to undertake. One final thing, I'm not sure that we have a great rush to
do this at this meeting in terms of the timing of implementation. Skould this program move forward, my best
estimate at this time is that it could not be ready for the start of the 1977 (sic) season. That would mean that we
would have to implement the program, if we choose to implement it, it would have to be implemented in either
mid-year or some later portion of 1977 (sic) or implement it at the beginning of 1998 and in 1997, I don’t know
the consequences of mid-year implementation because you'd have a fishing pattern with people fishing in areas
and taking portions of quotas, portions of bycaiches, or whatever else, and then you would have a license
limitation program with different endorsements, you'd be fishing in a different pattern. If I were going to get
endorsements in one area during the open part of 1977 (sic), I'd go fish someplace else and make sure there’s as
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much left in my endorsement area, so I think there probably are reasons not to implement in *77 (sic), but at the
beginning of “78 (sic), ‘97, ‘98, I'm still back in when we started this process.

Behnken: Briefly, 1 oppose this motion. Having been at the heart of the development of the sablefish-halibut IFQ
program in a small community, I'm willing to bet there was a lot more confusion then about the changes and it
was a much more significant change to the industry than what we're looking at here. Licenses have been around
in this state for a long time; people are used to working under license programs. Ihaven’t heard anything from
the industry about wanting to wait; maybe I'm talking to different people, or different people are talking me.
" What I've heard is that it’s time to move ahead; we need 10 do this and we need to get it going now.

Tillion: 1, too, oppose stalling. The next meeting is going to be in Seattle; the great bulk of the constituents in
the small boat fleet will not be able to get there. If you think this is going you’ll have cost them a great deal of
money because they 'll be panicked about changes. I've never seen NMFS move overly fast; I'm not worrying
about no time to do some things considering you have that in your control. 1 would much prefer to take to the
people a finished product, as the Council sees it, at this meeting and not delay. 1 remember when we started this
in “76, and 1 mean, you know, this snails race that we've been involved in ever since needn’t go any slower than
it already is. We’ve worked long and hard on this; there's months of work, a great deal of data been collected;
I’'ve heard from a vast area of the constituency and what I want to do now is vote on it and send out as close to
a finished product for people to look at.

Pautzke: Ibad only one question, for the Region or for Lisa. In several instances here, like area endorsements
and so on, we have extended the date for qualification through June 15 which was quote, the date of final action.
Ang, if we were to accept this motion and extend through the summer, would we have to adjust that date, and if
we did have to adjust it, would that cause some kind of a race qut there that maybe we're not. , .would we be able
to still use the June 15th date we've got in there right now for endorsement gualifications? It seems like a pretty
significant question to me as far as date of final action.

Lindeman: I think with respect to a 6/15 date or a September date, if the Council has justified the 6/15 date and
if it’s just a matter of months I don’t know that that causes a problem with the Council’s considering recent
participants. Itmight well be a different thing if it was delayed for, you know, two years or whatever. But even
in the halibut-sablefish, four years wasn’t considered unreasonable, so. . .

Pereyra: I'm sympathetic to Dr. Collinsworth's conoerns; I certainly also believe that these sort of measures need
to get as wide an audience as possible so that we can fully understand the impacts of what we're doing here, but
in this case, this is not necessarily the last time we’re going to see this, obviously. This is an iterative process,
they always are, and 1 recall in the inshore-offshore decision, that certainly was not what 1 would consider a full
package; 1 mean, we had analyses that had to be done after the fact, That apparently was acceptable. 1 would
rather see us take a vote now. The main reason I feel that way is that, besides the comment that was made earlier
about the possibility this would cause a rush for people wanting to qualify, I mean you might not even be able
to buy a plate (?) freezer in Seattle next week if we delay this, with people wanting to upgrade to catcher
processors, or whatever. But, people never take us serious until we really take a final vote on something and I'm
sure that delaying this until September and going out and trying to elicit comments and so forth is going to get
us any closer than we are today. Ithink we're probably better off taking our vote today, tough decision, we voie
it up or down, and that becomes the Council’s decision, and I'm sure we’re going to be getting some feedback,
and that feedback during the final review process can result in further adjustments as necessary.

Lindeman: One point is, at least from General Counsel’s standpoint, while there’s been a lot of analysis, it is a
complex program that the Council is putting together and we just want to make sure that the public does
understand the impacts on them of what the Council's done, We're also concemed about the analysis as it is, the
written EA, and the fact that it’s going to take some time; I'll put it this way, that before the written EA comes
to the Secretary work has to be done on it to refute specific statements in the EA that a license limitation program
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is not going to address the problems that were identified by the Council. So, be that now or within the next
several months, or whatevet, it’s going to take time to do that,

Tillion: .. .I've never seen a lawyer that didn’t want to postpone. All I can say is there are people here that have
spent more than they can afford to get to this meeting where the final decision was to be made. They’ve worked
long and hard, fishermen’s associations have gone over this data; we’ve finally reached the point that we’re going
to vote; to delay it will cause all sonts of speculative action between now and September that is detrimental to the
Tesource itself. Let's vote today; for God’s sake, let’s vote today and move on,

Benton: Ihate to prolong the discussion any longer than necessary. . .] just want to remind Counselor and Mr.
Collinsworth that we were scheduied for final action in April. And at the April meeting we had this suite of
options, more or less, in front of us. We deliberated there for several days, we had extensive amounts of public
comment, and as a result of that we identified some preferred alternatives and put that back out for public review.
I think we did that with the conscious understanding that we did it in part so that the public and the industry
would have the opportunity to look at those preferred alteratives, look at the information that had been provided
to date, be prepared to deal with a final action at this meeting. Mr. Chainnan, we have been working on this now
through 8 Council meetings, 8 Advisory Panel meetings, 8 Scientific and Statistical Committee meetings, over
a year and almost a half. The State, on our part, has had numerous meetings during the course of this process
with industry groups, from everywhere from Portland and Newport, Oregon, to Nome and Bethel and Anchorage
and Sitka and everywhere in between. We had numerous meetings with industry groups in Seattle. We traveled
down there and discussed these various alternatives on several occasions with most of the representatives of the
major associations in this room. do not believe that the major segments of the industry are not fully aware of
what this program is doing; I belicve that they understand it; I believe that there's been significant amounts of
public scrutiny of what we are doing here. In fact, I think it far exceeds what happened with regard to the hatibut
and sablefish program in terms of the number of individuals and vessels involved and the amount of public input
and scrutiny that went on there. Ifind it troublesome that, like Mr. Tillion, that we would again wait and take
final action in September. Part of my concern about doing that is that we don’t even have a moratorium in place
at this time. We may or may not have the moratorium. This program, in my view, is a significant improvement
over the moratorium, But, what we do kave out there also is sort of the carrot dangling yet again for speculative
fishing during the course of the whole summer and I think that the Council has an obligation and a responsibility
1o end that, and I think this is the time to do it. [ think we’ve had an enormous public discussion about this; the
stack of analyses sitting here at my right is about 1/3 of the amount of analysis that has occurred just on this
license program. The record on the license program also includes the record on inshore-offshore, a number of
other matters that we’ve taken up before the Council, and I don’t think that there’s any justification or rationale
for putting off a vote on this matter at this time. Thank you.

Lauber: Call the roll.
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Roll call: Tillion No

Barker Yes
Behnken No
Benton No
Fluharty No
Hegpe No
Mace No
Collinsworth  Yes
Pereyra No
Samuelsen No
Lauber No

Failed.

Lauber: .. .move the final adoption of the crab, groundfish license limitation program.
Mace; I so move,

Samuelsen: Second.

Lauber: It's been moved and seconded. Is there any discussion?

Tillion: [call for the] Question.

Collinsworth: 1 must take an opportunity before my other remarks to make a quick response, that if this Council
believes that we are adequately informing our constituents, thousands of people out there, and the confused, the
people who in this Council family that participate in this forum, then you're operating under a delusion. We're
not getting out to all of those people. But, Mr. Chairman, speaking to the motion, I think that this license
limitation program, as I said in some early remarks, does not cut the mustard, We dumped out some tinkertoys
here the other day and we started putting something together. Mr. Tillion thought it was going to end up being
a log cabin; 1 thought it might end up being a rocket ship. But I think that what we’ve buiit here is a glove and
the glove doesn’t fit; the glove doesn't fit the analysis that we’ve have over this last six or seven years, the glove
doesn’t fit the EA/RIR that we have prepared; the consequences of this action are really unknown, We arc going
to change the complexity and the characteristics of this fishery in unknown ways. The plan does not address the
National Standards adequately; it does not meet the objectives of CRP that have been identified; it allows more
vessels in the fisheries than we have now under open access and that participated in the fishery in 1993 and 1994,
with the opportunity for all kinds of speculation. There is no mechanism to retire any of these licenses; this is
intended I guess now to be a durable program. The licenses and endorsements are going to become capitalized.
People are going to buy and trade. Lending institutions are going to loan money. We will institutionalize a
program here where people have invested a lot of money and notwithstanding the Councils language that says
that this program may be altered at any time and not subject to takings, provisions. . . that would ultimately be
determined by a court. And, I think that if this were defined within the context of this amendment that it was an
incremental or transitional step to a comprehensive rationalization program, and again, I don't mean just license,
or IFQs, I mean some comprehensive program that may inciude open access, license limitation and IFQs, that
what we're doing now, we don’t know what kind of a base we're going to establish to move. The record I think
is severcly wanting in terms of addressing the specific items that we find in the EA/RIR. I think that they are
replete with instances of where this kind of a program does not address the comprehensive rationalization
program objectives. This is going to cost a great deal of money to implement and if it were a step to some other
comprehensive rationalization then it might be a different thing, but it row has to be judged as a stand-alone
program, without the ability to reduce capital. We don’t even know at this point what this means in terms of
allocation, in terms of fishing privileges in various sectors of the industry, in terms of regions and endorsements.
The State’s license limitation program established maximum numbers in areas and specific fisheries, and then
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established a program to build a qualifying program; I think you’re all aware of ow the State’s limited entry
program works, and so they defined maximum numbers and then made a determination about what kind of
preferences they would afferd various kinds of past participation and economic dependence and you accumulated
points based upon that, and if there were a thousand permits to be issued and you had points in excess of the
minimum required, you got a permit and if you didn’t, you were out. We don’t know how many vessels are going
10 be participating in various regions and in various fisheries with the various endorsements. We haven't made
a determination of what the maximum number of vessels or the amount of effort should be allowed in any
particular area. We have certainly done little, if anything, to cap capacity in this motion. Capacity will increase,
“'and I can tell you that a limit seiner in Southeastern Alaska got a seine permit at the time that program was
implemented has a good deal more catching capacity today than they had at the time that that program was
implemented. Even though they have a 58-foot restriction, they still have increased their capacity, and this does
not cap capacity. In fact, we have a program that will allow for the expansion of capacity, Mr. Chairman, there
are literally, I think, dozens of specific items within the EA/RIR and the record that this Council has built that
the Council has not discredited or overwhelmed in the debate and the discussion that took place this week. And
those still stand and they are part of the record and that's part of the record that this program will have to be
evaluated against. As I said the other day, I cannot tell you that the Secretary will not approve this, but I think
that the record is going to present an obstacle. I'll end at that point; 1 suspect [ may have more 1o say.

Pereyra: While I share certainly some of Dy, Collinsworth’s concerns, I for one don't feel that license limitation
by itself is the final answer and certainly I don’t look upon this program as being the entire answer. If this was
the end point I think I’d be in opposition to the motion, but in my mind this is just a step. You can look at it in
various ways, whether it’s a small step or a large step, but it is a step and I just feel that we're still on the. . .what
I'look upon as the yellow brick road of CRP, and we are going along that road and I expect us to be moving
forward with other aspects of CRP. CRP in my mind is not an end point itself. It may be a process of
diminishing returns, but at this point in time I feel we are making strides and this is one aspect of it. The Council
as a body decided that they wanted to delay further actions on ITQs until we went through this, and we had a long
discussion on that. We had various motions that have, I think, supported the idea that license limitation by itself
was not going to be the end point. So, I'm going to vote in favor of the motion, recognizing full well Dr.
Collinsworth’s concerns; 1 share some of those, but I don't think that they should be leoked upon at a context as
to where we're going.

Behnken: In adding to Mr. Pereyra's comments, I see this as a step as well, and I see it as a very important step;
a step where we made a really significant recognition starting in April that we have an industry between the
Bering Sea and the Gulf that has very different needs in different areas, very different composition, very different
patterns, and that we have 1 handle those different components of the industry differently. I think this plan
contains some solutions for those different areas thai provides a measure of stability for different sectors as well
as stability for communities, which was a big part of our problem statement for this whole CRP process. I think
it provides a framework that allows us to define the players, define where they're fishing, how they're fishing and
now we move on with some of our next steps that will address some of the other problems that we face. 1 think
that it’s a very important step, I think that it will ease the transition in areas where we move on to the next ITQs,
or wherever we go, that’s centainly been the situation in the other areas that took that license step before the
instituted an IFQ program; it was a lot easier transition than what we’ve seen with our sablefish and halibut plan.

Barker: 1 also will mirror Dr. Collinsworth’s concems; 1 have others as well, I do hope that this is a step down
the path to something better, trouble is I think this step is either one off the dock or into something that’s on the
lawn,

Tillion: As most of you who have listened to me since the Magnuson Act passed, I am a staunch advocate of
ITQs; I see this as a step in that direction. If 1 did not I would not be supporting it. It defines the players, It's
1600 vessels less than the moratorium that was just recently passed by the Secretary, so it’s almost a 30%
cutback, or, not passed, but the one that they said was coming out, the one that NMFS held for two years in
Juneau. Ibelieve that this is a step in the right direction. I think that a delay to September would be disastrous;

FACOUNCIDWMEETINGS\ 995 TUNOSACTIONLICLIM.695 164

(A\



I'think the speculative entry in that period of time has to be stopped and therefore I'd be very pleased to vote on
this at this ime.

Hegge: This will be quick; it’s just one thing that I don’t think was touched on, and that’s the. . .two facts; first,
the industry is finally going to know who’s in and who's out which has certainly been very tough to figure until
this time, But, I think more important is, as the Council makes deliberations in the future they're going to be able
to have the information precisely provided on effort in specific areas; we’re going to know there are this many
licenses that can be fished and they can make reasonable and rational decisions on that, and I think that it will
' provide much greater opportunity to address the bycatch and waste items that we have had no way of knowing
the amount of effort or amount of participation in the fisheries before. So, I'll leave it go at that.

Lauber: Any other discussion?

Collinsworth: I appreciate the discussion about this being an incremental step, but when the Council failed to
arlopt a sunset I think the credibility of that argument was greatly diminished. There’s nothing within the context
of this amendment that refers to this as being an incremental step or to give anyone any comfort that in fact an
mcremental step will take place. Ithink that what happens is that this program becomes institutionalized by
allowing the trading and selling of permits and that will make it more difficult and more rigid to move forward.

Benton: Of course, I'm going to support the motion. Listening to Dr, Collinsworth, I can certainly understand
some of his concems regarding informing the public and whether or not they 're totally informed about this matter,
Ifor one believe that this has had probably more scrutiny that any matter that has come before the Council for
quite a while and I also note that once this leaves the Council that there’ll be a rulemaking process; if the
Secretary approves it, it's also subject to public comment. This is not the end of the line in terms of the public
having a chance to comment and provide their views on this program. I think it's somewhat important to
recognize where we are and where we're going, and I think that that is what Mr. Collinsworth is speaking to and
I bear and agree with the comments of Ms. Behnken and others, Mr. Tillion, that this is not the final answer, and
not the final product, necessarily. Over a year ago when the State came forward with a straw dog, two-step
approach to dealing with these matters, licenses were a first step in a two-step process, the State identified a
number of kinds of issues and concerns that would be addressed. 1 think that those are reflected in the problem
statement that we’ve been dealing with under CRP. We have a 14-point problem statement, and I'm not going
1o go through each and every one of those here, now; I'm prepared to but I don’t think it’s worth taking
everyone's time to do thac, but I would note that we are addressing a number of the problems here. I think it's
been pointed out that we have reduced the number of vessels significantly from the moratorium, The moratorium
in vessels in groundfish are 3,800, almost 3,900 vessels. Staff have provided us [change to tape 62] information
that this is around 2,800-2900 vessels that would be autherized, More importantly, though, Mr. Chairman, what
we’ve done is, we have provided specific numbers of vessels and ways to gauge effort by area, by size class, and
I'think that that has distinct and important advantages for management of the fisheries. People will know how
many licenses are going to be authorized for an area, by size category, by catcher and caicher processor category.
Under the moratorium that situation is wide open, We could see significant capitalization under the moratorium
that would far exceed any potential for capitalization under this program. The moratorium is temporary; this
program is transitory to other, perhaps, even ITQ programs, in the future, I don’t know. But it is a transitional
program in that regard, but it also provides some sense of stability and perhaps some permanence in some
fisheries, maybe most of the fisheries. 1don’t think the Council intends to stop here. We have in the works
presently measures to deal with full reteation, measures to deal with improved utilization of resources, measures
to improve catch measurement and monitoring; measures to improve catch reporting, All of these are things that
have been identified as being problems during the course of the discussion of the CRP. I want 1o remind the
Council and in particular the Agency that some of these were integral to this proposal when we started but
because of the daunting tasks of dealing with the analysis and public comment we segregated those off for that
purpose; they’re still part of this whole path, as Dr. Pereyra refers to it, for CRP, They are not segregated in that
regard. They will be acted on separately, but in the end I think these things come together in 2 manner that's
going to benefit the fisheries and going to benefit the resource, I'm also somewhat concerned that it’s been
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implied that we have not been using some of the best available information or that we don’t have an adequate
analysis of what we’re doing. We have of course been looking at this now, as I've said through 8 Council
meetings. Ithink staff have done a truly admirable job and I want to congratulate Clarence and the staff for the
amount of work they’ve dene and 1 know sometimes dealing with myse!f and some of us from the State sector
we've not been the easiest people to deal with but, but you guys have really done an enormous amount of work
and a really good job on this. We've looked at literally hundreds of alternatives and those alternatives have been
before the public, they have been commented on by the public, they have been discussed by the Council and the
AP and the SSC through hours and hours and hours of discussion and debate. I'm contributing to that right now.

“But, those options and elements have been refined by this Council down to a specific suite of altematives that
were preferred alternatives, a couple of options, at the April meeting; those have been out for public review,
they've been discussed extensively here this week and I think we have far exceeded the requirements for public
scrutiny and public comment to take this action. Now, as I noted that this action will be of course subject to
rulemaking and further public comment. 1 also think it’s important to note that this program that we’ve put
togetker addresses Executive Order 12866, we've discussed that already. That Executive Order talks about cost
and benefits, but also refers specifically to social impacts, benefits to comtnunities, and I think we’ve done some
things here that are going to meet the requirements of that Executive Order and that are going to really have some
long-term benefits for the communities in Alaska and, I believe, communities cutside Alaska. 1 note that, for
example, the CDQ program has brought significant benefits to Seattle and other communities outside the State
of Alaska through the partnership arrangements that have occurred and through the business enterprises that have
developed. We’ve also taken steps to deal with preemption and conflicts between gear types and industry sectors
here that are not available to us under the moratorium, or the status quo. 1 think that we've dealt with the
problems regarding fishing effort on limited grounds and the measures we took with regard to Southeast Alaska,
in particular, deal with that. But, also the general measures we’ve adopted which [imit the number of vessels by
sizes and catcher and catcher processor designations. 1 think we discussed and debated a number of items over
the course of this period of time with regard to National Standards. Of course, the most recent one of those was
this very day when we dealt with National Standard 4 and excessive share. I believe we have addressed the
National Standards myself; I think this will lead us a long way on the path to dealing with bycatch and waste,
provide us a good foundation for putting together measures that are going to reduce waste and bycatch in these
fisheries. Without such a program I think it’s going to be significantly more difficult to do that, and I think we're
going to wind up in a situation where we're going to have a wide open fishery under the moratorium if it's
adopted, and if no moratorium is adopied it’ll even be worse. With that wide open fishery and the specter of other
rewards and other potential rents that are going to come 2bout in the future is gong to lead to rarnpant speculation
if we do not take this action today, I'm going to close with those remarks, I think I've spoken enough for this
week.

Lauber: Call the roll, voting on the final vote on license limitation, final action.

Roll caltl: Barker No 9
Behnken Yes
Benton Yes
Fluharty No
Hegge Yes
Mace Yes
Collinsworth No
Pereyra Yes
Samuelsen Yes
Tiliion Yes
Lauber Yes

[Council then took lunch break.

Later in the aftcmqon, before going on to other subjects under this agenda item, Mr. Hegge asked to be
recognized. ]
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Hegge: Before we go into this, I like to move to reconsider the action that we just t0ok on the license limitation
program.

= Second.

Behnken: [to the Chair) Could I ask you to explain, or maybe the Parliamentarian, the implications of this
reconsideration?

“Dave Hanson: The parts that you're concerned about, I think, are a move to reconsider that passes and then you

reconsider the main motion, that’s the last time it can be reconsidered. If the motion to reconsider fails it can't
be made again, so, in essence, you're done with that issue,

Lauber: Any discussion?

Tillion: Does that mean if we vote no on Mr, Hegge’s motion we can’t take this up again, it’s over?

Lauber: That’s right.

Bentoa: If we vote no on Mr. Hegge's motion, then we cannot reconsider again?

Lauber: That’s right.

Benton: O.K., thank vou.

Lauber: O.K., the motion is to reconsider our final vote on license limitation. Those in favor, vote yes; those

opposed, vote no.

Roil call: Behnken No
Benton No
Fiubarty No
Hegge No =
Mace No#*-
Collinsworth  Yes
Pereyra No
Samuelsen No
Tillion No
Barker Yes
Lauber No '

Failed.

[Council then took up remaining subjects under this agenda item, including a discussion of future steps in

comprehensive rationalization.]
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