AGENDA C-4

DECEMBER 1994
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke ESTIl;dggﬁgs TIME
Executive Director
DATE: November 29, 1994

SUBJECT: Comprehensive Rationalization Plan (CRP) -

ACTION REQUIRED
(a) Review analyses and identify alternatives of most interest.
(b) Approve document for formal public review period in early 1995.

BACKGROUND

At our September meeting in Seattle the Council reviewed the analysis prepared by staff for the license limitation
alternatives for groundfish and crab fisheries (document dated September 18). Based on Council direction, that
analysis was supplemented with two additional Appendices which were mailed to the Council family and public
in early November. These Appendices are: (1) Appendix VII which examines two specific system configurations
identified by the Council as 'high interest’ configurations, and (2) Appendix VIII which examines a proposal from
Midwater Trawlers Cooperative for A and B license designations. The purpose of preparing these supplemental
analyses was to allow for review by the industry and public prior to the December meeting where the AP and the
Council hope to further refine the license limitation alternatives for public review.

If the Council wishes to stay on track for an April 1995 decision on license limitation, we would need to release
the analytical package for formal public review at this meeting. Depending on action taken at this meeting, staff
could prepare additional, more detailed analysis of specific system configurations as part of this public review
package. Such additional analysis could include, for example, more detail on distributional impacts by specific
communities involved in the subject fisheries. Staff would also supplement the analysis with additional social
impact analysis which ties the results of our distributional, economic analyses to the industry sector profiles
developed under contract to Impact Assessment, Inc (IAI). This may be accomplished through a supplemental
contract to IAI after the December meeting. When complete, the entire package would be made available for
public review and comment, likely in February 1995, prior to a Council decision in April. The Community
Profiles prepared by the Council will also be available as additional background information.

Item C-4 (a) in your notebook contains a revised list of elements and options for both the groundfish and crab
license programs, which incorporates the alternatives identified in the supplementary Appendices. The specific
configuration(s) examined in Appendix VII are basically patterned after the original Groundfish License System
(GLS) offered by the State of Alaska in previous meetings, with two primary changes: one is the inclusion of
rockfish and flathead sole in the species list for licenses in the GOA, and the other is the identification of two
specific qualification periods - Option A which is June 28, 1989 - June 27, 1992 or Option B which is January
1, 1990 - December 31, 1993. Because there is an option for the qualification period, Appendix VII actually
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results in two specific system configurations. Council staff will summarize the results of Appendix VII.
Item C-4(b) contains comments received on this issue. '

The other item which the Council wished to solicit industry input on is the A and B license proposal offered by

MTC. This is described in Appendix VIII, and basically proposes granting limited, non-transferable licenses -

(permits) to those vessels which have fished since 1980, but do not meet the qualification window adopted for
A licenses. Several issues arise from this proposal with regard to the nature of the proposed B permits, how such
permits would be integrated into the overall license limitation program, and how they would impact the overall
effectiveness of the program. Council staff will summarize these issues and the results of the preliminary
analysis.

A note on Catcher/Processor numbers in the distributional Tables: The Catcher/Processor numbers in the license
limitation distributional tables include vessels listed as processors in the State of Alaska fish ticket data. These
vessels have applied for, and received, a processor designation from the State but were not listed as
Catcher/Processors in the Federal data sources. This State processor designation allows vessel operators to be
issued fish tickets by the State and process or export fish. The result is that many small vessels (58' limit seiner
types for example) are designated as Catcher/Processors. The Council may wish to determine whether these
vessels should be classified as Catcher/Processors or as Catcher Vessels in the license limitation analysis. If the
Council classifies them as Catcher Vessels, then only vessels listed as Catcher/Processors in the Federal data
would be classified as Catcher/Processors.

A total of 71 vessels were listed as Catcher/Processors in the license limitation data set from 1990-93, based

solely on landings reported in fish tickets and holding a State processing number. Of these 71 vessels 54 were
less than 60' in length, 14 were between 60 and 125', and three vessels were greater than 125'. These vessels

show up as qualified for groundfish licenses primarily due to small landings of Pacific cod and rockfish. An
FMP-sub area breakdown of where these vessels operated is listed in the Table below:

Table 1. Vessels listed as Catcher/Processors only in the State data, by FMP-Subarea.

FMP-SubArea | <60 | o128 | w5 |

BS 7 7 2
Al 2 1 1
WG 8 4 0
CG 33 12 0 I
EG 30 5 0o l
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AGENDA C-4(a)
DECEMBER 1994

GROUNDFISH LICENSES

Components and Alternative Elements Affecting Initial Assignment

Numbering
License Classes . Scheme
Asingleclass Of HICENSES . ... ........ooiuiiiiniini it 1000000
Two license classes with Class B Permits For Participants From 1/1/80-12/31/93 ............. 2000000
Two license classes with Class B Permits For Participants From 1/1/88 -12/31/93 ............. 3000000
Nature of Licenses
Single license for all species and areas . ..... P 100000
Licenses for FMP areas (i.e., GOAandBSAI) ... 200000
Licenses for FMP sub-areas (i.e., EG, CG, WG, BS, Al) ..... e A 300000
Licenses for Pollock, P.cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheries ........................... 400000
Licenses for Pollock, P.cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheriesby FMP areas ............... 500000
Licenses for Pollock, P.cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheries by FMP sub-areas ........... 600000
Licenses for fisheries (see Box 1) by FMPsub-areas ................cooiiiiiiieeiiina., 700000
Licenses for fisheries (see Box 1) by the following areas: EG, CG, WG,BSAI ................ 800000
Licenses for fisheries (see Box 2) by FMPsub-areas ..............ccoiiiiiiiieeniieninnn, 900000
Box 1 Fisheries Specified Under Options 700,000 and 800,000
BSAI Fishery Licenses: GOA Fishery Licenses:
Pollock, Pacific Cod, Atka Mackerel, Yellowfin Sole, Other Flatfish, Pollock, Pacific Cod, Deep Water Flats, Shallow
Water Rockfish, Squid (Fixed Gear), Rocksole, Turbots Flatfish, Atka Mackerel
Box 2 Fisheries Specified Under Options 900,000
BSAI Fishery Licenses: GOA Fishery Licenses:
Pollock, Pacific Cod, Atka Mackerel, Yellowfin Sole, Other Flatfish, Pollock, Pacific Cod, Decp Water Flats, Shallow
Water
Rockfish, Squid (Fixed Gear), Rocksole, Turbots Flatfish , Atka Mackerel, Flathead Sole, Rockfish

Additionally, BSAI trawl sablefish will be bycatch only for any BSAI licensed vessel and Arrowtooth in any sub-area is open to any vessel
holding a sub-area license.

License Recipients

CUITEIME OWIIETS . . . et ittt te ettt et e aae e ee s et e e et eenieteanaeennanesannsssennnns 10000
Current owner, then owner at the time of landing, then permit holders (no duplicate) .............. 20000
Current owners, then permit holders (noduplicates) ...................oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiina. 30000
Current owners, owners at the time of landing, and permit holders (duplicates allowed) ............ 40000
License Designations

O 0 o ¢ (v o) - T 1000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors ..........oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaaaseannnns 2000
Vessel length .. ... i i e i e 3000
Inshore & OffShore ... ..ottt et ettt anaees 4000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processorsand vessellength ............. ... ..., 5000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and Inshore & Offshore .. .................. ...t 6000
Inshore & Offshoreand vessellength .......... ..o 7000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors, Inshore & Offshore, and vessellength ..................... 8000
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Qualifying Periods

Jan. 1, 1978 - Dec. 31,1003 ... . .ottt e e et 100
Jun. 28,1989 -Jun. 27,1992 ... ... e et 200
Jun. 28,1989 -dateof final action .............c.oiiiiiiiii i i i et 300 -
Jan. 1,1990-Dec. 31,1003 ... .. it e et 400
The three years prior tothe date of final action . . . ......... ..o i, 500
Jun. 28, 1989 - Jun. 27, 1992 & the three years prior to the date of final action . .................... 600
Each of the three calendar years from 1/1/90 - 6/27/92 & the 365 days prior to final action,

except for fixed gear P. cod use 6/23/91 - 6/27/92 rather than 1/1/90-6/27/92 . ............. 700
Landings Requirements For General License Qualification
OneLanding .........c..uiiniutiiniittiii i i i i et 10
TWo lanAdINgS ... ..ot i i e i i et e ie e 20
5,000 POUNAS ... ... i ia e iea ettt et s 30
10,000 POURAS ... ..ottt ettt e ettt et et e e e e 40
20,000 POUNAS .. ..ottt et et a e 50
Landings Requirements for Endorsement Qualification
One landing in qualifying period .. .......cciiiniiitiiii ittt ittt e 1
Two landings in qualifying period . . . .......ooinriiiiiii it i it i e e e 2
Three landings in qualifying period . . . ......oontiiiiii i i ittt i e 3
Four landings in qualifying period ...........c.oineiiiiniiiii ittt e, 4
One landing in year prior to council 8CHOM . ........ciiuttiittrnir ettt anieerranneeannaeens 5
Two landings in year priortocouncil action ..............oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitieiiirerainiannnnas 6
Three landings in year prior to council @O ... ... .. ..oiiiuniiiiiiiiiiiiietiie e 7
Four landings in year prior tocouncil 8ction ........... ... .. ittt i e 8

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

Who May Purchase Licenses

L. Licenses could be transferred only to "persons” defined under Title 46 U.S.C.

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

Vessel/License Linkages

1. Vessel must be transferred with license.

2. Licenses may be transferred without a vessel, i.e., licenses may be applied to vessels other than the
one to which the license initially was issued.

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 license with those
initial designations.

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

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

L No restrictions on vessel replacement or upgrades, except that the vessel must meet the "Use
Restrictions” (License Designations) defined by the initial allocation.

2. Vessel may not be replaced or upgraded.

3. Vessel may be replaced or upgraded within the bounds of the 20% Rule defined in the moratorium

proposed rule.
License Ownership Caps
L. No limit on the number of licenses or endorsements which may be owned by a "person.”
2. No more than 5 area licenses per person with grandfather provisions.
3. No more than 10 area licenses per person with grandfather provisions.
4, No more than 15 area licenses per person with grandfather provisions.
5. No more than 5 fishery/area endorsements per person with grandfather provisions.
6. No more than 10 fishery/area endorsements per person with grandfather provisions.
7. No more than 15 fishery/area endorsements per person with grandfather provisions.
Vessel License Use Caps
L. No limit on the number of licenses (or endorsements) which may be used on a vessel.
2. No more than 1 area license (endorsement) may be used on a vessel in a given year.
3. No more than 2 area licenses (endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given year.
4, No more than 3 area licenses (endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given year.
5. No more than 4 area licenses (endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given year.
6. No more than 5 area licenses (endorsements) may be used on a vessel in a given year.
Vessel Designation Limits

1. A vessel which qualifies for multiple designations (i.e., 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.

2. A vessel which qualifies for multiple designations under the use restriction component must choose a
single designation.

Buy-back/Retirement Program

L No buy-back/retirement program.

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

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

Two-Tiered Skipper License Program
1. Do not implement a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program.
2. Implement a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program.

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 proviston.

LR WLN =
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Community Development Licenses. Ve
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.

Other Provisions (Choose any or none of the following)

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

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

3. Licenses may be suspended or revoked for multiple violations.

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

S. Develop and implement mechanisms to collect management, enforcement costs and/or rents from the
industry, including taxes and fees on the industry.
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CRAB LICENSES

Components and Alternative Elements Affecting Initial Assignment

Numbering -
License Classes Scheme
Aainple closs OF HOBNBBE o o ¢ sewss 5 5o s 3 5w § § Baivis ¢ 52660 § & s 3 & SEwars ¢ Serwion 5 ¥ werss o o 100000
Two license classes with Class B Permits for participants from 1/1/80 - 12/31/93 ............... 200000
Two license classes with Class B Permits for participants from 1/1/88 - 12/31/93 ............... 300000
Nature of Licenses : ' Ao
Single license for all species and Areas ... .. .........c.iuiuiuieiuiiii i 10000 ;o301
Licenses for species (e.g., C. opilio, C. bairdi, Red, Blue and Brown King Crab) ................. 20000 {re et
Licenses for each species/area combination ..............couviiuiieiiiiiiiiieereneiiieans 30000 :
License Recipients
CHHCNEOWEIBES o & v amen & & swve o $55mi 5 Sarissss & wataies & S § GR0ER ¥ FwSNn § HaEmten § Saeia a & oo 1000
Current owners and permitholders ............... i e 2000
License Designations
NOTESIICHONS cuvus : suons 5 vamrs § SoEes § SRR § SREE DIEONE § PRIE & § P o Eees § % b & s 100
Catcher vessels & Catcher/proCeSSOIS .. ...\t ittt nnns 200
VesSel1enpth . cuoins « comas s ammss 5 swwss & Bovs s vEeTes PSS § §UETS § FEERE 3 e 8 S e S X g 300
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length .. ... ... .. ... .. i i 400
Qualifying Period
Joun B 1978 Bee S A9 . pocis = souss v v v & oo 2 sommies & s 3 2 cnmm » v B RN 3 8 WEHN ¥ 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
Minimum landings
DOIIIIRNEN & 5um s o smuni o B0 § ¥ HVAT ¢ © S0P & 5 RS 5 wEE & & ST § D SUTES & ST & ¥ AR B 8 G . 5 1
1 landing for Red & Blue King, 3 landings for Brown King, C. opilio, & C. bairdi .. .................. 2

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

Who May Purchase Licenses

1. Licenses could be transferred only to "persons” defined under Title 46 CFR 67.03.

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

3. Licenses are non-transferable.

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

to which the license was initially was issued.
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Options Regarding the Separability of Species and/or Area Deslgnatxons

L. 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 as 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 vessel replacement or upgrades, except that the vessel must meet the "License
Designations" defined by the initial allocation.

2. Vessel may not be replaced or upgraded.

3 Vessel may be replaced or upgraded within the bounds of the 20% Rule as defined under the
moratorium proposed rule.

Buy-back/Retirement Program

1 No buy-back/retirement program.

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

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

Two-Tiered Skipper License Program
L. Do not implement a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program.
2, Implement a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program.

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/GHLSs 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.

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.

LEWLN -

Other Provisions (Choose any or none of the following)

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

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

3. Licenses may be suspended or revoked for multiple violations.

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

5. Develop and implement mechanisms to collect management, enforcement costs and/or rents from the
industry, including taxes and fees on the industry.

6. No Future Super-exclusive Area will be proposed.



Individual Transferable Pot Quota System

In addition to the components above, an Individual Transferable Pot Quota (ITPQ) System Alternative has
been proposed in concept only. 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. The Council will have to specify in more detail if additional
analysis of the ITPQ system is desired.
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, SUPPLEMENTAL !
- DAVID HILLSTRAND '

| BOX 1500
HOMER, ALASK A 99603

(907) 235-8706

Chairmas of the Couacil: RICHARD LAUBER
NORTHPRACIFIC COUNCIL Fav % 271-2%17

[ appreciate the helpfulness of the staff, they have seat 100's of

* pages of reading material to me, which you have also read. The
Council has a large responsibility before it! The discussions thai
you will make will affect many people! I know that some of you
have ties Within the industry, and you will be able to see how the
council’s actions will affect you and others. This is a reason wiLy |
and many others are writing and giving public testimony to you!

Thep °ohllms that the council has determined from the problem

o~ staiemenﬂ agree with, The first three along with the next fourteen
that enhante the first can be accomplished. What [ see when [
continue 16 read are issues of atlocation; who gets what. Then I
have watched people being eliminated from the fisheries,
economic hardships being created, and a certain group rewarded,
at the expense of others! Resentment and anger has been created
form the Council; when they should be the ones to bring a clear
direction 19 the industiv. Do not let the council get sidetracked!
Bring your thoughits back around 10 the resource and protect it! If
you do that you wiil create order cut of the fear that you have
placed in many pecple!

Here are miy thoughts about what you and | have read.

1. Harvesting capacity in excess of that required to harvest the

available rescurce.

a. Those who have their vessels paid off will be the ones to
. weather out the times ahead in overcapitalization.

Yo Ui
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b. Many Have entered as you have stated under fear of being out of
a fisheries, or the desire to qualify for as many fisheries as -
possible. i .
¢. Five hundred boats can harvest the quota just as easily asa
thousand.| If you can jusiify excluding that amount of vessels,I =~ -
would liké for you to be able to get up out of your set and Jeave
the council and any other job or occupation you have and never
return! Y ou can respond it two fashions, resentful; He is just not
getting what he waats, or well you can buy one, well how would
yon like to pay 200,000.00 to have the job you just were forced
oui off. Why creaie that economic hardship on the industry. It
should not matter how many boats participate but how they fish,
that is a prudent non desuuctive manner, If it can be said " we
justify the slimination of vessels because of the economic benefit
t0 a certain group. Than the Council should be able to say Iam
sonry that you have overcapitalized and are going broke.
d. The real thought to this sentence is the last past of it "available
resource; which ties into the first three statements. (1) assure the
 long termy health and productivity of fish stocks and other living
marine resotrces. The Sea ecosystem, the stability and economic
well-being and diversity of the seafood industry, and the economic
and social needs of the communities dependent upon that industry,
not just the CDQ's but all American citizens! Efficienily manage
the resource. All of this is answered in one word; that is the I
Quota, what the NPC allows 10 be taken out of the ocean. Gver
harvesting will ereate an imbalance in the ecosystem, and cause
the closure of the fisheries. This can be seen inalmost every )
foreign nation. The East coast, West Coast, the Gulf of Alaska, .
Kodiak, 4re a few examples mostly the Crab resource, The I
Conneil, the Intemational Pacific Halibut Comm. and the State of I
Alaska have seen this happen and have rebuilt the stocks in
Halibut several times. In the Stock Assessments the biomass of !
Fish and Crab are estimated. The exploitation rate is applied and I
the result is the quota. | kiow that vour research is being fined
tuned, and that we have fluctuations in a hiomass because of
biological affvcts. But the levels of fish and erab in the ocean are

Duwl
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not at thei% historic levels. We have closed areas, and species that
7~ are being n'ebuilt such as the Rock fish in the GOA. Which the

foreign fleet over fished. Over fishing can occur but only from to
farge of qyotas. The harvest is known and the exploitation rate is
known but the biomass is assumed. Reduce the harvest from
historical fevels until you see an increass in the surveys. Please
focus yous effort on preserving the resorrce. Those of use who
have to arge of harvesting capacity will and can increase are
quality, and economic returns by processing what we catch. Do
not worry alout us, having to large of vessels hut how we are
fishing with onr gear, in a prudent. manner or a destrmetive one! "
2 The allocation issues affects use in the IFQ Halibut'Sablefish
fishery, dowa to 3 304 pounds and can not even fish it o1l Oul
vessel which is 1o farge. Wonld you like 100 skares of gear with
hooks ever 4 feet. We will deliver itto your office orat the next
council mesting; T hope the secretary can camy you cach a b of
gear, 50 yes allocation of ihie resource isa hot topic to discusss.
The Crah fndustry has a PSC which is another allocarion of the
resource 4t the egpense of others inan established fishery! Not
just dividing up the resource betwiin different gears bt
destroying, harming and wasting a great benefit to the Nation! |
am glad vou closed the area down fo trawling in the Bristol Bay
aren, Thete ave still the fish there that need 1o be harvesteding
prudent manner, We hope to do 5o this coming March in these
closed areas 1o where Bottom trawling and its bycaich and wasts "
will not have 2 chance fo start again in these arsas, We can get 07 |
cents 3 pound for chilled product and 39 cente for frozen product,
that was ata broker that Italked toin Seartle. A processor will be
in TogiaK this spring to buy the chilled producr if we chose not to =

process. ‘isee this closed area to trawling as the opportunity to '
create ne .

v ways of fishing, We can eliminate all Caab, Herring,
and Salmoa bycatch for the bouom fish. The mid water fishery my
brothers and | ave thought about fish pots suspended fromabuoy
with 2 location indicaror 10 recover them, to fish the mid water !
species. I his would be harder, but we are sure we can harvest the :

\
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bottom fish with only a halibut bycatch which can be returned to

the ocean alive, We feel that the quality of the fish will go up N
since we afe not harvesting large volumes causing bruising. R

2. The inshore offshore allocation should be done away with

because of its unfairness to the frec market, What really should be
addressed {s bycateh! IF you clean up the fisheries PSC per boat,

net sizes and mesh size, mostly the net size, Total weight of fish

that are being processed, and byeatch retention and weight, You

will slow the race down and allow for a CLEANER FISHERIER

which is wiat is the real issue! ,

3., 4. Contlicts hetween gear. There are no conflicts with hoais

out on the pecan, its large with plenty of space! It is only when the

vessels employ their gear on the limited grounds available. Isce

this issize being gene at backwards, Words such as overcrowding,
conflict, excessive pasticipation canse the Conncil 10 privatize a )
public resourey, creating wven more conflict. The real answeris
the gear. |
a. Inthe Ciab tishery 1 have seen gear restrictions work uite weil

and effective! The quota is one derermining factor in setting these
restrictiond, along with the amount of . On the average with
moving gxl.x a vesse! can pull about 130 pots per day. Usualiya
24 hour sogk is an adeguaie time. In Bristol Bay red crab fishery
we will let.onr gear soak np 10 48 howrs or even 4 days and have
an increase in the amount of crab per effort, We have pulted 200
pots in ond dav around the clock wasting a lot of effort. The first
initial picki one ¢an do a suivey © find the general location, in a
short soak; such as 12 hours. Bt anee vou find it is good o let the
gear soak. In the St Paui Red Crab season we find that we are
letting our gear soak at least 24 hows any thing less reduces ow
productivity. The 5t. Matthew Biue Crab fisher one can puii the
gear every 12 hours bui it is hest i¢ soak the gear fonger. The
ameunt of pots per boat in this arca are greater which enahles one
10 do this, Reducing the pot limit down 10 S0 pots ina fisherv ihat
has a 1-4 niiilion pound quota slows the fleet down quite well, IN
the 8-300 million pound quoras 157 pots is adequate, Since the
gear limits have gone inte affect we have logs less gear decreased

|

T
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our gear conflicts, Increased our safety, decreased the gear work o
for crew members; who now make sure ever pot is in o p shape!
They apprecliate that! T have not heard any one complain about it
so far! !
b. Gear rechjction is :mportant' The fewer pots the better one
fieeds 10 m:u:.e them for 2 maximum effort. Area closures are need
in Emtol B v and St, Paul Red crab fisheries to reduce the female
handling !3': the commercial flvet, In Kodiak they found that once
females -'fi'n?w handled their cgg clusters decreased. They imposed
gear restricnions w hels. But failed 10 close these arcas down.
Cook Infet dise went through these schools and now have a
depressed s:'m,... itz not t"awhna alone! Even the orab fleet needs
to ucm up its act! Proposals for this will e a1 the Alaska Dept. of
it and m’n:e for the 1996 proposal time,
" T?esd loss such as with ghost fishing by lost or discarded gear
a, The pot *jshe:w: g re au:'ed to .w.ve a bi odegradable cc.uo
lacing | !n itwallowfor sh or crab 10 escape. It works great the
ared uf 13 'J{ac:.'n‘e‘n! 128 heen changed over the Years aﬂd 1S Now
ina ocod location. We have found lost gear while fishing and
have mivsed the ofd days when it would have a bonus in it of crals.
Now s emgpiy!
b. Longiine lgear has 3 problem. Ay fish that is on lost longline
gear wil] é*i | have thonghtabour 2 the barh on the hook Bemo
removed ! ‘1‘2:22{&:-" auch as i Washington and Oregon. Thers is
a fot of lost guar in roeky arcas which are the higgest ;..rcblm;. Or
othei's not .3 ing gear hack after they cut a cross over in a crowded
arex. Most Hshers are avoi: ding na areas now afier learning them,
and wmfzn away from crowd Is of boats or org ganizin w*uc 1 Way
10 set the gy wetween themselves.,
L}
I S

.—-1

eV Cil
M
Tx

Lo

d tike 10 s¢e 2 reduced amotini Of gear per vessel in the

fisheries,

u:"- s-cccz;s.! would be %.:*.;. himits; such as t"zth the last Sablefish
1 ;3?.35 ng in the fall of 1994. E‘-’el"» one | talked 1o did

not wmyi 3 lu% yut said words of encouragement. The weather was

-~ a linle rongn. If it wonid have beenon qeptemner ist instead of

the 15th the' weather would have been nicer, The equinox and

ol il

[
nn
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changes in the season are usually rough. If the Council would like .

to increase afety change the times of openings a little! a
3. Orto seesthe first opening oceur for Halibut in or on June st .
with the Bldckeod senson in the GGA 7 days following, -
4.Crto haxfaa a Biodegradable cotton picce in the Sanion.Cra

Barbless cigle hook as menmtioned above.

3. The traw} fleet has there share of discarded nets but 2 generally

pretty good with meking sume they do not lose there nets. Of

course a fewy sparces are always around because they do tear up

occasionally. Most of the fish if alive would be spilled.

B, I wish you did net ont law pots for Sablefish in the GOA. It

sure 18 2 gredt way to fish with no bycatch problems!

a8k »

e s

O,and 7. Byeaich loss of ground fisi, crab, herring, saliion,
Econotnic lass and waste assoeiated with discard moriality of :
targut specivy hervested but not retained for econcmic reasons,
a. This 3.%}'=:'a*ch ad waste ocewr mosily in the wawling industy,
. A5 long 24 this is allowed 1o continue we will see major -~
prohiems. These are relatives, nncles, hrothers and sisters thai

have these jubs in these fisherics with this problem. So we have

large public put ery from them when they face changes. If the

council could take the emoticn out of thinking process and be

reminded af the resonrae, and the preservation of it. They wonld

b able to pipsent the chunge thatis needed, |

¢. Atong tnk the foreign floer fished in this destructive manner!

11 100K vears 10 remove them o 260 miles thanks to the Council,

the ban on High Seas (Hiilness has helped the Salmon remms! b

Cordon Blue's letter onn Cetober 19 th he showed the closure to the

Japanese and Soview in (664 and 197¢ which could have leads

ihe increase of Red King crab in the Bristiol Bay arca. After that

we had our domestic fleet out lose. [ was not around for the first

PSC for King and Tanners but I 2m hear for the Opilio crab PSC.

d. I you allow a PST instead of an area closure in the Priblofs vou

are making 3 austake. An area closure, with a imed season will
rednce crab momality. Itis notinst mawling; of conrse when L
pyeateh is added 1t iy “the sizaw thet hrcke the camels back”, Also

the Exploitation mie of 50% ca Opilics should not exceed that of

’:!5
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tanner crab 40% The King crab rate is 20% look at what ' )
N tappened at fhis rate; of course the biomass is estimated and |
assumed. Wark the formula as [ said earlier by reducing the quota
until the surveys increase from historic levels. The nm*.unc of
these crab is another problem which leads to the conclusion of
making sure ‘that enough males remain on the grounds in a given
year. . Also only certain males will mate. It is my belief that the
lamc ved c:ab in these formale schools are the ones that will mate
in the wnhng year of spring. Closing areas off to fishing will

increase thete protection.,

8, Concerns regarding vesse! and crow safety which are often
COL IOl s the ra ¢ for flm.
a. 1lere W n an«r-': v he some cace if its auil &
will e with the weather, boar maintenance, expense
groat take away fﬁ.::: the profits. T guess we race are su
hwsi:s. of expeases! Wiken you ik about safety hi VOu
would act utwuuh in the race for fish with it People 1 ave died
oveﬂr =acé for IF(y's! Think abow that! Some of us have brains |
to know when we are limited. Mos! '\uc;s who have fished with |
cxmmcuwd stay safe. Its not wcil but the individual that
made that cloice to fish and \,on'xyfomiseu the safety of his crew
and vessei! }i
b Sufety bad bwn adu:u 0 the fleet by the UNITED STATES
CG: %“T UARD ch 1 personal thask and solwie. My Step
Dad served 10 Ve.us .n an [-6 in electronics, and sormurdcation!
Tt was notspii the USC required by law for the fleet 10 have life
rafis, :;:.:‘::si. and survival suites, and now deills, have we seen o
Safcty 1161&:’3'\': : 1
¢. Most of the rescuss occur by other vessels. Tined openings
eﬁsz:?a sms ’F‘ve n with iIFQ = "%- grota will be caught in a short
timwe; 1t T ver 3 longer ume frame that it will occur, The 4% |

.'-.'-,__.

.0'
;.::,
g i

ith the gext boat it
Ine Wizic'n if 10

,,’,{ and 2’,; ohsorver fee shot .Id pay for tha though. T hope a boa:
Joe not 'xax 1to fish over Clirisunas! It's sure nice o be hom:e on

- the ‘*oiv'ﬂu

il e .._. .:-—..

e s

e
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d. The USCG cutters and planes with timed openings surc can

keep track of s, makes s stay honest! They are able to be ~
available in a general area if some does have a problem with the '
timed c-pa:mn'm

e. Goar restrictions have ercated safety and the reduction of
fatigus in crews, With the quota sull being harvested ina prude |
and economicimanner! e
£, Slow the rade down; : here vou have me talking about it, s0 |
guess it's okay for vou to mention it, The wucht of all op»czus

prought abuma a vessel tliat process atsea shouid b reguired!

The NPC needs an acsurare oount c-f species and bycatch.

9.10. ucononn nstability within varicus sectoss of the 1smng
industry, "7 ism‘w menumues are all of us that fish and live in
hnr:e.e, with 2 m*!.—'s io feed. We are from Alaska to NewYork,
we are all Americun citizens

- “."..' we '&H.‘w

a. Shoit and unpredictahle season do not deny access to fishi *'as..
resonroes, Y8, Limires Gy, Doars hreaking down, decisicr
10 not fish hnfaredma nle reasons deny us access!
b Qver fzt‘mzzﬂ and waste of fish and ereb deny us of access meore
han IFQ's and mew Emry. Again Reduce the: quetas, an
ean up hy cma.h‘ W e wiil take care of ourselves and our families

as ion g as we f:.,- have access 10 the resource, We may live off of

less on ’w Jear, but when we have a goud year, its great. Which
izads 0 m&.um of z" C¥'s Those bad" vears can sure hang with 4
oar if ti'xeff aré ?i':e or:es that you chiose. We have bad vears,

si-1o
187
.

: imss we are average, and sriil other
Haes “-’e 8¢ kao K2, A“ dztte nt ‘1»:1: vou tried your best! Itis
anG‘ihu' tO Ob 7015'3 UOH fai JO u\) setter . .‘N‘ru.uxas\! 'had fOfC d w0
ocCur mdenfeuness= Puis vour o,avmuon right on the line! Talk
ahout econorni ¢ insia hsim:' 'rO s and I.,murea Entry stee orenie
that! Look at the people who bought salmon permits and boats a

few years acv*
< 9

¢. Disadvaniged coastal communities, | am glad you are
-l =

concerned with the coasial communities. The CDQ program this ! -~

vear {or uO;lwd.\ had the advantage of fishing early no pressure.

s

$
i



'NOVW—-—3I80—94 WED 12:1108 HOMER SECRETARIAL SWVCS.

! . ( V"Proarl”

The bycatch of salmon was 5o great though that when the B
-~ pollock sepson Opened the rest of figet was shut down ina 5-8 day
period. I Hope this is not a president for [FQ's!
d. The C'DQ should act be an [FQ it should be a s training period of
time 2-3 vears to allow new ¢ntrants into the fishervy Ohce Ih“'
have lea,med to fish on 2 leased vessel, Thev can enter a1 the end
of that pesiod. This vessel can not be leased bt must be
-wcha.wd Tt must stort the season with the rest of the fleet on the
med opening,
’f you t‘h’mC‘c the way fish are harvesied 18 | mepuoned eagdier
We will see aneed for more emranis imio the ground

even tink sz i mwm:iri any fisheries thathas a
orobleni Cleaa it up first!
ton in shility fr provide 2 guality product o consume:s
petitive price.
: Jg"sse‘:s with iarge volumes of gear reduce Juality, and
a creaie : uOﬁC‘FC;iES: Al species will be ! harvested ‘*\3.-' 40} factory
I

2D
‘

Y-o\ '\rfl‘ AL ov\o .1‘

i sla

satmon like the ‘.ern.-::.n Flewt use 100,

1. Maxinium number of vessels, with reduced goar, produces a
quality pxlouw SCIpeniveness, demand ror ,nouizm jobs it
re;.'-am gear sajes. econemic growth and 2 more conirollahle
A3 -mrmg Wecause of the eleanlinesy of =i\;; RIcet) fistuna, The

asd \b b-aa.v.a Vé ‘aaw wai'e lillsw e Wi i e Rahday a da'e

Y
®]

M
B
2 30

:
:

arnm Fiay aas eemant e mae Siziad
U"".‘igl.&_iu does 60t u.-sh W :3» 30 ci“;‘«» w .u\-u !"\;33'\:15 aye Tisin

ear that is ciean i T8 cau,mna mt'mOua. u.u-.- crah I et oy has
hservers in the caicher processor vessels. The Longline flest
nevds 130 % chsurver coverags,

N}

i<, Fo»s' vle impags on masine manunais and seabirds, and L
marine habifar. ;
2. TiNge ™ i he 2 indiozior that something is wrong. The "-ft.e-“'w "

sea lion Iv. i not ondv i the adulis in g luvemn!
i [10°A .'MOtI i .)ll'u JOUui.u‘Ot‘b .b'ii"ﬂ 0 8¢

n i do }
:mvt}ﬂp% Eze in there decline i any wonld be conmibuied is a
. Sy} LT ey § i‘ li witesesies ;
‘-*v . . - .'..:-r.d. 1 ]
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¢. Maxine h#bim can be disturbed by trawling, one pass may not
cause that much dainage bu repeated trawling with the type of
roller geaxr&;xat is used and horse power and speeds of the vessels
and gear will distupt critical habitat needed for a species nCovary
and existence!

3. Inability 10 achieve a long term sustainable economic enefii
io the Natiqn.

a. The NP is doing this, vou ure doing good! What we needis to
go the nextstep; it will be hard butitis nceded. We need 10
change the way we harvest fish in the oceans. Bycaich by the
trawl fleet is 2 double sdge sword! Not only is there bycaich and
waste of other fish and erab, by the waste of the targeted species,
A targer auesh size on wawls will just allow the species 1o be there
for next yepr. Caugin becanse it could not escape the mesh size
oniy 1o stil] be 16 small 10 process? |

by, Dver harvesting the ocean is the most important. As lengas we
Ve & re;;urce and a rebuilding program with gear that reduces
all hyoarcly we wilj have 2 long 1erm benefit to the Nation.

14, A complex enforcement regimen for fishers and management
alike. Inhibiting the achivvement of the Council's comprehensive
goals.

2. As | mentioned earlier: anly with a gear that reduess hycareh
will the souncil be able lo et dov its guard against waste and
Jestructive fishing practices!

he Nazianal Siandard {1 aongervarion and management measures
shall prevent over lishing while schivving, ona continuing basis,
the optimun yield o each fishory for the US, Fishing Indusuy.

a. Thds is done Witk a guow or O s iong as a conservative quoia
is set we Wwill have this.

by, The prohlem as you stete with the rockfish in the GOA s the
rebuildis ipw gran the Council has {or this rescurce that tw
Japanese pnd Russians over fished. | would like 1 ses 2 Jig and
Por fisheries for rockfish in the fimre. The quality wouid he
exceltent. )

P.©

i
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—~ National Standard 2 and 3 The Council is doing weil and 1 would
like 1o thank you. You have us on our 10es sometimes 1 hough!
Please usc the best scientific informaticn available; for the facts of
now we zzsh ars svident before you,

Narional bmncsara 4 Shall not discriminate, he fair and equitabie

pzomet,e conservation, or any corpor uc:: or individual or
SONUNUAITY 2cquires an excessive share of such privileges,

1 P:mwaea* | bad & coaversation with ’-”h.: Smith frony the

NMPS in .I‘It"’?!' He 1old me this 10 b he nsed it in 2 wyong

manner, That"zv government or the agency of it NPC s the onc o

‘- av ldaw Wiiv -

twll who docs and who docs not have the gas?"lcc«- 1o fish. [ know

Vs e 1oy that o LAY VO N Mot the simranis oo the nuzi"f.
The Siaze of lﬁi:-z:-.?.: yad to ahange i1s State Consunmion o do se

i mbed v, Duprociate ihe Treedom that | have in our Mation
16 frec enterprise. But [ also remegiier the Mea and Womwen who
tonght and died for thar privilege. Non for st ae v for the
N naigithor down the street! Itis saids m T8 2 priviiege 10 drive a
veigele. Well Tsavitis our dght as American citizens 1o Jdo so!
MO 1 0ad ie hat away from us! Lru..,o we do something
destiietive mnd '-.-‘ioi-a that righr. i1isa Inz*'ue- 3& heganse il was
:

y 73
.8 4 q0 S
tihe minwre rhar ' ciwagn the handing off of
3 s!&lg 99y ;ls r-'\ - ‘\l AL eg 10300 Wity

camlar =] et S Sien, ‘e PR S T
i a:gna md died ioi our freedom. ftis like a ,ms on iaiing the
37 and % RID dii‘.\xP off of it! It creates

2 mom p v wiich viaiaz

v viates the Anu Trmst Law! Why do we have
;e;‘xs‘ To Keep us in cheok! We are greedy, selfish, THAT IS
WHY! :
b, Foed for thougin Trip lmirs, gear limits, Port Chasam Sabietish
fishervin :.he State of Alaska,
¢, T vour 0w words the ux""h... tont of fnoiision cesls wit)
sasticination histore: current and histarical!
d. 2K s and :%'.;z.m“ * Reswicied 10, 3 sl sercesinze iv
reneive the henefin i b

-2 ¥
'Y -
.' - - - - oY ‘-.. : i‘.
T S0 n :u:"“?r TIS . 3 20 RS NEeNeTIIS AT s

YL L] . DR YUK .! > P - ¢ A "
©pIoZmn occur o vessls from states other than Alasks,

1ee'

[
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I have no problem with more entrants, but I see a contradiction in
terms. Unfairness and an exploitation of a people who may be -~
excluded one day. This v:ola,tes the National Standard 4 as one o
person told alf of us this spring it did!

¢. If vour concerned for the coasal communities, do not privatize -
the resource, and give the new entranis ihe abﬂﬁv to get inf Unless |
you are worriéd abomt overcapitalization- W hich is were the
contradictién in terms and words comes in.

f. "not ail residens of any state are ehgxble 10 receive such
allocasions”. Who ever wrcte these words shonld have thougin
hefore they did! The i wpnm*mn hehind these words are hias!
What does one necd 1o do 10 be =>zzg1biw to receive this allocation!
Who are they that can give special rights to people over others!
The law m'w i the Ma SnUSON ACT aad the National Siandard m..
and squitable 10 ail fishers. of course youcan get o your pen and
write some more words i as may haypen this next "-59.::‘

National .amna’ud I Conservation and managenieil Measuies,
where practics], FROMOTE EFFICIENT wtilization of f fishery e
IeSOUICEs, wXGept :hat no such measnre shall have economic :
«llocatxm as its .,ok- purpose.

a. The Counci] needs 10 promote change it wiil nov oeeur from the

indnstry unless the appormniry arises as with the closed areas i |
L.“‘V!nm : o
. The use of econoumic ailocation is 1w kcep the resourcs from
being locked up by limited enuy. Not like some may think
efficizm ntilization = economic allocarion= pm'afz.v»:! Ne itis
there W promote «ficient use ef e red0Mree. The resoume I8
there 10 use add w manage by all. if i1 comes down to svery
American with a tishing pote and one 1o oi\ 30 be il Not every one |
can go and harvest the oczans resouress. Your report even gives "

the averaye as =:10Lz;2 made by cach beatand the operation costs, for |

a break even dasis. W are going to see 2 lot of boa*s go out of

business real soon, With out any Limited Entry wsfem. Only s0

many vassels can oneme with a limited nrodtzﬂr Some do real

well while soms do real poor. Those who do will be slowly Y
\ Y

\ .

|
; | !
1 : k.
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soon You will lock up and lock in a lot of vessels that might have
orher wise dropoed om,

Natonal q:aﬂdfu'd 5

. 10 respond o changes enconntered in the fishesies in the future.
. ,

The only way to do this will he through DcB ?

?:a{zoml Stas 'dard 7 Minimize cosis |
a=% observer+ 3% Dorough - 4% -1 % FQ Limined COUY =
16% ‘

off the top wi i‘rzcat expoenses: Cand stand in Hne for vour ioh, Or
hope [ am the. one to receive this allocation.

This all lea, k: s 10 the sroblem that the Conneit has ?.imug":!. ofl
Al ovse oals aad not enough Heh for themall, Do not vony

2.
aBou us. o '»acza** the 'x-sou:c»;-
N1

) 9 TT¥e

O ot "t"*" "-w" .;z..~x xu.. atatl. v u... a3 rime GO O Toe
L2

i,.m ot Yon'sure wilt b2 remembered By e direclon vou ks

3.::: ?1 ay 1; _,.}.».n ui‘ "'ﬂ!‘ ”.\'f.\q,r u\,. f?“- of TNy !.- .... MRS uwe

v @b len] --w- éa oo Ao 32 1T 4 d0 Vi le my, walui oS24
v

u}‘ .."'1 ‘nﬁi @l ':‘h‘i
2. 1he de'e. mm.nm ct ¢
':“ nay means the dare aé ¢

,“;’u.‘\ !-‘-n,\go 50 ot 0".,. Plenaat, ve

fv.s.w- ~eatsd “oa

-—e
.-.. -

o 1 4'1!'«'\ %T L T
|

Lt\x\""u ?.-\x\. ir’
'm'zm* of the counctl . with a,
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R
’
g
:T."! =
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L ‘4 fadle ;;oaca ‘e Ade o ald
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S0y, i ruling v the Jw

t‘

a1
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.
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Loinc: l..:!. e a l woactive dais. ¥y ‘Ou Call WHGW o SATent
3

paiticipation ont the window,

4 Page E-2 Lmdi:}gs and reguivements for undtomvenion

i lificadon: uloﬁu"i- c 3T one tand 1E i ear 'v‘i'iOi' W 2ouncii
action.

2. Start iming the Openings make use chose whar wz want 10 fish,
f. Place the moratorium hack into effuct, Without . emssover
from Saiifish- FHalibva

12:1494 HOMER SECRETARIAL SVCS.
| | P[5 or 19

dropping out of the fishery, If you create a limited Enuv svstem 1o

-1\--"' PO A iq\)-a e s oy 4 LRy p,‘...,u.-g,:
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License recipients . 2
a. Current owners; I can tell you a story about the IFQ and historic *' -~
holders with no consideration of current participant! .-

b. Permit holder fost vessels are not owner operated, I have heard

90% are not. Limited Entry in Alaska requires the permit holder to .

be on board, If you give a two ply system it is going to be a mess. |

The moratorium Keeps it simple with no value on permits or

vessely being treated! g
License Designations I

2. No restrictions if you-lock up the ability of our vesselsto
improve the quality of the product, a disservice will be placed on

the sonsumer. Wy shouid have the ability to catch and process in

the futuie, . |

. nshore, offshore clean up hyeaich and gear, slow down the

valime of fish caught by net size. Fine bycatch, give each hoata

PSC. T wonld rather vou clean it up though.

PCHE-2 ‘ -
Qualifying period g
2. The thvee yeaps prior to the date of final action, 500 ‘
b. Timed openings to spread the flect out. Wait 1ell the rizght time

then Limit the Epny. There will be 2 weeding out in the future if

vou can wait that long. Say 3 yeass. ,

Tandings Requitements for Guneral License Qualification

2. Oné landing 10 the fisheries are so short aow that we fish the

eqire quota hefcre delivering in some tisheries. The pounds

would have to he the lowest delivery of the fleet 1o be fair.

Landings Requuements for Endorsement Qualification

2. Each fishery is different but it should be at least one landing in

year prior to copncil action 5-8. | .

Transferability, ownership, and use of lcenses

a. Unloss the pernidt holder Is required to be onthe vessel; such as
i1 the case of the Limited Entry of Alaska, vou will see the owner
ship of the resanree go 1 large corporate companies with lease, or

TR TLLITOS

— et~ ————
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" * lufed eniployees operation at a rettuced wage, with the burden of 2
-~  the expenses on the leaser,
b. This is why you need to really think about this. If you made it
this far in my letter you are doing good! This is the most critical
issue to contemplate, .
¢. You can put ever stipulation you could think of and there will
be a way around it. My Grandpa. iold me and my brother about
laws., = |
Who may purchase a licenses
a. 100% UNITED STATES OWNERSHIP. Soiry chacley,
anvihing less is a sell out, These are U 3, water, if they are 100%
- if not than 50% S0% split. Better think again! '
Vessel/License Linkages
a. #1 vessel must be transferred with license. Leaving each
operation in fack gives those who are providing services on land
there jobs as.well. The rest of this will be covered laterin :
replacementiand upgrade. ' i
Options Regarding the separate of species and'or Area |
7~ desionstions: |
a. #1 most operations need all the fishuiies they are using
cusrently 1o maintain there expenses, Cr would not be large
¢nongh to fish that fisheries. or to large to fish the smaller
fisheries, Breaking even and getting a decent wage is important,
especially with boat maintenance,
b. If sold off they would jeprodize an operation. Trading one for |
one may be another.

i f
PG.E3 |
Vessel Replacement and Upgrade |
1. No restriction !
a. Johs are created in ports through npgrades. :
b. Safety is improved. Such as stahility,
¢. Quality of the product is improved, Cleaner work areas,
processing of product to promote freshness. As my Dad say
Fresh is Frozen." |
A\ . License Ownership Caps !

D b

o rr———— - S . b
TTTTITITISTINR I
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1. Mo Lumtl

a. If its m'a‘rued in the first place. and it creates a monopoly and | f‘\

benefits cemhn individuals, and where not concerned. Why should

it matter how peimits they n:cexve"

b, 1 do not ses one license per owner, 50 apparently there are those

who own J-15 boats.

¢. If 2 grandfather clause is good for one individual than it should

be good for all of us. Initial yeceiver in the IFQ program received

over 1% if you were 0 concorned about it v:olaung the law inthe

first place yon wou’u take away aiything over 1% and give it w

those displaced.

d. EVERY U,NF ¥ TREATED FAIRLY how many dmes do we

have to read it before ones brain gets sidetracked!

Vessel licenss iy Use Caps p

1 No Limit : oo
2. Some yeai ave bad und one may need 10 diversify locking s |

tmt possmz;zw will creat ;m'dsn.p. '

b, Onthe o ey nand when the dice are coiiing in your favor you )

S1re ¢an nsz'ce a zood year! Why not let that vessel have that gnod N

v "":1 D , ;

Vesse! Designation Limit

1 Will be :d‘aie to pasticipare under any designation,

a. Cosis and gxpenses

k. Is there an'enforcement yroblem, mavhea declared operation,

orice a vessal beconies 2 P with offshore allocation it has

developed its markers and is avoiding the camnery and hroker.

Euy-backRaztirement Program

1. No BERP!

a. The supplics and amizﬁmnnw % it cannie form on shors

N 1]

supptiers wii} be missed, L.xxum muum not happen in the
firsi place 1;(111 shonld pay hack whar vou promised. B hard

tiznes come, |
k. The aluln" for that vessel 1o fish again is there but it went broks
inn the first ;aiaw from it (01 being abie 10 CalGi enviigh prodim for
iis deht load. Which leads to it coming back inata vednced iz,
with otheny *.i.a’. have 2 debt load :mme}“

.? Dl (efors
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¢. How about if vou do not fish for a two year pesio
issue a licenss; such as the Swte of Alaska
Two-T;ere ‘ ,kipper License Program

1. Donot i .‘:Jg’. wnt

e e e . [
a. Samw the 'u:;fm and argument as peicr with penmit holde

h. These rmm w;:l he qofj ar leased ion.
o, This will mabe 1757 ook Fiendly

Communitv: L»’G:Vx.iu%?mwl' Program

onl
H

3. You sither have 1 problem or; Yol 49 so1 Wil
overnapinalization. LIK )3 1 how v 'ai‘zl reff us, T van g

17 HOMER SECRETRRIAL SVCS.

# 7 o 1§

d vou are not

.. - .‘ -
RIS

T ' g : « 1o - ., . . ’ LI s
IRy then ou we saving there i 30 problem it o
R I {1 .. s*.e,‘-. Cpmela & e
Latraias! -:'.l e ol &z.O‘-‘-’ ina Hw‘ of 2100 wessela 187 monx
- as L] y - "". - - - .‘- 4 L 1T X J % . ! . ‘- -l B 90 L) - . - - .'ﬁ. -
@ITrNIS, i R TIEET OT Sy T WO ve 0 G0 2TCRNIR, HTan

t
W S e ey o 3T
W showid not save o0
)
R B T T o T A TT, R
Bt i vo do it shouid avea ai;z.Sv SUTNIN LW Y
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E-.. L AL B RN

1 . .l te' @ bo-
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1. o O unlzss i1s for deving 5 vehinle,
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a. The .,iupw reporing system is a good idea it should also
inciude all logs, which it does 10 some degres now., ~
h. Before tiis leads to anything 2lse clean up the hycaich! |
¢. The industiy should pay 1!:; own wzw But should alen be able to
have imput of ° ""ci‘» thev see waste! Be careful about w0 large of 2
burden on the lsxn.a ter vesseds,

Exclusive zwszu tHon

a.Be camm many vesscls redy on several fisheries 1o amke it
financiaily |

h. Wiil aumﬂ':m ressiire an arecks and siow down e fisheries
Q.‘J zv'l" az -h':lk‘ 18 l e .n:niiuﬁi.

LiCc-uw Limis
a. Gy oaf {i cr:-.-r. with ihnite
h. With no way of s"'r‘"‘mmg th
‘s\nv\-\‘.n' '\:,; \'y -w < -«1,\ PQ&;:_

Ana ad

el ‘* o ot u'"'
Lo b d
¢S

: species in another 2conamic

TﬂxJ u;ﬂ.ﬂ

a. (..u.:'f«m Rirpits

b, HalibarSahlefish iy 12 TR mav be not? We will sez! )
u-o' Vs forF y%:(? '

a. .:oad this wi]
. Non transigia
established n%‘ze 188 :-m_*tn resoures. T ne onlv re\mw;e l'ncw-nez
that vou fishe! a.;:uu e IRADDeY “-;w. of the time frewill ne
mazed out, Ti ail mti:e: vessel the abilitv o encned 2‘.: P
and than borrow Semeons & ise s who has some feft over, nuisses
tbe original point. {F(7 for PR, Periad! That's it

Q.10
a. Non wransfgrable shore bav operatons depend on cach vessel,
b. Crews can pe eliminated.
¢. The umbreia oprians lead me 10 helieve that the Marmtorum
‘-"'1”" "Ci{ﬁ%é"“ &1 2y fevvyied ayievinide el \o,.n,\c-;.ﬂ "v\ !,---u;en.-, ‘e

ldéd wea Wers aedew o % 4:-- mooav- asts whw Radddd g e “edRd wadse -

L ]
wi nols WIS L STNeL :s'BJui’J ag«’&xi{ .‘i i:‘l{.

r:&%z'o each- s: Ay *'mtabiv.
e

&% ‘wavew >

shavaal] slng read 1.1 amion Con .a-*"xpi::'.ef*
2. &-f the sty disteniz laad ot in the Magnuson Act. a

iR ifleter®
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b. It is my firm belief that Mr. Magauson. intention was 10 protect
-~ all those dependent on the resource whes one day it was 'hutom
to he ptivatized. It was not his intent 10 éhmmaxe those dependent
on the rewmw but to malie sure they wee ‘:‘a;*.'z} aare of, | heard
from a Judge that Mr, Magauson had 1 m“n bills andd iaws passed
1o pivviect r’F""i"}‘ x‘i s,

Liands BOW W e ol of the Halibnt Hae w" will b
tuded frém the 5. Marthew Blue cmb scason, | you move i
By, :'-:)‘h-.' her 31 . 1992 we wonld Liui.:“!: . Tt.e “yLoran Ned
crah ,;_ shapids we haxe fished aince 1902 and 1008 sinee tf opens- B
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AIASKA OCEAN SF.AFOOD
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November 29 1994

Mr. Richard B. Lauber, Chmrman T e
North Pacific Fishery Management Counct! L

P.O.Box 103136 . T :
Anchorage, AK 99510

Re: Agenda Item C-4 Comprehenstve Rattonahzatxon (Lxcense Ltmltatton)

Deaer Lauber: R S

1 am writing on behalf of A!aska Ocean Seafood Lumted Partnershxp Tam General Manager '
of Alaska Ocean Seafood and an owner and, principal captain of the surimi factory trawler ALASKA -
OCEAN. T have been involved in the Alaska crab and groundfish fisheries for some 25 years, and have
owned and operated vessels engaged in the pollock ﬁshenes since 1982 o

'l‘he AI.ASK.AOC.EAN is the largest and one of the most modem Surimi factory trawlers in the '
U.S. fleet. My partners and I committed to the ALASKA OCEAN project in 1987. After two years of
negottatton and effort to develop a design and find a cost-effective shipyard, and another year of
intensive shipyard work, the ALASKA OLE.AN was completed and entered the BSAI polloek ﬁshery _-‘
in 1990. A

My partners and I support the ggm_t ofa hoense hm:tatton progmn, but are opposed to the

Council's consideration of the complex proposal now under discussion. We believe that the license
limitation should be no more - and no less tha.n a formaltzatton and ﬁne~tumng of the moratorium.

Therefore, the license limitation program should do no more tha.n

- Issue licenses to current owners of vessels that would quahfy under the moratorium
- (as revised in September 1994).and that made landmgs durmg any of the three years
prior 10 the control date of June 24, 1992 o . -

- Delineate licenses by vessel size.

- Prohibit transfers of licenses from larger to smaller vessele, except where licenses of
smaller vessels are combined to license a larger vessel and there is no resulting
mcwese in the capactty of the ﬂeet :

. Dehneate icenses by ﬁshety groundﬁsh or; crab on the basm of the vessel's pnmary - "‘ |

2415T Avenue * PO Box 190 + Aracortas, W A98221' '
Phone: (206) 293-6759:+ Fox: (206) 293- 6232 » + Telo: 883481
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November 29, 1994
Page2 . oSt DR TR T
" fishery in the three (3) Yea:spfwedms June 24, 1992 o

My partners and I believe that any effort by the-Couigi 10 ‘develop a license limitation - .~

program more extensive than that described above would be an unwarranted expenditure made at the

expense of true comprehensive rationalization; i.e,, development ‘and implementation of an ITQ . . b
 program. In addition, we believe that implementation of the license program now under consideration - .

could actually run counter to the purposes of the moratorium and add furthier complication to the -
. issues which must be resolved with respect 0ITQS. - v e

My partners and T have revwwed with interest theSepte:nberJS.1994 EA/RIR and-the. .

supplements thereto. Conspicuously:absent from those documents is any rationale for. . S

pursuing a license limitation program rathér than proceeding directly to an ITQ program. * - " -
Rather, the documents reiterate:the oonclusorystatement that constderatlon of this license .. - -
limitation program “is viewed as a necessary: first step by the Council towards further. " -
development of longer-term CRP management regimes, including further development of IFQ . -+~

alternatives.” EA/RIR at E-1, seg also id. ‘at E-17, B-20, 1,7, 41, 83. . The documents set . -

forth no reason for this perceived necéssity. * . -

Indeed, the only advantage identified with respoct to the prograr isits ability to “define the "

field of players.” See, e.g.. id. at E-12, E-20, 7,:168; 196./But theré is no readily apparent

reason why the complexities embodied in ‘the present proposal are necessary to this result.” - B

»

The very same result can be readily and eas red by. 1
described above. Unlike the current proposal,-our program has the combined advantages of

continuing and enhancing the goals of the moratorium while.enabling the Council to proceed -~ f

directly to implementation of ITQ's.

The EA/RIR notes that the license program's potentidl to cap growth gains importance only me
if the proposed moratorium is not implemented.- Jd. at 196. ‘In this sense, it.is'a mere

duplication of that which the moratorium itself can accomplish. -As that-same document Lo

! It is interesting to note that the Council perceived no suchln’ecwsity in implementing the
halibut/sablefish ITQ program.. Before that implementation, the Council specifically considered, . .- :
and rejected, a license limitation progr'agn'f EARIR at6. 0.0 o TR It

ily achieved by. the simple license program . o
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AN < Mr. Richard B. Lauber .1
" November29,1994 B O S
D Page3 oot ool LT e

“aotes, costs associated with the urrent proposal *may’be seen as unnscessarily highaod

duplicative to the moratorium passed by the Council." This is particularly true if the License
Limitation program is viewed as oxly.an interim measure in a step-wise CRP process, one of

. the stated intents of the moratorium.™- Id: at E-21, 202 (emphasis added). ‘Besides being - i
unacceptable from a common sense viewpoint, this result is also 8 clear violation of National ", . e

Standa.rd_-'l.. Cee

On the other hand, many of tho Gptiots availible o the Couricl under the curreat proposal -
-+ - would actually have the effect of undermining the goals of the moratorium by allowing and/or
encouraging further capitalization, the very phenomenon that the moratorium, and license

limitation, are. supposed tq_prevcrgt_fﬁ .

. period. Of these, only three (3) (options 200, 600, 700) would exclude vessels that entered

" As'one éxﬁmpié, the Council has before it séven (7) opt!onswnhxespecttothequahfy:ns AN

* " e fisheries afler the Council’ June 24, 1992 cut:off date. “Selection of any of the remaining ..~ .
four options would let in more vessels than intended by the moratorium, and indeed, vessels -
that were specifically intended to be gxcluded by the moratorium. My partners and I firmly- -~ -

" program which merely tracks the moratorium. - - : ..

As noted above, the only bénéﬁt po'siiqd for the cun'entproposal:s its abnhtyto i"d'eﬁtify. SRR

nwho's in and who's out”, a benefit that can more easily and readily achieved by a far simpler |
- program. In fact, the EA/RIR makes it very clear that the program will achieve virtually . - -

nothing else: - .

| - "None of the conditions necessary for a license hmmmon prdgram to generate .
economic benefits appears to exist in the fisheries for-which license limitation is being -
considered." Id. at E-7. ' T

. "In the end, the result is the same under cither open access or license limitation: . .

.believe that problems of this nature can and should be avoided by.adoption of a simple license . | .. -

~Overall catch and reverues will not improve but fleet expenditures will increase to the

' point where all profits are dissipated.” Id. at84. .

- “License limitation ... cannot be expected to significantly reduce éc.oxibmicl discords.”
. Idat100. I T
-~ . License limitation leads to and encourages capital-stuffing, especially where (as is true
. : "~ . under the current prpp?;ﬂl); 1.» are ' be tied to:the license .. .
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Ofparnmlamgmﬁcanoersthepotentxal eﬁ'ect orlackthereof- ofthecurrentproposal on SRS

the Council's 14 Problems. The EA/RIR, atllasOSE-lo ~E-18'and 197-199 discusses this

. potential effect and concludes that; of the 14 probléms, 12 will-not be addressed at all: .~ =
"Problem 1, overcapacrty, may or may not be addressed- depending on the options chosen.,.. ... -

Problem 10, concemning coastal communities, may -be addressed,but with mixed results

. Some ooastal commumtres w:ll beneﬁt and others wﬂl be negatwely aﬁ‘ected

“ mmmwmﬂ@a or\ackﬂmof ofmeammproposalonme"" ,

: Councrl's 14 Problems as follows

s _.‘_'.

. Most lroense hrmtauon programs have fmled, however, even those that constmned:{ o
entry, because they did not- eliminate ‘the pnncxple causé of over-capnahzanon BT

common property wlnch leads to aracefor the resouree, mﬂmus_m
- R h emer Id at84(emphas:sadded) :

In other words, the current proposal 1gnores the central problem and thus does nothmg to C

: solve 1t There is no pomt in the Councrl's pumnng such 8 ﬁ-mtless oonrse

" In addition to the 14 problems, the Counil has posued e asmmpnon that fhe current - .

: .As noted the cm‘rent proposal has’ the potetma.l to allow in more partwrpants than were i
contemplated by the moratorium. - Thus, the proposal has the. potential to create an entirely .- - BT

_ proposal flatly ignores this Order. The proposal would do vmually nothmg to solve the 14 .°: Lo

proposalrsaneoessarymtenmsteptowardernnplememanon We have already shown that

~there is no basis for that assumption.’- Moreover, TImplementation of the current proposal T
~ could well make ITQ unplememauon more complex thanu would be if the Comcxl were to T
.proceed dlrectlyto ITQsmow. © = .. ST - :

new constituency of license holders who will, undoubtedly claim entitlement to ITQ's.”

Decisions - and dissention - regardmg such. enntlement need never anse rf t.he Counc:l never . . -

takes the interim step that nges nse ro the 1ssuc

E 0 12866 reqmm careful 1dermﬁcanon of the problem to be addressed, EA/RLR at 40
and requires selection of the most cost-effective sohution, - Consideration of the current

identified problems, would at best duplicate the benefits of the moratorium, and would overly
complicate the already complicated issues surrounding I'I‘Q‘s In short, conslderanon of the

- current proposal is sxmplyawaste ofume S

3 The Class B permit program proposed to the Counorl by the Mrdwater Trawlers

Cooperatlvewouldleadto slmllarthornyrssues - AT




'NOV 39 ’S4 B9:55 ALASKA OCEAN O S P.6

Those comments and the EA/RJR amply demonstrate that the current proposal will

" accomplish. nothing that a simpler :program coiild .not accomplish and will introduce - - "
unnwessarypuﬁllsontheroadtol‘erplemmanon. lndeed,theBA/R.anotesthatmany.f .

individual quota systems have been unplemented " £SpOI macceptable condition:
mgl_h!hoensehmnanonprogrm Id at68 : )

so now. "The conclusion of most of the literature is that license lumtatton is not as cffective

asallocauonofmdmdualquotasmbnngmgabout efficiency and maximizing the net benefits . .- "
to society.” Id at 79. The document also reiterates the view-of the Council's staff that, unlike - .. "
license limitation ITQ's address "all the ulenttﬁable problems wnh the possrble exoepnon of "L

marine mammals and enforcement ooncems Id at~6

Fmally. the domment illustrates tbat tbe beneﬁts of quota systems are not merely theoretteal
by pointing to the effects of the community dévelopment: quota system: Slower paced

fisheries, higher value fisheries, lower by-catch rates of PSC specres, lower dxscard rates. and L

more stable planmng envnronment for the paruc:pants IQ at 183 L
n . - .. -t ‘e . e

Ifthe Councxl is truly serious about addressmg the 14 Problems tt must get on with -

it. Consideration of the current license limitation program is an unriecessary and potentially -- .’

very costly detour that should not be undertaken, .My partners and 1 urge the council to
proceed expeditiously in adoptmg the sxmple lxoense ptogram wc have proposed and o ..
| unmedxate oonmderatton of ITQ' T 4 e




North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Richard B. Lauber, Chairman Mailing Address: P.O. Box 103136
Clarence G. Pautzke, Executive Director Anchorage, Alaska 99510
605 West 4th Avenue Telephone: (907) 271-2809
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 FAX: (907) 271-2817

November 14, 1994

Dear Reviewer:

Enclosed are two supplemental analyses relative to the License Limitation program now under consideration by
the Council. These are provided in the form of Appendices to the main analytical document (EA/RIR dated
September 18, 1994) which was reviewed by the Council in September. The main document remains unchanged.
Additional analyses may be incorporated into the document, depending on Council action at the upcoming
December meeting. Also enclosed is an 'errata sheet' containing corrections to the main document. Unless
specifically requested, the main document is not included in this mailing.

As noted in our September newsletter, the Council will be reviewing the License Limitation alternatives in
December, and possibly narrowing those alternatives prior to a formal public review period and final action in
April 1995. As part of this process of refining the alternatives, the Council requested that public input be
solicited on two specific aspects of the program:

(1) A specific License Limitation program with elements and options defined by the Council in
September - this is discussed in Appendix VII, with some limited quantitative analysis. This will likely
form a starting point for Council discussion in December and has been identified as a configuration of
high interest by the Council.

(2) A proposal for A and B licenses submitted by Midwater Trawler's Cooperative (MTC) - this is
discussed in Appendix VIII and also contains some preliminary analysis. The Council will likely
determine in December whether to proceed with further development of this proposal in the overall
License Limitation program.

Please contact our office if you have any questions or if you need a copy of the main analytical document. If you
have written comments on either of these proposals, or on any other aspect of the proposed program, please
submit them to our office by November 30.

Sincerely,

7

~ {

/.
(U .
N e I P P

Clérence G. Pautzke )
Executive Director

Enclosures
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ERRATA

DRAFT for COUNCIL and PUBLIC REVIEW

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/REGULATORY IMPACT REVIEW
(EARIR)

FOR
LICENSE LIMITATION ALTERNATIVES
FOR THE
GROUNDFISH & CRAB FISHERIES
IN THE

GULF OF ALASKA AND BERING SEA/ALEUTIAN ISLANDS

November 14, 1994



ERRATA SHEET FOR LICENSE LIMITATION ANALYSIS

Location Correction

p. E-1,1 1, 4th line. CAP should read CRP.

p. E-7, 3rd line. should read ... (1) a homogenous fleet......

p. 60, 1st line. footnote 20 should follow the word "rent" on the next line.
p. 101 Figure 3.7ais incorrect. It should look as follows.

NORTH PACIFIC UMBRELLA LICENSE

Bacvg S & AlEen Bens Ol ot Ameka

ne ne

Endanemant Entorsemant
Saivg Sue Nosians
on L} Am n s
rrrr{rrrryrirrjprreerperil
Barng San L
[T NN R T N Y M T T S YO TN AN TN I T AN S O N )

p. 108, Table 3.21

The note indicate that BOLD numbers are taken from
tables in the back of the section. These are in fact taken
from the Groundfish Tables Appendix.

p. 121, Table 3.22

The 3rd set of results should be titled: 20000 (option B)
and 30000 (option B), rather than "(option C)".

p. 129, Figure 3.11, bottom right comer.

The number of vessels under Option 700 is 1,501 rather
than 1,477.

p. 134. Title of Table 3.24

Should read as .. A Comparison of the Number of Vessels
Issued Licenses.......

p- 149. Figure 3.7ais incorrect.

This should be the same as the corrected figure above.

p. 172, last §, 3rd line.

The current configuration is #314X1, where X=6/28/92-
6/27/93. i.e. the 92-93 crab year.

p 173, Table 3.34

The Table header should read: " Licenses for each
species/area combination issued to current owners which
made landings between 6/28/92-6/27/93...."

List Of Appendices, following p. 211.

A corrected List of Appendices is attached.

Groundfish Tables Appendix p.45, 115711

These numbers are incorrect, the total should be 1,536.
Distributions by class and state are off by a similar amount.

Groundfish Tables Appendix p.45, 215711

Total vessel count is incorrect: the total should be 1,527.
Bottom line distributions by class and state are also off.




Groundfish Tables Appendix p.46, 415711

“Total vessel count is incorrect: the total should be 1,536.

Bottom line distributions by class and state are also off.

Groundfish Tables Appendix p.46, 515711

Total vessel count is incorrect: the total should be 1,527.

Bottom line distributions by class and state are also off.

Groundfish Tables Appendix p.49, 815711

Total vessel count is incorrect: the total should be 1,502.

Bottom line distributions by class and state are also off.

Crab Tables Appendix pp. 7-13

The "Current" crab configuration uses 6/28/92-6/27/93
rather than 1/1/93-12/31/93.
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Additional Alternatives for Council Consideration

Discussions held during the September Council meeting in Seattle, regarding license limitation alternatives,
generated two additional, specific alternatives to be analyzed and presented at the December meeting. These two
specific configurations, which vary only by qualifying period, are analyzed in this appendix and are intended to
elicit public comment which will aid the Council in developing the license limitation program's final structure.
First we outline the major provisions as they relate to the initial allocation. Second, we describe the highlighted
use, ownership and transfer provisions. Then we examine the distribution of licenses and endorsements under
the specified configurations. Finally, we examine some of the issues regarding separability and transfer as they
relate to the 'Nature of Licenses'.

The structure of the two specific altenatives identified by the Council is outlined below.

. Nature of Licenses

Licenses for fisheries (see Table 1) by FMP sub-areas
In addition to the target species listed by FMP sub-area in Table 1, BSAI trawl sablefish (as well as any other
species which does not fall into a specific category listed below) would be classified as a bycatch only fishery and
arrowtooth could be targeted by anyone licensed to fish a particular FMP sub-area.

Table 1. List of target species by FMP sub-area

Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands | Eastern, Central, and Western Gulf !

Pollock Other Flatfish Pollock Shallow Water Flatfish
Pacific Cod Rock sole Pacific Cod Deep Water Flatfish
Rockfish Squid (fixed gear) Rockfish Flathead Sole

Atka Mackerel Turbots Atka Mackerel

Yellowfin Sole

. Li Recipi

Current owners of vessels at the time of final Council action

Option A: Current owner must be a U.S. citizen pursuant to Title 46
(i.e., 50% U.S. ownership).

Option B: Current owner must be a U.S. citizen defined by Title 46,
Sec. 802 (the Shipping Act of 1916), i.e., 75% U.S.
ownership/control.

. Li Designati

Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length.

Qualifying Period
Option A: June 28, 1989 - June 27, 1992.
Option B: January 1, 1990 - December 31, 1993.

. Landines Requi For G LLi Qualificati
One landing in qualifying pericd.

One landing in qualifying period.
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List of Components and Alternative Elements Affecting Initial License Assignment

The main body of the EA/RIR presented an analysis structure and numbering scheme for the license limitation
alternatives. The numbering scheme is shown on page E-1 of the Executive Summary and repeated on page 87
of the EA/RIR. That structure divided the license limitation allocation alternatives into six components with
various elements within each component. To form a complete license allocation alternative the Council will need
to choose one element from each of the six components. The specific alternatives identified by the Council at
the September meeting are for the most part contained within the original numbering scheme. Only the species
definitions are changed. In order to keep the original numbering scheme and the main document intact, we have
chosen to identify these additional alternatives by adding a new element (Option 900000) in the Nature of
Licenses component. The amended numbering scheme is shown below. The specific elements of the
configuration identified by the Council are shown in shaded text. Specifically the two highlighted configurations
are # 915211 and # 915411.

Numbering
Nature of Licenses Scheme
Single license for all species and areas ........ccoeeeeeeecinitirereaniiieenns Ceretrsareteseenerens 100000
Licenses for FMP areas (i.e., GOA and BSAI) ....ocvtiereeieerercnerenrerannsaasocssasoss Ceererees 2000600
Licenses for FMP sub-areas (i.6., EG,CG, WG, BS, AD) ......ctitriiiiieraneeacscnonnacenonssasacans 300000
Licenses for Pollock, P.cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheries .............cociviiinnnnennnan, 400000
Licenses for Pollock, P.cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheries by FMP areas .........covveeeeenannnss 500000
Licenses for Pollock, P.cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheries by FMP sub-areas .........ccvvvvuuees. 600000
Licenses for fisheries (see Box 1) by FMP sub-areas .......... e teeateraeiiesiereteetheraaastaaenas 700000

Box 1 Fisheries Specified Under Options 700,000 and 800,000

BSAI Fishery Licenses: GOA Fishery Licenses:

Pollock, Pacific Cod, Atka Mackerel, Yellowfin Sole, Other Flatfish, Pollock, Pacific Cod, Deep Water Flatfish, Shallow Water
Rockfish, Squid (Fixed Gear), Rock sole, Turbots Flatfish, Atka Mackerel

Current owner, then owner at the time of landing, then permit holders (no duplicate) .
Current owners, then permit holders (noduplicates) ..........ccviutiiiiiiiiiiinieneeneeraionreaneenns 30000
Current owners, owners at the time of landing, and permit holders (duplicates allowed) ..................... 40000

License Designations

INO TeSIICHONS . ittt ittt ettt et ettt ettt et e e et ettt tteaesnscnensocaonnoecsosesssassosscnsnee
Catcher vessels & CatCher/ProCeSSOrS ... e e treniesareesenanceseeasnnoaseessaesnasnssasennnnns
Vessel length ...

----------------------

Catcher vessels
Inshore & Offshore and vessel length

Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors, Inshore & Offshore, and vessellength ............ccoiiiiiinennnn...
Qualifying Periods
,.1978

Jan, 1

- Dec. 31,1993 . ... et . Ry (1,
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The three years prior to the date of final action .

Jun. 28, 1989 - Jun. 27, 1992 & the three years prior to the date of final action ........covviveiieeiennannnn., 600
Each of the three calendar years from 1/1/90 - 6/27/92 & the 365 days prior to final action,
except for fixed gear P. cod use 6/23/91 - 6/27/92 rather than 1/1/90-6/27/92 ............coevvnennn 700

Two landings ....
5,000 pounds
10,000 pounds
20,000 pounds

Two landxxigs in qﬁihfymg i)enod e

Three landings in qualifyingperiod . ........coooviivieiannaa... e teeretecianreseaterebsetaiaeraeaas 3
Four landings in qualifying period .. ...c.vvvrinieiiiariiiiiiiiieieniaennaas Ceeeererieetanaresareaas 4
One landing in year prior to council @CHON ... .cvveieerrenreniueineesaerennsrsnsnanascscsssscrssoncsanos 5
Two landings in year prior to council aCHON .. ..vvneinnrentetenenneereeeetenaesncsarsncsnnssaresesnnas 6
Three landings in year prior to council aCtion . .....cieieeieiniiiiniiiieiatanieeietiieietetettatatiaenns 7
Four landings in year prior to council 8CHON +.....vueuenentntiiiiiiiireaenriatererntieinansaneiennnns 8

Use and Transferability Provisions of the Highlighted Configurations

The two configurations highlighted by the Council incorporate some specific elements from the original list of
options for the ownership, use and transfer of licenses, as well as Community Development Quota allocations.
The original list is found on pages 146-147 of the EA/RIR. This list of element and options is rep
next two pages. Options specifically highlighted by the Council are shown in shaded text ({
Struck-out elements indicate that the highlighted configuration would not include these options (thIS'IS'su'Icken
text). Components without shaded or stricken elements indicate that the Council did not specify a particular
option. None of these options alters the number or distribution of licenses issued initially. These provisions may,
however, impact a fisher's behavior under the license limitation program by restricting the number of licenses that
may be purchased (reducing the number of fishing opportunities available to an individual/firm), limiting changes
in vessel size, or by reducing the TAC available to all license recipients.

COMPONENTS AND ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS AFFECTING THE OWNERSHIP, USE AND TRANSFER OF LICENSES

Who May Purchase Licenses

1.  Licenses could be transferred only to "persons” defined under Title 46 U.S.C.

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

Vessel/License Linkages

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 license with those initial designations.
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Vessel Replacement and Upgrades
1. Norestrictions on vessel replacement or upgrades, except that the vessel must meet the "Use Restrictions” (License
Designations) defined by the initial allocation.

3. Vessel may be replaced or upgraded within the bounds of the 20% Rule defined in the moratorium proposed rule.

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

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

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

Nonhwbe

..............................................................................

Quannes.
2. A vessel which qualifies for multiple designations under the use restriction component must choose a single
designation.

Buy-back/Retirement Program

1.  No buy-back/retirement program.

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

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

Two-Tiered Skipper License Program
1. Do not implement a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program.
2.  Implement a Two-Tiered Skipper License Program.

Community Development Quotas.

2. 3% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.
3. 7.5% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.
4. 10% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.
5. 15% of any or all groundfish TACs for CDQs patterned after current program w/o sunset provision.

Other Provisions (Choose any or none of the following)

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

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

3.  Licenses may be suspended or revoked for multiple violations.
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5. Develop and implement mechanisms to collect management, enforcement costs and/or rents from the industry,
including taxes and fees on the industry.

Distributions of Licenses and Endorsements

Configuration #915211: This altemnative closely resembles alternatives #715211 and #615211 presented in the
September 18, 1994 draft of the license limitation EA/RIR. The only change is the addition of a rockfish species
group and flathead sole to the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) target species list of configuration #715211. The new
options differ from #615211 in that they break out the flatfish category into deep water flatfish, shallow water
flatfish, and flathead sole in the GOA, yellowfin sole, other flatfish, rock sole, and turbots in the BSAI, and issue
atarget license for Atka mackerel (and squid for fixed gear in the BSAI). Configuration #615211 would grant
a single endorsement for all flatfish and "other species." Grouping similar species into general categories, (i.e.,
rockfish, flatfish, and other species) by FMP sub-area may affect enforcement and fleet mobility under the license
limitation system.

Table 2 on page 6 shows that 2,954 vessels were issued a total of 10,131 endorsements by target species and
FMP sub-area. This is the same number of vessels receiving endorsements under configuration #715211 (Sept.
18, 1994, EA/RIR, Groundfish Table Appendix, page 30). This is because all vessels that made legal landings
of Council managed groundfish species are granted licenses under both configurations. However, the number
of endorsements issued to these 2,954 vessels increased from 7,638 in configuration #715211 to 10,131 in
configuration #915211. Each of the 2,493 additional endorsements were granted for targeting rockfish or
flathead sole in the GOA.

Closer examination of the distribution of endorsements between rockfish and flathead sole indicates that 236 of
the endorsements were issued to target flathead sole while the remaining 2,257 endorsements were for rockfish
in the GOA. The small boat fleet would receive most of these endorsements. Catcher vessels less than 60°
accounted for over 72% (1,634) of the rockfish endorsements that would be issued in the GOA.

Configuration #915411: This option only differs from configuration #915211 in the qualification period
selected for the eligibility requirement. Under this configuration, fishers were required to have made a legal
groundfish landing between Jan. 1, 1990 and Dec. 31, 1993 as opposed to the June 28, 1989 - June 27, 1992 in
configuration #915211.

Configuration #915411 would grant a total of 11,837 species/FMP sub-area endorsements to 3,382 vessels
(Table 3, page 7). Configuration #715411 indicated that 8,837 endorsements would be issued to these same
vessels. The 3,000 additional endorsements are issued to GOA vessels that have historically landed rockfish
and/or flathead sole. Fishers that landed rockfish would receive 2,679 of the additional endorsements while 321
endorsements would go to the flathead sole fishers. Catcher vessels less than 60" accounted for 73% of the total
GOA rockfish and 18% of the flathead sole endorsements. Catcher processors, on the other hand, accounted for
10% of the rockfish and 31% of the flathead sole endorsements in the GOA.

Configuration #915X11: Table 4 (page 8) represents those vessels that made a groundfish landing in 1993.
Comparing the total number of vessels licensed under configuration #915211 and #915411 to #915X11 indicates
a 76% and 101% increase respectively. The alternatives studied in this appendix would also approximately
double the number of species endorsements available to fishers. Small vessel class licenses and endorsements,
those under 60, had the greatest increase in numbers. This is expected because smaller vessels have historically
entered and exited fisheries more frequently than larger vessels. This is probably due to the capital expenditure
required to bring a large vessel into a fishery versus a small vessel.
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Table 2

Configuration 915211 Lk tssued to ¢ t Owners Based
on the Vessols, June 28, 1969 - June 27, 1992, Catch History
Current Owner's State of Residence
Alaska Other Total
cV Other cv 1 cP

Area Species < 60| 60-125[ >125) al] Total <60/ 60-125}] >125] Totall «60}60-125] >125| Total] Licenses)

Al AMCK ) 2 1 1 [ 3 1 22 71 30 4 6 48] 58 88
GTRB 8 9 1 18 1 3 6 24 2 4 e 7 17 s s 138
ORLT 0 2 0 2 (] 0 6 a7 s| 25 6 7 84
PCOD 19 13 2l 24 2 4 6 2 5 15| 118 8 20 e 94 210
PLCK ()} 0 1 1 (] ] 7 3 33 14 60 7 7 58 70 120
ROCK 9 14 2l 25 2 4 7 25 61 9] 95 9 19 62 90 185
RSOL ()} 1 0 1 0 0 4 3 ) 4 13 4 4a 4| 83 68,
san 0 0 0 0 0 (] o 0 2 0 2 0 o 0 0 2
YSOL [ [) 0 0 0 (] 2 0 0 0 0 2 0o 13 s 18

Al Endorsements a5 41 7| 84 6 1N 41 100233 58] 392] 47 82 385 514 908

Al Vessels 23 18 2] a3 2 4 7 16 61 .84 193] s4 78 20| 152 9 20 71| 100 262

BS AMCK 1 12 1 14 0 1 5 7 4| s8] 152 3 68 19| 108| 3 6 54 67 175
GTRB 25 24 1| 5o 1 4 7 20 s8] 83 2271 45 123 28] 194 8 24 611 o9 293
OFRLT 24 B 2| 64 o 4 7 20 59| es 241 46 143 30| 219 7 24 70! 1101 320
PCOD 204 82 3| 289 7 8 7 23 e8| o8 288 284 254 42| se0] 14 31 80 125 708
PLCK 2 @ 2| o7 2 4 7 20 e 88| 259 73 152 33| 258 9 24 12| 105 383
ROCK 54 4 2| 97 4 5 7 @ s8] @1 249 e 161 28] 285 11 23 67 101 368
RSOL 14 a7 1| 82 0 s 7 w7 83| 77| 222 31 137 28| 197 7 22 e 93 290
saip 0 1 0 1 0 () 0 2 2 4 10 0 3 2 o 2 <) 12
YSOL 827 1 0 1 7 12 s3] 72| 202] 23 17z 26| 1es 7136 83 248,

BS Spedies Endorsements 372305 13 14 32 64 130 454] e47] 1951] 591 1,168 235 68 171 540| 778] 2773

|BS Vessels 223 88 3 8 9 7 24 e8 267 43 15 33 8o 128 155

ca AMCK 2 0 0 ° 0 2 o 0 10 1 o ° o 12| 12 15
DFLT 4 3 1 1 3 5 1 1 30 75 3 2 14 3 s 187,
FSOL 2 2 0 2 2 3 0 a2 e7 2 2 6 24 126
PCOD 675 117 3 2 N 6 1 20 35 20 18 27 31 4 99| 1112
PLCK 187 48 1 7 ] 6 2 1 " n 9 14 39 .2 392
ROCK §73 93 1 27 8 6 2 20 197 10 20 28 43| 100] 1,020
SFLY 74 39 0 2 2 4 ) 9 24 7 2 1 3| 48 238,

CG Spocies Endoisoments 1,677 385 6 65 20 32 6 74 _7e7___49] 2888] 71 103 227] 401] 3,087

|co Vessels B81___ 128 3| _e92| 33 13 6 323 270 18] 1324| 38 38 47| 1] 1443

€G AMCK ° 0 [ o [ 0 0 ) 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 o
OFLT 3 1 0 4 0 1 4 ) 4 2 0 9 0 5 15 20 29
FSOL 1 1 0 2 ()} 0 4 ) 1 1 1 4 (] 1 8 9 13
PCOD 741 10 1| 752 18 () 4 3 4 19 2| ese| 19 4 W a7 893
PLCK 12 2 of 14 0 (] 4 0 3 2 of 19 (] 3 13 16 a5
ROCK 62 21 of 83 26 5 4 4 12 6 1] e 30 17 18] 62 840
SFLY 10 2 o 12 0 0 3 15 2 0 2 9 5 o] 17 [ 2 10 12 29

EG es Endorsoments 1,420 37 1| 1467] a2 6 23] 71 1538 265 7__26 85 85 4| 1783] 49 32 75 1568] 1,939

EG Vessels 1030 25 1| 1056 29 [ 4] 38| 1094 203 s 13 32 €6 4 1303] 34 1818 70| 1,373

wa AMCK ) ) 1 1 [} 1 [] o 10 0 1 1 28 17 7| 24 1 2 4 97 81
DFLT 16 15 L] 1] 1 4 ] 13 4] 12 1 13 88| 88 18] 100 2 17 48] 68 165
FSOL 2 4 0 6 0 1 6 71 13 2 1 3 22 4 10] s8 1 4 % 39 97
PCOD 153 38 3| 194 [ 6 ol 19 213 22 3 19 74 128 30| 343 8 25 60| o3 438
PLCK 2 n of 23 0 4 8] 12 48 7 s 10 48| 63 154 29 75 20{ 124 § 14 88 78 199
ROCK 89 21 2| e2 4 3 s s o7 & 4 16 s 70 200 100 93 18] 212 8 19 58 85 297,
SAT 13___10 of 23 0 4 8l 12| 35 6 3 9 4] 5| 132 19 81 20| 100 313 sl e7 167

WG Spacies Endorsements 264 99 7| 370 10 23 64| e7] 4571 100 18 71 288 377] o969 384 478 122] 962 28 484,

WG Vessels 183 44 3| __230] 8 6 8] 22| 252 et 28 5 20 68| 83| 277] 244 149 31| 424] 13

Total Endorsements 2678 837 34| 4540 137 101 262] 500] 5049] o942 1892  434| 3268] 126 381 1,307] 1,814] 5082] 4620 2729 468 263

BSAl Vessels 231 88 3 32 8 9 12| 20| 351] 102 182 41| 325 7 20 70 101 42| 333 270 44| e47

IGOA Vessols 1836 148 s| 1989 83 14 ol 76| 206s] 321 175 30| s26] 11 25 so| ¢s| e21] 2157 323 as| 2518

[Totat Vessets 1940 159 6 2008 53 15 12| eo| 288 401 216 4s| es2l 12 25 70| vor| 7es| 2 s s

) ) )
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License and Endorsement Structure

Within the 900000 alternative there are two separate structures which have significant implications for flexibility,
transferability, and capacity increase after the licenses are initially issued. The first structure consists of an FMP
area license with endorsements for each FMP sub-area and species. This option is portrayed in Figure 1a (also
in Figure 3.7E on page 102 of the EA/RIR). Figure 1b is an example allocation received by a fisher that is
discussed in the example below. Also selected for consideration are licenses issued for FMP sub-areas with
species endorsements. Figure 2a (Figure 3.7G on page 103 of the EA/RIR) provides graphical representation
of this license structure. Figure 2b shows the same hypothetical allocation as in Figure 1b.

The salient differences between these figures and how they might affect the fishery can be pointed out using an
example. We will look at some decisions facing a fisher and compare how his decisions could change depending
on the license structure the Council selects.

FMP Licenses

Assume that Fisher A landed rockfish in the Central Gulf during 1990, Pacific cod in the Western Gulf in 1991,
and Pacific cod in the Bering Sea during early 1992. Based on the two specific license limitation configurations
specified in this appendix and an FMP umbrella license structure (Figure 1b), this fisher will receive
endorsements to fish Central Gulf rockfish and Western Gulf Pacific cod under a GOA license and Bering Sea
Pacific cod under a BSAI license.

After receiving his license and endorsements from NMFS, Fisher A decides to sell his GOA license, Central Gulf
endorsement, Western Gulf endorsement, rockfish (Central Gulf) endorsement, and Pacific cod (Western Gulf)
endorsement and focus his energies on fishing Pacific cod in the Bering Sea. Two people are interested in
purchasing his license and endorsements. The first person has not previously been involved in the groundfish
fishery and currently holds no licenses. To enter the Central Gulf rockfish and Western Gulf Pacific cod fishery
he must purchase Fisher A's GOA license and at least his attendant endorsements. Fisher A can continue to fish
Pacific cod in the Bering Sea at the same time the individual who purchased his GOA license and endorsements
fishes Pacific cod in the Western Gulf or rockfish in the Central Gulf.

This brings up an important point. Under an FMP umbrella license system, the number of vessels fishing
groundfish in the North Pacific could increase, over the number of vessels initially licensed, by the number of
people initially receiving both BSAI and GOA licenses. Given the license distribution in configuration #915211
and an FMP umbrella license, we can determine the maximum number of vessels that could fish in the North
Pacific groundfish fishery at any one time. Given that 509 fishers hold licenses for both the GOA and BSAI the
maximum number of vessels that could fish would be 3,463 versus the 2,954 vessels that were initially issued
licenses.

The second interested buyer already holds a GOA license and a Central Gulf endorsement (he qualified through
his landings history for a Central Gulf Pacific cod endorsement). This person would only need to purchase fisher
A's rockfish endorsement (without the Central Gulf endorsement) to be eligible to fish rockfish in the Central
Gulf. He would then need to purchase both the Western Gulf endorsement and the Pacific cod (Western Gulf)
endorsement to be eligible to fish Pacific cod in the Western Gulf. Because Fisher A feels there is value in
holding the Central Gulf endorsement, he offers to sell just the rockfish endorsement to the second buyer for 75%
of the price he is offering the Central Gulf and rockfish (Central Gulf) endorsements to the first buyer. Holding
the Central Gulf endorsement would allow Fisher A to purchase species endorsements for any target species
licensed in the Central Gulf should he decide to re-enter that fishery.
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Figure 1a Figure 1b
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Figure 2a
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FMP Sub-Area Licenses

Now consider the same situation under a system with FMP sub-area umbrella licenses as in Figure 2b. Fisher
A would have received the licenses and endorsements shown in Figure 2b. Fisher A would now have the option
of selling the Central Gulf license, Western Gulf license, rockfish (Central Gulf) endorsement, and Pacific cod
(Western Guif) endorsement to the first buyer. The first buyer purchases the Western Gulf sub-area license and
the Pacific cod endorsement, as well as the Central Gulf sub-area license. (He hopes to purchase a CG Pacific
cod endorsement elsewhere.) The second buyer purchases the Central Gulf rockfish endorsement. The net effect
is that three vessels can now fish in the North Pacific when only one vessel was originally licensed.

Looking at the potential increase in vessels fishing groundfish in the North Pacific under configuration #915211
and an FMP sub-area umbrella license, compared to the number of vessels initially issued licenses, we see that
the number could swell to 4,352 vessels from 2,954. This number is calculated by summing the number of FMP
sub-area vessel licenses (i.e., BS Vessels, Al Vessels, etc.) that would be issued initially. The 4,352 vessels
represents a theoretical maximum, and is not necessarily an expected eventuality.

Neither the FMP umbrella license structure nor the FMP sub-area umbrella license structure allows more vessels
to fish in a licensed area than were initially issued. However, an additional vessel could be used to fish each
license at the same time if a fisher were granted more than one umbrella license. Adding vessels to fish specific
umbrella license areas, instead of having only one vessel licensed to fish all the areas (i.e. the North Pacific)
would potentially add capital and effort to a fishery the Council has indicated is already over-capitalized.

North Pacific Umbrella Li

For comparison purposes a North Pacific umbrella license is discussed in this section. This umbrella license,
Figure 3, was not explicitly selected as a license structure to be studied in this appendix. It is, however, the only
option that caps the number of vessels that can fish for North Pacific groundfish at the number initially issued
licenses, and is discussed here for comparison purposes.

If Fisher A were operating under this license structure, only the second buyer would be eligible to fish after
purchasing Fisher A's GOA endorsements. The second buyer in our example, would have qualified for a North
Pacific umbrella license through his Central Gulf Pacific cod landings. He would only need to purchase Fisher
A's Central Gulf rockfish endorsement to fish rockfish in the Central Gulf. The other buyers didn't hold an
umbrella license and while they could still purchase the endorsements from Fisher A they would still need to find
someone willing to sell them a North Pacific license and leave the North Pacific groundfish fishery to be eligible
to fish.

From the perspective of a fishery manager trying to limit the capacity of the fleet with an effective License
Limitation Program, the separability structure shown in Figure 3 may be more desirable than either structure
shown in the previous figures. Under this structure the number of vessels which may participate is strictly limited
to the number of vessels receiving a license in the initial allocation. This structure is more onerous on new
entrants wishing to enter the fisheries, and reduces flexibility somewhat for initial recipients.
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Figure 3
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Stacking Licenses and Endorsements

Stacking licenses or endorsements on a vessel would allow fishers on that vessel to target a wider variety of
species, and depending on the completeness of the suite of species, may make enforcement of the program easier.
Fishers may also be able to reduce their operating expenses by using fewer vessels. However, fishers may decide
that stacking endorsements for several areas on a single vessel wouldn't be an optimal business decision. Under
a limited access system that is driven by the race for fish, such as license limitation, the firm would more likely
try to maximize its catch as opposed to minimizing cost. This would be especially true if the catch were expected
to count toward allocation of individual harvest rights in the future.

Assume for example that a firm owns five vessels that qualify for Pacific cod licenses in both the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands, and that FMP sub-area licenses were issued (as in Figure 2a). This firm would have three
options for their general operational philosophy:

1. They could continue to operate as they did before the limited entry system was implemented. Each vessel
would fish the same suite of species it did under open access.

2. The firm could stack its licenses on a single vessel and retire four of their vessels.

3. The firm could lease/purchase additional vessels and have five vessels fishing Pacific cod in the Aleutian
Islands and five vessels fishing Pacific cod in the Bering Sea at the same time.
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Given these conditions the firm may be very likely to maximize its catch by leasing/purchasing vessels and
fishing more than one area at a time or by operating as they had in the past. It is unlikely they would reduce their
catching capacity especially if they felt individual harvest rights based on catch history would be allocated in the
future.

Summary and Conclusions

The addition of rockfish and flathead sole to the target species list in the GOA will not license any additional
vessels. However, vessels that do receive licenses in the GOA and have reported rockfish (except DSR) or
flathead sole landings, in the selected time period, will have the option to target these species. There will be
approximately 3,000 more endorsements issued when rockfish and flathead sole are added to the GOA target
species list. :

Expanding the list of target species may increase the complexity of enforcement in the limited entry program.
However, cohesiveness in species categories between the proposed license limitation alternatives and any future
IFQ programs may be desired, and any increase in enforcement which is required may be outweighed by having
more cohesive species groups.

Neither the FMP umbrella license system nor the FMP sub-area umbrella license system allows more vessels to
fish in the licensed areas than were initially issued. However, because some fishers will be allocated more than
one area license, additional vessels could be used up to the number of area licenses initially issued. Adding
vessels to fish a specific area umbrella license may be an optimal solution for individuals, this would however
add capital and effort to a fishery the Council has indicated is already over-capitalized. Limiting the total number
of vessels licensed to fish in the North Pacific to those licenses which were initially issued could be accomplished
by issuing North Pacific umbrella licenses as opposed to FMP or FMP sub-area umbrella licenses.
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APPENDIX VIII

Assessment of the MTC Proposal to Create
Non-transferable Class B Permits

The following appendix presents the MTC Proposal for Class B Permits with
the Groundfish and Crab License Limitation Program. The appendix is
divided into two parts:

1) A copy of the proposal as submitted to the Council on August 25, 1994.

2)  Ananalysis of some of the central issues within the proposal, and tables
showing the potential distributions of Class B permits.
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August 25, 1994

e

North Pacific Fishery Management Council _ T
P. O. Box 103136
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

- -

RE:. CRP Analysis
Dear Chairman Lauber:

Enclosed is a proposal which we are now submitting so as to hopefully be
included in the Council's Comprehensive Rationalization Plan (CRP) analysis.
We would request that this proposal be included in the Council briefing books
for the September/October meeting so that it can be appropriately considered
by the SSC, the AP and the Council.

The enclosed proposal is intended only at this time as a framework to provide
the opportunity for the Council to have more than one class of permits in its
license limitation program. We feel based upon our experience in developing a
license limitation program with the Pacific Council, that having a second class
of permits will give the Council options that it does not now have including an
ability to deal with extenuating circumstances and hardship cases, many of
which may become contentious during the process.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

MIDWATER TRAWLERS COOPERATIVE
P Lo bl T G
R. Barry Fisher Fred A. Yeck

President Vice President
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The following would be added to the Groundfish and Crab License Limitation System:
| 1. Specify a Class A permit which would be fully transferable and a Class B permit
which would be non-transferable.

2. The Class A permits would be issued to those vessel owners who meet the "criteria
for eligibility" ultimately adopted by the Council for permits that would be permanent and
transferable.

3. Class B permits. A second category of permits would be created for issuance to
those vessel owners in both the trawl and crab fishery who do not meet the criteria for eligibility
for Class A permits but who do have a historical and/or current participation in the fishery that
justifies a limited right of continuation. Eligibility criteria for Class B permits should be
considered for:

a. Historical participants that were involved in the fishery between 1980 and
the cutoff date established for A permits.

b. Recent participants in a fishery that do not qualify for an A permit because
of entry after the cutoff date for A permits and/or because of insufficient participation in a fishery
during the "window" period for qualifying for A permits.

c. Other hardship cases.

4. The characteristics of the Class B permit would include the following:

a. The permit would be non-transferable except to a replacement vessel

owned by the same vessel owner of record that originally received the Class B permit. Restrict
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replacement vessel as to length (LOA) to prevent significant increases in capacity.

b. The Class B permit would terminate upon the death of the owner of the
permit. In the case of multiple owners or vessels owned by corporations the permit would expire
with the death of the last owner or shareholder who are owners of the vessel or corporate owner
at the time of the original issuance of the Class B permit.

_C In addition, a performance requirement should be considered which would
provide for the expiration of the permit in the event it was not utilized. For example, if the permit
was not utilized in any two consecutive years the Class B permit would be terminated.

d. In addition, after issuance of the permit, if there is a change of ownership
by sale, foreclosure or otherwise, the Class B permit would terminate (however, transfers between
original owners would not cause the permit to terminate).

e. Class B permits would not be combinable into permits for larger
vessels.

The merits of this particular proposal include the following:

1. First and foremost, it allows for equity. There are many vessel owners who
would qualify under the moratorium to participate in the fisheries based upon historical landings
between 1980 and whatever time is selected for the cutoff for eligibility for the currently proposed
limited entry license. Most of these vessel owners have long since given up any concept of
participating in the fishery but there are a few long term industry participants who have left the
fishery for the sole reason they were pushed out by the overcapitalization occurring in 1988 and
1989, even though some of these participants have five or more years in the fishery prior to this

time. For the reason that these vessel owners were the original pioneers in the Americanization
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and for the further reason that they had the legal right to return to the fishery pursuant to the
moratorium, they should be extended that right to af least earn a living personally under any
license limitation program. Most of these vessels involved are small and would have little impact
on overall capacity.

2. There will be vessel owners who will have significant participation in the
fishery, both historic and current, that will be excluded from various fisheries when the final
eligibility criteria is established. These vessel owners legally made their investments prior to the
establishment of this criteria and should not be excluded from participating in the fisheries after
the fact by the adoption of a retroactive license limitation program. The concept of the Class B
permits can be used to address all of these issues as well as a number of hardship cases, many of
which may be contentious.

3. Similarly, under the proposed crab license system, vessels that legally
crossed over to the crab fishery after the 1992 moratorium cutoff date would not receive permits.
Again, vessels that legally made investments in reliance upon the Council adopted moratorium
should not be eliminated from fisheries with regulations adopted after the fact. A Class B permit
issued to these vessels recognizing their legitimate investments would be an equitable approach.

4, The Class B permit system would continue to allow for a significant
reduction of effort as compared to that permitted under the moratorium but without the draconian
effects of only a single class of permits. The number of permits would be reduced by time and
without cost to the industry or to the government as the result of time and the death of the vessel
owners and/or as a result of non-use of their permit if that option should be selected.

5. By being virtually non-transferable the permits would not acquire an
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economic value nor provide the base for increases in capacity by the development of more modern 7
vessels.

6. In many cases, by having the option of granting Class B permits to certain
classes of fishermen, it will permit the Council to be more restrictive in its consideration of criteria

for Class A permits.
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Part Two
Assessment of Class B Permits in the Groundfish and Crab Fisheries

Discussion Issues Regarding Class B Permits

The Midwater Trawlers Cooperative has proposed that the Council create Class A and B permits within the
Groundfish and Crab License Limitation Programs ultimately chosen by the Council. Several issues regarding
this proposal need clarification in order to ensure a consistent interpretation by reviewers. The issues fall within
the following components of the license limitation systems.

Nature of Class B permits.

Recipients of Class B permits.

License designations for Class B permits.
Qualification period for Class B permits.
Landings requirements for Class B permits.
Transferability of Class B permits.

Nk W=

L The Nature of Class B Permits

It appears that the concept of Class B permits was modelled after the license limitation system adopted by the
Pacific Fishery Management Council, wherein a single license for all areas and species was created. The proposal
makes no mention of species or area licenses, which are currently proposed by the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council. There are at least two possible interpretations of the intent of the MTC with regard to the
nature of Class B permits: 1) Class B permits would be defined at the same level of precision as the licenses
(Class A permits) ultimately adopted by the Council, i.e., if the Council adopted sub-area licenses with species
endorsements, then B permits would be issued in terms of sub-areas and species. 2) Class B permits would be
a single license good for all areas and species. The latter interpretation would clearly grant greater fishing
privileges to Class B permits than to Class A permits, and therefore will be disregarded. This leaves only the
interpretation that Class B permits will be defined at the same level of precision as Class A permits.

2 Recipi f Class B Permi

The proposal states that Class B permits would be awarded to "recent participants in a fishery that do not qualify
for an A permit." The License Limitation Program under consideration by the Council could grant licenses to
any combination of the following groups: a) current vessel owners, b) owners at the time of landing, or c) permit
holders. The Council has not yet made a final decision on this point. Again, because the MTC proposal does
not define participants in the same manner at least two interpretations are possible: 1) Define the Class B permit
recipient pool the same as the eventual recipients of Class A permits, or 2) Define the Class B permit recipient
pool as any current vessel owner, landings owner or permit holder. Assuming for the moment that the Council
chose to allocate licenses only to current vessel owners, then the latter interpretation (2) would allocate Class B
permits to non-qualifying current vessels owners, and to all landings owners and permit holders with a record of
participation. The former interpretation (1) would only allocate Class B permits to non-qualifying current
owners. For purpose of analysis and discussion, we will use the former interpretation (1) and assume that the
Class B permits will be issued only to the same class of recipients as would Class A permits.
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Another, perhaps more important issue arises from the words “do not qualify” in the MTC proposal. Assuming
that the Council is intent on issuing sub-area licenses with species endorsements, then a given individual may
qualify for one endorsement, two endorsements, or up to thirty-nine endorsements. If a person qualifies for a
single Class A endorsement, that person could be ineligible to receive any other Class B endorsements. Assuming
that it is not the intent of the proposers to make the Class A permit recipient worse off than Class B permit
recipients, we will assume that qualification for a specific Class A endorsement does not eliminate the person
from receiving Class B endorsements for other species and area. The following example will clarify this point.

Assume a vessel owner has the participation history described in the table below. Further, assume for the moment
that participation is required in 1990 or later to qualify for Class A endorsement; Class B endorsements would
be issued for participants who "do not qualify" for Class A endorsements.. The first interpretation of "do not
qualify" would mean that the receipt of any 'A’ endorsement ‘leaves the recipient ineligible for any 'B'
endorsements. This is shown in the table in the row labeled ‘Interpretation 1'. - The vessel owner would receive
an'A' endorsement for the Bering Sea squid fishery and would not receive any 'B' permits. If on the other hand
the words "do not qualify" are interpreted to be applied to specific species/area endorsements, then the receipt
of an 'A' endorsement for one species area does not disqualify the fisher from receiving 'B' endorsements for other
species/area combinations. This is shown in the row labeled 'Interpretation 2'. In this case the vessel owner
would receive a mix of A and B licenses. The vessel owner would be clearly better off under the second
assumption. Under the first interpretation, the recipient appears to fare better not to have fished at all in 1990
because the fisher would be allocated Class B permits for everything except Bering Sea squid.

Table 1 Example Showing results of Two Interpretations of "do not qualify”

AREA Central Gulf Western Gulf Bering Sea
SPECIES | Pacific Cod Pollock Pacific Cod Pollock Squid Pollock
Year of Participation 1987-89 1987-89 1988-89 1988-89 1990 1988-89
Interpretation 1: A
Interpretation 2: B B B B A B

3, Li Desienations for Class B .

The MTC proposal does not specifically mention license designations. Therefore for purposes of analysis we
assume that Class B permits or endorsements would use the same license designations as issued for Class A
permits or endorsements in terms of inshore/offshore of catcher vessel/catcher process. The proposal does
discuss a length restriction in item 4a, which would allow the owner of a Class B permit to replace a vessel as
long as it was no longer than the original qualifying vessel. Therefore the vessel length class designations of
Class A permits, would be replaced with "Maximum LOA" designations for Class B permits. The "Maximum
LOA" would be equal to the LOA in the most recent vessel documentation available.

4 Qualifying Period For Class B Permi

The proposal as drafted argues that some vessels and owners which qualified under the Council's moratorium may
not receive licenses in the Groundfish and Crab License Limitation Program in the event one is adopted. At the
time the proposal was written the qualifying period for the moratorium was 1/1/80-2/9/92. However the original
moratorium was disapproved by the Secretary of Commerce, and the Council will be resubmitting a revised
moratorium with a shorter qualifying period: 1/1/88-2/9/92. It is not clear whether the proposer's concemn was
for vessel owners which fished in the early years i.e., from 1980-1987, or whether their concem was for vessels
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which were "moratorium” qualified. The revised moratorium results in a much smatler number of vessel owners.
Because of this uncertainty the analysis will examine Class B permits using both the original moratorium
qualifying period and the revised moratorium qualifying period.

Additionally, the proposal notes that vessels which have entered the fisheries after the license limitation
qualifying period would not receive Class A permits, and therefore would be eligible for Class B permits. The
analysis will use data through 12/31/93 which is the most recent complete year available.

In addition to the two Class B permit qualifying periods, the Council currently has seven alternative groundfish
license qualifying periods, and two crab qualifying periods before them. At its September 1994 meeting the
Council expressed an interest to focus further study on two alternative groundfish qualifying periods: June 28.
1989 - June 27, 1992 (Option 200) and January 1, 1990 - December 31, 1993 (Option 400). Therefore the
analysis of Class B permits in the groundfish fishery will use these two alternatives as reference periods. The
analysis of Class B permits in the crab fishery will be limited to the shorter of the two altemative qualifying
- periods. (Qualifying period Option 10 under the Crab License Limitation Program spans a longer period than
either of the Class B permit qualifying periods.)

In summary, the analysis of Class B permits will look at four different combinations with respect to groundfish
qualifying periods and two with respect to crab qualifying periods as shown in Table 2.

Table 2 Combinations of Class B Permit qualifying periods with groundfish and crab qualifying periods.
Combination Class B Permits Class A Permits

Groundfish 1 | January 1, 1980 - December 31, 1993 June 28, 1989 - June 27, 1992
Groundfish 2 | January 1, 1980 - December 31, 1993 January 1, 1990 - December 31, 1993
Groundfish 3 | January 1, 1988 - December 31, 1993 June 28, 1989 - June 27, 1992

Groundfish4 | January 1, 1988 - December 31, 1993 January 1, 1990 - December 31, 1993

Crab 1 January 1, 1980 - December 31, 1993 6/28/89 - 6/27/92 for all but Dutch Harbor
Red King Crab (6/29/80-6/25/83) and
Crab2 January 1, 1988 - December 31, 1993 Pribilof Blue King Crab (6/29/85-6/25/88)

s Landines Requi For Oualificati

The proposal for Class B permits arose because some "participants” would not qualify for regular licenses or
"Class A permits". In the Groundfish and Crab License Limitation Program under evaluation by the Council,
non-qualification may result from the qualifying period or from a failure of the vessel to meet the minimum
landings requirements. Alternatives under consideration for "Class A permits” vary from a minimum of one
landing up to a requirement that 20,000 Ibs. be landed. (The Council has indicated continued interest in using
a single landing for qualification for Class A permits.) In order for the Class B permit to act as a safety net for
non-qualifiers it makes logical sense to set the Class B permit landings requirement at the minimum level of
participation. Specifically this means that a single landing will qualify a vessel for a Class B permit.

6 Transferability of Class B Permi

The proposers indicate that the primary difference between Class B permits and Class A permits will be
transferability. Class B permits will not be transferable and will be terminated upon the death of the recipient,
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or recipients in the case of multiple owners. Class A permits on the other hand would be fully transferable within
license designations and separability limits.

The Groundfish and Crab License Limitation Programs have been proposed by the Council as preliminary steps
toward eventual IFQ programs. Once the hard job of defining the players is accomplished with license limitation,
the Council believes it can get on with the task of allocating shares of the harvest to individuals. Regardless of
the relative ease or difficulty of this final process, the Council has stated its intent to implement IFQs in the near
future, With this in mind, it seems to be at least a possibility that persons holding licenses, if such a system is
implemented, would be the initial recipients of IFQs. This possibility appears to greatly reduce the likelihood
that licenses will be transferred during the interim period. If this is the case, (i.e., that owners of Class A permits
will have little incentive to transfer their licenses) then there is little difference between Class A permits and Class
B permits.

In conjunction with non-transferability, the proposed Class B permits would terminate upon the death of the
recipient. This as stated would bring about an eventual reduction in capacity. In the interim however, it appears
that the capacity to fish under a Class B permit is no less than under a Class A permit. Non-transferability does
nothing to lessen a given vessel's harvest capacity in a 'race for fish' allocation system under license limitation.

The Council could if it chose, create a more significant difference between Class A permits and Class B permits.
One way to accomplish this would be to indicate that Class B permits, or landings under a Class B permit, would
not lead to IFQ allocations. A second approach would be to make it more likely that Class A permits would be
transferred. This could be done by indicating that the possession of Class A permits, or landings under a Class
A permit, would have little bearing on an eventual IFQ allocation, or that the transition to an IFQ system was
more than a few years away.

The License Limitation Numbering Scheme and Class B Permits

Groundfish. Class B permits can be applied to any of the 76,000+ groundfish configurations described in the
main document as well as those described in the previous appendix and therefore represent a new, seventh
component. Because there are two qualifying periods under the Class B Permit altenative we have constructed
two separate elements one for each period, and added a third element which allows the Council to choose not to
allocate Class B permits. Adding the additional component with its three elements has the effect of tripling the
number of possible configurations from which the Council may choose. The following table reflects the new
components and elements. For simplicity we have added the Class B Permit Component to the top of the
numbering scheme, thereby eliminating the need to re-number the original components and elements. With the
additional Nature of License element described in the previous appendix the total number of alternative
configurations has increased to 241,920. This number does not include the set of components regarding use and
transferability, which do not directly affect the initial allocation of licenses.

Numbering
License Classes Scheme
Asingle class Of HCENSES .. ... vvvnn ettt et enaeerenneeanttttanaaans 1000000
Two license classes with Class B Permits For Participants From 1/1/80-12/31/93 ............. 2000000
Two license classes with Class B Permits For Participants From 1/1/88 - 12/31/93 ............. 3000000
Nature of Licenses
Single license for all speciesand areas ............ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 100000
Licenses for FMP areas (i.e.,, GOAand BSAI) . . ...ttt it ittt rnneeaanans 200000
Licenses for FMP sub-areas (i.e., EG,CG, WG,BS,Al) ...... ..ot iiiiiiiiiiiienaninnss 300000
Licenses for Pollock, P.cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheries ....................... ... 400000
Licenses for Pollock, P.cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheries by FMP areas ............... 500000
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Licenses for Pollock, P.cod, Flatfish, Rockfish, and Other fisheries by FMP sub-areas ........... 600000

Licenses for fisheries (sc¢ Box 1) by FMP sub-areas .. .....occvvuveriieeceneecennaoaeecses 700000
Licenses for fisheries (see Box 1) by the following areas: EG, CG, WG, BSAI ................ 800000
Licenses for fisheries (see Box 2) by FMP Sub-areas .. .......covveeiitieinacenanncecccons 900000
Box 1 Fisheries Specified Under Options 700,000 and 800,000

BSALE; Li : GOA Fisherv Li :

Pollock, Pacific Cod, Atka Mackerel, Yellowfin Sole, Other Flatfish, Pollock, Pacific Cod, Deep Water Flats, Shallow Water
Rockfish, Squid (Fixed Gear), Rocksole, Turbots Flatfish, Atka Mackerel

Box 2 Fisheries Specified Under Options 900,000 ;

Pollock, Pacific Cod, Atka Mackerel, Yellowfin Sole, Other Flatfish, Pollock, Pacific Cod, Deep Water Flats, Shallow Water
Rockfish, Squid (Fixed Gear), Rocksole, Turbots Flatfish , Atka Mackerel, Flathead Sole, Rockfish ..

Additionally, BSAI traw] sablefish will be bycatch only for any BSAI licensed vessel and Arrowtooth in any sub-area is open to any vessel
holding a sub-area license.

License Recipients
CUITEIE OWEIETS . « « o v e e e e st e s eeeennnnnnnesacsoesassesesessoessasssnnsnsossssssssnnnsns 10000
Current owner, then owner at the time of landing, then permit holders (no duplicate) .............. 20000
Current owners, then permit holders (no duplicates) ..............ooiieiiiiiiiiiiaiieenn, 30000
Current owners, owners at the time of landing, and permit holders (duplicates allowed) ............ 40000
License Designations
INOTESITACHOMS - .« vt ovttteeeeeeeaesaenennnnennnaseseeseeeeesssssnasassnsennsennseesss 1000
Catcher vessels & CatCher/proCeSSOTS ... .....vveuetenreanreereneronneosssoeasneonnneannns 2000
D= I L 171« K R R 3000
Inshore & OffShOre .. .ovvtiii ittt ittt it ittaassaeeeanasansnassascnns 4000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and vessel length .............coiiiiiiiiiiiiiaiin, 5000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors and Inshore & Offshore ........... ..o 6000
Inshore & Offshore and vessel length ...ttt iiieiiiieannneanes 7000
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processors, Inshore & Offshore, and vessellength ..................... 8000
Qualifying Periods
Jan. 1, 1978 -Dec. 31,1903 ...t i i i i e 100
Jun. 28,1989 - Jun. 27,1092 ... . i i e eeees 200
Jun. 28, 1989 - date of final aCtON ... ... .. i i i i i i i et 300
Jan. 1,1990 - Dec. 31, 1993 L. ittt e i i 400
The three years prior to the date of final action . . ... ...t 500
Jun. 28, 1989 - Jun. 27, 1992 & the three years prior to the date of final action ..................... 600
Each of the three calendar years from 1/1/90 - 6/27/92 & the 365 days prior to final action,

except for fixed gear P. cod use 6/23/91 - 6/27/92 rather than 1/1/90-6/27/92 .............. 700
Landings Requirements For General License Qualification
OneLanding ........coinniiiineiii i i i it 10
o T 1 R 20
5,000 POUNAS .. uvve ettt ettt et i et ie et et e 30
10,000 POUNAS .« oo ovvveieeeeueenneetannernseansseassseaneesoseosanneenussssosaonnnnns 40
20,000 POUNAS .+ . \vventteine it tiite i eaaeiiaaatta e ettt i 50
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Landings Requirements for Endorsement Qualification

One landing in qualifying period ... ....oeieetiniioni i ittt 1
Two landings in qualifyingperiod ...................... et i eteeeeeeeecaaneeeseasaeseannnnn 2
Three landings in qualifying period .. . ... ..ooeii i e 3
Four landings in qualifying period ............oiuiiiniiiiiii e 4
One landing in year priortocouncil action ............coieiii it 5
Two landings in year prior to council aCtion ..........ccouiitiiieiiiiintiieiiiiieiniieannen. 6
Three landings in year prior tocouncil aCHOn ........ceiniiiiiiiiiiiii e 7
Four landings in year prior to council aCtion ..........cooiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiietiiiiiiiiiiianenns 8

Using the numbering scheme above, a system with Class B Permits For Participants From 1/1/80-12/31/93 in

conjunction with, for example, the Universal Configuration would be identified as 2115211. (This is combination

'Groundfish 1' in Table 2 above.) Class B Permits For Participants From 1/1/88 - 12/31/93 in conjunction with
the Explicit Configuration would be identified as configuration # 3715711.

Crab. Class B permits can be applied to only 48 of the 96 original crab license configurations because the
proposed Class B permit qualifying period is shorter than one of the original crab qualifying periods (Option 10,
from 1/1/78-1/1/93). With the addition of Class B permits as an option, the total number of possible crab license
configurations increases to 192. As with groundfish Class B permits can be incorporated by introducing a new
component with three elements. The amended crab license numbering scheme is shown below.

Numbering
License Classes Scheme
Asingle class Of HICENSES .. ..o v vuiin ittt i eeteneetaaeneraeterantineneennnnnnnans 100000
Two license classes with Class B Permits for participants from 1/1/80 - 12/31/93 ............... 200000
Two license classes with Class B Permits for participants from 1/1/88 - 12/31/93 ............... 300000
Nature of Licenses
Single license for all species and areas . ...........ovueuerieneiieiiiiiiiiii i 10000
Licenses for species (e.g., C. opilio, C. bairdi, Red, Blue and Brown King Crab) ................. 20000
Licenses for each species/areacombination ...........c..cooeiiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieaiian.s 30000
License Recipients
CUITENL OWIIETS . « -« v v e e v eenene e eeaseaaaeeaannesesssasssssesennnansessennssssssonnans 1000
Current owners and permit holders ..........o. oo e 2000
License Designations
NOTESIICHONS .+ v v vt vvteeeeeeeeseneeenaeenesansusneunneseensoneeesssssasasaasssssssscns 100
Catcher vessels & CalCher/ProCeSSOrS . ... .vuiunirtiiireieerereeeeeeneeeersosesneesasns 200
Vessellength . ....oinniiin i i it i it et e 300
Catcher vessels & Catcher/processorsand vessellength .......... ... ... 400
Qualifying Period
Jan. 1, 1978 -Dec. 31, 1993 ...ttt i it ettt 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
Minimum landings
NOMUMMUIM ... tttnttttieetteeeeeeeeeeseeteeeesetasesenseenssnsosassnsnsesessssonnnss 1
1 landing for Red & Blue King, 3 landings for Brown King, C. opilio, & C. bairdi .................... 2
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