AGENDA C3

JUNE 1994
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
ESTIMATED TIME
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke
Executive Director 4 HOURS
DATE: June 3, 1994

SUBJECT: Comprehensive Rationalization Planning (CRP)

ACTION REQUIRED

(a)  Review current CRP alternatives and analytical workplan.
(b)  Comment on Moratorium Proposed Rule.
()  Begin to develop inshore/offshore/CDQ alternatives.

BACKGROUND

(a) Review License Limitation "Elements and Options’

Item C-3(a)(1) contains the alternatives, elements, and options currently in the overall Groundfish
License Limitation Alternative. These are the same as shown in the Council’s April newsletter,
except for various clarifications that are footnoted and explained at the end of the document. Also
included here is the current suite of elements and options for the Crab License Limitation Alternative
and for the IFQ Alternatives to date. The Council developed these over the last several meetings.
The primary addition in April was the State of Alaska’s ’Integrated Fisheries Rationalization
Program’, which altered the both the License Limitation and IFQ programs. Based on Council
direction from April, analytical work on IFQs will not begin until after completion of the License
Limitation analysis and the inshore/offshore/CDQ rollover analyses.

At the April meeting staff provided the Council with a draft analysis of the License Limitation
alternatives developed through January of this year. That analysis will be further developed and will
incorporate the additional alternatives added in April. Item C-3(a)(2) contains a more detailed
description of (1) approaches to be used to incorporate the additional alternatives in the analysis, (2)
how the alternatives will appear in the analysis under each approach, (3) clarifications needed
relevant to the additional alternatives proposed by the State of Alaska, (4) suggestions for
consolidation of elements and options, (5) preliminary data runs for the new License Limitation
alternatives added in April, and (6) plans for completion of the License Limitation analysis this
summer. Staff will present these details to the Council.

Regarding full utilization/harvest priority, Alaska Fisheries Science Center staff are developing a
planning document and preliminary analysis for our September meeting. A public review draft
analysis will not be available until January 1995 at the earliest, but even if the Council doesn’t make
a final decision on this issue until next spring, a full utilization/harvest priority program still could be

implemented by 1997, which is the first year a license program could be implemented if approved by
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the Council and Secretary. The original intent of the State of Alaska’s integrated proposal in April
was to bundle the license system with the full utilization program. This is still achievable, but the two
analyses will be on different schedules.

(b)  Moratorium on Groundfish and Crab Fisheries
Several milestones have been reached in the review process for the moratorium. To date these are
as follows:

(1)  Officially transmitted to the NMFS Regional Director .......... April 28, 1994
(2) Notice of Availability For the Proposed Rule Filed . ............. May 1, 1994
(3)  The Secretarial Review process begins (Day0) ................. May 3, 1994
(4)  Proposed Rule filed with Federal Register .....covuvvennaanens May 31, 1994
(5)  Publication of Proposed Rule ...........cccveeenceerecenns June 3, 1994

Future milestones of interest will be:

(1)  End of Public Comment Period ..........cocouieeennaeee.. July 15, 1994
(2)  Last Date for Secretarial Decision (Day 95) ciiiiiiiiiieee ~ August 5, 1994

Item C-3(b) is a copy of the Proposed Rule.

(© Develop Alternatives for Possible Rollover of Inshore-Offshore/Pollock CDOQs

In April the Council directed the staff to begin work on the analysis of the "rollover” of the
Inshore/Offshore allocation upon completion of the analysis for License Limitation, which may occur
as early as the end of August. The current inshore/offshore amendment, and the pollock CDQ
program, are scheduled to expire at the end of 1995. Since the Council will not be meeting again
until October, it may be prudent to develop specific alternatives for analysis at this time, at least to
give staff something to start with. At the simplest level, we could go forward with an analysis which
assumes that the alternatives to be considered are: (1) no rollover of inshore/offshore, and (2)
continuation of the current program, as is. The Council may choose this as the starting point.
However, at least one other alternative has been surfaced, within the State of Alaska’s GLS proposal,
which would represent a significant expansion of the existing program to all target species and areas.
The associated analytical requirements also would be significantly expanded. The primary elements
of the existing inshore/offshore amendment are attached as Item C-3(c).

A Final Observation

I think that it needs to be made very clear to everyone in the Council decision process that the tasks
identified above are very complicated and time consuming, and the final analytical products will be
hotly debated. This June meeting is the final stop for adding, deleting, or revising license limitation
elements and options if an initial review is desired in September. If we get to September, and the
program is revised, thus requiring additional analysis, analysis and timing for the inshore/offshore/
CDQ rollover will be delayed, risking a hiatus in that program come January 1, 1996. Even a simple
rollover of the current program percentages for pollock and cod will be a large undertaking for
January or April. '
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR GROUNDFISH - JUNE 1994 Cn'ns(ma’(&

M NATURE OF LICENSES

Note: Shaded options were added at the April 1994 Council meeting, mainly from the State of
Alaska’s "Integrated Fisheries Rationalization Program” proposal.

A groundfish license system would not apply to longline sablefish, halibut, or demersal shelf rockfish.

Alternatives include:

. Option A: A single groundfish license applying to all species/areas.
Option B: Licenses for each species.
. Option C: General license with endorsements for each species/area..

Suboption A: separable endorsements.
. Suboption B: non-separable endorsements

o qualfying patcipaton (o each srecic) os doserbed Bolow
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR GROUNDFISH - JUNE 1994

In addition to the options above, the Council is considering the following suboptions:

Suboption A: Separate licenses for catcher and catcher/processor operations. .
Suboption B: Licenses for three catcher vessel size categories <60’, 60’ to 125, and

>125'.
Suboption C: Licenses would be designated inshore or offshore based on 1993
activity.

Additionally, the Council is considering the following option, which is related to the IFQ alternatives
described separately:

Licenses for BSAI Pacific cod fixed gear fishery only; would apply to 45% (or historical split)
of the TAC set aside for fixed gear. ‘)

WHO WILL RECEIVE LICENSES

Alternatives include:

Option A: Current vessel owner is defined as date of final Council action and must be a US.
citizen pursuant to Title 46.

Suboption A: Vessel owners at the time of landings.
Suboption B: Permit holders.

These two suboptions are only relevant if license is not attached to vessel.

Additionally, the Council is considering the two-tier skipper license program. (Under this option, at ~
least one skipper license holder must be on board the vessel when fishing.) '

~
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR GROUNDFISH - JUNE 1994

CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBILITY

Alternatives include issuing a license to any vessel (or person) who made landings between:

Option A: January 1, 1978 and December 31, 1993.

Option B: January 1, 1990 and December 31, 1993.

Option C: Vessel must have fished in the three-year period before June 24, 1992 and/or the
three-year period before the date of final Council action. If a vessel is lost during this
period, owner at time of loss is still eligible.

In addition to the options above, the Council is considering the following:

Suboption:  Must have made at least 2 landings (per area/species combination) or
" made total groundfish landings of 5,000, 10,000, or 20,000 pounds (3
options) in any one year. (In addition to #1 or #2 above).

TRANSFERABILITY AND OWNERSHIP

Alternatives include:

Option A: Licenses could be transferred (sold or leased) only to "Persons” (as defined by Title
46), i.e., U.S. citizens or U.S.-owned corporations.

Option B: Vessels must be transferred with license.

Option C: License may be transferred without vessel (can apply to "new" vessel).

Suboption A: Non-transferable across size categories identified above (Nature of
Licenses).

Suboption B: Licenses may be combined in a manner similar to that described in the
Pacific whiting fishery.
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR GROUNDFISH - JUNE 1994
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BUYBA! PROGRAM (OPTIONAL

An industry funded buyback program, using funds collected through a fee assessment of exvessel of
groundfish, run by NMFS/RAM, will be initiated to govern all transfers of licenses. This program will
have first right of refusal on licenses to be sold. All licenses purchased by the program may be
permanently retired to adjust participation levels.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTAS
Option A: No CDQ allocations.
Option B: CDQ set-asides of up to 15% (range of 0% to 15%) of any or all groundfish TAG:s,
but only for BSAI communities meeting current CDQ eligibility requirements,
patterned after current pollock CDQ program, with no sunset provisions.

Option C: Would grant CDQs in the form of additional, non-transferable licenses (3%, 7.5%,
"10% and 15% of initial licenses). ‘
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR GROUNDFISH - JUNE 1994

Note: A general provision regarding inshore/offshore allocations will be considered on a separate
schedule with the potential extension of the current inshore/offshore CDQ program.
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR BSAI KING AND TANNER CRAB FISHERIES - JUNE 1994

Shaded areas represent additions from the April 1994 meeting.
NATURE OF LICENSES

Alternatives include:

Option A: A single crab license applying to all species/areas.

Option B: A separate license for each species.

Option C: Separate licenses (permits) for each species and each existing crab management area.
Option D: A general license with endorsements.

The following two suboptions (to be applied to the above) are being considered:
Suboption A: Separate licenses for catcher and catcher/processor operations.
Suboption B: Licenses for three catcher vessel size categories <60’, 60’ to 125’, and >125’.

(These can be matched with pot limits.)
Suboption C: Licenses are defined by fishing activity occurring prior to June 24, 1992.

WHO WILL RECEIVE LICENSES

Current vessel owners as of Council final action. ("Persons” are defined as in Title 46.)

Option A: Current vessel owner is defined as date of final Council action and must be a U.S.
citizen pursuant to Title 46.

Suboption:  Permit holders: Each permit holder not receiﬁng a permit, could receive a
fractional share of a license. Only full shares may be fished, and these must
be utilized on a "moratorium qualified vessel.”

Additionally, the Council is considering the two-tier skipper license program. (Under this option, at
least one skipper license holder must be onboard the vessel when fishing.)
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR BSAI KING AND TANNER CRAB FISHERIES - JUNE 1994

CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBILITY

A vessel must have made landings between:
Option A: January 1, 1978 and December 31, 1993.

Option B: June 28, 1980 and June 27, 1983 to qualify for the Dutch Harbor red king crab
fishery;

June 28, 1985 and June 27, 1988 to qualify for the Pribilof king crab fishery; and

June 28, 1989 and June 27, 1992 to qﬁalify for all other king and Tanner crab

fisheries. (These dates correspond to the existing fall/winter crab seasons in the BSAL

The latter dates include the 1989/90, 1990/91 and 1991/92 registration years.)
Additional landing requirements include:

1) One landing during the qualifying period in each fishery is required to qualify
for a red or blue king crab license for each fishery; and

2) Three landings during the qualifying period in each fishery are required to

qualify for a brown king crab, C. opilio (snow crab), or C. bairdi (Tanner crab)
license for each fishery.

TRANSFERABILITY AND OWNERSHIP

Alternatives include:

Option A: Licenses could be sold only to U.S. citizens as defined:

Option B: Vessels must be transferred with license.

Suboption:  Replacement/upgrades will be restricted as per the language in the
moratorium regulations.
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR BSAI KING AND TANNER CRAB FISHERIES - JUNE 1994

Option C:

License may be transferred without vessel (can apply to "new” vessel).

Suboptions: (a)  Non-transferable across size categories identified above.

(b)  Transferable across size categories.

(c) Species/area licenses will be non-transferable.

(d)  Transfers of vessel license may occur only within the
classification of the vessel (Catcher vessel v. Catcher
processors). Catcher vessel licenses may be traded to catcher
vessels, catcher processor licenses to catcher-processors,
catcher processor licenses to catcher vessels (as a catcher
vessel only), but not catcher vessel licenses to catcher
processors for catching and processing.

(¢  Replacements/upgrades will be restricted as per the language
in the moratorium regulations.

POT CAPS

Alternatives include:

Option A:

Option B:

No caps on the total number of pots.
Caps are established on the total number of pots.

An Individual Transferable Pot (ITP) quota is initiated, such that the number of pots
equates to the existing pot limit relative to the number of vessels with licenses for
each fishery. An ITP would allow stacking of pots to occur, where a person owning
multiple vessels could combine pots and vessels as they wished. Effort reduction
could occur in each fishery, if necessary, by reducing some percentage of the number
of individual pots over time until an optimal fishery pot cap is obtained.

BUYBACK PROGRAM (OPTIONAL

An industry funded buyback program, using funds collected through a fee assessment of ex-vessel of
crab, run by NMFS/RAM, will be initiated to govern all transfers of licenses. This program will have
first right of refusal on licenses to be sold. All licenses purchased by the program may be
permanently retired to adjust participation levels.

Crab License
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LICENSE SYSTEM FOR BSAI KING AND TANNER CRAB FISHERIES - JUNE 1994

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTAS
Option A: No allocations to CDQs.
Option B: Initially allocate 3%, 7.5%, 10% or 15% of the GHL by species and CDQs: may apply
to any or all crab species, but only for BSAI communities meeting current CDQ

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

Option C: Would grant CDQs in the form of additional, non-transferable licenses (3%, 7.5%,
10% and 15% of initial licenses).

GENERAL PROVISIONS

No superexclusive registration areas will be developed beyond that in place of the Norton Sound.
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10.

11.
12.

FOOTNOTES FOR ELEMENTS AND OPTIONS

This reflects clarification, from the april meeting, that this refers to calendar years and does
pot include the latter half of 1989.

This is changed from what was contained in the April newsletter to more correctly reflect the
actual wording of the proposal as adopted by the Council.

The alternative which would require 75% U.S. ownership was inadvertently omitted from the
April newsletter. An additional alternative, also omitted, was to grandfather those persons
with between 50% and 75%, for purposes of initial allocation of licenses.

Review of the record shows that the differential qualification period (from the GLS proposal)
for fixed gear Pacific cod was not intended as a suboption, but as an integral part of the
overall qualification criteria for the GLS proposal.

This change was made to reflect the fact that species endorsements were meant to be
separable, within area designations.

The options regarding U.S. ownership requirements are clarified.

The word *whatsoever’ is included (per the actual language adopted by the Council) due to
its definitive nature.

The use limits on GLS area licenses were inadvertently omitted from the earlier draft.

The provisions from the GLS proposal regarding full utilization have been added back to the
list of elements and options in order to convey the intent of the State of Alaska’s GLS
proposal. This alternative is being analyzed on a separate, parallel track and will not be
explicitly included in the License Limitation document.

Same changes for crab as were made for groundfish regarding the U.S. ownership
requirements.

Same as number 10 above.

Same as number 10 above.



IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB - JUNE 1994

- Shaded areas represent additions from the April 1994 meeting.

SPECIES FOR INCLUSION

Option A: All species under Council jurisdiction, including PSCs, excluding demersal shelf
rockfish.

; Option B: Under Option A, a percentage (either 45% or historical split) of BSAI Pacific cod
would be set aside for a fixed gear License Limitation program.

CRITERIA FOR INITIAL QS QUALIFICATION

Option A: Initial QS will be awarded to vessel owners as of the date of final Council action,
based on the catch history of their vessel(s). In addition, the Council is considering
the following:

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

The Council also is considering the following recent participation requirement for QS qualification:

Vessel must have fished in three-year period before June 24, 1992 and/or 3-year
period before date of final Council action. If vessel is lost during this period, owner
at time of loss is still eligible.

Grfsh/Crab IFQs 1 6/3/%4



IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB - JUNE 1994

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT QUOTA (CDQ) CONSIDERATIONS

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

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

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

SKIPPER CONSIDERATIONS

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

Option A: No allocations to skippers.

Option B: Initially allocate 3%, 5%, or 10% (options range up to 10%) to ’bona fide’ skippers
(based on landings attributable to each skipper, or based on time spent in a given
fishery).

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

Suboption B: QS allocated under Option B shall form a separate QS pool.
Subsequent transfers of QS in this pool shall be restricted to ‘bona fide skippers.” For
the purposes of subsequent transfers, a ‘bona fide skipper’ is any individual who
received an initial skipper pool QS allocation or any individual who meets an industry
approved ’professionalization qualification scheme.” (The intent is to provide for an
entry-level access mechanism and to promote safety through professionalization. The
qualifications cannot be overly restricting so as to create a closed class.)

PROCESSOR CONSIDERATIONS

The following options are being considered relevant to processors:

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

Grish/Crab IFQs 2 6/3/94



IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB - JUNE 1994

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

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

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

3,
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INITIAL QS CALCULATIONS

The following primary options are being considered for calculating QS of qualified recipients (all
options will be analyzed on the basis of retained (when available) and reported catch):

Option A: QS based on catch of vessel from 1976 to either June 24, 1992 or date of final
Council action (pre-1984 JV catch assigned based on average by fishery, by year, for
vessels which participated).

For Option A, the following suboptions are being considered for weighting factors:

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

Option B: QS based on catch of vessel from date of full DAP (by species) to either June 24,

1992 or date of final Council action.
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IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB - JUNE 1994

Option C: QS based on catch of vessel from 1993 only.

OptionD:  Analyze QS based on catch for 1990-91-92.
Option E: (1)  To qualify, vessel must have fished in 1991, 1992, or 1993.
(2)  Owner chooses best year from 1991, 1992, or 1993 as base for QS calculation
(BSAI and GOA separately.)
(3) QS credit then weighted based on length of involvement of vessel in each
fishery since 1983. Base QS would be multiplied by length of involvement
to determine total QS credit.

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

Grish/Crab IFQs 4 6/3/%



IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB - JUNE 1994
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In addition to the options shown above, the Council is considering the following possible alternatives
which are specific to Pacific cod in the BSAL If either of the options below is chosen, the calculation
alternatives shown above would still apply for the remaining fisheries.

Option A: Allocate Pacific cod QS at 45% for fixed gear recipients/55% for trawl gear.
Option B: Allocate Pacific cod QS by gear types based on historical split. We will examine: (1)
back to 1976, (2) back to date of full DAP for Pacific cod, and (3) 1993 only to

determine historical split.

Unless otherwise directed, same initial QS calculation options apply to divide QS among participants
in each sector.

TARGET/BYCATCH CAIL.CULATIONS

For the QS calculation alternatives described above, the following species will be considered target
species:

BSAI GOA

pollock pollock
Pacific cod Pacific cod

--Atka mackerel .. -deepwater flats
yellowfin sole shallow water flats
other flatfish Atka mackerel
rockfish rockfish
squid (fixed gear only)
rocksole
turbot
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IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB - JUNE 1994

Whichever option is chosen, QS amounts for each species will be calculated based on catch, then
adjusted based on average bycatch rates (or industry-derived bycatch rates) to achieve initial ‘bundles’
of target/bycatch species and PSC species. The Council has discussed the issue of basing QS
calculations on retained, as opposed to reported, catch. As noted earlier, options will be analyzed
on the basis of retained, when available, and reported catch.
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IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB - JUNE 1994

4
SFERABILITY PROVISION.

Any or all of the following options may apply:
Option A: No restrictions.
Option B: Two year restriction on sales only (could lease).
Option C: For groundfish only, non-transferable between fixed and mobile gear categories.
Option D: For crab fisheries only, non-transferable across catcher vs. catcher/processor categories.
Option E: IFQs will not be tied to a particular gear type after initial issuance.

NOTE: Normal legal gear regulations will still apply, i.e, unless the Council changes its

regulations, trawl gear could not be used to harvest crab. ~
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IFQs - GROUNDFISH AND CRAB - JUNE 1994

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

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

Option A: PSC QS/IFQ are tied to initial bundles and are not transferable.
Option B: PSC QS/IFQ are tied to initial bundles and must be transferred with bundles.
Option C: PSC QS/IFQ are transferable separately from the initial bundles.

E R VISION
The following options are being considered relative to accounting under the IFQ program. These options will
affect an operator’s ability to match IFQs to catch, and also relate to the ability to manage the program
effectively within the overall TACs.
Option A: Must control IFQs to cover expected catch before fishing.

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

SRR

AR TS
008 SHERAE
e EOTIO0Y

&

m 3
R
®

-

o 352
The following use/ownership provisions may also be considered by the Council:
Option A: Require a percentage of harvest IFQs to be delivered shoreside (% will be based on last 2

years' average for each species). This option was also included under ’PROCESSOR
CONSIDERATIONS’.

Option B: Ownership caps would be set at .1%, 1%, 5%, 10%, or any number in that range and would
apply to the BSAI and GOA separately. Same caps would apply to the skippers’ quota share
pool. Skippers’ shares keep their identity after initial distribution. Initial allocants would be
grandfathered.
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GENERAL PROVISIONS
* Allocations represent a use privilege; however, the Council could alter or rescind the program without
compensation.
* Council should pursue some level of administrative fee extraction to fund program, if Magnuson Act
is amended.
* The U.S. ownership definitions used in the Halibut/Sablefish IFQ regulations should be used in

analyzing both the initial issuance and the subsequent transfer of QS/IFQs. Would examine the
implications of foreign ownership including an analysis of the Pacific Council’s foreign ownership
provisions.

* An analysis of the impact of various fee collection levels and mechanisms is required. This analysis
will differentiate between administrative fees and rents.
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AGENDA C-3(a)(2)
JUNE 1994

Details on the License Limitation Analysis

At the April Meeting the State of Alaska proposed a Groundfish License System (GLS) which was subsequently
modified by the Council and eventually added to the Council’s suite of groundfish license limitation alternatives.
Minor changes were also made to the Bering Sea King and Tanner Crab License alternatives at the April
meeting. Two approaches may be taken to weave the GLS alternatives into the draft analysis as completed to
date: 1) Subdivide and meld the State’s proposal into the system of components and elements as was done for
the original suite of Council alternatives, or 2) Examine the State’s proposal as a stand-alone alternative.

If the first approach were taken then the list of Components and Alternative Elements would be expanded.
The advantage of this approach is that it allows the Council to mix and match elements of the State of Alaska
proposal with other elements as they see fit. In developing their preferred alternative the Council could choose
on element from each component set affecting the initial assignment of licenses. Perhaps the biggest drawback
to using this approach is that the number of potential groundfish license alternatives increases dramatically.
This is because: 1) The ADFG proposal introduces a different list of target species than was used by the
Council staff in the draft analysis. 2) The ADFG proposal introduces the concept of differential qualification .
standards for general licenses and endorsements. 3) The ADFG proposal introduces at least two additional
qualification periods. With the expanded list of elements and options, the total number of groundfish
alternatives increases to over 100,000.

II. The Struc f the Alternati Depi in_the Dr

The groundfish and crab license alternatives as laid out in Item C-3(a), has caused some confusion for the
public, the staff, and possibly for members of the Council itself. In light of this, a substitute format for the
purposes of the analysis of the suite of alternatives from the January Council meeting was used in the April
draft analysis. This format (hereafter referred as the "analysis format" or "format") is shown on pages 136-7
for groundfish and page 152 for crab of the draft analysis. The intent of the analysis format is to reflect in a
standardized arrangement those motions adopted by the Council which for example are show in Item C-3(a)
and which the Council has used as its guiding document. This same format is intended to be used in the
forthcoming analysis. The reasoning behind the use of the analysis format is that it explicitly allows for the
demonstration of the effects of any element relative to other elements. It also allows the Council to develop
a preferred alternative by picking and choosing among various elements with the assurance that the preferred
alternative will be within the scope of the analysis. The staff believes the substitute format captures the breadth
of possible interpretations and the range of possible alternative elements, and this will be the format on which
the analysis will be based. Therefore, it may be prudent for the Council to review the analysis format as shown
below to be sure the options and elements reflect their desires.

It also needs to be clear that only those items which are viewed as choices facing the Council are included in
this format. Analytical directions incorporated into the various motions, for example the direction to analyze
the management and enforcement costs, are not included because the Council will not face a decision choice’
on this issue. Be assured, however, that management and enforcement costs will be studied.
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The analytical format of the Council’s amended suite. of Groundfish License options is shown below. The 7~
elements and options have been separated into two separate sets of component parts. The first set of
components deals with those elements affecting the initial assignment of licenses, the second deals with those
elements affecting the ownership, use and transfer of licenses. The following components are defined for initial
assignment of licenses: Nature of Licenses, License Recipients, License Designations, Qualifying Periods,
Landings Requirements for General License Qualification, and Landings Requirements for Endorsement
Qualification. These components are shown in bold text with the alternative elements listed below.
Components and elements added at the April meeting are shown in § feridext. In developing its preferred
alternative for the initial assignment of groundfish licenses the Council will need to choose ong element from
each component set. The numbering scheme shown to the right of each element will allow alternative and
combinations of alternatives to be easily identified. This numbering scheme was explained and used in the April
draft analysis, and will be used in subsequent analyses.

mmmmm%mmmammmam OF GROUNDFISH LICENSES: ANALYSI
FORMAT

NUMBERING
Nature of Licenses SCHEME
Single license for all species and areas e eeeeeieeeeeneaeeeaaeetasesesesnanensess. 100000
Licenses for FMP areas (e.g. GOA and BSAI) . .. ...ccvvveevnnnnnnoneenceeeneesess... 200000

Licenses for FMP A . . 300000
2 RN 4 % BAANADAL AR ANt & BRI

Licenses

S
SRR

e.g. GOA and BSAI) ....
FMP sub-arcas (c.g.

i HETEIERRT

e 6 600 s e 00 s s e e P es e e e e e s e e ese0 0o sses s e s s
sssapessace 2 5

s

ff §

Current owner.
fodoceee LA

L %
; ¥ oot
CRITEnt - OWhHEers- a1

time :

License Designations

NO deSIgNAtions . . .o ovvverereeenneeersesaesoeroneassanaananasssssssssensssses. 1000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/ProcesSOrS . ... oveceveenrceneerecasssossasasaasnsacsseess 2000
VesSelIength ..o viiiieieeiiaaia e eaaaaeeraeaaaaeanaoceennaeess 3000
TInShOTE & OFFSHOTE .+« o e v e oot eenee e e nnnnssensseeansnsesannssscssnsneesseness 4000

Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel le R | | |
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and Inshore & Offshore .....................ceu.... 6000 7
Inshore & Offshore and vessel length . .........cvvieiiiierninenncncenasnnanannaaass. 7000

Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors, Inshore & Offshore, and vessel length . ................. 8000 —\,
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Qualifying Periods

Jan. 1,1978 - Dec. 31,1993 .. ... ..iiiiiiiettt ittt
Jun. 28,1980 - Jun. 27,1992 . . ...t iieiiice ettt a e
Jun. 28,1980 - date of final action ...........cccciiiiiiiianaen
Jan.1,1990 - Dec. 31,1993 ... ... .. ittt ttitcnranreonanaas
The three years prior to the date of final action . ...............c0..nn

s !{%, & 53¢

Jun.28, 1 - { 27, tke ee P ri to the date of final action
.' S AR ”":3"" B e R e 55 2 ﬂyiﬁ:\i"“- ft:?tﬁ‘;ﬁ":k"\ &

Landings Requirements Egr Giéncral License
One Landing e e it et ettt i e eeees 10
Two landings S

20,000 B

% IR E
Dodbaocosacardoootdie Kot L200 = 2 0N

In addition to options affecting the assignment of licenses, the Council has included options affecting the
transferability, ownership, and use of licenses. These are independent from the initial assignment of licenses.
Options for the following components are included: Who May Purchase Licenses, Vessel/License Linkages,
Vessel Replacement and Upgrades, License Ownership Caps, Vessel License Use Caps, Vessel Designation
Limits, Buyback/Retirement Program, Community Development Quotas, Community Development Licenses,
Other Provisions. Components set headings are shown in bold text with alternative elements listed below.

SHAHAE denotes options which were added at the April meeting. In developing its preferred alternative the
Council will need to choose one element from each component set, with the exception of *Other Provisions”,
for which the Council may choose none, one, or any number of the options listed. The numbering scheme used

above is not employed for these components, at this time, because of the independent nature of the
components.
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COMPONENTS AND ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS AFFECTING THE OWNERSHIP, USE AND TRANSFER OF

LICENSES.
Who May Purchase Licenses
1. Lice be rsons” defined under Title 46.
: " > 2K Y

it xs
R

Vessel/License Linkages
1.  Vessel must be transferred with license
2. Licenses may be transferred without a vessel, i.c., licenses may be applied to vessels other than that to

which the license was initially was issued.

Options Regarding the Separability of Species and/or Area Designations

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

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

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

Vessel Replacement and Upgrades

1.  No restrictions on vessels replacement or upgrades except that the vessel must meet the "Use Restrictions”
defined by the initial allocation.

2. Vessel may not be replaced or upgraded.

3. Vessel may be replaced or upgraded within relevant vessel length & catcher vessel/catcher processor

categories.
T
5
bt

License Ownership Caps
umber of licenses or which ma

be

No limit on
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Vessel Designation Limits

1. A vessel which qualifies for multiple designations (ie. both as a CV and as a CP or as both inshore and
offshore) under the use restriction component will be able to participate under any designation for which
it qualifies.

Buyback/Retirement Program

1.  No buyback/retirement program.

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

3. Industry Funded Buyback Program with right of first refusal on all transfers of licenses.

Community Development Quotas.

No CDQ allocations

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

L4 A

Community Development Licenses.

No Community Development Licenses.

Grant an additional 3% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities.
Grant an additional 7.5% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities.
Grant an additional 10% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities.
Grant an additional 15% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities.

LAl o A

following)
o .':‘*‘i%&’

R

%
ounci

o

As noted in the first part of this item, there are two possible approaches to examining the GLS as proposed
by the State of Alaska. The first approach is depicted in the suite of initial assignment components above. The
second approach would be to examine the GLS as a set of stand-alone alternatives separate from those
approved by the Council for the draft analysis. This implies that there would be no mixing or matching of
elements from the original 5,760 Council alternatives and the "GLS" options. This would limit the Council’s
flexibility when contemplating the GLS because variations are not likely to be within the scope of the analysis.
In this case, the analysis of license alternatives would feature two distinct sets of initial assignment components
and alternative elements: The first set would be essentially identical to those shown on pages 136-7 of the April
draft analysis. The second set would be the list shown below, which results in an additional 256 possible
combinations.
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COMPONENTS AND ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS AFFECTING THE INTTIAL ASSIGNMENT LICENSES UNDER THE GLS: ANALW;&\

FORMAT

NUMBERING
Nature of Licenses SCHEME
Licenses for species identified by ADFG and FMP sub-areas (e.g. EG, CG, WG, BS, Al ........ 100000
Licenses for species identified by ADFG and (e.g. EG CG, WG, BSAD .....cooonevecccenens 200000
License Recipients
Current owners with at least 75% US.ownership .........ciiiiiiiiiecnnecreeeesnn 10000
License Designations
Nodesignations . ........coeeiceenceneananncanns e eeseeneaentsesasaereereaanne 1000
Catchervcssels&Catcher/processors............‘ .................................. 2000
Vessellength .. .oooiinniiiiiiininieeenntietaatetneenessananasnesoccnncecnns 3000
Inshore & OfFSBOre . ... .ccviiiireeereersoseesooasososssoncnsassssosononnnsssos 4000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length .......... ..ot 5000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and Inshore & Offshore ..............covvnvinn.. 6000
Inshore & Offshore and vessel length . .........ccoeiiiiieiiniiereierentenecnecannes 7000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors, Inshore & Offshore, and vessel length . . ................ 8000
Qualifying Periods
Each of the three calendar years from 1/1/90 - 6/27/92 & the 365 days prior to final action ........ 100
Each of the three calendar years from 1/1/90 - 6/27/92 & the 365 days prior to final action,

except for fixed gear P. cod use 6/23/91 - 6/27/92 rather than 6/28/89 - 6/27/92 ........... 200 ™

Landings Requirements For General License Qualification
OneLanding ........couiiiiiiuiuitnnaenasosaoansetocossasnecasoararsasasannans 10
Landings Requirements for Endorsement Qualification.
One landing in qualifying period .. .....coiitiietiiiiit ittt 1
Two landings in qualifying period . .......coieuienetniii ettt tirienteieeiaaaas 2
Three landings in qualifying period . ... ...c.evtiitnern it ieeiitettttticatentanaas 3
Four landings in qualifying period .. ... ..ottt i i ittt 4
One landing in year prior to council action ............cc00eenns PP 5
Two landings in year prior to council action ......... .ottt 6
Three landings in year prior to council action ............c ittt 7
Four landings in year prior tocouncil acion .......... ..ottt 8

Al Kin dT Li Alternative: is Form

At the April meeting changes and additions were made to the Crab license alternative as well. Relative to
groundfish the changes are few in number. The substitute format for the components and alternative elements
affecting the initial assignment of BSAI King and Tanner Crab licenses are shown below. If the Council
chooses to develop a preferred alternative, one element from each component set (component headings are
shown in bold text) must be chosen. Elements added at the April meeting are shown as Shadcd tex:
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COMPONENTS AND ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS AFFECTING INITIAL ASSIGNMENTS OF CRAB LICENSES:
ANALYSIS FORMAT

NUMBERING
Nature of Licenses SCHEME
Single license for all species and areas U |1} 1
Licenses for species(e.g. C. opilio, C. bairdi, Red, Blue and Brown King Crab). ............... . 20000
Licenses for each species/arca combination . . 30000

SR 3
% (] _ ::} 33 .fﬁ” N

License Recipients
Current

W':‘"%"'
ﬁc{%‘ﬁ BN I

hoders
o At cend) and permit holders . ..... ... . il

License Designations

NO deSignAtions . . . .o v vvvveennunnnensrenennesssssaanecotestononnnnoeceonenesree 100
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors (defined by most recent activity) ..........cccveeeeeennn 200
Vessel length (defined by most recent activity) . . ..o voveevrennnneei sttt 300
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length (defined by most recent activity) .......... 400
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors (defined by activity prior t0 6/27/92) . ....ccveeeevneennn 500
Vessel length (defined by activity prior t0 6/27/92) ... c.vvnrnnnnnnnririinaaae e 600
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length (defined by activity prior to 6/27/92) ....... 700
Qualifying Periods

Jan. 1,1978 - Dec. 31,1993 ...ttt ittt et 10
6/28/89 - 6/27/92 (6/29/80 - 6/25/83 for D.H. Red & 6/29/85 - 6/25/1988 for Prib. Blue) ......... 20

Landings Requirements (For both General Licenses and Endorsements)
NOMINIMUIM .+ v evvereneesneaesssusnsesansnsasassssseassssssossssssossncnsanss
llandingforRed&BlucKing,SlandingsforBrownKing,C.opilio,&C.bairdi R ]

[y

In addition to the elements affecting the initial assignment of licenses, alternative exist which affect the
ownership, use and transfer of licenses once they have been issued. These are shown below. In developing
their preferred alternative the Council would choose one element from each component set (component
headings are shown in bold text.)

COMPONENTS AND ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS AFFECTING OWNERSHIP, USE AND TRANSFER OF CRAB LICENSES.

Who May Purchase Licenses

g W0
eleod A2

4. Licenses are non-tr;nsferable.

C3(a)(2) 7 June 6, 1994



Vessel/License Linkages
1. Vessel must be transferred with license.
2. Licenses may be transferred without a vessel, ic., licenses may be applied to vessels other than that to

which the license was initially was issued.

Options Regarding the Separability of Species and/or Area Designations

1.  Species and/or Area designations are not separable, and shall remain grouped as in the initial allocation.

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

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

Vessel Replacement and Upgrades

1.  No restrictions on vessels replacement or upgrades except that the vessel must meet the "Use Restrictions”
defined by the initial allocation.

2. Vessel may not be replaced or upgraded.

3. Vessel may be replaced or upgraded within relevant vessel length & catcher vessel/catcher processor
categories.

4. Vessel may be replaced or upgraded within the bounds of the 20% Rule as defined under the
Moratorium. Proposed Rule.

Buyback/Retirement Program

1. No buyback/retirement program.

2. Fractional license system. (Fractional licenses may be issued to permit holders.)

3. Industry Funded Buyback Program with right of first refusal on all transfers of licenses.

Community Development Quotas.

1. No CDQ allocations.

2. Set aside 3% of crab fisheries with GHLs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset
provision.

3.  Set aside 7.5% of crab fisheries w/GHLs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.

4. Set aside 10% of crab fisheries w/GHLs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.

5.  Set aside 15% of crab fisheries w/GHLs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.

Community Development Licenses.

1. No Community Development Licenses.

2.  Grant an additional 3% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities.
3.  Grant an additional 7.5% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities.
4. Grant an additional 10% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities.
5. Grant an additional 15% non-transferable licenses to CDQs communities.
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Individual Transferable Pot Quota System

In addition to the components above, an Individual Transferable Pot Quota (ITPQ) System Alternative has been
proposed. Under this option the components affecting the initial assignment of crab licenses will remain
unchanged. However once it is decided which persons qualify for which vessel size and processing designations,
licenses would be linked to a limited number of pots. Pots could be transferred to meet individual vessel
requirements. Many of the component sets regarding the use and transferability of licenses may not apply
under a ITPQ system. However, if a pot ITP is adopted, the Council will need to discuss specifics such as
transferability restrictions.

III. Points of Clarification for Additions and Changes From the April Meeting

There are several points regarding the additions and changes from the April meeting which may need
clarification before the analysis is to proceed. These are listed below.

1.  The qualifying period in the motion for the GLS specifies that: "landings must have been made in each
year in the three year period prior to June 24, 1992 and the year before the date of the final Council
action". Later this was clarified to mean each of the calendar years within the qualifying period, and
specifically it was stated the calendar would be 1990, 1991, and 1992. The staff interpreted that the
motion, with the clarification regarding calendar years, results in the following qualification requirement:
A legal groundfish landing must have been made in each of the following time periods: 1) 1/1/90-12/31/90,
2) 1/1/91-12/31/91, 3) 1/1/92-6/27/92, and 4) the 365 day period prior to the Council’s final action. s
this the intent of the Council?

2. Does the GLS envision general area licenses with separable species endorsements? Or does the GLS
envision separable species-area licenses? The former implies that a fisher would need a general area
license before being allowed to own a species endorsement for that area. The latter implies that species-
area licenses are linked and that a fisher would have only to own a specific species-area license. The
latter also implies that the potential maximum number of vessels in the fishery equals the number of
species-area endorsements, while under the former interpretation the p, tential maximum number of
vessels equals the number of general area licenses. It should be noteithat there is a considerable
difference in the potential capacity resulting from these two alternatives. The assumption is that the
proposal intends general area licenses with separable species endorsements.

3. Under the GLS proposal licenses will be issued only for selected species under the management of the
Council. How are landings of species not included in the list of targets to be treated in terms of
qualification requirements. For example will a landing of arrowtooth flounder in the Bering Sea count
as a landing toward the qualification for a Bering Sea area license? (We are assuming that it would count,
noting that no species endorsement would be issued for arrowtooth).

4. Is it possible to receive an license for an area but not receive any species endorsements. For example,
a fisher landed only rockfish in the Central Gulf in each of the four calendar years during the qualifying
period. Since rockfish is not a designated species in the GOA under the GLS, the fisher would not be
qualified for any species endorsements, but may be qualified for an area license. It is assumed that an
area license would be required before a purchase of a species endorsement could be approved the R.D.

5. Should "a landing” of any given species be taken to mean "a landing while targeting the given species?”

Or should "a landing” be taken to mean simply that; "a landing". Our understanding is that a landing
counts, whether or not it was the target species for that landing.
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6. The Council included an exception in the qualification requirements for fixed gear Pacific cod. Specifically
this reads as follows: For fixed gear Pacific cod only, the vessel must have fished in the year prior to June
24, 1992,

a. Does the language "in the year prior to June 24, 1992" with respect to the fixed gear Pacific cod
qualifying period mean: 1) "in the 365 days prior to June 24, 1992" , or 2) "in the calendar year
prior to June 24, 1992'? If the meaning is "calendar year", does this make the fixed gear P. cod
qualifying period 1/1/92-6/27/92, or 1/1/91-12/31/91?

b. It is assumed that owners who qualify under this provision will receive a general area license with
a P. cod endorsement. This endorsement will be no different than a Pacific cod endorsement
earned by a trawl vessel under longer qualifying requirements, ie. once issued there is no
requirement that a specific gear be used while fishing under this endorsement. Further, no other
species endorsements for this area will be awarded to the owner of the fixed gear vessel unless the
vessel also met the regular qualifying requirements. Is this the intent of the Council?

7. The Council may wish to revisit the options regarding ownership, transferability, and Title 46 language.
Our understanding of the Council’s intent was that there are two basic options regarding initial allocations:

a. Issue licenses to persons as defined by Title 46.
b. Issue licenses to persons as defined by Title 46 with the additional requirement of 75% U.S.
ownership (as per Shipping Act of 1916 language).

These requirements were also applied to the transferability of licenses. Our understanding of the
Council’s intent is that the following three alternatives are included. These options, in combination with
the two above, capture any “grandfathering” provisions the Council may have intended to include:

a. Licenses could be transferred only to "persons” defined under Title 46.

b. Licenses could be transferred only to "persons” with 75% or more U.S. ownership.

¢. Licenses could be transferred only to "persons” with 75% or more U.S. ownership, unless they
recieved "grandfather” rights in the initial allocation.

IV. Consolidation of Elements and Options.

The staff suggests that the Council could examine the lists of options in the analysis formats and eliminate those
for which they do mot wish further analysis, noting that any options dropped at this time, would still be
considered within the range of alternatives, however it would be likely that further analysis would have to be
undertaken if the dropped element was part of a preferred alternative. Dropping elements at this time will have
the effect of streamlining the final EA/RIR, allowing the document to focus on viable options. Eliminating
options at this time is justified because the Council and the public have had time to review the alternatives and
potential impacts in the April 18, 1994 draft document. The following text outlines several areas where the
number of options and elements could be reduced. Note that the effects of dropping options as discussed below
assumes that the list of options under consideration is that shown on pages 1-2 of this memo.

1. Dropping clements under "Nature of "Licenses” will reduce the total number of alternatives by
approximately 9.09% (1 + 11) for each element dropped. The Council could at this time choose to drop

certain species and area combinations.

a. Choose a single list of included target species. The GLS added a different set of species/fisheries
than was considered in the draft analysis. Choosing a single list of species will reduce the number
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of elements in this component by four, reducing the total number of options by approximately 36%.
Note that the list of fisheries proposed in the draft analysis allowed all vessels to pursue the same
targets as in the status quo, while the GLS eliminates certain target fisheries.

b. Eliminate one or more of the area delineations. (The GLS added an additional grouping of areas.)
Since each area delineation currently appears three times in the list above, the total number of
possible combinations could be reduced by 27%. It should be noted that area Licenses (without
species endorsements) were inferred by the staff and subsequently added to the list of elements.

2. Dropping elements from the list of potential "License Recipients” will reduce ‘the number of total
alternatives by approximately 25% for each option dropped.

3.  Dropping elements or specific combinations of elements from "Use Restrictions” component will reduce
the overall number of combinations by 12.5% (1 + 8). Note that some of these combinations were added
by staff in an effort toward completeness.

4. Dropping "Qualification Period" elements from further analysis will reduce the total alternative by 12.5%
for each element dropped. Note that options 30, 40, 50, and 60 were inferred by the staff as possible
interpretations of the Council’s Option C under Criteria for Eligibility. The Council could clarify their
intent on this option and thereby eliminate several elements.

5. The Council may wish to drop one or more of the "Minimum Landings” for qualification elements. For
each element dropped the number of potential combinations is reduced by 20%.

6. The State of Alaska’s GLS proposal introduces the concept of differential qualifying standards for general
licenses and endorsements. This has the effect of increasing the number of potential alternative 83%
(over the original 5,760) for each additional endorsement standard. For example, assume there had been
two species endorsement qualifying options (distinct from the area qualifying requirements) under the
suite of alternatives contained in the draft analysis. The number of potential options would have increased
to 10,560. There are 11 potential endorsement standards which have been inferred by the Council staff.
If there had been no other additions to the list of alternatives then number of potential combination would
have been 52,800. The Council could at this time choose to eliminate any of the 11 elements, reducing
the number of combinations by 7.6% for each element dropped.

V. Preliminary Data Runs for G

Preliminary data runs for one of the possible combinations of elements from the GLS added to the suite of
options in April are shown in Tables 1 and 2. Specifically the tables below show the number of vessels which
would qualify if a legal groundfish landing was made in each of the following time periods: 1) 1/1/90-12/31/90,
2) 1/1/91-12/31/91, 3) 1/1/92-6/27/92, except that fixed gear vessels with a single landing of P. Cod in an
area during the period 6/23/91-6/28/92 will qualify for a P. Cod license in that area. These tables are
preliminary, and have been constructed to allow a comparison with alternatives already in the Council’s suite
of alternatives. Therefore em¢ ; SE USE e draft analysis (F

cod, flatfish, rockfish, and other species for all areas) and we have not included the inshore/offshore
designations. Additionally, the qualifying period for the GLS alternatives required participation in the year prior
to final Council action. (In this case we assume year means 365 days.) These preliminary runs do not include
this requirement. Because of these adaptations (species, designations, and qualifying period), the numbers in
Tables 1 and 2 overestimate the actual number of qualifiers, particularly in the Gulf flatfish and rockfish
fisheries, and for flatfish and other species in the BSAL Actual runs of the newly added alternatives will be
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based on the species listed in the GLS, with the most recent data available, and will be included in the analysis
when it is completed later this year (if the Council wishes to maintain this list of species). Table 1 describes
the licenses which would be issued by species and area, and Table 2 shows the residence by Borough/County
of the owners of qualifying vessels.

Tables 3 and 4, included for comparison, show the number of qualifiers by species and area, and the residence
by Borough/County of owners of qualifying vessels under the license alternative shown on page 103 of the April
draft analysis. To qualify under those particular alternatives a single landing for a given species/area must have
been made between 6/28/89 and 6/27/92. We have also included Tables 5 and 6 which report the number
of vessels which made landings by the same species and areas for 1992, and where those vessel owners lived
by Borough/County.
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TABLE 2

Location of Current Vessel Owners Residence for Those Fishers Recieving
Licenses Under The State of Alaska's GLS Proposal
Catcher Vessals Catcher
< 60’ '-125' | »=125' |Processors| ALL
OWNERS STATE REGION
ALASKA ALEUTIAN ISLANDS 4 2. . 6
ALEUTIANS EAST 64 3] . . 67
ANCHORAGE 27 6] . 2 35
FAIRBANKS NORTH STAR 6! . . . 6
HAINES 18] . . . 18
JUNEAU_ 44 1] . . 45
KENAI PENINSULA : 197 22 1 12 232
KETCHIKAN GATEWAY 26| . . 26
KODIAK ISLAND v 124 50 . 1 175
LAKE AND PENINSULA 10] . . . 10
MATANUSKA-SUSITNA 12 2] . . 14
OTHER 86 10 1 1 98
PRINCE OF WHALES-OUTER KETCHIKAN 38 2| . . 40
SITKA N 71 . 2 100
SKAGWAY-YAKUTAT-ANGOON 841 . . . 84
VALDEZ CORDOVA 42 1 1]. 54
WRANGELL-PETERSBURG 107 3] . 2 112
Alaska Sub-Total 980 119 3 20 1122
OREGON CLATSOP 4 4] . 1 9
LINCOLN 1 17] . . 18
MARION 19] . . . 19
OTHER 5 3]. . 8
Oregon Sub-Total | _ : 29 24 1 54
WASHINGTON JEFFERSON 41 . . . 4
KING 30 " 11 94 206
KITITAS 3. . . 3
KITSAP 4 2. . 6
OTHER 14 15 1 1 4
SKAGIT 9 5 2 16
SNOHOMISH 1" 14 1 6 32
WHATCOM 5 5 1 2 13
Washington Sub-Total 80 112 16 113 321 |
OTHER 18 6 2 26 |
Total 1,107 261 18 136 1,523
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TABLE 3
A License for Specific Fisheries and FMP sub-Areas Issued to Current Vessel Owners
With Use Restrictions on Catch and Processing and Vessel Length. Must Have Made a Landing
Between June 28, 1989 and June 27, 1992 (GC61521
Alaska Other Total
Catcher Vessel Length Catcher Catcher Vessel Length Catcher Catcher Vessel L | Catcher
Area Specles <69’ 60-125' | >=125' |Processor] <60' 60-125' >=1_2§' Processor| <60’ 60-125' | >=125' |Processor] ALL
Total Vossels 2014 169 4 25 348 206 29 133| 2362 375 33 158 2,928
Aleutian islands |Flatfish 7 11]. 12 12 31 4 82 19 42 4 94 159
Other Spedles |. 5. 13]. 17 3 92]. 22 3| 105 130
Pacific Cod 19 14]. 14 18 43 7 04 37 57 7 108 209
Pollock . 2|. 8|. 32 10] 67. . 34 10 75 119
Rockfish 9| 15[. 13 15 41 3 86 24 56 3 99 182
|Bering Sea Flatfish 22 43 1 17 22 97 17 112 44 140 18 120 331
Other Species 9 26 1 18 4 74 13 116 13 100 14 134] 261
Padfic Cod 119 64 2 19 46 150 27 120 165 214 29 139 547
Pollock 16 28 1 17 6 85 17 102 22 114 18 119 273
Rockfish 40| 31 1 16 23 85 12 o8 63 116 13 114 306
|Central Gulf Flatfish 24 33|. 8 2 42|. 4 47 26 75 4 55 160
Other Species 24 19|, 16 2 13]. 63 26 32|. 79 137
Padific Cod 618 125 2 14 86 105 9 61 704 230 11 75] 1,020
Potlock 96 a7l. 9 11 60 5 46 107 97 5 55 264
Rockfish 425 84/. 15 100 82 1 60 525 166 1 75 767
Eastem Gulf __ |Flatfish 22 3[, 1 5 3 1 10 27 6 1 1 45
Other Specles 45 2]. 3 4 1]. 18 49 3[. 21 73
Padific Cod 991 28|. 2 120] 17|. 7 1111 45, o 1,165
Pollock 19 2/. 1 5| . 9 24 2[. 10 36
Rockdish 902 42|. 5 205 45|. 17 1107 87l. 22] 1,216
Woestern Gulf _ |Flatfish 8| 6. 12 3 39 13 7 11 45 13 83 152
Other Species 1 3. 14 1 25 8 85 2 28 8 99 137
Padific Cod 145 34 2 14 23 79 16 81 168 113 18 95 394
Pollock 14 ol. 10 6 43 13 61 20 52 13 " 156
| Rocklish 62 21, 14 38 62 4 80 100 73 4 94 271 |
Total Licenses '3,63?1 687 10 285 757 1,262 187 1,685 4,394 1,949 197 1,970 8,510




TABLE 4

Location of Current Owners Resldence tor Those Fishers Recelving Licenses
Based on Landings Between June 28, 1989 and June 27, 1992
: Catcher Vessel Catcher
<60’ [60'-125'|>=125" |Processor|ALL
OWNERS STATE REGION
ALASKA ALEUTIAN ISLANDS 17 2]. ] 19
ALEUTIANS EAST 98 6. . 104
ANCHORAGE 78 81. 2 88
BETHEL 4]. . . 4
FAIRBANKS-NORTH STAR 1. . . 1"
HAINES 35]. . . 35
JUNEAU 114 2. . 116
KENAI PENINSULA 338 30 1 11 380
KETCHIKAN GATEWAY 111 3]. . 114
KODIAK ISLAND 231 70 1 6| 308
LAKE AND PENINSULA 32 1. . . 32
MATANUSKA-SUSITNA 26 2]. . 28
OTHER i 19 6 1 26
PRINCE OF WALES OUTER KETCHIKAN | 124 3. 127
SITKA 228 8. 4| 240
SKAGWAY-YAKUTAT-ANGOON 182 1]. . 183
VALDEZ CORDOVA 99 19 1]. 119
WRANGELL-PETERSBURG 267 9. 2 278
Alaska Sub-Total 2,014 169 4 25| 2,212
OREGON CLATSOP . 11 71. 1 19
LINCOLN 5 25 1 31
MARION 26 1]. 27
OTHER 12 1]. 13
Oregon Sub-Total 54 34 1 1 90
WASHINGTON CLALLAM 8 2]. 10
CLARK 2 2
COWLITZ 6 1]. 7
GRAYS HARBOR 4 1], 5
ISLAND 4 1. 3 8
JEFFERSON 12 2]. 14
KENT 2 1 2]. 5
KING 80 112 20 114 | 326
KITSAP 12 2. 14
OTHER 23 5(. 2 30
PACIFIC 5 1]. 6
PIERCE 9 3]. . 12
SAN JUAN 10| . . . 10
SKAGIT . 28 6 2]. 36
SNOHOMISH ‘ 29 18 1 7 55
THURSTON 3]. 1 4
WHATCOM 22 8 1 2 33
Washington Sub-Total 259 163 26 129 | 577
OTHER 35 9 2 3 49
TOTAL 2,362 | 375 33 158 | 2,928
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TABLE 5
A Single License for all Species and Areas Issued to Current Vessel Owners
With Use Restrictions on Catch and Processing and Vessel Length.
Must Have Made a Landing In 1992
Alaska Other Total
Catcher Vesse! Length _Catcher Catcher Vessel Len, Catcher Catcher Vessel Length |_Catcher

Area Species < 60' 60-125' | >=125' |Processor| <60' | 60‘-112_5_': >=125' |Processor| <60’ 60-125' | >=125' Processor] ALL
Total Vessels | 1,202 136 4 ] 201 169 24 119 1,403 305 28 143 1,879
Alsutian Islands |Flatfish 1 3l 9 4 13 4 55 5 16 4 64 89
[Other Spedies |. 1]. 1], 4 3 71l 5 3 82 90
Pacific Cod 3 3. 1 1 13] 6 70| 4 16 6 81 107
Pollock . . 8. 14 8 51|, 14 8 59 81
Rockfish 1 4|. 1 3 16 2 60} 6 20| 2 ] 29
Bering Sea |Flatfish 11 19 1 17 7 68| 16 84| 18 87| 17 1 233
|Other Spedes 3 17 1 18 1 53 10] 89 7 70| 1" 117 205
Padlfic Cod 50 32 2 18 12 107 23 104 62 139 25 122 348
Pollock 8 21 1 17 1 68 16 88 9 89 17 105 220
Rockiish 23 13]. 10] 9 47 8 64 32 60 8 74 174
Central Gulf ___[Flatfish 15 25|, 4. 22 1 19| 15 47 1 23 66
|Other Species 13 7l 13]. 9. 32| 13| 16]. 45 74
Padific Cod 408 83 1 8 48 60 2 23| 456| 153 3 31 643
Pollock 59 30/ 3 10 41 2 16] 69| i 2 21 163
. Rockfish 288 53|, 10 65 54 30 353 1071, 40 500
Eastem Gulf _|Flatfish 9l. . 2 R 1), . 11
|Other Spedles 13]. . 1 . . 14]. . 14
Padific Cod 512 18]. - . 54 1]. 1 566 29| 1 596
Pollock 7. R . . . . . 7l . 7
Rockfish 4865 271, . 115 30]. 2 6§80 s7]. 2 639
Western Gulf _|Flatfish 6 5. 10 2 23 8 37 8 28 8 47 91
Other Specles |. 3[. 12|. 16 5 48|. ) 19 5 60 84
Padific Cod 82 14 2 11 13| 41 6 45 85 55 8 57 215
Pollock 11 8. 9 4 33 1 35 15 4 11 4 11
[ Rockfish 38 13|, 1" 25 34 3 39 61 47 3 60 161
Total Licenses | 2,027 409 8 223 379 p11i 134 1,084 2406 1,186 142 1,307 5,041




TABLE 6

Location of Current Vessel Owners Residence for Those Fishers Recsiving Licenses Based on 1992 L Landings
Catcher Vesseols Catcher
< 60’ 60-125'| >=125' | Processors| ALL
OWNERS STATE REGION
ALASKA ALEUTIAN ISLANDS 6 2. . 8
ALEUTIANS EAST 75 4]. . 79
ANCHORAGE 40 8]. 2 50
HAINES 2. . 21
JUNEAU 60 2. 62
KENAI PENINSULA 232 24 1 12 269
KETCHIKAN GATEWAY 40 1]. . 41
KODIAK ISLAND 156 55 1 5 217
LAKE AND PENINSULA 12]. . s 12
MATANUSKA-SUSITNA 13 2. . 15
OTHER 19 5 1 2 27
PRINCE OF WHALES-OUTER KETCHIKAN .49 2. 51
SITKA 148 8. 1 157
SKAGWAY-YAKUTAT-ANGOON 108 . 108
VALDEZ CORDOVA €0 17 1 78
WRANGELL-PETERSBURG 163 6. 2 i
Alaska Sub-Total 1,202 136 4 24 1,366
OREGON CLATSOP 7 71. 1 15
LINCOLN 1 2 1]. 24
MARION 21 1]. . 22
OTHER 6 5(. . 11
Oregon Sub-Total 35 35 1 1 72
WASHINGTON JEFFERSON 10 2]. . 12
KING 47 77| 16 - 96 236
KITSAP 3 2]. 8
OTHER 29 13 2 2 46
SKAGIT 19 5 2 26
SNOHOMISH 15 15 1 7 38
WHATCOM 9 6 1 2 18
Washington Sub-Total 135 120 22 107 384
OTHER 31 14 1 11 57
Total 1,403 305 28 143 1,879
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Plans For the Completion of the Analysis of License Iimitation.

Regardless of the approach taken to examine the GLS, further analysis on the license limitation alternatives
will be undertaken. Principally, the work will focus on a more complete description of the demographics of
potential license recipients. Our game plan for finishing the analysis for both groundfish and crab will be as
follows: ‘

1

Complete the descriptive tables for additional selected alternatives. Because of the huge number of
possible license alternatives, results from each of the possible combinations of alternative elements will
not be included. We will instead focus on additional alternatives which capture the range of possibilities.
Among these will be indicative GLS alternatives and indicative alternatives from the original list of
components. In particular, the additional tables will show the number of potential recipients under each
qualifying period for each landings standard.

Develop and present measures of licensed capacity for selected combinations of elements. One possible
measure of capacity would be the one used in the analysis of the moratorium. This measure estimated
the catch of vessels at the 70th percentile in each vessel class and applied that catch to the number of
vessels in each class. Another possible measure of capacity we believe merits exploration will be
estimated for the fisheries by species and area over the qualifying period as follows:

The Sum of the Average Annual Catch by Licensed Vessels
Average Annual Catch of All Vessels

The ramifications of this measure of capacity will be discussed in detail in the analysis. Our a priori
assumption is that if the number, C, is greater than one, then licensed capacity is greater then the capacity
utilized on average over the qualifying period, ie., the license program will not reduce the fleet and
therefore will have limited impacts. If C is less than one, then it can be argued that licensed capacity will
be less, at least initially, than the overall capacity during the qualifying period. The closer C is to one the
less the overall impacts of the license program. In these cases where potential changes to the overall
fishery are small, such as when licensed capacity is greater than or quite close to current capacity, there
does not appear to be a need to use the models developed for use in the groundfish IFQ analysis. In
other words, if there are no effects that can be predicted with the models there is no point in their use.

C =

If C is significantly less than one then the impacts of the license program will be greater. For example,
if C is equal to 0.5 then it is likely that fishing seasons will lengthen, possibly changing fishing patterns
throughout the fleet. In cases where C is significantly less than one, changes in fishing patterns may need
to be predicted and the potential impacts of these additional changes examined. It is possible that
changes in fishing patterns can be predicted without the use of the LP model. This will depend on the
magnitude of the reduction in capacity. It is likely that fishing pattern changes under even the most
restrictive combinations in the Council’s original suite of alternatives would be predictable without the aid
of the LP model. This is because impacts would be felt in only a few of the species/area fisheries.
Preliminary results of the GLS alternative however show very significant reductions in the fleet in almost
all species and area combinations, and elimination of certain target fisheries. Under the GLS alternatives
it is unlikely that reasonable predictions of changes in fishing patterns could occur without the aid of the
more sophisticated LP model.

Once changes in fishing patterns are predicted, the implications for communities, and on other fishers and
processors may be evaluated. If no changes in fishing patterns are anticipated then community and
processor impacts are likely to be small. If significant changes in fishing patterns are found then
evaluating these impacts will likely require the aid of models developed for this purpose; specifically the
EBM and FEAM. Regardless of the size of the impacts, additional information on recipients, non-
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