AGENDA C-1

APRIL 2003
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: Chris Oliver
Executive Director
ESTIMATED TIME
DATE: March 25, 2003 6 HOURS

SUBJECT: GOA Groundfish Rationalization
ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Review draft alternatives, elements and options and provide clarifications to staff
(b) Review Table of Contents for Environmental Impact Statement/Regulatory Impact Review

Alternatives. elements and options

The Council adopted a suite of alternatives, elements and options to rationalize the Gulf of Alaska groundfish
fisheries in December 2002. The Council revised the suite as a result of a staff discussion paper and public
testimony in February 2003. Staff has annotated the revised suite of alternatives, elements and options for
additional clarifications (Item C-1(1)). A summary of the alternatives in under Item C-1(2).

For the June 2003 Council meeting, staff will provide a discussion paper on three topics for Council review
and possible action: (1) additional modifications or clarifications of the suite of alternatives, elements, and
options for allocation of cooperative, processor, and catcher/processor shares; (2) consideration of paring
down the range of options under certain elements up front that would result in significant savings in time,
cost. and redundancy of preparing the EIS/RIR/IRFA, and allow its completion within the proposed timeline,
and (3) strategy for structuring the EIS alternatives to conform with NEPA requirements.

EIS/RIR Workplan

Staff has prepared a draft outline for preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement (Item C-1(3)) and
Regulatory Impact Review (Item C-1(4)). A proposed timeline for completion is presented below.

Council meeting Agenda Item

June 2003 Clarify alternatives, elements and options
Discuss strategy for structuring EIS alternatives

October 2003 Review progress and take action as necessary

December 2003 Review progress and take action as necessary

February 2004 Preliminary review of EIS/RIR/IRFA

March 2004 Initial Review of EIS/RIR/IRFA

June 2004 Identify preferred alternative
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NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

GULF OF ALASKA GROUNDFISH RATIONALIZATION
ALTERNATIVES, ELEMENTS AND OPTIONS
MARCH 26, 2003

ALTERNATIVE 1. STATUS QUO (NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE)
ALTERNATIVE 2. QUOTA-HARVEST SHAREBASED PROGRAM,
Staff recommends substituting Harvest Share for Quota Share throughout the suite of alternatives.

Harvest shares could be implemented under either a quota share program or as harvest history
in a cooperative.

SUBALTERNATIVE 1. HARVESTER ONLY ©8-SHARE PROGRAM

e  The three following elements have been decided.

Management Areas :
Areas are Western Gulf, Central Gulf, and West Yakutat—separate areas
EGOA Pacific cod is exempted

e Clarify whether West Yakutat area Pacific cod is intended to be included under the above
exemption.

SEO is exempt except for bycatch and sideboard issues

$ Clarify the “bycatch” issues in SEO. (Would there be limits on vessels fishing in SEQ?
amount of harvests?) Stafl’ will assume the LLP requirements still apply in Federal waters.
State staff will be asked to address how these actions would be coordinated since most waters
in SEO are within 3 miles. Would SEO bycatch issues be addressed under Element 4?7

$ Would SEO outside sideboard issues be addressed under Element 127

__Gear: Applies to all gear except jig gear

Element 1.  Qualifying periods (same for all gears in all areas)
(Option:  AFA vessels assessed as a group)
Option 1. 95-01 (drop | or 2)
Option 2. 98-01 (drop 1)
Suboption: 98-02 (drop 1)
Option 3. 95-2002 (drop 1 or 2)
Option 4. 95-97 (for AFA vessels)
The following applies to all options:
Suboption. Exclude 2000 for pot gear Pacific cod
» Clarify whether the suboption would be one of the 1 or 2 years dropped.

Element 2. Qualifying landing criteria

Total pounds landed will be used as a denominator to determine catch history allocations.




° Move qualifying landing criteria for underutilized species to Element 6.

**Issue 1. Landings based on retained catch for all species (includes WPR for C/P sector)

Option 1. catch history determined based on a percentage of retained catch per year
1. Includes meal
i.. Does not include meal
iii. For flatfish species, have staff prepare a qualitative analysis of the amount of flatfish
which went to meal during the qualifying period.
iv. Allow C/P vessels which did not produce meal to have their catch history increased
by a specified amount.

Option 2. catch history determined based on the poundage of retained catch
1. Includes meal
1. Does not include meal
ii. For flatfish species, have staff prepare a qualitative analysis of the amount of flatfish
which went to meal during the qualifying period.
iv. Allow C/P vessels which did not produce meal to have their catch history increased
by a specified amount.
e [ssue | presents an opportunity for the Council to greatly reduce the time. cost. and
redundancy of information in the development of the analysis by a factor of 4 by narrowing the
analysis to either percentage or pounds and do/do not include meal in the qualifying landings
criteria_for all species. Tables will be reduced from (4X16 target species) 64 to 16. This savings
should_be multiplied across ALL options. Additional analysis will be presented to the Council in
June for this decision.

Issue 2. Eligibility to receive catch history:

held-a P as+nerablansease) Any person that holds a valid, permanent. fully

transferable LLP license.

Basis for the distribution to the LLP license holder is: the catch history of the vessel
on which the LLP license is based and shall be on a fishery-by-fishery basis. The underlying
principle of this program is one history per license. In cases where the fishing privileges (i.e.
moratorium qualification or LLP license) of an LLP qualifying (i.e. GQP, EQP, RPP and
Amendment 58 combination) vessel have been transferred, the distribution of QS to the LLP shall
be based on the aggregate catch histories of (1) the vessel on which LLP license was based up to
the date of transfer, and (2) the vessel owned or controlled by the LLP license holder and
identified by the license holder as having been operated under the fishing privileges of the LLP
qualifying vessel after the date of transfer. Only one catch history per LLP license.

Original Language in GOA Rationalization motion: QS-aHeeation-only—to-the-vesselwith-tegal
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Option 2. QS allocation to a person with legal landings in a federally managed groundfish fishery
1. vessel owner at time of landing

H ,:3 5 !I [aase lﬂ 1h 2 I'(-)Lla liib’f'aﬁ:

e Is the intent of Option 2 to undo the LLP and allow non-federally permitted landings (i.e..

State water parallel fisheries landings) to count toward share allocations, thereby diluting the
shares of LLP holders? If so. this option should more explicitly identify the action. Suboption ii
and iii would greatly complicate the analysis because vessel ownership or would need to be
divined leascholdings for individual historical landing records.

Staff suggests replacing the options for this element with language modeled after the crab
rationalization preferred alternative (as listed above).

Element 3. Target Species Rationalization Plan.

Target Species by Gear
Issue 1: Initial Allocation of catch history

Option 1: Allocate catch history by sector and gear type
Option 2: Allocate catch history on an individual basis

a. Trawl CV and CP:
pollock, Pacific cod, deepwater flatfish, rex sole, shallow water flatfish, flathead sole,
Arrowtooth flounder, northern rockfish, Pacific ocean perch
Pelagic shelf rockfish

b. Longline CV and CP:
Pacific Cod, pelagic shelf rockfish, Pacific ocean perch, deep water flatfish (if turbot is
targeted), northern rockfish, Arrowtooth flounder

a. Pot CV and CP:
Pacific Cod

Issue 2. QS/IFQ Designations

Option 1. Vessel categories
Suboption 1. No Categories
Suboption 2. Vessel Categories as follows
Vessels < 60’
Vessels >= 60* and < 125’
Vessels >= 125’




Option 2. QS Sector designations:
Suboption 1. No designation of QS/IFQ as CV or CP
Suboption 2. Designate QS/IFQ as CV or CP. CV QS/IFQ conveys a privilege to
harvest a specified amount. CP QS/IFQ conveys the privilege to harvest
and process a specified amount. Designation will be based on:
a. Actual amount of catch harvested and processed onboard a vessel by
species.
b. All catch in a given year if any was legally processed onboard the vessel
by species.

Option 3. QS Gear designations
Suboption 1. No gear designation
Suboption 2. Designate QS as either Longline, Pot, or Trawl
Suboption 3. Longline and pot gear QS/IFQ may not be harvested using trawl gear.
Suboption 4. Pot gear QS/IFQ may not be harvested using longline gear

Issue 3. Transferability and Restrictions on Ownership of QS/IFQs
Option 1. Persons eligible to receive QS by transfer must be (not mutually exclusive):
Suboption 1. US citizens who have had at least 150 days of sea time
Suboption 2. Entities that have a U. S. citizen with 20% or more ownership and
at least 150 days of sea time

Suboption 3. Initial recipients of harvestine-CV or C/P gueta-harvest share
Suboption 4. US Citizens eligible to document a vessel.
Suboption 5. Communities would be eligible to receive QS by transfer (see Element 9)

Option 2. Redesignate CP shares as CV shares upon transfer to a person who is not an
initial issuee of CP shares:
a. all CP shares
b. trawl CP shares
c. longline CP shares

° Assume the intent of Option 2 is to eventually eliminate CP shares (as initial issues leave
the fishery): the processing privilege is eliminated when CP shares are converted to CV shares
(they cannot be converted back to CV shares upon a second transfer).

Option 3. Vertical integration
QS initial recipients with more than 10% limited threshold ownership by
proeessine—entities-any holder of processing shares or licenses are:

Suboption 1. capped at initial allocation of CV shares
Suboption 2. capped at 115% of initial allocation of CV shares
Suboption 3. no CP share cap

° Is Suboption 3 a stand alone option? If so, this is contrary to the recommendation of the
NRC report, “Sharing the Fish?” If not. should this moved to where CP issues are addressed? Or
is it a typo (should read CV)?




Option 4. Definition of sea time
Sea time in any of the U.S. commercial fisheries in a harvesting capacity.

Option 5. Leasing of [FQs (“leasing of IFQs™ is defined as the transfer of annual IFQ
permit to a person who is not the holder of the underlying QS for use on any
vessel and use of IFQ by an individual designated by the QS holder on a vessel
which the QS holder owns less that 20% -- same as “hired skipper” requirement
in halibut/sablefish program).

Suboption 1.

Suboption 2.
Suboption 3.
Suboption 4.

Suboption 5.

No leasing of CV IFQ (QS/IFQ holder must be on board or own at least
20% of the vessel upon which a designated skipper fishes the IFQ).

No leasing of CP IFQ (QS/IFQ holder must be on board or own at least
20% of the vessel upon which a designated skipper fishes the IFQ).
Allow leasing of CV IFQ, but only to individuals eligible to receive
QS/TIFQ by transfer.

Allow leasing of CP IFQ, but only to individuals eligible to receive
QS/IFQ by transfer.

Sunset [CP — CV] IFQ leasing provisions [3 — 5 — 10] years after
program implementation.

Option 6. Separate and distinct QS Use (“ownership™) Caps
Vessel Use caps on IFQs harvested on any given vessel shall be set at two times
the use cap for each species.
Caps apply to all harvesting QS categories by species with the following
provisions:

Ssasnber- |

Subeption-2.

Initial issues that exceed the use cap are grandfathered at their

current level as of a control date; including transfers by contract
entered into as of that date.

Apply individually and collectively to all QS holders in each

sector and fishery using the 10% threshold rule;
e Suboption 2 appears to confuse two methods for calculatine caps — dekte one?

a. individual and collective rule

b. 10 percent threshold rule

Subeption-3.

Percentage-caps by species are as follows (a different percentage

cap may be chosen for each fishery):

+Option 1.

HOption 2.

Trawl CV and/or CP (can be different caps):
Use cap based at the following percentile of catch history for
the following species: (i.e., 75" percentile represents the
amount of QS that is greater than the amount of QS for
which 75% of the fleet will qualify.)
pollock, Pacific cod, deepwater flatfish, rex sole, shallow
water flatfish, flathead sole, Arrowtooth flounder, northern
rockfish, Pacific ocean perch, pelagic shelf rockfish
Suboption 1. 75 %
Suboption 2. 85%
Suboption 3. 95 %
Longline and Pot CV and/or CP (can be different caps)
based on the following percentiles of catch history for the
following species:




Pacific cod, pelagic shelf rockfish, Pacific ocean perch, deep
water flatfish (if Greenland turbot is targeted), northern
rockfish
Suboption 1. 75 %
Suboption 2. 85%
Suboption 3. 95 %
e (larify the significance of the turbot target; what happens if turbot is not the target?
e Data to do the computation in new Option 2 is not available . We can only do vessel basis
calculations since we have no ownership information.

Option 7. Owner On Board Provisions
Provisions may vary depending on the sector or fishery under consideration (this provision
may be applied differently pending data analysis)

All initial issues (individuals and corporations) would be grandfathered as not being required
to be aboard the vessel to fish shares initially issued as “owner on board” shares. This
exemption applies only to those initially issued QS units.
Suboption 1. No owner on board restrictions.
Suboption 2. A portion (range of 5-X%) of the quota shares initially issued to fishers/
harvesters would be designated as “owner on board.”
e The analysis will provide the upper end of the range.
Suboption 3. All initial issuees (individual and corporate) would be grandfathered as
not being required to be aboard the vessel to fish shares initially issued as
"owner on board" shares for a period of 5 years after implementation.
Suboption 4. Shares transferred to initial issuees in the first 5 years of the program
would be considered the same as shares initially issued (range of 5 —X%
of the quota shares).
Suboption 5. “owner on board” shares transferred by initial issuees, after the grace
period, would require the recipient to be aboard the vessel to harvest the
IFQITQ.
Suboption 6. In cases of hardship (injury, medical incapacity, loss of vessel, efc.) a
holder of "owner on board" quota shares may, upon documentation and
approval, transfer/lease his or her shares a maximum period of (Range 1-
3 years).

Option 8. Overage Provisions
o Overages and underage programs are problematic for TAC management and
enforcement. particularly at the end of the season when many transfers (and pro-rated underages
and overages) occur. Overage and underages balance out on an average vear. Issuance of IFQs
(pounds) often do exceed the TAC: but harvests are reported as percentage of TAC. However, the
amount harvest exceeding the TAC may be within a margin of error that is deemed acceptable.
These programs increase costs and decrease flexibility of QS programs and is a major
impediment to year-round fisheries (to allow account balance reconciliations)

a. Trawl CV and CP:

Suboption 1. Overages up to 15% or 20% of the last trip will be allowed— greater
than a 15% or 20% overage result in forfeiture and civil penalties. An
overage of 15% or 20% or less, results in the reduction of the subsequent
year’s IFQ. Underages up to 10% of total annual IFQs will be allowed
with an increase in the subsequent year’s IFQ.




Suboption 2. Overages of target species up to 6 — 10 mt during the last trip will be |
allowed. Overages result in the reduction of the subsequent year’s [FQ.
Underages up to 10% of total annual IFQs will be allowed with an
increase in the subsequent year’s IFQ. Underages up to 6 — 10 mt of the
last trip will be allowed with an increase in the subsequent year’s [FQ.
Suboption. Overage provisions would not be applicable in fisheries where there
is an open access fishery that has not been fully utilized for the year.
(1.e., no overages would be esunted-charged if an IFQ holder goes |
over his/her IFQ when open access fisheries are still available).

b. Longline and pot CV and CP :
Overages up to 10% of the last trip will be allowed with rollover provisions for
underages— greater than a 10% overage results in forfeiture and civil penalties.
An overage of less than 10% results in the reduction of the subsequent year’s
IFQ. This provision is similar to that currently in place for the Halibut and
Sablefish IFQ Program (CFR 679.40(d)).

Suboption. Overages would not be applicable in fisheries where there is an open
access fishery that has not been fully utilized for the year. (i.e., no
overages would be allowed if an [FQ holder goes over his/her [FQ
when open access fisheries are still available).

e The above suboption appears to add IFQ participants to the open access fishery and
potentially gives them motivation to race for fish even il they have [FQs

Option 9. Retention requirements for rockfish, sablefish and Atka mackerel:
Suboption 1. no retention requirements
Suboption 2. require retention (all species) until the IFQ for that species is taken
with discards allowed for overages
Suboption 3. require 100% retention (all species) until the IFQ for that species is

Option 10. Limited processing
Suboption 1. No limited processing
Suboption 2. Limited processing of rockfish species by owners of CV QS is
allowed consistent with limits set in the LLP program which allows
up to 1 mt of round weight equivalent of groundfish to be processed
per day on a vessel less than or equal to 60ft LOA.
e Clarify whether Option 10 affects only CVs? Does it refer to the allowable level of
processing on inshore vessels (which would include CPs)?

Option 11. Processing Restrictions
Suboption 1. CPs may buy CV fish
a. 3 year sunset
Suboption 2. CPs would be prohibited from buying CV fish
a. 3 year sunset
Suboption 3. CPs are not permitted to buy fully utilized species (cod, pollock,
rockfish, sablefish, and QS portion of flatfish) from CVs.
sSubepten<4—  a.  Exempt bycatch amounts of these species delivered with flatfish |



Element 4. Allocation of Bycatch Species
Thornyhead, rougheye, shortraker, other slope rockfish, Atka mackerel, and trawl sablefish
e Note that the above species are characterized as “bycatch™ but flatfish are characterized as
“underutilized”
e Includes SEO

Option 1. Allocation of shares
a. Allocate ©S-shares to all fishermen (including sablefish & Halibut QS fishermen)
based on fleet bycatch rates by gear:
Suboption 1. based on average catch history by area and target fishery
Suboption 2 based on 75" percentile by area by target fishery
b. Allocatien of shares will be adjusted pro rata to allocate 100% of the annual TAC for [
each bycatch species.
Suboption. Other rockfish in the Western Gulf will not be allocated, but
will be managed by MRB and will go to PSC status when the TAC is
reached.
e Clarify how leaving some fisheries as open access is consistent with the problem statement |
Option 2. Include these species for one gear type only (e.g., trawl). Deduct the bycatch
from gear types from TAC. If deduction is not adequate to cover bycatch in
other gear types, on a seasonal basis, place that species on PSC status until
overfishing is reached.
Option 3.  Retain these species on bycatch status for all gear types with current MRAs.
Option 4. Allow trawl sablefish catch history to be issued as a new category of sablefish
QS (“T” shares) by area. “T” shares would be fully leasable, exempt from vessel
size and block restrictions, and retain sector designation upon sale.
Suboption. These shares may be used with either fixed gear or trawl gear.

Element 5. PSC Species
Issue 1.  Accounting of Halibut Bycatch

Pot vessels continue their exemption from halibut PSC caps.
Hook and line and trawl vessels—
Option 1. Same as that under [FQ sablefish and halibut programs
¢ Does this mean that “vessels” are allocated pounds of halibut bycatch shares?
Option 2.  Cooperatives would be responsible for ensuring the collective halibut
bycatch cap was not exceeded
Option 3. Individual ©S-share or catch history owners would be responsible to ensure |
that their halibut bycatch allotment was not exceeded

Issue 2. Halibut PSC Allocation

Each recipient of fishing history would receive an allocation of halibut mortality (QS) based
on their allocation of the directed fishery QS. Bycatch only species would receive no halibut
allocation.

Option 1.  Initial allocation based on average halibut bycatch by directed target species
during the qualifying years. Allocations will be adjusted pro rata to equal the
existing PSC cap.



Suboption 1. By sector average bycatch rates by area by gear
a) Both sectors
b) Catcher processor/Catcher Vessel
Suboption 2. “A/B” season split for Pacific cod fishery for 2001 and 2002
Option 2. Initial allocation based on a range of 50 to 90% of the average halibut
bycatch by directed target species during the qualifying years. The remaining QS
would be allocated under the following option:
Suboption 1. Issue remaining QS (50% - 10%) to open access pool for
underutilized species
Suboption 2. Issue remaining QS (50% - 10%) to groundfish QS holders on a pro-
rata share of QS holdings
Suboption 3. Issue remaining QS (50% - 10%) back to directed halibut fishery

e Clarify intent for the need for an open access fishery beyond the level to accommodate those
not entering a cooperative (would not need to allocate to those fisheries because
non-cooperative harvesters could take their harvest share with them to the open
access fishery or fish their own share)

Clarify intent regarding allocation of 10-50% of halibut bycatch allowance to open access

fishery? Identifv eligible participants in the open access fisheries (LLP only: non-

target participants who hold LLPs? State licensees?)
In order to proceed with the analysis, staff would assume that NMFS must reserve sufficient
PSC to allow attainment of open access [isherv TACs.

Would remainder of halibut PSC to share fisheries be adequate to cover their halibut bycatch?

Would halibut PSC shares be allowed to be used in open access fisheries?
e Suboption 3 is necessary in case neither Suboption 1 nor 2 is selected as preferred.

Issue 3. Annual transfer/Leasing of Trawl or Fixed Gear Halibut PSC mortality

Halibut PSC IFQ is separable from target groundfish QS and may be transferred
independently. When transferred separately, the amount of Halibut PSC allocation would be
reduced, for that year, by:

Option 1. 5%

Option 2. 7%

Option 3. 10%

Option 4. Exclude any halibut PSC transferred for participation in the open access

fisheries

e Clarify intent of Option 4: it appears to allow an open access participant to buy shares to keep

the open access fishery open longer.

Would all open access participants be permitted to use that halibut quota. If not. “open

access’” is probably the wrong name for this

Issue 4. Permanent transfer of Halibut PSC QS mortality

Option 1. Groundfish QS and Halibut PSC QS are non-separable and must be transferred as

a unit
Suboption. exempt Pacific cod

Option 2. Groundfish QS and Halibut PSC QS are separable and may be trans ferred
separately




Issue 5. Retention of halibut bycatch by longline vessels
Halibut bycatch may be retained outside the halibut season from Jan 30 to start of
commercial fishery, and from end of commercial fishery through December 15.
Option 1.  retention is limited to (range 10-20%) of target species
Option 2. permit holder must have sufficient QS/IFQ to cover landing

Element 6. Underutilized species —includes species that do not reach the TAC but close
due to halibut bycatch restraints and/or TAC is set below ABC:

Arrowtooth flounder, deepwater flatfish, flathead sole, rex sole, shallow water flatfish.
e Assume “underutilized” species are those for which quotas are set but which are not
listed for rationalization target species or “bycatch” species
Note that the above species are characterized as “underutilized” but thornyhead,
rougheye, shortraker, other slope rockfish, Atka mackerel, and trawl sablefish are
characterized as “bycatch”

Owners of @S4EQshares must utilize all their H=Qs—shares before participating in open access
fishery in fisheries for which there is an open access fishery

Issue 1. Eligibility to fish in open access fisheries
Option 1. Any person with a valid LLP
e Clarify whether persons could also participate in the parallel fishery for these species without
an LLP and would not necessarily be limited in the harvest of these species.
Option 2.  Entities that have 20% or more U.S. ownership and at least 150 days of sea time
with 10 mt of fixed gear QS or 50 mt of trawl QS
e  Above text should read: “Entities that have a US citizen with at least 20 percent owner that
has at least 150 days of sea time ...... " (i.e.. a US owner that meets the sea time
requirement) - This provision is typically used for eligibility to purchase shares
e  What is meant by 10 mt of fixed gear QS — does that mean 10 mt of qualified catch — the
reference to mt of QS is confusing since the percent method could be used to
allocated shares — under the percent method, people aren’t allocated pounds of
QS — everything is in percent
Note - this would limit the allocation of underutilized species to those that receive allocations of
other species, so this is less inclusive than the LLLP standard in Option |
e (Clarify how an “entity” could have both a 20% ownership interest and sea time. Does this
option seek to limit participation by individuals or define ownership interests?
e Replace these options with language modeled after crab rationalization preferred alternative
(see Element 2, Issue 2.
Issue 1. Eligibility: Any person that holds a valid, permanent. fully transferable LLP
license.

Basis for the distribution to the LLP license holder is: the catch history of the vessel
on which the LLP license is based and shall be on a fishery-by-fishery basis. The underlying
principle of this program is one history per license. In cases where the fishing privileges (i.e.
moratorium gualification or LLP license) of an LLP qualifying (i.e. GQP, EQP, RPP and
Amendment 58 combination) vessel have been transferred. the distribution of QS to the LLP shall
be based on the aggregate catch histories of (1) the vessel on which LLP license was based up to
the date of transfer, and (2) the vessel owned or controlled by the LLP license holder and
identified by the license holder as having been operated under the fishing privileges of the LLP
qualifying vessel after the date of transfer. Only one catch history per LLP license.
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Issue 2. Allocation of underutilized species in open access fisheries
Option 1. Allocate catch share to the historical participants (closed class) of the

underutilized species for the qualifying years. Available open access fishery
quota is the available TAC for that fishing year minus the closed class fishery
quota allocation as outlined below (open access fishery quota creates an incentive
for fishermen to fish cleaner (either by gear conversion or reduction in halibut
bycatch rates in other directed fisheries). If no halibut is allocated to the fishery
through an open access set aside the only entry mechanism is halibut savings.)

Suboption 1. Allocate QS as a fixed allocation in metric tons. If available TAC is less
than the total fixed allocation in metric tons then reduce participants’
allocation pro-rata amongst closed class QS holders.

Suboption 2. Catch history is based on 125% of catch history. If available TAC is less
than the allocation in metric tons then reduce participants’ allocation pro-
rata amongst closed class QS holders.

Suboption 3. For underutilized species. the combined total of all pounds landed during

the qualifying vears will be compared with the total TAC for the
qualifying vears to determine the percent of the fishery utilized. During
each successive year the percent of the fisherv utilized is applied to the
total TAC with the resulting sum apportioned among qualifying vessels.
The remaining TAC is available for an open access fishery.

$ Creating an underutilized open access fishery may be inconsistent with the problem
statement (there is either a need to rationalize or there is not). Is there a need to
rationalize only some species? then specify them.

$ These flatfish fisheries could not be prosecuted without NMFS reservine halibut PSC and

“target species” to accommodate bycatch in these underutilized fisheries. This would
directly diminish the share pool. This could be a substantial amount. depending on the
fishery. This would burden the agency with having to manage share fisheries and open
access fisheries; finding the allocation balance of halibut PSC and target species will be

very difficult. Would open access fishermen be allowed to use halibut or tareet shares in

these fisheries?
Clarify intent. There seems to be two different concepts addressed here — the

underutilized fisheries have a portion of the TAC set aside for an open access fishery
whose participants either:

work off a PSC set aside that they all share in a race for fish or

work off their own PSC that they bring to the fishery by purchasing shares or by fishing

cleaner clsewhere
Would those who are allocated shares be allowed to fish in the “open access” fishery?
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$ The existing LLP would apply to open access fisheries. State staft should address
whether potential measures taken by the State in the parallel fishery should also apply to
underutilized open access fisheries

$ Clarify intent for basing the underutilized species allocation on the percentage of the
TAC utilized;: many of these fisheries are closed because of reaching bycatch levels,
leavine a large share of the TAC unharvested . That does not appear to be addressed .
How is bycatch allocated to accommodate the additional effort?

$ The TAC is set lower than the ABC for management reasons for some species (e.g.,
arrowtooth flounder). Clarify whether the allocation mechanism would be the same for
these species?

$ Clarify the differences in Council intent for three different proposed schemes to allocate
underutilized species to historical users (added here by the Council at the February 2003
Council meeting and Element 6. - Underutilized Species. Was the above intended to
replace Element 6. Issue 2?7 Should these alternative mechanisms be combined into one
section? Under which element?

Element 7. Entry level rockfish program
See comments regarding problem statement and open access fisheries under Element 6.
Option 1. Allow entry level jig and < 60 ft longline harvests of Pelagic shelf rockfish
Suboption 1. include Pacific ocean perch
Suboption 2. a range of 3 to 15% of the TAC will be set aside to accommodate
this fishery
Suboption. Defer decisions on remainder of program to a trailing amendment
Suboption 3. Catch of these vessels would be deducted from the following years
TAC prior to distributing QS. Afier initial allocation, defer design of
program to trailing amendment. |

Option 2. No entry level rockfish fishery for:
Suboption 1. Gulf wide
Suboption 2. Central Gulf including West Yakutat
Suboption 3. Western Gulf

Element 8. Skipper/Crew and Second Generation
A captain is defined as the individual owning the Commercial Fishery Entry Permit and
signing the fish ticket.
Option 1. No skipper and crew provisions
Option 2. Allocate percentage to captain:

Suboption 1. Initial allocation of 3% shall be awarded-reserved to qualified [
captains

Suboption 2. Initial allocation of 10% shall be awarded-reserved to qualified |
captains

Suboption 3. Initial allocation of 20% shall be awarded-reserved to qualified
captains

Defer remaining issues to a trailing amendment and assumes simultaneous implementation
with rationalization program.
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Element 9. Communities

e Staff assumes the following options apply only to GOA communitics.
e Note MSA Definition is at 16 U.S.C 1802 Section 3. paragraph 16 :

The term 'fishing community' means a community which is substantially dependent on or
substantially engaged in the harvest or processing of fishery resources to meet social and
economic needs, and includes fishing vessel owners, operators, and crew and United States fish
processors that are based in such community.

Option 1. Regionalization
Issue 1. Regional Areas

e Move language to clarify the following applies to both Central and Western Gulf areas:

If adopted. all processing share allocated to shorebased processors are categorized by
region. Processing shares that are regionally designated cannot be reassigned to another
region.

Catcher Vessel Harvest shares are regionalized based on where the catch was processed
not where it was caught.

Catcher processor shares and underutilized species are not subject to regionalization

Central Gulf:  Two regions are proposed, which would be used to classify harvesting
and (if adopted) processing shares: North - South line at 58 degrees
51.10" (Cape Douglas corner for the Cook Inlet Bottom trawl ban area)
The following fisheries will be regionalized for shorebased catch:

Pollock in Area 630, CGOA flatfish (excludes Arrowtooth flounder),
CGOA Pacific ocean perch, CGOA northern rockfish and pelagic shelf
rockfish (combined), CGOA Pacific cod (inshore), GOA sablefish
(trawl), WY pollock

Western Gulf: The following fisheries will be regionalized for shorebased catch:
Pacific cod in Area 610, pollock in Area 610, pollock in Area 620

Option 1. Dutch Harbor (including Akutan)/Sand Point
Option 2. Kodiak/Sand Point
Option 3. Both

e Clarify the latitude/longitude for the above boundaries
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[ssue 2. Qualifying years for regionaly eategerizingshares
Option 1. 1999 - 2001
Option 2. consistent with preferred alternative under Element 2, Qualifying period
Option 3. 1995- 2002

?  Clarify why the gualifying vears would be different that harvester/processor years

Option 2. Community Fisheries Quota (CFQ)

Issue 1. Administrative Entity
Option 1. Gulf wide administrative entity
Option 2.  Regional administrative entities (Western Gulf, Central Gulf, Eastern Gulf)
Option 3. Community level

Issue 2. Eligible Communities

?  Staff suguests using the eligibility criteria similar to that previously adopted by the Council
for allowing the purchase of halibut/sablefish quotas by communities (42 GOA communities
would gqualify)or clarify why the same standards should not be used. Clarify definition of
“historic participation.”

Communities eligible to participate in this program would need to meet all of the
following criteria: (a) have a population of less than 1,500 based on the 2000 United States
Census; (b) have direct saltwater access; (¢) lack direct road access to communities greater than
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[,500: (d) have historic participation in the groundfish fisheries: and (e) be specifically designated
on a list adopted by the Council and included in this proposed rule.

Issue 3. Species
Option 1. All rationalized groundfish species
Option 2. Limited to species that can be caught without (hard on) bottom trawling

Issue 4. Allocation
Option 1. 5% of annual TAC
Option 2. 10% of annual TAC
Option 3. 15% of annual TAC
Option 4. 20% of annual TAC

Issue 5. Harvesting of Shares

Option 1. Limited to residents of eligible communities that own their vessels
Option 2. Limited to residents of eligible communities
Option 3. No limitations on who harvests shares

Issue 6. Use of Revenue
Option 1. Community development projects that tie directly to fisheries or fishery
related projects and education.
Option 2. Community development projects that tie directly to fisheries and
fisheries related projects, education and government functions.
Option 3. Education, social and capital projects within eligible communities as well as
governmental functions.
$ Use of revenue by communities is being reviewed under the CDQ Program. NMFS staff
will provide additional information on this review and its potential implications for this
provision at future meetings.

Option 3. Community Purchase Program

Eligible communities.

l‘. 1435{\ llqr*!q I’é‘"' F!"iii eiats
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7 Staff sugeests using the eligibility criteria similar to that previously adopted by the Council
for allowing the purchase of halibut/sablefish quotas by communities (42 GOA communities
would qualify)or clarify why the same standards should not be used. Clarify definition of
“historic participation.”
Communities eligible to participate in this program would need to meet all of the
following criteria: (a) have a population of less than 1,500 based on the 2000 United
States Census: (b) have direct saltwater access: (c¢) lack direct road access to communities
greater than 1.500: (d) have historic participation in the groundfish fisheries; and (e) be
specifically designated on a list adopted by the Council and included in this proposed
rule.

Option 4. Community Incentive Fisheries Trust (CIFT)

The CIFT has full ownership of CIFT QS and holds these shares in trust for the communities,
processors and crew members in the region to use as leverage to mitigate impact directly
associated with implementation of a rationalization program.

Issue 1. QS Distribution
10-30 % of the Harvester QS shall be originally issued-te-reserved for GOA CIFT |
associations. This QS will be a pool off the top before individual
distribution of QS.

Issue 2. CIFT Designation
Option 1. One CV CIFT for entire GOA (exclude SEO)
Option 2.  Regional CV CIFTs ;
Subeptient-  Central GOA (Kodiak, Chignik )

Subeptien2-  Western GOA
Subeption3-  North Gulf Coast (Homer to Yakutat)

Option 3. CP-based CIFT

$ ————Defer remaining issues to a trailing amendment

Option 5. Community Protection under Processing Shares
e This option should be moved under Alternative 4.

Option 1.
a) Processing allocations will have community designations
b) Processing can leave a community only with agreement of the community.
$ Clarify how this mechanism would be implemented. Is this the same as the first right of
refusal mechanism under the crab rationalization program?_Define “agreement of
the community.”

¢) Allocations will be designated for a community, only if the total designated
processing to the community exceeds 0 percent to 8 percent
d) By TAC area for Central, Western and West Yakutat:
1. pollock
e TACs are set for Areas 610 (W), 620, 630 (C), 640 (WY), and 650 (SEO)
2. Pacific cod
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e )

¢ TACs are set for Areas 610 (W), 620, 630 (C), 640 = 650 (E)

By Central, Western, and West Yakutat area for:
1. all species of Rockfish combined
esome rockfish TACs are set by W, C, and Eastern area or WY and SEQO areas.

2. flatfish species of Flatfish combined

e flatfish TACs are set by W, C, and Eastern area or WY and SEQ areas.

— ]

Option 2. Communities will be allowed to buy processing history -- First right of
refusal for communities for all processing history designated for that
particular community that is sold to entities outside the community.

$ All other references to “first right of refusal” mechanisms were removed from the drafi
alternatives during the April 2003 Council meeting. Clarify Council intent regarding its
application here

Option 3 Community designation of processing history will apply only for
communities that are defined as fishery dependent.
$ Staff will analyze proxies for fishery dependence.

Option 4. Processing can leave the fishery dependant community only with agreement
of the community.
$ Clarify Council intent regarding first right of refusal application.

Element 10.  PSC Crab, Salmon, and Other Species (Excluding Halibut)

Prepare a discussion paper to describe processes currently underway to address bycatch of
salmon, crab and herring and other forage fish species (including FMP amendments and PSEIS
options for crab bycatch). The paper should (1) provide timelines and how they relate to the GOA
rationalization timeline; (2) describe fishery, survey, and habitat data sources that will be used.
Based on the recommendations in the paper, the Council would determine if (1) existing
processes are sufficient or if some measures need to be more closely linked to rationalization
decisions, and (2) if other or additional management approaches are appropriate to include in a
rationalized fishery in a trailing amendment.
$ In February 2003, the Council’s motion directed staff to prepare a discussion paper on PSC
species, but did not identify a delivery date. This discussion will be prepared as a necessary
component of the EIS analysis. Clarify whether this analysis can be incorporated within the
SEIS or should be developed as a separate discussion paper

Element 11. Review and Evaluation

e Staff recommends inserting the following text adapted from the crab rationalization preferred
alternative:

Issue 1. Data collection.

A mandatory data collection program would be developed and implemented. The program
would collect cost. revenue, ownership and employment data on a periodic basis to provide the
information necessary to study the impacts of the program. Details of this program will be
developed in the analysis of the alternatives.
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Issue 42.  Review |
Evaluate the results of programs based on overall GOA rationalization objectives and make
adjustments to the program using a “drop through” system (adapted from the Australian drop-
through system described in Sharing the Fish, p. 150).

Initially allocated quota shares are Series A shares. Series A shares are available each year

for:
Option 1. 5
Option 2. 7
Option 3. 10

Option 4. 20 years

At the 3, 5, 7, 10-year mark, there would be an evaluation of the program’s performance
compared to the rationalization objectives.- If the evaluation identifies changes needed in the |
program to better achieve the objectives, those changes are made. Quota shares become

Series B shares with use privileges extended for another 5, 7, 10, or 20 years. A quota share
holder may choose not to change, but there would be a 10-20% reduction in that quota share
and it would continue at the lesser amount. The drop through system applies to any quota

share based program with or without cooperatives.

Issue 23. Evaluation
Option 1. for the remainder of the use period
Option 2. at the end of the use period

A
Example for a 10-Year Series
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 -—-1
Series A
Review 1 I
Series B
Review | I
Series C
The review would be based on quantitative goals where they exist or qualitative expectations
consistent with the program objectives.
The drop through system allows the fleet time fishing under a rationalized program to
demonstrate progress.
If the Council wants to phase in particular elements into the program, the drop through allows
time for industry to prepare or adjust to those changes.
e Clarify whether the standards to evaluate this program are individual or fleet-wide.
o (Clarify whether the rationalization program is ended if the standards are not met, or if the
evaluation provides an opportunity to modify the program. If the latter, clarify the evaluation
procedures and appeal rights (this is likely to be a very complex program element that
requires substantial administration and definition; it cannot be analyzed without the
identification of a specific program. ' '
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e Clarify whether the following language adapted from the crab rationalization preferred
alternative adequately meets the need for evaluation and replace the above language:

RAM Division will produce annual reports regarding data being eathered with a preliminary
review of the program at 3 vyears.

Formal program review at the first Council Meeting in the 5th year after implementation to
objectively measure the success of the program. including benefits and impacts to harvesters
(including vessel owners, skippers and crew), processors and communities by addressing
concerns, goals and objectives identified in the problem statement and the Magnuson Stevens Act
standards. This review shall include analysis of post-rationalization impacts to coastal
communities, harvesters and processors in terms of economic impacts and options for mitigating
those impacts. Subsequent reviews are required every 5 years.

Issue 34,  Sunset

The program would sunset unless affirmative action to continue or amend the program is
taken by the Council 6 months prior to the sunset date. The decision of whether to continue or
amend would be based on an evaluation of the program’s performance compared to its
objectives.

Option 1. 5 year after fishing under the program

Option 2. 7 year after fishing under the program

Option 3. 10 year schedule after fishing under the program

e Clarify the intent of “affirmative action.”

e Upon review of the program (but without an analysis). would a Council vote on maintaining
the program meet the intent of affirmative action, or would an EA/RIR/IRFA be required.

e The Council could use language to keep the program in place unless a vote to end the
program was taken (sunset of a rationalization program removes the predictability necessary for
participants to make decisions)

e Should an option for not having a sunset be added to this option?

Element12.  Sideboards

Participants in the GOA rationalized fisheries are limited to their historical participation based on
GOA rationalized qualifying years in BSAI groundfish fisheries.

e [ncludes SEO
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ALTERNATIVE 2. HARVEST SHARE QUOTFASHAREBASED-PROGRAM,
SUBALTERNATIVE 2: HARVESTER ONLY ©S-SHARE PROGRAM WITH A COOPERATIVE.

ELEMENTS 1 — 11 AND THEIR ASSOCIATED OPTIONS FROM ALTERNATIVE 2,
SUBALTERNATIVE 1 ARE INCLUDED.

Option 1. Harvester only (1-Pie) Cooperatives
Suboption 1. IFQ Holder Cooperatives
1. Co-op formation is voluntary
2. Allocation of IFQ is determined under Alternative 3, Subalternativel 1
3. Co-ops can be formed between:
a. Eligible Harvesters only
b. Harvesters and a Processor

1. At least 4 harvesters none of whom are owned by the co-op
processor (using the 10% threshold rule)

i.. Processors can jet-associate with more than one co-op each
comprised of 4 or more harvesters none of whom are owned by
the co-op processor (using the 10% threshold rule)

. Processors are limited to 1 co-op per plant for each specific
gear type

c. CVsandCPs
i. Cooperatives will be segregated into CVs and CPs-and-effshore
ii. Cooperatives will not be segregated into CVs and CPsPs
4. Eligible processors are any legally licensed processing facility
5. Set co-op use caps at 30% of total TAC by species
6. Vessel use caps would be set at 1.5-2 X the indwvidual cap if participating in
the co-op and grandfather initial issuees at their initial allocation
e above range conflicts with Element 3, Issue 3. Option 6 (=2%
7. Overage and underage limits would be applied in the aggregate at the co-op
level
8. Monitoring and enforcement requirements would be shared by co-op
9. Annual [FQ permit would be issued to the co-op
10. Duration of cooperative agreements

a. | year
b. 3 year
c. 5year

11. Vessels (Steel) and LLPs used to generate IFQs used in a co-op may not
participate in other federally managed open access fisheries in excess of
sideboard allotments

12. Co-op allocations. Co-op members may internally allocate and manage the
co-op’s allocation per the co-op membership agreement. Subject to any
harvesting caps that may be adopted, member allocations may be transferred
and consolidated within the co-op to the extent permitted under the
membership agreement. Co-op members are jointly and severally responsible
for co-op vessels harvesting in the aggregate no more than their co-op’s
allocation of target species, non-target species and halibut mortality, as may
be adjusted by interco-op transfers. Co-ops may adopt and enforce fishing
practice codes of conduct as part of their membership agreement. Co-ops
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may penalize or expel members who fail to comply with their membership
agreement.

Suboption 2. Mandatory Co-ops (includes all co-op formation provisions from

1.

2.

Suboption 1. Voluntary Co-ops, with the following additional provisions)
Co-ops must be formed before any QS is allocated as IFQ (a harvester can
only receive an allocation of IFQ by joining a cooperative).

CPs would be allowed to form a sector co-op which does not need to meet
conditions 3-8 below.

Allocation of IFQ to harvesters who elect to join a co-op is determined under
Alternative 3, Subalternativel.

Allocations to Co-ops will only be made under the following conditions:
Required Co-op agreement elements:

Harvesters and processors are both concerned that rationalization will

diminish their current respective bargaining positions. Therefore, a pre-

season co-op agreement between eligible, willing harvesters and an
eligible, and willing processor is a pre-requisite This co-op agreement
must contain:
1) A price setting formula for all fish harvested by the co-op
2) A fishing plan for the harvest of all co-op fish
Eligible harvesters who are also eligible processors cannot participate in
price setting negotiations. A 10% ownership trigger will be used to determine
the linkage between the harvester and the processor.
Eligible harvesters who are also eligible processors must participate in the
co-op. A 10% ownership trigger will be used to determine the linkage
between the harvester and the processor.
Harvesters must declare prior to fishing which Co-op they will deliver to in a
given year.

1) No penalty for moving between co-ops year to year

2) A one year 10-20% penalty each time a harvester moves to a

different co-op. There shall be a limit on the voluntary migration of

harvesters from co-op to co-op such that no co-op loses more than

20% of its annual allocation in any single year

Ownership and Usage of Co-op allocations

a. At least 20% of the harvester allocation share owned by the co-
op processor-owned vessels must be available for lease to other
co-op harvesters, at prevailing market lease rates.

b. No mandatory leasing provision

QS holders that do not choose to join a co-op

a. May fish in open access

b.  Are not allowed to participate in the rationalized fisheries until they

join a co-op
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ALTERNATIVE 2. HARVEST SHARE -QUOTA-SHARE-BASEBD-PROGRAM,

MOVE SUBALTERNATIVE 3. SECTOR ALLOCATION PROGRAM WITH
COOPERATIVES INTO SUBALTERNATIVE 2 OF ALL ALTERNATIVES.

Currently a Catcher/Processor sector allocation subalternative is listed as a separate
subalternative. Staff strongly recommends moving this decision point into subalternative 2
under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. Additional streamlining of elements and options may result.

Management Areas, Gear, Elements 1: Qualifying periods, and 2: Qualifying landing
criteria, of Alternative 2, Subalternative 1 apply throughout.

Element 3. SECTOR IDENTIFICATION
The following sectors are eligible to receive a sectoral allocation by area:
Option 1. CP Trawl
Option 2.  CP Longline
Option 3. CP Pot

Element 4. Target Species
As listed in Alternative 32, Subalternative 1, Element 3, Issue 1 — a, b, ¢ and Issue 3,
Option 1,9, and 11.

Element 5. Bycatch Species
As listed in Alternative 2, Subalternative 1, Element 64

Option 1. Allocation of quota shares.
a) Allocate quota to all sectors based on sector bycatch rates.
Suboption 1. Based on average catch history by area and target fishery
Suboption 2. Based on 75" percentile by area by target fishery
b) Allocation will be adjusted pro rata to allocate 100% of the annual TAC for
each bycatch species.

Suboption. Other rockfish in the Western Gulf will not be allocated, but
will be managed by MRB and will go to PSC status when
the TAC is reached.

Option 2. Retain these species on bycatch status for all sectors with current MRAs.

Element 6. PSC Species

Issue 1. Accounting of Halibut Bycatch
Halibut bycatch would be managed by NMES at the sector level.

Issue 2. Halibut PSC Allocation

Option 1.  Initial allocation based on sector average bycatch rates for the qualifying
years.
Option 2. Allocations will be adjusted pro rata to equal the existing PSC.
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Element 7. Underutilized Species

Underutilized unallocated species are available for harvest by any sector with sufficient PSC and
bycatch to prosecute the fishery, once that sector’s allocation of that underutilized species has
been used.

Element 8. Communities

As In Altematlve 2 Subalternatwe 1, Element azat |
Arreds By and Option 3-2 (Community Flsherles Quota)

o Option 1. Issues 1 and 2 do not apply to CPs because they specifically refer to shorebased
processing shares. The end of this section specifically says “Catcher processor shares and
underutilized species are not subject to regionalization.”

Element 9. Review and Evaluation

Issue 1. Review
Evaluate the results of program based on overall GOA rationalization objectives.

Issue 2. Sunset
Add per Alternative 2, Subalternative 1.

Element 10. Sideboards

Participants in the GOA rationalized fisheries are limited to their aggregate historical
participation based on GOA rationalized qualifying years in BSAI groundfish fisheries.

Element 11.  Cooperatives
Members of a sector may choose to form a cooperative with a civil contract to manage
harvest levels and other issues as determined by agreement of the cooperative.
NMEFS will allocate quota to the cooperative based on the aggregate historical catch of
target, bycatch and PSC species.
Cooperative will be responsible for managing the aggregate catch of the cooperative so as
not to exceed the cooperatives allocation of target, bycatch and PSC species.
Vessels that choose not to participate in the cooperative are allocated the remaining
sectoral TAC, bycatch and PSC allocations after deduction of the cooperative allocation
and any other sector-wide deductions.
NMFS may establish a minimum level of cooperative membership by sector
Option 1: Minimum number of license holders
Option 2: Minimum percentage of catch history

Issue 1. Co-op participation
Option 1. Co-ops are voluntary
Suboption 1. Co-op may be formed upon agreement of 100% of sector (AFA
Offshore type co-op)
Suboption 2. One or more co-ops may form per sector ¢ay-aHew—more-thant
es-op} upon agreement of a minimum percentage (50, 75. 80%) of:
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in order to form co-op(s)
order to form co-op(s)

Option 2. Co-ops can be comprised of one sector/gear type only

Option 3. Co-ops from different gear groups may enter into inter co-op agreements.

Issue 2. Co-op Allocations
Option 1. Co-op allocations will be based on same formula as used for sectoral
allocations

Issue 3. Open Access
Option 1. Any vessels that do not want to enter into co-op agreements will fish in open
access. The aggregate catch history from non-participating vessels, based on same
qualifying years, will go into the open access pool.

ALTERNATIVE 3. HARVEST SHARE HARVESFER-QS-WITH CLOSED PROCESSOR CLASS
SUBALTERNATIVE 1 HARVESTER QS WITH C LOSED PROCESSOR CLASS

ELEMENTS 1-11 AND THEIR ASSOCIATED OPTIONS FROM ALTERNATIVE 2, SUBALTERNATIVE
1 ARE INCLUDED. THIS APPLIES ONLY TO CV SHARES.

Element 12.  Harvester Delivery requirements

50-90% of QS allocation will be reserved for delivery to the qualified closed trawl or fixed
class processor. The other 50 -10% of QS allocation can be delivered to:

i. any processor including CPs

ii. any processor excluding CPs

Element 13.  Closed Class Processor Qualifications

Option 1. To purchase groundfish must have purchased and processed a minimum amount
of groundfish as described below in at least 4 of the years
Suboption 1. 1995 — 1999.
Suboption 2. 1995 - 2001
Suboption 3. 1995 — 2002

a. Trawl eligible Processors
Suboption 1.~ 2000 mt
Suboption 2. 1000 mt
Suboption 3. 500 mt

b. Fixed gear eligible Processors
Suboption 1. 500 mt
Suboption 2. 200 mt
Suboption 3. 50 mt
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¢. Trawl and Fixed gear eligible processors
i) Meet criteria for both the closed class trawl process catch and closed class fixed
gear process catch as described above
i1) Total catch - Trawl and fixed catch combined
Suboption 1. 2,500 mt
Suboption 2. 1,200 mt
Suboption 3. 550 mt

d. Processors are defined at:
Suboption 1. Processors are defined at the entity level
Suboption 2. Processors are defined at the plant level

Option 2. Processor licenses would be issued to
Suboption 1. Operator — must hold a federal or state processor permit.
Suboption 2. Custom processing history would count for purposes of limiting
Suboption 3. Facility owner

Option 3. Transferability of eligible processor licenses
Processor licenses can be sold, leased, or transferred.
Suboption 1. Within the same community
Suboption 2. Within the same region

Option 4:  Processing Use caps by closed class processor type (trawl, fixed or trawl and
fixed), by CGOA and WGOA regulatory areas:
Range 70% to 130% of TAC processed for all groundfish species for the largest
closed class processor

Option 5. Processing Caps may apply at:
Suboption 1. the facility level
Suboption 2. the entity level

ALTERNATIVE 3. HARVEST SHARE -HARVESFER-QS-WITH CLOSED PROCESSOR CLASS |
SUBALTERNATIVE 2 - HARVESTER QS WITH CLOSED PROCESSOR CLASS COOPERATIVE

ELEMENTS 1 —11 AND THEIR ASSOCIATED OPTIONS FROM ALTERNATIVE 3,
SUBALTERNATIVE 1 ARE INCLUDED. THIS APPLIES ONLY TO CV SHARES.

Option 1. Same provisions as Alternative 2, Subalterative 2, Option 1, Voluntary Cooperatives

Option 2. Same provisions as Alternative 2, Subalternative 2, Option 2, Mandatory
Cooperatives

Element 12. Closed processor class cooperatives
[ssue 1. Co-op delivery provisions.
50-90% of the co-op allocation will be delivered to their linked trawl or fixed gear

processor (see vessel — processor linkage below). The remaining 50 -10% can be
delivered to any qualified closed class processor of the same type
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Issue 2. Initial Co-op allocations.

Option 1. Each harvester is eligible to join a co-op with a qualified fixed gear or trawl
closed class processor.

Option 2. Each harvester is initially eligible to join a co-op with the qualified fixed
gear or trawl closed class processor to which the harvester delivered the
largest amount of groundfish during the year prior to implementation.

Option 3. Each harvester is initially eligible to join a co-op formed with the qualified
fixed or trawl closed class processor in fo which the harvester delivered the
largest amount of groundfish during the last [1, 2, or 3] years of the harvester
allocation base period. If the processor with whom the harvester is eligible
to form a co-op is no longer operating, the harvester is eligible to join a co-op
with any qualified processor.

1. Largest amount by species groupings (rockfish, flatfish, pollock, cod)
ii. Largest amount by aggregate

ALTERNATIVE 4, HARVESTER AND PROCESSOR Qt6FA-HARVEST SHARE PROGRAM (2-
PIE)

CLARIFY WHETHER SUBALTERNATIVE 1 (FOR A HARVEST SHARE PROGRAM WITHOUT A
COOPERATIVE) UNDER ALTERNATIVES 2 AND 3 SHOULD BE INCLUDED HERE. IF NOT, WHY
ARE THESUBALTERNATIVES NOT UNIFORM ACROSS ALL ALTERNATIVES ?

SUBALTERNATIVE 1, VOLUNTARY CO-OP WITH ALLOCATED IFQ/IPQ

ELEMENTS 1-11 AND THEIR ASSOCIATED OPTIONS FROM ALTERNATIVE 2, SUBALTERNATIVE
1, ARE INCLUDED.

Element 12. Processing Sector— Applicable to Two pie (IFQ/IPQ) Cooperatives
Catcher Processor QS would be for all gear types & vessel class.
Binding Arbitration process, for failed price negotiation, between fishermen and processors.

Processor Purchase Requirements. Any processor within any Gulf community can buy IPQ shares
from the Catcher processor sector.

Issue 1. Eligible processors
Option 1. U.S. Corporation or partnership (not individual facilities)
Suboption 1. owner
Suboption 2. operator — must hold a Federal or State processor permit
Suboption 3. custom processor

Option 2. Individual processing facility by community
Suboption 1. owner
Suboption 2. operator - must hold a Federal or State processor permit
Suboption 3. custom processor

Option 3. Processed Groundfish for any Groundfish fishery in the rationalization
program for
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Suboption 1. 2000 or 2001
Suboption 2.  Any year 1998-2002
Suboption 3. 2001 or 2002

Issue 2. Categories of Processing Quota shares

Option 1. Target Species (Species where there is a significant historical processor participation)
Area 610 pollock, Area 620 pollock, Area 630 pollock, WGOA Pacific cod,
CGOA Arrowtooth flounder, CGOA Flatfish (excludes Arrowtooth
flounder), CGOA POP, CGOA Pelagic Shelf Rockfish & Northern rockfish
(combined), CGOA Pacific cod (inshore), WY Pollock
Option 2. Non-target Species (Species on Bycatch status throughout the year (e.g.,
Sablefish — trawl, Other rockfish, thornyhead, shortraker/rougheye).
Suboption 1. Allocate IPQ shares based on the Fleet bycatch rates by gear:
a. based on average catch history by area and target fishery
b. based on 75™ percentile by area by target fishery
Suboption 2. Exclude non-target species from IPQ awards
Option 3. Regional categories — processing quota shares will be regionalized by species
grouping as shown in the regionalization section if regionalization is adopted.

Option 4.  C/P will be issued C/P QS which combines the privilege of catching and
processing product.

Issue 3. Qualifying periods
Option 1. 95-01 (drop 1 or 2)
Option 2. 95-2000 (drop 1 or 2)
Option 3.  98-01 (drop 1)
Option 4. 95-2002 (drop 1 or 2)
The following applies to all options:
Suboption. Exclude 2000 for pot gear Pacific cod

Issue 4. Percentage of season’s TAC for which IPQs are distributed:
Option 1. 100%
Option 2.  90% - the remaining 10% would be considered open delivery.
Option 3. 80% - the remaining 20% would be considered open delivery.
Option 4.  50% - the remaining 50% would be considered open delivery.
The following applies to all suboptions:
Processors that receive IPQ awards will be allowed to buy open access fish.

Issue 5. Processing Shares Cap categories:
Option 1. Applied by species groupings — Pollock, Pacific cod, Flatfish (excludes
Arrowtooth), and rockfish.
Option 2.  Applied to all groundfish species combined
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Issue 6. Ownership Caps on Processing Shares
Option 1.  Maximum share allocation in the fishery
Option 2. Maximum share allocation in the fishery plus 5%
Option 3.  Maximum share allocation in the fishery plus 10%
Option 4. Maximum share allocation in the fishery plus 15%
Option 5. Select a cap between the average and maximum allocation with initial
allocations grandfathered

Issue 7. Use Caps: may select different options depending on sector, gear, etc.
Annual use caps on a company (facility) basis of
Option 1. 30 percent to 60 percent of the TAC
Option 2. The largest IPQ holding in the fishery at the time of initial allocation
Option 3. Custom processing will be allowed
a) subject to use caps
Option 4. No use caps in the event of a catastrophic event.
Option 5. Emergency transfers of IPQ for weather conditions.
Option 6. Vessel overages of QS not counted toward IPQ use caps.

ALTERNATIVE 4, HARVESTER AND PROCESSOR QEoFA-HARVEST SHARE PROGRAM
(2-Pie) SUBALTERNATIVE 2: MANDATORY CO-0OP WITH ALLOCATION OF IFQ/IPQ

ELEMENTS 1-11 AND THEIR ASSOCIATED OPTIONS FROM ALTERNATIVE 2, SUBALTERNATIVE
1 AND OPTIONS 1 — 11 OF ALTERNATIVE 4, SUBALTERNATIVE 1 (FOR PROCESSORS) ARE
INCLUDED.

Elements from Alternative 3, Subalternative 2, Options 1 and 2 for voluntary and
mandatory co-ops are also included.

TRAILING AMENDMENTS

1.Fee and Loan Program

2.Skipper/Crew Share Program issues:

1.

bl

For captains who died from fishing related incidents, recency requirements shal be waived

and the allocation shall be made to the estate of that captain. All ownership. use. and transfer
requirements would apply to shares awarded to the estate.
(S based on landings (personal catch history based on ADF&G fish tickets or other

verifiable source) using harvest share calculation rule. Captain with C/P history shall receive
C/P captain QS at initial issuance.
S may be purchased only by persons who are US citizens who have had at least 150 days of

sea time in any of the US commercial fisheries in a harvesting capacity.
An “active participant” is defined by participation as captain or crew in at least one delivery

in a groundfish fishery included in the rationalization program in the last 365 days as

evidenced by ADF&G fish ticket, affidavit from the vessel owner or other verifiable source.

Captains QS are leasable for the first three years after program implementation.

In cases of hardship (injury, medical incapacity, loss of vessel, etc.) a holder of captain quota

shares may lease (OS. upon documentation and approval. (similar to CFEC medical transfers)
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for the term of the hardship/disability or a maximum of 2 vears.
A low-interest rate loan program consistent with MSA provisions, for skipper and crew

S

purchases of QS. shall be established for QS purchases by captains and crew members using
25% of the Groundfish [FQ fee program funds collected. These funds can be used to purchase
shares. Loan funds shall be accessible by active participants only. Any shares purchased
under the loan program shall be subject to any use and leasing restrictions applicable (during
the period of the loan). National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) is directed to
explore options for obtaining seed money for the program in the amount of $250.000 to be
available at commencement of the program to leveraee additional loan funds

Shares shall be a separate class of shares and not be subject to share delivery requirements

Holders of captain QS or qualified lease recipients are required to be onboard vessel when

10.
11.

harvesting TFQ

Captain QS ownership caps for each species are the same as vessel caps for each species

Use caps on IFQs harvested on any given vessel shall not include captain QS in the

calculation

Issue |. Eligibility is determined by:

Option 1. on an area specific fishery by fishery basis by having at least 1 to 4 landings in

the qualifying years used by the vessels, and having recent participation in the
area specific target fishery as defined by at least one landing per vear in the
fishery in the last two seasons prior to June 10, 2002

Option 2. determined on an area basis only

Issue 2. Qualification period, (same as with vessels — Element 3).

Option 1. 95-01 (drop 1 or 2)

Option 2. 98-01 (drop 1)

Suboption: 98-02 (drop 1)

Option 3. 95-2002 (drop | or 2)

Option 4. 95-97
The following applies to all options:

Suboption. Exclude 2000 for pot gear Pacific cod

3.Remaining issues of CIFT program

Issue 3. Allocation of QS to CIFT

Option 1. Equal split between CIFTs

Option 2. Proportional split based on Landings

Option 3. Proportional split based on TAC in Region

Issue 4. Governing body

The CIFT is a non-profit corporation governed by a Board of Directors comprised of
representatives of classes of stakeholders identified as sroups A.B.C.D.E. below. The Board
of Directors will have the responsibility of the corporation and file a report with the State of
Alaska for oversight and final approval by the Council.

Elected by a vote of the stakeholders in each eroup ( A.B.C.D.E )
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Terms of office for stakeholder representatives of group( A.B.C.D.E )

a. | vear

b.___2 years

C. 3 years

d. Set in By-Laws or Articles of Incorporation

Groups of stakeholders
A) Processor:
Option 1. Closed Class
Suboption 1. To participate the processor must have processed a minimum

amount of groundfish as described below in at least 4 of the years
a. 1995 —1999.
b. 1995 -2003
c. With one qualifying year during the period of 2000 to 2003
Suboption 2. Trawl eligible Processors
a.2000 mt
b.500 mt
Suboption 3. Fixed eligible Processors

a.500 mt
b.200 mt
c. 50 mt
Option 2.  All processors in CIFT area

B) Community Large:
Population:
a. >or=to 1,500 residents
b. >or=to 2.500 residents
c. >or=to 5.000 residents

)  Community Small:
Population:
a. < 1.500 residents
b. < 2.500 residents
c. < 5,000 residents

D) Crew: Must hold current crewman’s license
Option I. Documentation of participation in any GOA groundfish fishery. Crewman’s License
for each vear and one of the following: fish ticket, 1099, affidavit from captain
or owner of vessel.
a. 1 of 5 recent seasons
b. 2 of 5 recent seasons
¢ 3 of 5 recent seasons
d. 4 of 5 recent seasons

E) Other Stakeholders:
Option 1. Elected by majority of other group representatives A-D
a. Nominated by any nonprofit organization
b. Nominated by any organization
¢._Any individual
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Option 2. Elected by majority of member organizations of stakeholders group (E).
a. Groups are selected by representatives A-D
Group types are designated i.e. School Board, Conservation, Processing
workers. GOA QS owners
C To be determined by CIFT Articles of Incorporation
d. To be determined by CIFT By-Laws
Note: Groups B and C may be combined to one ( BC) if only one class of
communities exist in CIFT region

o

F) CP stakeholders are elected by a majority of CP QS owners

[ssue 5. Fee Assessment

Option 1. CIFT may charge only a reasonable fee to cover cost of administering the proposal
process. They may not lease. sell or charge royalties for their right to IFQ or Co-
op catch history.

a. Fixed fee to enter into contract

b. Fixed fee to enter into a contract and fee collected with RAM fee
based on Ex-vessel gross and passed through to CIFT.

C. Fixed fee to enter into contract and fee collected by CIFT based on x

% of the RAM fee charged to QS holders. X% will be determined to
COVEr COosts.

d. To be determined by CIFT By-Laws

Option 2. Each CIFT must be a non-profit and have no ownership interest in any vessels or
processing plants participating in the program.

Issue 6. Distribution of CIFT shares to QS share holder -- the intent is that the criteria
developed by each sector shall focus on mitigating eimpacts directly associated with changes due
to the QS program and other regional needs
Option 1. Governing Body Sectors ( A, B, C. D as designated in Option 4 above) will be allocated

X % of the CIFT to prioritize the criteria for issuing the CIFT IFQs.

_(A) or (B)

Processors (A) 16.6% 20.0% of CIFT IFQ
Community Large (B) 25.0% 20.0%

Community Small  (C) 25.0% 20.0%

Crews (D) 16.6% 20.0%

General (E) 16.8% 20.0%

TOTAL 100% .100.0% OF CIFT IFQ
Optien 2. CP CIFT

CP rep 25%

CIFT rep 25%

Crew 25%

General 25%

Option 3. General (E) percentage of CIFT IFQ criteria will be developed by:
a. Governing body (A-E as above)
b. By group as determined in Option 4 E

31




Option 4.

CIFT IFQ criteria will be developed by governing body as outlined in By-Laws.

Issue 7. Allocation Procedure

Option 1.

Year | CIFT would determine criteria for distribution for year 2. Any QS holder that

signs a contract to meet objectives of the CIFT will be granted CIFT IF() for year
1. RAM will receive from CIFT authorization to include with its distribution of
IFQ to qualified QS holders CIFT IFQ for year 1.

Option 2.

Year (n) the entities that meet the criteria set in the previous year's contract (n-1) will
be eligible to receive CIFT IFQ for year n. RAM will receive from CIFT
authorization to include with its distribution of 1FQ to qualified QS holders CIFT [FQ
for the next year. etc.

For those that have not completed their fishing season and documented their
fulfillment of the contract terms by 15 November a subsequent distribution will be
made by | March of the year the IFQ is valid. All documentation will be due no later
than 15 January following the contract year.

Contracts for IFQ are 2 vears duration for performance and [FQ eligibility

Option 3.

A 1 year delay between completion of contract and the Year the CIFT IFQ would be

Option 4

transferred i.e. contract vear n CIFT [FQ) distribution for vear n+2.

CIFT will use standard transfer process for IFQ.

Issue 8. QS acquisition:

CIFTs can purchase QS to increase the pool of IFQ it has to distribute to
eligible QS holders.

Option 1. Debt Retirement for purchased QS

a. Fees amortized over all IFQ distributed
b. Fees amortized over IFQ corresponding to acquired QS ( this may require a
different criteria for distribution of these IFQ) )

Option 2. The IFQ resulting from QS would have to meet CIFT requirements.

Option 3. The IFQ resulting from QS would not have to meet CIFT requirements.

Issue 9. Dispute Resolution
a. Binding Arbitration procedure as part of contract
b. Internal review with binding arbitration as appeal
c. Asper By-Laws
d. Litigation

Issue 10. Oversight

The Board of Directors will have the responsibility of the corporation
and file a report with the State of Alaska for oversight and final approval
by the Council.

32




Oversight reports will be filed:
a. Every year
b. Every 2 years
C. Every 3 Years
d. Years 1.2.3 and every 2 vears subsequently

[ssue 11. Transfers of QS and IFQ
Option 1. QS initially issued to CIFT are non-transferable
Option 2. Shares purchased by CIFT

a3 Are non-transferable
b. Are non-transferable after debt related morteage is retired
e Is fully transferable
d. As per By-Laws
Option 3. Rights to receive CIFT IFQ will fallow QS
a. All contract rights will be coupled to QS for future CITF IFQ eligibility
b. Rights to receive CIFT IFQ are severable from QS and are transferable

Option 3. Community Fisheries Quota (CFQ)

[ssue 1. Administrative Entity
Option 1. Gulf wide administrative entity
Option 2. Regional administrative entities (Western Gulf, Central Gulf, Eastern Gulf)
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Draft GOA Groundfish Rationalization SEIS Qutline
March 26, 2003
Section Staff
Chapter 1 Purpose and Need for Action Glenn Merrill
1.1 Introduction
1.2 Purpose and Need for Action

1.3

14

1.5

1.6

1.2.1  Federal Action

1.2.2  Action Area

Public Participation (includes short description of NEPA)
1.4.1  Notice of Intent and Scoping methodology

1.42  Public Participation

143  Tribal Consultation

Coordination with Other Agencies

1.5.1  Alaska Department of Fish and Game

1.5.2  United States Fish and Wildlife Service

1.5.3  United States Coast Guard

Relationship of this action to other federal laws and actions (MSA, NEPA/PSEIS, Consolidated Appropriations
Act, etc)

Document Organization

Chapter 2 Alternatives Jane DiCosimo

2.1

22

23

23

Range of Alternatives (see graphic)
2.1.1  Affected management areas
2.1.2  Affected gear types
Alternauive 1: No Action
Historical Overview of the GOA Groundfish FMP (from PSEIS)
Alternative 2: Harvester Quota Share Program
2.3.1  Subalternative 1. QS Allocation
2.3.1.1 Common elements for Alternatives 2-4 and their subalternatives
1.1 Qualifying Periods
.3.1.2  Qualifying Landings Criteria
1.3 Target Species Rationalization Plan
1.4 Allocation of bycatch species
1.5 Prohibited Species (may be presented early as a report)
Underutilized Species
Entry Level Rockfish Program
.§ Skipper/Crew and Second Generation
1.9 Communities
.3.1.10 Review and Evaluation
ubalternative 2. QS Allocation with cooperatives
1 Voluntary cooperatives
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S 1,

2.3.3  Subalternative 3. QS allccation by sector with cooperatives
2.3.3.1 Voluntary cooperatives
2.3.3.2 Mandatory cooperatives
Alternative 3: Harvester Quota Share with Closed Class of Processors
2.3.1  Subalternative 1. Harvester QS allocation with closed processor class
2.3.1.1 Unique elements for all Alternative 3 subalternatives
2.3.1.1.1 Harvester delivery requirements
23.1.1.2  Closed-class of processor qualifications



2.3.2  Subalternative 2. Harvester QS allocation with closed processor class and cooperative
2.3.2.1 Unique elements for Alternative 3 Subalternative 3
23.2.1.1 Closed processor class cooperatives
2.4 Alternative 4: Harvester QS and Processor QS allocation
2.4.1  Subalternative 1. Harvester QS and Processor QS allocation
2.4.1.1 Unique elements for all Alternative 4 subalternatives
24.1.1.1 Eligible Processors
24.1.1.2  Categories of Processor QS
24.1.1.3  Processor QS qualifying periods
24.1.14 Distribution of Processor QS
24.1.1.5  Ownership Caps on Processing QS
2.4.1.1.6  Processor QS Use Caps
242  Subalternative 2 Harvester and Processor QS allocation with cooperative
2.4.2.1 Unique elements for Alternative 3 Subalternative 3
242.1.1 Closed processor class cooperatives
2.5 Alternatives considered and rejected

2.6 Future actions/Trailing amendments (includes fee and loan program, PSC species management, community
protection)

Chapter 3 Affected Environment (Referencing PSEIS Affected Environment Chapter) Diana Stram (lead)
3.1 Approach and Methods

3.2 Identification of Effects, Events, and Actions
3.3 Biological Conditions
3.3.1 Target Groundfish Species
3.3.2  Prohibited Species
3.3.3 Forage Species
3.34  Non-Target Species
3.3.5 Non-Specified Species
3.3.6  Threatened and Endangered Species
3.3.7 Essential Fish Habitat
3.3.8  Seabirds
3.3.9 Marine Mammals
3.3.10 Ecosystem Considerations
3.4 Social and Economic Conditions NPFMC Contractor
3.4.1 History of the GOA groundfish fisheries
3.4.2 History of the GOA groundfish FMP
3.4.3 Harvesting Sector Profiles
3.4.3.1 General fishery harvest patterns
3.4.3.2 Vessel types used
3.4.3.3 Gear types used
3.44  Processing Sector Profiles
3.44.1 General processing patterns
3.4.5 Community Profiles
3.4.5.1 General groundfish resource use in communities
3.4.6 Environmental Justice Existing Conditions



. Chapter 4 Environmental and Economic Consequences of the Alternatives
Vi 4.1 Methodology for analysis
4.1.1  Structure of analysis of alternatives NPFMC Contractor
4.1.2  Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impact Analysis
4.2 Description of the Predicted effects of the alternatives on GOA groundfish fisheries practices
42.1  Fleet composition and fishing practices (vessels, skippers, crew, owners)
422  Processing practices (shore-based, floaters, Cps)
42.3  Changes to Federal management Glenn Merrill
4.2.3.1. Alternative 1
4.2.32 Alternative 2
4.2.3.3 Alternative 3
4.2.3.4 Alternative 4
4.2.3.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
424  Changes to State of Alaska groundfish fisheries State of Alaska
4.2.4.1 State water groundfish fisheries
424.1.1 Alternative 1
42412  Alternative 2
424.13  Alternative 3
42414  Alternative 4
42415 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
4.2.42 Parallel groundfish fisheries State of Alaska/Glenn Merrill
4.242.1 Alternative 1
42422  Alternative 2
42423 Alternative 3
42424  Alternative 4
42425  Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
4.3 Biological Impact Analysis
b 43.1 Target groundfish fisheries Jane DiCosimo/AFSC
4.3.1.1 Alternative 1
4.3.1.2 Alternative 2
4.3.1.3 Alternative 3
4.3.1.4 Alternative 4
4.3.1.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
432  Prohibited Species Jane DiCosimo/AFSC
4.3.2.1 Alternative 1
4.3.2.2 Alternative 2
4.3.2.3 Alternative 3
4324 Alternative 4
4.3.2.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
43.3 Forage Species Jane DiCosimo/AFSC
4.3.3.1 Alternative 1
4.3.3.2 Alternative 2
4.3.3.3 Alternative 3
4.3.3.4 Alternative 4
4.3.3.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
434  Non-Target Jane DiCosimo/AFSC
434.1 Alternative 1
4.3.42 Alternative 2
4.3.4.3 Alternative 3
4.3.44 Alternative 4
4.3.4.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
4.3.5 Non-Specified Species Jane DiCosimo/AFSC



43.6

437

4.3.8

4.3.5.1 Alternative 1

4.3.5.2 Alternative 2

4.3.5.3 Alternative 3

4.3.5.4 Alternative 4

4.3.5.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
Threatened and Endangered Species

4.3.6.1 Alternative 1

4.3.6.2 Alternative 2

4.3.6.3 Alternative 3

4.3.6.4 Alternative 4

4.3.6.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
Essential Fish Habitat

4.3.7.1 Alternative 1

4.3.7.2 Alternative 2

4.3.7.3 Alternative 3

4.3.74 Alternative 4

4.3.7.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
Seabirds

4.3.8.1 Alternative 1

4.3.8.2 Alternative 2

4.3.8.3 Alternative 3

4.3.8.4 Alternative 4

4.3.8.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives

439  Marine Mammals

4.3.10

4.3.9.1 Alternative 1

4.3.9.2 Alternative 2

4.3.9.3 Alternative 3

4.3.9.4 Alternative 4

4.3.9.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
Ecosystem Considerations

4.3.10.1 Alternative 1

4.3.10.2 Alternative 2

4.3.10.3 Alternative 3

4.3.10.4 Alternative 4

4.3.10.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives

4.4 Economic and Socioeconomic Impact Analysis

44.1

442

443

Efficiency and capacity of the harvest sector

44.1.1 Alternative 1

4.4.1.2 Alternative 2

44.1.3 Alternative 3

4.4.1.4 Alternative 4

4.4.1.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
Efficiency and capacity of the processing sector

442.1 Alternative 1

4422 Alternative 2

4.423 Alternative 3

4.42.4 Alternative 4

4.4.2.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives

Bill Wilson/Glenn Merrill/AFSC

Glenn Merril/NMFS

Bill Wilson/Glenn Merril/AFSC

Bill Wilson/Glenn Merril/AFSC

Jane DiCosimo/AFSC

NPFMC Contractor/
Mark Fina/

Elaine Dinneford/
AKFIN

Distribution of benefits from the fisheries between harvesters and processors

4.4.3.1 Alternative 1
4.4.3.2 Alternative 2
4.4.3.3 Alternative 3



444

44.5

4.4.6

4479

448

449

4.4.3.4 Alternative 4

4.4.3.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
Effects on entry to harvesting sector

4.44.1 Alternative 1

4442 Alternative 2

4443 Alternative 3

4.4.4.4 Alternative 4

4.4.4.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
Effects on entry to the processing sector

4.4.5.1 Alternative 1

44.5.2 Alternative 2

4.4.5.3 Alternative 3

4454 Alternative 4

4.4.5.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
Effects on skippers and crews - wages and employment

4.4.6.1 Alternative 1

4.4.6.2 Alternative 2

4.4.6.3 Alternative 3

4.4.6.4 Alternative 4

4.4.6.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
Effects on consumers (products and prices)

447.1 Alternative 1

4.4.7.2 Alternative 2

4.4.7.3 Alternative 3

4474 Alternative 4

4.4.7.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
Effects on environmental benefits

44.38.1 Alternative 1

4.4.8.2 Alternative 2

4.4.8.3 Alternative 3

4484 Alternative 4

4.4.8.5 Summary of comparison of the effects of the alternatives
Environmental Justice

4.49.1 Summary of the effects of Alternative 1
4.49.2 Summary of the effects of Alternative 2
4.49.3 Summary of the effects of Alternative 3
4.49.4 Summary of the effects of Alternative 4
4.4.10 Monitoring and Enforcement
4.4.10.1 Summary of the effects of Alternative 1
4.4.10.2 Summary of the effects of Alternative 2
4.4.10.3 Summary of the effects of Alternative 3
4.4.10.4 Summary of the effects of Alternative 4

4.5 Summary of the cumulative effects of the alternatives

45.1
4.5.2
4.5.3
454

Summary of the effects of Alternative 1
Summary of the effects of Alternative 2
Summary of the effects of Alternative 3
Summary of the effects of Alternative 4

Chapter S: List of Preparers
5.1 SEIS Steering Committee
5.2 Project leaders
5.3 Contributors
5.4 Consultant contributors

Glenn MerrilyNMFS

Jane DiCosimo/NPFMC Contractor

Jane DiCosimo



Chapter 6: List of Agencies, organizations, and persons to whom copies of the statement are sent Jane DiCosimo

Chapter 7: Literature cited All

Appendix 1: Regulatory Impact Review (RIR)/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) NPFMC Contractor/
Mark Fina

Appendix 2: Social Impact Assessment NPFMC Contractor/Nicole Kimball



Outline for the GOA Rationalization for the RIR/RFA

I INTRODUCTION
Purpose and Need for Action
Need for Rationalization of GOA Groundfish Fisheries
Overview of Past Actions
Vessel Moratorium Program
License Limitation Program
Sideboards for GOA harvesting and processing
AFA sideboards
Crab rationalization sideboards
Improved Retention/Improved Utilization
Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 - Moratorium on New IFQ Programs
Need for Further Action
Scope of Analysis Mandated by Congress
Alternatives Under Consideration
Description of Alternatives
Elements and Options for Analysis
Organization of Analysis
I BACKGROUND
Affected Environment; Fishery Management; and Status of Stocks, Biology
and Fisheries
Affected Environment
Fisheries Management: An Overview
Overview of the FMP
Overfishing Parameters
Status of the Stocks, Biology, and Fisheries
State Water Fisheries
Harvesting Sector
Description of Fleet
Participation and Harvests
Processor Participation
The Relationship Between Harvesters and Processors
Common Ownership of Harvesters and Processors
Support Relationships Between Harvesters and Processors
Harvest Delivery Patterns and Processor Purchasing Patterns
Ex-Vessel Pricing
Pricing Practices
Estimated Ex-vessel Prices
First Wholesale Markets
Products
Prices
Consumer Markets
Other Rationalization Programs
118 ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
Status Quo (No Action)
Effects of Rationalization on Management, Fisheries, Stocks, and the Environment
FMP and Federal Management Changes
Changes in Season Timing and Length
Conducting Concurrent Multiple Species Fisheries
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Monitoring and Data Collection
Observer Program, Port Sampling, and Vessel Monitoring Systems
Stock Rebuilding
Management Changes in State Water Fisheries
Endangered Species Act and Marine Mammal Protection Act
Anticipated changes to fishing patterns
Fleet Consolidation
Deadloss, Bycatch and High Grading
Overages and Underages (individual and fleet)
Safety

Elements for the Distribution of Harvesting Shares under the IFQ and the Cooperative Programs

Categories of QS or Cooperative Shares
Catcher Vessel/Catcher Processor
Gear Type
Vessel Length
Initial Allocation of QS (or Cooperative Shares)
Eligibility to Receive an Initial Allocation of QS
Calculation and Basis for Initial Allocation of QS
Target Species Allocations
Bycatch Species Allocations
PSC Allocations
Underutilized Species Allocations
Entry level rockfish program
The IFQ Program Elements
The Harvester Only IFQ Program
Transferability
Owner on Board requirements
QS Ownership and Use Caps
Overages/Underages/Carryovers
Retention Requirements
Open Access Fisheries
Target Species Allocations
Bycatch/PSC Allocations
The Two-Pie Quota Program
Processor Shares
Initial Allocation of Processing Shares
Transferability of Processing Shares
Processing Quota Ownership and Use Caps
Provision Affecting the Interactions between Harvesters and Processors
Catcher/Processor Provisions
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. To Dave Benton NPFMC/Anchorage @ 907271-2817 AGENDA C-1
} APRIL 2003

, Supplemental
~

United Fishermen’s Marketing Association, Inc.

P.O. Box 1035 Kodiak, Alasks 99615
Telephone 486-3453

Fax: $07-486-8362

March 26, 2003

Ms. David Benton, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: C-1. Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Rationalization

Dear David,

As the Council develops the Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial

Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (EA/RIR/IRFA) for Gulf of Alaska (GOA) Groundfish

Rationalization, the United Fishermen’s Marketing Association, Inc. (UFMA) respectfully

request that the EA/RIR/IRFA include a complete and detailed accounting and review of the

circumstances that occurred with respect to the conduct of the commercial fishery for Central
- Gulf of Alaska (CGOA) p. cod during 2002.

The regulations that implement Steller Sea Lion (SSL) protection measures in the CGOA govern
the CGOA p. cod commercial harvest, and are designed to avoid the likelihood that the
groundfish fisheries will jeopardize the continued existence of the western distinct population
segment of SSL, or adversely modify critical habitat. These regulations apportion the
commercial harvest of CGOA p. cod to an “A Season”, and to a “B Season”, whereby 60
percent of the CGOA p. cod TAC is apportioned to the “A Season”, and 40 percent of the
CGOA p. cod TAC is apportioned to the “B Season™.

Unfortunately, the SSL protection measures have imposed a disproportional negative impact on
the p. cod pot fishery in the CGOA when compared to other gear types, and the inability to
adhere to the purpose and design of the temporal dispersion and rate of removals of p. cod in

the CGOA, as intended in the regulations, has exacerbated this impact. The actual conduct of
the commercial fishery for p. cod in the CGOA during 2002 indicates that the seasonal
apportionment objectives of the regulations that govern CGOA p. cod removals were not met,
and resulted in a significant reallocation of p. cod between gear types that would not otherwise
have occurred had the seasonal apportionment objectives of the regulations been achieved. This
reallocation has significant negative impact on the standing of p. cod pot vessels with respect to
the determination of individual harvesting rights in the context of GOA Groundfish
Rationalization, and is reason enough to consider the exclusion of 2002 from consideration as an
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indicator of historical participation for purposes of allocating harvesting rights with respect to
GOA Groundfish Rationalization.

While the CGOA p. cod A Season harvest should have been limited to 60 percent of the CGOA
p- cod TAC (~13,387 mt), in fact, approximately 67 percent (~15,453 mt) was harvested.
While the regulations direct that 40 percent of the CGOC p. cod TAC (~8,924 mt) should be
harvested during the B Season, in fact, approximately 90 percent of the CGOA p. cod TAC
(~20,167 mt) was harvested before the B season began (September 1, 2002), and only 7.4
percent (~1,651 mt) was actually taken during the B Season. Of significant note is that
approximately 21 percent (~4,714 mt) of the CGOA p. cod TAC was taken as bycatch between
the A and B Seasons, primarily by trawl gear (~4,595 mt), and approximately 2,303 mt of p.
cod was discarded. Moreover, after the close of the B Season, approximately 4.3 percent of the
CGOA p. cod TAC (~957 mt) was harvested, primarily by trawl gear (~950 mt), and
approximately 655 mt of p. cod was discarded.

Every effort has been made to ensure that the above accounting is accurate; the figures were
provided by NMFS in early December, 2002, in response to a request from us. Any omissions
or misrepresentations are inadvertent. Nevertheless, we suggest that these figures should be
confirmed, and that a detailed quantitative and qualitative portrayal of the conduct of the 2002
CGOA p. cod fishery be included in the EA/RIR/IRFA for GOA Groundfish Rationalization.

Attached to this comment is a document that we distributed as part of our testimony with
respect to Agenda Item D- 1(e), “2002 GOA Specifications”, during the December, 2002,

Council meeting.

Thank vou for vour consideration of our comments with respect to this issue.

£

Jeffrey R. Stephan

Sincerely.

9:56 PM
Page 3 of 4
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Ul ific
2002 GOA Specifications D- 1(e)

Utilization of Central GOA (CGOA) Inshore (IS) p. cod TAC
(IS p. cod TAC = .80 X CGOA p. coc TAC) (in metric tons)

catch (regul-

as % |atory

of % of
catch catch catch |[catch| catch IS 1S

Season | IS TAC trawl pot h&l ji total TAC | TAC | discards
A 13,387.00| 8,051.80(2,094.60| 5,302.40| 4.20| 15,453.00 69 60 7?7
A-B 4,595.60 145.80| <.1 4,714.40 21 2303.00
B 8,924.00 39.00| 578.70| 1,033.50]<.1 1,651.20 7.4 40 ?7?
>B 950.40 6.80] 0.00 957.20| 4.3 655.00
Totals | 22,311.00|13,636.80|2,673.30| 6,488.50|<4.4 | 22,802.80| 101.7 >3175.00

Some characteristics of 2002 removals of CGOA IS p. cod:

A Season harvest of CGOA Inshore (IS) p. cod = ~69% of CGOA IS p. cod TAC (regulatory
target is 60%)
B Season harvest of CGOA IS p. cod =~7.4% of CGOA IS p. cod TAC (regulatory target is

40%)

Trawl Bycatch of CGOA p. cod between the A and B Seasons = ~21% of CGOAIS p. cod TAC

(no regulatory target for p. cod between A and B Seasons)

~90% of the CGOA IS p. cod TAC was taken prior to the start of the B Season (regulatory
target for the B Season is 40%)
Trawl discards of 2002 CGOA p. cod =>3,100 mt (i.e., >14% of CGOA IS p. cod TAC and
actual harvest)
Trawl discards of 2001 CGOA p. cod = ~1,600 mt
“Topping Off’ with p. cod may be occurring in the CGOA directed trawl fishery for the
“Shallow Water Flatfish” complex

Some possible solutions and management measures for managing removals of CGOA IS
p. cod during 2003 and bevond:

Inseason management measures 7777
minimize opportunities that may exist for “topping off”

Adjust Maximum Retainable Bycatch (MRB) between the A and B Seasons of CGOA p. cod in

the CGOA shallow water flatfish target fishery to less than 20% (to 5%, or to a “natural” rate)

Allocate an allowable (i.e., natural rate) bycatch amount “off the top” of the CGOA IS p. cod

TAC for those trawl fisheries that occur between the A and B Seasons

Submitted by Jeff Stephan, United Fishermen’s Marketing Association, Inc.
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Box 101145, Anchorage Alaska 99510 01 ©
(907) 277-5357 o (fax) 277-5975 ~ W--‘*"-‘M J
amcc@akmarine.org ® www.akmarine.org

To: NPFMC
Fr: Dorothy Childers
Dt: April, 2003

Re: Recommendation for re-organizing description of Element 11. Review and
Evaluation

Option 1. “Drop-through” system

Evaluate the results of the program based on GOA rationalization objectives and make
adjustments to the program using the following system (adapted from an Australian
system reviewed in “Sharing the Fish”):

Initially allocated quota shares are issued as Series A shares. Series A shares are available
- each year for:

Sub-option 1. 5
Sub-option 2. 7
Sub-option 3. 10
Sub-option 4. 20 years

At the 3, 5, 7, 10 year mark, there would be an evaluation of the program’s performance
compared to the program objectives. If the evaluation identifies changes needed in the
program to better achieve the objectives, those changes are made. Quota shares “drop
through” to become Series B shares with use privileges extended for another term.

A quota share holder may choose not to accept the changes, but there would be a 10-20%
reduction in that quota share and it would continue at the lesser amount for the next term.

Example for a series of 10-year terms

I--- 1
01234567891?]1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
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£ 1 : 1
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People throughout Alaska working to protect the health and diversity of our marine ecosystem



The review would be based in quantitative goals where they exist or qualitative /—s\
expectations consistent with program objectives.

If the Council wants to phase in particular elements into the program, the drop through
system allows time for industry to prepare or adjust to those changes.

Option 2. Review/Evaluation plus sunset

Evaluate the results of the program based on GOA rationalization objectives and
make/address adjustments to the program as needed. The program would sunset unless
the Council completed the review and made/addressed necessary changes 6 months prior
to the sunset date.

Suboption 1. 5 years after the program is implemented
Suboption 2. 7 years after the program is implemented
Suboption 3. 10 years after the program is implemented
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ABSTRACT

The Australian state -of New South Wales (NSW) recently passed
legislation to introduce a fishery-share system. It is similar in general
form and purpose to the ‘ITQ’ or individual transferable quota fishery
management systems found in New Zealand, Iceland, Australia, Can-
ada and other countries but has special design features, including the
allotment of shares for ‘fisheries’ that include many different species.
The system is designed to give fishers security within the context of an
adaptive resource management sysiem designed to ensure that fishery
use is sustainable and consistent with social objectives as they change
through time. The system’s conceptual framework is of relevance to
other fisheries and also many other industries that use natural resources.
Consistent with periodically revised management plans, rights to harvest
specific amounts of fish or to use certain classes of boats and gear are
issued in proportion to the number of shares held in each fishery
(fishery being flexibly defined by region and habitat, with or without
further specification by gear-type, species group or single species). The
management plan might, for example, specify a relationship between
number of shares and size of boat or net. Any quotas are allocated in
proportion to the numbet of shares held. Subject to compliance with
periodically reviewed share conditions, rights are perpetual and give
each fisher a direct financial interest in the future of the fishery. Shares
are morigageable and fully transferable. Driven by the management
plan, structural adjustment is delegated to the market and individual
fishers. A dual property-right structure is used to minimize transfer
costs, and encourage self -enforcement and compliance. The institutional
arrangements used to administer the system and periodically revise
system parameters give commercial fishers, in consultation with recrea-
tional fishers, considerable control over their destiny. Management costs

45
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.. will be recovered via a range of direct charges. The legislation provides
the option of a return to the community to be collected via the periodic
sale of a proportion of each shareholding. If this option is adopted, it
will force the rapid formation of a ‘mature share market’, reduce entry
and oligopoly problems, automatically collect the economic rent em-
bodied in the fishery in an efficient apolitical manner, and also provide
transparent information on the status of each fishery and the perfor-
mance of its resource managers. Copyright © 1996 Elsevier Science Ltd.

!
1. INTRODUCTION

The design of fishing-right systems is still an art. Of all the systems that
have been tried, none can be claimed to be fully effective in conserving
and promoting the efficient and equitable exploitation of fish stocks.
This paper reports on the concepts, experiences and observations
derived whilst designing, from first principles, a share-based fishery
management system for those fisheries managed by the Australian State
-of New South Wales (NSW). It was developed by a Working Groupt
comprising officers from NSW Fisheries, the NSW Cabinet Office, the
Commonwealth Scientific Industrial Research Organization and NSW
Treasury. . One of the key ideas embodied in the system is the
recommendation that principles used to guide corporations can be
applied to fisheries. Essentially, each qualifying fisher is given a bundle
of shares in all the species of fish in a fishery. As set out in a
periodically revised ‘management plan, shareholders are entitled to a
share of any gear restrictions and quotas in the fishery. A special kind
. of limited entry fishery is created: entry into the fishery or expansion is
only possible by acquiring shares from existing shareholders. As far as 1
am aware, this is the first time a corporate-like structure has been used
to manage a fishery. The idea, however, has been proposed
independently.?

The legislation resulting from the Working Group’s recommenda-
tions, a totally new Fishery Management Act for NSW, passed through
Parliament in May 1994 and was proclaimed into law on 16 January

T The Working Group’s chair generally acknowledges the author as the architect of the
framework developed by the group. Many of the principles derive from Young.' The
Working Group consisted of the Chief Executive Officer of NSW Fisheries, a Deputy
Secretary for NSW Treasury, the Secretary to the NSW Cabinet Office and the author
of this paper. The Secretary to the group, who prepared drafts of the various reports,
was a line manager within NSW Fisheries.
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1995.> NSW Fisheries, the government department responsible for the
state’s fisheries, is now in the process of implementing the new
framework. Since proclamation of the Act, there has been a change in
government with a consequence that implementation of the Act is on a
slower schedule than would be the case if the government which
developed the Act was still in power. Nevertheless, implementation is
proceeding in a step-wise manner with priority being given to single
species fisheries.

2. NSW FISHERIES

In the NSW fisheries over 100 species are sold for commercial purposes
but more than half are caught in small amounts, less than 100 tonnes
per year. For many species, less than 5 tonnes per annum is sold
commercially. For some nearshore and estuarine species, over 50% of
the catch is recreational. While State law makes sale of fish caught by
recreational fishers illegal, there is a considerable black market. The
coast is over 1000 km in length, and extends from 28°S to 37°S.

The previous NSW fishery management system was based on annual
fishing licenses, renewed by custom every year. The annual license
framework created uncertainty as there was no guarantee of renewal
and license conditions were often changed in what appeared to be an ad
hoc manner. Regulations were reactionary in nature and generally
implemented or modified each time a problem emerged. Fishers argued
that this encouraged people to find ways to make a quick profit and
cheat the system. In 1994, there were approximately 2100 licensed
fishers in NSW who operated around 3300 boats. Eighty per cent of
boats are less than 8 m in length. No new boat licenses have been issued
since 1984 and boat replacement has generally been on a meter for
meter basis. In 1990, foreshadowing a transition to an individually
transferable quota system such as the one described here, the Minister -
announced a freeze on the issue of new licenses and the rule that any
future quota allocation would be based on catch history between 1987
and 1990. Nevertheless, a few aspiring people found ways to enter the
industry. During this time several attempts were made to reform
administrative arrangements.

Processes such as the one described in this paper also create -
uncertainty. The less predictable the direction of change, the less total
investment in the industry is. The remainder of this paper discusses the
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new management system from the perspective of the considerations and
issues that drove the working group to recommend it.

In common with many other of the world’s fisheries, fish stocks in
NSW have been declining, recreational fishing pressure is increasing,
existing license provisions encourage the use of inefficient gear and
technology, and incomes from fishing are low. In addition, the
regulatory regime prevented investment in the gear and equipment
necessary for efficient exploitation of the available stock, and a large
black market in fish existed. There was widespread political dissatisfac-
tion with various governments’ inability to manage the state’s fisheries
in anything other than a reactionary and crisis management style. The
challenge was to find a mechanism that would solve as many problems

. as 'possible. ‘

3. THE NEED FOR AN ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT
STRUCTURE

A key factor influencing the Working Group’s deliberations was

recognition of the fact that knowledge about fishery systems is far from
perfect. Moreover, any system is likely to stimulate the development of

~ new technology and price changes. In short, ecological surprise, new

technology and new information must be expected. Hence, any
well-designed management system will include a set of procedures that

" facilitate the efficient and equitable adaptation of existing conditions

and management strategies. Given these considerations, the Group
decided to recommend a formal review process that sought to maximize
opportunities to keep fishing within efficient, equitable and sustainable
limits. The term ‘adaptive management’ is now used to refer to the
design of management regimes to respond to the problems of ignorance
and uncertainty.*

In the new NSW system, by forcmg periodic review - u'respectwe of
political, economic or social circumstances — adaptive management is
encouraged. Adaptive management simplifies system design. Each
decision is made with the knowledge that it can be improved and that
the people affected by it expect this to happen. Managers seek to learn
from their actions and experiments.

4. A FISHERY-SHARE SYSTEM

An issue common to all property-right systems is the questio.n of the
security of the rights or privileges involved. Should a pure limited-
access fishery be built and should compensation be payable if rights are

s
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cancelled? A guaranteed right to exclusive access provides fishers with a
strong incentive to conserve fish habitat and encourage the rational
management of fish stocks. Most individual transferable quota regimes
are for single species; accordingly, they do not encourage fishers to
recognize the interdependence of species. Moreover, it is arguable that
they neither create a strong sense of industry responsibility for the state
of a fishery nor encourage participation in the management process.
Weighing these and other considerations, the NSW system grants each
fisher a guaranteed opportunity and oompensatxble right to a propor-
tional share of all the commercial opportunities in the fisheries they use.
The term ‘share’ is used intentionally to stress the idea that each
shareholder owns a legally enforceable share of each fishery’s commer-
cial opportunities. The legislation establishes a ‘core property right’ as a
legally transferable entitlement to a proportional share of all the
commercial fishing opportunities associated with the fishery.

Wherever possible, corporate-like administrative structures are used
as these are well understood by fishers. Eﬁ’ecuvely, each person is given
a guaranteed share of the opportumty set out in a periodically revised
management plan for the species that comprise the fishery. Formally,
each fisher is entitled to a share of any allocation of quota and gear or
input restriction in proportion to the number of shares they hold. If
they want to use a larger boat or bigger net, then they must buy shares
from people already in the fishery. Similarly, allocation of any quota is
in proportion to the number of shares held. The corporatised structure
enables reference to corporate management experiences and enables
both input and output controls to be varied equitably without affecting
resource security.

The design of fishing-right systems

4.1. Rights to species or fisheries?

In other parts of Australia and in many other countries, those who
advocate secure, exclusive fishing rights usually recommend introduc-
tion of individually tradable quotas for valuable species and trans-
ferable input controls for less valuable species and species whose
populatnons cannot be predicted with confidence. In all cases, however,
it is the interactions between a large number of fish and their habitats
which need to be managed. By vesting rights in a fishery rather than
specific species or gear, the linkage between the resource and its users is
maximized. Industry is forced to consider the impact of their practices
on each species and the differing effects of each practice on the habitat
as a whole.

Under the new legislation, fisheries are to be defined first by region
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and habitat type, and, where appropriate, by species or gear. h.1 all
cases, the unit of management is the biological resource, and there is no
expectation that the system will ever extend to include the processing
industry. It is expected that many fishers would own sl3ares in several
fisheries. An advantage of the share.approach is that, wgth reference to
company law, it is conceptually simple to merge fisheries and/or split
one fishery into two separate fisheries. An estuary fishery, for example,
can easily be split into a general and a prawn trawl ﬁs!xery. The process
followed is similar to that used to divide a company into two separate
entities. o
Because fishers hold a secure right, share value is lmlfed to the
expected future value of a fishery. Each fisher has a proport!opal stake
in the future of the fishery and a tangible incentive to ensure it is a good
one. As with any company or cooperative, share values rise with fish
stocks, fish prices and technological improvement.s. If the. value of tl:ne
fishery declines, so do share values. Conversely, if ef.fort. is reduced in
an attempt to increase future stocks, share values will rise. Economic
reward is offered for a management focus on the future as well as the
resent.
P An added advantage of the share structure is that the !)y-catch
problems which plague many species-based quota systems are internal-
ized. The management plan and its associated conditions apply to all
fish caught. In fisheries where quotas apply, every fish must be
reconciled against a quota. Moreover, it is possible for. ﬁshel:y managers
to experiment with quotas and introduce them on a trial basis. If quotas
do not achieve a significant improvement, the share system facilitates a
simple and honorable return to a management system based solely on
~ input controls, area restrictions and seasonal restrictions.

4.2. Management plans

Management by fishery rather than by species facilitates the integration
of fishery management with the property-right system. In effect,
management plans are used to identify the goals for each fishery, the
conditions under which it can be exploited, and the period and process
for review and revision of the plans. Management conditions are then
attached to fishery shares in the same way that conditions are attached
to a license or lease. The status of the management plan is raised to one
of a legally enforceable instrument rather than that of an advisory

document. A plan, for example, might require that a person using a 10

m boat hold at least 45300 shares in the fishery and be limited to a net
of a certain size and type. It may also require catch records to be

The design of fishing-right systems ( 51

maintained in a specific manner and specify penalties for breaches of
these conditions.

This mechanism, in combination with assurance that the sharehol-
ders’ rights are perpetual, subject to agreed upon conditions of review
and compliance, forces a strategic approach to fishery management.
The management planning process is linked to the property right;
opportunities to change the rules that govern commercial fishing are
limited to those offered through periodic revision of the plan. Reaction-
ary management is precluded for all but emergency conditions such as
an oil spill. In contrast to past practice in Australia, administrators
cannot change license conditions on an individual basis. Any new
condition applies either to everyone or to no one. The new framework
removes the opportunity to make a special exception enabling a fisher
to use, for example, a larger engine than other shareholders are entitled
to use. Within any review period, all aspirations for larger or smaller
boats are left to the market place. As distinct from previous political
practice where entry and expansion. were partially but not totally
limited, under this framework entry is totally limited. However,
decisions about which fishers expand their operations and which leave
are devolved to the market place.

In NSW, for large volume, long-living species and high-value species,
a mixed quota-input control system is anticipated, but for most of the
100 species in NSW this will be too expensive because the cost of
developing quotas for most species would be prohibitive and the results
are likely to be of questionable scientific validity. The number of shares
necessary to operate a boat of differing length, engine size, etc., will be
specified through a series of look-up tables.

4.3. Investment versus options to change: the review process

An important design principle in the new NSW fishery-management
regime, besides the definition of fishery, is the periodic review
mentioned above. From the perspective of a fisher, while strictly limited
entry and tradable shares increase investment security, the review
process creates an expectation of change which encourages investment
immediately after each review is completed but discourages investment
at other times. When change is imminent the most likely profit-
maximizing strategy may be one of waiting until the new plan is in
place. :
- Influenced by public perceptions that resource management plans are
best revised every five years, the NSW Working Group recommended a
five-year review period. With 15 fisheries within a state, this would



)

require the preparation of three fishery management plans per year. If
- 18 separate fisheries were anticipated in the design phase, the Working

Group would have probably recommended a six-year review period.

Uncertainty is reduced further by executing fishery reviews in rotation.
r ~ This means that fishers can watch ‘the general pattern of change and
predict the direction of change with greater confidence.

M. D. Young

- 4A. Protecting the investment; the adaptive drop-through mechanism

- A third and particulatly innovative design feature of the NSW fishery
management regime proposed by the Working Group is the use of a
¢ - ‘drop-through’ mechanism. At each review virtually the entire manage-
#¢ © ment system can be modified. Unfortunately, any periodic review
" . process is open to abuse. Undesirable and inequitable changes can be
. forced on an industry. This problem also exists in Australia’s grazmg
" industry where rangelands are leased for grazmg purposes. It is

* overcome by giving pastoralists a term lease that is renewable at a time
~ ..well before expiry of the lease.! Pastoralists are given the periodic
3 choice between continuing under their old lease until it expires or
- ‘dropping through’ to a new lease for a new term and new conditions.
. This mechanism gives them investment security and the power to

ensure that the costs of transition to any new management regime are

not too onerous.

Recognizing the merits of such an approach, the Working Group
recommended a similar drop-through mechanism to be implemented by
issuing 10-year fishery shares with a guaranteed offer of renewal every
five years. Those who choose not to accept the new plan would be able
to continue to operate under old plan conditions until their shares
expire. If they chose not to drop-through, but to accept the new
management conditions later, however, 15% of their shareholding
would be surrendered for public sale as a penalty (see Fig. 1). On
expiry of the original 10-year right, drop-through with a 15% loss is
automatic.

The reason for recommending this drop-through mechanism was to
protect fishers from radical changes to the relationship between shares
and entitlements to use gear without careful consultation with them.
This 10-year share with an offer of renewal every 5 years, constrained
by the opportunity to delay drop through at the cost of 15% of shares
means that fishers have considerable negotiating power. Politically, it

would mean that if the expected cost of the proposed change were.

greater than 15% of share value the shareholders would have the
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Fig. 1. Framework recommended by Working Group for all NSW fisheries.

option of rejecting the current plan. Draconian or inequitable changes
cannot be forced upon them because in such circumstances they would
be expected to choose to remain with their old share and set of
conditions.

The Working Group also recommended that if a new management
plan could not be finalized within any S-year period, at the end of the
5th year each shareholder would automatically have the shares replaced
with a new set of 10-year shares under the terms and conditions of the
current management plan. During the final stages of passage of the Act
through Parliament, however, fishers and the Department argued for a
system where all could be forced to change to a new management
system irrespective of the consequences of doing so. Consequently, the
final legislation implies that a S-year review period is optimal but makes
it possible for it to take up to 10 years. The Act, however, does allow
implementation according to the model recommended by the Working
Group (see Fig. 1).
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4.5. Administrative efficiency

Formalizing the management review process also omoq.m .&Bmawc.mzsw
efficiencies for all involved in the review process. Administrators know
precisely when information will be needed. Researchers know many
years in advance when their conclusions must be ready and can
structure their schedules accordingly. Similarly, lobby groups know
when to begin attempting to influence B.mammr.wnm and the public. .
The Act provides that if any provision in a management plan is
inconsistent with any other fishing regulation Qma the management
plan prevails. Consequently, the details :n.a.on_ﬁum .:.o institutional
arrangements underpinning the Act are oznmom_ to its success. m...o_.-
malization of the review process and constraint of the review vo-.._on
facilitate more community and industry involvement in the review
process than has previously been the case in NSW. .
While the draft legislation was being debated in .vm:.__mam:.r almost
all discussion focused on the consultation and decision-making proc-
" esses that surround each review. All participants in the debate appeared
to understand the share system and virtually all mBo:._:wmaa sought to
specify the role of industry, _.aona»mom.m_ representatives and each
fishery’s Management Advisory Committee 9.?.#9. As a result of
these calls for a much more bottom-up and participatory approach, the
Act was changed to ensure that such _uaogn:_.om ‘.z.oz_n be mo:m:«nn.
Co-management arrangements, where _..om_uoam&__:w ?._. decision-
making is shared among the commercial industry, .qoonmm:osm_ .mm_.oa
and administrators, is now a real possibility. Oversight is left with the
Minister but it is possible for a duly elected Z>n.u to take over
responsibility for a fishery and manage it in a manner similar to that of
a company board acting on behalf of its shareholders.

4.6. Stewardship and maximizing the value of each fishery

As with some other limited-access fisheries, a .%ow oom.maonmaos in
designing the NSW fishery share system was a anm:.o to give each fisher
a tangible interest in building an ecologically sustainable future for the
industry. Conceptually, the greater the value of fishery shares, the more
fishers can be expected to pay attention to the long-term consequences
shing practice. ,
on_ﬂ :.nm W_wi system, share value is enhanced in ..9:” ways. _...m_.m.r
fishery shares are mortgageable in the same way that a title to land is

i
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mortgageable. Secondly, shares can only be withdrawn by the govern-
ment by paying full compensation. (Quotas, however, can be set to
zero.) Thirdly, a centralized share registration system is established so
that any person can quickly identify who a shareholder is, what
conditions apply to each shareholding, and what mortgage or other
encumbrances are associated with them. Modelled on’ Australia’s
Torrens Title registration system, this arrangement means that mort-
gages and other such arrangements are valid only if they are recorded
on the register. Similarly, transfers are valid only if they are recorded
on the title. As discussed below, this arrangement reduces the sharehol-
der cost of registering a mortgage and facilitates the use of shares for a
return to the community and share forfeiture as a penalty mechanism
(see below). Within the constraints set by the above framework, share
value and hence respect for the fishery are further increased by making
shares fully transferable. Fourthly, to reduce transaction. costs for both
administrators and fishers, a dual property-right system is introduced by
formally separating the long-term entitlement to receive a share of
permitted inputs into the fishery from any quota allocation.

4.7. A dual property-right system: the distinction between shares and
quota allocations ,

Many property-right systems, including those used for fishing in
Australia, combine two separate entitlements: the rights to receive
annual allocations with fixed allocations that are valid only for a specific
time period, i.e. the right to be in a fishery includes the right to'a
certain amount of a quota in a fishing season. In such a system, if a
person wishes to temporarily transfer an annual ajlocation to another
person they must do this by leasing that allocation and their entitlement
to receive future allocations to another person.

For example, transfer of 50 tonnes of fish in 1997 would be
implemented by leasing the quota to another person for that year. The
costs of preparing the documents required are significant, and hence
small volume trades are rare.

In an attempt to reduce the costs of temporary transfers, the NSW
fishery share system establishes a dual property-right system that makes
a clearer distinction between shares (the long-term interest) and specific
quota allocations. Quota allocations are freely tradable and managed
under a separate system from that for shares. Fishers can trade an
annual allocation without having to make the arrangements necessary
to lease a valuable capital asset.

In the early stages of the NSW system, annual quota m__onmzoa.
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tfades will be registered at no cost to industry. If the system works as

. planned, the allocation registration system will resemble the framework

used by banks to transfer money between checking accounts. The costs

of a trade will be low and allocation trades common. ) .
If the dual property-right system functions as planned, it will proyrde

an incentive for self-enforcement by industry. Amongst other things,

" those who wish to sell annual allocations can be expected to try to force

fishers without an allocation to buy allocation rather than sell fish on
the black market.

4.38. Quota sefting

" To avoid political problems associated with quota setting, it is planned

to use a Total Allowable Catch Setting and Review Confmitte.e.to set
all quotas, designed so that political interference with their decisions is

" minimized. The Committee comprises an independent chair, an econo-

mist, an independent scientist and one person experienced in fisheries

- management. The Minister may guide the institutional process to be

followed but may not change any allocation set by the Committee. The
process is independent and the committee is structured to force
consideration of socio-economic as well as biological infoymatlon, and
to encourage the committee to draw upon industry experience as well
as scientific evidence. The Minister may appoint other people to the
Commiittee. .

49. Avoiding the problems of oligopolies, small numb?rs, a mature
market and fransparent information: zero-revenue auctions

A problem common to fisheries that involve only a small number of
operators is that participants tend to be averse to permanent share
trades because once they sell them they may not be aple to buy them
back again. This is a problem because the property-right market has
insufficient players to create the volume of trades necessary to obtain
the efficiency characteristics of markets with many buyers and se'llers.

One means of deepening ‘shallow’ rights markets ~ those with few
buyers and sellers — is to introduce ‘zero-revenue auctions’. Unde.r such
an arrangement, each shareholder is required to offer a proportion of
their shares up for sale and then decide whether or not to buy them
back or accept the price offered. This means that th.c Yolume of trades
in a year will always be significant even if the majority of shares are
bought back by the people who already own them.

If existing shareholders buy back their shares, no revenue changes
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hands and, to avoid capital gains tax liability, the shares are deemed to
have been passed in at the owner’s reserve price. If the highest price
offered is greater than the owner’s reserve price, the shareholder
receives that money and the rights pass to the highest bidder.

Zero-revenue auctions allow people to place as high a reserve price
as they like but forces them to assess the value of their existing rights
and how much they would be prepared to pay for any new rights that
might become available. From a government perspective, the auction
produces no revenue and, hence, is called a zero-revenue auction. The
purpose of a zero-revenue auction is firstly to guarantee people the
opportunity to enter the industry by establishing a regular chance for
them to try to buy shares; secondly to create a mature market for shares
as quickly as possible and thereby establish the credibility of the share
system; thirdly to speed the rate of structural adjustment; and fourthly
to reduce opportunities to form and maintain local monopolies and/or
oligopolies that can function only if new entrants can be excluded.

Besides the above market advantages, zero-revenue auctions provide
a transparent indication of industry assessment of the skill with which a
fishery is being administered. Product price considerations aside, if
stocks are improving share values will rise. Conversely, if share values.
are falling and fish prices are constant, the industry is telling ad-
ministrators that they are failing in their duty.

4.10. A retumn to the community

Rather than just recommending zero-revenue auctions, the Working
Group recommended that fishers, in return for security of fishery rights,
should pay a return to the community. They proposed that this be
achieved by retaining some of the revenue from each auction. It would
be inappropriate to call the process a ‘zero-revenue auction’ as some
revenue would return to the community. Nevertheless, it would retain
all the market deepening benefits of that process. Moreover, the
process would make it expensive for shareholders to overvalue their
shares. '

Following Canadian Forestry experience,® the Working Group re-
commended that an annual return to the community mechanism be
introduced. This would be implemented by requiring all shareholders to
offer a proportion of their shareholding for tender and either bid to buy
this (relatively small) proportion back or let that portion go to the
highest bidder. The revenue collected from this process would be
returned to consolidated or general revenue (where conceptually it
would be used subsequently for community purposes). As such a
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land fish without an allocation. When this occurs they may buy
allocation after they have landed and sold their catch. By making this
recommendation, the Working Group assumed that those who lacked
an allocation would be more inclined to land the fish they caught and
less inclined to ‘high grade’ - or select for the more valuable sizes and
species of fish, discarding the rest. Where subsequent acquisition of an
allocation proves impossible within the same allocation period, the
market value of the fish must be surrendered to the management
authority. In most fisheries some carry forward will be allowed.

Within Australia, threats of license forfeiture are common but actual
license forfeiture is rare. When threats fail, the most common form of
penalty is a fine. Intreduction of a share system, however, enables a
new type of penalty to be used. Under such systems, fines can be
supplemented by a mechanism whereby shares are forfeited in propor-
tion to the size of the offence. Amongst other things, this links the size
of the offence to its market value. The possibility that fishers may avoid
this mechanism by placing their shares in a holding company is avoided
by requiring a minimum number of shares to be assigned to each boat.
It is the responsibility of the person who assigns these shares to the boat
to ensure that the captain and crew comply with conditions that attach
to these shares.

Under this proposed enforcement mechanism, rights and fishery
management obligations are coupled. This further raises the incentive
for compliance: each fisher’s shareholding takes on the character of a
security deposit or bond. Providing that fishers comply with conditions
expressed in the management plan and attached to their shares there is
no problem. If they choose to cheat the system, however, their right to
continue to fish and the interests of their mortgagees are placed at risk.
The feedback loops are obvious. Investors and bank managers have an
incentive to ensure compliance. A bias towards owner-operator arran-
gements is added to the system. Moreover, if the value of the fishery
rises then so does the size of the penalty that must be paid.

4.12. Ownership controls

Although a minimum number of shares may need to-be attached to
each boat, there is no restriction on who may own them. For political
reasons, however, no more than 5% of the shares in any fishery may be
held in one interest without consent from the Minister. Fishers fear that
full transferability of all shares could result in rapid foreign or large

company investment in what has traditionally been an owner-operator
industry. )
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5. STARTING UP

M. D. Young

The final and perhaps most difficult ‘challenge is to move from the
present system, which is full of inconsistencies, to the proposed
framework. The Working Group, recognizing a prior Ministerial
commitment to allocate rights in proportion to recent catch, recom-
mended that fishers should be allocated shares in proportion to the
gross value of their declared catch in the best three of four years
between 1987 and 1990. The Act, however, leaves the final allocation
and the most appropriate way to allocate shares to an interim
management committee. In many cases, it is expected that catch in
more recent years will be recognized. Global experience, however,
would suggest that unless most fishers are grandfathered into the new
system the proposal will not be politically acceptable.

A key part of the Working Group's success in convincing industry
and conservation groups fo support its recommendations was the way it
documented its proposals in a simple booklet,® sent two copies of this
" booklet to each licensed fisher and then organized a series of public
forums along the coast of NSW to explain the proposed system. Forums
typically attracted 200-300 people.

6. CONCLUDING COMMENTS

The key elements of the NSW system proposed include a highly
adaptive management structure, mechanisms with strong incentives for
bottom-up forms of community management, a focus on ecosystem
functions and strong incentives for astute administrative practice. 1
believe that the system is generally applicable to most fisheries and
most other forms of resource use. Moreover, the share framework is
readily adapted to rights to irrigate, rights to take timber from native
forests, rights to emit greenhouse gases, and rights to dispose of
industrial waste.”

A final warning is necessary. The package presented by the Working
Group contains the full spectrum of innovations available in the design
of property-right systems. As such it offers opportunity for a ‘win-win’
transition to the new system. Some elements, such as rights to full
compensation and registered mortgages, are particularly valuable and
unusual in marine fisheries regimes. Once these are introduced, fishers
will be much less inclined to accept further change in management

systems.
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GOA quotas awards for rationalization

Species Grouping

Limiting factor

Examples

Allocation

GOA element

Open for directed fishing

Quota

Pollock

Pacific cod

Pacific Ocean Perch
Northern Rockfish

Vessel Catch History

Element 3

Open for directed fishing

Halibut bycatch

Shallow Flatfish
Deep Flatfish

Arrowtooth Flounder
Flathead sole

Vessel Catch History

Element 6

Bycatch status only

Quota

Trawl - Sablefish
Other slope rockfish

Fleet average catch
by target

Shortraker/Rougheye

Thornyhead rockfish
Atka Mackerel

Element 4

PSC Halibut Mortality

Fleet average bycatch rate
by target

Element 5
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Intital Allocation
Harvest Quota
PSC Halibut allotment

Bycatch Quota alloment

Decision point which allocation scheme works is whether vessels will race for the bycatch species
Whether QS management can be implemented instead of MRB management

--bundle by individual vessel or cooperative

--Status Quo management MRB - common catch pool

Example 1.
Trawl rockfish
Shortrker

Traget Species Harvest Quota PSC Halibut _trawl-sablefh rougheye thornyhd
Pacific Ocean Perch X X X MRB MRB
Northern Rockfish X X X MRB MRB
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish X X X MRB MRB
Example 2.
H&L Pacific cod

Shortrker
Traget Species Harvest Quota PSC Halibut rougheye  thornyhd _ Other species
Pacific cod X X X X MRB




Flatfish that would not be allocated to historical users

Open Access Pool

Allocation  Allocation Allocation
Area Species #1 #2 #3
CGOA Arrowtooth 46301 86213 82869
CGOA Deep Flats 2042 2042 1875
CGOA Flathead sole 115695 14408 14080
CGOA Shallow Flats 8843 10433 8941
CGOA Rex Sole 3152 3152 2525
West Yak Arrowtooth 22331 24025 23976
West Yak Deep Flats 1124 1124 1095
West Yak Flathead sole 1440 1440 1440
West Yak Shallow Flats 790 790 790
West Yak Rex Sole 1540 1540 1540
WGOA Arrowtooth 3869 10358 8827
WGOA Deep Flats 262 262 257
WGOA Flathead sole 5939 7889 7739
WGOA Shallow Flats 18613 19303 19251
WGOA Rex Sole 796 796 687
All areas All Species 128637 183775 175894
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Table 2. Allocation amounts in MT based on the three options in the GOA
framework

future TAC Allocation Allocation Allocatic

Area Species #1 #2 #3
CGOA Arrowtooth 99590 53289 13377 16721
CGOA Deep Flats 2710 668 668 835
CGOA Flathead sole 16720 4125 1312 1640
CGOA Shallow Flats 16400 7557 5967 7459
CGOA Rex Sole 5660 2508 2508 3135
West Yak Arrowtooth 24220 1889 195 244
West Yak Deep Flats 1240 116 116 145
West Yak Flathead sole 1440 0 0 0
West Yak Shallow Flats 790 0 0 0
West Yak Rex Sole 1540 0 0 0
WGOA Arrowtooth 16480 12611 6122 7653
WGOA Deep Flats 280 18 18 23
WGOA Flathead sole 8490 2551 601 751
WGOA Shallow Flats 19510 897 207 259
WGOA Rex Sole 1230 434 434 543
All areas All Species 215300 86663 31525 39406




Usage of flaffish

Table 1. Actual catch, TAC and quota information for flatfish in the GOA
for the 2001 fishery

Area Species Cum cat TAC %of TAC ABC
CGOA Arrowtooth 13377 25000 53.51% 99590
CGOA Deep Flats 668 2710 2465% 2710
CGOA Flathead sole 1312 5000 26.24% 15720
CGOA Shallow Flats 5967 12950 46.08% 16400
CGOA Rex Sole 2508 5660 44.31% 5660
West Yak Arrowtooth 195 2500 7.80% 24220
West Yak Deep Flats 116 1240 9.35% 1240
West Yak Flathead sole 0 1440 0.00% 1440
West Yak Shallow Flats 0 790 0.00% 790
West Yak Rex Sole 0 1540 0.00% 1540
WGOA Arrowtooth 6122 8000 76.53% 16480
WGOA Deep Flats 18 280 6.43% 280
WGOA Flathead sole 601 2000 30.05% 8490
WGOA Shallow Flats 207 4500 4.60% 19510
WGOA Rex Sole 434 1230 35.28% 1230
All areas All Species 31525 74840 n/a 215300
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Gulf of Alaska Inshore Cod Harvest (1995-2002)
Sector Analysis
CGOA Harvest (mt) WGOA Harvest (mt)
Year Trawl | Fixed [Iinshore CP| H&L | Pot | Total Trawl | Fixed JInshoreCP] H&L | Pot | Total
1995 23657 1769 3414 4710 12986 41353 | 11017 7596 5840 5193 2403 18613
1996 26712 15501 3394 5318 10183 42213 | 12300 5567 4138 3904 1663 17867
1997 29238 14168 1780 6508 7660 43406 | 18530 4485 3986 3461 1004 22995
1998 23282 14749 1944 6040 8709 38031 14714 4936 3468 3314 1622 19650
1999 20830 20098 1581 6657 13441 40928 | 15048 5150 4559 3989 1161 20198
2000 12223 18033 832 6607 11426 30256 | 11819 8126 4270 3740 4386 19945
2001 15955 9300 874 5744 3556 25255 6656 5805 4184 3820 1985 12461
2002 13672 9063 408 6498 2565 22735 5339 9449 5320 5218 4231 14788
CGOA Harvest (%) WGOA Harvest (%)
Year Trawl | Fixed [IinshoreCP| H&L | Pot | Total Trawl | Fixed [InshoreCP| H&L | Pot | Total
1995 57.2%  42.8% 8.3% 114%  31.4% 100.0% | 59.2%  40.8% 31.4% 27.9%  129%  100.0%
1996 633%  36.7% 8.0% 126%  241% 100.0% | 68.8%  31.2% 23.2% 219%  93%  100.0%
1997 674%  326% 4.1% 15.0%  17.6%  100.0% | 80.6%  19.4% 17.3% 15.1% 4.4%  100.0%
1998 61.2% 38.8% 5.1% 15.9% 229% 100.0% | 74.9% 25.1% 17.6% 16.9% 8.3% 100.0%
1999 50.9%  49.1% 3.9% 16.3%  32.8%  100.0% | 745%  25.5% 22.6% 19.7% 57%  100.0%
2000  404%  59.6% 2.7% 21.8%  37.8% 100.0% | 59.3%  40.7% 21.4% 18.8%  22.0%  100.0%
2001 632%  36.8% 3.5% 27%  141%  100.0% | 53.4%  46.6% 33.6% 307%  15.9%  100.0%
2002 60.1%  39.9% 1.8% 286%  113%  100.0% | 36.1%  63.9% 36.0% 353%  28.6% _ 100.0%
CGOA Inshore Cod Percentage Harvest WGOA Inshore Cod Percentage
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